VILLAGE OF PLAIN CITY
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
April 21, 2020
6:30 pm
Via Teleconference
MEMBERS
Shannon Pine – Tara Lee – Janika Adler – Tom Jaskiewicz
VILLAGE STAFF
Nathan Cahall (Village Administrator), Paul La Fayette (Solicitor), Karley Kidd (Village Clerk)
CALL TO ORDER: Ms. Pine called the meeting to order at 6:35 pm.
ROLL CALL:
◻ Shannon Pine ◻ Tara Lee ◻ Janika Adler ◻ Tom Jaskiewicz
VISITORS:
- Ron Winn
- Greg and Sandra Weaver
- Gabby Prince
- Kim Holder
COMMUNICATIONS:
●

Zoning: Potential of variance for an accessory structure over in the Meadow’s subdivision
regarding placement and setbacks.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
●

December 17, 2019
● Ms. Pine motioned to approve the meeting minutes. Ms. Lee to second the minutes. Three
yes votes, Mr. Jaskiewicz to abstain.

NEW BUSINESS:
- Selection of a new chairman of the Board of Zoning Appeals.
●
●
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Ms. Lee to nominate Mr. Jaskiewicz for the chairman position. Ms. Pine to second.
In preparation for the hearing on the application before the Board, Mr. Jaskiewicz
referred back to Mr. La Fayette’s list for the hearing procedure due to the fact that it was
being conducted by telephone conference: anyone who is going to speak must be sworn
in, can only permit people to speak in an orderly fashion, and when you speak, you must
give your name.

VILLAGE OF PLAIN CITY
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
April 21, 2020
6:30 pm
Via Teleconference
NEW BUSINESS (Cont.):
- Case # CON-20-001 A Conditional Use permit application for building a Two-Family Residence
(Duplex) in the RS3 Old Town Residential District at parcel 04-00665.001, a vacant lot behind 349 South
Chillicothe Street.
●

●

●
●
●

●

●
●
●
●
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Mr. Cahall to address attendees about the conditional use application to build a duplex. A
brief staff summary was detailing the development standards and requirements for a
duplex constructed in the RS3 zoning district. The proposed lot for construction meets the
lot size as well as frontage and width dimensions. Before the board tonight is a three-part
test under the zoning code to determine whether or not the granting of a conditional use
permit is appropriate.
Mr. La Fayette read that under Village Ordinance 1138.06 ©(3), under approval, the
board of zoning appeals shall approve applications for a conditional use if the following
three conditions are met:
■ 1. The proposed use is a conditional use of the zoning district, and the applicable
development standards established in the ordinances are met.
■ 2. The proposed development is in accord with appropriate plans for the area.
■ 3. The proposed development will be in keeping with the existing land use
character and physical development potential.
Mr. Jaskiewicz addressed that proper mailing went out to all properties surrounding and
were notified of the meeting.
Mr. Winn was sworn in by Mr. La Fayette at 6:50 pm.
Mr. Winn addressed BZA and stated that he feels he meets all requirements to meet
zoning conditions. Turned in paperwork to show elevations and plot layout (see
Attachment A for Zoning Application). He stated he would be glad to answer any further
questions.
Mr. Jaskiewicz asked Mr. Cahall if the property does, in fact, sit in an RS3 district, and
this is a permitted use in the area? Mr. Cahall responded that a single-family residential
structure is permitted use, but a residential construction with two dwelling units is a
conditional use requiring BZA approval.
Mr. La Fayette swore in Mr. Greg and Mrs. Sandra Weaver at 6:57 pm.
Ms. Weaver read their ‘Protest Position’ letter (see Attachment B).
Mr. Weaver read the letter submitted to the Village (see Attachment C).
Gabby Prince was sworn in by Mr. La Fayette at 7:06 pm.
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NEW BUSINESS (Cont.):
● Ms. Prince addressed the BZA. She lives close to the lot in the discussion. She shares
concerns with the Weaver’s. Some of her other concerns on top of the Weaver’s, Ms.
Prince sits on the parks and recreation board, and a big discussion is to keep, preserve,
and acquire more green space in the community. As developments move into Plain City,
green space for the community to use is a big requirement. This does not follow the
guidelines throughout that. She lives very close to a current Mr. Winn duplex and she
believes that it is not maintained well, has trash in the area, and the speed limit is not
enforced. Ms. Prince stated that she purchased her house in 2018 to renovate and make
nice in the historic area. She grew up in Plain City and would like to maintain its
character. It does not help the surrounding property value. Residents around are doing
their best to keep the area maintained, and the duplex currently does not. Also, know
about apartments into the area and approvals. Designated rental space could potentially
be gifted. Two small children and walk the area, sidelines are not right on a one-way
street, people fly down the alleyway. Fearful of letting kids too far away on the street.
Appreciate the time and efforts from the BZA.
● Ron Winn commented, understanding that could build a single-family home without
going through any zoning, the lot won’t stay sitting as ‘green space,’ and it will be
developed whether it is single-family or a duplex. Comments regarding the property not
being taken care of, take exception to that. Get ahold of Mr. Winn at his office when
problems at the property arise. Make sure that it is understood that the property will be
developed. The three criteria stated in order for multi-family zoning has been met.
● Kim Holder was sworn in by Mr. La Fayette at 7:12 pm.
● Ms. Holder thanked the Weaver’s and Ms. Prince for speaking out. Want to add that with
all the renters, seems to be emergencies called more. As far as the dirtiness, it is true.
● Mr. Jaskiewicz stated that from this point forward, the board will be reconvening at the
next meeting to make a decision or verdict at that point. If the three points are met, they
have to approve. The three points include:
■ 1. The proposed use is a conditional use of the zoning district, and the applicable
development standards established in the ordinances are met.
■ 2. The proposed development is in accord with appropriate plans for the area.
■

Page | 3

3. The proposed development will be in keeping with the existing land use
character and physical development potential.Ms. Weaver asked Mr. Winn that
when he says the lot will be developed, when they purchased their house and lot
to keep it empty, why that is not an option to give another family extra yard
room. Mr. Winn responded that his intent with the property when purchasing was
to develop the lot.

VILLAGE OF PLAIN CITY
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
April 21, 2020
6:30 pm
Via Teleconference
Board deliberation regarding Case # CON-20-001
Ms. Lee stated that she had a few questions regarding the actual site plan and whether it does meet the
requirements. When looking at the site plan provided, the plan shows Madison Street and an alley. At that
point, assumptions can be made that Madison Street is the property frontage? If that is the case, none of
the setbacks presented are correct. The front setback would be at Madison Street, and a 9ft setback is
shown, and a 22ft is required. The same would follow for the rear setback. There is no right of way lines
shown to help determine the setback. There are no adjoining properties or structures shown on the plan.
There are also no sidewalks shown along Madison Street. Taking into consideration that it is a two
dwelling unit and not a single unit. The actual lot size required is larger; 5,000 per. Which would then
reflect into the allowable coverage for the lot. All referenced in 1151.04. Mr. Cahall responded to Ms.
Lee’s questions stating that for two-family residences, there has to be a minimum lotted area of 8,000
square feet with a minimum lot width of 50, at least 800 square feet per unit, a firewall separating the
unit, separate utilities, and meters, a minimum of 4 off-street parking spaces, side yard setback of 8 feet or
more on each side, and a minimum rear yard of 15 feet. The Staff memo right now, in the RS3 district, it
does appear that the lot size being at 9,350 would meet that minimum lot size. Ms. Lee expressed that she
was still not clear on if Madison Street, since it is the frontage, that it meets the setback. Shannon stated
that she got the impression that the frontage is Center Street. Mr. Cahall addressed that both Madison and
Center Street are public right always, and in terms of street frontage and width requirements since this is a
corner lot, the lot width would be determined by how the building is addressed. In this case, the building
is being addressed on Center Street. That is where the width calculation would take place.
Mr. Winn addressed the board and read the setback from his development plans. The lot size is 9,350,
with a requirement of 8,000. The rear yard setback minimum is 15; the proposed is 20. The front yard
setback required is 20; the proposed is 22. The side yard setback minimum is 8, proposed is 9. The
maximum height is 35, proposed is 27.8. The minimum square footage is 800, proposed is 1140. Well
within all criteria that are required. Parking spaces are two spaces in front plus the garage making it three
spaces per unit. All information is found in the plan.
Ms. Lee stated that if they are allowed to have frontage on the alley, the set back is only shown to be 12
feet. The porch is considered part of the approaches. If the porch is attached to the house, it is considered
part of the structure. Mr. Cahall read under code 1183.02, open and uncovered porches may project
beyond the front building line or into the rear yard, not to encroach more than 5 feet. Mr. Winn stated that
there is additional footage in the back to bring the building. Can even make the porches five feet if
needed. Ms. Pine responded that it sounds like Mr. Winn can meet the criteria by moving the structure
back. If the conditional use is approved, BZA cannot approve the site plan; it will have to be approved by
planning and zoning where they will make sure everything meets code.
Ms. Weaver asked if the porch covered like previous developments or uncovered? Mr. Winn responded
that the porch was going to be different than other units. Will make them uncovered to meet requirements.
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VILLAGE OF PLAIN CITY
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
April 21, 2020
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Via Teleconference
Requirements:
1. The proposed use is a conditional use of the zoning district, and the applicable development standards
established in the ordinances are met.
- Mr. Jaskiewicz inquired from Mr. Cahall that it is, in fact, a conditional use in that zoning district. Mr.
Cahall confirmed that is correct. For the second point, a couple of those as the board has deliberated have
been addressed. Mr. Jaskiewicz asked Mr. Cahall if the staff was satisfied that the development standards
will be met in accordance with the zoning ordinance? Mr. Cahall responded that they have to be in order
for staff to issue the permit. There may be some minor adjustments to be made, but yes. Ms. Pine, Mr.
Jaskiewicz, and Ms. Adler were satisfied that the first requirement was met. Ms. Lee did not. Mr.
Jaskiewicz asked Mr. La Fayette, is the applicant permitted, the board can make an approval with
modifications in section four, is the applicant permitted to have some slight variances to his application as
it relates to some of the things deliberated in regards to setbacks and those types of things? Is the board
aloud to move forward? Mr. La Fayette responded with, in taking what Ms. Lee just stated, as far as
stated concerns regarding the setback, porch, things of that nature, the board can approve with subject to
those modifications.
Ms. Lee presented the modifications she stated previously to the board. If the alley is an acceptable
frontage, then the building needs to be shifted to the south, to meet the frontage requirement, if keep
existing 8ft porch. Would the porch need to be uncovered? Mr. Cahall responded that with the way the
code is written, you could interpret it in two different ways. The first being a porch that is attached to the
building has to be both open and uncovered. Or secondly, a porch that is open and/or a porch that is
covered/uncovered. Mr. Cahall stated that a porch is defined as a roofed, open area that may be screened,
attached to, or from a building. If it were a five-foot porch, shifted south, that would meet requirements.
Ms. Lee stated that her issues regarding the requirements are based on Madison Street Frontage. Mr.
Cahall responded that Center Street meets requirements as it is a street. Ms. Lee questioned the lack of
sidewalks. Cahall stated that sidewalks would be dealt with at the developmental stage. The sidewalks
would not be something to be considered under requirement 1. Mr. Jaskiewicz asked Ms. Lee that with
the modifications stated, would she be satisfied with requirement 1? She responded, yes.
Mr. La Fayette read, under the ordinance 301.03 defines alley as a street or highway intended to provide
access to the rear or side of lots or buildings, not intended for the purpose of through vehicular traffic.
Final statements from visitors include Kim Holden, Gabby Prince, and the Weaver’s stating their
preference to the possible single-family home over the duplex.
Mr Jaskiewicz, after requesting any further comment from the applicant and witnesses and hearing none,
closed the public participation portion of the hearing at 7:48 pm and the Board proceeded with
deliberations
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Ms. Lee stated that based on the definition of an alley, the issues seem more unclear. Mr. Cahall, under
the zoning code 1105, an alley is defined as a public or private right away 20 feet or less in width, which
explores only a secondary means of access to the property and budding thereon.
Mr. Jaskiewicz stated that he felt Mr. Cahall just reiterated what Mr. La Fayette stated from his traffic
code definition, being secondary access to the home. The application has it as the primary access, so it
doesn’t fit within the zoning code with the alley definition. All BZA board members feel as if the
requirement has not been met. Lee, Pine, Adler and Jaskiewicz believe that it would not meet the
development standards.
2. The proposed development is in accord with appropriate plans for the area.
Mr. Jaskiewicz expressed that the board has heard from the applicant and close residents of the area, but
there are other rentals, and duplex’s in the area, and the vast majority are rental properties. Having
considered all statements, does the board believe that the proposed development is in accord with
appropriate plans for the area? Ms. Pine responded that she feels that this meets the appropriate plans. It is
an approved conditional use, and if the plan can be presented to meet the criteria in number 1, there are
other duplex’s in the area, I believe it meets the requirement. Mr. Jaskiewicz agreed with Ms. Pine’s
statement. Ms. Lee stated that she agrees with Ms. Pine, and in looking in the area itself, the block area is
all single-family homes. While there are duplex’s in the area, they are further east. This means you are
moving them out of their currently placed area and moving them further south. Changes the feel of the
area. Mr. Jaskiewicz and Ms. Pine agree that the requirement has been met.
3. The proposed development will be in keeping with the existing land use character and physical
development potential.
Mr. Jaskiewicz expressed that those go together a bit. Ms. Pine stated that for the point about existing
land use, keeping with the existing land use would be with the close proximity of the two duplexes on
West to the north. As far as the physical development potential, because the site plan needs to be revised,
this does not meet the requirement at this time. Ms. Lee’s thought was that the area had been deemed as
single-family homes, and this would not meet the development requirement of the area. The area of this
particular lot sits surrounded by single-family homes; it would not keep with the existing land use
character. Ms. Adler responded that with the proposed changes, it could meet the requirements. Mr.
Jaskiewicz agreed with Ms. Pine. Obviously, talk about physical development potential; the developer
could bring a single family but obviously asking for a duplex. Believes that it fits with the existing area
and fits with the potential development.
A final vote to be rendered on Tuesday, 04/28/2020, at 6:00 pm.
ADJOURN: Ms. Pine motioned to adjourn, Ms. Lee seconded @ 8:12 pm
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Attachment A

Attachment B
Protest Petition
Board of Zoning Appeals
Meeting date: April 21, 2020
Please read over and consider signing our petition to send a message to our officials in Plain City, Ohio
that we as residents in this neighborhood do not want a two-family rental dwelling built at the location
that intersect Center St and Madison street. (Parcel #04-00665.001/ Lot 6/ RS-3 Zoning District)
The applicant, Ron Winn, who is requesting a conditional use be granted to build a two-family dwelling
is not a resident of this neighborhood. In his requested letter he stated he “does not believe this
proposed use would detract from or be detrimental to the area”.
We disagree.








Though there are some duplexes in close proximity- they are sequestered and should not
continue to expand into this single-family area.
The property is being built for profit and will have a turn around of renters.
The proposed dwelling will present increased traffic on this one-way street where currently
numerous children and their families use as a walkway. Since this is considered an alley way.
Visual site lines will be compromised. The duplex will compromise the visibility of the
intersecting one-way streets.
No descriptive plans were provided to show any alterations of the current lot. Meaning- will the
level of the land be raised or stay the same? If any changes are made this could present
drainage issues for surrounding properties.
This area has many historic homes and the proposed aesthetics; structure of the dwelling will
compromise the integrity of the surrounding homes and value.

***Though it is not required of Mr. Winn to respect the current residents in this neighborhood and their
feelings- we do oppose this zoning change and the building of this two-family rental for profit dwelling.
Thank you for your consideration,

Greg and Sandy Weaver
359 S. Chillicothe St.

Attachment C

Greg and Sandra Weaver
359 S. Chillicothe St.
Plain City, OH 43064
614.205.9387 - Cell

Village of Plain City
Office of the Zoning Inspector
April 20, 2020
To Whom It May Concern:
Sandra and I are writing with regard to the Board of Zoning Appeals to share our thoughts and feelings
towards the hearing that is being addressed on Tuesday, April 21st. While we understand that all applications
deserve a fair hearing and consideration, we also feel that as residents and direct neighbors to this proposed
duplex, we should also be able to have our voices heard. Along with voices of the other residents in the
neighborhood who are against the building of the duplex at the corner of Center Street and Madison Street.
In December of 2018 a comprehensive plan, otherwise known as the “Plain City Community Plan”, was
adopted. Having moved into our home in July 2018, Sandra and I were very grateful to see the plans for this
community to grow and to potentially bring gentrification to the downtown area. To continue to move
forward with the comprehensive plan, the “traditional residential” area where we live, we would like to
continue to maintain the historic character of the community. However, by building more duplexes and
taking away from the traditional single-family dwellings, this feeling of historic uniqueness is lost.
Sandra and I purchased our home and the adjoining lot due to the history of the area, the green space that
was available to us and the small town feel of the surrounding homes. Continuing to squeeze large duplexes
into open green space will eventually erode the historic and small-town feel that everyone seems to value,
especially Sandra and I.
We also feel that the building of the duplex will be detrimental to the sight lines around the property. This
will be causing issues for traffic and pedestrians at the intersection of two one-way streets that the duplex
would be cornering. This is a community where the children walk to neighbor’s homes, ride their bikes and
families walk with their pets. Center Street being a one-way street does not already have the appropriate
setback and would cause further concern to everyone around. Another issue is that the Village does not
appear to have paved Center Street in a number of years. With the building of this duplex, this will increase
traffic and continue to deteriorate at a faster pace. Thus, making it more difficult and dangerous for walkers,
bikers, and cars to travel.
We have also attached a letter and petition with the signature of 22 residents who oppose the proposed
building of the two-family duplex by Mr. Winn. We as a community do not like the encroachment of a duplex
into our single-family home units. This is where we live, our community and our voices and feelings should
be heard and taken into consideration on this proposed zoning change.
Sandra and I would like to thank you for the consideration and the opportunity to let our voice be heard. The
two of us truly value community and feel that many great strides have been made to improve the Village and
to make it the best place to live.
Thank you,

Greg and Sandra Weaver

