
    AGENDA 
 

THE HAMILTON COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
Room 805, County Administration Building 

138 East Court Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

______________________ 
 

FEBRUARY 5, 2015 
______________________ 

 
Administrative Session – 12:30 PM 

Public Hearing – 1:00 PM 
Development Review Session – immediately following Public Hearing 

 
David Okum, Vice-Chairperson/Presiding Officer 

 
1. ADMINISTRATIVE SESSION 

SESSION CALLED TO ORDER 
ROLL CALL OF COMMISSIONERS 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS: 

A. ADM05: Disposition of Minutes, January 8, 2015 Regular Meeting 
B. ADM06: RPC Financial Report 
 

PROGRAM REPORTS: 
Zoning Services  Systems / Data Products  
Planning Partnership  Community Planning 
Community Development OKI Board of Trustees 
Other Reports 

 
2. PUBLIC HEARING (1:00 PM) 

SESSION CALLED TO ORDER 

LAND USE PLAN: 
 
A. NAME: LUP Miami 2015-01; Land Use Plan Update 
 REQUEST: To consider adoption of the 2014 Miami Township Land Use Plan Update 
 INITIATED BY: Miami Township Board of Trustees 

  LOCATION: Miami Township 
 
3. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SESSION (immediately following Public Hearing) 

SESSION CALLED TO ORDER 

COUNTY ZONING MAP AMENDMENT: 
 

A. NAME: Harrison 2015-01; Harrison Avenue Car Lot Expansion 
 REQUEST: From: A SPI-SC Residence 
   To: EE SPI-SC Planned Retail 
 PURPOSE: To demolish a residence and expand an adjacent auto sales display area 
 APPLICANT: James Ritter, Professional Design Associates (applicant); TT Projects LLC/Marilyn 

Bourquein (owner 
 LOCATION: 9902 Harrison Avenue, north of the intersection of Old Harrison Avenue and Harrison 

Avenue (Book 560, Page 50, Parcel 42 & 128) 
 
TOWNSHIP ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT: 
 
A. NAME: Delhi ZC2015-02; Text Amendments 
 REQUEST: To amend the Delhi Township Zoning Resolution to replace Article 14 – Parking and 

Loading Regulations and Article 31 – Signs with new versions of each article and to 
include other minor amendments to other sections of the Resolution 

 PURPOSE: To replace existing parking and signage chapters with new parking and signage chapters, 
including new regulations and graphics, and to include other minor changes to definitions 
and references. 

 INITIATED BY: Delhi Township Zoning Commission 
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B. NAME: Symmes 2015-01; Text Amendments 
 REQUEST: To amend the Symmes Township Zoning Resolution to revise Article 3 – Definitions, 

Article 5 – General Provisions, Article 14 – Parking and Loading Regulations, and Article 
35 – Conditional Uses 

 PURPOSE: To revise the language and regulation of residential facilities within Symmes Township to 
be consistent with the language of the Ohio Revised code including definitions, permitted 
locations, and dispersion of such facilities. 

 INITIATED BY: Symmes Township Board of Trustees 
 
C. NAME: Symmes 2015-02; Text Amendments 
 REQUEST: To amend the Symmes Township Zoning Resolution ot revise Article 25 – Enforcement 

and Article 28 – Violations and Penalties 
 PURPOSE: To revise language of the enforcement and zoning violation penalties sections to be 

consistent with the enforcement rules and procedures of the Hamilton County Municipal 
Court for administration of zoning citations in Symmes Township. 

 INITIATED BY: Symmes Township Board of Trustees 
 

3. ADJOURNMENT 
 
NOTE: Individuals with disabilities requiring special accommodations to participate in or attend any meeting or hearing should call the Planning & 
Development Department at 946-4550 seven days prior to the meeting. 
 

>>>>FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON ANY AGENDA ITEM, PLEASE CALL 946-4550<<<< 
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ANNUAL MEETING
Friday March 27, 2015
11:00 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.  
Lunch Provided

Cooper Creek at the Blue Ash Golf Course
4040 Cooper Road, Cinti., OH 45241
Augusta Room

11:00 a.m.   Registration
11:30 a.m.   Lunch
11:45 a.m.   Program

Free Parking 

Keynote Speaker:
Michael Garfield
COO of Mercy Health in Cincinnati
Topic:
Healthcare, Planning & Public Health:
the Mercy Health Perspective

Registration Deadline
Tuesday March 11, 2014

No charge for official Planning Partnership
Representatives.
$30 for all others and general public.
Fee includes lunch buffet

Checks can be made payable to:
Hamilton County Regional Planning Commission
Please note that we no longer accept credit cards

No reservations will be accepted at the door
RSVP in advance to:  
http://www.hamiltoncountyohio.gov/pd/calendar.asp

Jay Springer
jay.springer@hamilton-co.org
(513) 946-4459

if needed,  an invoice can be provided.

Agenda:

11:00 a.m.     Registration & Networking
11:30 a.m.     Buffet Lunch
11:45 a.m.     WELCOME
11:50 a.m.     Call Meeting to Order
                         Pledge of Allegiance
                         Roll Call of Representatives
                         Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting
PRESENTATIONS
12:00 p.m.     Keynote Speaker - Michael Garfield
1:00 p.m.        Annual Report of the Planning Partnership
                         & RPC
NEW BUSINESS
1:15 p.m.        Election of Officers
1:20 p.m.        Frank F. Ferris II Planning Award
1:25 p.m.        Closing Remarks
1:30 p.m.        Adjourn

Cooper Road

Pl
ai

n
fie

ld
 R

o
ad

Page 15 of 133



 Page 16 of 133



  2015 NOMINATION FORM   

 

Criteria Role of Local Planning Commissions or Committees 

How and when was the affected population brought into the planning process for this initiative? 
Effectiveness/Results  
How has the submission addressed the need or problem that prompted its initiation?  
Location  
Is the nominated plan located within Hamilton County?  
Completion within the past calendar year  
Was the plan completed during the last 12 months?  

How did the local planning commission or committee play a significant role in the planning process?
How does the success of this effort increase recognition of the planning commission/committee’s
role in the planning process?  
Public Participation  
To what extent did the public participate in the effort?  How far did the effort go to solicit input from 
those who historically have been left out of the planning process?  How has the nominated effort gained 
support and acceptance from the public sector?  

Frank F. Ferris II Community Planning Awards  

Encouraging excellence in planning has been a role of the Hamilton County Regional Planning
Commission since its inception.  The Frank F. Ferris II Community Planning Awards honor local 
planning commissions and planning committees that demonstrate excellence in the development and 
implementation of plans.  

Each year’s award winners offer proof that the leadership and partnership of local planning commissions 
and planning committees help create great communities. We invite you to participate in the celebration 
of the best in planning in Hamilton County by nominating a local planning commission or planning 
committee whose efforts have contributed to the elevation of planning principles, greater awareness of
the value of planning, and improved quality of life.  

AWARD CATEGORIES  

1. Development of a Plan  
A plan that is a significant advancement to the science and art of planning.  Entries may include, but are
not limited to, comprehensive plans and specialized plans such as: housing plans, capital improvement 
plans, environmental/resource conservation plans, park and recreation plans, transportation plans,
development plans, reuse or redevelopment plans, and economic development plans. 
 
 
  

Collaboration  

Public Sector  
Was the planning commission or committee appointed by the local governing body?  

2. Implementation of a Plan  
Implementation is a significant advancement to the cause of planning.  This category emphasizes
results and demonstrates how a project, program, or tool implemented a plan.  Entries may include
such things as regulations and codes, growth management guidelines or ordinances, acquisition
efforts, public and private partnerships, or tax abatement initiatives. 
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Criteria Role of Local Planning Commission or Committee  

How did the local planning commission or committee play a significant role in the planning process? 
How does the success of this effort increase recognition of the planning commission/committee’s role 
In the planning process?  
Collaboration  
To what extent did collaboration between leadership and competing interests lead to implementation?  
Effectiveness/Results  
How have these results made a difference in the lives of the people affected?  
Location  
Is the nominated project located in Hamilton County?  
Completion within the past calendar year  
Was the submission the result of a project, program, or tool that was implemented during the last  
12 months?  
Public Sector  
Was the planning commission or committee appointed by the local governing body?  

DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSIONS IS THURSDAY FEBRUARY 26, 2015 

The Regional Planning Commission will vote on a winner on March 5, 2015. The winner will be 
recognized at the Planning Partnership Annual Meeting on March 27, 2015 at Cooper Creek Event 
Center. 

To nominate a project for the Frank F. Ferris II Planning Awards  

Please submit 2 copies of the following application and include a one page brief description (with graphics 
if possible) of the nominated project telling why you feel it warrants recognition based on the award criteria. 

Planning Commission/Committee (Nominee): _____________________________________________________  

Contact Person: _____________________________________________________________________________  

Address: ___________________________________________________________________________________  

Phone: _______________________________FAX: _________________________________________________  

Nominations and Questions can be directed to:  

Jay Springer  
Hamilton County Regional Planning Commission  
138 East Court Street, Room 801 Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

946-4459 FAX 
946-4475  
jay.springer@hamilton-co.org  
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Page 1 
  
 
 
 STAFF REPORT 

 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION ON FEB 05, 2015

  

LAND USE PLAN  
CASE: 

 
LUP MIAMI 2015-01 

LAND USE PLAN UPDATE 
 

 
REQUEST: 

 
To consider adoption of the 2014 Miami Township Land Use Plan Update 

 
INITIATED BY: 

 
Miami Township Board of Trustees 

 
TOWNSHIP  
LAND USE PLAN 
HISTORY: 

 
 
• Miami Township Land Use Policy and Strategy Plan adopted:    4/27/1993 
• Latest Land Use Plan Update adopted:       9/03/2009 

 
LOCATION: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Miami Township, Hamilton County 
 

 
 STAFF  
 RECOMMENDATION: 

 
 
ADOPTION of the 2014 Miami Land Use Plan Update 
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BACKGROUND: The Miami Township Land Use Policy and Strategy Plan was adopted in April 

1993 as an effort to address forecasted growth within the unincorporated areas of 
the Township. The Township’s main points of focus were preserving its rural 
character, improving its capital facilities, extending its zoning, diversifying its tax 
base, and coordinating with adjacent incorporated areas in planning activity. 
 
The most recent land use plan adoption was considered current through 
September 2014, at which point another five-year review of the document’s text 
and maps was necessary as per HCRPC bylaws. The review process began in 
September with primary involvement from the Miami Township Trustees, Land 
Use Planning Committee, and HCRPC staff. HCRPC staff was contracted by the 
Township to help facilitate events, create maps, and provide technical guidance as 
necessary. Following meetings, an open house, and a public hearing, the Trustees 
approved the final land use plan update on December 29. 
 
Recent development trends in the Township have not required considerable 
updates to the plan’s text. The Trustees and committee felt that the existing 
document is still relevant to the desired future of the Township. However, Miami 
Township has proposed additional language concerning the Bridgetown Road / 
Shady Lane area to reflect a growing commercial presence. The plan’s maps have 
also been adjusted to convey changes in land use and to align everything with 
current jurisdictional boundaries. 
 

 
TOWNSHIP FINDINGS  
AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Miami Township has recommended updating the plan to show desired land uses 
as well as fix discrepancies between jurisdictional boundaries and geographic 
extents of the land use plan. The most substantial update to the document is the 
section outlining the plan for Bridgetown Road near its intersection with Shady 
Lane. The area has developed as the primary commercial center for the Township 
which now includes a strip center and gas station along with stores and offices. 
 
While it is the desire of the Township to keep a residential character in the area 
through architectural and design standards, it does see benefit in promoting local-
scale commercial development to serve the surrounding community. Recently 
vacated land along Bridgetown Road across from Jandaracres Drive (where 
Miami Heights School was located) offers an opportunity for more commercial 
uses. Rather than waiting for development pressures to incrementally affect the 
single-family homes between the existing Shady Lane / Bridgeton Road retail 
area and the prospective Jandaracres Drive / Bridgetown Road retail area, the 
Township has decided to take a proactive approach to define a coordinated 
general retail area. 
 
As such, an addendum was added to the existing text of the land use plan to guide 
commercial expansion and prevent haphazard development. The new text 
contains several strategies that apply to the whole Bridgetown Road focus area, 
including already existing retail property. A land use plan map was also added to 
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LUP AMENDMENTS and FINDINGS 
Miami Township Land Use Plan Update 

 February 5, 2015 

 
 
 
Notes: 
1) Before any land use plan amendment is adopted by the Regional Planning Commission, the Commission must make a specific finding that one 

or more of the following apply, and such finding shall be recorded in the minutes and records of the Regional Planning Commission: 
a) That major changes of an economic, physical, or social nature have occurred within the planning area which were not anticipated in the 

adopted plan which have substantially altered the basic character of the area; or 
b) That new information not available when the plan was adopted substantially altered the basis or rationale for a portion of the plan; or 
c) That major changes have occurred outside the planning area which have rendered parts of the plan unrealistic or unattainable; or 
d) That detailed sub-area plans have revealed the need for a plan amendment; or 
e) That the plan or part thereof was inappropriate or improper when adopted and that a sufficient basis exists for admission of a mistake or 

need for change in adopted plans or policies 
2) One of the following rationales is also is also used for justification of any recommended changes. 

Rationale for Recommendations (R): 
1. Existing land use or zoning district allows uses and intensity that would be incompatible with limited lot size or other site constraints 
2. Existing land use or zoning district allows uses and intensity that would be incompatible with and detrimental to adjacent and nearby uses. 
3. Existing land use or zoning district allows uses and intensity that, by itself or through cumulative effects, would be inconsistent with or 

undermine critical elements of the Land Use Plan. 
4. Existing land use or zoning district creates undesirable potential for inappropriate redevelopment (on site) to more intensive uses since the 

district is more permissive than required for existing other appropriate and reasonable uses. 
5. Existing land use or zoning district creates undesirable land use patterns since the district, being excessively restrictive, would not enable 

appropriate development alternatives. 
6. Existing land use or zoning district creates undesirable potential for inappropriate zone amendments (off-site) for higher intensity 

development since the district is excessively permissive compared to adjacent zoning. 
7. Existing land use or zoning district lacks standards or incentive for achieving adequate development coordination with adjacent 

interrelated sites. 
8. Existing land use or zoning district lacks standards for allowing reasonable alternative land uses and achieving transitional uses that will 

effectively terminate the spread of higher intensity uses and conserve adjacent desirable land uses. 
9. Existing zoning district is generally appropriate. 
10. Existing land use or intensity is generally appropriate. 
11. Existing land use or intensity is generally inappropriate 

 

Area 
Land Use Plan Land Use Plan Findings (1) Rationale for 

Recommendations 
(R) Adopted Proposed A B C D E 

Bridgetown Road / Shady Lane 
Single Family Residence; 
Transitional Mixed Use; 
Public, Semi-Public, Inst 

Neighborhood Retail; 
Green Space X X  X  R5; R7 

Northern Miami Township 

Rural Residence; 
Single Family Residence; 
Transitional Residence; 

Heavy Industry; 
Light Industry; 

Public, Semi-Public, Inst; 
Green Space 

Rural Residence; 
Single Family Residence; 
Multi-Family Residence; 

Heavy Industry 
Light Industry; 

Public, Semi-Public, Inst; 
Green Space 

 X  X  R2 

Mitchell Memorial Forest 
Rural Residence; 

Single Family Residence; 
Public, Semi-Public, Inst 

Rural Residence; 
Single Family Residence; 
Public, Semi-Public, Inst 

 X    R11 
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2011 AERIAL OF BRIDGETOWN RD / SHADY LN
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EXISTING LAND USE PLAN MAP – BRIDGETOWN RD / SHADY LN 
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PROPOSED LAND USE PLAN MAP – BRIDEGTOWN RD / SHADY LN
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PROPOSED LAND USE PLAN TEXT ADDITION 
 

ADDENDUM 1- BRIDGETOWN ROAD/SHADY LANE AREA 
 

1.4 AREA SUMMARY 
 
The Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane Area Plan is part of the 2014 Miami Land Use Plan Update which began in 
September 2014 and was completed in November 2014. The Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane Area is the primary 
retail center in the unincorporated portion of Miami Township. Retail structures in this area date from the 1950s 
(existing pharmacy building). Substantial residential growth has fueled increased demand for retail resulting in 
the construction of a strip center (updated in 2000), bank (1991), convenience store/gas station (1993), 
automotive uses (1966, 1981) and conversion of residencies to office uses. A school district consolidation 
project yielded a developable parcel to the north of the existing retail area. The site on Bridgetown Road east of 
Jandaracres Drive created an opportunity to expand the retail area to meet existing and future demand, diversify 
Township land uses and enhance the quality of life of Township residents.  
 

1.2  STUDY AREA 
 
The study area includes all property having frontage on Bridgetown Road from Jandaracres Drive, to 7525 
Bridgetown Road. The study area also includes property on Shady Lane between Bridgetown Road and Foxtrot 
Drive.  
 
It is the intent of this plan to create a defined retail area that will not see further expansion in the future. If in the 
future there is a market for additional commercially zoned property, the Township will consider the creation of 
a new area rather than the extension of the Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane Area to avoid creating a commercial 
strip along Bridgetown Road. 
 

1.3  AREA STRATEGIES 
 
The overall concept of the Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane Area Plan is to preserve the residential character of 
the area while allowing low intensity commercial uses to enable appropriate development alternatives.  
 
The portion of the Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane Area between Jandaracres Drive and the existing retail uses at 
the Shady Lane intersection will likely transition from primarily residential uses to retail as they experience 
development pressure from the existing retail area at Shady Lane and the existing office designated properties at 
Bridgetown Road and Jandaracres Drive. The strategy to maintain the residential character of the area, 
mentioned above, does not reflect a desire to encourage single-family home conversion to commercial use. 
Rather, developments in this portion of the area should include new construction that maintains a residential 
character. Due to the small size and limited depth of the majority of properties in this section of the area, new 
developments should also include the consolidation of several parcels to provide enough space so that they can 
be adequately buffered from existing residential uses. In addition to these considerations, commercial 
developments throughout the area should be consistent with the following: 
 

1. Provide streetscape landscaping that meets or exceeds the requirements of the Hamilton County Zoning 
Resolution along Bridgetown Road and additional landscaping along secondary residential streets to 
achieve a transition from Bridgetown Road to the front yard setbacks of adjacent residential homes. 

2. Provide additional buffering for single-family homes behind development parcels fronting on 
Bridgetown Road, including consideration of landscaped mounding, privacy fencing, and/or additional 
landscaping.  
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3. Building materials, roof styles, and building orientations should be consistent with the residential 
character of other existing developments in the Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane Area (i.e. brick facades 
with stone, stucco or wood/vinyl used for architectural details only, pitched roofs, façade variations and 
articulations, and entrances oriented towards Bridgetown Road or Shady Lane)  

4. Access easements should be provided, where feasible, between compatible developments in the area to 
enable connection of parking areas and to limit the number of curb-cuts. 

5. Sidewalks should be constructed along the west side of Bridgetown Road to connect to the existing 
sidewalks on Jandaracres and at the Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane intersection. 

6. Signage should be limited to one ground-mounted sign per development with a maximum of 50 square 
feet in area and 12 feet in height and where a landscape area is provided around the base of the sign.  

7. Generally, larger, more intense commercial development sites (i.e. sites more than 1 acre, buildings 
greater than 10,000 square feet, Floor Area Ratio higher than 30%) should be encouraged to provide 
greater amounts of open space, landscaped drainage areas and landscaped islands within parking lots 
rather than maximizing the amount of building and parking area on the site.  

8. Smaller developments (i.e. sites smaller than 20,000 square feet, lots narrower than 100 feet in width, 
developments containing fewer than 4,000 square feet of building area) are not encouraged in the area 
and consideration should be given to consolidating parcels and potential development proposals to 
encourage larger redevelopment sites.  

9. The conversion of single family residences for multi-family or retail use should be discouraged and 
conversion of single-family homes for office use should only be considered where two or more parcels 
are included in a development site with a consolidated access plan to provide for reduced curb cuts onto 
Bridgetown Road.  

10. Large expanses of parking area and lots that include more parking spaces than the minimum number 
required by the Zoning Resolution should be strongly discouraged. Stormwater best management 
practices such as filter strips, bio infiltration swales, tree infiltration beds, etc. should be used to 
breakup large expanses of parking spaces. 

11. The appropriateness of any use other than single family should be considered only after submittal of a 
landscape buffer plan that adequately screens the detrimental impacts of commercial uses and related 
vehicular use areas if the proposed use will abut a single family use or zone district. Such review should 
occur only through the Planned Unit Development process. The development plan should provide for 
coordinated development of parcels adjacent to the existing retail center at Bridgetown Road and Shady 
Lane and the office designated properties at Bridgetown Road and Jandaracres Drive to avoid 
leapfrogging existing single family parcels. 
 

 
These characteristics can be achieved through implementation of zoning amendments consistent with the above 
strategy statements and the specific land use recommendations depicted graphically on the Land Use Plan Map 
found at the end of this Section. 
 
Due to the potentially changing nature of the Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane Area, the township may consider 
the completion of a detailed area study for this area in the future. Such study, if completed, should be consulted 
as part of the review for any development within the Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane Area.  
 

1.4  CERTIFICATE OF PLAN ADOPTION 
 
The final stage in the approval process is Hamilton County Regional Planning Commission adoption of land use 
plans. The Certificate of Plan Adoption for the Miami Township Land Use Plan Update – 2014, including the 
Bridgetown Road/Shady Lane Area Plan, is on file at the offices of the Hamilton County Regional Planning 
Commission. 
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 STAFF REPORT 

 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION ON FEBRUARY 5, 2015 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE RURAL ZONING COMMISSION ON FEBRUARY 19, 2015 
 

 
ZONE 
AMENDMENT 
CASE: 
 

 
HARRISON 2015-01 
HARRISON AVENUE CAR LOT EXPANSION 
  

 
REQUEST: 

 
FROM: “A SPI-SC” Residence 
TO: “EE SPI-SC” Planned Retail 

 
PURPOSE: 

 
To demolish a residence and expand an adjacent auto sales display area 

 
APPLICANT: 

 
James Ritter, Professional Design Associates (applicant); TT Projects LLC/Marilyn 
Bourquein (owner) 

 
LOCATION: 

 
Harrison Township:  9902 Harrison Avenue, north of the intersection of Old 
Harrison Avenue and Harrison Avenue (Book 560, Page 50, Parcels 42 & 128) 

 
SITE 
DESCRIPTION: 

 
Tract Size: 

 
0.53 acres (net) 

Frontage: 125 feet on Old Harrison Avenue 
Topography: Flat 
Existing Dvlpmt: Single-family residence 

 
SURROUNDING 
CONDITIONS: 

 
 

 
ZONE 

 
LAND USE 

North: “B-4” (City of Harrison) and 
“A SPI-SC” Residence 

Interstate 74 

South: “A SPI-SC” Residence Undeveloped 
East: “A SPI-SC” Residence Single-family 

West: “E SPI-SC” Retail Hirlinger Used Cars 
 
ZONING 
JURISDICTION: 

 
 
Hamilton County Commissioners 

 
SUMMARY OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 
 
APPROVAL with Conditions 
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PROPOSED USE: The applicant is proposing to use an existing single-family home site for the purpose 
of expanding the existing auto sales display area on the adjacent commercial site to 
the west (Hirlinger Used Cars- 9912 Harrison Avenue).  A 45-space parking lot has 
been proposed with one driveway onto Old Harrison Avenue.  A 30-foot cross-
access easement proposed to the property to the south to provide future cross-access 
should the adjacent site redevelop as commercial in the future.  Two 15-foot tall, 
double-mounted pole lights have been proposed on 3-foot concrete bases within the 
parking lot.  A 4-foot chain link fence has been proposed behind the streetscape 
buffer along the front row of parking along Old Harrison to connect to the existing 
chain link fence on the site to the west and a 6-foot vinyl privacy fence has been 
proposed behind the boundary buffer along the eastern property line.  No signage 
has been proposed and the impervious surface ratio for the site would be 71%. 

 
ZONING PETITION 
HISTORY: 

 
The site is part of a SPI overlay district that was approved in 2003. The SPI district 
designation provides special regulations for development that occurs within its area.  

 
STAFF REVIEW 
CONFERENCE: 

 
A Public/Staff Review Conference was held at 7:00 pm on November 20, 2014, at 
the Harrison Township Civic Center.  The meeting was attended by the property 
owner, civil engineer, township officials, and the two adjacent residents to the south.  
Issues raised at the meeting included the southern boundary buffer, existing trees to 
be cleared, privacy fencing, right-of-way dedication, and lighting concerns. 

  
  
ANALYSIS: Land Use Plan Consistency 

 
Applicable Policies and Recommendations:  The Regional Planning Commission 
has an adopted a Land Use Plan for Harrison Township.  The adoption and review 
history of the Plan is as follows: 
 

• RPC Initial Adoption:     February 2001 
• Last Land Use Plan Update Approved:   December 2012 
 
Findings: 
• The Harrison Township Land Use Plan Map designates the site as “Planned 

Mixed Use Employment Area”, which is defined as developments containing 
some combination of office, retail, light industrial or compatible uses developed 
with a consistent theme and containing architectural, landscape, streetscape, 
and signage standards.  Typically a campus-style planned development with 
multiple uses that are created in separate buildings or within single buildings, 
sharing a common image and circulation system. 

• The proposal is an orderly expansion of an adjacent existing retail use, is not at 
a scale that would allow for a campus-style development and contains no 
buildings. 

• Therefore, staff finds that the proposed planned retail zoning would be 
consistent with the adopted Land use Plan Map. 

• The Land Use Plan was completed as part of the Harrison Township 2020 
Comprehensive Plan, which contains specific Land Use Strategies for certain 
areas and sites. 
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• The proposed development is part of Site No. 30 of the Land Use Plan, which 
covers several lots between I-74 to the north and Old Harrison and Harrison 
Avenues to the south on both sides of the Dry Fork Road interchange.  The 
strategy for this area (Strategy 2) states:  “Concentrate planned mix use 
employment development south of I-74 including the area known as the Harrison 
Township Commerce Center and along Dry Fork Road north of I-74”. 

• Part of the rationale for this strategy includes increasing the tax base of existing 
commercial uses in the area to enhance community identity, services and 
facilities easily accessible to the expressway. 

• The proposed development would be an expansion of an existing used car 
dealership that currently has easy access to the expressway as it is on the 
southeast corner of the I-74/Dry Fork Road interchange.  The proposal would 
also provide ample screening from the existing residences to the east along 
Harrison and would provide cross-access to this area in accordance with the 
SPI regulations should these sites redevelop as commercial in the future.  Staff 
recommends this cross-access be required as condition of approval. 

• Therefore, staff finds that the proposal is consistent with Land Use Plan Map 
and text of the Comprehensive Plan. 

  
  
RECOMMENDED 
MOTION: 

To accept staff findings that consistency with the adopted land use plan is required 
and that the zone amendment can achieve consistency with the adopted land use 
plan. 

  
  
ANALYSIS (CONT.): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thoroughfare Plan Consistency 
 
Applicable Policies and Recommendations:  The Hamilton County Thoroughfare 
Plan designates Old Harrison Avenue as a Local Road with a required right-of-way 
of 60 feet (30 feet from centerline). 
Findings:  The site currently has 36 feet of right-of-way from centerline.  Therefore, 
no additional dedication is needed. 
 
 

Zoning Compliance 
 
The site plan meets the minimum standards of the Hamilton County Zoning 
Resolution and the “EE SPI-SC” Planned Retail Special Public Interest district, with 
the following exceptions. 
 
Section 12-6.4 – Parking Lot Interior Landscaping 
This section states that development is required to provide 286 sq. ft. of parking lot 
landscape area with a minimum of 2 canopy trees and 6 shrubs. 
Findings:  The applicant has indicated compliance with the shrub planting 
requirement within two peninsulas adjacent to the driveway but has requested that 
the two required canopy trees be waived as they would be adjacent to a drywell and 
would impede snow plowing in the rear of the site where a landscape island could 
be accommodated.  Staff recommends this requirement be met as there are other 
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areas of the site away from the drywell that could contain the required trees.  Trees 
could be added in the area of the propose shrubs alongside the driveway or within 
peninsulas in the rear or eastern row of parking.  
 
Section 12-7 – Outdoor Lighting 
This section states that a maximum illumination of 0.5 footcandles is permitted at all 
property lines. 
Findings:  The applicant proposed to exceed this requirement along the Old 
Harrison Avenue right-of-way to the south, western property line adjacent to the 
existing car lot, and I-74 right-of-way to the north.  Staff supports a variance to the 
western property line as the site in question and the adjacent site should be treated 
as one for the purpose of lighting as the proposed development is an expansion of 
the adjacent site.  The applicant has stated that lot has an irregular shape and that 
the proposed 1.6 footcandle level adjacent to I-74 will not be distinguishable.  
However, staff does not support a variance to the lighting requirement along either 
right-of-way because the proposal is a new development and there is no reason 
lighting cannot be modified to meet this requirement.  Staff recommends a lighting 
plan in compliance with the requirements of the Zoning Resolution along each right-
of-way be submitted as part of the Zoning Compliance Plan. 

  
  
CONCLUSION: 
 

Based on the above findings there is sufficient reason for staff to support the request.  
The proposal is consistent with the Harrison Township Land Use, Comprehensive 
Plans and Thoroughfare Plan.  With interior parking lot landscaping and lighting 
levels along each right-of-way in compliance with the Zoning Resolution, staff finds 
that the development would be appropriate in this location. 

  
 
RECOMMENDED 
MOTION: 
 

 
To find consistency with the adopted land use plan and to recommend approval of 
case Harrison 2015-01; Harrison Avenue Car Lot Expansion, a request for zone 
amendment from “A SPI-SC” Residence to “EE SPI-SC” Planned Retail subject to 
the standard covenants for planned districts and the following conditions and 
variance: 
 
Conditions: 
1. That a 30-foot access easement for future vehicular use shall be identified to the 

eastern property line to permit the adjacent property to connect through the 
subject site to Old Harrison Avenue to be effective if/when this adjacent 
property is developed as commercial. 

2. That a landscaping plan in compliance with Sections 12-6, 14-7 and 14-8 of the 
Zoning Resolution shall be submitted as part of the Zoning Compliance Plan.  

3. That a lighting plan in compliance with Section 12-7 of the Zoning Resolution 
and Variance #1 shall be submitted as part of the Zoning Compliance Plan. 

 
Variance: 
1. Section 12-7.2 – That there be no maximum illumination level on along the 

western internal property line where a maximum illumination level of 0.5 
footcandles is required. 
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SITE PHOTOS 
 

 
View northwest down Old Harrison Ave from southern property line of site 

 

 
Site in question looking north towards I-74 

 

 
Looking southeast towards adjacent residences 

 

 
Looking southwest at intersection of Old Harrison Ave and Harrison Ave

Page 40 of 133



 HCRPC Staff Report 
February 5, 2015 

PAGE 7 
 

 

Page 41 of 133



 HCRPC Staff Report 
February 5, 2015 

PAGE 8 
 

 

Page 42 of 133



 HCRPC Staff Report 
February 5, 2015 

PAGE 9 
 

SITE PLAN 
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LIGHTING PLAN 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION ON FEBRUARY 5, 2015 
 

TEXT 
AMENDMENT 
CASE: 

 
 
DELHI ZC2015-02 

TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 
 

 
 
 
INITIATED BY: 

 
 
 
Delhi Township Zoning Commission 
 

 
 
REQUEST: 

 
 
To amend the Delhi Township Zoning Resolution to replace Article 14 – Parking 
and Loading Regulations and Article 31 – Signs with new versions of each article 
and to include other minor amendments to other sections of the Resolution 
 
 

 
PURPOSE: 

 
To replace existing parking and signage chapters with new parking and signage 
chapters, including new regulations and graphics, and to include other minor 
changes to definitions and references   
 
 

 
 
SUMMARY OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 
 
APPROVAL  
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PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT: 

 
The Township is proposing to amend the Zoning Resolution to provide new parking 
and signage regulations, reorganize existing parking and signage regulations, adjust 
the definition of shopping center, and fix references within the code.  These text 
amendments were initiated by the Delhi Township Zoning Commission on January 
21, 2015 and submitted to RPC for review the following day.  The proposed 
amendments, attached at the end of the report, indicate that the entire parking and 
signage chapters of the Zoning Resolution are being removed and replaced.  
However, the actual changes mostly include reorganizing existing language from 
both chapters. 
 
The substantive changes to the parking chapter include addition of applicability 
standards, alternative parking options, streetscape buffer requirements, maintenance 
requirements, access management regulations, bicycle parking requirements, 
lighting regulations, a revised table of required parking calculations, and other 
general development guidelines.  The changes to the signage chapter include 
applicability standards, reorganization and simplification of signage regulations in 
various commercial and industrial districts, measurement rules, lists of signs 
permitted without a permit and prohibited in all districts, reduction of the permitted 
pylon sign height from 45 feet to 25 feet in all commercial and industrial districts, 
and other general construction and maintenance standards.   

  
  
ANALYSIS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The staff of the Regional Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed text 
amendments and finds that generally, the proposed amendments would be an 
improvement to the existing regulations.  Staff has also identified several issues 
identified below.   
 
Findings for Article 14 – Parking and Loading Regulations 

• Sections 142-1 (E) & (F) create new streetscape buffer requirements along 
all frontages and continue a requirement for screening along property lines 
adjacent to residential districts.  The addition of a specific streetscape buffer 
requirement would be an improvement over existing regulations.  However, 
there are no specifics as to type or amount of landscaping required in either 
buffer area, in addition to other mentions of landscape requirements 
elsewhere in the article.  The streetscape buffer includes a list that allows 
grass or other materials.  This could result in the argument that grass is all 
that is required to be considered a landscaped area.  In addition, since these 
requirements are in the parking chapter, they would only apply to screening 
for parking lots specifically.  The township may want to pursue the creation 
of a separate streetscape and boundary buffer chapter that could include 
specific buffering requirements and clarify required buffer locations.   

• Section 142-6 (C) and 142-8 relate to outdoor dining/seating areas and 
dumpsters.  Both of these are generally considered as accessory uses rather 
than parking and loading uses.  Outdoor seating is generally located adjacent 
to a building and not within a parking lot and dumpster enclosures are 
generally considered as structures not related to the requirements for parking 
lots.  Both of these uses would better be placed in a new Accessory Use 
article or included in the existing General Provisions article.   
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• Section 143-6 (B) creates “Other Eligible Alternatives” for the required 
number of off-street parking spaces.  However, the language of this section 
allows the zoning inspector to permit alternatives to the provision of required 
off street parking spaces if the applicant demonstrates that the proposed 
parking plan “would do at least as good a job” of accomplishing a list of  
goals that would otherwise result from strict compliance with the required 
parking standards.  This gives the zoning inspector the ability to essentially 
grant a parking variance depending on subjective compliance with non-
specific goals.  This could open the township up to lawsuits and claims that 
the decision to grant or not grant reduced parking was made arbitrarily and 
not in accordance with any codified standards.  Delhi Township legal 
representation should review this issue specifically prior to adoption.   

• Section 143-7 (E) (v) states that the township may require the owner of a 
property to provide acceleration and/deceleration lanes where such 
improvements are necessary.  It is questionable whether or not the township 
has the authority to unilaterally require off-site improvements within public 
rights-of-way.  This is a power generally left to the discretion of the 
Hamilton County Engineer to enforce as part of the traffic impact study 
review and approval process.  Township legal representation should also 
review this issue prior to adoption. 
 

Findings for Article 31 – Signs 
• Section 313-1 (C) states that the sign area for a sign with more than one face 

shall be computed by adding together the area of all sign faces.  However, 
the standard for measurement of signs states that the area is calculated per 
side for a two sided sign. The intent of this section should be clarified. 

• Section 316-6 in the list of prohibited signs states:  “Off-premises signs, 
unless otherwise expressly permitted.  Billboards are permitted per ORC.”  
The existing code states that Outdoor Advertising is considered a business 
use and permitted in the retail and industrial districts.  However, there is no 
mention of outdoor advertising in these specific articles or in the sign 
chapter.  There are currently no regulations for the maximum height, area, or 
spacing of billboards.  The inclusion of the language proposed above for this 
new section would also not include any regulations for billboards.  The 
township may want to consider adoption of specific standards for the 
regulation of billboards in the future, including maximum size, area, and 
minimum spacing requirements to prevent the continued over concentration 
of these uses.   

• Section 318-1 (C) (ii) states that one monument sign may be permitted for 
any nonresidential use in a residential zoning district.  This language was 
most likely intended to permit signs for churches, schools, and other 
permitted institutional uses.  However, as it reads, the section may also be 
used by nonconforming businesses in residential districts to argue that they 
too can erect new monument signs as they could be included in “any 
nonresidential use.” 

• Section 318-2 (B) includes the permitted wall signs for nonresidential 
districts.  However, no maximum size or calculation for permitted wall 
signage is included in this section.  This appears to be a mistake as maximum 
size is currently included in the existing code. 
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• Sections 318-2 (C) & (D) include provisions for monument signs and pole 
signs in nonresidential districts.  However, the way these sections are 
written, they may mistakenly indicate that one monument sign and one pole 
sign are permitted where the intent is to allow one or the other.  The existing 
sign regulations clearly state that a pole sign may be permitted as an 
alternative to a permitted monument sign.  Similar language should be 
included to clarify the intent of one sign per property. 

• The above sections also indicate lighting that employs “motion or 
intermittence” is permitted for monument or pole signs.  The intent of this 
language is unclear as it could allow strobe-effect lighting or could be used 
to indicate that moving images on electronic signs are permitted.  The intent 
of this language should be clarified.   

• Section 318-2 (E) indicates that directional signs may be 10 square feet in 
size.  This is large for a directional sign, as they are typically regulated at 4 
or 6 square feet in area, and it is unclear whether commercial logos are 
permitted on these signs.  There is a concern that business owners may use 
this section to allow what amounts to additional freestanding signage. 

• Section 319-2 (C) would allow temporary signs to be displayed no more than 
90 consecutive days without being removed or replaced.  Allowing the signs 
to be replaced every 90 days would allow a “temporary” sign to be located 
on a premises continually as long as it is replaced every 90 days.   

• Section 320-2 states that the Township “shall remove or cause to be 
removed” any sign from the public right-of-way.  There are two issues with 
this section.  First, the legality of the township removing signs from the 
right-of-way should specifically be reviewed by township legal 
representation.  Second, nonconforming signs within the right-of-way are 
generally permitted to remain unless a change occurs to the sign that requires 
the sign to comply.  The intent of this section should be clarified to 
specifically exempt or include nonconforming signs from the removal 
requirement.   

• In addition to the above issues, staff also finds that the township should 
consider the addition of standards for electronic signs.  As proposed, it 
appears that electronic signs would be permitted in the retail and industrial 
districts.  However, there are no specific standards for electronic message 
centers or digital signs.  The Township may want to consider inclusion of 
clear language as to where these type of signs are permitted and standards for 
message display time, change of copy type and time limitations, maximum 
illumination, video and scrolling/movement prohibitions, auto dimming 
photocell requirements, etc.   

  
  
CONCLUSION: Generally, staff finds that the proposed text amendments would result in an 

improved set of development regulations that specifically enhance the signage and 
parking regulations.  Staff finds that the issues identified above should be reviewed 
by township staff and legal representation prior to final adoption.  However, the 
proposed amendments would be an overall improvement to the Delhi Township 
Zoning Resolution.  With this review completed prior to adoption, staff finds that 
the proposed text amendments would be appropriate.  
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STAFF REPORT 
 
 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY REGIONAL PLANNING COMM. ON FEBRUARY 5, 2015 
 

TEXT 
AMENDMENT 
CASE: 

 
 
SYMMES 2015-01 

TEXT AMENDMENTS
 
 

 
 
 
INITIATED BY: 

 
 
 
The Symmes Township Board of Trustees 
 

 
 
REQUEST: 

 
 
To amend the Symmes Township Zoning Resolution to revise Article 3 – 
Definitions, Article 5 – General Provisions, Article 14 – Parking and Loading 
Regulations, and Article 35 – Conditional Uses  
 
 

 
PURPOSE 

 
To revise the language and regulation of residential facilities within Symmes 
Township to be consistent with the language of the Ohio Revised code including 
definitions, permitted locations, and dispersion of such facilities   
 
 

 
 
SUMMARY OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 
 
 
APPROVAL  
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PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT: 

 
The Township is proposing to amend the Zoning Resolution to remove the 
existing definitions of Family Home, Group Home, and Residential Facility, 
remove references to the above from the definitions of Family and Residential 
Use, add a new Section 54.2 to address Residential Facility definitions, 
permitted locations, and dispersion requirements, change Group Home to 
Residential Facility in the parking chapter, change Group Home to Residential 
Facility meeting the larger standard of the ORC in the Conditional Use chapter, 
and remove the larger Residential Facilities from the list of allowable 
conditional uses in single-family districts.  These amendments have been 
proposed to update the language of the Zoning Resolution to conform to the 
terminology used in the Ohio Revised Code (ORC), which no longer defines 
residential facilities as either Family Homes or Group Homes, and to propose a 
1,000-foot separation between permitted Residential Facilities in accordance 
with the dispersion language of the ORC.  The proposed amendments would not 
change the way these uses are permitted in the township with the exception of 
the new spacing requirement and the removal of the larger residential facilities 
from the list of Conditional Uses in single-family zones.   

  
  
ANALYSIS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The regulation of Residential Facilities through zoning has become a somewhat 
confusing process.  While the ORC states clearly that Residential Facilities up to 
a certain number of residents must be permitted in all residential districts subject 
to the same standards as any other single-family use, and larger facilities must be 
merely permissible in multi-family zones, the differentiation between these two 
sizes depends on minor differences in the type of mental illness or disability.  As 
a result, one section of the ORC allows Residential Facilities of up to 5 residents 
to be considered as a single-family use and another section allows between 6 and 
8 residents.  Correspondingly, one section allows conditional use regulation of 
Residential Facilities between 6 and 16 residents and another between 9 and 16 
residents.   
 
Staff began working with township officials on the issue of Residential Facilities 
in 2014 at the request of several residents and at the direction of the Symmes 
Township Zoning Commission and Board of Trustees.  Township officials, in 
conjunction with staff and township legal counsel, proposed the requested 
amendments after detailed review of the existing regulations and changes to the 
ORC.  To prevent the possibility that changes to state law again affect the 
language of the Zoning Resolution, the specific definitions of these facilities 
were removed and the proposed text would now simply reference the definitions 
contained in the ORC.   
 
The proposed amendments also include two significant changes to 
administration of residential facilities.  First, there would be a spacing 
requirement of 1,000 feet between residential facilities.  This is supported by the 
dispersion language of the ORC, which permits spacing requirements to prevent 
“excessive concentration of licensed residential facilities.”  There is no specific 
distance in the ORC and there has been no clear standard defined through court 
action.  Second, the changes would remove the larger residential facilities, 
formerly known as group homes, from the list of conditional uses in all single-

Page 116 of 133



Page 117 of 133



Page 118 of 133



Page 119 of 133



Page 120 of 133



Page 121 of 133



Page 122 of 133



Page 123 of 133



Page 124 of 133



  

  

 
  

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY REGIONAL PLANNING COMM. ON FEBRUARY 5, 2015 
 

TEXT 
AMENDMENT 
CASE: 

 
 
SYMMES 2015-02 

TEXT AMENDMENTS
 
 

 
 
 
INITIATED BY: 

 
 
 
The Symmes Township Board of Trustees 
 

 
 
REQUEST: 

 
 
To amend the Symmes Township Zoning Resolution to revise Article 25 – 
Enforcement and Article 28 – Violations and Penalties 
 
 

 
PURPOSE 

 
To revise the language of the enforcement and zoning violation penalties 
sections to be consistent with the enforcement rules and procedures of the 
Hamilton County Municipal Court for administration of zoning citations in 
Symmes Township 
 
 

 
 
SUMMARY OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 
 
 
APPROVAL  
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PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT: 

 
The Township is proposing to amend the Zoning Resolution to make minor 
changes to the enforcement and zoning violation penalty sections.  The changes 
are intended to bring the zoning violation enforcement process into compliance 
with the requirements of the Hamilton County Municipal Court (Housing Court).  
The amendments include changing zoning violations from civil penalties to 
minor misdemeanors, removing the increased penalties for continued violations, 
and amending the Table of Penalties to state that violations are subject to the 
maximum fine permissible as a minor misdemeanor (currently $150).  The 
proposed amendments are necessary to allow the continued enforcement of 
zoning violations by the Municipal Court.   

  
  
ANALYSIS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Symmes Township has had Township Trustee zoning jurisdiction since 1996 but 
contracts with Hamilton County zoning staff to administer all aspects of the 
Zoning Resolution, including enforcement of zoning violations.  Zoning 
violations in Symmes Township have been handled as misdemeanor citations 
through the Hamilton County court process and since adoption of zoning in 
1996.  However, during this time the text of the Resolution referred to the 
violations as civil penalties.  During a recent review of zoning resolution 
language by court officials, this discrepancy was found and the court notified 
staff that they would no longer be able to process zoning violation citations for 
Symmes Township.  Staff met with court officials and identified the necessary 
changes to allow continued enforcement of Symmes Township zoning 
violations.   
 
Staff began working on the issue in 2014 in conjunction with township officials 
and township legal counsel.  The requested amendments were drafted after 
review of the existing regulations, enforcement procedures in other Ohio 
townships with Trustee zoning, and zoning enforcement language of the ORC.  
This review found that other townships do enforce zoning through issuance of 
minor misdemeanor citations, there is no court case history to suggest that this is 
not permissible, and the ORC does not specifically state what type of penalty is 
constituted by a zoning violation.  The proposed language would satisfy the 
court officials and would allow zoning violations to again be administered 
through Housing Court.   

  
  
CONCLUSION: Generally, staff supports the modification to the Zoning Resolution related to 

zoning enforcement.  The proposed amendments would be consistent with state 
law and would allow continued enforcement of the Symmes Township Zoning 
Resolution.  Therefore, staff finds these new regulations to be appropriate. 

  
  
RECOMMENDED 
MOTION: 

To consider approval of case Symmes 2015-02; Text Amendments, a request for 
approval of zoning text amendments to the Symmes Township Zoning 
Resolution related to zoning enforcement as initiated by the Symmes Township 
Board of Trustees. 
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