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Board of Zoning Appeals Minutes

August 21st, 2025
7:00 p.m.

Roll Call of Members

Present:

Scott Bockoski - Chairman-delayed

Mike Berry

Harrison Massone

Mark Thomas

Steve Zell

Aaron Culp - Legal Counsel

Frank Zawadzki - Cicero Jackson Township Planning Director

0 Terri Strong - Recorder

Chairman Berry stated to the public. The Board of Zoning Appeals is a quasi-judicial operation. We ask that anyone wishing to
speak to sign up in the foyer. We ask that questions be addressed to the Board and not to other audience members.

e s s

1. _Declaration of Quorum

Chairman Berry declared a quorum with all members present.

2. Approval of Minutes
Mr. Zell made the motion to approve minutes from July 17th, 2025, as presented. Mr. Massonne second. All present in

favor.
3. 0ld Business:

Docket #: BZA-0725-24-NC

Petitioner: The Furniture Garage

Property Address: 49 W Jackson Street, Cicero, IN 46034
A Development Standards Variance application has been submitted regarding the property located at 49 E Jackson Street,
Cicero to: Allow a projecting sign to exceed eighteen (18) inches from the wall it is attached to. Whereas Article 10.5 of the
Cicero/Jackson Township Zoning Ordinance Neighborhood Commercial (NC) Sign Standards states no part of a projecting sign
may protrude more than eighteen (18) inches from the wall it is attached.

Docket #: BZA-0725-25-NC

Petitioner: The Furniture Garage

Property Address: 49 W Jackson Street, Cicero, IN 46034
A Development Standards Variance application has been submitted regarding the property located at 49 E Jackson Street,
Cicero to: Allow a projecting sign to exceed ten (10) square feet in area. Whereas Article 10.5 of the Cicero/Jackson Township
Zoning Ordinance Neighborhood Commercial (NC) Sign Standards states that the maximum area for a multi-tenant structure
shall be ten (10) square feet per tenant.

Chairman Berry suggested both be heard at same time but will be voted on separately.

Mr. Zell made the motion to untable both BZA-0725-24-NC and BZA-0725-25-NC to be able to be heard. Mr. Thomas
second. All presentin favor.

Kelly Longstreth owner of Furniture Garage, wanting a 47x47 projecting sign because of where the business sits. Back from
the street and for more visibility for cars and traffic. Mr. Zell questioned if additional signage or other signs would come down.
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Ms. Longstreth stated that there is a banner that would come down. Mr. Massonne asked if there would be lights. Ms.
Longstreth answered no. Mr. Massonne asked how far the existing sign projected. Petitioner did not know. Ms. Longstreth

explained the projecting sign is the one she would like to have; the other is in case it wasn’t approved. Mr. Thomas questioned
stated new hardware would be used. Ms. Longstreth stated that is correct.

Mr. Zell made motion to open to the public for discussion. Mr. Massonne second. All presentin favor.
No public comment.
Mr. Massonne made motion to close the public hearing. Mr. Zell second. All present in favor.

Discussion among board members regarding the way the sign looks and visibility.

Mr. Zell made a motion to approve BZA-0725-24-NC as presented. Mr. Massonne second.
Mr. Zell-approve, Mr. Thomas-approve, Mr. Massonne-approve, Mr. Berry-approve Motion passed 4-0

Mr. Massonne made a motion to approve BZA-p725-25-NC as presented. Mr. Zell second.
Mr. Massonne-approve, Mr. Thomas-approve, Mr. Zell-approve, Mr. Berry-approve. Motion passed 4-0

Mr. Zawadzki reminded petitioner of the Aesthetic Review hearing next month.

4. New Business:

Docket #: BZA-0825-21-MP

Petitioner: Robert Tetrick

Property Address: 129 Rosewood Drive, Cicero, IN 46034
A Development Standards Variance application has been submitted regarding the property located at 129 Rosewood Drive,
Cicero, IN 46034 to allow an accessory structure in the front yard in the “MP” district. Whereas Article 7.5 Accessory Structure
Standards (AS-02) of the Cicero/Jackson Township Zoning Ordinance states that an accessory structure shall only be located
to the side or rear of the primary structure.

Mr. Tetrick 505 Currant Drive, Noblesville property is in Hidden Bay. Purchased house in last two months with intent to add a
garage. Will reside at property. Once surveyed realized property lines realized had two fronts. Variance needed to place on
Timberline side of property. Mr. Zell stated looking at project it does appear to have practical difficulty to meet the standard.
And what is proposed is best solution. Mr. Massonne concurred. Mr. Thomas commented on a three-foot walkway between
house and garage and is meeting the setbacks.

Mr. Zell made motion to open meeting to public on this docket. Mr. Massonne second. All presentin favor.
No public comment,

Mr. Massonne made motion to close public hearing. Mr. Zell second. All present in favor.

No further discussion by Board.

Mr. Massonne made motion to approve BZA-0825-21-MP as presented. Mr. Zell second.

Mr. Thomas-approve, Mr. Massonne-approve, Mr. Zell-approve, Mr. Berry-approve, Motion passed 4-0.

Docket #: BZA-0825-26-C3

Petitioner: Bullseye Fence Design LLC

Property Address: 22179 N US 31, Cicero, IN 46034
A Development Standards Variance application has been submitted regarding the property located at 22179 US 31 N, Cicero,
IN 46034, to allow a fence with less than 50% surface open area and is not a picket or rail fence. Whereas Article 7.21 FN-02
paragraph 6 of the Cicero/*Jackson Township Zoning Ordinance states that fences or walls located in the front yard shall have
no less than 50% open surface area (Picket fence/rail fence) in the “C3” district.

Rod Smith 4317 West Harbor Road (unable to understand town). Proposal is to have privacy fence, similar to neighbors, we
will ultimately lose access to 31 so two fronts will go away. Aesthetic view from 31 instead of current view. INDOT funding
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has delayed things for us due to imminent domain. Mr. Massonne stated he provided picture of fence for petitioner. Mr. Zell
stated he felt the fence was fine due to circumstances. Mr. Thomas questioned if planning on advertising on 31 side of fence.
Mr. Smith answered no. Mr. Zell questioned the business. Mr. Smith answered Bullseye Fence, the process has been
challenging with the county/31/town. Mr. Zawadzki added that the process was started as we are working to clean up
properties in the area and request for screening but in doing so found conflicting ordinances in that area. Mr. Zawadzki stated
asking the Plan Commission to review. Mr. Smith stated currently there is a security fence and gate going to US 31 but will be
removed when access is lost. Mr. Zawadzki stated will be going through Aesthetic Review as well.
Mr. Bockoski arrived at 7:22 to join the meeting.
Mr, Massonne made motion to open public hearing for this docket. Mr. Thomas second. All presentin favor.
No public comment.
Mr. Massonne made motion to close public hearing. Mr. Thomas second. All presentin favor.
Mr. Zell made motion to approve BZA-0825-26-C3 as presented. Mr. Massonne second.
Mr. Massonne-approve, Mr. Thomas-approve, Mr. Zell-approve, Mr. Berry-approve, Mr. Bockoski-abstain 4-0-1
Mr. Bockoski abstain due to not hearing all of petition.

Mr. Berry passed gavel on to Chairman Bockoski. Chairman Bockoski arrived at 7:22 and on fourth docket already, yield the
prompt meetings to Mr. Berry.

Docket #: BZA-0825-31-R3

Petitioner: Elisabeth Smith

Property Address: 601 Tamarack Larch Blvd, Cicero, IN 46034
A Development Standards Variance application has been submitted regarding the property located at 601 Tamarack Larch
Blvd, Cicero, IN 46034, concerning Article 7.21 FN-01, Fence and Wall Standards of the Cicero/Jackson Township Zoning
Ordinance to allow a fence to be four (4) feet in height in the front yard. Whereas Article 7.21 FN-01, Fence and Wall Standards
states that a fence shall not be greater than three (3) feet in height in the front yard.

Elisabeth Smith 601 Tamarack Larch Blvd. Have two front yards and have toddler that can scale a three-foot fence easily.
Chairman Bockoski stated we deal with two fronts often. Mr. Zell added that the HOA has approved the fence already.
Mr. Zell made motion to open public hearing. Mr. Berry second. All present in favor.

No public comment.

Mr. Massonne made motion to close public hearing. Mr. Thomas second. All presentin favor.

Mr. Zell made motion to approve BZA-0825-31-R3 as presented. Mr. Massonne second.

Mr. Bockoski-approve, Mr. Berry-approve, Mr. Massonne-approve, Mr. Thomas-approve, Mr. Zell-approve. 5-0

Docket #: BZA-0825-35-DC

Petitioner: Gymies Fitness Center

Property Address: 47 W Jackson Street, Cicero, IN 46034
An application for appeal has been submitted for the property located at 47 W Jackson Street, Cicero, IN 46034, contesting the
decision made by the Plan Director to not allow a static message electronic sign in the DC district. The petitioner maintains
that the sign does not meet the definition of a prohibited electronic sign as defined in chapter 16 Electronic/Animated signs:
and meets sign standards set forth in Chapter 10.8 of the Cicero/Jackson Township[p Zoning Ordinance.

Bryon Widows 2513.... Proceeded to read the ordinance and the design we are proposing falls under the permanent
changeable copy sign standards. If review E of the limitations, item I in static messages are allowed to replace, ii no scrolling,
flashing or changing electronic messages is permissible. Which is the type of sign we are proposing? Chapter 16, definitions
item 5 (read but unable to hear all verbiage). Changeable copy a sign that can be changed or rearranged without changing the
face or surface of the sign.

Chairman Bockoski asked Mr. Zawadzki to elaborate on the point of contention. Mr. Zawadzki explained that Mr. Widows was
here last month to change his sign. Came back with another application, stating the same reasons as he just explained. After
consideration still felt it was a changeable sign, there was not enough difference. He is appealing my decision to turn down his
current proposal. Mr. Widows contends it is different enough and also qualifies as a changeable sign. Mr. Widows decided to
right to appeal Mr. Zawadzki's ruling. Chairman Bockoski thanked Mr. Zawadzki and also thanked Mr. Widows for exercising
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his right. Chairman Bockoski then questioned Mr. Culp, is there any more definitions that need to be considered. Mr. Culp
stated no they have identified the definitions. This issue is he is challenging Frank’s interpretation of the definition. If he
meets one definition he does not need a variance and could put up a sign right now. If Frank is correct, he meets the electronic
requirement which means he needs a variance and he was denied a variance. So, the BZA is the final determinate in factor of
whose interpretation of our ordinance is correct. Mr. Culp stated he has not advised Mr. Zawadzki on this matter.
Chairman Bockoski verified that the petitioner feels it is a changeable sign. Mr. Widows stated it is a changeable copy sign,
electronically placed wording. It will not scroll, will not flash. Mr. Culp added that one thing he is contending is it is similar to
a sign in front of the gas sign with price. Mr. Berry questioned it will not have rotating messages, a static sign. Mr. Widows
stated it will not rotate, 100% static. Mr. Berry questioned how often it would change, once a week or once a day. Mr. Widows
answered once a day at most. Mr. Berry stated he would question what the difference in the message on the sign being neon
versus something that is digital with individual lights forming letters. A neon sign being doesn’t change ever, or you have to
change the whole sign. Mr. Berry stated versus this you would change electronically once a day. Mr. Widows stated it would
not be scrolling. The difference is the intent. The intent of an electronic or animated sign is to use the animation. This is not
animated it is static; it fits the ordinance. Mr. Widows asked to consider the gas station signs every community allows. The
purpose of the ordinance is to prevent animated signs that would prove to be a distraction; this is not that, Mr. Berry stated in
the findings you stated that while brightness limits are not required you will be programming to dim in the evening hours. Mr.
Widows stated, absolutely, do not want a sign that is offensive. Mr. Thomas added that those locations are not considered
downtown, this is downtown, are those locations considered downtown. (referring to the gas stations) Mr. Massonne replied
C1-C4. Mr. Culp stated the issue is whether this is changeable copy or electronic animated, regardless of which district it
would be in. One is allowed; one is not. Mr. Zell stated he is struggling with the sign, sounds like rehearing last month. The
basic sign is still an electronic sign, whether changeable or static. Our ordinance is clear it is not permitted. Mr. Culp read the
definition of changeable copy sign: a portion of the characters or letters or illustrations that can be changed or rearranged by
mechanical or electronic device without altering the face or surface of the sign. Mr. Culp stated this is the heart of what Mr.
Widows is saying. Mr. Zell stated but being presented on an electronic sign. Mr. Widows stated electronic changeable copy
sign, which is allowed. Mr. Berry asked Mr. Culp if we say it is ok, then it would not need a variance. Mr. Culp stated correct a
changeable copy sign is allowed. Mr. Berry asked if he would need to go through the Aesthetic review process. Mr. Culp
answered yes because it is in the Overlay District. Chairman Bockoski asked Mr. Culp at what stage of deliberations and Mr.
Widows getting approved or not, are stipulations put on. As to the changing frequency of the messaging, the light emissions or
is that Plan Commission and Aesthetic Review portion. Mr. Culp stated that is all part of Aesthetic Review side unless you feel
itis crucial to the definition. Chairman Bockoski expressed concern that the way we are deciding this, if what Mr. Berry asked
we are either saying he is fine in doing it and we get to put no considerations because it conforms or we say it is electronic.
And we still don’t because we already turned it down. Mr. Culp explained that for the issue before you, the ability to attach
conditions doesn’t apply. Purely which definition applies. Mr. Culp explained that if Frank had determined it was changeable
it would likely be up and not have come before the BZA at all. Chairman Bockoski stated it is not cut and dried what happens
tonight because it would still go to PC. Mr. Culp explained there was no Public Hearing required for Aesthetic review, but they
can attach conditions if they think it is reasonably related to the purpose. Chairman Bockoski asked if there is any public input
to the process. Mr. Culp explained they do not send joiner lists or a hearing, it is strictly to see that the materials and
appearance conforms to the area. That is not something that public component. Mr. Culp also stated if someone wrote a letter
they would likely consider it. But you would have to know it was on the agenda. But has no bearing on this petition. Mr. Berry
asked if you had a box of LED letters battery powered and they are lit and changed them out from the outside, what is the
difference between that and pushing a button to change an “F” versus putting a lighted “F” up there. Mr. Zell stated that LEDs
are considered electronic devices. Mr. Berry stated he is wrestling with the difference. Mr. Culp stated he felt Mr. Widows was
focused on the first sentence under the electronic sign definition. Not that the sign has electricity but focused on the
movement and change, which is what Mr. Widows is saying the definition targets. Mr. Massonne added he would feel a back lit
sign is electronic. Chairman Bockoski stated the library has a back lit sign. Mr. Culp stated do not feel we considered a backlit
sign as being electronic. Mr. Culp stated there is no public hearing this is an appeal of a decision. Chairman Bockoski stated
where he is at, it is electronic sign, however Mr. Widows has testified that it is not going to scroll, change often. Doesn't seem
that it would strike a traffic hazard. However, we don’t have the ability to have Mr. Widows comply with that. Mr. Culp stated
let’s say hypothetically if your ruling was as long as it didn’t change more than once in 24 hours it is not electronic. If changed
more then he has rendered changeable not electronic you are deciding what the definition is. But you want to be careful not to
go to far afield from what the letters are in our books. Mr. Massonne discussed several definitions and that they are not super
specific. Permanent wall sign was discussed questioning the definitions. Mr. Culp stated a wall sign is the location and
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changeable or electronic has to do with the type of sign. Mr. Berry stated technically his current sign is changeable. Mr. Culp
said he would summarize that his (Mr. Widows) contingent is that this is the same a changeable sign but is able to change
electronically. And Frank’s is obviously that this fits with electronic as you type it in. Mr. Culp continued that we have
definition for changeable copy and definition for electronic/animated, which one you put this sign in determines if allowable,
Chapter 16 -202 was referred to. Definitions reread by Board members. Mr. Berry stated that the way he reads the definitions
animated/electronic would mean the same thing. Mr. Zell also agreed, lumping them together. Mr. Berry added you could
have things that are animated but not electronic. Example was given of old sports signs, or airport signs. Mr. Zawadzki stated
he felt that was a stretch. Mr. Berry stated if we said that this type of sign was ok, and in the event he decides to make it an
animated sign, by changing twice a day (example) what happens then. Mr. Culp answered if you said if it doesn’t change more
than once per day, like the gas station, then it is a changeable copy. As long as he conforms to that, it is changeable copy. If
changing more often would make it electronic (in your eyes) it would be violation. Mr. Zell stated he can’t get past thatitis an
electronic sign and ordinances are ordinances. Chairman Bockoski stated he looked up the definition of electronic on his
phone, It reads as: a device having or operating with the aid of many small components especially microchips and transistors
that control an electric current. Mr. Culp stated if you feel it is clear cut you can make a motion. Mr, Thomas stated needed to
take a look at when we next update, electronic/animated. Mr. Massonne stated every sign ordinance is inconsistent. Examples
given with strictly prohibited but there is a permanent sign option. Mr. Culp stated we define electronic, and they are
prohibited but then we have standards that would apply, if the BZA decided to grant a variance, then there are standards that
would apply in those circumstance. There are standards that would apply in a variance situation so it wouldn’t be a case if
approved they could do whatever they wanted, they would have to meet the standards. Mr. Massonne stated that gave a
different perspective, definition of changeable copy sign, definition online is automatic or manual. Chairman Bockoski stated
this should be worded that way but not what we are talking about tonight. Chairman Bockoski stated also on page 202 are
photographs of definitions of changeable copy sign and electronic signs. Mr. Zell commented using an electronic sign to
display a static message therefore we are fundamentally still dealing with an electronic sign the way our ordinance is written.
And we have already been down the road last month, didn't approve, it was denied. Chairman Bockoski stated he can
understand the contention, and we have all got an opinion on where we are at on this. Ready to entertain a motion and the
deliberations have stalled, nothing wrong but where we are. If someone isn’t ready to entertain a motion, speak up. Mr.
Thomas questioned how the motion is to be formed. Mr. Culp stated you will be voting whether to uphold or deny the appeal.
You can reverse, which you would change decision to support Mr. Widows, or affirm Mr. Zawadzki’s decision, or modify if they
both were incorrect. Chairman Bockoski asked for clarification on modification. Mr. Culp stated he didn’t feel it would apply
in this situation. Sometimes modifying is more of a standard, such as a measurement, here it is whether you agree with Mr.
Zawadzki.or not.
Chairman Bockoski stated a role call vote. Mr. Culp stated either to affirm or reverse, affirming Frank's decision or reverse to
Mr. Widows.

Mr. Zell made motion to affirm BZA-0825-35-DC, which is Mr. Widows’ appeal of Plan Directors’ rejection of sign and
affirm Frank'’s decision. Mr. Berry second.

Mr. Zell-affirm, Mr. Berry-reverse, Mr. Thomas-affirm, Mr. Massonne-affirm, Mr. Bockoski-affirm.

5. Plan Director’s Report: Mr. Zawadzki summary of report for July 2025 is as follows: Permit revenue for July 2025
was $6551, YTD of $29927. Compared to 2024, $7331 and $32388 for YTD. This is a monthly decrease of $780, and
YTD decrease of $2461. Permits issued were 18, 10 in city limits with zero new homes, 8 in township with 2 new
homes. Expected costs of projects is $3135342,

[o

Chairperson’s Report: Chairman Bockoski thanked the members for carrying on until he arrived and thank you to
Mr. Berry for handling.

7. Legal Counsel’s Report: Mr. Culp stated the Town did approve the rezone for Estridge Homes on Tuesday night. The
process will continue, the county will provide the utilities as they are in the township. They reduced the number of
homes from 184 to 170. Very contentious meeting with strong feelings on both sides. Drainage improvements in area
will be made by Estridge as well as road changes for blisters.
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Mr. Zell asked about water. Mr. Culp stated the town will be closing soon on property, however, have to pass the final
tests. According to IDEM the testing can only be done when the utility owns the property. Then can proceed with water

treatment plant. Mr. Zell questioned how far the Hamilton County Utility District goes up 236th? Are there plans to go further
east? Mr. Culp stated his understanding is they do not intend to go further east than Cammack.

8. Board Member Comments: Mr. Zell stated he does not like meetings like tonight. Would like to see ordinance
tweaking to prevent/clarify. Mr. Culp explained next steps for the petitioner.

9. NextPlanned Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting:
September 18th, 2025

10. Adjournment:
Mr. Massonne made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Berry second. All present in favor,
|

Chairman: (\t(’ & \%
~

Location:

Cicero Town Hall
70 N Byron Street
Cicero, IN 46034

Terms:

Scott Bockoski — Council President Appointment — Term 01/01/2024 — 12/31/2027
Mike Berry — Council President Appointment — Term 01/01/2024 — 12/31/2027
Harrison Massone — Council President Appointment — Term 01/01/2022 — 12/31/2025
Mark Thomas — Plan Commission Appointment — Term 01/01/2024 — 12/31/2027
Steve Zell = Council Appointment — Term 01/01/2022 — 12/31/2025
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