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Board of Zoning Appeals  January 6, 2021 

Board Meeting Minutes 5:30 PM 

 

ZOOM TELECONFERENCE 

Join Zoom Meeting 
Meeting ID: 816 1812 9950  Passcode: 002256 
Online at https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81618129950 
Dial by phone: +1-929-205-6099 
 
If you want to provide input to the Board, you will need to be sworn in by stating the following:  
My name is    . My address is     .  
I affirm that my testimony is truthful, to the best of my knowledge and ability, so help me God or under penalty of 
perjury.  

CALL TO ORDER 

Attendee Name Title Status 

Michael Percy Chairman Remote 

Susie L. Simpson Member Remote 

Don Carr Vice-Chairman Remote 

William Smith Member Excused 

Otho Eyster Alt. Member Excused 

Tonya Boucher Member Remote 

Kate Aryanata Alt. Member Excused 

 

Others in attendance: Lacie Blankenhorn, Development Services Manager; P. Rob. Broeren, City Law Director; 
Nicholas Hess; Mike Hillier; Andy John; Claire Novotny; Jamison Price; Kathryn Pullins; David Ulery 
 

2021 OFFICER SELECTION 

- Nominate Bill Smith as Vice Chairman for 2021 

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Don Carr, Vice-Chairman 

SECONDER: Tonya Boucher, Member 

AYES: Percy, Simpson, Carr, Boucher 

EXCUSED: Smith, Eyster, Aryanata 
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- Nominate Michael Percy as Chairman for 2021 

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Don Carr, Vice-Chairman 

SECONDER: Susie L. Simpson, Member 

AYES: Percy, Simpson, Carr, Boucher 

EXCUSED: Smith, Eyster, Aryanata 

MINUTES APPROVAL 

- Board of Zoning Appeals - Board Meeting - Oct 21, 2020 5:30 PM 

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Don Carr, Vice-Chairman 

SECONDER: Tonya Boucher, Member 

AYES: Percy, Simpson, Carr, Boucher 

EXCUSED: Smith, Eyster, Aryanata 

BZA FILES 

- 2021-BZA-001 : 705 E High ST - Variance for Fence Height 

Kathryn Pullins (sworn in) explained her reasoning for adding 4’ to the top of her existing 4’ high fence, 
essentially creating a 97” (8 ft.) high fence, without a permit. She cited an incident with her daughter involving 
a person riding a bike in the alley, wearing a backpack who she described as menacing/harassing.  She cited 
safety as an issue for raising the height of the fence.  The height became what it is because they purchased 
boards and cut them in half, to save money.  The boards were overlapped and a header board was placed at 
the top to make it look nice.  Her intent was to block the view from 602 Chestnut ST, where she believes the 
man resides.  She did not raise the height of the fence parallel to the alley in front of the drive leading to the 
garage, only the fence at the rear of the property.  The existing fence along the side separating her home from 
707 E High ST was higher than the 6’ limit when the home was purchased 10 years ago.  A 3+ page narrative 
was submitted by Ms. Pullins with her appeal application including additional details.    
 
Claire Novotny (sworn in) is Ms. Pullins neighbor at 707 E High ST.  She attended the hearing in support of Ms. 
Pullins, stating the fence height does not bother her.   
 
There were no others in attendance supporting or opposing the request, nor were there any written or 
telephone communications received.   
 
Mr. Carr asked Ms. Pullins for clarification on the intent to block visibility from 602 E Chestnut ST, and 
questioned how persons on that property could see through the garage.  Ms. Pullins said people across the 
street could see into her backyard.  Mr. Carr clarified that she meant diagonally.  She said her motivation was 
more based on the foot traffic in the alley, specifically the man on the bike.    
  
Mr. Carr talked about fence height and how terrain can affect visibility.  He is concerned that an exception 
made here for an 8’ fence would trigger additional requests across the city.   
 
Mr. Pullins said there is a difference between privacy and security.   
 
Mrs. Simpson asked for clarification on the sequence of applications, verifying the fence was built without 
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applying for a permit.   
 
There was a brief discussion to determine if there are any known variances granted for fences to be higher 
than 6’.  Mrs. Blankenhorn recalled a request for a taller fence on Pleasant ST a couple of years ago that was 
denied.  The request was submitted prior to construction.  Mr. Percy explained Lowe's sells fence panels that 
are 6’ high because of zoning regulations.   
 
A motion was made to DENY the request. 

RESULT: DENIED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Susie L. Simpson, Member 

SECONDER: Don Carr, Vice-Chairman 

AYES: Percy, Simpson, Carr, Boucher 

EXCUSED: Smith, Eyster, Aryanata 

- 2021-BZA-02 : 330 Wooster RD- Approval of Substantially Similar Use 

Nicholas Hess (sworn in) - explained the request to have a self-service and professional dog grooming business 

located at 330 Wooster RD.  Dog Grooming is not a listed use in the City’s Zoning Code, therefore the applicant 

requests it be deemed substantially similar to a barber or beauty salon, which is a permitted use in an NC 

Neighborhood Commercial zoned property.  The Ohio Revised Code does not consider a grooming service a 

kennel.  The proposed service at this location will not board dogs. They will be providing a service that is 

similar to a salon.  The owner has been doing professional dog grooming for 20 years and has been an area 

resident for over 13 years.   

 

Mr. Percy asked Mr. Hess what his relationship was to Mr. Ulery, the listed applicant.  Mr. Hess explained he is 

a representative of Mr. Ulery, serving as a project manager for the property and is a very close friend.   

Mrs. Blankenhorn explained she worked directly with Nick to assist in the best approach to get the proposed 

grooming business approved at this location.  Because Dog Grooming is not listed as a Permitted or 

Conditional Use in any district and because a dog groomer was approved to operate out of a home in an R-1 

District she suggested the request be made for Substantially Similar.   

 

Mr. Broeren cited 1155.33 and 1155.35 for procedures, requirements and standards for consideration of 

Substantially Similar.  The subject property is Neighborhood Commercial and permitted uses include Service 

Establishments involving the care of the person or of personal effects, including: Beauty and barber shops; 

among other permitted uses and conditional uses.   

Mr. Percy agreed a dog groomer is similar to a barber or beautician and pointed out a beauty shop used to 

occupy this location.   

 

David Ulery II (sworn in) explained he is a 20-year veteran of the dog grooming industry and now seeks 

approval to move his business to the proposed location.   

There were no others present to speak for or against the proposal.  One neighbor called as a result of the 

mailed hearing notification to find out more about the proposal.  The request was explained to her and she 

said she was not opposed to it locating and operating in that location.   

 

There was clarification as to who Robert Kirk is, who was listed on the application.  He is the property owner.  

Mr. Ulery will become a tenant.   

 

Mr. Carr asked if this type of business is in operation anywhere else in Central Ohio.  Mr. Hess said there are 

several self-service dog grooming operations in the Columbus area, in addition to professional groomers.  An 
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example given was All About the Dogs off of Whittier in Columbus. 

 

Parking was briefly discussed.  Mr. Hess said there are more than enough parking spaces to accommodate the 

anticipated number of people in the building at any one time, with additional open spaces.  There will be 6 self 

service stations in addition to 1 professional groomer. 

Mrs. Blankenhorn explained the Code states barber and beauty shops require 3 parking stalls for each barber 

or beauty operator.   

 

A motion was made to approve the request that a dog grooming business is Substantially Similar to a barber or 

beautician.   

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Susie L. Simpson, Member 

SECONDER: Don Carr, Vice-Chairman 

AYES: Percy, Simpson, Carr, Boucher 

EXCUSED: Smith, Eyster, Aryanata 

- 2021-BZA-03 : 0 Lewis ST - Variance for Side Yard Setback 

Andy John (sworn in) explained the mixer in the existing building has to be replaced and the new unit has a 

slightly different orientation forcing them to reconfigure the layout.  The mixer, which looks like a concrete 

mixer has a motor housing that will extend longer than the building is wide.  They need to build a small bump 

out to enclose the electronic motor on the new unit.  The variance is requested on the side setback.  

Measurements show the proposed bump-out would not interfere if a sidewalk were added along W Gambier 

ST.  Mr. Percy asked if the mixer could be orientated differently so that the addition was on the other side of 

the building.  Mr. John explained the other side of the building is open and that is where the trucks load.  If the 

mixer were reversed, trucks would have to load off of W Gambier ST, creating a less than ideal situation.  The 

addition will be sized just to fit the motor housing unit.  It will not be as tall as the existing building.   

 

Using Google Street View the Board viewed the surrounding area.  Homes are across the street.  Mrs. 

Blankenhorn said the homes on the same side of Gambier ST are zoned General Business.   

 

There was discussion about the building’s location, when it was built and property lines.  There was discussion 

about whether the existing building is nonconforming with regard to its proximity to the property lines.   

 

Mr. John said they can reduce the bump out by 2’ to reduce the extension from 8’ to 6’ but it will be a very  

snug fit for the motor.  They would like the additional 2’ to allow for room to do maintenance and repairs.   

The Board discussed 1154.07 nonconforming structure that states no nonconforming structure may be 

enlarged or altered in any way which increases its nonconformity.   

 

Mr. John said the building sets 26’ from the edge of the roadway.  Mr. John said if the sidewalk further West 

on the block were extended in front of the existing building the proposed addition would be 8’ from a 

sidewalk extension.   

 

Mrs. Blankenhorn added that Farmers Exchange is a very long-standing business in the community and are 

now faced with the challenge of replacing equipment at the end of its life.  The new equipment does not fit 

exactly as the equipment being replaced does in the existing building that was built in 1977.   

 

Mr. Broeren cited 1154.04 Avoidance of Undue Hardship to support the request.  The Code states: To avoid 

undue hardship, nothing in this Zoning Ordinance shall be deemed to require a change in the plans, 
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construction, or designated use of any building on which actual construction was lawfully begun prior to the 

effective date of adoption or amendment of this Zoning Ordinance and upon which actual building 

construction has been carried on diligently.  Mr. Broeren verified the use of the building is not changing.   

 

Mr. John confirmed the use is not changing.  The old unit is outdated and no longer functioning.  It is being 

replaced with the same type of unit that has difference dimensions and layout.  The other option is a vertical 

unit that would require an 8’ addition to the roofline.  The request is for the least intrusive solution.   

 

Mike Hillier (sworn in) considered the safety and line of sight when driving from Lewis ST onto Gambier ST.  

There is plenty of room from the proposed edge of building to Gambier ST allowing for a clear sight line for 

autos to see West.  He echoed what Lacie said about Farmers Exchange existing in the west end of Mount 

Vernon as a tax payer for many many years with very few if any problems.  In order to keep a needed 

agricultural business in this community he can’t think of a reason why this request wouldn’t be approved.  The 

gain is much bigger than the issue of conformity.  He supports this 100%.   

 

There were no other proponents or opponents to speak.  One phone call was received in the Development 

Services Office from a neighboring property owner that received the mailed notice of hearing to find out 

more.  Once the request was explained, they were perfectly fine with it.   

 

Mr. Broeren added 1154.04 does apply because they are continuing the same use and that increasing the 

nonconformity would not apply.   

 

A motion was made to approve the request. 

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Tonya Boucher, Member 

SECONDER: Susie L. Simpson, Member 

AYES: Percy, Simpson, Carr, Boucher 

EXCUSED: Smith, Eyster, Aryanata 

ADJOURN AT THE CALL OF THE CHAIRMAN 
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2021-BZA-001 : 705 E HIGH ST - VARIANCE FOR FENCE HEIGHT 

Item Number 2021-BZA-01 
Site Address 705 E High ST 
Parcel Number 66-02400.000 
Zoning District R-1 Single Family District 
Presented By Kathryn & Scott Pullins 
 

Quick Guide to Codified Ordinance Sections (may not be inclusive): 
 1178 Fences and Hedges 

 
Request: Add height to back portion of fence for security purposes – (see attached 
application materials) 
 
 
COMMENTS - Current Meeting: 

Kathryn Pullins (sworn in) explained her reasoning for adding 4’ to the top of her existing 4’ high 
fence, essentially creating a 97” (8 ft.) high fence, without a permit. She cited an incident with 
her daughter involving a person riding a bike in the alley, wearing a backpack who she 
described as menacing/harassing.  She cited safety as an issue for raising the height of the 
fence.  The height became what it is because they purchased boards and cut them in half, to 
save money.  The boards were overlapped and a header board was placed at the top to make it 
look nice.  Her intent was to block the view from 602 Chestnut ST, where she believes the man 
resides.  She did not raise the height of the fence parallel to the alley in front of the drive 
leading to the garage, only the fence at the rear of the property.  The existing fence along the 
side separating her home from 707 E High ST was higher than the 6’ limit when the home was 
purchased 10 years ago.  A 3+ page narrative was submitted by Ms. Pullins with her appeal 
application including additional details.    

 

Claire Novotny (sworn in) is Ms. Pullins neighbor at 707 E High ST.  She attended the hearing in 
support of Ms. Pullins, stating the fence height does not bother her.   

 

There were no others in attendance supporting or opposing the request, nor were there any 
written or telephone communications received.   

 

Mr. Carr asked Ms. Pullins for clarification on the intent to block visibility from 602 E Chestnut 

5.1

Packet Pg. 6
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ST, and questioned how persons on that property could see through the garage.  Ms. Pullins 
said people across the street could see into her backyard.  Mr. Carr clarified that she meant 
diagonally.  She said her motivation was more based on the foot traffic in the alley, specifically 
the man on the bike.    

  

Mr. Carr talked about fence height and how terrain can affect visibility.  He is concerned that an 
exception made here for an 8’ fence would trigger additional requests across the city.   

 

Mr. Pullins said there is a difference between privacy and security.   

 

Mrs. Simpson asked for clarification on the sequence of applications, verifying the fence was 
built without applying for a permit.   

 

There was a brief discussion to determine if there are any known variances granted for fences 
to be higher than 6’.  Mrs. Blankenhorn recalled a request for a taller fence on Pleasant ST a 
couple of years ago that was denied.  The request was submitted prior to construction.  Mr. 
Percy explained Lowe's sells fence panels that are 6’ high because of zoning regulations.   

 

A motion was made to DENY the request. 

RESULT: DENIED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Susie L. Simpson, Member 

SECONDER: Don Carr, Vice-Chairman 

AYES: Michael Percy, Susie L. Simpson, Don Carr, Tonya Boucher 

EXCUSED: William Smith, Otho Eyster, Kate Aryanata 

5.1
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2021-BZA-02 : 330 WOOSTER RD- APPROVAL OF SUBSTANTIALLY SIMILAR USE 

Item Number 2021-BZA-02 
Site Address 220 Wooster RD 
Parcel Number 66-00344.000 
Zoning District NC – Neighborhood Commercial 
Presented By David L. Ulery II 
 

Quick Guide to Codified Ordinance Sections (may not be inclusive): 
 1164 NC Neighborhood Commercial District 
 
 1152.01(108) Definitions: Kennel – Any lot or premises on which a total of 6 or 
more  dogs and/or cats more than four (4) months of age are housed, groomed, bred, 
 boarded, trained, or sold. 
 
 1155.33-37 Substantially Similar  

 
Request: Applicant requests to open a self-serve dog wash and grooming salon.  Mr. 
Ulery will be the only groomer and there will be no more than 6 people in the dog wah at 
one time. 
 
 
COMMENTS - Current Meeting: 

Nicholas Hess (sworn in) - explained the request to have a self-service and professional dog 

grooming business located at 330 Wooster RD.  Dog Grooming is not a listed use in the City’s 

Zoning Code, therefore the applicant requests it be deemed substantially similar to a barber or 

beauty salon, which is a permitted use in an NC Neighborhood Commercial zoned property.  

The Ohio Revised Code does not consider a grooming service a kennel.  The proposed service at 

this location will not board dogs. They will be providing a service that is similar to a salon.  The 

owner has been doing professional dog grooming for 20 years and has been an area resident 

for over 13 years.   

Mr. Percy asked Mr. Hess what his relationship was to Mr. Ulery, the listed applicant.  Mr. Hess 

explained he is a representative of Mr. Ulery, serving as a project manager for the property and 

is a very close friend.   

Mrs. Blankenhorn explained she worked directly with Nick to assist in the best approach to get 

the proposed grooming business approved at this location.  Because Dog Grooming is not listed 

5.2
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as a Permitted or Conditional Use in any district and because a dog groomer was approved to 

operate out of a home in an R-1 District she suggested the request be made for Substantially 

Similar.   

Mr. Broeren cited 1155.33 and 1155.35 for procedures, requirements and standards for 

consideration of Substantially Similar.  The subject property is Neighborhood Commercial and 

permitted uses include Service Establishments involving the care of the person or of personal 

effects, including: Beauty and barber shops; among other permitted uses and conditional uses.   

Mr. Percy agreed a dog groomer is similar to a barber or beautician and pointed out a beauty 

shop used to occupy this location.   

David Ulery II (sworn in) explained he is a 20-year veteran of the dog grooming industry and 

now seeks approval to move his business to the proposed location.   

There were no others present to speak for or against the proposal.  One neighbor called as a 

result of the mailed hearing notification to find out more about the proposal.  The request was 

explained to her and she said she was not opposed to it locating and operating in that location.   

There was clarification as to who Robert Kirk is, who was listed on the application.  He is the 

property owner.  Mr. Ulery will become a tenant.   

Mr. Carr asked if this type of business is in operation anywhere else in Central Ohio.  Mr. Hess 

said there are several self-service dog grooming operations in the Columbus area, in addition to 

professional groomers.  An example given was All About the Dogs off of Whittier in Columbus. 

Parking was briefly discussed.  Mr. Hess said there are more than enough parking spaces to 

accommodate the anticipated number of people in the building at any one time, with additional 

open spaces.  There will be 6 self service stations in addition to 1 professional groomer. 

Mrs. Blankenhorn explained the Code states barber and beauty shops require 3 parking stalls 

for each barber or beauty operator.   

A motion was made to approve the request that a dog grooming business is Substantially 

Similar to a barber or beautician.   

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Susie L. Simpson, Member 

SECONDER: Don Carr, Vice-Chairman 

AYES: Michael Percy, Susie L. Simpson, Don Carr, Tonya Boucher 

EXCUSED: William Smith, Otho Eyster, Kate Aryanata 
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2021-BZA-03 : 0 LEWIS ST - VARIANCE FOR SIDE YARD SETBACK 

Item Number 2021-BZA-03 
Site Address 0 Lewis ST 
Parcel Number 66-04254.000 
Zoning District GB General Business  
Presented By Andy John – Ten Point Construction for Farmers Exchange 
 

Quick Guide to Codified Ordinance Sections (may not be inclusive): 
 1167.03 Development Standards for Free-Standing Use on Individual Lots 
(General  Business) 

 
Request: Construct 8’ x 12’ shed roof enclosure for a new auger unit 
 
 
COMMENTS - Current Meeting: 

Andy John (sworn in) explained the mixer in the existing building has to be replaced and the 

new unit has a slightly different orientation forcing them to reconfigure the layout.  The mixer, 

which looks like a concrete mixer has a motor housing that will extend longer than the building 

is wide.  They need to build a small bump out to enclose the electronic motor on the new unit.  

The variance is requested on the side setback.  Measurements show the proposed bump-out 

would not interfere if a sidewalk were added along W Gambier ST.  Mr. Percy asked if the mixer 

could be orientated differently so that the addition was on the other side of the building.  Mr. 

John explained the other side of the building is open and that is where the trucks load.  If the 

mixer were reversed, trucks would have to load off of W Gambier ST, creating a less than ideal 

situation.  The addition will be sized just to fit the motor housing unit.  It will not be as tall as 

the existing building.   

Using Google Street View the Board viewed the surrounding area.  Homes are across the street.  

Mrs. Blankenhorn said the homes on the same side of Gambier ST are zoned General Business.   

There was discussion about the building’s location, when it was built and property lines.  There 

was discussion about whether the existing building is nonconforming with regard to its 

proximity to the property lines.   

Mr. John said they can reduce the bump out by 2’ to reduce the extension from 8’ to 6’ but it 

will be a very snug fit for the motor.  They would like the additional 2’ to allow for room to do 

maintenance and repairs.   
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The Board discussed 1154.07 nonconforming structure that states no nonconforming structure 

may be enlarged or altered in any way which increases its nonconformity.   

Mr. John said the building sets 26’ from the edge of the roadway.  Mr. John said if the sidewalk 

further West on the block were extended in front of the existing building the proposed addition 

would be 8’ from a sidewalk extension.   

Mrs. Blankenhorn added that Farmers Exchange is a very long-standing business in the 

community and are now faced with the challenge of replacing equipment at the end of its life.  

The new equipment does not fit exactly as the equipment being replaced does in the existing 

building that was built in 1977.   

Mr. Broeren cited 1154.04 Avoidance of Undue Hardship to support the request.  The Code 

states: To avoid undue hardship, nothing in this Zoning Ordinance shall be deemed to require a 

change in the plans, construction, or designated use of any building on which actual 

construction was lawfully begun prior to the effective date of adoption or amendment of this 

Zoning Ordinance and upon which actual building construction has been carried on diligently.  

Mr. Broeren verified the use of the building is not changing.   

Mr. John confirmed the use is not changing.  The old unit is outdated and no longer functioning.  

It is being replaced with the same type of unit that has difference dimensions and layout.  The 

other option is a vertical unit that would require an 8’ addition to the roofline.  The request is 

for the least intrusive solution.   

Mike Hillier (sworn in) considered the safety and line of sight when driving from Lewis ST onto 

Gambier ST.  There is plenty of room from the proposed edge of building to Gambier ST 

allowing for a clear sight line for autos to see West.  He echoed what Lacie said about Farmers 

Exchange existing in the west end of Mount Vernon as a tax payer for many many years with 

very few if any problems.  In order to keep a needed agricultural business in this community he 

can’t think of a reason why this request wouldn’t be approved.  The gain is much bigger than 

the issue of conformity.  He supports this 100%.   

There were no other proponents or opponents to speak.  One phone call was received in the 

Development Services Office from a neighboring property owner that received the mailed 

notice of hearing to find out more.  Once the request was explained, they were perfectly fine 

with it.   

Mr. Broeren added 1154.04 does apply because they are continuing the same use and that 

increasing the nonconformity would not apply.   

A motion was made to approve the request. 
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RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Tonya Boucher, Member 

SECONDER: Susie L. Simpson, Member 

AYES: Michael Percy, Susie L. Simpson, Don Carr, Tonya Boucher 

EXCUSED: William Smith, Otho Eyster, Kate Aryanata 
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