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VARIANCE REPORT

APPLICANT:
LOCATION;
ZONED:

Remarks:

Carl H. Cummins
7199-1 Turfway Road
Commerial Two, C-2

The applicant is requesting
approval for a Variance in the required setback
for a building setback from the property line
along a side street in a Commerd¢ial Two, G-2
zoning district. The request is to vary the
required setback of 37.5 feet by seven (7) feet
to a requested setback of 30,5 feet

This site has been previously developed for the
purposes of supplying retail commercial space.
During this previous approval by the Planning
Commission a variance was granted for the required
setback from the property line adjoining to the
west(down Lloyd Avenue). This variance was granted
from the required 50 foot setback to a requested

5 foot side yard. This variance was granted by the
Board on December 8, 1982.(a copy of those minutes
is attached for your information)

In my opinion, there are no unique conditions for
this property requiring the need for this variance.
The property, with the previously approved variance,
has been developed without the need for further
varainces,

The proposed user of the property, a '"Dry Cleaning
business", would not be deprived of the use of the
property because they could still be located in the
building and have a window for the drive-in service.
(Though without a protective canopy)

Since this building was developed in 1983, after
the adoption of the zoning regulations, any
further unique conditions were created since the
adoption of the regulations.

In my opinion, the public welfare would not nor
would it be preserved by the granting of this
request. With a seven foot canopy extending into
the required yard, it would change the essential
character of the neighborhood.
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Unless the Board finds satisfactory answers to Number 1,2,3
and 4, it would be my opinion as Staff that this request
could not be granted because of the application failing to
adequately find reasons supporting the granting of this
request.

(Ll (R 3.
Alvin "Chip'"“Block
Planner
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FLORENCE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS

APRIL 10, 1985 8:00 P.M.

Chairman Holland calléd the Florence Board of
Adjustment Meeting to order.

The roll call was taken by staff member Jeanne
Huddleson. Three members present: Messrs. Bolton, Wilder
and Chairman Holland. Counselor Ray Vincent was also pre-
sent. ‘

The Board deferred action on the Minute of prev1ous
meetings of the Florence Board of Adjustment.

Chairman Holland proceeded to the first item on the
Agenda. ‘

Sign Variance

A request of American Sign Service (agent) for
Supreme Nut and Candy for a Variance to permit a second
building mounted sign for their business located at the
Florence Discount Center on Mall Road (in front of Drug
Emporium) currently zoned Commercial Two, C-2.

Staff member Ralph Hopper presented the staff
report on the sign variance which stated that the applicant
is requesting approval for the construction of a second
building mounted sign for Supreme Nut and Candy. Mr. Hopper
- noted the building is located at the end of the building
with direct visibility from Mall Road and vehicular access
for the parking lot being available from a private access
‘drive leading into Central Hardware and the drive into
Bonanza Steakhouse. Mr. Hopper stated that in his opinion
there are no unique condition to justify the granting of the
variance, and that any conditions that may be found are the
result of the developer and resulted after the adoption of
the current zoning regulations. Mr. Hopper stated the
granting of the variance, in his opinion, would nor would
not preserve the public welfare but would essentially alter
the character of the neighborhood by permitting a second
building mounted sing where most businesses have only one
sign. Mr. Hopper also pointed out that recently a variance
had been given to the tenant at the other end of the center
(Gold Star Chili) to permit a second building mounted sign.

Chairman Holland noted the Supreme Nut and Candy
shop has a banner on the back of the building and inquired
if Mr. Hopper had cited the business for same. Mr. Hopper
stated the business had been cited on one previous occasion
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and since application had been made for a sign Mr. Hopper
decided to wait on further citations pending the outcome of
the sign variance application.

Mr. Thomas Weikel, owner of American Sign Service
(agent), related that the proposed location of the sign
would be the location of where the banner was located pre-
viously. Mr. Weikel related that the use of the banner
increased walk-in sales by almost 50%. Mr. Weikel explained
that low volume sales has necessitated the applicant
exploring the possibility of increasing the walk-in traffic
by location of a sign on the rear of the building.

Chairman Holland inquired if the drawing was accep-
table. Mr. Hopper stated that the drawing was accepted by
Staff Member Chip Block, and that Mr. Block would have
notified the applicant had he found the sign unacceptable.

Mr. Hopper inquired how much building frontage the
applicant has on Mall Road. Mr. Weikel responded there is
40 ft. of frontage. Mr. Hopper calculated that the appli-
cant would be permitted 60 sq. ft. of signage and the appli-
cant currently has 54 ft. of signage. - _

Mr. Weikel emphasized the applicant is missing a
lot of walk-in traffic and contended the identical situation
as existed in the granting of a sign variance to Gold Star
Chili exists in the subject instance.

- Mr. Wilder stated the reason the Board granted the
sign was in the interest of public safety to mark the
entrance to Gold Star Chili. Chairman Holland stated in
the Gold Star Chili instance the Board felt a unique con-
dition existed.

Mr. Bob Anderson, Co-owner of Supreme Nut and Candy
shop, contended the unique condition was that of hardship
and in an effort to increase low volume sales.

There was ho audience opposition expressed.

Staff member Chip Block presented a slide presen-
tation on the subject and surrounding area.

Mr. Bob Hurst, Co-owner of Supreme Nut and Candy,
stated he and his partner observed the flow of traffic and
“and suggested an arrow on the side of the building which
could direct traffic to the front of the strip center.

Chairman Holland inquired if the drawing was accep-
table. Mr. Block explained the drawing was the drawing sub-
‘mitted with the application.
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Mr. Hurst illustrated the traffic flow on the
blackboard and discussion of same followed. Mr. Hurst
suggested a directional sign. Mr. Anderson noted that he
had talked to all the managers of the stores by Drug ’
Emporium (behind the subject property) and would have no
objection to a second building mounted sign.

Mr. Wilder inquired of the number of tenants in the
building. Mr. Block responded 5 in this building. Mr.
Block noted that although the lot has two building on it it
is owned by one and developed by one developer.

Mr. Hopper noted directional signage would be per-
mitted as long as it did not have any advertising on it,

Mr, Wilder inquired if a free-standing would be
permitted. Mr. Block related that a free-standing sign
would be permissible as there is allowed one free standing
sign per group of businesses, or a free-standing sign for
the building. Mr. Wilder inquired if the applicant had
considered such signage as a marquis.

Discussion followed of the free-standing sign
alternative and the area was reviewed on the slides.

Mr. Wilder expressed concern that all available
permitted signage had not been explored.

Mr. Anderson related to Board members that the
market for their business is the impulse buyer and is
shopping in the area behind the building.

Mr. Wilder inqulred of the experience of Mr. Weikel
in building mounted sign vs. free- standlng signage. Mr.
Weikel responded that the market sought is the impulse
market and direct that market to the front of the store.

Mr. Weikel also noted the cost differential of the free-
standing being approximately $10,000 as opposed to $500.00
for a building mounted sign.

Discussion followed of the alternative of free-
standing signage. -

Mr. Hurst suggested the variance be issued with the
stipulation that should the owner apply for a free-standing
sign the building mounted sign would have to be removed.

Mr. Hurst contended the sign was needed to direct traffic
and for traffic safety reasons.,.

Mr. Wilder stated Mr. Hopper's suggestion of a
directional sign may be a good alternative. Mr. Hopper
noted that directional signage can have no advertising on it

at all.
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Mr. Wilder moved that the Board deny the request
according to the Boone County Zoning requlations and noted
that no unique conditions for the permitting of the variance
could be found. The motion was seconded by Chairman
Holland.

© Mr. Anderson inquired how a sign could be granted

for Gold Star and not in the subject instance.

After discussion, the motion carried unanimously.

Variance

A request of Carl H. Cummins for a Variance in the
required stetback from the property line along a side
street for property located at 7199-1 Turfway Road
(Florence Palace). ' The request is for a Variance from the
required setback of 37.5 feet to a requested 30.5 feet for a
seven (7) foot canopy to be added to the building, currently
in a Commercial Two, C-2 zoning district.

Staff member Chip Block presented the staff report

. which stated the applicant is requesting approval of a

variance in the required setback along a side street in a
C-2 zoning district. Mr. Block related the site has been
previously developed for the purpose of supplying retail
commercial space in which previous approval was granted for
the rquired setback from the proeprty line adjoining to the
west (down Lloyd Avenue). Mr. Block stated there are no
unique conditions for the property requiring the need for
the variance and the property with the previously approved
variance has been developed without the need for further
variance. Mr. Block stated the proposed user of the
property, a drycleaning business, would not be deprived of
the use of the building and could still have a window for
drive-in service though without the protective canopy. Mr.
Block also noted that the public welfare would nor would not
be preserved by the granting of the request. Mr. Block also
noted the application fails to state a unique condition upon
which a variance could be granted. Mr. Block then presented
a slide presentation on the subject property.

Mr. Don Cummins, representing the applicant, urged
the Board to grant the variance to permit the canopy to be
constructed as a protective covering over the drive-in win-
dow service area of the drycleaner.

Mr. Hopper pointed out the subject request is
currently before the Planning Commission for site plan
review as the applicant is proposing a change of the traffic
flow for exit only onto Lloyd Avenue.
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There was no other audience support or opposition
expressed.

Discussion followed of the traffic flow issue under
site plan review before the Planning Commission.

Mr. Bolton moved that the Board deny the request
as the Board could find no unique conditions for the
granting of such a variance. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Wilder. After discussion, the motion carried unanlmously

Variance & Conditional Use Permit

A request of Cincinnati Guarantee Properties, Ltd.
for a Variance in the required front yard setback and the
setback required from a property line along a side street
for property located at the southwest corner of Burlington
Pike and Glenn Street. This request is for a VAriance in
the required setback of a front yard of 75 feet to a
requested setback fo 36 feet and a variance in the required
setback from a side street for a corner lot of 37.5 feet to
a requested 35.0 feet. In addition, this is an application
for a Conditional Use Permit for the use of the building for
the service of automobiles. This property is currently
zoned Commercial Two, C-2.

Mr. Block stated that letter had been received from
Cincinnati Guarantee Properties, Ltd. requesting the Board
postpone any action on the current application on the April
10 meeting. . Chairman Holland inquired of the options and
Mr. Block advised the applicant was probably expecting the
Board to accept his request and postpone action.

Mr. Wilder moved that the Board table action on the
subject request.

Mr. Gene Hancock, owner of the subject property,
stated he was not aware that the applicant was going to
request a deferral.

An unidentified audience member inquired of what
was going to go on the property. Chairman Holland explained
he did not know until the applicant has a chance to present
his site plans and then after the applicant has a chance to
speak, and the audience has the opportunity to speak.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Bolton. After
discussion, the motion carried unanimously.

Discussion followed of the waiver of time limita-
tion in the request for deferral, and notification to the
applicant by letter.
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Mr. Wilder suggested a "jointed” motion.

Discussion followed of a stipulation to be amended
to the motion, to rescind the motion, and/or to deny the.
request for deferral.

Mr. Wilder rescinded the motion and Mr. Bolton
withdrew the second on the initial motion.

Chairman Holland moved that the Board deny the
variance for the reason that no unique conditions on the
property could be found. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Wilder. After discussion, the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Bolton moved that the Board adjourn. The
motion was seconded by Mr. Wilder. After discussion, the
motion carried unanimously.

CHARLES HOLLAND, Chairman

Attest:




