
PERRYSBURG TOWNSHIP 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

26609 Lime City Road 
Perrysburg, Ohio 43551 

Public Hearing 
January 18, 2005 

The Perrysburg Township Board of Zoning Appeals held a public meeting on January 
18, 2005, at 26609 Lime City Road, Perrysburg, Ohio. Russell Sturgill, Chairman, called 
the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. A roll call was taken. Mr. Sturgill said all members 
are present, and they can conduct business. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Russell Sturgill, Jeffry D. Justus, Bob Warnimont, Russell R. Miller, 
and Elsie Hetman. 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Thomas Warns and Bill Irwin. 

APPROVAL OF THE 12/21/04 MINUTES: Mr. Sturgill asked if all the members had 
received a copy of the 12/21/04 minutes. He then asked if there were any additions, 
deletions, or corrections to the minutes, and there were none. Mr. Miller moved with a 
second by Mr. Warnimont to approve the minutes. A roll call vote was taken. Yes 
votes by Mr. Miller, Mr. Warnimont, Mr. Justus, Ms. Hetman, and Mr. Sturgill. Motion 
carried 5-0-0. 

Mr. Sturgill swore in all persons wishing to address the board this evening. 

APPLICATION NUMBER 2004-5266. Walgreen's Pharmacy is proposing a store at 	 
the southwest corner of Fremont Pike and Thompson Road. It is zoned C-2. They are 
also proposing the placement of a "Drive-Thru Pharmacy" sign on their canopy. They 
are already proposing two wall signs. Article VII states that they are only permitted 
two building signs. They are asking for one sign too many. 

Mr. George Oravecz addressed the board regarding this application. Mr. Oravecz said 
the site plan for this store was approved by the zoning commission of Perrysburg 
Township, and they are waiting for the county engineer's final approval of the drainage 
design before they can begin construction on the store. What they are asking for is 
there is a drive-in facility on the west side of the store. There is a canopy directly over 
the top of the drive-thru pharmacy as indicated on the renderings, and you can see the 
drive-thru pharmacy, and he pointed out where he is asking for the additional sign on 
the canopy itself. The identification on that canopy would just say drive-thru pharmacy. 
The letters are about 10 inches high. The total width from the beginning of the 
lettering to the end of the lettering is 15 feet 2 inches, so it's a little bit over 12 square 
feet of additional signage to identify the drive-thru facility only. 
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Mr. Oravecz pointed out Route 20, Thompson Road and Market Center Drive as it goes 
down the back. He also pointed out the strip center directly west of it. Mr. Oravecz 
commented that you can see that there is a by-pass lane in the event someone is 
coming out of the store in this particular location can leave the site, and that's why it's 
essential that they identify that these two lanes are for the drive-thru facility and not 
the by-pass lane. So what they are asking for is the additional signage only on the 
particular side that can identify that so as cars come around this specific way, they can 
enter the drive-thru facility. 

A question was asked so they only have curb cuts to the internal road, and Mr. Oravecz 
said that's correct, the only curb cuts that are available to them by the approval are 
both off of Market Center Drive. There are no curb cuts on Thompson, and obviously 
none on State Route 20/23. The ditch that's in front of the project from the pipeline to 
where it is an open ditch near the intersection will be enclosed. There will be earth 
mounding that is required under the overlay district all along the specific area except 
over the pipeline which is prohibited by the pipeline, and the traffic engineer had 
recommended that they keep the mounding 70 feet away from the intersection so that 
as cars get in the right turn lane, it doesn't block their view as they are turning or 
people exiting could see the car coming to the right. 

A question was asked about directional signage or arrows directing customers to the 
drive-thru overhang. Mr. Oravecz said there will be pavement arrows around there 
identifying drive-thru, and then pavement arrows in another direction identifying drive-
thru, and then there will be a pavement arrow on the pavement that will say through 
lane. 

A question was asked, how tall are the letters on the north elevation and the west 
	elevation on the side othe building that says Mr. Photo. Mr. Oravecz said- he does not 	 
have the dimensions on that with him. They look to him like if the letters in there are 
going to be 10 inches, based on the façade of that that these letters are probably either 
12 or 15 inches high. 

The comment was made so there are actually a total of six signs currently on the 
building, and Mr. Oravecz said correct. These are approved signs on two sides, and the 
one they are talking about would be the additional sign, the drive-thru. 

Ms. Hetman moved with a second by Mr. Miller to accept application 2004-5266. A roll 
call vote was taken. Yes votes by Ms. Hetman, Mr. Miller, Mr. Warnimont, and Mr. 
Sturgill. No vote by Mr. Justus. Motion carried 4-1-0. 

Mr. Warnimont asked Mr. Oravecz that with Walgreen's going in there, they take that 
whole corner, right, and Mr. Oravecz said, that's correct. Mr. Warnimont said there 
won't be a bank on that corner, and Mr. Oravecz said no. If you look at the site plan, 
there is an ATM machine located there. Sky Bank will have an ATM machine in that 
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location on that site. But their signage, it will be shared on the ground sign at the 
location. But it will be no more than just the small little ATM machine that you normally 
see at the bank. 

APPLICATION NUMBER 2005 -5298. JJM & Associates are proposing a strip 
shopping area at 29590 North Dixie Highway between Jefferson and Wilson Streets. 
The property is zoned C-2. This location is a double corner lot that would require three 
front yard setbacks. The requested setback on North Dixie Highway is over 70 feet 
while the requested setbacks on both Jefferson and Wilson Streets are both 25 feet. 
Article V Table 5.1 shows that the front yard setback must be at least 70 feet. They are 
asking for two setbacks that are 45 feet less than the required amount. 

Mr. Mark Shambarger addressed the board regarding the application. He told the board 
that what they are proposing is a retail strip building approximately 10,712 square feet. 
As the board can see and as the zoning ordinance states, in a commercial zone, C-2, 
they are required a 70 foot front yard. So if that was to occur on all three streets, they 
would end up with very little buildable property. So to get the footprint to make it a 
viable retail building, they are asking for the 25 foot front yard setback. That would be 
the consistent setback with the residential properties behind this building. 

Mr. Sturgill asked to be oriented as to which roads are which. Mr. Shambarger pointed 
out Route 25, Jefferson Street, and Wilson Street. Mr. Sturgill said Jefferson and 
Wilson are both residential streets, and Mr. Shambarger said there is a C-2 parcel 
directly behind part of their parcel, and there is an R-4. Mr. Sturgill asked. and the 
setback for the neighborhood is 25 feet, and Mr. Shambarger said yes. 

A question was asked what facilities are northerly and southerly. Mr. Shambarger said 
there is a CAT dealership, a rental, 	and he believes there is an ice cream, little 	 
restaurant, and then the main intersection for Levis Commons. They have included all 
the required solid screening back along the entire rear of the building, and included 
heavy landscaping, irrigation. The building itself, average height along the front is 
going to be in the 20 to 22 foot range. Building aesthetics, probably going to be very 
similar to what's going on in Levis Commons using architectural masonry, glass door 
front. 

A question was asked about the setback, and Mr. Shambarger said they are way in 
excess of the 70 foot. It was confirmed that the concern is Jefferson and Wilson 
Streets, and Mr. Shambarger said yes, that's the only frontage. A question was asked if 
their parking is otherwise in conformity, or did they have any variances, and Mr. 
Shambarger said the initial submission, the parking spaces were a foot too narrow. 
They have corrected that, adjusted the building size accordingly, so they are in 
conformance there. 
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Mr. Sturgill asked if there were any further questions of Mr. Shambarger, and there 
were none. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there was anyone else who wished to address the board on this 
matter, and Mr. Jeff Pettit addressed the board. He informed the board he is directly 
east of this property. He is not sure the board can see his building on the site plan. He 
pointed out to the board where he is. He is against the variance basically. By that 
property sticking out that far, it's going to hide his building, and he has invested 4 to 
$5,000.00 in lighting and signage in the last couple of years. Basically that view would 
be restricted or virtually nonexistent if this building is put up there. He is a local small 
business owner. He is not against a strip shopping center going in there, but he is 
against this variance. 

Mr. Sturgill asked him what the setback was on his building, and Mr. Pettit said his is 
approximately 45 feet. And he thinks that's just from years ago, and he doubts that 
that is conforming now if it has to be 70 feet. So with that sticking out there, that's 
going to considerably restrict the view of his building. His sign is on the side of the 
building that faces 25. Mr. Sturgill asked what his business was again, and Mr. Pettit 
said Artistic Memorials, a cemetery monument company. He bought the property about 
a year and a half ago. They invested 40 to $50,000.00 in improvements. And it 
basically was used for storage before he bought it. If this is approved, he would have 
to get his own variance to stick some kind of pole sign up that is going to cost him 
more money. So he would urge the board to vote against this. A question was asked 
how long he has been at this business, and Mr. Pettit responded they bought it in May 
of 2003. So he has only been there since that time, and the response was yes. The 
question was asked what was on this site at the time that he acquired his property, and 
Mr. Pettit said this site that they want to propose here, Garrett's Automotive which is 
there right now. Actually the side of their building is about even with the front of his 
building, so theirs is approximately 45 to 50 feet off of the property line. So if this is 
only going to be 25 feet off, you are going to be that much closer to Jefferson Street. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if the applicant had approached him as far as any type of an 
accommodation, and he said no, he has heard nothing from anybody. The first he 
knew about it was the notice he got in the mail. Mr. Sturgill asked the applicant if the 
board granted him a one-month continuance on this if they could work with this 
gentleman. 

Mr. Pettit had another question. It was his understanding that the area in the back 
would not go all the way through from Jefferson to Wilson. Now, according to the 
diagram he has, it looks like it goes all the way through including on there. Mr. Sturgill 
said the one they are presenting to the board it shows all the way through. Mr. Pettit 
said it was his understanding that it was originally only going to be on Wilson Street, so 
he does not know if that has been changed. Evidently it has. 
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A question was asked if Mr. Pettit's concern was visibility or signage, and Mr. Pettit said 
both. The question was of the two, would he be accommodated more by one than the 
other by taking some signage out, the intersection of Jefferson and 25 or something 
like that, and Mr. Pettit said that would be great, but he does not know if that's possible 
to get out that far. But that would be great. He does not know what the restrictions 
are out on 25, if it's something low to the ground or something else. 

A question was asked of Mr. Garn if there was the ability to do a sign sharing or 
something at that sort of northwesterly corner. Mr. Garn said it would need to come 
back to this board to do that because it would be an off-premises sign. Not that it 
couldn't be, but that would probably, he is just guessing right now, come back to the 
board for some type of variance. As a co-location sign there was something similar to 
that that came before this board for a business on Glenwood Road where the two 
businesses had a joint sign. It came before this board on that, and it would be very 
similar to signage that way. 

Mr. Sturgill asked the board if they had any further questions of this gentleman, and he 
thanked him for his comments. Mr. Sturgill asked if there was anything further from 
the applicant. Mr. Sturgill asked for a motion. 

Ms. Hetman commented they have had similar problems with Croy's, and Mr. Sturgill 
said that was different. Ms. Hetman said Croy's was covered up, and you couldn't see 
them. Mr. Sturgill said but they were not asking for a variance on the setback there. 
Ms. Hetman said she understood that. Mr. Sturgill said there wasn't anything they 
could do about that, and this is not a similar case. Ms. Hetman said she does not see 
any difference, but she will go along with him. Mr. Garn explained to Ms. Hetman that 
the difference is that the Tuffy's Muffler did not need to come for any variances. They 
built their signage within the setbacks so they didn't have to come for a variance, 	where 
these people are asking for a variance on theirs. Otherwise they did the same thing, 
covering up the other building which is what she is talking about. 

Mr. Warnimont asked as their chairman stated, could they, if the board tabled this, get 
together. Mr. Sturgill said he just asked them, and they have nothing to say. Mr. 
Shambarger said they would have to speak to their client to see what his attitude is, 
and what he would want to offer. Personally he is willing, but he can't speak for his 
client who is not here. The question was asked if the board could table it for one 
month, and the response was yes. 

The comment was made that if it wasn't apparent from questioning, what he was 
getting at was he does not know if Mr. Pettit's business is necessarily one that requires 
visibility of the facility itself, but rather something that could get people to it very close. 
It's not like it's a convenience store, for example. But he does understand the concern 
over accessibility and identification of his facility for folks off of 25. Mr. Sturgill said he 
feels that if they are going to do this, they certainly ought to do something to 
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accommodate the neighbor that they are covering up. If they are willing to do it, fine. 
Otherwise he needs to be convinced. Mr. Shambarger said they are a little hamstrung 
also because you might think it might be on that end to restrict the solid terrain that 
you have, but that's required if he recalls correctly. So they are a little bit hamstrung in 
that regard. Mr. Sturgill said it's the building that causes the visibility problem. Mr. 
Warnimont said it's just a suggestion that everybody wants a win-win situation. 

Mr. Pettit said his concern is everybody coming out of Levis Commons at that traffic 
light clearly can see his building and his sign right now. With this new building going 
up, you won't see anything like that. Mr. Sturgill said the board understands. It's the 
same thing they had with the Croy situation, but it was a different situation. 

Mr. Sturgill said if the applicant has nothing to say, he will accept the motion. Mr. 
Sturgill further asked the applicant if he understood that if the board disallows this, it 
will take them 2 years to come back. Mr. Shambarger said they will table it. Mr. 
Sturgill asked him if he was asking for a continuance, and Mr. Shambarger said a 
continuance, please. Mr. Sturgill asked Mr. Garn to explain what it will cost him. Mr. 
Garn said they have the same charge again if they ask for the continuance. Mr. Sturgill 
said he thinks it's a hundred dollars, and Mr. Garn said yes, because he does not have 
that list in front of him, but there is a fee if they ask for the continuance versus if the 
board asks for the continuance. If the board asks for it, then it's no charge, and the 
comment was right. Mr. Sturgill said he thinks it would be incumbent on this applicant 
to try to work something out with this neighbor. Mr. Shambarger said that's fine, they 
will continue it. Mr. Sturgill said the applicant has requested a thirty-day continuance to 
work out certain matters. Mr. Justus moved with a second by Mr. Warnimont that the 
applicant's request for a 30-day continuance be granted. A roll call vote was taken. A 
clarification question was asked if this motion would save the applicant the additional 
filing fee or not, and-Mr:Sturgill said no, they are oblfgated to pay the -filing fees. 	Yes 
votes by Mr. Justus, Mr. Warnimont, Ms. Hetman, Mr. Miller, and Mr. Sturgill. Motion 
carried 5-0-0. 

Mr. Sturgill commented that 30 days passes awfully fast, and they should get to work 
on it immediately. 

APPLICATION NUMBER 2005 -5299. Oldcastle Glass of 291 M. Street would like to 
place a warehouse addition on their existing building. It is zoned 1-2. The addition will 
increase the building lot coverage from 51.45 percent to 54.22 percent. Article V, Table 
5.1 states that the maximum percent of lot coverage for 1-2 is 40 percent. The 
proposed addition increases their non-compliance in lot coverage. 

Mr. Mark Shambarger addressed the board regarding the application. Mr. Shambarger 
informed the board that basically what this is, it's a small warehouse addition built to 
the north side of the building. Right now there is two existing prior additions that had 
been built a few years back. What his client would like to do would be to fill in that 
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notch in the north side of the building. Basically what they have, they had some 
outdoor storage. They just want to move it indoors. Mr. Sturgill if there were any 
setbacks or anything, and Mr. Shambarger said no, it's consistent with what's 
happening with the building now. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there were any questions for this applicant, and there were none. 
Mr. Sturgill asked if there was anyone present who wished to discuss this matter, and 
there was no one. Mr. Sturgill asked for the motion. Ms. Hetman moved with a second 
by Mr. Warnimont to accept application number 2005-5299. A roll call vote was taken. 
Yes votes by Ms. Hetman, Mr. Warnimont, Mr. Miller, Mr. Justus, and Mr. Sturgill. 
Motion carried 5-0-0. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there was any new business to come before the board or any old 
business. Mr. Warnimont commented that Mr. Sturgill did a tremendous job on their 
Christmas party, and he appreciates what he did for them last year, and he know he 
will do a good job for them this year. 

Ms. Hetman moved with a second by Mr. Justus to adjourn the meeting. A roll call vote 
was taken. Yes votes by Ms. Hetman, Mr. Justus, Mr. Warnimont, Mr. Miller, and Mr. 
Sturgill. Motion carried 5-0-0. The meeting was adjourned at 6:35 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Grant VV. Garn, 
Recording Secretary. 
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