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The Perrysburg Township Board of Zoning Appeals held a public meeting on April 19, 
2005, at 26609 Lime City Road, Perrysburg, Ohio. Russell Sturgill, Chairman, called the 
meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. A roll call was taken. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Russell Sturgill, Jeffry D. Justus, Russell R. Miller, Bob Warnimont, 
and Elsie Hetman. Thomas Warns was present in the audience. 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Bill Irwin. 

APPROVAL OF 3/15/05 MINUTES. Mr. Sturgill asked if all members had received the 
minutes, if there were any corrections, additions, or deletions to the same, and there 
were none. Mr. Miller moved with a second by Ms. Hetman to approve the minutes. A 
roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Mr. Miller and Ms. Hetman. Mr. Justus, Mr. 
Warnimont, and Mr. Sturgill abstained. The minutes were tentatively approved until Mr. 
Garn could get the minutes to the third member present on 3/15/05 for approval. 

Mr. Sturgill swore in all persons present who wished to address the board this evening. 

APPLICATION NUMBER 2005 -5344. (Conditional Use). Westvalley 
Development would like to build ponds in their Eckel Trace Subdivision which will be 
located at the southeast corner of SR 199 and Eckel Junction Road. This property is 
zoned R-3. Article VII, Section T, 1 states that the "construction or installation of a 
pond, lake, or borrow pit, or any alterations thereto shall require conditional use 
approval by the board of zoning appeals due to the potential deficiencies in the size, 
depth, aeration, fencing, and other considerations." 

Dave Saneholtz addressed the board regarding this application. Mr. Saneholtz told the 
board that back in 2003 they began the process of developing this property of over 40 
acres of land at 199 and Eckel Junction. They first came in and had it rezoned R-3. At 
that time they had laid out a concept plan for the particular area that is involved for 
what the subdivision would look like, which was a layout of many single family lots. At 
that time they had shown three ponds for storm water management purposes on that 
property. What they are asking for now is they have reduced it to two ponds, and 
primarily the reason they are putting the ponds in are for storm water management 
purposes. 
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The first pond is tucked up into the northwest corner of Eckel Junction and 199. The 
reason they needed to put that pond in is regulation changes at Ohio EPA that 
essentially indicates that any type of development of this size over 5 acres requires that 
the post construction quality requirement pond be put in. And that is where the 
discharge of their storm water occurs, so they are forced to put some type of pond in 
that area. That pond is located right now on a parcel of land that is more than 2 acres. 
It will eventually be shared and be in the back yard of 2 lots that they are proposing 
back in that general area. 

The second pond is shown on the other map. It's more centralized within the 40 plus 
acres of land that they are developing. It's more of an elongated pond. He pointed it 
out on the map, the general location. Again, they are providing that lots in that general 
area would abut to it. This pond would be situated in the rear of the lots again on a 
separate parcel of land. Most of the lots are not part of the first plat, but eventually will 
be there. They are asking again for variances on that pond. 

They would prefer not to put a fence up on either one of these ponds. The one in the 
northwest corner they think is isolated because of the rise of the road itself, and 
because it will end up in the back yard of two individuals. The other pond, the more 
centralized one, they anticipated this, and they have added this and located it in this 
location to make it an aesthetic and more appealing type pond that people who would 
buy lots along that would want to live there as opposed to people who would be 
concerned about the nuisance that an open body of water provides. So they are asking 
for no fence requirements on this. 

They are also asking for the board's consideration of not making them put any type of 
bottom diffuser/aeration system in at this particular time unless it becomes a problem 
or a nuisance. They are setting up a home owners' association within this subdivision, 
and they would ask the board to make it the association's responsibility to put in any 
diffused/aeration system once they determine it's necessary as opposed to mandating it 
at this time. The pond in the northwest corner is not 12 feet deep, it is less than that. 
It is at normal water elevation is 9 and a half feet deep. At design storm elevation it's 
12.5 feet deep. So under design conditions it will get to 12 and a half feet deep. 

They are asking for these ponds to be put in because they have been consistent with 
their zoning requests, they have been consistent with their preliminary plat, and they 
are consistent with what they have defined here throughout this process. They hope 
that the board would find that in their interest and the board's interests to approve this 
tonight so that they can continue to have this development, and put these type of 
storm management ponds that are required in. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if any board members had any questions. 
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Mr. Warnimont said they are having two ponds, corner of Eckel Junction and 199, and 
the other is in the middle of the complex. Mr. Saneholtz said yes. Mr. Warnimont said 
and they are asking that they shouldn't be required to put in an aeration system, and 
wondered how soon they would be developing all these lots. Mr. Saneholtz responded 
saying right now they are developing lots in the area of Carronade right now. They are 
bringing Carronade in 6 lots deep, and then they are turning and going to the east, and 
then they are coming down a side street there, putting in probably, he is going to 
guess, about 20 to 25 lots at the present time. They have been authorized to begin a 
second plat or second group of lots so that further construction can happen out there. 
So they anticipate this will be an ongoing development of these lots as they move 
through this on down. The ponds are necessary to go in now for storm water 
management purposes. 

Mr. Warnimont said but you want the home owners' association to pay for it, you guys 
don't want to put them in, is that the way he understands it. Mr. Saneholtz said they 
are going to put the ponds in. Mr. Warnimont said no, the aeration. Mr. Saneholtz said 
he guesses in a sense they put them in no matter what. If indeed they have to put 
some type of aeration system in, he is sure that the developer would probably increase 
the price of the lots slightly to cover that cost to put that in. Theoretically in the end 
they end up paying for it one way or the other. What he is saying is that until the 
ponds are actually built and they see how they function, because they may function 
without the need for aeration. He is not going to guarantee that's the way it will be, 
but he does not know exactly how that's going to be. And here's an opportunity with 
the home owners' association that they could at least delay it until it appears that it's 
necessary. 

Mr. Saneholtz was asked to review for the board the depths of the two ponds, and then 
his rationale for no fencing around the interior pond. Mr. Saneholtz responded that the 
depths of the ponds, the one in the northwest corner is 9 feet deep under normal water 
conditions, and then under design storm conditions it gets to a depth of 12 and a half 
feet. The centralized pond is 11 and a half feet deep under normal water levels and 14 
feet deep under design storm conditions. The one pond, because it's tucked back in at 
the corner of Eckel Junction and 199, and that's a rise, they feel that this doesn't need 
any type of fence around it. It will actually end up in the back of 2 lots with an 
easement access back. He pointed to one and said it will have 10 or 12 lots that will 
surround it eventually. And his thought process of not requiring any type of fences is 
the lots are being developed now, the ponds will be there. That anybody that would 
buy a lot like that should be aware that there is a body of water there, and that they 
should understand the consequences of living by a body of water. He can only relate to 
his brother. He bought a house with two very small kids, a common pond setting out 
the back. He essentially has to teach his kids to respect the water and things of that 
nature. This is different than if they would have platted the lots and then came in and 
put the pond in later. There he thinks there would be more concern. 

3 



A question was asked if they had a path around it or anything of that sort that sets it 
apart from the residential lots, because there are several that back right up to it. Mr. 
Saneholtz said they do not have a path around it. They have a small open space, but 
they don't have an actual path that they have put around the back of this. They will 
also have another open space, and there is another road that will be coming down 
around that area, so it will be accessible, but they do not have any type of fence 
around it or any type of path. 

Ms. Hetman asked why they didn't want to put a fence around it. She does not care 
how much you try to tell children to stay away from water, they are still going to go to 
it. You say water, that's where they are going to go. They don't understand his 
thinking. Mr. Saneholtz responded that from his experience, when you have a farm 
pond, and he used to live someplace where there was one, he does not remember his 
kids ever wondering off to a point where he wasn't aware of it. Ms. Hetman said it 
happens too often. Mr. Saneholtz said it does happen. There are kids that will wander 
out there, and even adults that will fall into water, and you could have a liability issue 
from that standpoint. He has seen too many places where ponds are located along 
walkways where they have existed for some time, as an example, the one at his office 
in Bowling Green where they have a pond in front of their office, and the business right 
next to them has a pond out front, and there is a sidewalk that goes right by it. And as 
far as he knows, there has only been one instance in which during a winter the pond 
next door was covered with snow, and someone was walking from the bank where they 
had got money, walking toward the mall north of them, and walked across the adjacent 
pond and fell into it because it was snow covered, and apparently she was unaware 
that there was a pond there. Ms. Hetman asked if it was marked or fenced or anything, 
and said that's dangerous. Mr. Saneholtz said yes, but if she would have stayed off of 
private property in that particular instance. Ms. Hetman didn't feel that added anything 
	to it. There are a lot of ponds that are not fenced, but that was before zoning came 	 
through. Mr. Saneholtz said he appreciated her opinion. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there were any other questions for Mr. Saneholtz. Mr. Garn said it 
wasn't a question, but on April 11 tn  the zoning commission had a site plan review of this 
property, and the only recommendation that they had from their review was that they 
felt that the ponds should be aerated because of the depth of the pond and aeration. 
The comment was made that with a shallow pond like that, it should be. Mr. Garn said 
that was their only recommendation that they asked for, and it was just a 
recommendation. 

Mr. Garn was asked if otherwise aside from the aeration and the fencing, does this 
application otherwise comply with Section T. Mr. Garn said probably not size wise and 
so on. That's why they have it listed as deficiencies for things like that. Because these 
are ponds that are normally approved on the other end by the planning commission 
where they are just looking at volume of water in a detention area. Most of their 
regulations are written for recreational ponds that someone would have in their back 
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yard, or a farm pond, something like that versus a detention pond. Mr. Saneholtz 
responded to Mr. Miller saying these construction plans have been approved by the 
county engineer and the City of Perrysburg because they needed water and sewer 
extensions. Ohio EPA has looked at the storm water management system also. So 
they have gotten all those type of approvals, so they have had all these technical 
bodies already review their plans. They are short on depth as Mr. Garn mentioned. As 
he mentioned, the code calls for a 12 foot deep pond, and they are under normal water 
elevations slightly short on the one, and a couple of feet short on the other one. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if anyone else wished to address the board on this application. 

Paul Nissan addressed the board regarding this application. He introduced his wife, 
Judy, and said they live right in the center of the development. Mr. Sturgill asked if 
they had bought a lot there already, and Mr. Nissan said no, he has lived there for 30 
some years. All the ground was bought up around him and everything. He said he 
hasn't heard a word mentioned about Carronade Drive going down through there and 
wondered if everybody forgot about that. Mr. Sturgill said that was not before them. 
Mr. Nissan said he just wanted to know if anybody had heard about that. Mr. Sturgill 
said he heard they were extending it. Mr. Nissan said oh, yeah, through the field 
behind his property, and then making a turn 200 feet from his property line, and then 
coming out to Route 199 which is the best thing they could ever do. Cut Eckel Junction 
Road off at 199 is the best. He and his wife have lived out there for years and years 
and years. Every time you hear a thump, get on the phone and call 911, tell them to 
come out, bad accident. There have been some bad ones. Mr. Justus said it's the 
highest fatality intersection in the city. Mr. Nissan said that it's good that Carronade 
Drive is coming through there. 

His wife reminded him about their drain. Mr. Nissan said their-drain is going to be cut 
off. It's not cut off yet, but it's going to be cut off from their septic. He was told by 
one of the bosses that he can't help that. You have to go to Bowling Green to find out, 
so they did. And they have a drainage easement, and in that easement it says it 
cannot be touched, cannot be tore up or anything. That's it. So what are they going to 
do. That's what they need to know, and that's all they are here for tonight. He goes to 
sleep at night wondering what if they cut that off, what's going to happen. They can't 
do it because they have the easement that says no touch. They were prepared on that. 
Mr. Sturgill asked him if that was it. Mr. Nissan said you can't tell me anything, and Mr. 
Sturgill said that is not before them this evening. They have no jurisdiction over those 
issues. Mr. Nissan said then why are they here, and his wife said she didn't know. Mr. 
Sturgill said they are just here as far as two ponds are concerned, and that is all. Mrs. 
Nissan said right, but the ponds are right there, but their drain goes right through the 
center of the pond. Mr. Nissan said it's not his problem. He wondered who they should 
see about it. He tried talking to one of the bosses out there. Mr. Sturgill said he would 
imagine that he would see the trustees at their meeting when they are addressing that 
Carronade Road. Mr. Nissan said he has no problem with Carronade Road, he has a 
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problem with his drain being cut off. Mr. Sturgill said he would see the engineer about 
that, the county engineer. Mr. Nissan asked in Bowling Green, and was told yes. Mr. 
Sturgill said it's Mr. Ray Huber that they want to talk to, and Mr. Sturgill spelled it for 
them. Mr. Garn asked if this was the pond near the intersection, and they said yes. 
Mr. Saneholtz asked if the pond at 199 and Eckel Junction, that pond cut off their 
drainage, and they said it will. Mr. Nissan said they have the drain easement, no touch. 
Mr. Garn asked if this was the overflow from their septic, and Mrs. Nissan said yes. Mr. 
Garn said and it went into a small ditch or something, and Mrs. Nissan said a ditch on 
Eckel Junction Road. She said when they put the pond in there it's going to cut their 
drain off, or it will just drain into the pond. Mr. Sturgill asked if Mr. Nissan had spoke to 
Mr. Saneholtz and pointed him out. Mrs. Nissan said no, she had not seen them. Mr. 
Saneholtz said he had not talked to them. Mr. Sturgill asked if he could help them out. 
Mr. Saneholtz said he could take down their information, and pass it on to the 
developer, and get ahold of Mr. Huber, and things of that nature. Mr and Mrs. Nissan 
appreciated that, and Mr. Saneholtz said he appreciated finding out about a drain 
easement out there. Mrs. Nissan said the drain easement was passed on to the 
developer. Mr. Sturgill said when this hearing is over, that they can go outside and 
discuss it, and they all thought that was great. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if anyone else wished to address the board on this issue, and there 
was no one. Mr. Sturgill asked if there was a motion. Ms. Hetman moved to accept the 
application with the condition that aeration be installed, and Mr. Sturgill repeated the 
motion with the condition with a second by Mr. Warnimont. 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 said they got their ponds, but they have an aerator, 
too. 

	APPLICATION NUMBER 2005-53451 (Variance). Penta Career Center would like 
to build a new school facility on their 148 acre site which is located south of Buck Road, 
east of Bates Road, west of Lime City Road, and northwest of 1-75. In order to 
accommodate the school program and reduce the amount of ground disturbance, they 
are requesting to build a three plus story structure that would be no more than 70 feet 
high. This property is zoned A-1. Article V, Table 5.1 states that the minimum 
allowable height in an A-1 district is 35 feet and 2 and one-half stories high. They are 
asking to construct a three plus story building that is 35 feet above our allowable limit. 

Fred Susor addressed the board regarding this application. He started off by saying 
that they are before them tonight, as they know, for their height variance on the 
property. They have had a public meeting, and they have had the zoning meeting 
where they have changed the zoning from PUD to agriculture about 6 weeks or so ago. 
He introduced their architectural firms TMP and TCI, a combination of two groups. Jim 
Chatas is the lead architect, and he asked him to come forward and explain what they 
have. 
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Jim Chatas addressed the board regarding this application. He introduced himself to 
the board. He asked to move the site plans so everybody could see the model because 
that might help people understand what their design is about. What he would like to 
do is explain their rationale for the overall composition and massing of the project. As 
mentioned previously, it resides on a 148 acre site. Their goal was really to work with 
the curriculum of the program and also try to be sensitive to the overall site plan. They 
have established really a hierarchy of massing on the project. It's predominately a 
single story mass, and he indicated the tan area along the perimeter. 1-75 is in the 
lower right hand corner cutting through on an angle. Buck Road is up to the top. Lime 
City is to the right of the sheet, and Bates is to the left of the drawing. As you can see, 
the tan area is, for the most part, the single story area with some of the two-story 
areas. The yellow portion of the building in the center represents the three-story mass 
as well as the commons or the media center library in the orange triangular shape. If 
you look even closer you will see the very center of the building, and that represents 
the 70 feet that they mentioned in the submittal. Roughly the overall mass of that is 
about half the size of the meeting room just so everybody has an idea of the scale and 
what they are trying to achieve. That pottion extends up to the 70 feet amount and 
then sheds down to 64 feet. So that was really created as they focus on the center of 
the building, the goal was to start out low on the peripheral to try to be sensitive to the 
overall surroundings, and extend their larger masses to the center of the site so it has 
less impact and it's further away from really the surrounding setbacks and neighbors to 
the site. 

It does really a couple of things. Architecturally they were trying to gain emphasis on 
the entry of the building from a distance as you arrive off of the corner of Buck Road 
and Lime City. They tried to focus all their academic classrooms in that yellow portion 
for the most part. They are general academic classrooms. They wanted them centered 
from a curriculum perspective, 	and timing. During the school day there is only so much 
time that you can really transfer between classes. Those are the common classrooms 
to the overall facility. Architecturally what they tried to do was focus those masses 
again into the center of the building. It works from a curriculum perspective, and they 
feel from a sighting perspective it really addresses the surrounding area. For the most 
part that is it. 

To reiterate, the 70 feet area again is the smaller triangular proportion. The third story 
is the yellow. It's a stair tower actually. It's a monumental stair in the center of the 
building that will help vertical circulation for the academic classrooms to go down into 
the adjoining wings. So it's an extension, it's a focal point to the building. It helps 
identify the center of the building, and it helps way finding as visitors and people arrive 
on to the site, so they will be naturally drawn in. Because it's such a large site, they 
tried to establish that hierarchy and the common awareness as you would approach the 
building. 
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Mr. Sturgill asked, to satisfy his mind, where the 420 foot setback is, that is the single 
story area. Mr. Chatas said correct. Mr. Sturgill said and over here at the six forty, 
that's a single story area, and the response was yes, that's the top part. The other 
dimension is the six seventy, and Mr. Sturgill said that's single story. And right in the 
center is where they want the variance, and Mr. Chatas said at the yellow, orange. And 
Mr. Sturgill said, which is a long way from any road. Mr. Chatas said it's over a 
thousand feet. Mr. Sturgill said he was glad to see that they were keeping it away from 
the road. Mr. Chatas said that was the design goal. At this time if there are any 
questions regarding this issue, he would be more than happy to answer them. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there was any member of the board that had questions for Mr. 
Chatas. Mr. Warnimont asked if Bates Road is the center, if he knows how far it is. 
Mr. Chatas said the dimension, and pointed out the dimensions to the yellow area. Mr. 
Enderle responded and said to the center of that shaft, it's between 1,100 and 1,200 
feet. Mr. Sturgill said that's the center portion there. Mr. Enderle said the shaded area 
that is seen on the site plan. Mr. Sturgill said that second story there, and Mr. Enderle 
said that's where it is on the plan. Mr. Sturgill said that's where it is there, and Mr. 
Enderle said right. Mr. Sturgill said that's over a thousand feet away from any road, 
and the response was correct. 

Phil Enderle addressed the board regarding this application. He started out by saying 
that in the handout that he gave to the board, the area that they see that is shaded, 
that represents the yellow and the orange area that's on the colored site plan. They 
have added the dimensions from the right-of-way of Lime City, Buck Road, and Bates, 
so they are over a thousand feet from the right-of-way of those streets to the edges of 
that mass right there. They also brought along the model. They understand the value 
that a model can communicate, and they welcome anyone that would like to take a 
closer look. Mr. Sturgill asked if he was the landscape architect, and Mr. Enderle said 
yes. Mr. Sturgill asked what they were doing as far as screening. Mr. Enderle said of 
the building? Mr. Sturgill said from the roadway and asked if that helped any. Mr. 
Enderle said the plan calls for some landscape buffering and some mounding along 
Bates Road since that's primarily the large residential area. Along Buck Road what they 
intend is to maintain that as an agricultural field. So all of the area basically outside of 
the loop road that goes around the peripheral of the building would be maintained as 
agricultural. They are glad to have on the Bates Road site the mature trees, and their 
goal is to maintain all of those trees. That's probably the most sensitive side. They 
really want to preserve and actually fill in some of the area. Mr. Sturgill said he sees 
there are no curb cuts on Bates Road, and wondered if that was correct. The response 
was correct. Aside from the one area of a former home site and any existing residence 
on Lime City, there is nothing planned along that side as far as landscaping, and the 
response was correct. There is a tree line down there as you approach. But yes, the 
intent at this point is to maintain it as agricultural. 
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Ms. Hetman asked how big is that tower. The clarification was asked about the center 
portion that they mentioned, and Ms. Hetman said not the height. Mr. Chatas 
responded it's about the dimension of this room in width. It's a triangular shaped area, 
and the dimensions are roughly maybe 22 feet around, 22 on a triangular, each 
dimension. About half the size of this room, and Mr. Chatas said exactly, about from 
here over would be indicative or representative of that area. Ms. Hetman said it just 
goes out, there is nothing there, no floors or anything. Mr. Chatas said it's a three level 
building. They all stop at the third floor, and this portion extends up a little bit higher. 
He pointed out the stair tower. What is does is basically that stair tower serves the 
need to gain access to the third floor, and as an architectural piece it continues on. Ms. 
Hetman asked if there were any windows. Mr. Chatas said there is a glass skylight. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there were any further questions of this gentleman. He then asked 
if that concluded his presentation, and Mr. Chatas responded yes. Mr. Sturgill asked if 
there was anyone who wished to address the board on this issue. 

Stan Guidera addressed the board regarding this application. He appreciates the 
reference to the thousand foot dimension. He knows it's a thousand foot this way, and 
they all understand what a thousand feet is. One thing that seems to be missing, he 
believes in the model from what he can see, and currently they have two dimensional 
documentation, is the issue of the topography. The center of that site actually already 
goes up. That 70 feet is 70 feet above what. Are they talking about above the street. 
He believes they are talking about the road at the center of that site. So the 
perspective from Bates Road specifically as well as the surrounding areas, that 70 feet 
is going to have a much more pronounced impact than that thousand foot horizontal 
dimension that they are taking into to account. 

Additionally the issue of how it's sided. 	Yes, it is in the middle. But again, the 
orientation that it's in the center, and where that's located at, that is going to impact 
the views. He appreciates the idea of screening. Unfortunately what they don't see is 
this view in the wintertime when that's all deciduous trees, and there are no leaves 
there. They will see through all that, and they will see that tower, and they will see 
that massage. That's zoned A-1. The zoning is 35 feet. That was originally in the 
master plan. He believes that was for residential. And he can certainly appreciate the 
issue of the architectural element given the fact that he is an architect, but he does not 
understand why it really needs to be about 35 feet above the current zoning that is 
required. 

Brad Leonard addressed the board regarding this application. He told the board that a 
year and a half ago he had the pleasure of escaping from Toledo to Perrysburg and 
Perrysburg Township. 20 years ago was the last time he was involved in one of these 
meetings having worked for the Anderson's when they did the Talmadge Road property 
for the Monroe and Talmadge Anderson's store. That was a lovely par 3 golf course 
and a lot of complaints, many things going on. When he came over here, the zoning in 
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Perrysburg was something he always admired. He was aware of Penta County's 
property here, and he thought it would be a value, an attribute to the community. The 
thought of going to this 70 feet, and he totally agrees with the prior gentleman. He 
drives out Bates Road up Buck Road every morning. Most everyone is familiar when 
you come up from Bates and start up Buck Road, you go with probably a good 20, 25 
foot rise right away, so there is a severe elevation. He will just add to the prospective 
with a brief comment. Why is it with the first nonresidential development in this whole 
area are we willing to make a variance right from the get-go, which unfortunately you 
set a precedent for future things and developments that may occur as some of that 
farm land is sold off in the future to the south of this property. It doesn't seem critical. 
He does not know if he understands that this avoids additional land disturbance as that 
particular word seems more euphemistic than anything else. But he just raises the 
question for the board's minds, is a variance of this type, this type of elevation, on 35 
feet, more than adequate as the standard. Is it appropriate, is it the right time and 
place to do it. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there were any questions for this gentleman. Ms. Hetman said she 
did not know if it's a question for him or not. Mr. Sturgill said she should wait because 
they are not ready for discussion yet. Ms. Hetman said she would wait. Mr. Sturgill 
asked if there was anyone else who wished to address the board. 

Dave Fournier addressed the board regarding this application. He said it would appear 
here that what they are not discussing is the entire structure. It seems to be that they 
are focused on a tower that goes up through the center, but not the entire structure 
which is three stories and greater than the allowable right now. Is that not correct, or 
is he wrong. Mr. Sturgill said it's not a three-story structure. It's only in the center. 
Mr. Fournier said he keeps talking three-story structures. Mr. Sturgill said the yellow 
portion there; isn't that correct? Mr. Chatas said that is a three-story structure, and he 
is correct, it's the area in yellow. Mr. Fournier said we all seem to be focusing on this 
pinnacle that goes up in the center, but we're not focusing on the entire center of this 
yellow section here which is a lot bigger than just this room here. We are talking about 
a lot of building here that's going to be up in the air that they are going to see on a 
large rise in the middle of this field, which he thinks the tone of this whole thing is to 
gain respect for this pinnacle that's going up in the center, but it's not really that, it's 
the whole mass that they need to be looking at. I think that the last gentleman had it 
absolutely correct, this is not a place to make a precedent. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there was anyone else that wished to address the board. 

Chuck Proch addressed the board regarding this application. He said that the 
dimensions of the yellow building, he would like to ask, is approximately, he's guessing, 
300 feet, maybe more. Mr. Chatas said close, and it's from the center out about 3, 400 
feet. Mr. Proch said so the two previous gentlemen are right, it's huge. This building 
isn't 300 foot long. So the tower that is the size of half of this room, now he is looking 
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at 300, 400 feet. Is there any possibility that this whole building could be pushed 
closer. You have 148 acres, why does it have to be three stories. 

Mr. Sturgill said to Mr. Chatas that he can respond. Mr. Chatas responded saying what 
he tried to convey during the presentation, part of the way it was established to locate 
in the three stories is it's a proximity issue. If you analyze the curriculum and the 
program of the students, and then classrooms to the end of the wings. So they did 
look at doing the distance and timing for students to arrive and go to the places where 
they need to go. It was problematic during the times that they were allotted for their 
scheduling. So the criteria was really to focus them on the center, because each 
student, when they declare a pathway, will extend to one of the wings. If they were to 
put classrooms on the end of the wings, it further spreads the building out. They really 
were trying to be sensitive to trying to make it as center as possible. That's really the 
issue from a curriculum perspective. Mr. Proch said he does not understand why. 
You've got the 400 foot. Why it couldn't be circular and a story, or if it's permissible, 
two stories high. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if anyone else wished to address the board regarding this application. 

Mr. Enderle addressed the grading issue. He has done a number of grading plans for 
this project, and he apologizes for not having a grading plan for them because he really 
saw it as really no issue. The building is going to be pretty much at the same elevation 
as Buck Road. There is actually a slight depression in the middle, so when the building 
foundation is built, it's going to give the perception that it is built up, but that's because 
there is a depression there. They need to get it up in order to get positive drainage. 
He thinks they need to keep in mind that it is a flat site. When you drive by there, it is 
flat. And their finished floor is going to be very close to the finished floor of Buck Road. 
He just wanted to clarify that. A question was asked if he knew the approximate 
elevation at the Buck Road/Bates Road intersection. Mr. Enderle responded that he 
does know that it is depressed down there. He would be taking a guess, but he would 
guess it's probably maybe 8 to 10 feet. A question was asked if he could show on the 
drawing where Bates Road tops out as you go southerly on Bates and it rises up. Is it 
level just as you get to Carnassy, and the response was just about. It was then asked 
if he could locate Carnassy Drive on there. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there was anyone else who wished to address the board. 

R.J. Euckert addressed the board regarding this application. He started out by 
apologizing for earlier bothering the microphone system. It was unprofessional, and he 
apologizes. Penta County is very important to them. He is an ex-educator from 
Maumee City Schools, and they sent a lot of students over there. And the new 
vocational school is going to be a crown jewel that will serve many, many kids in their 
area that need it. But he does have some reservations, and they are first of all, he 
already has a train switching yard in his back yard which he will address with the 
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township trustees at a later time. But if they have a train switching yard back behind a 
residence, he is a little bit worried about the aesthetic value and the things that are 
happening with homes and property values with things that are being done there. He 
really appreciates what they are saying about leaving some of the area agricultural to 
kind of leave it as it was, but the problem is it's not going to be as it was, they are 
going to be putting all that stuff in the middle of the area around their residences. If 
he was the people on the north side of Buck Road where the condo association is and 
the new residential areas that are going back there, leaving that to farm land, that's not 
going to be totally appropriate because there is going to be school buses, and cars, and 
cars, and cars coming in and out and around, and it's not going to be the same. It's 
not going to be the farm land that it is today when they drive up there, and they are on 
their way to work, and going up Buck Road, and getting on to 1-75 and wherever they 
are going. 

His request would be is first of all, he is not real sold on the fact that they need to go 
35 feet over what they already have zoned. The other part of it is he could maybe 
almost live with it if they were going to be committed to planting trees around that 
perimeter that would be good sized, and start blocking a lot of that view to the 
residences so it becomes a little bit more pleasing and maybe kind of like a college 
that's centered back there and out of the way. They really need the facility, and it's 
going to be probably one of the best in the country when it's done. But do they need 
to go the 35 feet, and are they, when they are doing all this work and they are working 
with the landscapers, are they going to take care of the perimeter so that it will block 
the view from all the people who have bought their homes out there so their property 
values stay up. He does not want to kick them out, but he wants to make sure that 
they are protected, too. And he thinks that has to be a big part of it. Saving some of 
the trees on Bates Road is nice. Where he lives is by the golf course, but he drives that 
way all the time, and he knows how traffic is going to be from Ford Road to Bates Road 
to Buck Road. It's going to increase tremendously. A lot of people are going to be 
driving different ways. There is going to be trash, all kinds of stuff. Are they going to 
make it aesthetically appropriate for the property owners that are there. Have they 
looked into the infrastructure of the roads, and the water, and the sewage, the traffic 
on Buck, Bates Road. If they are going to do this, let's do it right from the get-go. He 
is not sure about giving them the variance, and are they going to landscape it well 
enough around the perimeter so it almost hides it and make it like a college campus in 
there so they can keep the property values up. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there was anyone else who wished to address the board. 

Mr. Fournier asked a question about the grading plan, and it was said that it was 
depressed at the interior of the site, the middle of the site goes down. How are they 
handling their drainage. How are they going to get their water away from the building. 
He sees they have some retention ponds, but they also have a lot of parking and stuff, 
so the land can't go down to the middle. That water has to go somewhere, and he 

12 



can't imagine that much surface area is going to go into those retention ponds. He 
goes back to his original question, the grade at the center of that site he does believe, 
at least based on his observations of living there for 10 years, it is higher up, and he 
kind of questions that and wonders if he is sure that that is the same height as Buck 
Road, because he does not think so. Does he have that data that the board could use. 
Because the height of this, when they say 70 feet, they are going 70 feet above 
finished grade, correct. Actually the whole three story structure. Let's go back to the 
point that the other people have made, is above, exceeds the zoning above finished 
grade. What is that finished grade elevation going to be relative to the surrounding 
properties, because that impacts how high it really is, and how they view it, and the 
impact it has on the neighborhood. Again, the horizontal dimension is one thing, but 
that vertical is another. Do they know what the finished grade is going to be at the 
center so they can really determine how much is the three stories. That was his 
question because he did not believe it was addressed yet. 

Mr. Enderle again addressed the board. He again apologized for not having a grading 
plan here because he set the finished floor elevation for this building, and they set it to 
be very respectful of the neighborhood, and essentially it's going to be at the same 
elevation as Buck Road. Basically it's the intersection of Lime City and Buck Road. 
What those actual numbers are he can't tell. And even if he knew, it would not mean 
anything. 626 feet, and that's above sea level, but that doesn't mean anything because 
it's not relevant. But again, it's at the same elevation as the roads. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there was anyone else who wished to address the board. 

James Sabovik addressed the board regarding this application. To him it seems like 
there is two or three considerations. One, the orange section appears to be other than 
perhaps air flow, primarily ornamental. So the question, is it more attractive to have it 
there or not have it there. However, the yellow section is actually usable classrooms, if 
he's not mistaken. What would be the impact, square foot wise, if there was no third 
floor, and where else would they relocate those classrooms. He respects the fact of 
keeping as much green as possible, and keep as much land there, either useful for 
agricultural or just simply for attractiveness. His real main concerns are traffic like was 
mentioned before, but obviously that's not a subject for today, but how they could 
address the classroom space if that yellow section was limited to a two-story height. 

Mr. Chatas addressed that saying that the orange section is actually the library to the 
building. It's not open space, it's part of the program which surrounds the academic 
area. Mr. Sabovik said but above the third floor is open space, and Mr. Chatas said 
there is 9 feet above. That has a taller ceiling because of the scale of the library itself. 
If you were to put a standard eight foot ceiling in there, it would be compressed. The 
idea was to elevate that space. So that's why that presides higher. That was to the 
top of the orange area. Mr. Sabovik asked where the tower structure is that extends 
above, is it the small triangle above the orange. Mr. Chatas said yes, and Mr. Sabovik 
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understood. Mr. Chatas said this is the area, but he is correct that this is a three-story 
area, the yellow. He does not want to misrepresent anybody. And that height was 44 
feet high. That was the yellow area. Mr. Sabovik asked how they would address the 
classrooms if they lost that third floor. He assumes they would relocate those in their 
design to some other area and change their overall floor plan. Mr. Chatas said they 
would extend. They would either extend out, or it would entail an in-depth analysis. 
Mr. Sabovik said so they have not considered that in detail. Mr. Chatas agreed in detail, 
but they had previous layouts where they had other areas actually higher. Their goal 
was to bring them in, trying to focus on the height of the building at the center of the 
site as opposed to around the peripheral. So it would involve another in-depth analysis 
because things have changed throughout the course of the design. And understanding 
it has evolved really, but they would be extending out. And from his perspective, and 
this is purely his professional opinion, is that if they would do that, he thinks it would 
have a greater impact on the building. Because if you look at that, this area, and if 
you're residing along Bates, you really have to appreciate not just the horizontal 
dimension, but the actual vantage and the view. When you are driving in a car, for 
instance, if you're looking up, it's hard for anybody to look above a 35 or 45 foot tree to 
see that. You have to cut a section, and you have to look and see what your visual 
impact would be. And from his opinion, and when they have drawn cross sections 
through the site to do this analysis, it's very difficult for anybody to look through the 
deciduous trees. Even if there is some brush that does go up, leaves gone or not, it 
would be a distorted view when the leaves are down. That's how he feels about this. 
He hopes he answered the question. Mr. Sabovik asked if he knew what the 
approximate square footage is of that third floor. He is just trying to visualize the 
impact to the surrounding area. Mr. Chatas said the third floor represents 11 percent 
of the overall square footage which is 56,000 square feet. 

M  . Sturgill asked if anyone else wished to address the board. If not, Mr. Sturgill moved 
with a second by Ms. Hetman to go into executive session. A roll call vote was taken. 
Yes votes by Mr. Sturgill, Ms. Hetman, Mr. Miller, Mr. Justus, and Mr. Warnimont. 
Motion carried 5-0-0. The board went into executive session from 7:03 p.m. until 7:19 
p.m. 

Ms. Hetman moved with a second by Mr. Miller to reconvene the public meeting. A roll 
call vote was taken. Yes votes by Ms. Hetman, Mr. Miller, Mr. Justus, Mr. Warnimont, 
and Mr. Sturgill. The public meeting reconvened at 7:20 p.m. 

Mr. Sturgill opened by saying they are still on application 2005-5345, the Penta Career 
Center's application for a variance. Mr. Sturgill asked if there was any further 
discussion on this matter and asked if there was a motion. Mr. Miller moved for 
approval of the application but with the recommendation to the planning committee and 
the zoning commission that conditions be imposed that there not be curb cuts along 
Bates Road, and that a reasonable amount of screening trees be planted along there, 
too, to assure screening along Bates Road as well. Mr. Sturgill reiterated the motion 
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with the conditions. Mr. Sturgill asked if there was a second, and Ms. Hetman was the 
second to the motion. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Mr. Miller, Ms. Hetman, 
Mr. Justus, Mr. Warnimont, and Mr. Sturgill. Motion carried 5-0-0. A parting comment 
was made, there goes the neighborhood, and Ms. Hetman responded, it's a school. 
And then, thanks for the rubber stamp. 

APPLICATION NUMBER 2005 -5346. (Variance). William G. and Claudia A. 
Hummer of 30001 Morningside Drive have placed a 7 foot high privacy fence around 
their irregular, diamond shaped lot. The property is zoned PUD-RS. The fence extends 
from their one neighbor's 8 foot privacy fence in the southeast corner to their other 
neighbor's 4 foot fence in the northwest corner. Some of their privacy fence extends 
into their side yards. They would also like to place an arched 6 foot high gate across 
their front entrance driveway. Article VII, Section J. 1 and 2 state that fences may not 
exceed 4 feet in height in the required front yard or required side yard adjacent to the 
main building and projecting into the required front yard. The fence and gate are too 
high for both the front and side yards. 

Bill Hummer and Claudia Hummer addressed the board regarding their application. 
They are applying for the variance. He would like to outline for the board the reasons 
why he thinks the variance should be granted. He would like to point out that there are 
two requests here. The first is a variance on really what appears to be part of the 7 
foot high privacy fence that is noncompliant. And in reviewing the matter on site with 
Mr. Garn and in person in his office, that apparently it's determined that approximately 
30 to 40 feet of the fence that extends over to the corner of the yard, that there is 35 
feet of approximately a 350 foot run that may not be compliant, in which case the fence 
which runs in a straight line there would have to be cut down for the last 35 feet to 
meet the technicality of side yard. If they have the picture of the diagram, they can 
see it's a very odd shaped diamond lot. The other part of the request for variance is for 
a front gate to be 6 feet high instead of 4 feet high. He added that when he applied for 
the variance because he did not believe the fence was out of compliance, and he was 
originally going to put a 4 foot gate in the front. But he requested consideration for a 6 
foot fence because he believes the additional height will be appropriate for containment 
of their dog who is a little more active than he had thought. 

Some of the points that he considers are important for the approval of this variance are 
as follows. The fence and the gate height and materials are consistent with those of 
the neighbors. In fact, the application cites that there is a fence adjacent to them of 
the exact same materials which is 8 feet tall. Also that property has a gate of similar 
design that he is describing that's 8 feet. There is also another property in the 
neighborhood at the end of the street that has an 8 foot gate in the front, an iron gate 
as he is proposing for theirs. So point number one is he believes the height and 
materials are consistent with those of the neighbors. He also applied for this variance 
because the fence does provide for them privacy, and noise reduction, and the 
containment of their dog as he had already mentioned. 
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Prior to the fence installation, they did obtain the verbal approval from the neighbors 
contiguous to the property. He will go back to that and touch on it a little bit more. He 
also wants to state that they did obtain the written approval from their home owners' 
association for the original installation. Since finding out that the fence would require a 
variance because part of it was not in compliance, they went back and several weeks 
ago approached their neighbors that were contiguous to the property, and they have 
obtained from a number of the families letters supporting the approval of this variance. 
They have received a letter supporting approval from the Bentleys and the Malcolms, 
whose property abuts up to the fence. He does not know who on the board has been 
out to see the property, but they have also received one from the Langdons who are 
across the street, from the Christmas who are two doors down, and from the 
association. These are written in support of the board's approval. And from the 
president of the association for the variance after actually the law firm for the 
association reviewed the application. Mr. Sturgill asked if anybody opposed it, and Mr. 
Hummer said no, they have not. Mr. Sturgill asked if there was anyone present who 
was in opposition, and no one responded in the affirmative. 

A question was asked about the gate to the drive, if it was one of the arched type. Mr. 
Hummer said yes. He does not know if there is a picture of it. It was asked if it was 
that, and Mr. Hummer said correct. They make a four, five, six, seven foot version. 
They wanted the latitude to go up to six. He is not sure if they are going to do five or 
six. The fence on one side is 8 feet, and the fence on the other is 4 and a half feet. He 
thinks four is a little small for the dog, and it's probably going to be five or six. He went 
on the high end at six. A question was asked if this depicted what it looks like, and the 
answer was yes. Mr. Hummer said actually that's exactly it. Assuming it's a 
comparable company. It's aluminum, and it will be black, so it looks like imitation rod 
iron. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there were any questions for this gentleman, and there were none. 
Mr. Justus moved with a second by Mr. Miller to approve the application as submitted. 
A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Mr. Justus, Mr. Miller, and Ms. Hetman. Mr. 
Sturgill went back and amended the motion as he was looking at the wrong number. 
This is application number 2005-5346. A roll vote was taken. Yes votes by Mr. Justus, 
Mr. Miller, Ms. Hetman, Mr. Warnimont, and Mr. Sturgill. Motion carried 5-0-0. 

APPLICATION NUMBER 2005-5359. (Conditional Use). ABC Toledo, LLC, of 
9797 Fremont Pike is in the auto auction business. The property is zoned C-2. The 
BZA, at their 5/18/05 public hearing, gave them approval to place a temporary sales 
trailer at this location. Article VII, Section CC states that temporary sales buildings 
need the approval of the BZA, and that such permits shall be good for one year only, 
and shall require renewal for continued use. They are asking for a one-year extension 
(renewal) of the permit. 
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Res ctfully submitted, 

Grant W. Garn, 
Recording Secretary 

John DiSalle addressed the board regarding this application. Mr. DiSalle started out by 
saying they are requesting extension of and approval of a temporary sales trailer that 
currently sits on their property. They are planning on expanding their building. Their 
revised site plan to expand was approved with conditions last Monday evening at the 
zoning commission hearing on April 11th . The project is scheduled to begin in May, and 
it's scheduled to be completed in December of '05. At the time it's completed, they 
can remove this trailer. So the wheels are moving as far as expanding their building. 
They want to get in the ground, and then remodel, and then they can remove this 
trailer. So they would request approval of their conditional use to continue use of this 
trailer on their property for the additional time period, and he would be happy to try to 
answer any questions and the opportunity to respond if there is any opposition. 

Mr. Sturgill asked the members if they had any questions. Mr. Sturgill said he would 
oppose any additional extension after this one, so get diligent. Mr. DiSalle said he 
understood. He asked Mr. Sturgill if he had any pull with the zoning commission, he 
would appreciate it. Mr. Warnimont moved with a second by Mr. Justus for approval of 
the application with the condition that this is the last extension, and shall not be 
extended any more on this application. Mr. Sturgill reiterated that it's been moved with 
a second that application 2005-5359 be approved with the condition that this be the 
last extension, and that there are no more after this one expires. A roll call vote was 
taken. Yes votes by Mr. Warnimont, Mr. Justus, Ms. Hetman, Mr. Miller, and Mr. 
Sturgill. Motion carried 5-0-0. 

Mr. Sturgill asked if there were any other items to be discussed, any new or old 
business, other than Mr. Garn needs to get the minutes over to Mr. Irwin for approval. 

Mr. Warnimont moved with a second by Ms. Hetman to adjourn. A roll call vote was 
taken. Yes votes by Mr. Warnimont, Ms. Hetman, Mr. Miller, Mr. Justus, and Mr. 
Sturgill. The meeting was adjourned at 7:35 p.m. 
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