
 
              CITY OF PATASKALA BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
621 West Broad Street 
Pataskala, Ohio 43062 

  
STAFF REPORT 

April 10, 2018 
 

Variance Application VA-18-008 
Applicant: Tammy Hickin 
Owner: Reuben-Mac, LLC 
Location: North End Drive (PID 064-310536-00.000) 
Acreage: 0.35 acres 
Zoning: R-15 – Medium-High Density Residential 
Request: Requesting a variance from Section 1249.05(C)(2)(b) of the Pataskala Code to 

allow for parking lot that would fail to meet the required side yard setback. 
 

Description of the Request: 
The applicant is seeking a variance to construct a 61 foot by 63 foot employee parking lot that would fail 
to meet the minimum side yard setback by 10 feet. 
 
Staff Summary: 
The property located on North End Drive is currently vacant. The applicant is proposing to install al 61 foot 
by 63 foot (3,843 square foot) employee parking lot for the adjacent veterinary office to the east.  
 
Although both the subject property and the veterinary office are currently zoned R-15, the veterinary 
office was permitted via a use variance in 1978. The applicant has requested to rezone both properties to 
GB – General Business district as they feel a veterinary office and parking lot is more appropriate in a 
commercial district. The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended approval of the rezoning and 
the City Council public hearing will be held on May 7.  
 
As the subject property is currently zoned R-15 and could potentially be rezoned to GB, staff used the 
standards of the GB district as it is the more restrictive of the two districts. Based upon the parking lot 
standards of the GB district, paved areas have a setback of 25 feet from the side lot line when abutting a 
residential zoning district. As proposed the parking lot would be 15 feet from the north property line 
requiring a variance of 10 feet. All other requirements for the parking lot have been satisfied. 
 
Staff Review:  The following review does not constitute recommendations but merely conclusions and suggestions 
from the summary. 
 
The property to the north of the subject property is zoned R-15; however, it is part of the storage yard of 
the adjacent hardware store. It is unclear as whether this is a mapping error or not. Because of this, the 
setback for the parking lot is greater because the zoning of the property to the north is residential. If the 



  

 

zoning of that property were commercial, the setback would be a minimum of 10 feet and no variance 
would be required.  
 
The Public Service Director reviewed the proposal with the applicant in a pre-application meeting and has 
no comments or concerns with the proposed parking lot. 
 
The City Engineer is comfortable with the review of the Public Service Director and does not have concerns 
about the drainage of the proposed parking lot. 
 
Surrounding Area: 

Direction Zoning Land Use 

North R-15 – Medium-High Density Residential Hardware Store 

East R-15 – Medium-High Density Residential Veterinary Office 

South R-15 – Medium-High Density Residential Vacant 

West R-15 – Medium-High Density Residential Duplex 

 
Variance Requirements: 
According to Section 1211.07(1) of the Pataskala Code, the Board of Zoning appeals shall consider the 
following factors when determining if an area variance is warranted: 

a) Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable return or if there can be a beneficial use 
of the property; 

b) Whether there are unique physical circumstances or conditions that prohibit the property being 
developed in strict conformity with the zoning regulation such that a variance is necessary to 
enable the reasonable use of the property; 

c) Whether the variance requested is substantial; 
d) Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered or the 

adjoining properties would suffer a substantial detriment as a result of the variance; 
e) Whether the variance, if granted, will substantially or permanently impair the appropriate use or 

development of adjacent property; 
f) Whether the variance, if granted, will be detrimental to the public welfare; 
g) Whether the variance, if granted, would adversely affect the delivery of government services; 
h) Whether the property owner purchased the subject property with knowledge of the zoning 

restriction; 
i) Whether the property owner’s predicament con be obviated through some other method than 

variance; 
j) Whether the variance, if granted, will represent the minimum variance that will afford relief and 

represent the least modification possible of the requirement at issue; and, 



  

 

k) Whether the spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement would be observed and substantial 
justice done by granting the variance. 

 
Furthermore, Section 1211.07(2) allows other factors to be considered, including comments from City 
staff, when determining if an area variance is warranted. The following factors from Section 1211.07(2) 
are applicable to Variance Application VA-18-008: 

• None 
 
Department and Agency Review  

• Zoning Inspector – No comments  
• Public Service – See attached 
• City Engineer – See attached 
• Pataskala Utilities – No comments 
• Police Department – No comments 
• West Licking Joint Fire District – No comments 
• South West Licking School District – No comments 

 
Supplementary Conditions: 
Should the Board choose to approve the applicant’s request, the following supplementary conditions may 
be considered: 
 

1. The applicant shall construct the parking lot as submitted within one (1) year of the date of 
approval. 

2. The applicant shall obtain all necessary permits from the City of Pataskala prior to construction of 
the parking lot. 

 
Resolution: 
For your convenience, the following resolution may be considered by the Board of Zoning Appeals when 
making a motion: 
 
“I move to approve a variance from Section 1249.05(C)(2)(b) of the Pataskala Code for variance application 
VA-18-008 (“with the following supplementary conditions” if conditions are to be placed on the 
approval).” 



1

Lisa Paxton

From: Alan Haines
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2018 3:14 PM
To: Scott Fulton
Cc: Lisa Paxton
Subject: BZA - April 10

Mr. Fulton, 

Please see my comments below for the April 10 BZA hearing: 

1. VA-18-006 
a. No comment 

2. VA-18-007 
a. All drainage shall be accommodated appropriately 

i. At the ditch at the front of the lot.  
ii. At the waterway crossing the lot. 

iii. From added impervious area if in excess of 0.2 acres. 
b. Right-of-way

i. There appears to be a discrepancy in the applicants site plan, as it shows the edge of the roadway 
and the ROW being one and the same. 

ii. The future ROW width for this section of Broad St. is planned to be 120’ to accommodate future 
expansion of Broad St. 

iii. It appears that 15’ from the edge of pavement would fall within the roadside ditch.  
c. Clear zone 

i. Sign location must be outside of roadway clear zone. 
d. As this plan does not appear to adequately account for existing drainage and ditch maintenance, and 

would be in conflict with future expansion of Broad St., the proposed plans are not supported by the 
Public Service Department. 

3. VA-18-008 
a. The Public Service Department has reviewed the plan in a pre-application meeting with the applicant, and 

does not have concerns with the planned improvement. 

Let me know if questions or concerns. 

Regards,

Alan W. Haines, P.E. 
Public Service Director 
City of Pataskala 

621 W. Broad Street 
Suite 2B 
Pataskala, Ohio 43062 

Office: 740-927-0145 
Cell: 614-746-5365 
Fax: 740-927-0228 
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