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City of Bellbrook
. 15 East Franklin Street
Memorandum for the Board of Zoning Appeals / Property seiibrook, ohio 45305

July 11, 2019

Review Commission T (937) 848-4666
F {937) 848-5190
Subject: Public Hearing on July 16, 2019 www.cltyofbellbrook.org

This is to confirm that the Board of Zoning Appeals and Property Review Commission will
conduct a public hearing on July 16, 2019 at 6:15PM to discuss one variance case. Please find
enclosed: an agenda for the meeting, the minutes to approve from June 18, 2019 and case
materials.

Variance Case #19-03: 3757 Upper Bellbrook Rd (Greene County Council on Aging)

The applicant Greene County Council on Aging (on behalf of the owner, Bellbrook/Sugarcreek
Schools) located at 3757 Upper Bellbrook Rd is requesting a variance to allow for an additional
ground sign along Upper Bellbrook Rd. The property is zoned R-1A One Family Residential. Per
section 18.20.A(11)(d)(1) of the Bellbrook Zoning Code, only 1 detached ground sign is
permitted per street frontage.

Please let me know if you have any questions on this material.
Sincerely,

Jeff Green
Planning and Zoning
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Board of Zoning Appeals
July 16, 2019 6:15PM

Agenda

Call to Order

Roll call

Approval of prior minutes of June 18, 2019
New Business:

BZA Case V19-03: Variance Request — 3757 Upper Bellbrook Rd
Staff Summary

Property Owner

Public Input

Board Discussion/Decision

Old Business:
Open Discussion

Adjournment






BELLBROOK BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES
JUNE 18, 2019

PRESENT: Mr. Aaron Burke
Ms. Schroder arrived at 6:20 PM
Mr. Philip Ogrod
Mr. Robert Middlestetter
Chairperson Brinegar

CALL TO ORDER:

Chairman Brinegar called the meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals to order at 6:15 PM. The Clerk
called the roll. Mr. Burke, yes; Mr. Middlestetter, yes; Mr. Ogrod, yes; Ms. Schroder, yes; Chairman
Brinegar, yes.

Mr. Ogrod moved to approve the prior minutes of May 21, 2019. Mr. Middlestetter seconded the
motion. Roll was called. Mr. Ogrod, yes; Mr. Middlestetter, yes; Mr. Burke, yes; Ms. Schroder, yes;
Mrs. Brinegar, yes. The motion carried 5-0.

It is noted for the record that Mr. Jeff Green, Planning and Zoning Assistant was in attendance.

NEW BUSINESS:

¢ BZA Case V19-02: Variance Request — 72 West Franklin Street

Michael Seiler (on behalf of the owner, Bellbrook Presbyterian Church) outlined the request for a
variance to allow for an internally illuminated LED sign. Per section 18.20.B(4)(a)(7) of the Bellbrook
Zoning Code, no sign in the Old Village District can be internally illuminated. Mr. Seiler explained that
the church allows various organizations such as the Boy Scouts and Library to use their space and
promote their events. There is an average of 20 activities/meetings a week which need to be
advertised via the sign making it very time consuming. Mr. Seiler believes that the variance would not
be considered substantial and would not negatively impact adjoining properties as two LED internally
illuminated signs (Dot's and Road Dog) have previously been approved in the Old Village. He added
that the new sign is programmable but with no animation or scrolling.

Mr. Middlestetter asked what the difference is in size of the old versus new signs. He also asked if the
brightness can be adjusted. Mr. Seiler replied that the new sign is about a foot taller.

Mr. Ogrod asked how many lines of type would be on the sign. Mr. Seiler explained that it depends on
the font size.



Mr. Burke asked who was in charge of the messages being displayed. Mr. Seiler said that the Pastor
has the final decision. The sign will promote church and local meetings and events.

Mr. Steve Berrvhill, 1901 Bellbrook Woods, said that the Seniors meet there. The current sign is old
and difficult to update the message. He also submitted a letter from the Historical Society who also
use the church’s meeting rooms.

Ms. Tony Davis, 3936 Kim Court, asked if a lighted sign would be a distraction to drivers. She also
asked about the aesthetics of the sign stating that she does not think that a square sign is not as
pleasing as the current one with decorative edges. Mr. Green pointed out that the sign will not include
motion or blinking and so should not be a distraction to drivers. He also explained that the Village
Review Board has already approved the design of the sign.

Mr. Middlestetter recounted being part of the Board that originally drafted the sign ordinances.
Dozens of meetings were held then City Council made it more functional respecting the needs of
businesses. At the time LEDs had not been invented. He voiced his concern that this case could end up
requiring Council to reconsider the ordinances. Mr. Green explained that any changes to ordinances
have to go to the Planning Board first and then City Council.

Mrs. Brinegar stated she believes some of the ordinances are out of date. But she is not concerned
about the safety of the sign in question and believes it will be an asset.

Mr. Burke asked if the Village Review Board had concerns about the signs to which Mr. Green
answered that they did not have concerned. Mr. Burke commented that this decision will set a
precedence and variance requests will keep coming.

Mrs. Schroeder stated that she prefers the aesthetics of the old sign better. She also agrees that the
codes should be reviewed to look at all the aspects and parts.

Mrs. Schroder made a motion to approve BZA Case V19-02 Variance Request for 72 W. Franklin Street.
Mr. Ogrod seconded the motion. The Clerk called the roll. Mrs. Schroder, yes; Mr. Ogrod, yes; Mr.
Burke, yes; Mr. Middlestetter, yes; Mrs. Brinegar, yes. The motion passed 5-0.

e PRC Case 19-01: Request for Prosecution — 2088 Dane Lane
Mr. Green began by explaining that this is an extension of Case 18-05. This property has been the
subject of numerous citations since 2012 and has been vacant the entire time. The violations have not
been permanently corrected and/or maintained causing them to re-occur with further deterioration.
There are paths made by rodents that are inhabiting the house. On May 24, 2019 Mr. Green sent a
letter to Sia, the owner’s sister concerning the fines and giving a 30 day deadline to pay them. Mr.
Green showed the Board pictures he had taken at the property this week showing the state of
disrepair. Mr. Green shared an email from the property owner’s sister that he had received at 5:30 PM



this day. It again lists her reasons why the work has not been done at the property. The City staff
recommends that the case move on to prosecution.

Mr. Middlestetter opined that this situation has gone on for a very long time. Mr. Green explained
that the City has to go through certain steps.

Mrs. Schroder and Mr. Ogrod read the email, and both stated that the owners are making the same
excuses they have made in the past. There has been plenty of opportunity to complete the work the
property requires or to sell it.

Mr. Burke asked about timing of the notifications. He points to the email that says a contract was
submitted within the deadline, but the City says it was after. Mr. Green argued that this has been
about a year for the work to be done.

Mr. Green added that he tried to contact the attorney that the owner had used last year but could not
find the person. There had been no work done and no communication from the owner between
August 2018 through May 2019. He added that the next step is to send the case to prosecution by the
County.

Mrs. Brinegar opened the floor to the owner, but no one was present. She then allowed the public to
speak.

Mr. Richard Davis, 2122 Dane Lane, relayed his agitation that another year has passed with no
improvement. He accused the Board of dragging its feet. He recently measured the height of the grass
at 38”. He requested the Board do something immediately.

Mr. Green shared an email from Mr. O’Rouke who lives on Dane Lane and is planning to put his home
on the market. He is angry that the state of the Elias property hurts the value of his home.

Jim Loeb, 2089 Firebird Drive, explained that his property is directly behind 2088 Dane Lane. He
recounted seeing racoons and other rodents in the house. He opined that the City should do

something.

Matt Porter, 2076 Dane Lane, lives next door to the Elias property. He has tried to offer to help the
property owners, even bringing his youth group over to do yard work. He stated that his son saw a
dog-sized ground hog. Last year the owner purchased some wood, pavers, and other repair supplies.
These have been left lying in the backyard and are rotting. Mr. Porter relayed conversations with
contractors who have offered $60,000 to $80,000 for the property. The owner declines all offers. He
also stated that contractors have refused to work for her after she has called their work, “shoddy”, or
quits paying for their services. He added that he agrees that the owner should be prosecuted.




Tom Davis, 3936 Kim Court, explained that they have watched the condition of the property decline

since 2000. The house is without water or heat. He opined that it is a public nuisance and feels it
should be condemned and torn down.

Jane Worth, 3524 Dane Court, asked if the taxes have been paid and if the City could use imminent
domain as a legal way to take control of the property or condemn it. Mr. Green answered that the
taxes have been paid but imminent domain would not apply. He added that to legally condemn it the
City would have to hire a contractor to prove that the cost to repair the property is more than the
value of it. Ms. Worth added that the overgrowth of plants like poison hemlock and the rodents are a
nuisance.

Gail Longo, 3930 Dane Court, expressed her concerns about damages caused by 2088 Dane Lane to her
property. Drainage issues caused her to lose two trees. Invasive plants are constantly crossing into her
yard as are rodents. She cares about her property and wants the City to do something now.

Toni Davis, 3936 Kim Court, said that they love their home but never had a good relationship with the
owners of 2088 Dane Lane. She added that the state of this property reflects poorly on our City. She
added that she originally questioned the Dollar General store being allowed to open in Bellbrook.

Chairwoman Brinegar stated that the City has assessed the maximum fines which still have not been
paid. The next step is to send the case for prosecution.

Mr. Green explained that the case file will be sent to the County Prosecutor who will present it to a
judge. If the Judge agrees, the Court will give orders to serve the property owner who will need to
appear before the Judge. Failure to do so could be jail time.

Mr. Middlestetter stated that everyone has to follow the property maintenance guidelines. He then
made a motion to approve PRC Case 19-01 Request for Prosecution of the property at 2088 Dane
Lane. Mrs. Schroder seconded the motion. The Clerk called the roll. Mr. Middlestetter, yes; Mrs.
Schroder, yes; Mr. Burke, yes; Mr. Ogrod, yes; Mrs. Brinegar, yes. The motion passed 5-0.

OLD BUSINESS:

OPEN DISCUSSION:

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business to discuss, Mr. Ogrod made a motion to adjourn. Mrs. Schroder
seconded the motion. With unanimous consent, the meeting adjourned at 7:20 PM.

Meredith Brinegar, Chairperson Date



Pamela Timmons, Secretary Date






y
YBellbrook

To: Board of Zoning Appeals

From: leff Green, Planning and Zoning Assistant

Date: July 11, 2019

Subject: Staff Report for BZA Case 19-03 — 3757 Upper Bellbrook

Summary of the Request

The property owner at 3757 Upper Bellbrook Rd. is requesting a variance to add an additional 6
sq. ft. ground sign to the property. Per article 18.20A(11)(d)(1), only one ground sign is
permitted per street frontage. The Board of Zoning Appeals is being asked if the additional
ground sign could be permitted.

Applicant Information

Owner: Greene County Council on Aging (GCCA)
1195 W 2nd St
Xenia, Ohio 45385

Applicant: BD of ED of Sugarcreek Local School District
3757 Upper Bellbrook Rd
Bellbrook, OH 45305

Current Zoning District

R-1A, One Family Residential District

Parcel Identification

Parcel ID#  L35000100040000100

Relevant Code - 18.20A(11)(d)(1)

Signs for Institutional Uses: One (1) detached ground sign, not to exceed thirty-six (36) square
feet per side or seventy-two (72) square feet total sign area, or six (6) feet in height. Such signs
may be illuminated




b : A

Applicant’s Reason for the Request

Per the application submitted, the GCCOA believes that a lack of a sign along Upper Bellbrook is
a significant barrier to the people finding the building and advertising its presence. Per the
applicant, the only other option is a temporary sign, but as the name implies cannot be placed

along the road permanently.

The applicant has had the design of the sign look similar to another sign that is already located
on the property to not significantly impact the character of the area. The applicant believes that
the spirit and intent of the code would be met by the granting of this variance.

Surrounding Land Use within 1,000 Feet

The land surrounding the subject property is for the most part single family residential, to the
north, south and east. The property dlrectly to the west is used for agrlculture
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/lSm'ul'ar Cases in the Past 5 years

FNO similar cases heard in the last 5 years i T




Flood Plain Information

The property is not within the flood plain

Comments from City and County Agencies

N/A

Supporting Maps & Graphics
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Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the variance be approved as submitted. The intent of the code is to ensure
that properties do not become overloaded with permanent signage. Staff believes that the
important factor to consider is the amount of road frontage on site (roughly 950 feet) along
Upper Bellbrook road. This in coordination, with the fact that the sign is relatively small (6 sq.
ft.) means that the principal intent of the code would not be significantly impacted.







y CITY OF BELLBROOK
APPLICATION FOR ZONING VARIANCE
l% e].]. bro Ok 15 EAST FRANKLIN STREET, BELLBROOK, OHI0 45305

{937) 848-4666 WWW.CITYOFBELLBROOK.ORG

APPLICANT INFORMATION

DATE RECEIVED 6 / Q} / ’(‘7 Aprucation# V1 7-03

ProperTy Owner Bellbrook Sugarcreek Schools PHANE NUMBER

OwNer AnpressS7 9/ Upper Bellbrook Road

AppLicant Name Greene County Council on Aging PHoNE Numger (937) 376-5486
AppuicanT Aopress 1199 W. Second Street, Xenia, OH 45385

REQUEST INFORMATION

PRoPERTY ADDRess </ 2/ Upper Bellbrook Road Zoning Districr R 1A
suspivision /A Lot Numser VA pageer 1D L350001000400001 00

DESCRIBE THE GENERAL NATURE OF THE VaRiance Addition of sign in front of the building’s parking area and next
to pedestrian path to provide direction to the Bellbrook Senior Center which is housed in the Bellbrook

Sugarcreek Educational Services Center building.

SEE THE REVERSE OF THIS PAGE FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED WITH AN APPLICATION FOR ZONING VARIANCE.

| UNDERSTAND THAT APPROVAL OF THIS APPLICATION DOES NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL FOR ANY ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT,
VARIANCE, OR EXCEPTION FROM ANY OTHER CITY REGULATIONS WHICH ARE NOT SPECIFICALLY THE SUBJECT OF THIS APPLICATION. | UNDERSTAND THAT
APPROVAL OF THIS APPLICATION DOES NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF A BUILDING OCCUPANCY PERMIT. | UNDERSTAND FURTHER THAT | REMAIN RESPONSIBLE
FOR SATISFYING REQUIREMENTS OF ANY PRIVATE RESTRICTIONS OR COVENANTS APPURTENANT TO THE PROPERTY,

| CERTIFY THAT { AM THE APPLICANT AND THAT THE INFORMATION SUBMITTED WITH THIS APPLICATION IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE
AND BELIEF. | UNDERSTAND THAT THE CITY 1S NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR INACCURACIES IN INFORMATION PRESENTED, AND THAT INACCURACIES MAY RESULT IN THE
REVOCATION OF THIS ZONING CERTIFICATE AS DETERMINED BY THE CITY. | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT | AM THE OWNER OR PURGHASER (OR OPTION HOLDER) OF THE
PROPERTY {NVOLVED IN THIS APPLICATION, OR THE LESSEE OR AGENT FULLY AUTHORIZED BY THE OWNER TO MAKE THIS SUBMISSION.

| CERTIFY THAT STATEMENTS MADE TO ME ABOUT THE TIME IT TAKES TO REVIEW AND PROCESS THIS APPLICATION ARE GENERAL. | AM AWARE THAT THE CITY HAS

ATTEMPTED TO REQUEST EVERYTHING NECESSARY FOR AN ACCURATE AND COMPLETE REVIEW OF MY PROPOSAL; HOWEVER, AFTER MY APPLICATION HAS BEEN
SUBMITTED AND REVIEWED BY CITY STAFF, | UNDERSTAND IT MAY BE NECESSARY FOR THE CITY TO REQUEST ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND CLARIFICATION.

| HEREBY CERTIFY, UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY, THAT ALL THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ON THIS APPLICATION IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

APPLICANT SIGNATURE 7@““‘ M%{’L Dae_ & | 2C 12017

| ~ OFFICE USE ONLY e

APPLICATION FEE PAYMENT TYPE REVIEW AUTHORITY |
~_$100.00 ~ casuld cHeckM#]g129]  ADMINISTRATIVE, BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS | MEETING DATE / / | Arproveo (] Denienld] Conprmons ] ‘

APPLICATION FOR ZONING VARIANCE QcroBeR 2017



AMENDING THE ZONING CODE

A. PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS FOR VARIANCES (ZONING CODE 20.13)

TQ VARY THE STRICT APPLICATION OF ANY OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS ORDINANCE IN THE CASE OF EXCEPTIONALLY IRREGULAR,
NARROW, SHALLOW OR DEEP LOTS, OR OTHER EXCEPTIONAL PHYSICAL CONDITIONS, WHEREBY SUCH STRICT APPLICATICN WOULD
RESULT IN PRACTICAL DIFFICULTY OR UNNECESSARY HARDSHIP - NOT ECONOMIC IN NATURE — THAT WOULD DEPRIVE THE OWNER
OF REASONABLE USE OF THE LAND OR BUILDING INVOLVED BUT IN NO OTHER CASE. THE FACT THAT ANOTHER USE WOULD BE MORE
PROFITABLE IS NOT A VALID BASIS FOR LEGALLY GRANTING A VARIANCE. NO NONCONFORMING USE OF NEIGHBORING LANDS,
STRUCTURES, OR BUILDINGS IN THE SAME DISTRICT, AND NO PERMITTED USE OF LANDS, STRUCTURES OR BUILDINGS IN OTHER
DISTRICTS SHALL BE CONSIDERED GROUNDS FOR THE ISSUANCE OF A VARIANCE. THE VARIANCE REQUESTED SHALL NOT ALTER THE
ESSENTIAL CHARACTER OF THE LOCALITY, NOR BE IN CONFLICT WIiTH THE COMPREHENSIVE MASTER PLAN. [N MAKING THIS
DETERMINATION, THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS SHALL BE ADVISED BY THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE PLANNING BOARD. IN
CASES INVOLVING PROPERTIES SITUATED WITHIN THE VILLAGE DISTRICT, AS DEFINED BY ARTICLE 14, SECTiON 14.02 OF THE
BELLBROOK ZONING CODE, THE VILLAGE REVIEW BOARD SHALL, WHEN POSSIBLE, MAKE A RECOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD OF
ZONING APPEALS REGARDING THE DISPOSITION OF THE VARIANCE REQUEST.

B. APPLICATION AND STANDARDS FOR VARIANCES (ZONING CODE 20.13.2)
A VARIANCE FROM THE TERMS OF THIS ORDINANCE SHALL NOT BE GRANTED BY THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS UNLESS AND

UNTIL A WRITTEN APPLICATION FOR A VARIANCE IS SUBMITTED TQO THE ZONING [NSPECTOR AND THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
CONTAINING:

a) NAME, ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER OF APPLICANTS;
b) LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY; AND A SITE PLAN BASED ON AN ACCURATE SURVEY SHOWING EXISTING AND/OR FUTURE

BUILDING LOCATIONS AND THE LOCATIONS OF BUILDINGS ON AD!ACENT PROPERTIES. THIS SITE PLAN SHOULD BE PREPARED BY
A REGISTERED SURVEYOR ATTESTING TO THE ACCURACY OF SAME;

c} DESCRIPTION OF NATURE OF VARIANCE REQUESTED;

d) VARIANCES FROM THE TERMS OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE SHALL BE GRANTED ONLY WHERE THE PROPERTY OWNER SHOWS
THAT THE APPLICATION GF A ZONING REQUIREMENT TO THE PROPERTY IS INEQUITABLE CAUSING THE PROPERTY OWNER
PRACTICAL DIFFICULTIES IN THE USE OF THE PROPERTY. FACTORS TO CONSIDER INCLUDE, BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO:

1) WHETHER THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION WILL YIELD A REASONABLE RETURN OR WHETHER THERE CAN BE ANY BENEFICIAL
USE OF THE PROPERTY WITHOUT THE VARIANCE;

2) WHETHER THE VARIANCE IS SUBSTANTIAL;

3) WHETHER THE ESSENTIAL CHARACTER OF THE NFIGHBORHOOD WOULD BE SUBSTANTIALLY ALTERED OR WHETHER
ADJOINING PROPERTIES WOULD SUFFER A SUBSTANTIAL DETRIMENT AS A RESULT OF THE VARIANCE;

4) WHETHER THE VARIANCE WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT THE DELIVERY OF GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES SUCH AS WATER,
SANITARY SEWER OR GARBAGE REMOVAL;

5) WHETHER THE PROPERTY OWNER PURCHASED THE PROPERTY WITH KNOWLEDGE OF THE ZONING RESTRICTION;

6) WHETHER THE PROPERTY OWNER’S PREDICAMENT FEASIBLY CAN BE OBVIATED THROUGH SOME METHOD OTHER THAN A
VARIANCE; AND

7) WHETHER THE SPIRIT ANC INTENT BEHIND THE ZONING REQU!REMENT WOULD BE ORSERVED AND SUBSTANTIAL JUSTICE
DONE BY GRANTING THE VARIANCE. THE BOARD SHALL DETERMINE, AFTER AND WEIGHING THE FACTORS DESCRIBED
ABOVE AND ANY OTHER FACTORS THE BOARD DEEMS RELEVANT, WHETHER THE PROPERTY OWNER HAS SHOWN PRACTICAL
DIFFICULTIES SO INEQUITABLE AS TO JUSTIFY GRANTING A VARIANCE TO THE PROPERTY OWNER.

C. THE BOARD ASKS THE APPLICANT TO ANSWER ITEMS 1-7 ABOVE IN WRITING TO BE INCLUDED WITH THIS APPLICATION.

APPLICATION FOR ZONING VARIANCE OCTOBER 2017



Greene County Council on Aging/Bellbrook Senior Center

Application and Standards for Variances (Zoning Code 20,13.2})

1) WHETHER THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION WILL YIELD A REASONABLE RETURN OR WHETHER THERE CAN BE ANY
BENEFICIAL USE OF THE PROPERTY WITHOUT THE VARIANCE;

The Bellbraok Senior Center has been in the Bellbrook Sugarcreek Educational Services Center building for just over ten
years. The Center, aperated by the Greene County Council on Aging (GCCOA), provides scheduled opportunities for
Bellbrook-Sugarcreek adults age 50 and better to come together for educational and recreational activities and
programs. The Center has experienced slow growth in numbers over the years, but the fact that there is no signage
alerting the community that the Center is in the building or providing direction to just where the Center is for those who
are aware, has been and continues to be a significant barrier and challenge.

2) WHETHER THE VARIANCE IS SUBSTANTIAL;

The only option that the assigned GCCOA staff have for signage is the placement of temporary signage {we use a molded
plastic a-frame) just outside the building door, which is difficult to see because of the distance from the street to the
building, and putting this same type of sign close to the road. This is done for a few special events/programs, but it is an

unrealfistic to do this the weekly programs and activities.

3) WHETHER THE ESSENTIAL CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD WOULD BE SUBSTANTIALLY ALTERED OR WHETHER
ADJOINING PROPERTIES WOULD SUFFER A SUBSTANTIAL DETRIMENT AS A RESULT OF THE VARIANCE;

The proposed sign has the same design as the other signs in the area and should not have a negative impact on the
essential character of the neighborhoaod.

4) WHETHER THE VARIANCE WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT THE DELIVERY OF GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES SUCH AS WATER,
SANITARY SEWER OR GARBAGE REMOVAL;

The propased sign will not impact the delivery of governmental services.

5) WHETHER THE PROPERTY OWNER PURCHASED THE PROPERTY WITH KNOWLEDGE OF THE ZONING RESTRICTION;

The property owner, Bellbrook Sugarcreek Schools, is aware of the zoning restriction.

6) WHETHER THE PROPERTY OWNER'’S PREDICAMENT FEASIBLY CAN BE OBVIATED THROUGH SOME METHOD OTHER
THAN A VARIANCE; AND

All options have been explored.

7) WHETHER THE SPIRIT AND INTENT BEHIND THE ZONING REQUIREMENT WOULD BE OBSERVED AND SUBSTANTIAL
JUSTICE DONE BY GRANTING THE VARIANCE. THE BOARD SHALL DETERMINE, AFTER AND WEIGHING THE FACTORS
DESCRIBED ABOVE AND ANY OTHER FACTORS THE BOARD DEEMS RELEVANT, WHETHER THE PROPERTY OWNER HAS
SHOWN PRACTICAL DIEFICULTIES SO INEQUITABLE AS TO JUSTIFY GRANTING A VARIANCE TO THE PROPERTY OWNER.

Granting the variance would maintain the spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement.



[F
2
T.

e

(=]
=)
=5
=)
Q.

T
vy

B ™
e




