






Good afternoon.  I am Martha Murray and I live at 2035 Cedar Point Road and own the 
property at 2107 (or 2037) Cedar Point Road which is next to one of the properties effected by 
the Site Review Application before the Sandusky Planning Commission today.


First, I will say that I love Cedar Point.  I love hearing the rollercoasters in the summer and very 
much appreciate their involvement with my city.  I also love Sandusky as I have lived here most 
of my life (and on the same road).  I have dedicated much of my adult life to the betterment of 
different sectors of our community.  I will also say that both Cedar Point, namely Mr. McClure, 
and the city planning department, namely Mr. Voltz and Ms. Byington, have been very willing to 
discuss the plans for this project with me for the last 4 months.


These discussions led me on a journey in which I have learned about zoning and easements, 
about plats and the very beginning of Cedar Point and the Wyandot Indians and subdivisions 
that went nowhere, and about people such as George Boeckling and George Rouse that 
created the Cedar Point Amusement park that we know and love.  In some of the research, I 
even found that my father, a local attorney, had written a memorandum for the Cedar Point 
Property Owners about the last time the Cedar Point parking lot was increased in size and the 
zoning was changed and the traffic flow for residents was altered.


Today, however, I have asked to address the Planning Commission because I am concerned 
about the process that occurred preceding this application for Site Plan Approval for parking 
and drive alterations.  I am concerned because the project was over 80% complete before site 
approval was requested.  I am concerned because the 4 conditions given for approval all effect 
the property on which I live in some way.


I do not profess to know or understand zoning, however, when I read the zoning ordinances I 
see some that protect residential districts as I live in (1129) and others that protect business 
districts and to encourage development (1133).  There, of course, is where many conflicts lie.


The approval of site plans with off-street parking has many requirements that are stated in the 
zoning ordnance (1149) and in the Application for site plan approval.  The filing deadline is also 
listed in the application and is 4 weeks prior to the Planning Commission meeting.


The site preparation on this project began in December with cutting down of many years old 
trees.  I first met with Mr. McClure in late December at which time he kindly shared Cedar 
Point’s preliminary plans.  I sent a few emails in January asking several questions and requests 
to which he answered fairly but not always in the affirmative.  


At that time, concerned there would be a zoning change on residential property, I contacted Mr. 
Voltz in the planning department and asked if they were aware that Cedar Point had started on 
their project and whether they were requesting rezoning.  In the next few weeks, I learned that 
Cedar Point did not have finalized plans but that they had altered the location of the access 
road some which allayed some of my concerns.  There was much back and forth about the 
easements on Cedar Point Road and, therefore, the reason for the condition on this application 
that Cedar Point either put a similar easement on the new access road at least in part and/or 
replat the parcel on which the road now sits.  I do not know why this has not occurred.


On February 21, before Cedar Point announced the improved traffic flow (still without site 
approval), I met in person with Mr. McClure and Mr. Dangler and talked about the temporary 
parking they wanted, landscaping, fencing and lighting.  They were very kind to agree with me 
on the fencing, in particular.  However, now I understand that these plans are also part of the 
conditions for approval.




At this point, I assumed everyone would get things together and, at least, be present at the 
March Planning Commission meeting.  However, I finally heard on March 24 that plans had 
been received for Site Plan approval. I learned a week later that no landscaping plan or lighting 
plan had been included.


We all want to be good neighbors and community partners.  It is, however, hard to understand 
a project that has been ongoing since at least January now just seeking site approval and  
without many of the requirements which are required by the application.  In conversations and 
emails with Cedar Point, I understand that at the time there was a time crunch.  I also 
understand, in my conversations with the Planning department, they requested documents for 
at least 6 weeks before they were submitted.


Neither of these situations are acceptable.  Time lines are important.  Development is 
important.  In the future, I hope everyone involved can do better for the citizens of Sandusky.


In addition, because this has been central to the discussion about temporary parking and what 
“temporary” means as well as how it exists on a residentially zoned lot, I suggest that the 
Planning Department look at its zoning ordinances for parking and create a category for 
temporary parking.  



