1368 Research Park Dr
Beavercreek, Ohio

BEAVERCREEK BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Regular Meeting – September 8, 2021, 6:00 p.m.
Council Chambers

I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

ROLL CALL

III.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

IV.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. June 9, 2021

V.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. V-21-7, Norma Valerio, 2460 Clubside Drive
B. V-21-8, All Star Fence, 2875 Southfield Drive

VI.

ADJOURNMENT

BEAVERCREEK BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING, June 9, 2021, 6:00 PM
PRESENT: Mr. Althoff, Mr. Archibald, Mr. Bhatla, Mr. Essman, Mr. Porter
ABSENT: None
Chairman Archibald called the meeting to order followed by roll call.
Mr. Bhalta MOVED approval of the agenda, seconded by Mr. Porter. Motion PASSED
by majority voice vote.
Mr. Porter MOVED approval of the April 14, 2021 minutes, seconded by Mr. Bhatla.
Motion PASSED by majority voice vote.
PUBLIC HEARING
V-21-4, Reese & Laura Swanson, 2065 Beaver Valley Road
Clerk Gillaugh read the notice of public hearing on an application filed by Reese and
Laura Swanson, 2065 Beaver Valley Road, Beavercreek, OH 45434, requesting a
variance from Chapter 158.104 (D) of the City of Beavercreek Zoning Code, requesting
permission to construct an accessory structure that would exceed the 16-foot height
requirement in a R-1AA District. The property is located on the north side of Beaver
Valley Road, 13 lots southwest of the intersection of Beaver Valley Road and Kemp
Road further described as Book 4, Page 18, Parcel 18 on the Greene County Auditor’s
Property Tax Atlas.
Reese Swanson, applicant, stated they are looking to build a 21-foot high accessory
structure, with the primary purpose to accommodate a car lift. He explained they
inherited a Mustang that he would like to work on. Mr. Swanson said they have
equipment they would like to store in it that they use to maintain their property. He said
that due to the water table at their location the house does not have a basement, so
they are proposing a taller structure for storage. Mr. Swanson explained with the grade
difference from where the garage is proposed, there will only be about a five-inch
difference between the height of the house and the proposed garage. He discussed the
elevation of the Siebenthaler buildings located across the street, and said their proposal
will be a similar design that he felt would tie the structure in with the neighborhood.
Mr. Funk summarized the staff report dated June 1, 2021, which stated the applicant is
requesting to construct an accessory structure that would exceed the 16-foot height
requirement by five feet. He discussed the location of the property, and the eight
different criteria the Code states for the granting of a variance. He discussed the
reasons he felt the criteria was satisfied or not, and recommended denial of the
variance.
There being no public input, the public hearing was closed.
Mr. Swanson referenced Mr. Funk’s comment about individuals wanting to install car
lifts, and said 2109 Beaver Valley Road received a variance for the height of an
accessory structure. He knew that the Siebenthaler’s property was in the Township, but

BEAVERCREEK BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS, 6/9/2021
they have structures that exceed the 16-foot height limit. He questioned if he was
allowed to build up to 1,180 square feet, and was curious to see where Mr. Funk got the
increased number. He thought if he were allowed the larger square footage size, he
would exceed past the front of the house and believed he would need to get a variance.
Mr. Funk said to address the question about the square footage allotment; it is 50% of
the footprint of the house and the attached garage. He explained as long as the
structure did not go beyond the front of the house, it would not need a variance.
Mr. Althoff asked about the height variance that had been issued to his neighbor two
years ago. Mr. Funk said he was not sure what that variance request was for and
explained variances are for each individual property and their unique circumstance or
situation. He explained he would have to go back and see why that variance was
granted, but it does not set a precedence. Mr. Althoff understood each case is unique,
but what was obtained there might have been useful here.
Mr. Essman asked how many stories was proposed for the garage. Mr. Swanson
explained it was a two-story building. Mr. Essman questioned what materials were being
proposed to be used on the exterior of the building. Mr. Swanson said it is a vinyl siding,
and they want to make the structures match so it is aesthetically pleasing.
Mr. Bhatla thought the design of the building was good and was not cheap. He said the
City has the limitation of 16 feet high, and questioned if the applicant knew the
requirement before designing the structure. Mr. Swanson explained they have been
working with Weaver Barns, and they were aware of the requirement. He said the
design they selected is what him and his wife both liked. Mr. Swanson stated they have
a large sycamore tree in their yard, and were concerned by extending the garage
forward it may damage the root system. He said his children run in the greenspace in
front of the house, and they wanted to preserve that area as much as possible so they
chose to go up vertically.
Mr. Bhatla questioned if there was anyway the height of the structure could be reduced
down by a couple of feet. Mr. Swanson said they could lessen the pitch of the roof and
extend further out, but he thought that would require a variance then because it would
extend out past the front of the house. He stated the house has two garage doors and
he would prefer to have the same on the garage so it is symmetrical. Mr. Bhatla said the
lot is a large lot, and from the road, he didn’t believe people would see the difference
between 16 feet or a taller structure. Mr. Swanson said they want to keep their
greenspace, and they have looked at many structures and this was the design they
wanted.
Mr. Bhatla stated he did not have an issue with the variance request because of the
elevation difference in the lot. He asked staff what suggestion they have or changes that
could be made so the applicant could be more satisfied. Mr. Funk discussed several
different alternatives, and said to grant a variance request just because their plans don’t
conform with what the Zoning Code requires in staff’s opinion is not justification for a
variance.
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Mr. Essman questioned if the pitch on the house and the proposed structure would be
similar. Mr. Swanson said the pitch of the accessory structure is 9/12 and the house is
6/12. Mr. Essman asked if the applicant had looked at matching the pitches. Mr.
Swanson stated casually, but it is something he could definitely look into. Mr. Essman
said one of his concerns was if the request would be in harmony with the general spirit,
intent and purpose of the Zoning Code in terms of roof pitches, colors and materials. Mr.
Swanson explained the siding will be the same and their plan is to change the roof on
the house to metal to match also.
Mr. Bhalta asked if they could add a condition in order to approve this variance for the
current resident only. Mr. Funk said the variance is permanent and stays with the
property. Mr. Bhatla questioned if there would be any modification that could be done so
the variance could be approved. Mr. Funk believed the building is a nice looking
structure, but because there are alternative means of compliance staff feels the
structure needs to be compliant with the code.
Mr. Archibald referred to the aerial photo, and asked where the structure could be
located before a location variance would be required. Mr. Funk explained it could not be
constructed past the front corner of the house. Mr. Archibald questioned if the applicant
would enlarge the footprint of the accessory structure, if it would be difficult to extend it
to the north. Mr. Swanson said yes because of the slope of the yard. Mr. Archibald
asked if he expanded the footprint which way he would be able to go. Mr. Swanson said
he could go to the east. He said if he went to the south, he would have to remove the
large tree and if he went towards the house, he would have to relocate the septic tank.
Mr. Swanson stated he had letters from his neighbors endorsing their plan. He said he
would want to talk to the one neighbor to the east because it would be getting closer to
his driveway though.
Mr. Bhatla questioned if the applicant could lower the height to 19 feet if that would be
acceptable to staff. Mr. Funk said that is at the Board’s discretion, but staff’s position is
they have the ability to build a complaint structure. Mr. Bhatla asked if the applicant
could go back to the designer to see if they could reduce the height of the structure. Mr.
Swanson stated he could discuss it with the builder to see what options he had in
reducing the height.
Mr. Archibald said if he was to reduce the pitch of the structure to 16 feet, he asked if he
would lose the storage space. Mr. Swanson stated they would lose the storage, and in
that case they would probably extend the structure towards the southern property line.
Mr. Porter questioned what was driving the height of the structure. Mr. Swanson said
the car lift is the primary purpose, and the second is storage. He explained to keep
insurance on the car it needed to be kept inside of a building. Mr. Porter questioned
what height was needed for the car lift. Mr. Swanson stated from the research he had
done online 10-foot sidewalls were needed. He said he could keep researching to see if
there were ones that could go lower.
Mr. Bhatla questioned if the applicant was saying he would be able to maintain the 16foot height requirement and be able to have everything he wanted. Mr. Swanson said
he was not aware of a lift that could go lower, but Mr. Funk stated there is one that
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could. Mr. Bhalta asked if he was open to consider staff’s recommendations. Mr.
Swanson said yes, but explained the plan the Board is seeing tonight was the plan they
wanted to move forward with. He stated if it is not approved, they are going to go back
to the drawing board with the contractor to figure out something different.
Mr. Essman asked if he had letters from their neighbors. Mr. Swanson said yes he did
for the surrounding neighbors. Mr. Essman questioned if they had been submitted. Mr.
Swanson said they had been turned in. Mrs. Gillaugh located the letters in the case file.
She read the letters into the meeting from the Siebenthaler Company, 2074 Beaver
Valley Road; Shawn & Beth Merkle, 2063 Beaver Valley Road; and Merrill Minges, 2071
Beaver Valley Road all in support of the variance case.
Mr. Bhatla MOVED to approve V-21-4. Motion was seconded by Mr. Porter, and
PASSED by a roll call vote of 3-2. (Althoff, Archibald)
V-21-5, Leslie Hogue, 4188 Aley Drive
Clerk Gillaugh read the notice of public hearing on an application filed by Leslie Hogue,
4188 Aley Drive, Beavercreek, OH 45431, requesting a variance from Chapter 158.121
(A)(3) of the City of Beavercreek Zoning Code, requesting permission to keep the
existing 4-foot fence to enclose a swimming pool with an automated pool cover within a
R-PUD District. The property is located on the north side of Aley Drive, 6 lots east of the
intersection of Aley Drive and Wagner Trace Drive described as Book 1 Page 8, Parcel
89 on the Greene County Auditor’s Property Tax Atlas.
Mr. Porter recused himself from this case due to a potential conflict of interest.
Leslie Hogue, applicant, stated they are getting an in-ground pool and are requesting to
keep the existing 4-foot fence with an automated pool cover.
Mr. Funk summarized the staff report dated June 1, 2021, which stated the applicant is
requesting to keep the existing 4-foot fence to enclose an in-ground swimming pool with
an automated pool cover. He stated staff is proposing a change to the Zoning Code that
would allow a 42-inch fence to enclose an in-ground swimming pool with an automated
pool cover on lots over 10,000 square feet in size. Mr. Funk reviewed the one criteria
staff felt the variance didn’t meet, and said with the proposed change to the Zoning
Code staff recommended approval of the variance request.
There being no public input, the public hearing was closed.
Mr. Archibald asked where the Zoning Code changes case was in the process with
Planning Commission and City Council. Mrs. Gillaugh stated Planning Commission
made recommendation of approval to City Council, and it would be heard as a public
hearing at the June 28, 2021 Council meeting.
Mr. Archibald asked if the fence was sturdy. Ms. Hogue stated it looks better in person
than in the picture. Mr. Archibald wanted to make sure the homeowner knew there were
some conditions with the HOA. Ms. Hogue said she is aware of it. Mr. Archibald
questioned if Knickerbocker Pools would like to talk about the automated pool covers.
Dave Creamer, Knickerbocker Pools, said they are looking at using more of the
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automated covers because they are more of a safety barrier than vertical fence would
ever provide. Mr. Creamer explained it is preventing access to a pool with a horizontal
barrier to the pool by cutting access off to the water. Mr. Archibald asked if there was a
feature that would alert a homeowner if the cover was left open. Mr. Creamer said there
is no alert that would tell them the pool cover is not on, but there is a feature if they go
to a touch pad control that their cover is being operated.
Mr. Bhatla asked if there was a system that could tell a resident if it is on or not. Mr.
Creamer stated there is nothing out there at this time that does that. He said the way
the Code is written it states if the owners are not out there with the pool the cover is to
be on so there should never be a time they are walking away and the pool with the
cover not being closed.
Mr. Althoff MOVED to approve V-21-5. Motion was seconded by Mr. Essman, and
PASSED by a roll call vote of 4-0. (Porter abstained)
V-21-6, Ellen Collins, 3720 Crosswood Drive
Clerk Gillaugh read the notice of public hearing on an application filed by Ellen Collins,
3720 Crosswood Drive, Beavercreek, OH 45430, requesting a variance from Chapter
158.104 (B)(2) of the City of Beavercreek Zoning Code, requesting permission to
construct an accessory structure that would encroach into the side yard in a R-1A
District. The property is located on the northeast corner of Crosswood Drive and
Talowood Drive further described as Book 3, Page 16, Parcel 71 on the Greene County
Auditor’s Property Tax Atlas.
Ellen Collins, applicant, stated her shed that is 25 years old is in the low part of her
yard, and runoff now have rotated the blocks under the shed rotating and racking it. She
is requesting to construct a new shed the same distance from the fence closer to the
house. Ms. Collins discussed the topography of her lot, and the spot she wants to put
the shed is the flattest spot in the yard.
Mr. Funk summarized the staff report dated June 1, 2021, which stated the applicant is
requesting to construct a shed that would encroach into her side yard. He discussed the
location and the topography of the lot. Mr. Funk discussed the eight different criteria,
and recommended approval of the variance.
Mr. Archibald questioned if a variance had been approved for the existing shed’s
location. Mr. Funk stated not to staff’s knowledge.
In written input, an email was submitted from Rich Chaltry, neighbor across the street,
and another email from Christopher Jeffrey, 686 Tealwood Drive, both in support of the
variance request.
Mr. Essman asked where the side yard setback line was on the map. Mr. Funk showed
the side yard setback. Mr. Funk discussed the Zoning Code requirements for accessory
structures on corner lots.
Mr. Bhatla asked if the old shed would be removed. Ms. Collins said when the new shed
is installed she plans on having the old one removed.
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Mr. Bhalta MOVED to approve V-21-6. Motion was seconded by Mr. Essman, and
PASSED by a roll call vote of 5-0.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Bhatla MOVED adjournment at 7:18 p.m., seconded by Mr. Porter. Motion PASSED
by majority voice vote.
________________________
Melissa Gillaugh
Deputy Clerk
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