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SUGARCREEK TOWNSHIP

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 2015
This regular meeting of the Sugarcreek Township Board of Zoning Appeals was held on Thursday, February 26, 2015, at the Sugarcreek Township Administration Office, 2090 Ferry Road, Sugarcreek Township, Ohio at 7:00 p.m.

Mrs. Moore called the meeting to order.

Everyone present stood for the Pledge of Allegiance.

Upon call of the roll, the vote resulted in the following:

Mrs. Moore-present

Mr. Haibach-absent
Mrs. Vantrease-present

Mrs. Jay-present
Mr. Cramer-absent
Mr. Froehlich-absent
Mr. Smith-present

Mrs. Moore stated that it makes sense to hold off on election of officers until everyone is present.  
Mrs. Vantrease made a motion to move the officers to the next meeting, which was seconded by Mrs. Moore.  Upon call of the roll, the vote resulted in the following:

Mrs. Vantrease-yes

Mrs. Moore-yes

Mrs. Jay-yes

Mr. Smith-yes

Mrs. Moore swore in all those present wishing to provide testimony.

Mrs. Moore asked for the Staff Report for BZA Case 01-2015.
Mrs. Tilford, being duly sworn, provided the Staff Report for BZA Case 01-2015.  The applicant, the Bellbrook Sugarcreek Park District, is requesting area/dimensional variances from Section 8.09 B. of the Sugarcreek Township Zoning Resolution to allow for the construction of three signs (one at the parcel’s Little Sugarcreek Road entrance, one along its Swigart Road frontage and one along its Feedwire Road frontage).  The applicant is also requesting approval for two of the proposed signs to be placed on oak beams (as opposed to being placed on the ground or attached to a supporting structure).  The subject property is located at 789 Little Sugarcreek Road, can be further identified by parcel number L32000100010007900, contains 247.462 acres, is located in the A-1 (Agricultural) District and is known as the Sweet Arrow Reserve.
Mr. Jeff Stewart, representing the Bellbrook Sugarcreek Park District, being duly sworn, came forward.  He noted that the quantity requested makes sense based on the size of the parcel.  They would like to get some identification on Feedwire and Swigart Road.  Both areas are in prairie grass.  The Little Sugarcreek entrance will have the sign temporarily and then it will be moved to Swigart within a year or two and a more permanent sign will be constructed there.  It is possible it could be put in this year’s budget.

Mrs. Moore asked about the posts for the smaller signs.

Mr. Stewart stated that his staff went to Jamestown and had some rough sewn oak timbers made, they are substantial and extremely heavy.  Putting signage fronting prairie we wanted it to be natural, not so much a gateway as the stone sign will be.

Mr. Smith asked why they were requesting the increased height.

Mrs. Tilford clarified that the height is within our 8’ limit.  

Mr. Stewart stated that they will probably be around 6’.

Mr. Smith clarified that the one at the entrance will be stone and the other two will be the oak beams.

Mr. Stewart stated that was correct, noting that the Feedwire and Swigart signs aren’t park entrance signs.

Mrs. Moore stated that the property is about 250 acres and at none of these proposed locations the other signs will be visible at the same time.

Mr. Stewart confirmed.

Mrs. Moore asked for any additional comments in favor of the application.  There being none, she asked for comments opposed to the application.  There being none, she asked for neutral comments.  There being none, she made a motion to close the public hearing, which was seconded by Mrs. Vantrease.  Upon call of the roll, the vote resulted in the following:

Mrs. Moore-yes

Mrs. Jay-yes

Mrs. Vantrease-yes
Mr. Smith-yes

Mrs. Moore stated that the mere size of the property creates a special condition.  Trying to label a public space makes sense so people know where it is.  

Mrs. Jay agreed noting that all communities are pushing getting outside.  
Mrs. Moore noted that posts will be very naturalistic; she sees no issue with the proposal.

Mr. Smith noted that he doesn’t have an issue with the number of signs requested.  He is concerned about them not being ground mounted.  He is concerned the board will be faced with similar requests.  At some point we want all signs to be ground mounted.  Could a timeframe be attached to the approval?  He asked if the board has ever done that.  
Mrs. Moore indicated that they have not done that.  She noted that this is a little different than a business and it is only two of the three signs.  The main identification sign will meet the township’s requirements.
Mr. Smith stated that he is concerned that they will not be great looking signs.

Mrs. Moore made a motion to approve the request for three signs, which was seconded by Mrs. Jay.  Upon call of the roll, the vote resulted in the following:

Mrs. Moore-yes
Mrs. Jay-yes
Mrs. Vantrease-yes
Mr. Smith-yes

Mrs. Moore made a motion to allow two of the three signs to be placed on the oak posts as described by the applicant, which was seconded by Mrs. Vantrease.  Upon call of the roll, the vote resulted in the following:
Mrs. Moore-yes

Mrs. Jay-yes

Mrs. Vantrease-yes
Mr. Smith-yes
Mrs. Moore moved on to the second case on the agenda and asked Mrs. Tilford for the Staff Report.

Mrs. Tilford provided the Staff Report for the case.  Applicant, Ernst Ready Mix Inc., is requesting a use variance from Sections 4.15 A. and 4.10 C. 4. c. of the Sugarcreek Township Zoning Resolution to allow for the construction of a 48’ x 96’ detached garage to provide additional inside storage area.  The subject property is located at 2130 Ferry Road, can be further identified by parcel number L32000100110000400, contains 21.669 acres and is located in the I-1 (Industrial), E (Estate Residential) and W-P (Well Field Protection Overlay) Districts.
Mr. Kevin Heaney, General Manager of the Sugarcreek location, being duly sworn came forward to speak on behalf of the applicant.  He noted that they are up to five pumps.  Unlike the Ready Mix trucks, these pumps need to be kept inside.  This pole barn is going to accommodate the need for inside storage of the pumps.  The building will strictly be for storage of the pumps.  

Mrs. Moore asked if the building will have lighting.
Mr. Heaney noted that the lighting will be on the building for safety and security.

Mrs. Tilford noted that she has provided the applicant the specs for a wall pack that would be full cutoff.

Mrs. Moore asked if any of the houses would be able to see the building.

Mr. Heaney stated maybe in the winter.  He stated there is a berm around the south side and you can’t see up over it.  

Mrs. Moore asked where the pumps are stored now.

Mr. Heaney stated two are in a barn and the others are outside.  He noted that they have $2.5 million in pumps and they do not like the cold weather.

An audience member asked if it would be on top of the hill.

Mr. Heaney stated it would; they have no other place for it to go.

Mrs. Jay noted that they have an existing pollution prevention plan and that she understands that they would update it if they were to build.

Mrs. Moore asked for any other questions from the board.

Mr. Smith noted that he is not participating; he is recusing himself.

Mrs. Moore asked for any additional comments in favor of the application.  There being none, she asked for comments opposed to the application.  There being none, she asked for neutral comments.  There being none, she made a motion to close the public hearing, which was seconded by Mrs. Jay.  Upon call of the roll, the vote resulted in the following:

Mrs. Moore-yes

Mrs. Jay-yes

Mrs. Vantrease-yes
Mrs. Moore noted that the use variance standards are the tough ones, but noted that we have issued a similar variance to Ernst in the past.

Mrs. Vantrease noted that it’s difficult because the intent of the Resolution is that non-conforming uses be eliminated, not expanded.

Mrs. Jay noted that they clearly have nowhere else to go; the lighting was a concern and they have addressed that concern.   The BZA has approved this type of variance for Ernst before and it’s great that we have a business in the community investing.
Mrs. Moore asked Mr. Heaney if he would like to address Mrs. Vantrease’s point.

Mr. Heaney stated that the last time they came in to the BZA they were responding to EPA standards.  This is a similar deal as the new pumps have computers and they must be kept inside to remain operational.  He noted that they are responding to this new technology.

Mrs. Moore noted that the pit itself won’t be expanded.

Mr. Heaney confirmed that noting that the pit itself has not been mined for years.

Mrs. Moore noted that she, like Mrs. Vantrease, was struggling with the expansion issue but the non-conforming use is surface mining and surface mining isn’t being expanded.  Looking at it that way changes it a bit.  She noted that accessory structures are permitted in Estate District, this particular building isn’t prohibited.  She noted that in her perspective, viewing the non-conformity as the surface mining pit, she thinks it is acceptable.

Mrs. Jay agreed.  She stated that the application was complete and the elements were addressed by the applicant.  She made a motion to approve the request, as submitted by the applicant, which was seconded by Mrs. Moore.  Upon call of the roll the vote resulted in the following:

Mrs. Moore-yes

Mrs. Jay-yes

Mrs. Vantrease-yes

Mrs. Moore made a motion to approve the December 18, 2014 Minutes, which was seconded by Mrs. Vantrease.  Upon call of the roll, the vote resulted in the following:
Mrs. Moore-yes

Mrs. Jay-yes

Mrs. Vantrease-yes

Mr. Smith-yes

Mrs. Moore made a motion to adjourn, which was seconded by Mrs. Jay.  Upon call of the roll, the vote resulted in the following:

Mrs. Moore-yes

Mrs. Jay-yes

Mrs. Vantrease-yes

Mr. Smith-yes

