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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS  

Violet Township Zoning Commission 
Special Meeting 

 
September 1, 2020 

 

Mr. Biancamano called the Special meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and roll was called. 

Members present:  Mr. Hogan, Mr. Rowell, Mr. Bussom, Mrs. Forche and Mr. Biancamano.   

Also present were Kelly Sarko, Zoning Inspector, Robin Duffee, Development Manager, Jennifer 
Huber, Township Legal Counsel as well as Maartje Eagle, Administrative Assistant. 

Ms. Sarko started the meeting by introducing Maartje Eagle, who will be taking minutes. 

Mr. Biancamano explained this is a continuation of the public hearing on the application filed by 
Rockford Homes Case No. 01-ZC-2020 and asked Ms. Sarko for an update of what has happened since 
the Zoning Commission had previously met.  

Ms. Sarko said that she met with the applicants and the development text had been updated. They 
also discussed three items in particular: 

• Bollards: Exhibit J has a series of blue dots that shows where bollards will be placed 
throughout the development. They will be a natural color and will also be placed on each side 
of the access paths into the open spaces.  
Mr. Biancamano commented that this appears to be a compromise between what the 
Rockford team and what the township wanted and that he believes it sufficiently marks 
properties lines and open space. 

• 10-Foot Access Easement: A 10-foot easement has been provided for access by Fairfield 
County Utilities as well as emergency access has been provided between Lots 44 and 45. 

• Informational placards were discussed.  They would be placed throughout the development 
– there would be not less than 8 and possibly more.  Rockford will work with the Zoning office 
as to what the plaques will identify. Exhibit K provides examples of the information a plaque 
might contain.  
Mr. Biancamano commented these plaques will be placed for users of paths to identify 
environmental or natural features.  

Mr. Biancamano asked Ms. Sarko if the changes were reflected in the development texts. Ms. Sarko 
said it did to the best of her knowledge.  

Mr. Biancamano asked whether there were any other concerns that Ms. Sarko or the township staff 
have with respect toward the design of the development or the text plan. Ms. Sarko responded that 
Rockford Homes has updated the development texts, provided the necessary exhibits, and updated 
the drawings with the requested changes. 
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Mr. Biancamano asked if there were any comments or questions from the members of the 
Commission. There were none. He then went on to ask Mr. Hart if there were any comments he would 
like to make. 

Mr. Hart said throughout Rockford’s case, they have documented precedents of previous township 
planned district approvals with significant outdoor space along with smaller lot sizes and how they 
have been successful in the market place.  He said this is consistent with the Township’s PD code 
which calls for innovative development and reduced lot sizes and outstanding living environments. 
These are the same reasons why alternative lot sizes at Sycamore Grove are justified. The protected 
natural beauty of this site and the significant common spaces will provide homes that feel like living 
in a mini metro park and that is why smaller lot sizes are justified. The Sycamore Grove development 
meets conservation development standards with over 50% open space and 70 acres of open space. 
The price range will be around an average of $400,000 per unit, approximately $100,000 higher than 
existing sales per unit than area average. New $400,000 homes enhances value, as shown by Heron 
Crossing and the ongoing appreciation of Violet Township property values. 

He explained, under Violet Township planned district zoning law, compatibility does not equate to 
being the same. Compatibility requires high value and high design detail. Compatibility means mixing 
thoughtfully planned developments with large lot properties.  He said this is a good plan because of 
the open space. The main purpose of zoning is to protect and enhance property value. 

Sycamore Grove lot sizes fall between the Heron Crossing and Heron Crossing West lot sizes, with 
Sycamore Grove’s being between 7,800 SF and 8,450 SF compared to Heron Crossing’s 9,100 SF and 
Heron Crossing West’s 7,150 SF respectively. These lot sizes allow for greater common spaces, larger 
perimeter buffers, saving natural areas, more programmed recreation such as multi use trails and 
community gathering spaces. 

Mr. Biancamano stated that the meeting would move on to public comment. He noted the 
Commission has received many written comments. He asked that people  avoid repeating what has 
been previously commented upon or been amply argued.  

Terry Pearce 13260 Toll Gate Road said is that they do not live out here and what would they think if 
this was going in adjacent to their house. 

Maggie Muncy, 6218 Mamie Drive asked if this passes tonight, what is the next step.  Mr. Biancamano 
explained the action of the Commission is a recommendation to the Trustees who will hold another 
hearing on the application with additional opportunities for public comment. Mrs. Muncy asked if it 
would be one meeting only. Ms. Sarko replied, it can occur over one or more nights. Ms. Muncy asked 
if the Trustees have the final say.  Ms. Sarko said whatever the Trustees decide that is the final 
decision.  

Mr. Neilon, 13295 Toll Gate Road presented slides to the Commission.  He said that Heron Crossing 
West was approved under very specific considerations, it was assumed at the time there was going to 
be a recreation center nearby. He believes this is the reason it was given wide latitude with increased 
density and smaller lot sizes. Not a valid reference for this PD.  

He showed a slide which compared the Rockford density transition to the Meadowmoore density 
transition. He said Meadowmoore lots versus the Meadowmoore Reserve lots are only 20 percent 
smaller and said this is a reasonable density transition.  Rockford PD is different and the density 
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transition between it and Mamie Drive is extreme. Rockford lots are .19 acres to 2.0 acres on Mamie 
Drive, 90 percent smaller, and he thought that was an unreasonable transition. The Rockford PD is 
not like the other PDs.  He said it is okay for the Rockford lots to be smaller than the Toll Gate Road 
lots, but they do not want them to be the smallest.  He recommend a denial of this application and 
both divergences. 

Mr. Biancamano asked if he took into account the buffer zone between the homes and the property 
line.  Mr. Neilon said he was only looking at lot sizes.  He said there are minimal buffer zones in the 
plan and they are asking for a closer ratio.  

Cathy Jerbic, 12599 Toll Gate Road said she submitted written comments which responded to the 
question about funding a land lab.  She said various grants could be used to create a land lab and/or 
a park and how it could be sponsored perhaps through county parks or a non-profit. She asked that 
this information be passed onto the land owner. Jennifer Huber said it had been passed on.  

Dan Renner, 13075 Toll Gate Road said he appreciated the difficult situation the Zoning Commission 
is in.  He said the last time this application came through, the Commission recommended denial.  He 
said he knows there have been alterations to the plan, but when you look at the changes, they 
approximate to a 10 percent change in density. The zoning code gives latitude to our public servants 
to make decisions that are in the best interests of the public of Violet Township.  He said there is only 
one chance to develop the township and to make sure we get the best possible future for the Toll 
Gate corridor and as the Commission considers this, he recommended denial as the current 
application is not dramatically different from previous versions.  

Patrick Johnson, 12653 Parliament Drive, Liberty Township said he canvassed his neighborhood three 
times, and 22 people live on Parliament Drive.  He said no one wants this kind of development on his 
road. He said it affects a lot of adjoining properties. He said it is out of place, not that it is a bad plan, 
but it clears out too much prime forest, too far out and in a rural setting. 

Robert Carbonara 6080 Blacklick Eastern Road said he submitted a letter to Ms. Sarko.  Ms. Sarko 
clarified it was provided to the Commission at the last meeting.  He said his major concern is safety. 
Density is important as it impacts safety.  He said a lot of traffic coming from the north will come down 
Toll Gate Road to go to the PD.  One assumes a left turn lane will be proper.  He said he spoke with 
the county engineer and they knew very little about this project and he said they have not been asked 
to do a detailed traffic study.   He said that Rockford should put in escrow money that will go toward 
maintaining Toll Gate Road. If a traffic signal has to be installed at S.R. 204 and Toll Gate Road, 
Rockford should have to pay for it.  He said he does not want one, but if it is the safest for everyone, 
he could live with it. 

Another item of concern is the maintenance of Toll Gate Road.  He said it was his understanding that 
Toll Gate is a chip and seal road and will not stand up to heavy, increased traffic.  He thinks Rockford 
should put into escrow a significant amount of money to cover the cost of the maintenance of the 
road and the installation of a traffic signal. 

He asked why Rockford could not double the cost of the houses and build half the number of houses. 
This would allow the land owners to get their money.  He does not think this plan is about market 
study.  He said he thinks this is about trying to make our community as attractive and as safe as 
possible. 
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He said he thought it would be interesting to have another developer submit another plan for this 
property and did not know if one can be solicited, but we only have one perspective and thinks we 
need another perspective.  He said it is not density, it is safety and the corner S.R. 204 and Toll Gate 
Rd will be a disaster. Right now, it just has a lighted stop sign and there have been plenty of accidents 
there already. 

Patrick Johnson, 12653 Parliament Drive said the intersection of Saylor and Refugee Roads was not 
addressed in the Traffic Improvement Study.  

Paul Johnson, 13335 Toll Gate Road said he appreciated the neighbors who have been fighting this 
for so long and requested the application be denied. 

Kristie Van Kannel said she moved to the area in March because of the lot sizes and the quiet and 
does not want to see that go.  She asked that the application be denied. 

Jackie Neilon, 13295 Toll Gate Road, said that density, lot size, and character is out of line with the 
neighboring properties and will have a negative impact on her property.  She said the PD is not 
appropriate for the neighboring land.  And that no other PD is completely surrounded by R-2 lots. This 
PD should be more similar with the surrounding areas. She requested it be denied.  

Matthew Koppitch, Bricker & Eckler said his client, Mr. Renner already spoke.  He noted the 
precedents that were cited by the applicant and there are other factors that would justify denial. That 
is the grey area that is up to the Commission and it is a difficult decision, but the road map is there. 
He cited the MORPC for the increased density for Heron Crossing West.   

Mr. Hart said that he would like to follow up on some of the comments.  At Heron Crossing West the 
lots and the houses being built there are working in the marketplace - they are returning value. In 
terms of the Neilon chart, what is left out is the buffer and open spaces. If the buffer is counted, they 
are 230 feet deep - about a 15,000 sq. ft. lot.  He said they have designed this community to put the 
open space in common areas as opposed to private lots. On private lots, there is no guarantee that it 
will stay. There are about 15 acres total between the lots along the northern part of Sycamore Grove 
and the adjacent lots on Mamie Drive.  This would be more valid to consider that open space than if 
they were lots because the lots on Mamie have no restriction on how they can be developed. The 
Sycamore Grove lots do not exist in isolation.  If the 70 acres of open space were divided between all 
the home lots, there would be about a third of an acre for each home site.  He said it is a different 
approach to development, with more shared open space. Value is another metric - surrounding 
properties are $270,000, this PD starts at $400,000. 

Mr. Biancamano said the Commission has been considering this application for several months and 
asked for a motion to approve or disapprove, to be followed by discussion between the Commission 
members.   

Mr. Rowell moved to recommend approval of the requests for divergences under Section 3V5-01 of 
the Violet Township Zoning Resolution. 

The applicant, Rockford Homes, Inc., has requested 2 divergences as part of the request for 
rezoning for 137.50± acres located east of Tollgate Road NW, south of Mamie Drive and west of 
Saylor Road, Case Number 01-ZC-2020.  These divergences consist of the following: 
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a. A divergence from the provisions of Violet Township Zoning Resolution Section 3V3-
02(D)(1) and (4), as described in more detail in the Development Text and Development 
Plan, to allow a landscaped buffer area to be less than 100 feet in depth.  

 
b. A divergence from the provisions of Violet Township Zoning Resolution Section 3V3-

02(D)(1), (2), and (4), as described in more detail in the Development Text and Development 
Plan, to allow certain perimeter lots or living areas to not conform to the minimum lot area, 
yard, and setback standards of the zoning district applicable to that contiguous property.   

 
Ms. Huber explained that the Commission should consider two separate motions. The motion made 
by Mr. Rowell was for the approval of the divergences.  If Mr. Rowell’s motion on the divergences is 
approved, then the Commission should consider a second motion on the application itself. 

Mr. Bussom seconded Mr. Rowell’s motion on the divergences.  
 
Mr. Biancamano asked if there was any discussion. He said that in his opinion the overall design of 
this proposal was much more attractive and less dense than the original proposal when it was 
submitted a year ago. He believes the divergences make sense so he stated that he would support the 
motion. He asked if there were any additional comments from the Commission.  

Roll call vote:  Mr. Rowell, yes; Mr. Bussom, yes; Mr. Hogan, yes; Mr. Biancamano, yes; Mrs. Forche, 
yes.               
 
Mr. Hogan made the motion to recommend approval of the amendment proposed to the Violet 
Township Zoning Resolution in Zoning Amendment Case Number 01-ZC-2020, which amendment 
consists of the rezoning of 137.50± acres located east of Tollgate Road NW, south of Mamie Drive, 
and west of Saylor Road, Pickerington, Ohio 43147 from the R-2 District to the PD Planned Residential 
District, with the following modification:  
 

Various changes to the Development Text and Development Plan as reflected in the 
Development Text dated August 25, 2020 with exhibits, and the Development Plan dated 
(received) August 28, 2020 with exhibits. 
 

Mr. Rowell seconded the motion.   
 
Mr. Biancamano said the Commission has been considering this application since June. It has received 
many comments from residents. The objections that have been expressed by the public have fallen 
into several categories. One of the main themes that has been expressed focused on density and 
maintaining the rural character of the township.   He said that when the Zoning Commission and 
ultimately the Board of Trustees consider these applications, both governing bodies have to balance 
two very important competing interests. First, are the interests of the citizens within the township, 
and second and equally important are the interests of the landowners. He does not believe that 
government should take lightly  a decision on how a landowner can or cannot use their property. 
Government has authority to impose regulations with respect to land use but those regulations have 
to be reasonable, based on fact, and have to take into account the interests of the entire township 
not only the surrounding land owners. 

He went on to state that the rural character of our township has changed since 1985, when he moved 
to Violet Township. The population today is over 40,000 people and when we look at this end of the 
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Township in particular we have to take into account the fact that Huntington Hills and Heron Crossing, 
both large developments, are within close proximity to the proposed new development. 

Many of the other concerns have to do with increased traffic and the maintenance of the roads as 
well as the population of our schools.   The Commission does not have the authority to control traffic 
and road issues, or school issues. Road design falls within the authority of the County Engineer and 
school decisions fall to the School Board. The Commission did have a serious concern with this 
application some time ago and that had to do with net density and the applicants have dropped the 
net density of the development to reflect the requirements of the Zoning Code. 

Mr. Biancamano considers this development an attractive design and thinks it will serve the Township 
well. He will recommend approval. 

Mr. Biancamano stated that just to be clear, a “yes” vote means the Commission is voting to send the 
application to the Board of Trustees for consideration. He asked Ms. Sarko what the next steps would 
be and she responded that the Trustees would receive the application and would then set a date for 
the public hearing and the meeting would be advertised on the web and published in the Lancaster 
Eagle Gazette. 

Roll call vote:  Mr. Hogan, yes; Mr. Rowell, yes; Mr. Bussom, yes; Mr. Biancamano, yes; Mrs. Forche, 
yes.  Motion carried.  

Mr. Biancamano stated that this is their recommendation to the Board of Trustees and that there isn’t 
a date yet scheduled for the proposal to be presented to the board. If it isn’t ready for the trustee 
meeting on September 16th, it will most likely be presented to the trustees at the first meeting in 
October and the trustees will schedule a date for the public meeting at that point. 

The Zoning Commission’s next regularly scheduled meeting will be Tuesday September 15, 2020 at 
7:30 p.m. 

Ms. Forche made the motion to adjourn. Mr. Hogan seconded the motion.  Roll call vote:  

Roll call: Ms. Forche, yes; Mr. Hogan, yes; Mr. Rowell, yes; Mr. Bussom, yes; Mr. Biancamano, yes. 
Meeting adjourned at 8:07 p.m. 

Approved: 

 
___________________________________    Date: _________________ 
John Biancamano, Chair 
 
___________________________________                      ___________________________________ 
Bob Bussom, Vice Chair                                                          Daniel Rowell, Secretary   
      
___________________________________                        ___________________________________ 
Mark Decker, Commission Member                                      Kerry Hogan, Commission Member  
 
___________________________________ 
Alison Forche, Alternate Member 
 
 


