
PERRYSBURG TOWNSHIP 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

26609 Lime City Road 
Perrysburg, Ohio 43551 

PUBLIC HEARING 
JULY 19, 2005 

The Perrysburg Township Board of Zoning Appeals held a public hearing on July 19, 
2005, at the township hall, 26609 Lime City Road, Perrysburg, Ohio. Russell Sturgill, 
Chairman, called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. A roll call was taken. He 
announced that there were enough members present to conduct business. Grant Garn, 
zoning inspector, was also present. The meeting was tape-recorded. 

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 5/17/05 MEETING MINUTES: Mr. Sturgill asked if all the members had 
received a copy of the minutes, and they all indicated they had. He asked if there were 
any additions, corrections, or deletions, and there were none. Mr. Warnimont moved 
with a second by Mr. Miller to approve the minutes. A roll call vote was taken. Yes 
votes by Mr. Warnimont, Mr. Miller, Mr. Justus, and Mr. Sturgill. Ms. Hetman abstained. 
Motion carried 4-0-1. 

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

APPLICATION NUMBER 2005-5427 (Variance). Mr. Beefy's American Roadhouse 
of 27096 Oakmead Drive would like to place an on site pole sign on their property. It 
would be 60 feet high and have a sign face of 10 feet by 20 feet. Article VII, Section Z 
(State Route 20/23 Overlay District) 2.b (Signage) states that "freestanding signs shall 
be limited to monument signs." They are thus asking for a sign that is not allowed. 

Mr. Miller said he wanted to note for the record that in reviewing the zoning regulation, 
he is concerned over whether they, as a board, have the authority at this level to even 
consider this particular action in light of the fact that they are not being asked for a 
variance, or a conditional use, or a matter of that nature, but rather to authorize 
something which is not otherwise authorized. So he is wondering if perhaps an 
advisory opinion from the county prosecutor's office would be helpful to them as a 
board in actually considering the application as he does not want to waste a lot of time 
this evening with the people attending or anything of that nature. He would move that 
they refer the matter to counsel for an opinion as to whether they have the authority to 
even consider the application that is before them this evening. Ms. Hetman was the 
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second. Mr. Sturgill said it's been moved with a second that this matter be referred to 
the county prosecutor's office to determine whether this board has jurisdiction over an 
issue such as this considering that it is within this overlay district. 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. Mr. Sturgill said the motion carried, and that this will be 
continued until next month while they obtain a legal opinion from the prosecutor's office 
as to whether they have jurisdiction to consider this matter. He told the people in 
attendance that he was sorry to have brought them all out this evening, but justice 
moves slowly sometimes. 

A question was asked that if this board was deemed to not have authority to do this, 
what board would, the board of trustees. Mr. Sturgill thought the trustees or city 
council of Perrysburg since the overlay district was negotiated between the trustees and 
Perrysburg City Council. Before that this was a special sign district. Then when they 
negotiated the various other things between the township and the city, this was made 
into an overlay district with special signage regulations. 

Another question was asked if they would be notified of this as residents and 
businesses that are in the same neighborhood by the trustees or what. Mr. Sturgill said 
this will be before the board next month as part of their regular meeting. The question 
was asked, before this board at 6:00, and Mr. Sturgill said the third Tuesday of August. 
So the question was there would be no notification, and Mr. Sturgill said there will be 
no additional notification. This matter has been continued and will proceed at that 
time. Depending on what the legal opinion is, this issue may not come before the 
board at all. 

The comment was made that it's an interesting concept that they really didn't ask for a 
variance, the way this person understands it. They just said they want to put this sign 
up. Mr. Sturgill agreed. It was further commented that as a business they had to live 
with the regulations. That's his question and comment, that they have had to live with 
the regulations for some years now as far as signage goes, and they have. Mr. Sturgill 
said not this signage regulation. This is relatively new. It's only about two or three 
years old. The comment was made that there were signage regulations in 1995 that 
they had to live with at that time. Mr. Sturgill said there were signage regulations, but 
they were a lot more liberal then before the city got their hands in it. The comment 
was, even still, relatively tight. They were relative tight back then. His concern is, and 
he will voice it, that they are right across the street from them. He is against this. He 
has friends in a business, Nextel, right up there in front, and he will talk to him about 
this, and he will be the next person that will ask for a 10 by 20 and 60 feet high 
because he wants to advertise his Nextel. Then United Parcel is right next to them, and 
they would like to advertise. Mr. Sturgill said this will come before the board. This 
person just wanted to make sure they would be able to voice their opinions at that 
time. Mr. Sturgill said he will be given adequate time to voice his opinion if it goes to 
hearing. 
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Mr. Garn was asked if he issues specific notices to those people who sign in at the 
meetings, and Mr. Garn said no, they just issue the notice to the property owners that 
are contiguous or across the street from. And he is not sure that there will be any 
further notices issued because anyone that has come to this meeting has shown an 
interest, and they now know that that date is August 16 th  for the next meeting date. It 
was confirmed that it's at 6:00 at this location, and the response was yes. 

Mr. Sturgill asked Mr. Garn in the nature of other business if he had heard from Ms. 
Holmes if she thinks there is a good question as to whether laymen can submit and 
represent applicants. That at the very least they should require written authorization 
which should be also notarized that that person is authorized to represent the applicant. 
Has she gotten them a written opinion at this time, or how does it stand now. Mr. Garn 
said he has not written to her, and she has not written back. Mr. Sturgill asked Mr. 
Garn to write to her so they get a written statement. That could be hot in the future. 
Mr. Miller made the comment that that is consistent with a lot of activity that's going on 
with administrative boards throughout the state right now. Mr. Sturgill said they are 
more than administrative. Mr. Miller agreed, but across the board, the unauthorized 
practice in law issue, and that sort of thing. Mr. Sturgill asked if there were any other 
matters for discussion this evening, and there were none. 

Ms. Hetman moved with a second by Mr. Warnimont to adjourn. A roll call vote was 
taken. Yes votes by Ms. Hetman, Mr. Warnimont, Mr. Justus, Mr. Miller, and Mr. 
Sturgill. Motion carried 5-0-0. The meeting was adjourned at 6:15 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Grant W. Garn, 
Recording Secretary 
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