
 
AGENDA 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
TUESDAY, May 27,  2025 

6:30 P.M.  
 

Oxford Courthouse 
118 E High Street 

 
MEMBERS 

Philip Russo, Chair 
Baljinnyam Dashdorj    Steve Chaffin, Secretary  
Matt Wyatt      

 
STAFF 

Sam Perry, Director, Community Development 
Zachary Moore, City Planner/GIS Coordinator 

Christopher Conard, Law Director 
 

 
 

I. Call to Order 
 

II. Approval of January 28, 2025 Minutes of the Regular Meeting 1 
 

III. New Business 
 
BZA-2025-01,  124 Pin Oak Drive,  VARIANCES to Section 1143.01(c)(2)(B) minimum rear yard 
depth and Section 1143.01(c)(2)(C) minimum side yard width,  Scott Webb Architect,  
Applicant/Agent 5 

IV. Adjournment 
 

 

MEETING PR OCEDURE:  The Board of Zoning Appeals is a quasi-judicial board.  Our primary function is to hear 
testimony and issue decisions.  Unlike other City boards and commissions, we only hear relevant, sworn testimony from 
the Applicant, his/her duly appointed agent or attorney, and any other person with standing to testify in a particular 
matter.  The Applicant has the right to cross-examine any testimony given.  Our hearings are open to public attendance, 
but public comment, opinion and discussion are not considered testimony and will not be heard. 
 
Please wait until you are recognized by the Chair, state your name and address so that your comments may be properly 
recorded.  Applicants are to limit their testimony to fifteen (15) minutes, including any information presented by his/her 
duly appointed agent or attorney. This time limit may be extended if the Board requests or approves further testimony.  
Other persons with standing are encouraged to testify and ask questions about the nature of the appeal, but must be 
acknowledged by the Chair prior to speaking. 



 

 

OXFORD BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

Tuesday, January 28, 2025 
 

Link for website video here 
 
 

 

Meeting procedure: The Board of Zoning Appeals is a quasi-judicial Board. Our primary function is to 
hear testimony and issue decisions. Unlike other City boards and commissions, we only hear 
relevant, sworn testimony from the Applicant, his/her duly appointed agent or attorney, and any 
other person with standing to testify in a particular matter. The Applicant has the right to cross-
examine any testimony given. Our hearings are open to public attendance, but public comment, 
opinion and discussion are not considered testimony and will not be heard. 

Please wait until you are recognized by the Chair, state your name and address so that your 
comments may be properly recorded. Applicants are to limit their testimony to fifteen (15) minutes, 
including any information presented by his/her duly appointed agent or attorney. This time limit 
may be extended if the Board requests or approves further testimony. Other persons with standing 
are encouraged to testify and ask questions about the nature of the appeal, but must be 
acknowledged by the Chair prior to speaking. 

 
Roll Call 
 

Philip Russo, Chair 

D. Chadwick Smith, Vice Chair Matt Wyatt 

Steve Chaffin, Secretary Baljinnyam Dashdorj 
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https://youtu.be/pwK3m7h7TDY


Time: 6:54  

A regular meeting of the Oxford Board of Zoning Appeals was called to order by Chair Philip Russo on 
Tuesday, January 28, 2025 at 6:30 p.m. 

Members in attendance were Steve Chaffin, Baljinnyam Dashdorj, and D. Chadwick Smith 

Members excused: Matt Wyatt 
 
Staff Members in Attendance  

Mr. Sam Perry, Director, Community Development, Mr. Zachary Moore, City Planner/GIS Coordinator, Mr. 

Christopher Conard, Law Director, Ms. Eunike Miller, Administrative Assistant 

Staff Members Excused 

None 

Election of Officers and Swearing in BZA Members 
 
Time: 7:05 
 
 
Election of Officers  
 
Motion 1 – To nominate Philip Russo for BZA Chair 

(Voice Vote)  1st Mr. Chaffin  2nd Mr. Dashdorj 

 
AYE: (4) 

NAY:(0) 

ABS: (0)  

Motion 2 – To nominate D. Chadwick  Smith for Vice-Chair of BZA  

(Voice Vote) 1st Mr. Chaffin 2nd Mr. Dashdorj 
 

AYE: (4)  

NAY: (0) 

ABS: (0)  
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https://youtu.be/pwK3m7h7TDY?t=414
https://youtu.be/pwK3m7h7TDY?t=425


Approval of October 22,  2024 Minutes of the Regular Meeting  
 
Time: 9:35 
 
Motion – To approve the minutes as written 

(Voice Vote) 1st Mr. Chaffin 2nd Mr. Dashdorj 
 

AYE: (4)  

NAY: (0) 

ABS: (0)  

 

New Business  

BZA-2024-06 

Time: 10:12  

Page 5 of the Agenda Packet 

1. BZA-2024-04, 417 E Withrow Street, VARIANCE, to Section 1143.07(c) maximum lot coverage, 
Scott Webb, Architect, Applicant/Agent 

 
Those presenting during the BZA were sworn in by Law Director, Mr. Conard. 
 
Mr. Moore presented the staff report and responded to the questions the BZA members had. During Mr. 
Moore’s presentation a letter of the performed Zoning inspection dated 5/18/2024 was introduced as Staff 
Exhibit A. 
 
Mr. Scott Webb, Architect presented his report in behalf of the property owner. 
 
Mr. Jack Grove, Attorney of the Property Owner, presented photos of various properties around town as 
supporting documents of the case. 

 

Motion – To Enter into Deliberation 

(Voice Vote)  1st Mr. Dashdorj 2nd Mr. Chaffin 
 

AYE: (4)  

NAY: (0) 

ABS: (0) 

Comments from the Public 
 

There were no comments from the public. 
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https://youtu.be/pwK3m7h7TDY?t=575
https://youtu.be/pwK3m7h7TDY?t=612


Motion – To Grant the Variance Request on conditions that blocks/barriers be installed for the 
park ing spaces adjacent to the building. 

 

(Roll Call)  1st Mr. Smith 2nd Mr. Dashdorj 
 

AYE: Mr. Dashdorj, Mr. Smith, Mr. Russo (3) 

NAY: Mr. Chaffin (1) 

ABS: None (0) 

 
Motion to Adjourn Meeting at 8:39 p.m.  

Time: 2:15:51 

(Voice Vote)  1st Mr. Chaffin 2nd Mr. Dashdorj 
 

AYE: (4) 

NAY: (0)  

ABS: (0)  
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BZA-2024-05  May 27, 2025 

 
 
 

 

STAFF REPORT 
 

Community Development   |   Board of Zoning Appeals 
 

 
APPLICATION DETAILS 

Applicant Scott Webb, Architect 

Location 124 Pin Oak Drive 

Owner Alan & Marti Kyger 

Action Request Variances to Section 1143.01(c)(2), minimum side & rear setbacks 

Lot Size 13,102 square feet / 0.30 acres 

Lot Width 100 feet 

Current Use Single-Family Dwelling 

Current Zoning R-1A Single-Family Low-Density Residential District 

Surrounding Land Uses Golf course (Oxford Country Club) to west; single-family residential in all 
other directions  

 
BACK GROUND 
On behalf of the property owners, Architect Scott Webb has submitted a request for variances specific to a 
proposed improvement project at 124 Pin Oak Drive. Planned improvements include a new backyard deck 
and pergola facing the Oxford Country Club’s golf course, as well as the conversion of an existing carport 
into an enclosed two-car garage.  
 
In this case, with the lot zoned R-1A Single-Family Low Density Residential District, the minimum rear and 
side yard setbacks are 40 feet and 10 feet respectively. While the existing house presently complies with all 
required setbacks, the proposed deck would encroach into the rear setback by 8 feet 8 inches, and the garage 
addition would expand the present footprint of the carport further south thus encroaching into the side yard 
setback by 4 feet 6 inches.  
 
In summary, if the Board were to approve these requests, the new deck would be located 31 feet 4 inches 
from the rear lot line adjoining the Oxford Country Club property, and the new garage would be located 5 
feet 6 inches from the side lot line abutting 122 Pin Oak Drive. 
 
 
 
 

Case No:  
BZA-2025-01 

Meeting Date:  
May 27, 2025 

005



BZA-2024-05  May 27, 2025 

DESCRIPTION 
The applicant’s requested variances can be summarized as follows: 
 

Requirement Code Section Standard  Proposal 

Minimum Rear Yard Setback  1143.01(c)(2)(B) 40 feet min. 31 feet 4 inches 

Per Section 1141.01(a)(3), decks are normally required to comply with the same district setback 
standards applicable to structures. The applicant proposes a new deck approx. 26 feet wide by 14 feet 
deep, resulting in a total size of 364 square feet. While the existing house presently complies with the 
required 40-foot rear setback, the new deck as proposed would encroach into this setback by 8 feet 8 
inches. Apart from the new deck accompanied by an accessory pergola, an extension of an existing 
covered porch is also planned, though this particular portion would comply with the rear setback. 
 

Minimum Side Yard Setback  1143.01(c)(2)(C) 10 feet min. 5 feet 6 inches 

The applicant originally applied for Building Permit approval on February 7. In this first submittal, the 
10 foot side yard setback was noted on the plot plan, along with a note calling out a “10’ 8” approx. 
distance to property line” from the edge of the proposed garage expansion. Therefore, staff found the 
side yard setback compliant during the first round of review on this permit. A property survey was later 
obtained and provided a more accurate picture of the current setback, which could then be compared to 
the proposed garage addition. The survey revealed that the existing carport and covered patio were 21.8 
feet from the side lot line abutting 122 Pin Oak Drive. The proposed garage addition brings the structure 
16.3 feet closer to this lot line, thereby reducing the setback distance to 5.5 feet. 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Notification was mailed to property owners within 200 feet and a sign was placed on the property. No 
official public comments have been received as of this writing. 
 
DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 
Below are comments from City departments: 

Department Respondent Response 

Economic Development Seth Cropenbaker,  
Economic Development Specialist Reviewed without Comments 

 

Engineering Scott Otto, City Engineer Reviewed without Comments 

 

Fire John Detherage, Fire Chief Reviewed without Comments 

 

Police John Jones, Police Chief Reviewed without Comments 

 

 
BZA SITE HISTORY 
There is no prior BZA case history available in City records for this property. 

006



BZA-2024-05  May 27, 2025 

DECISION CRITERIA 
In accordance with Section 1139.02(c)(1), the burden of proof is upon the Applicant to present reliable and 
substantial evidence that supports the request for Variance. Furthermore, per Section 1139.02(c)(2) the BZA 
must find that practical difficulties exist that would render strict application of the Code unreasonable. In 
determining whether such difficulties exist which are sufficient to warrant the Variance, the Board shall use 
the attached eight decision criteria (A-H) in its deliberation. See the enclosed narrative addressing the 
review criteria from Mr. Webb. 
 
If the BZA determines that difficulties exist which are sufficient to warrant the Variance, staff recommends 
that the BZA cite any new or different specific evidence not yet identified and approve the Variance request. 
If the BZA does approve the Variance it can make separate findings and attach any appropriate conditions it 
deems necessary as permitted by Section 1139.02(d)(2).  
 
Staff’s review of the criteria is outlined in the table below: 
 

Criterion A 
Whether the property in question will yield reasonable return or whether 
there can be any beneficial use of the property w ithout the variance 

Mixed evidence 
 

The land use of the subject property is not in jeopardy with this request. The 
existing land use is a single-family dwelling, and the property is zoned for 
single-family use. The existence and occupancy of this dwelling constitutes 
sufficient evidence that there is already reasonable return for the property. 
 
However, staff does feel the applicant’s arguments regarding the conversion of 
an antiquated carport feature to a more modern garage amenity do warrant 
some merit with respect to increasing beneficial use, marketability, and value for 
the property. Therefore, staff is assigning a rating of “mixed evidence.” 
 

Criterion B Whether the variance is substantial 

Supports 
granting the Variance 
for the Rear Yard 
Setback 
 
Does not support 
granting the Variance 
for the Side Yard 
Setback  
 

The subject lot, given its smaller size and shape, is actually more reminiscent of a 
lot in the R-1B or R-2A District. Rear yard setbacks are typically less in those 
Districts, requiring 35 feet minimum and 30 feet minimum respectively. For 
these reasons, staff feels a rear setback distance of 31 feet 4 inches – which meets 
78% of the required R-1A distance of 40 feet – is not substantial. 
 
The side yard setback of 5 ½ feet on the other hand constitutes 55% of the 
required distance and therefore could be construed as substantial … at least from 
a numerical standpoint. 
 

Criterion C 
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 

Supports 
granting the Variance 

Staff agrees with the applicant’s findings pertaining to this criterion. The 
essential character of the neighborhood will not be substantially altered, nor will 
there be substantial detriment to surrounding properties. The more “estate-
style” feel of this subdivision will not be negatively affected, especially given the 
incredible amount of distance already found between 124 Pin Oak and the 
neighbor to the south at 122 Pin Oak. 
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BZA-2024-05  May 27, 2025 

Criterion D Whether the variance w ould adversely affect the delivery of governmental 
services (i.e.  water,  sewer,  garbage) 

Supports 
granting the Variance 
 
 

No comments or concerns were returned by the City Engineer, Fire Chief or 
Police Chief on this matter. The granting of this Variance is not expected to have 
any adverse impact on governmental services. 
 

Criterion E 
Whether the property ow ner purchased the property with k nowledge of 
the zoning restriction 

Undetermined This criterion tries to get at whether or not the variance is provoked by a “self-
created hardship.” In other words, an owner purchasing property who knows 
full well that the zoning regulations restrict or prevent what they intend to do 
should not expect a guaranteed outcome in their favor.  
 
Staff does not believe enough information has been made available in the 
submitted application to offer a definitive stance, and is therefore rating this 
criterion as “undetermined” at this time. 
 

Criterion F 
Whether the property ow ners’  predicament feasibly can be obviated 
through some method other than a variance 

Mixed evidence The “predicament” at hand is that the owner wishes to construct new amenities 
on the property which are coming into conflict with the City’s imposed setback 
limitations. As the applicant states, the requested variances are truly necessary 
in order for the features as proposed to be constructed; there is no other 
alternate location, or method, for “getting around” the applicable standards 
with regard to the property’s present configuration. The only other option would 
be to diminish the size of the proposed deck and garage features; likely, this 
would entail downgrading the garage size to hold one car instead of two cars. 
 

Criterion G 
Whether the spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement w ould be 
observed and substantial justice done by granting the variance 

Supports 
granting the Variance 

The subject lot is part of the “Fairway” subdivision, recorded in 1955. As the 
applicant notes, the house was constructed in 1957. Both the Fairway 
subdivision as well as the “Hill & Hollow” subdivision it connects to were 
initially developed outside of the City of Oxford corporate limits, and then later 
annexed into the City in the 1960s. Therefore, at the time the property was first 
conceived, it was not subject to any City-specific zoning restrictions. At roughly 
13,000 sq ft in size, this lot as well as others in the Fairway subdivision are 
smaller than “typical” R-1A lots, which are now required to be a minimum of 
15,000 sq ft in size. In terms of setbacks, the 1955 subdivision plat only makes it 
clear that structures are to be 40 feet away from the right-of-way along Pin Oak 
Drive, which is actually 10 feet greater than the typical 30-foot front setback 
now applied universally to all properties zoned R-1A (in cases where code 
setback standards and plat building lines are inconsistent with one another, the 
greatest distance of the two is enforced). All of this is to say, in this particular 
case staff feels the standards of the R-1A District need not be treated as the “end 
all be all” with respect to lots in the Fairway subdivision, inclusive of the subject 
lot at 124 Pin Oak. Substantial justice would be done by granting the variances. 
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BZA-2024-05  May 27, 2025 

Criterion H Any other relevant factor 

N/A 
 

Staff does not understand the applicant’s reasoning with respect to this 
criterion, as this is not a “walkable” area in close proximity to Uptown, Stewart 
Square, or transit stops. Seeing as how the nature of these setback requests is 
relatively granular, staff feels Comprehensive Plan goals have little to no direct 
relevance. 
 

 

CONCLUSION 
At the time of this report, staff believes there is substantial evidence to support both variance requests. 

 
    SUBMITTED BY:  
 

 
________________________________  
Zachary Moore, AICP 
City Planner / GIS Coordinator 

 
                           DATE: May 21, 2025 
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BZA-2025-01   

BZA MOTION FOR VARIANCES 
 

In the case of BZA-2025-01 …  
 

1) Regarding the variance requested to Section 1143.01(c)(2)(B) for minimum rear yard setback  
…   

  
Mr./Ms. _____________________ hereby moves that the Board adopt and make the following findings 
of fact: 
 
A. The property in question (will /  will not) yield a reasonable return or (can / cannot) be used 

beneficially without the variances because:___________________________________________________ 
  

B. The variance (is / is not) substantial because:_________________________________________________ 
  

C. The essential character of the neighborhood (would / would not) be substantially altered by 
the  variance and adjoining properties (would / w ould not) suffer a substantial detriment as a 
result of the variance because:________________________________________________________________ 

  
D. The variance (would / would not) adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (i.e. 

water, sewer, garbage, etc.) because:__________________________________________________________  
   

E. The property owner (did / did not) purchase the property with knowledge of the zoning 
restriction because:__________________________________________________________________________ 

  
F. The property owner’s predicament (can / cannot) feasibly be obviated through some method 

other than a variance because:_______________________________________________________________  
 

G. The spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement (would / w ould not) be observed and 
substantial justice done by granting the variance because:____________________________________ 

   
H. Other relevant factors, if any, considered include:______________________________________   

 
It is further moved that after considering and weighing these factors, the Board should find that practical 
difficulty (is/is not) shown sufficient to warrant granting the Variance requested, and that the Variance 
should be accordingly (APPROVED / DENIED / APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS). 
The conditions for approval, if any, include: 
 
Motion Seconded by: Mr. / Ms. ____________________. 
Vote: Aye: _________________ Nay: _________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 

010



BZA-2025-01   

 
2) Regarding the variance requested to Section 1143.01(c)(2)(C) for minimum side yard 

setback …   
  

Mr./Ms. _____________________ hereby moves that the Board adopt and make the following findings 
of fact: 
 
I. The property in question (will /  will not) yield a reasonable return or (can / cannot) be used 

beneficially without the variances because:___________________________________________________ 
  

J. The variance (is / is not) substantial because:_________________________________________________ 
  

K. The essential character of the neighborhood (would / would not) be substantially altered by 
the  variance and adjoining properties (would / w ould not) suffer a substantial detriment as a 
result of the variance because:________________________________________________________________ 

  
L. The variance (would / would not) adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (i.e. 

water, sewer, garbage, etc.) because:__________________________________________________________  
   

M. The property owner (did / did not) purchase the property with knowledge of the zoning 
restriction because:__________________________________________________________________________ 

  
N. The property owner’s predicament (can / cannot) feasibly be obviated through some method 

other than a variance because:_______________________________________________________________  
 

O. The spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement (would / w ould not) be observed and 
substantial justice done by granting the variance because:____________________________________ 

   
P. Other relevant factors, if any, considered include:______________________________________   

 
It is further moved that after considering and weighing these factors, the Board should find that practical 
difficulty (is/is not) shown sufficient to warrant granting the Variance requested, and that the Variance 
should be accordingly (APPROVED / DENIED / APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS). 
The conditions for approval, if any, include: 
 
Motion Seconded by: Mr. / Ms. ____________________. 
Vote: Aye: _________________ Nay: _________________ 
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124 Pin Oak Drive 

Adjacent Property Owners 

Parcel # Address Property Owner 
H4000018000041 122 Pin Oak Drive Edwin & Bonnie Stephenson 

122 Pin Oak Drive 
Oxford, OH 45056 

H4000018000039 126 Pin Oak Drive Janet Ziegler 
126 Pin Oak Drive. 
Oxford, OH 56056 

H4100018000038 130 Pin Oak Drive Ann Bulleit Kirby 
130 Pin Oak Drive 
Oxford, OH 45056 

H4100018000002 126 Hilltop Rd. Verne & Mary Troxel 
126 Hilltop Rd 
Oxford, OH 45056 

H4100018000003 122 Hilltop Rd. Allan Skillings 
122 Hilltop Rd. 
Oxford, OH 45056 

H4100022000005 6224 Contreras Rd.. Oxford Country Club Inc. 
6224 Contreras Rd. 
Oxford, OH 45056 
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Consulting    Code Studies    Site Planning    Schematic Design    Construction Documents    Construction Management 

 
Board of Zoning Appeals 
City of Oxford 
101 East High Street 
Oxford, Ohio  45056 
 
 
Re: Variance to Rear and Side Yard  

Setback Requirements 
Proposed Addition & Remodeling 
124 Pin Oak Drive 

 
 
April 21, 2025 
 
 

Board Members 

Please accept this letter as a formal petition for a Board of Zoning Appeals review hearing for 
variances to the Rear Yard Setback Requirement for a New Deck & Future Pergola, and to the 
min. Side Yard Setback for a Garage Addition. 

The existing, modest 2-bedroom house was constructed with a single car carport on the Golf 
Course of the Country Club in 1957 near the end of Pin Oak Drive.  The new owners purchased 
the property last year, looking to downsize from their current home.   

Per the Feb. 7, 2025 Preliminary Zoning Review provided by Zach Moore, the following Variance 
is required: 

1143.01(c)(2) Provides for a Min. Side Yard setback of 10’. Though unknown at the time of 
the permit application Mr. Moores’ review, a new survey revealed that the house 
was not actually centered on the lot as the original site plan indicated.  
Construction of the proposed new garage replacing the carport requires a side 
yard setback variance.  The proposal would reduce the Side Yard Setback to 
5’-6”. 

 This section also provides for a Min. rear Yard setback of 40’, including 
“…porches, stoops and decks, inclusive of those attached to the principal 
structure or detached…”  The Proposed New Rear Deck and Future Pergola 
extends 8’-8” into this required 40’ setback. 

The existing residence provides a glass rear wall facing the cart path near the 9th tee with a 
beautiful view over the pond toward the clubhouse.  However, this glass wall faces due west, 
creating glare inside the house and a potential outdoor area without shade.  The proposed deck 
and pergola will improve this outdoor space in the evenings and provide some shade for the 
house year round. 

Though common for its time, carports are not common for homes in this type of location and price 
range.  The location of the house prevents the improvement of the property by the addition of a 
garage without a setback variance. 

In both cases, the practical difficulty here is the location of this home on its lot prevents the 
improvement and investment to provide a garage or a rear deck facing the Golf Course. 
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The following are responses to the decisions standards outlined in the application; 

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

While the house has always been occupied and could continue to be, improvements to 
provide common current amenities expected of modern homes, require variances. 

b) Whether the variance is substantial; 

The Side Yard Setback Variance is not substantial, given the location and orientation of 
the home to the south.  The adjacent house does not sit “side by side” with this home in a 
rhythmic street pattern that would be altered or crowded by a reduction on the side yard. 

The Rear yard Setback Variance is likewise not substantial, given that it backs up to the 
golf course, and not a “back to back” neighbor, reducing separation. 

c) 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 

The essential character of the neighborhood would not be detrimentally affected by the 
proposed garage addition.  Most homes in the neighborhood have garages and the 
proposal maintains the existing driveway for access to the new garage.  Improving the 
property as proposed would increase the property value for this property and the 
neighborhood. 

The deck addition to the rear would not affect the essential character of the neighborhood, 
hidden by the house and not visible from the street.  

d) Whether the variance would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (i.e., 
water, sewer, garbage); 

All utilities and arrangements of governmental services are existing and would not be 
affected. 

e) Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning 
restriction; 

The owner of the property was made aware of the necessity of the Side Yard Set Back 
Variance when they commissioned a new Survey and found the discrepancy in the house 
location on the lot. 

The owner is aware of the Rear Yard Setback.  

f) Whether the property owners’ predicament feasibly can be obviated through some 
method other than a variance; 

The requested variances are necessary for each of the proposed improvements. 

g) Whether the spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement would be observed and 
substantial justice done by granting the variance; 

The spirit and intent of the Zoning Code is observed, allowing a variance process for 
practical difficulties where owners are limited in the improvement of their property. 

Substantial justice is done by the ability of the Board of Zoning Appeals to recognize a 
practical difficulty and allow the property to be improved to current common standards. 

 

h) Any other relevant factor; 
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This redevelopment project aligns with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, encouraging 
Infill development and redevelopment of underutilized sites as a priority, locating new 
residences where infrastructure is in place, and encouraging walkability access to public 
transit, open space, and the Uptown, and Stewart Square commercial districts 

 

Thank you for your consideration of this application.  If you have any questions or need any 
additional information, please call. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scott Webb, Architect 
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A  R  C  H  I  T  E  C  T

www.scottwebbarchitect.com

103 West Walnut Street
Oxford, Ohio  45056

(513) 523-3838

S C O T T
W E B B

Alan & Marti Kyger

Distance to Property Line:
5 feet 6 inches
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