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I. CALL TO ORDER 

Attendee Name Title Status 

Matthew T. Starr Chairman Present 

Austin Swallow Member Present 

Robert Drews Member Present 

Jeffrey Scott Ulery Member Present 

Richard Dzik Member Present 

Eric Diehl Alt. Member Excused 

Todd Hawkins Alt. Member Present 

Others in attendance: City Engineer, Brian Ball; City Development Services Manager, Lacie Blankenhorn; City 
Law Director, P. Rob. Broeren; Mike Hillier; Todd Zimmerman; Margaret Hogle; Dan & Bonnie Hause; Barbara 
Blubaugh; Ruth A. Wandle; Janet White; Samuel Ray Williams; Janet Thatcher; Sandy Huss; Craig Colopy; Pok 
White; Brenda Johnston; C R Rowland; Chip McConville; Korey Kidwell; Cynthia Cunningham; Cordelia O Rine 
Mitchell 
 

II. MINUTES APPROVAL 

1. Municipal Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Sep 9, 2021 4:00 PM 

RESULT: ACCEPTED [6 TO 0] 

MOVER: Austin Swallow, Member 

SECONDER: Robert Drews, Member 

AYES: Starr, Swallow, Drews, Ulery, Dzik, Diehl 

ABSTAIN: Hawkins 

III. MPC ITEMS 

1. 2021-MPC-11 : 17606-17608 Coshocton Avenue Parcel #66-00814.000 - Lot Split 

Mrs. Blankenhorn introduced Case 2021-MPC-11: 17606-17608 Coshocton AVE Parcel #66-00814.000 Lot Split.  
Chip McConville, Knox County Prosecutor representing the Knox County Commissioners (sworn in) explained 
the purpose of the lot split is to separate the properties in preparation for a lease purchase agreement with 
the Village Network.  They currently operate the CRC facility that is located on the subject property.  The split 
will allow the Commissioners to move forward with the split. When Mr. McConville attended the November 
Municipal Planning Commission meeting and there wasn’t a quorum he did speak with the City’s Safety 
Service Director, Engineer, and Law Director about the split.  The Commissioners understand issues have been 
brought up by principals of the City concerning ingress and egress easements using the existing driveway; also 
utility easements - a topic they are still looking into; and an agreement which will allow for shared use of the 
parking facilities that are affected by the split. The County plans to convey easements on all 3 of those issues 
prior to any conveyance of the property.   
Mr. Swallow asked if there is a time sensitivity to this.  Mr. McConville said there is some time sensitivity to 
finalize the arrangement with the Village Network.  Mr. McConville asked for a conditional approval based 
upon the filing of the items that have been requested.   
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Mr. Ball, when asked if he saw any other engineering issues, said no Mr. McConville has addressed all of the 
concerns.   
There were no written communications through the Development Services Manager.   
The 3 outstanding issues were outlined for clarification: Ingress/Egress Easement; Parking Easement; Utilities 
Easement. 
Mr. Swallow made a motion to conditionally approved the split based on the aforementioned 3 easements 
being properly documented, reviewed and approved by the City. 

RESULT: ACCEPTED AS MODIFIED [5 TO 0] 

MOVER: Austin Swallow, Member 

SECONDER: Richard Dzik, Member 

AYES: Starr, Swallow, Drews, Ulery, Dzik 

ABSTAIN: Hawkins 

EXCUSED: Diehl 

2. 2021-MPC-13 : 770 Upper Fredericktown RD Parcels #66-00919.000 & 66-06928.000 - Lot Split 

Mrs. Blankenhorn introduced the case: 2021-MPC-13 770 Upper Fredericktown RD Parcels #66-00919.000 & 

66-06928.000 Lot Split 

Mr. Korey Kidwell (sworn in) represents the Betty Zimmerman estate.  Mrs. Zimmerman’s estate was set up to 

TOD - Transfer on Death to her 3 children.  They decided to resurvey the property and split it up into 6 parcels.  

The southernmost parcel has road frontage on Miller AVE; going north, the next parcel has frontage on 

Oakway DR; the parcel north of that has frontage on Northridge DR to the east.  The smaller parcels on the 

northwest corner have frontage on Upper Fredericktown RD.  There are much smaller lots surrounding the 

subject property.  Zoning will remain R-1.   

Mr. Broeren asked if there is anything built on the property currently.  There is 1 home on the proposed 1.501-

acre parcel.   

Mr. Starr asked what the utility situation is.  Mr. Ball answered that the City can provide City Utilities to all of 

the proposed parcels.  There is likely an easement for the sanitary sewer force main that runs along the north 

and east property lines of the subject property. 

Mr. Starr asked if anything is known about gas service.  Mr. Todd Zimmerman (sworn in) said there is a 

pipeline that crosses the property.    Discussions in the audience said Columbia and Ohio Cumberland have 

lines in the area.  Mr. Zimmerman said the new line that he believes Ohio Cumberland put in is near the 

shared property line with the church.   

Mr. Broeren asked if there are any easements for the gas line with the title work.  Mr. Kidwell did not know.  

There was a discussion about trying to avoid creating a non-buildable lot due to restrictions of an easement.  

There were no further questions for Mr. Kidwell. 

Sandy Huss (sworn in) 112 Northridge DR said she does not want to see the land developed at all because it is 

a beautiful buffer for the neighborhood.  She spoke of the wildlife that inhabit subject property.  She 

questioned whether or not there is actual frontage for each of the proposed parcels.  She described the survey 

creating the parcel access off of Oakway DR as comical.  She doesn’t think the family has right (ownership) of 

the property anymore.  Ms. Huss said neighbors have mowed the land for 50 years.  People have established 

gardens on the Zimmerman property.  One neighbor has a shed on the Zimmerman property.   

Mr. Broeren asked Ms. Huss if a suit had been engaged through the Common Pleas Court to take title to the 

land.  She said they are considering doing that.  She showed pictures of mowed lawn, essentially extending the 

properties abutting the Zimmerman property, including someone’s trampoline on the Zimmerman property.   

Mr. Hawkins asked Ms. Huss if her concern was for only the 2 southern most lots or all of the proposed lots.  

She thinks the Zimmerman land that has been mowed by others belongs to the people that mow it, not the 

Zimmerman’s because it has been happening for more than 20 years.  To answer Mr. Hawkins’ question, her 

concern is with the 3 eastern proposed lots.   
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Margaret Hogle (sworn in) 211 Miller AVE spoke of the neighbors taking care of the Zimmerman’s land 

adjoining their properties.  She said she spent thousands of dollars taking out trees that were hit by lightning 

so that they wouldn’t fall on her house.  She is concerned with the access to the lots.  She said she is not 

against dividing the property.  She wants to ensure each parcel has proper access.  She would like some type 

of stipulation that condos would not be built.   

Mr. Broeren explained, with the current zoning of R-1, condos could not be built on the property.  A developer 

would have to come to the Municipal Planning Commission to request the zoning be changed.  Ms. Hogle 

asked if the deed for each could stipulate it is a single-family lot.  Mr. Broeren said that is beyond the authority 

of the Municipal Planning Commission.  She said she understands that and reiterated her concern that low-

income housing would be built on the property.   

Mr. Starr asked if the proposal does not meet access specifications.  Mrs. Blankenhorn said according to R-1 

Development Standards the minimum lot width is 75’.  It doesn’t specifically talk about road frontage.  The 

regulations for a single-family driveway minimum width is 9’.  The road right of way of Northridge, Oakway 

and Miller are each 50’ wide, providing more than enough area to install a driveway.  All of the proposed lots 

meet the minimum square footage requirements.   

Cordelia Rine Mitchell, 2 Snowden AVE (sworn in) said her parents, Charles & Nellie Billman owned the 

property she now owns and the lot on the corner of Snowden and Upper Fredericktown RD.  50 years ago, her 

parents asked the Zimmerman’s if they could take care of the property behind their home along Snowden.  

There is a natural spring on the Zimmerman property that runs down through the adjoining Snowden AVE 

yards.  She is concerned if a home is built on the adjacent property; what are they going to do about the spring 

and keep it from flowing onto their property even more and flooding them out.  She spoke of area flooding 

during heavy rain events.  She wanted to know if there could be someone building up against the back of her 

garage that sets 10’ from the property line.  She stated she does not want someone right on top of her.  She 

reiterated the neighbors have been taking care of the land adjacent to theirs for many years.  They were given 

permission to over 50 years ago. 

Mr. Dzik asked Mr. Ball about the mentioned spring.  If/when it is proposed to build a single-family home on 

the proposed lot adjacent to Ms. Mitchell’s what review would be done in terms of water flow.  Mr. Ball said 

anyone that builds on the property will have to get a stormwater permit and a zoning permit.  The plans are 

reviewed by the Engineering Office.  Mr. Ball said there is a 15” storm drain in Upper Fredericktown RD that he 

would allow a developer or individual home owner to connect to.  He asked Mrs. Blankenhorn to explain 

setbacks required by zoning.        

Mrs. Blankenhorn said in R-1, a single-family home has to be 10’ from the side property line.  A detached 

accessory structure can be 5’ from the side property line.   

Ms. Huss said there is no storm drain on her street, only ditches.   

Mr. Ball explained the discussion about a storm drain was concerning Upper Fredericktown RD.   

Mike Hillier (sworn in) asked for clarification on the survey and whether or not the proposed lots could be 

broken up further.  Mr. Ball said if a developer wanted to break the proposed lots up more, another level of 

development where they would have to create new roads and ask for those roads to be platted.  That is not 

what is being asked for in the request being heard.   

Mr. Ball went on to explain, if a developer wanted to go that route, they would be required to do a flood study 

and do additional work similar to the development that was recently proposed on Upper Gilchrist RD.  A full 

flood study was done to certify they are not creating any flooding in the immediate area or another area.   

Mr. Hillier asked what the required width is for a 2-lane in and out.  Mr. Ball said most of the City’s very old 

brick streets range from 19-20’ wide.   

Mr. Hillier asked about lots 1-6 along Upper Fredericktown RD shown on the survey, mentioning access on to a 

county road, is there any approval required.  Mr. Ball said Upper Fredericktown RD is a county road, but if the 

City has annexed to the center line of the road, it depends on the exact location of the annexation.  There was 

clarification that lots 1-6 on the survey are already developed, as is the 1.501-acre proposed parcel.  The 

requested split will add 2 additional properties along Upper Fredericktown RD.   

Mr. Swallow asked if the gas easements would be put into the new title work.  Mrs. Blankenhorn explained a 
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deed will reference past easements, but it doesn’t specifically spell out what they are.  Mr. Broeren said 

generally the title search will pick up things like that, especially the newer ones.  The title work was not 

submitted to the City.   

Mr. Ball clarified a driveway can be placed on top of a sewer line or a gas line.  The easements would not 

prevent the construction of a driveway.   

Craig Colopy, 300 Kimberley DR (sworn in) said he is not against the parcel split.  His concern is that he was not 

made aware of the meeting.  He did not receive notice that this meeting was taking place.  Mr. Broeren asked 

where Mr. Colopy’s property is, using the subject survey as a guide.  Mr. Colopy’s property is on the south side 

of Kimberley DR.  Mrs. Blankenhorn explained notifications are sent to all adjoining property owners, to the 

subject property, plus it was published in the newspaper.  Mr. Colopy said his bigger concern has been 

addressed limiting what can be built on the property.  He doesn’t want multi-family, only single-family homes.   

Mr. Dzik interjected, the request being considered today is whether or not the proposed lots are acceptable 

for single-family residential lots.   

Barbara Blubaugh, co-owner of 116 Oakway DR (sworn in) worked with Mrs. Zimmerman and asked her if she 

would consider selling an extra lot from the larger property.  Mrs. Zimmerman declined to sell, but told Ms. 

Blubaugh she could use the property.  Ms. Blubaugh has a shed on the Zimmerman property.  She is 

concerned if a developer wants to put in a road to further develop the Zimmerman property can they make 

you sell some of your property.  Mr. Broeren said if anything besides a single-family home is proposed they 

would have to request a zoning change, and a plan would have to be presented.  It was pointed out Oakway 

DR is platted at 50’ and the proposed lot has 60’ of width where a driveway would be placed behind lots 10-12 

on Clearview DR. 

Mr. Kidwell further commented on the gas line.  Likely it is a blanket easement.  Simply having a gas line does 

not restrict development.  We drive over utilities everywhere.  If necessary, utility lines are relocated all the 

time.   

Mr. Dzik asked Mr. Ball and Mrs. Blankenhorn what their level of concern is with the gas lines crossing the 

property. Mr. Ball said when the size of the proposed lots is compared to a standard city lot, they are 

substantially larger.  You will potentially have plenty of room to situate a single-family residence and garage 

and avoid a service level gas line.  He doesn’t think they are large transmission mains.   

Mr. Drews explained another option that could be happening is if there is not a lot split the 15 acres could be 

placed for sale with more potential for a developer to come in, put a road off of Upper Fredericktown RD and 

put as many houses in the area as they possibly can.  The lot split proposal helps maintain some of the 

environment that the neighbors are so fond of.  A developer could still buy all of the lots.  The Commission 

cannot help the neighboring property owners that have been using the Zimmerman property for years.  That 

will have to be dealt with separately.  The Commission is looking at whether the proposed split is sensible.   

There were no communications concerning the request through the Development Services Manager.   

Mr. Drews made a motion to accept the lot split as proposed.   

Mr. Dzik echoed Mr. Drews’ comments, the property could be sold as a whole to a developer to put in roads 

and additional houses.  He encourages the Zimmerman family to work with the neighbors to try and make 

them happy.  At the end of the day Zimmerman’s have rights to the property that they own.   

RESULT: ACCEPTED [5 TO 0] 

MOVER: Robert Drews, Member 

SECONDER: Richard Dzik, Member 

AYES: Starr, Swallow, Drews, Ulery, Dzik 

ABSTAIN: Hawkins 

EXCUSED: Diehl 

IV. DISCUSSION - HOUSING COUNCIL 

City Council recently passed legislation for a Community Reinvestment Area (CRA) to provide incentives for new 
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builds and renovations and restoration in Historical Districts.  The legislation requires a Housing Council be 
appointed.  City Council appoints 2 members; the Mayor appoints 2 members; the Municipal Planning Commission 
appoints 1 member.  Those 5 will appoint 2 additional members.  The duties of the housing council will be 
distributed to the MPC members for review.   
Mr. Dzik asked if a member of the Planning Commission can be appointed.  Mr. Broeren said there are no 
restrictions as to who the member should or should not be.  Mr. Ball asked if they have to live in the City.  Mr. 
Broeren said he thinks the 2 members appointed by the Housing Council have to live in the city, but he is not sure 
about the initial 5 appointees.  That will be clarified prior to the next meeting.   

V. ADJOURN 

1. Adjourn Motion 

Mr. Drews made a motion to adjourn the meeting, Mr. Swallow seconded and the meeting was adjourned at 
5:14 PM. 

RESULT: APPROVED [5 TO 0] 

AYES: Starr, Swallow, Drews, Ulery, Dzik 

ABSTAIN: Hawkins 

EXCUSED: Diehl 
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 SCHEDULED Prepared By: Lacie Blankenhorn 

  Initiator: Lacie Blankenhorn 

 MPC ITEM (ID # 3417) DOC ID: 3417  
 

2021-MPC-11 : 17606-17608 COSHOCTON AVENUE PARCEL #66-00814.000 - LOT SPLIT 

Per Codified Ordinance 1131.02(c) a request for lot split (subdivision) has been submitted for 
review by the Municipal Planning Commission. 

 
Description of Request:  The Board of Knox County, Ohio Commissioners requests a land 
subdivision of Parcel #66-00814.000.  They wish to divide 3.741 acres from the existing 45.863-
acre parcel.  This will separate the facilities currently known as The Village Network from the 
remaining county facilities. 
 

 
COMMENTS - Current Meeting: 

Mrs. Blankenhorn introduced Case 2021-MPC-11: 17606-17608 Coshocton AVE Parcel #66-
00814.000 Lot Split.  

Chip McConville, Knox County Prosecutor representing the Knox County Commissioners (sworn 
in) explained the purpose of the lot split is to separate the properties in preparation for a lease 
purchase agreement with the Village Network.  They currently operate the CRC facility that is 
located on the subject property.  The split will allow the Commissioners to move forward with 
the split. When Mr. McConville attended the November Municipal Planning Commission 
meeting and there wasn’t a quorum he did speak with the City’s Safety Service Director, 
Engineer, and Law Director about the split.  The Commissioners understand issues have been 
brought up by principals of the City concerning ingress and egress easements using the existing 
driveway; also utility easements - a topic they are still looking into; and an agreement which will 
allow for shared use of the parking facilities that are affected by the split. The County plans to 
convey easements on all 3 of those issues prior to any conveyance of the property.   

Mr. Swallow asked if there is a time sensitivity to this.  Mr. McConville said there is some time 
sensitivity to finalize the arrangement with the Village Network.  Mr. McConville asked for a 
conditional approval based upon the filing of the items that have been requested.   

Mr. Ball, when asked if he saw any other engineering issues, said no Mr. McConville has 
addressed all of the concerns.   

There were no written communications through the Development Services Manager.   

The 3 outstanding issues were outlined for clarification: Ingress/Egress Easement; Parking 
Easement; Utilities Easement. 

Mr. Swallow made a motion to conditionally approved the split based on the aforementioned 3 
easements being properly documented, reviewed and approved by the City. 

3.1

Packet Pg. 6
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RESULT: ACCEPTED AS MODIFIED [5 TO 0] 

MOVER: Austin Swallow, Member 

SECONDER: Richard Dzik, Member 

AYES: Starr, Swallow, Drews, Ulery, Dzik 

ABSTAIN: Todd Hawkins 

EXCUSED: Eric Diehl 

3.1
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 Municipal Planning Commission Meeting: 11/04/21 4:00 PM 

 40 Public Square Dept: Municipal Planning Commission 
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  Category: N/A 

 SCHEDULED Prepared By: Lacie Blankenhorn 

  Initiator: Lacie Blankenhorn 

 MPC ITEM (ID # 3425) DOC ID: 3425  
 

2021-MPC-13 : 770 UPPER FREDERICKTOWN RD PARCELS #66-00919.000 & 66-06928.000 - 

LOT SPLIT 

Per Codified Ordinance 1131.02(c) a request for lot split (subdivision) has been submitted for 
review by the Municipal Planning Commission. 

 
Description of Request:  The estate of Betty E Zimmerman requests a land subdivision of Parcels 
#66-00919.000 (15.426-acres) & #66-06928.000 (.425-acre).   
 
The request is for the 15.426-acres parcel and .425-acre parcel to be divided into 6 separate 
parcels ranging from 1.501-acres to 4.739-acres.   
 
Exhibit A proposes a 1.317-acres parcel with access from Upper Fredericktown RD 

Exhibit B proposes a 1.296-acres parcel with access from Upper Fredericktown RD 

Exhibit C proposes a 2.545-acres parcel with access from Miller AVE, and located north of 
properties on Kimberley AVE 

Exhibit D proposes a 4.547-acres parcel with access from Oakway DR, and located east of  
properties on Upper Fredericktown RD and west of properties on Clearview DR 

Exhibit E proposes a 1.501-acres parcel that includes parcel #66-06928.000, a .425-acre parcel 
with a home on it, and adding 1.076 acres from the larger parcel #66-00919.000. 

Exhibit F proposes a 4.739-acres parcel with access from Northridge DR, and located east of the 
proposed parcels along Upper Fredericktown RD, south and west of properties on Snowden 
AVE and west of property on Mansfield RD and Northridge DR. 
 
Refer to the accompanying survey and legal descriptions for additional details. 
 

 
COMMENTS - Current Meeting: 

Mrs. Blankenhorn introduced the case: 2021-MPC-13 770 Upper Fredericktown RD Parcels #66-

00919.000 & 66-06928.000 Lot Split 

Mr. Korey Kidwell (sworn in) represents the Betty Zimmerman estate.  Mrs. Zimmerman’s 

estate was set up to TOD - Transfer on Death to her 3 children.  They decided to resurvey the 

property and split it up into 6 parcels.  The southern most parcel has road frontage on Miller 

AVE; going north, the next parcel has frontage on Oakway DR; the parcel north of that has 

frontage on Northridge DR to the east.  The smaller parcels on the northwest corner have 

3.2
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frontage on Upper Fredericktown RD.  There are much smaller lots surrounding the subject 

property.  Zoning will remain R-1.   

Mr. Broeren asked if there is anything built on the property currently.  There is 1 home on the 

proposed 1.501-acre parcel.   

Mr. Starr asked what the utility situation is.  Mr. Ball answered that the City can provide City 

Utilities to all of the proposed parcels.  There is likely an easement for the sanitary sewer force 

main that runs along the north and east property lines of the subject property. 

Mr. Starr asked if anything is known about gas service.  Mr. Todd Zimmerman (sworn in) said 

there is a pipeline that crosses the property.    Discussions in the audience said Columbia and 

Ohio Cumberland have lines in the area.  Mr. Zimmerman said the new line that he believes 

Ohio Cumberland put in is near the shared property line with the church.   

Mr. Broeren asked if there are any easements for the gas line with the title work.  Mr. Kidwell 

did not know.  There was a discussion about trying to avoid creating a non-buildable lot due to 

restrictions of an easement.  

There were no further questions for Mr. Kidwell. 

Sandy Huss (sworn in) 112 Northridge DR said she does not want to see the land developed at 

all because it is a beautiful buffer for the neighborhood.  She spoke of the wildlife that inhabit 

subject property.  She questioned whether or not there is actual frontage for each of the 

proposed parcels.  She described the survey creating the parcel access off of Oakway DR as 

comical.  She doesn’t think the family has right (ownership) of the property anymore.  Ms. Huss 

said neighbors have mowed the land for 50 years.  People have established gardens on the 

Zimmerman property.  One neighbor has a shed on the Zimmerman property.   

Mr. Broeren asked Ms. Huss if a suit had been engaged through the Common Pleas Court to 

take title to the land.  She said they are considering doing that.  She showed pictures of mowed 

lawn, essentially extending the properties abutting the Zimmerman property, including 

someone’s trampoline on the Zimmerman property.   

Mr. Hawkins asked Ms. Huss if her concern was for only the 2 southern most lots or all of the 

proposed lots.  She thinks the Zimmerman land that has been mowed by others belongs to the 

people that mow it, not the Zimmerman’s because it has been happening for more than 20 

years.  To answer Mr. Hawkins’ question, her concern is with the 3 eastern proposed lots.   

Margaret Hogle (sworn in) 211 Miller AVE spoke of the neighbors taking care of the 

Zimmerman’s land adjoining their properties.  She said she spent thousands of dollars taking 

out trees that were hit by lightening so that they wouldn’t fall on her house.  She is concerned 

with the access to the lots.  She said she is not against dividing the property.  She wants to 

ensure each parcel has proper access.  She would like some type of stipulation that condos 

would not be built.   

3.2
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Mr. Broeren explained, with the current zoning of R-1, condos could not be built on the 

property.  A developer would have to come to the Municipal Planning Commission to request 

the zoning be changed.  Ms. Hogle asked if the deed for each could stipulate it is a single-family 

lot.  Mr. Broeren said that is beyond the authority of the Municipal Planning Commission.  She 

said she understands that and reiterated her concern that low-income housing would be built 

on the property.   

Mr. Starr asked if the proposal does not meet access specifications.  Mrs. Blankenhorn said 

according to R-1 Development Standards the minimum lot width is 75’.  It doesn’t specifically 

talk about road frontage.  The regulations for a single-family driveway minimum width is 9’.  

The road right of way of Northridge, Oakway and Miller are each 50’ wide, providing more than 

enough area to install a driveway.  All of the proposed lots meet the minimum square footage 

requirements.   

Cordelia Rine Mitchell, 2 Snowden AVE (sworn in) said her parents, Charles & Nellie Billman 

owned the property she now owns and the lot on the corner of Snowden and Upper 

Fredericktown RD.  50 years ago, her parents asked the Zimmerman’s if they could take care of 

the property behind their home along Snowden.  There is a natural spring on the Zimmerman 

property that runs down through the adjoining Snowden AVE yards.  She is concerned if a home 

is built on the adjacent property; what are they going to do about the spring and keep it from 

flowing onto their property even more and flooding them out.  She spoke of area flooding 

during heavy rain events.  She wanted to know if there could be someone building up against 

the back of her garage that sets 10’ from the property line.  She stated she does not want 

someone right on top of her.  She reiterated the neighbors have been taking care of the land 

adjacent to theirs for many years.  They were given permission to over 50 years ago. 

Mr. Dzik asked Mr. Ball about the mentioned spring.  If/when it is proposed to build a single 

family home on the proposed lot adjacent to Ms. Mitchell’s what review would be done in 

terms of water flow.  Mr. Ball said anyone that builds on the property will have to get a 

stormwater permit and a zoning permit.  The plans are reviewed by the Engineering Office.  Mr. 

Ball said there is a 15” storm drain in Upper Fredericktown RD that he would allow a developer 

or individual home owner to connect to.  He asked Mrs. Blankenhorn to explain setbacks 

required by zoning.        

Mrs. Blankenhorn said in R-1, a single-family home has to be 10’ from the side property line.  A 

detached accessory structure can be 5’ from the side property line.   

Ms. Huss said there is no storm drain on her street, only ditches.   

Mr. Ball explained the discussion about a storm drain was concerning Upper Fredericktown RD.   

Mike Hillier (sworn in) asked for clarification on the survey and whether or not the proposed 

lots could be broken up further.  Mr. Ball said if a developer wanted to break the proposed lots 

up more, another level of development where they would have to create new roads and ask for 

those roads to be platted.  That is not what is being asked for in the request being heard.   
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Mr. Ball went on to explain, if a developer wanted to go that route, they would be required to 

do a flood study and do additional work similar to the development that was recently proposed 

on Upper Gilchrist RD.  A full flood study was done to certify they are not creating any flooding 

in the immediate area or another area.   

Mr. Hillier asked what the required width is for a 2-lane in and out.  Mr. Ball said most of the 

City’s very old brick streets range from 19-20’ wide.   

Mr. Hillier asked about lots 1-6 along Upper Fredericktown RD shown on the survey, 

mentioning access on to a county road, is there any approval required.  Mr. Ball said Upper 

Fredericktown RD is a county road, but if the City has annexed to the center line of the road, it 

depends on the exact location of the annexation.  There was clarification that lots 1-6 on the 

survey are already developed, as is the 1.501-acre proposed parcel.  The requested split will 

add 2 additional properties along Upper Fredericktown RD.   

Mr. Swallow asked if the gas easements would be put into the new title work.  Mrs. 

Blankenhorn explained a deed will reference past easements, but it doesn’t specifically spell 

out what they are.  Mr. Broeren said generally the title search will pick up things like that, 

especially the newer ones.  The title work was not submitted to the City.   

Mr. Ball clarified a driveway can be placed on top of a sewer line or a gas line.  The easements 

would not prevent the construction of a driveway.   

Craig Colopy, 300 Kimberley DR (sworn in) said he is not against the parcel split.  His concern is 

that he was not made aware of the meeting.  He did not receive notice that this meeting was 

taking place.  Mr. Broeren asked where Mr. Colopy’s property is, using the subject survey as a 

guide.  Mr. Colopy’s property is on the south side of Kimberley DR.  Mrs. Blankenhorn explained 

notifications are sent to all adjoining property owners, to the subject property, plus it was 

published in the newspaper.  Mr. Colopy said his bigger concern has been addressed limiting 

what can be built on the property.  He doesn’t want multi-family, only single-family homes.   

Mr. Dzik interjected, the request being considered today is whether or not the proposed lots 

are acceptable for single-family residential lots.   

Barbara Blubaugh, co-owner of 116 Oakway DR (sworn in) worked with Mrs. Zimmerman and 

asked her if she would consider selling an extra lot from the larger property.  Mrs. Zimmerman 

declined to sell, but told Ms. Blubaugh she could use the property.  Ms. Blubaugh has a shed on 

the Zimmerman property.  She is concerned if a developer wants to put in a road to further 

develop the Zimmerman property can they make you sell some of your property.  Mr. Broeren 

said if anything besides a single-family home is proposed they would have to request a zoning 

change, and a plan would have to be presented.  It was pointed out Oakway DR is platted at 50’ 

and the proposed lot has 60’ of width where a driveway would be placed behind lots 10-12 on 

Clearview DR. 

Mr. Kidwell further commented on the gas line.  Likely it is a blanket easement.  Simply having a 
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gas line does not restrict development.  We drive over utilities everywhere.  If necessary, utility 

lines are relocated all the time.   

Mr. Dzik asked Mr. Ball and Mrs. Blankenhorn what their level of concern is with the gas lines 

crossing the property. Mr. Ball said when the size of the proposed lots is compared to a 

standard city lot, they are substantially larger.  You will potentially have plenty of room to 

situate a single-family residence and garage and avoid a service level gas line.  He doesn’t think 

they are large transmission mains.   

Mr. Drews explained another option that could be happening is if there is not a lot split the 15 

acres could be placed for sale with more potential for a developer to come in, put a road off of 

Upper Fredericktown RD and put as many houses in the area as they possibly can.  The lot split 

proposal helps maintain some of the environment that the neighbors are so fond of.  A 

developer could still buy all of the lots.  The Commission cannot help the neighboring property 

owners that have been using the Zimmerman property for years.  That will have to be dealt 

with separately.  The Commission is looking at whether the proposed split is sensible.   

There were no communications concerning the request through the Development Services 

Manager.   

Mr. Drews made a motion to accept the lot split as proposed.   

Mr. Dzik echoed Mr. Drews’ comments, the property could be sold as a whole to a developer to 

put in roads and additional houses.  He encourages the Zimmerman family to work with the 

neighbors to try and make them happy.  At the end of the day Zimmerman’s have rights to the 

property that they own.   

RESULT: ACCEPTED [5 TO 0] 

MOVER: Robert Drews, Member 

SECONDER: Richard Dzik, Member 

AYES: Starr, Swallow, Drews, Ulery, Dzik 

ABSTAIN: Todd Hawkins 

EXCUSED: Eric Diehl 
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