
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS  

MEETING 

February 24, 2021 

The regular monthly meeting of the Oregon Board of Zoning Appeals was called to order via 

Zoom by Chairman Michael Rowe.  Other members present included Dave Golis, Ron Vuketich, 

David Andrus, and Bill Reed.  Also present were Building & Zoning Commissioner James 

Gilmore and Acting Secretary Alex Schultz. 

The meeting was called to order at 5:00 p.m. 

Mr. Golis made a motion for Mr. Rowe to remain Chairman of the Board; seconded by Mr. 

Vuketich.  All members were in favor. 

Mr. Vuketich moved for adoption of the 2021 meeting schedule as submitted; seconded by Mr. 

Golis.  All members were in favor. 

Mr. Golis moved to accept the December 2, 2020 regular meeting minutes as submitted.  

Seconded by Mr. Vuketich.  All members were in favor. 

The following items were on the agenda: 

 

W-1659-21 Waiver of Ord. 269-2001; Section 1153.03(b) relating to building projections.  

The location is 322 Grasser Street.  The applicant/owner is Timothy Mawhorter. 

  

 Timothy Mawhorter, 322 Grasser Street, stated he and his wife are looking to 

extend an existing deck by approximately six feet, which is about one foot into 

the variance.  We are asking for the variance approval for a couple of reasons 

based on furniture layout and simple aesthetics of the layout of the deck itself. 

 

 Chairman Rowe asked if there were any questions from the Board. 

 

 Mr. Vuketich asked if the deck was going to have a roof over it or just open air. 

 

 Mr. Mawhorter replied it was going to be completely open. 

 

 Chairman Rowe asked if engineering has reviewed this. He stated he drove by the 

site today and it appears it is on a dead-end street.  He cannot imagine they have 

any issues, but just wanted to be sure they did not see any line-of-sight issues. 

 

 Mr. Gilmore responded that he did not send it to engineering because it was at the 

end of the street and he cannot see how it would be a traffic problem.  He also 

noted that a neighbor had contacted him earlier today and stated that he did not 

have any problems with it. 

 

 Mr. Golis commented that at the dead-end there is a significant elevation change; 

so, the likelihood of Grasser ever being extended past the house is unlikely.  

 

 Chairman Rowe asked if there were any further questions from the Board or if 

anyone else wished to speak for or against this matter.  There were none. 



 

Mr. Andrus made a motion to approve W-1659-21.  Seconded by Mr. Vuketich.   

All members were in favor. Variance was approved by a vote of 5-0. 

 

W-1660-21 Waiver of Ord. 069-2020; Section 1155.01(a) relating to accessory buildings.  

The location is 2059 Lakeview Avenue.  The applicant/owner is David Evans. 

 

 Chairman Rowe stated before we open this up there was a letter that we received 

that he wants to get read into the record.  He then asked Alex Schultz to go ahead. 

 

 Mr. Schultz read the following in the record: 

 

  Dear Mr. Kelly, 

 

I am writing to you regarding the Zoom meeting discussing the variance 

request for the property at 2059 Lakeview Ave because I am unable to 

attend.  I am the neighbor across the street at 2052. 

 

The appeal of the area is the beauty of the lake and the more structures 

that are built along its shores really take away from everyone being able 

to enjoy it.  I am obviously the one most affected by this as it is right in 

front of my house, so it goes without saying that this garage, which I 

believe will be an eyesore, is a huge disappointment to me and my family, 

especially in hearing how big the proposed building is.  Also, I love the 

sun and we put a lot of effort and resources into building our patio last 

summer.  The higher the building in front of us is, and it looks like he 

wants to go higher than typically allowed, the more sun that is blocked 

and the bigger the shadow cast on us.  I’m not sure what the appeal 

process involves, but I hope you will consider the community and the 

neighborhood in your decision. 

 

  Thank you for listening, 

 

  Lucy M. Hagedorn 

  

 Mr. Gilmore stated he wanted to make a correction.  The height came out to about 

25.5 feet; so, it is probably safe to go with a 26-foot height because of not 

knowing the size of the framing members. 

 

 David Evans, 2059 Lakeview Avenue, stated he and his wife have three lots, and 

this is contingent upon putting all three lots together.  The height is so there can 

be a 6-12 roof, which coincides with all the other buildings on the street.  It would 

look like it was supposed to be here and not different.  As far as the neighbor  

across the street that has a problem with it, if you look at the drawing there is 

actually a 40-foot lot in between the garage and the existing house.  If you cannot 

see the lake through there you are not going to see it.  We are trying to make this 

not look like a pole barn, but more of a structure.  Marty Zak, to the south of us, 

was already given a variance for a garage that is bigger than what we are building.  

 



Chairman Rowe asked Mr. Evans what is driving his eave height to make it 26 

feet.  He stated it appears there might be a second story and asked if there was a 

way to shorten some of that or not.  

 

Mr. Evans answered we definitely wanted to have a second story for storage or a 

project room up there. 

 

Chairman Rowe asked Mr. Gilmore if he was correct in that the variance down 

the street was for the side yard and not the height. 

 

Mr. Gilmore replied that was correct, it was not for height.  However, he pointed 

out that if you were to combine two of those lots you could put a single-family 

structure on there that could be 30 feet in height. 

 

Chairman Rowe asked if there were any further questions from the Board. 

 

Mr. Golis asked Mr. Gilmore if the height restrictions in the zoning code are 

being looked at as a proposed change. 

 

Mr. Gilmore responded that we already changed that to be 20 feet. 

 

Mr. Reed asked Mr. Evans if he had any plans to do anything in the 40-foot 

opening between the new structure and the house.  

 

Mr. Evans answered it is a driveway that goes all the way to the lake.  It almost 

has to be left open because that drains most of the neighborhood since they are the 

lowest spot in the whole neighborhood.  He does not plan on doing anything 

there, it is just going to be open. 

 

Mr. Reed noted that he believes the house is every bit as tall as the new building 

is going to be. 

 

Chairman Rowe asked Mr. Gilmore for clarification that if Mr. Evans were to 

construct this as an addition to the primary structure the height would not even be 

an issue here today.    

 

Mr. Gilmore replied that is correct. 

 

Mr. Reed asked if we still needed to clarify the issue of the building being in front 

of the house versus behind the house.  

 

Chairman Rowe responded it is the side yard. 

 

Mr. Gilmore added that the next-door neighbor was granted a side yard variance. 

 

Mr. Vuketich asked if we are addressing both issues today. 

 

Chairman Rowe answered yes, basically we have two issues; we have an issue 

with it being constructed in the side yard because the lot does not allow for 

anything behind the house and the six-foot variance for the height.  



 

Mr. Vuketich asked if this is contingent upon all three lots being combined into 

one. 

 

Mr. Gilmore answered that is correct, it must become one lot. 

 

Chairman Rowe asked if there were any further questions from the Board or 

anyone else who wished to speak for or against this matter. 

 

Mr. Vuketich made a motion to approve W-1660-21 with the adjustment that the 

height waiver be a 6-foot requirement instead of a 5-foot requirement.  Mr. 

Andrus seconded.  All members were in favor.  Variance was approved by a vote 

of 5-0. 

 

W-1661-21 Waiver of Ord. 069-2020; Section 1155.02(b) relating to fences.  The location is 

1541 Reswick Drive.  The applicant/owner is M.J. Strickler. 

 

 Mr. Gilmore stated he did have a request from a neighbor that if the waiver is 

approved for 7 feet that the applicant would not add on to the existing 6-foot 

fence but would install new 7-foot panels.  

 

 Matilda Strickler, 1541 Reswick Drive, stated really the issue is privacy and to cut 

down on the light at the back of her property, which is three lots owned by the 

same people.  Two thirds of that property is probably two sheds with a gap in 

between where there is a huge amount of light directed at her fence.  The sheds 

are also very close to her fence so the ground there is not really used for anything, 

it is not accessed or anything like that, and it cannot really be used by the 

neighbors because it is so close to her property.  Her house is on an elevation, 

which means her yard seems to be in a dip making the height of the fence at the 

back appear lower.  When you are in the house or on the back steps you notice it 

more. 

 

 Chairman Rowe stated he drove by the site and did not notice any significant 

grade elevational change and asked if any other members of the Board had done 

the same. 

 

 Mr. Golis replied that he had also driven by and believes she may be referring to 

the elevation of the finished floor.  

 

 Ms. Strickler stated that sounds about right. 

 

 Chairman Rowe stated in the past when we have allowed a height exception it has 

typically been more contingent on where your yard is significantly different, like 

three foot higher or lower than your adjacent neighbors height of yard.  Another 

suggestion that we have offered in the past is that the same thing could be done 

with landscaping, which there is not a zoning issue regarding arborvitaes or 

something like that could get you the extra 12 inches without having to put a 

fence in.   

 



 Ms. Strickler stated that they had to spend a lot of money last year relocating the 

fence due to a boundary dispute.  This has now gone into lights going up from the 

neighbors, this one horrendously bright light that shines over her fence and 

putting 12 inches on that fence would stop that bright light. 

 

 Chairman Rowe stated he knows in the commercial code we have restrictions on 

foot candles and the spread of light.  He asked Mr. Gilmore if this is something 

that also pertains to residential and could be addressed from his end by going out 

and taking a foot candle measurement. 

 

 Mr. Gilmore responded that it is the same in residential and we do have a meter to 

go out and measure whether it is greater than the allowed one-half foot candle at 

the property line.  

 

Chairman Rowe then asked if there were any further questions from the Board. 

 

 Mr. Reed asked if we are just talking about only extending the fence on the back 

property line. 

 

 Ms. Strickler answered that was correct.   

 

 Chairman Rowe asked if there was anybody who wished to speak for or against 

this matter. 

 

 Jenna and Bethany Spetz, 1530 Pieper Drive, stated they are the neighbors behind 

Ms. Strickler.  They do not mind the height but do request that it become a new 

fence all the way down from point A to point B because as it stands now there are 

several different panels and colors.  Ms. Strickler had just put in a new fence and 

tacking on another foot aesthetically is going to affect their property values and it 

is not going to look good.    

  

 Robin Steinmetz, 193 Ponderosa Drive, stated she is the real estate agent who 

helped Jenna and Bethany purchase this house.  When they bought the house the 

neighbor behind was a different neighbor.  Ms. Strickler purchased her house after 

they had purchased theirs.  So, when they bought it the fence was askew along the 

property line.  They were okay with that because it had been like that for several 

years.  When Ms. Strickler moved in, she had a survey done because she wanted 

to put up a new fence and the survey showed that the fence makes a slight X with 

the property line.  She wanted to adjust the property line, which gave some 

property to the girls and took some away, maybe a foot either way from one side 

of the fence to the other side of the fence with the center of the fence staying 

where it is at.  Because Jenna and Bethany have just bought this house and resale 

value is so important and to now have a hodge podge of four different types of 

fence in their back yard they are totally fine with her putting up a 7-foot fence 

they would just like it to be the same material from the bottom to the top, from 

left to right, along the whole property line and not something homemade tacked to 

the top of it. 

 

 Chairman Rowe asked if there was anybody else who wished to speak for or 

against this matter. 



 

 Mr. Reed made a motion to approve W-1661-21 with the stipulation that the fence 

height is allowable providing that it is a one-piece bottom to top fence.  Mr. 

Vuketich seconded.  Mr. Reed, Mr. Vuketich, Mr. Golis and Mr. Andrus voted 

yes.  Mr. Rowe voted no.  Variance was approved by a vote of 4-1. 

  

With no further business the meeting adjourned at 5:47 p.m.   

   

        Alex Schultz, 

        Acting Secretary 


