
PERRYSBURG TOWNSHIP 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

26609 Lime City Road 
Perrysburg, OH 43551 

Public Hearing 
March 15, 2005 

Russell R. Miller, Secretary, and by default sitting as Chairman, called the Perrysburg 
Township Board of Zoning Appeals Public Meeting to order at 6:40 p.m. A roll call was 
taken. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Russell R. Miller, Elsie Hetman, and Bill Irwin. 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Russell Sturgill, Jeffry D. Justus, Bob Warnimont, and Thomas 
Warns. 

Mr. Miller informed the persons in attendance that they have a quorum present, but 
also informed all participants that the zoning resolution requires an affirmative vote of a 
majority of the board of zoning appeals which means they would have to have a 
unanimous decision among the members who are present this evening to obtain 
approval of any application before them in case that impacted their desire to go forward 
at this meeting. 

Mr. Miller asked for nominations to appoint a secretary for this evening since he has 
stepped up to the role of chairman. Elsie Hetman moved with a second by Mr. Miller to 
appoint Bill Irwin as acting secretary. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Ms. 
Hetrnan, Mr. Miller, and Mr. Irwin. Motion carried 3-0-0. 

APPROVAL OF THE 2/15/05 MINUTES: Mr. Miller asked if there was a motion to 
approve the minutes. Ms. Hetman moved with a second by Mr. Irwin to approve the 
minutes. There was no further discussion. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Ms. 
Hetman, Mr. Irwin, and Mr. Miller. Motion carried 3-0-0. 

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

APPLICATION NUMBER 2005 - 5298 (VARIANCE). Continuation, at the applicant's 
request, of the 1/18/05 Public Hearing. 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. 
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Tom DuBois and Jeff Surnow were both present on behalf of this application. Mr. 
DuBois addressed the board. He started out by saying unfortunately the architect who 
did this project for them was unable to make this meeting, and it was postponed due to 
the fact there was an issue with the landowner directly behind this parcel as it relates to 
signage. Mr. Surnow may be able to address that. To the best of his knowledge he 
believes the architect addressed the parking, the entrance and exists and the setbacks 
at the previous meeting. That they were down to the issue on the parcel in the back as 
far as identification for his building, and that's when it was tabled. And since then he 
knows the owner of this parcel and the owner of the monument company have had a 
conversation to discuss that issue. That's the way it was left at that meeting. Mr. Miller 
said that was their understanding also. He wondered if there was an agreement 
reached with the adjoining property owner. 

Mr. Surnow addressed the board. He informed the board that unfortunately he was not 
at the last meeting. Subsequent to that meeting they met with Jeff Pettit who is the 
owner of the monument company in the back. He discussed with him the issues he had 
with regard to the signage. After he learned of his concern with the way the building 
will block his building, he had conversations with Mr. DuBois and their architect to 
discuss what opportunities or options that they had. In these conversations he had 
come up with two possible solutions. One solution was on their identification sign that 
they would have for the shopping center, to give Mr. Pettit some identification on that 
sign in addition to the other tenants that will be on there. His understanding is that is 
something that Mr. Pettit did not want to do. The other solution would be some type of 
a sign on his property that would be closer to Jefferson Street where he would get 
better identification. Their company made the determination they would be glad to 
contribute to that. They are not a hundred percent sure exactly what Mr. Pettit 
wanted, so they offered to give him what they felt was a very fair amount of money to 
use toward his sign, or for the entire sign, or whatever so that he could have total 
flexibility in designing what he wanted and to keep them out of the loop. They had that 
conversation about a week ago, and that's as far as that has gone. He has not spoken 
to him since then prior to this meeting to find out if that solution is acceptable. 

Mr. Miller asked Mr. Pettit to step forward, and asked him if he had an opportunity to 
meet with them and have discussions, and asked where he was with some of the 
proposals. Mr. Pettit responded saying he did have a discussion with Mr. Surnow, and 
he has contacted three sign companies, and he is waiting to hear back with some 
quotes on some pole signs, So as of now he does not have any information on it cost 
wise. He was informed it would be later this week. That's where he stands as of now. 
He does not know if it will cost $5,000.00 or $10,000.00. Mr. Miller asked when his last 
conversation with Mr. Surnow was. Mr. Pettit said guessing last Tuesday, and that how 
Mr. Surnow said it, that is what they discussed about the signage out on 25. His 
concern was people would see that sign, they will pull into that parking lot looking for 
his business. He felt the pole sign would be better because of what's there now on the 
side of his building, which is very large. He thinks a sign to go on 25 is going to be 
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facing the other direction from what's on the end of his building. That was his concern. 
Mr. Miller asked if he understood correctly that some sort of agreement may be 
possible, it's just that they don't know if that's the case tonight. Mr. Pettit agreed. 

Ms. Hetman asked if the building, the way it sits now, bothers Mr. Pettit's business. Mr. 
Pettit said no. Right now he would guess it's 45 to 50 feet off the property line. By 
tearing it down it's going to be 25 feet off the property line and come pretty close to his 
existing building, 40 feet off of his building. Ms. Hetman said she has a map from last 
month and this month, and they look the same to her. It was confirmed they are they 
same. Ms. Hetman confirmed that they want the setbacks. Mr. Miller said the request 
is for the setbacks that are reflected on the drawing they have had all along. 

Mr. Miller said they are not in the business of cutting deals, but they certainly wanted to 
give the parties an opportunity to try to work something out. The ball is back in the 
applicant's court as far as whether they wanted to proceed without an agreement or 
defer again. Mr. Miller asked Mr. Garn if there was another penalty for another 
deferral. Mr. Garn said yes, because of re-advertising. They have paid $100.00. They 
were lucky because it's supposed to be $150.00. Mr. Sturgill told them $100.00, so 
they were stuck with that figure. They have paid that twice now and been unable to 
come to terms. Mr. Miller said they were looking to the applicant asking if they wanted 
to move forward on their application at this point or wait to see one more time if they 
can work something out. 

The applicants asked if the main issue is the sign between the neighbor and himself. 
The other issues are okay contingent upon the sign issue. Mr. Miller responded off of 
recollection that the board generally had no problem with the request and the plan. 
They had a concern for the adjoining property owner's concern over visibility. And 
whilethat's not an express issue within the variance request, they were just trying to 
accommodate all the parties, and there seemed to be a willingness to work something 
out. His impression was the board was inclined to favorably consider the application. 
They were hoping the sign issue could be resolved to clear the way. It was asked if the 
amount of money offered for the sign could be disclosed. Mr. Miller did not feel they 
needed to be privy to that. The board was informed the amount was based upon other 
signs that they have in their other shopping centers built in the past, and it's a little 
more generous than what they have done in the past. They have come up with what 
they feel is a fair amount of money. Keeping in mind that when you're talking about a 
sign, in somebody's mind it could be all over the board. 'You could spend a hundred or 
a hundred thousand dollars for a sign. They used their experience based on their past. 
He is not a hundred percent sure what Mr. Pettit has in mind as far as the design, and 
size, and all those things, and the cost for that. He feels what they have offered is a 
reasonable amount of money. He does not feel that his company would want to delay 
anymore, so they want to proceed if they can. The board was also informed their 
experience from working with a lot of sign companies, if you provide a budget for them, 
most of them would work around whatever that value is. He knows the total amount 
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that has been offered, and it's their experience that it's very reasonable to be able to 
put up a decent sign for the owner. Mr. Miller wanted to make it clear that his earlier 
indications are no guarantee of what the board would do this evening. Part of the 
concern that they had was the fairly drastic nature of the size of the variance that was 
requested on the side yard setbacks, and as it had impacted Mr. Pettit's property. They 
would be glad to move forward and consider it this evening. That was their request. 

Mr. Garn asked if the board wanted to go into executive session. Mr. Miller thought if 
they could take 10 minutes in light of Mr. Irwin's lack of familiarity with the history of 
this case. Mr. Garn said they need to vote to go into executive session and then vote to 
go back. Mr. Irwin moved with a second by Ms. Hetman to go into executive. Mr. Garn 
noted the time as being 7:00 p.m. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Mr. Irwin, 
Ms. Hetman, and Mr. Miller. 

The meeting was adjourned to executive session from 6:56 p.m. until 7:12 p.m. 

Mr. Miller announced he would entertain a motion to reconvene. Mr. Irwin moved with 
a second by Ms. Hetman to reconvene the meeting. A roll call vote was taken. Yes 
votes by Mr. Irwin, Ms. Hetman, and Mr. Miller. Motion carried 3-0-0. The meeting was 
back in session at 7:15 p.m. 

Mr. Miller started out by saying since they are going to move forward on the application 
that's before them on its merits, he wanted to give the applicant another opportunity to 
make any further presentation with regard to their application. They don't need to, but 
he wanted to give them that opportunity as well as any opposition. The response was 
they didn't have any other questions, assuming that the setbacks and everything are 
approved as well. 

Mr. Miller asked if the board had any questions of the applicant representatives. Ms. 
Hetman asked how high the fence was going to be behind there. The response was 7 
feet. Ms. Hetman asked Mr. Garn if that was legal, and Mr. Garn said yes, it is. The 
applicant rep responded that was their understanding of what it needed to be, and they 
established the height based on what the criteria was. 

Ms. Hetman responded that this has been around long enough. Mr. Miller wanted to 
give any opponents an opportunity to address the board. He then asked if anyone was 
speaking in opposition. Mr. Pettit said he wouldn't say opposition. The sign that he is 
proposing is within the zoning guideline of 15 feet tall and no bigger than 25 feet 
square. That is within the guidelines of the zoning code. It probably would need a 
variance because he already has two signs, so he is at the maximum signage. So he 
either has to get rid of one or get a variance for a third sign. Mr. Miller informed Mr. 
Pettit that he wanted to make it clear that they are considering the application. And 
while the signage was an issue and it was in discussion, that's not part of the 
application. Mr. Pettit said his big concern is everybody coming out of Levis Commons 
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right now can see his building, see his sign. There is countless numbers of people that 
had no idea they were in Perrysburg until they were over at Levis. They didn't know 
there was a monument company in Perrysburg. He hears that all the time. His concern 
is with that building, he is going to lose all the visibility. He is a relatively new business, 
been in business 3 years. Just getting established in Perrysburg. That's why a lot of 
people don't know he is there. So if the sign issue is not in issue, he opposes that 
building going up there unless there is an opportunity for other signage on there. 

Mr. Miller asked if there was anyone else to speak in opposition to the application. He 
then asked if there was any discussion among the board members. Ms. Hetman moved 
with a second by Mr. Irwin to accept the application. There was no further discussion 
on the matter. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Ms. Hetman, Mr. Irwin, and Mr. 
Miller. Motion carried 3-0-0. 

APPLICATION NUMBER 2005 -5325 (VARIANCE). Habitat for Humanity of Wood 
County owns the northeast corner lot at Lincoln and Broad Streets. Its street address is 
12396 Lincoln Street, and it is zoned R-4A. They would like to build a single-family 
home on this property. They have requested that one of the front yards be 22 feet 
deep, and one of the side yards be 5 feet deep. Article V Table 5.1 states that the 
minimum front yard be 25 feet deep, and the minimum side yard be 6 feet deep. They 
are asking for a front yard that is 3 feet too short and a side yard that is 1 foot too 
short. The other front and side yard meets or exceeds the minimal requirements. 

Wilfred Roudebush addressed the board regarding this application. He said it is unusual 
for him to be on this side addressing the board. He is actually on the Bowling Green 
Zoning Board of Appeals, so it is a privilege to be here this evening. He said what they 
are seeking the variance on, the two setbacks, is because their standard house is 42 
	feet by-26 feet and would encroach by- 3 feet on the front and 1 foot on the back. They 
would like to stay with their standard floor plan when they build this is the main reason 
they are here. A question was asked, so this is another corner property, it's on Broad 
and Lincoln. So they are okay on Broad and short on Lincoln. The response was right. 
It's on the south side that it has the 3 foot encroachment, and on the north side is the 
1 foot. A question was asked on the drawing, is the storage building part of their 
property, and the response was yes. 

Ms. Hetman asked if there was a garage with the house. The answer was no, Habitat 
does not include the garage unless the city requires it. If it's part of an ordinance, then 
Habitat would include it, but usually they don't. Ms. Hetman asked where they would 
put the driveway. Dan Carpenter addressed that. The driveway would go on the right 
hand side from Lincoln Street which would be on the east end of the house. The 
comment was made on the side where the storage building is, and that response was 
that's correct. 
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A board member asked how that lines up with the other houses on Lincoln. The 
response was most of the other houses are at the old setback of 15 feet. The applicant 
went up and down the street a couple of times to make sure. They are still back 
behind everything that is existing there. 

The question was asked, what's the next street over from Lincoln that they back up to 
to the property. Mr. Garn said there is a house facing Broad Street next to that house. 
There is a house right there on Broad Street. The member said Broad is out here and 
wanted to know what the street was back behind. He was informed Wilson, and he 
wanted to know if there was a house on Wilson. He asked the applicant if there was 
anything behind the house and was informed there is a house back there. The member 
wanted to know how close that was to the line. The response was they haven't had the 
lot surveyed yet, but it does look close. The applicants informed the board that if they 
would have been aware that the old setback was 15, they would have applied for a 21 
foot, in other words not to go for the variance in the back and keep it 6 foot, and go 
one more foot forward to 21 foot. But that's not what their application says. They did 
not know if anything could be done there. They were informed it would have to be re-
noticed and amended, the application. It would have made more sense to have one 
variance instead of two. 

Mr. Miller asked if there were any further questions from the board, and then asked if 
there was anyone in opposition that wished to address the board. Ms. Hetman asked if 
the neighbors had been notified. Mr. Garn said yes, and he had gotten phone calls, and 
he did talk to some neighbors beside the house. They all know about it. Ms. Hetman 
said it must be okay with them. Mr. Garn said he advised them to come to the 
meeting, or write a letter, or let him know, leave him a message, and no one has come 
forward. But he did meet with the daughter of the neighbor to the house that is just 
	adjacent-to this property, and their concern was they had mowed this property for 20 
some years. That was their only concern. 

Mr. Irwin moved with a second by Ms. Hetman for approval of the application. A roll 
call vote was taken. Yes votes by Mr. Irwin, Ms. Hetman, and Mr. Miller. Motion 
carried 3-0-0. Mr. Miller commended them for what they do. 

Mr. Miller asked if there was any old business or any new business to come before the 
board, and there was none. Ms. Hetman moved with a second by Mr. Irwin to adjourn. 
There was no discussion. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Ms. Hetman, Mr. 
Irwin, and Mr. Miller. Motion carried 3-0-0. The meeting was adjourned at 7:25 p.m. 

Res ectfully submi , d 

Grant W. Garn, 
Recording Secretary 
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