
 

 

Board of Zoning Appeals Council 
Chambers 

September 12, 2022 – 6:00 p.m. 
  233 South Main Street, Monroe, Ohio  

 
 

Call to Order  

Roll Call 

Approval of the Minutes – June 27, 2022 
 

Old Business 
 

New Business  

Public Hearing 

Case No. 2022-6. Consideration of a variance application from Emily and Samuel Nelson 
regarding a land transfer between 219 and 225 Lynette Ct 

 
 

Administrative Reports 

Adjournment 



 

 

Board of Zoning Appeals Minutes 
June 27, 2022 – 6:00pm 

 
 

The Board of Zoning Appeals of the City of Monroe met in regular session at 6:00 pm on June 27, 
2022. The meeting was held in the Council Chambers located at 233 South Main Street. 

 
Call to Order 

 

Mr. Adam called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 

Roll Call 
 

Members present: Lorenzo Adam, Michael Morris, Casey Walters, Joshua Mason, and John 
Robbins. 

 
Staff members present: Tom Smith, Director of Development; Jameson Cole, Planner and Michelle 
Layman, Planning and Zoning Specialist. 

 
 

Approval of Minutes 

 

 
Mr. Robbins noted he was here for the last meeting. Mr. Morris moved to amend the minutes 
of February 23, 2022, to reflect the attendance of Mr. Robbins; seconded by Mr. Mason.  
Voice vote.  Motion carried.  

 
Old Business 

 



 

 
None. 

 
New Business 

 
 

 
Public Hearing: Case No. 2022-5-- Consideration of a variance application from Jason 
and Amber Wenzel regarding construction of a detached garage. 

 
Having been sworn, Mr. Cole gave the following presentation: 
 
Background: 

• Jason and Amber Wenzel, property owners at 960 N Garver Road, applied for a 
variance regarding a proposed detached garage in the rear yard of their 
property. 

• They wish to exceed the maximum cumulative square footage permitted for accessory 
structures. 

• They propose to construct a 1,200 square foot (30’x40’) detached building to serve as a 
workshop and to provide additional storage. 

• The property owned by Jason and Amber Wenzel is 0.76 acres and is zoned R-1 Single 
Family Residential 

• Mr. Cole reviewed various photos of the property. 

Variance Purpose: 

• A variance from the requirements of this code may be granted by the BZA when the BZA 
determines that such a variance will not be contrary to the public interest and that, due 
to special conditions, practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship exist that prevent strict 
application of this code. 

 

Variance Request: 

• To allow an increase in the maximum square footage permitted for all accessory 
structures from 840 square feet to 1,200 square feet. This represents an increase of 
42.9% above the maximum permitted for this site. 

• Section 1205.01(C) outlines this requirement as the following: 



 

 

 
 

Review Criteria: 

The following factors shall be considered and weighed by BZA to determine practical difficulty. 
Staff’s findings are listed after each criterion: 

• Whether special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land or 
structure involved and which are not applicable generally to other lands or structures 
in the same zoning district; examples of such special conditions or circumstances are: 

 
exceptional irregularity, narrowness, shallowness or steepness of the lot, or adjacency 
to nonconforming and inharmonious uses, structures, or conditions. 

 
This property is similar to other R-1 zoned residential properties in this area in terms of 
lot size and size of home. It is dissimilar to other residential properties in the immediate 
area in that it is L-shaped, and a portion of the property sits behind another property. 
The property does abut light industrial property, which is not unique compared to other 
lots on Garver or some other pockets of established residential adjacent to light 
industrial property. 

 
• Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable return or whether there can 

be any beneficial use of the property without the variance. 
 

The property may yield a reasonable return and be of beneficial use without the 
requested variance as a single-family home. 

 
The applicant states the purpose of purchasing the property was based on the lot size 
and space to build this type of structure. 

 
• Whether the variance is substantial and is the minimum necessary to make possible 

the reasonable use of the land or structures. 
 

The variance requested is substantial as the request is a 42.9% increase in the maximum 
square footage currently permitted by code for this property. As the property is already 
being utilized, it is the interpretation of Staff that it is not the minimum necessary to 
make use of the land. 

 
The applicant has indicated that the building will be used for storage and as a workshop 
space. 



 

 

• Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered 
or whether adjoining properties would suffer substantial detriment as a result of the 
variance. 

 
Much of the surrounding area was developed as more of a traditional neighborhood 
with lots generally ranging between 0.5 acres to 1.2 acres. There are a limited number 
of homes in the area with larger detached garages. Those that do have larger detached 
buildings may have been existing for a number of years under previous codes. 

 
The applicant has stated the structure will be partially hidden from review due to its 
location towards the rear of the home. The applicant states the proposed structure is 
comparable to many structures in this area and is surrounded by commercial property. 

 
• Whether the variance would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services 

such as water, sewer, and refuse pickup. 
 

The variance would not adversely affect the delivery of governmental services. 
 

• Whether special conditions or circumstances exist as a result of actions of the owner. 
 

The requested variance is due to the stated need of the property owner to be able to 
store various items and utilize the space as a workshop at his property. 

 
The applicant states they’ve recently inherited classic cars, tools, and a car trailer. The 
structure will serve to keep the yard free of clutter and vehicles out of the weather. 

 
 

• Whether the property owner’s predicament can feasibly be removed through some 
method other than a variance. 

 
The applicant could construct a smaller structure (no larger than 840 SF) or potentially 
construct an attached garage at the requested 1,200 square feet as an attached 
structure would not fall under the limitation on square footage for detached accessory 
structures. 

 
The applicant has stated constructing a smaller detached structure would not fit their 
needs. 

 
 

• Whether the spirit and intent behind the code requirement would be observed and 
substantial justice done by granting a variance. 

 
The spirit and intent behind limiting the structure size to be subordinate to the principal 



 

structure (single-family home) may still be observed by granting a variance in this case. 
 

• Whether the granting of the variance requested will confer on the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this regulation to other lands, structures, or 
buildings in the same district. 

 
The granting of this variance would provide this applicant the ability to construct a 
structure much larger than is allowed for others living in residential areas in Monroe. 
Staff would note that the Board denied two variance requests related to detached 
garages in 2017 but approved one in 2020 and another in 2021. 

 
Department Comments: 

• Public Works/Engineering: No comment. 
• Police Department: No comment. 
• Fire Department: No comment. 

 
Public Comments: 

• The applicant has provided letters of support from neighbors that have been included in 
the packet for the record. 

 
Staff Recommendation: 

• As a reminder, a variance from the requirements of this Code may be granted by the 
Board of Zoning Appeals when the Board determines that such a variance will not be 
contrary to the public interest and that, due to special conditions, practical difficulty or 
unnecessary hardship exist that prevent strict application of this Code. 

• Staff’s review and recommendation are based on Code interpretations as well as the 
potential for precedents that could affect overall enforcement of City standards and 
regulations. The BZA’s approval, denial, or modification is not required to be based on 
all the above criteria being met. No single factor listed above may control and not all 
factors may be applicable in each case. Each case shall be determined on its own facts. 

• Staff does not make a recommendation regarding the variance request. Staff 
understands the applicant desires a building to store personal items (vehicles, 
equipment, etc.) and to utilize as a personal workshop. As mentioned in the report, 
several requests have come to the Board regarding this type of variance over the last 5 
years, some of which were granted. There is not necessarily a hardship presented by the 
applicant. The property is not necessarily unique in comparison to other R-1 lots in this 



 

 

area. The request is considerable and not the minimum necessary to make use of the 
property. 

 
 

Mr. Morris asked if in our regulations he could build a 1200 sq ft attached structure and 
wouldn’t need a variance but if building the same size detached structure would he need a 
variance. Mr. Cole stated yes, he would need a variance. Mr. Morris stated this is why BZA is 
hearing so many of these cases. 

Mr. Morris asked if the letter that was received from a neighbor, Nate Reece, had been 
recorded. Mr. Cole states it has and gave the letter to BZA for their review. 

Mr. Adam asked if anyone would like to speak from the community. 
 
 

Having been sworn, Amber and Jason Wenzel spoke regarding the reason they are in need of 
the garage. They stated Jason works on cars and that they have some larger items that need to 
be stored. Jason stated they are placing the structure on an already existing pad. Mr. Morris 
stated they will have concrete pad left over. Mr. Adam asked for them to review the building 
plans and materials. 

Mr. Adam asked if anyone else would like to speak.  Mrs. Drew spoke in favor of them being 
able to construct the detached garage. Mr. Morris asked if it would hurt the character of the 
neighborhood. The neighbor stated it will not.  

 
Mr. Morris moved to accept the documents for the record; seconded by Mr. Mason. Voice 
vote. Motion carried. 

 
Deliberative session by board 

 

Mr. Adam reviewed the plans. Mr. Morris brought up the fact that this isn’t a typical lot. He 
asked that when the regulations are reviewed by Planning Commission, this scenario be looked 
at. He stated Monroe has varying shapes and sized lots. Mr. Morris stated he doesn’t have a 
problem with this. 

Mr. Adam brought up the fact that this could set a precedent moving forward. Mr. Morris 
disagreed stating the neighborhood that this home is in has varying types of lots. He stated by 
approving this variance it will not disrupt any public utilities. 



 

Mr. Adam asked for a motion to approve case no 2022-5 Consideration of a variance 
application from Jason and Amber Wenzel regarding construction of a detached garage. 

 
Mr. Morris moved to approve Case No. 2022-5, Consideration of variance application from Jason and 
Amber Wenzel regarding construction of a detached garage; seconded by Mr. Walters. 

 
Roll call vote: five ayes. Motion carried.  

 

Adjournment 
 

    Mr. Mason moved to adjourn; seconded by Mr. Robbins.  Voice vote. Motion carried.  
The Board of Zoning Appeals meeting adjourned at 6:33 p.m. 

 
 

Respectfully submitted by:  

 

 

Michelle Layman 

Planning and Zoning Specialist 
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                       CITY OF MONROE 
                    Inter-Office Correspondence 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:  Members of the Monroe Board of Zoning Appeals 
FROM:  Kameryn Jones 
  Assistant Development Director  
 
DATE:  September 12, 2022 
 
RE: Information Packet for September 12, 2022, Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting at 6:00 p.m. 
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I. BZA-2022-6— Consideration of a variance application from Matthew and Kelli Goedde 
regarding a land transfer between 225 Lynette Court and 219 Lynette Court 
 

A. Background:  
• Matthew and Kelli Goedde, property owners at 225 Lynette Court have applied for variance 

regarding a land transfer between their property and the neighboring property at 219 Lynette Court. 
• They wish to transfer land between landowners and create a legally non-conforming lot at 225 

Lynette Court. 
• They propose is to transfer approximately 612 square foot (4’x153’) piece of land between the two 

homes. 
• The property at 225 Lynette is owned by Matthew and Kelli Goedde is 0.26 acres and is zoned R-1 

Single Family Residential.  
• The property at 219 Lynette is owned by Samuel and Emily Nelson is 0.28 acres and is zoned R-1 

Single family Residential.  
 

     
     Overhead View of Site 
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Surrounding Zoning 
 

 
Looking South towards 225 Lynette Court from Lynette Court 
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Looking south towards the fence between 219 Lynette Court and 225 Lynette Court 
 

 
Looking west towards the rear of 219 Lynette Court from Moder Drive 
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B. Variance Purpose: 

 
• A variance from the requirements of this code may be granted by the BZA when the BZA determines 

that such a variance will not be contrary to the public interest and that, due to special conditions, 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship exist that prevent strict application of this code. 
 

C. Variance Request: 
 

• To allow the transfer of approximately 612 square feet (4’x153’) of land between landowners which 
would reduce the lot width of 225 Lynette Court from 75 FT to 71.35 FT at the front property line 
and 70.63 FT at the rear property line creating a nonconforming lot at 225 Lynette Court. 
 

• Table 1204-5 outlines this requirement as the following: 
 

 

  
 

 
Proposed Site Plan 
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D. Review Criteria: 
 

The following factors shall be considered and weighed by BZA to determine practical difficulty. Staff’s 
findings are listed after each criterion:  
 

• Whether special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land or structure 
involved and which are not applicable generally to other lands or structures in the same zoning 
district; examples of such special conditions or circumstances are: exceptional irregularity, 
narrowness, shallowness or steepness of the lot, or adjacency to nonconforming and 
inharmonious uses, structures, or conditions. 
 
This property is similar to other R-1 zoned residential properties in this area in terms of lot size and 
size of home. Being both of these homes are relatively older in comparison to many of Monroe’s 
new subdivision homes, the lots are generally already smaller than what would be permitted today. 

 
• Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable return or whether there can be any 

beneficial use of the property without the variance. 
 
The property may yield a reasonable return and be of beneficial use without the requested variance 
as a single-family home. 
 
The applicant states the purpose of the transfer is so that each house will own the land on their 
respective side of the fence. In addition, the owners of 219 Lynette Court wants to address a 
drainage issue caused by the portion of 225 Lynette Court lot they are proposing to transfer, which 
drains towards 219 Lynette Court. The additional land will allow them to implement a variety of 
drainage solutions. 
 

• Whether the variance is substantial and is the minimum necessary to make possible the 
reasonable use of the land or structures. 

The variance requested is minor regarding the amount of land being transferred but not the 
minimum necessary to make use of the property. 

• Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered or whether 
adjoining properties would suffer substantial detriment as a result of the variance. 

 
The character of the neighborhood would not be altered as the two houses and yards look similar to 
those in the neighborhood.  

 
 

• Whether the variance would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services such as water, 
sewer, and refuse pickup. 

 
The variance would not adversely affect the delivery of governmental services. 

 
 

• Whether special conditions or circumstances exist as a result of actions of the owner. 
 
The requested variance is due to the property owners exchanging land based on where the existing 
fence is located.  
 



7 
 

The applicant stated that they constructed a fence evenly between the two properties thinking it 
was along the property line. When it was discovered it was not the true location of the property line, 
the property owners of 225 Lynette Court offered the land that is located on the other side of the 
fence to the property owners of 219 Lynette Court. 
 

• Whether the property owner’s predicament can feasibly be removed through some method other 
than a variance. 
 
At their own risk, the applicant could leave the fence up between the houses with the 
understanding that it is not on the property line.  
 
Another method to correct the issue would be to move the fence to the proper location along the 
existing property line.  

 
• Whether the spirit and intent behind the code requirement would be observed and substantial 

justice done by granting a variance. 
 
         The spirit and intent behind the code requirement may be observed by granting a variance in this  
         case. 

 
• Whether the granting of the variance requested will confer on the applicant any special privilege 

that is denied by this regulation to other lands, structures, or buildings in the same district. 

Granting the variance requested would create a lot smaller than what is presently permitted in the 
R-1 zoning district or any other residential district in the City. 

E. Department Comments: 
 

• Public Works/Engineering: No comment. 
• Police Department: No comment. 
• Fire Department: No comment. 

 

F. Public Comments: 
 

• The applicant has provided a signed gift of land agreement.  
 

G. Staff Recommendation: 
 

• As a reminder, a variance from the requirements of this Code may be granted by the Board of 
Zoning Appeals when the Board determines that such a variance will not be contrary to the public 
interest and that, due to special conditions, practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship exist that 
prevent strict application of this Code. 

• Staff’s review and recommendation are based on Code interpretations as well as the potential for 
precedents that could affect overall enforcement of City standards and regulations. The BZA’s 
approval, denial, or modification is not required to be based on all the above criteria being met. No 
single factor listed above may control and not all factors may be applicable in each case. Each case 
shall be determined on its own facts. 

 
Staff does not make a recommendation regarding the variance request. The staff understands the 
applicant desires to transfer the land in an effort to amend the drainage issues and improper fence 
location. The request is relatively small and not the minimum necessary to make use of the property. 
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