
 

 

 

AGENDA 

THE HAMILTON COUNTY RURAL ZONING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 

Room 805-B, Administration Building 

December 15, 2016 
1:00 P.M. 

Christian James, Chairman/Presiding Officer 
 

 
1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL OF COMMISSIONERS 
 
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING: November 17, 2016   
 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 
     
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

MAJOR ADJUSTMENTS 
  
 A. CASE: Green 2009-06; Mercy MOB Signs    

REQUEST: Approval of a Major Adjustment to an existing “OO” Planned Office District   
PURPOSE: To add building wall signs on two elevations of the medical office building under 
 construction on the site 
APPLICANT: Brett Oberholzer, Champlin Architecture (applicant); Mercy Hospitals West (owner) 
LOCATION: Green Township:  on the northeast corner of the North Bend and Mercy Health 
 Boulevard intersection (Book 550, Page 74, Parcel148) 

  
 B. CASE: Miami 2002-03; Legendary Ridge Monuments   

REQUEST: Approval of a Major Adjustment to an approved Planned Unit Development in an 
 existing “A PUD” Planned Unit Development District   
PURPOSE: To request a modification to the approved Zoning Compliance Plan for the addition 
 of two entrance wall signs and one decorative street sign column  
APPLICANT: Keith Niehaus, Niehaus Builders (applicant); Inverness Group Inc. and Legendary  
 Ridge (owner)  
LOCATION: Miami Township: On the northern side of Bridgetown Road, east of Legendary Ridge  
 Lane and west of St. Cloud Way (Book 570, Page 101 AND  Page 110, Parcels 190 
 & 220)  
 

 C. CASE: Miami 2006-01; Vista View PUD    
REQUEST: Approval of a Major Adjustment to an existing “A & A-2 PUD” Residence Planned 
 Unit Development District    
PURPOSE: To modify the lot layout of the subdivision to reduce the number of lots, 
 increase the open space area and modify the open space ownership  requirement 
APPLICANT: Robert G. Rothert, Abercrombie & Associates, Inc. (applicant); RBDB Investments 
 LLC (owner)  
LOCATION: Miami Township: Located approximately 2,150 ft. west of US 50  at the intersection of 

Brunsman Way and Mt. Nebo Road in the Vista View Subdivision (Book 570, Page 
170, Parcels 95, 136, 141-169, 171) 
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NOTE:  Individuals requiring special accommodations to participate in or attend any meeting or hearings should call the Planning and Zoning Office at 
 946-4550 seven days prior to the meeting 
 

 
 
  
 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
  
 A. CASE: Harrison 2016-02; Harrison Avenue Bicycle Shop  
  REQUEST: Approval of a Planned Unit Development in an existing “E SPI-SC” Retail District  

PURPOSE: To allow the conversion of an existing single-family home into a bicycle repair 
 and sales shop with an 5-space associated parking lot and to allow the 
 continued simultaneous use of the structure as a single-family home 

 APPLICANT: Lowell E Schwing, (applicant & owner); Scott Webb (Architect) 
LOCATION: Harrison Township: 10421 Harrison Avenue, approximately 300 feet  northwest of the 
 intersection of Harrison Avenue and West Road (Book 560,  Page 90, Parcel 107) 

 
 
 ZONE MAP AMENDMENTS 

 
A. CASE:  Harrison 2016-01; Unilock Industrial   

  REQUEST: From: “F PUD SPI-SC” Planned Light Industrial, “F SPI-SC” Light Industrial,  
   and “A SPI-SC” Single-Family Residence     

 To:  “GG SPI-SC” Planned Heavy Industrial     
PURPOSE:  To construct a concrete paver and retaining wall manufacturing facility including two 

manufacturing plant buildings, two accessory buildings, outdoor storage areas and 
access drives from Southwest Parkway and Dry Fork Road  

APPLICANT:   Glenn Wiley, General Manager, Unilock Ohio Inc. (applicant); Dry Fork Farms LLC 
 and Candlelight Park Ltd (owners) 

LOCATION:  Harrison Township:  southeast of the end of Southwest Parkway extending east to 
 Dry Fork Road (Book 560, Page 50, Parcel 203 AND Page 60, Parcels 19 and 51) 

 
7.  OLD BUSINESS 
 
8. NEW BUSINESS 
 
9. SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS 
   
10. DATE OF NEXT MEETING: January 19, 2017         
 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
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 STAFF REPORT 

 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE RURAL ZONING COMMISSION ON DECEMBER 15, 2016 
 

MAJOR 
ADJUSTMENT 
CASE: 

 
GREEN 2009-06 

MERCY HOSPITAL MOB SIGNS
 

 
REQUEST: 

 
Approval of a Major Adjustment to an existing “OO” Planned Office District 

 
PURPOSE: 

 
To add building wall signs on two elevations of the medical office building under 
construction on the site 

 
APPLICANT: 

 
Brett Oberholzer, Champlin Architecture (applicant); Mercy Hospitals West (owner) 

 
LOCATION: 

 
Green Township:  on the northeast corner of the North Bend Road and Mercy 
Health Boulevard intersection (Book 550, Page 74, Parcel 148) 

 
SITE 
DESCRIPTION: 

 
Tract Size: 

 
42.43 acres 

Frontage: Approximately 460 feet on North Bend Rd and 983 feet on 
Boomer Road 

Topography: Relatively flat and elevated on the western end of the site 
sloping down towards the eastern end of the site 

Existing Dvlpmt: Mercy West hospital campus 
 
SURROUNDING 
CONDITIONS: 

 
 

 
ZONE 

 
LAND USE 

North: “E” Retail Monfort Heights Animal Clinic 
South: “OO” Planned Office Undeveloped Hospital Property 
East: “OO” Planned Office Mercy Hospital Campus  
West: “C” Residence, “OO” Planned 

Office & “E” Retail 
Single-family homes and 
Commercial 

 
ZONING 
JURISDICTION: 

 
 
Hamilton County Commissioners 

 
SUMMARY OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 
 
APPROVAL with Conditions 
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APPROVED USE: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case Green 2009-06; Mercy Hospital included the approval of a concept plan for a 
Zone Amendment from “B” & “C” Residence to “OO” Planned Office.  The entire 
Mercy Hospital Campus approval included 71.3 acres southeast of the Boomer Road 
and North Bend Road intersection and southwest of I-74.  The original development 
plan identified the location for the hospital building shown in a general “bubble” 
concept plan along with other general areas for parking and future medical office 
development.  The Board of County Commissioners Resolution of Approval 
governing the entire hospital campus contains 40 conditions and 3 variances.      
 
In August 2010, a Major Adjustment was approved to determine the boundaries of 
the greenbelt areas and to provide for the building locations, public street alignment, 
parking lot locations and grading.  The applicant submitted the Major Adjustment at 
that time in order to replace the previously approved Concept Plan with a more 
detailed Preliminary Development Plan to allow for grading of the site.  One of the 
BCC Conditions requires Zoning Compliance Plans for each phase of the 
development be reviewed and approved by the Rural Zoning Commission.  In 
October 2010, a Zoning Compliance Plan was approved for Phase 1 of the hospital 
development including the construction of the main 703,992 square-foot hospital 
building and associated parking areas totaling 1,059 parking spaces, access drives 
and helipad.  The approved impervious surface ratio for the hospital site was 51%. 
 
In September 2011, a Reconsideration of BCC Resolution Green 2009-06 was 
approved to modify a condition to allow the construction of a retaining wall that 
exceeded the 10 foot maximum height without a terraced and landscaped step back.  
The approved request also permitted a larger and relocated ambulatory building, and 
a one-story parking garage.  In June 2013, a Zoning Compliance Plan for 
freestanding, building, directional and other incidental signage was approved for the 
hospital.  In April 2014, a Major Adjustment and Zoning Compliance plan was 
approved to construct a 104-space parking lot on the north side of Mercy Health 
Boulevard west of the hospital building and roundabout, and to expand the upper 
level of the existing parking deck to include 48 new parking spaces.  The 104-space 
parking lot has since been constructed. 
 
In October 2015, the Rural Zoning Commission approved a Zoning Compliance 
Plan for a 48,000 sq. ft., three-story medical office building within Area B northeast 
of the intersection of Mercy Health Boulevard and North Bend Road with a total of 
244 parking spaces and an impervious surface ratio of 35%.  In December 2015, the 
Rural Zoning Commission approved a Major Adjustment to add 52 additional 
parking spaces primarily along the northern boundary of the medical office site and 
to also reduce and refine the size and design of the office building.  In March 2016, 
the Rural Zoning Commission approved a Zoning Compliance Plan for a 219-space 
parking lot along Boomer Road to include a 25-foot boundary buffer along Boomer 
Road and no driveway onto Boomer Road in compliance with the BCC Resolution.  
This approval did not include the proposed 25-space parking area located off the 
southern access drive and Condition #2 of this approval states that “there shall be no 
parking along the perimeter access drive”.   
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PROPOSED USE: 

In June 2016, the Rural Zoning Commission approved a Zoning Compliance Plan to 
add a net total of 125 parking spaces in two additional surface parking lot additions 
in the southeast corner of the site with a new driveway onto the perimeter hospital 
access road to the west end of the smaller parking area.  The office building (MOB) 
site on the east side of North Bend Road and north of Mercy Health Boulevard was 
also approved to add a horizontally-oriented oxygen farm to the north of the main 
entrance onto Mercy Health Boulevard within a 27-foot by 20-foot enclosure.  As 
part of the improvements in this area, the applicant also indicated that the 219-space 
parking lot approved along Boomer Road in March 2016 would not be constructed. 
 
The applicant is proposing a maximum 100 sq. ft. Mercy Health sign with logo on 
the top of the west elevation along North Bend Road and a second maximum 100 sq. 
ft. Mercy Health sign with logo on the south elevation along Mercy Health 
Boulevard.  The three address signs shown on the elevations are exempt from 
zoning.  The signage would be in addition to the six-foot tall by six-foot wide 
monument sign at the Mercy Health Boulevard driveway previously approved for 
the MOB site.   

  
  
AUTHORITY AND 
CRITERIA: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Authority to Make Adjustments to PUD Plans 
 

Section 18-9 authorizes the Rural Zoning Commission to consider adjustments to 
approved PUD plans provided there is no modification of recorded easements or of 
written conditions of approval contained in a Board of County Commissioners 
Resolution.  Any modifications must be in substantial conformity with the intent of 
the PUD approval. 
 
 

Compliance with Section 18-9.1 
 

Minor alterations shall be limited to altering the location of structures, circulation 
elements, open space or grading where such alterations will comply with the intent 
of all perimeter setbacks and buffer yards that are required by any regulation or by 
the approved PUD plan.  Because the request includes a second wall sign not 
permitted by the Zoning Resolution, it must be considered a Major Adjustment 
reviewed by the RZC during a public hearing. 

  
  
ANALYSIS: Staff has reviewed the requested Major Adjustment and has the following findings: 

 
• The BCC Resolution of Approval for case Green 2009-06 includes 40 

conditions and three variances.  Conditions are grouped according to Area 
A containing the hospital building and southern greenspace, Area B between 
North Bend Road and the hospital area, Area C along the north property 
line at the east end of Boomer Road, and Areas D and E near the 
intersection of Boomer Road and North Bend Road. 

• The BCC Resolution of Approval contains no conditions restricting 
permitted building wall signs for any area of the hospital campus. 
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• Section 13-11.3 of the Zoning Resolution governing building signs in the 
office district permits one square foot of building sign surface area for each 
foot of building frontage on the principal dedicated street or façade that 
contains the main entrance of the building.  This section does not explicitly 
permit building signs for a secondary building frontage on corner lots. 

• The façade containing the main entrance along Mercy Health Boulevard is 
200 feet long and therefore a 200 sq. ft. building wall sign is permitted on 
this façade. 

• As the Zoning Resolution does not permit an additional wall sign for 
secondary building frontages on corner lots, a variance to this section is 
needed to permit the additional wall sign proposed along North Bend Road. 

• Staff supports approval of a variance to permit the proposed wall signs as 
the total wall sign area proposed of 200 sq. ft. over two facades would match 
the maximum wall sign area permitted on the façade along Mercy Health 
Boulevard.  Additionally, the second wall sign would not have a negative 
impact on surrounding property owners along North Bend Road, several of 
which are zoned “E” Retail, and as an additional wall sign is permitted for 
corner lots in retail  districts. 

  
  
CONCLUSION: Based on the above findings, there is sufficient reason for staff to support the 

proposed improvements.  The total wall sign area proposed would match the 
maximum permitted wall sign area, the second wall sign would not have a negative 
impact on surrounding property owners, and additional wall signs are permitted for 
corner lots in retail districts.  With a maximum permitted building wall sign area of 
200 sq. ft., staff finds that the request is appropriate in this location. 
 

  
RECOMMENDED 
MOTION: 
 

To consider approval of case Green 2009-06; Mercy Hospital MOB Signs, a request 
for a Major Adjustment to an approved Planned Unit Development in an existing 
“OO” Planned Office district with the standard covenants for planned districts and 
the following conditions and variance: 
 
Conditions: 
1. That all conditions and requirements of the BCC Resolution for case Green 

2009-06 shall remain in effect for the subject site. 
2. That the MOB site shall be limited to a maximum building wall sign area of 200 

sq. ft. excluding permitted address signs. 
 
Variance: 
1. Section 13-11.3 – That the MOB building shall be permitted building signs on 

two facades where building signs are permitted only on the façade that fronts the 
principal dedicated street or contains the main entrance to the building. 
 

  
AGENCY REPORTS: Twp. Trustees (TT): Report not yet received 
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SITE PHOTOS 
 

 
Looking south down North Bend Road at west elevation 

 

 
Looking west from site across North Bend Road 

 

 
Looking northeast from North Bend Rd-Mercy Health Blvd intersection at south elevation 
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Case: Green 2009-06; Mercy MOB Sign 
Request: Major Adjustment 
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ELEVATIONS 
 
 

 
South Elevation facing Mercy Health Boulevard 

 
 

 
West Elevation facing North Bend Road 
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SIGN PLAN 
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SITE PLAN 
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APPLICANT LETTER 
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 STAFF REPORT 
 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE RURAL ZONING COMM. ON DECEMBER 15, 2016 

 

MAJOR 

ADJUSTMENT 

CASE: 

 

MIAMI 2002-03 

LEGENDARY RIDGE MONUMENTS 
 

 

REQUEST: 

 

 

Approval of a Major Adjustment to an existing “A PUD” Residence Planned 

Unit Development District 

 

PURPOSE: 

 

 

To request a modification to the approved Zoning Compliance Plan for the 

addition of two entrance wall signs and one decorative street sign column 

 

APPLICANT: 

 

 

Keith Niehaus, Niehaus Builders (applicant);  Inverness Group Inc. and 

Legendary Ridge  

 

LOCATION: 

 

Miami Township: On the northern side of Bridgetown Road, east of Legendary 

Ridge Lane and west of St. Cloud Way (Book 570, Page 101 Parcels 190 & 220 

AND Page 110, Parcel 555) 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Tract Size: 56 acres 

Frontage: Approximately 101 feet on Bridgetown Road and 

approximately 62 feet on St. Cloud Way 

Topography: Steeply sloping down between Legendary Ridge Lane and 

Charlie’s Way, north of Bridgetown Road 

Existing Dvlpmt.: Single-family development 

 

SURROUNDING 

CONDITIONS: 

 ZONE 

North: “A CUP” Residence 

East: “A CUP” Residence 

South: “A CUP” , “A” Residence & 

“AA” Residence 

West:    “A PUD” Residence 

LAND USE 

Single-family homes 

Single-family homes 

Single-family homes 

 

Single-family homes 
 

  SUMMARY OF  

  RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

 

 
 

APPROVAL with Conditions 
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HISTORY: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On December 19, 2002, the Rural Zoning Commission approved a Planned 

Unit Development for the subject site.  The PUD approval was contingent 

upon the subsequent approval of a zone amendment from “AA” Residence to 

“A” Residence, which was ultimately approved by the Board of County 

Commissioners on January 29, 2003.  The approved PUD plan included 207 

lots clustered on the site with a density of 1.72 units per acre. In addition, the 

development plan included 41 acres of dedicated open space to conserve the 

steep hillsides and wooded areas of the site. The approved plan also included a 

small walking trail and picnic area to be owned and maintained by a 

Homeowner’s Association.  A 20-foot greenbelt easement along the 

northeastern property line was included to buffer existing homes in the 

adjacent development to the north known as Bridgestone Sanctuary.  The 

approved plan included a street design that connected Legendary Ridge Lane to 

St. Cloud Way (formerly Jeanette Drive).  Phase I of the development was 

approved for construction and completed in compliance with the approval plan. 

 

A Major Adjustment to the approved plan for Phases II & III was approved by 

the Rural Zoning Commission in May 2010.  This adjustment included a 

number of revisions to the street layout and lot sizes of the remaining 

unrecorded lots in the development.  As part of this approval, the condition 

requiring construction of the left turn lane on Bridgetown Road was modified 

to allow construction of the turn lane to be postponed until the beginning of 

Phase II home construction.  However, this approval was appealed to the Board 

of County Commissioners and the approval of the Major Adjustment was 

overturned on August 25, 2010.  

 

Several Major Adjustments have occurred within the last six years.  In June of 

2010, a Major Adjustment was approved by the Rural Zoning Commission to 

allow for a modification of the required rear yard 35-foot setback in order to 

construct a 25’x16’ deck on the back of 8348 Rudisell Court.  In December of 

2010, a Major Adjustment was approved by the Rural Zoning Commission to 

postpone the construction of the required left turn lane onto Bridgetown Road 

until Phase II of the development.  This allowed for the construction of homes 

within the Phase I development to continue.  In August of 2013, a Major 

Adjustment was approved by the Rural Zoning Commission at 3885 Legendary 

Ridge to modify the required setback to allow for construction of a retaining 

wall in the rear yard.   

 

Most recently, a Major Adjustment was approved by the Rural Zoning 

Commission in May of 2014 to allow for fewer lots on the remaining 

undeveloped 56 acres of the subdivision, as well as adjustments to the 

approved setbacks and adjustments to the approved street pattern including 

removal of a street connection between Phase II and Phase III.  To date, 163 of 

the 207 approved lots have been recorded within the Legendary Ridge 

Subdivision.  Several homes are under construction in both Phase 2, Chloe’s 

Place, and Phase 3, Annie’s Place, of the subdivision.  There is still a large 

portion of unrecorded lot area in Phase 2 of the development. 
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PROPOSED USE: 

 

 

 

The applicant has begun construction of an entry monument sign and decorative 

street sign column within the Legendary Ridge subdivision without permits.  

One being an entry wall with signage on the west side of Abbey Lane, off 

Legendary Ridge Lane in what is known as Phase II or Chloe’s Place.  The wall 

would be constructed of stone with an engraved sign reading “Chloe’s Place”.  

The wall would be 12 ft. long and 7 ft. 4 in. tall.  The sign area on this wall 

would total 15 sq. ft.  The column which is currently under construction is 

located on the northern corner of Haley Lane and Abbey Lane. The proposed 

column would be 4 ft. long and 7 ft. tall.  The column would match the brick 

from the proposed wall entrance sign, with a limestone cap, and would have 

“Abbey Lane” and “Haley Lane” decorative street signs engraved on two sides.  

The construction of the entry wall and column was halted upon issuance of field 

orders by the building inspector. 

 

The applicant has also constructed an entrance sign on the corner of St. Cloud 

Way and Charlie’s Way at the entrance to Phase III of the development.  The 

sign is 12 ft. 6 in. long and 10 ft. 6 in. tall and constructed of similar material to 

the proposed entrance wall on Abbey Lane, including stone with an engraved 

sign reading “Annie’s Place”.  The size of the sign on this wall is approximately 

10 sq. ft. The construction of this entrance sign was also completed without the 

issuance of zoning or building permits. 

 

  
 

AUTHORITY AND 

CRITERIA: 

 

 

Authority to Make Adjustments to PUD Plans 

 

Section 18-9 authorizes the Rural Zoning Commission to consider adjustments 

to approved PUD plans provided there is no modification of recorded easements 

or of conditions of approval contained in a BCC Resolution.  Any modifications 

must be in substantial conformity with the intent of the PUD approval.   

 

Compliance with Section 18-9.1 

Minor alterations shall be limited to altering the location of structures, 

circulation elements, open space or grading where such alterations will comply 

with the intent of all perimeter setbacks and buffer yards that are required by 

any regulation or by the approved PUD plan.  

 

The proposed changes involve the construction of entrance signs that would 

exceed the maximum permitted height within a residence district and the 

maximum number of signs permitted within the subdivision, both of which 

would require variances to the Zoning Resolution.  Therefore, the request must 

be considered a Major Adjustment. 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 31 of 97



RPC Staff Report 

December 15, 2016 

Page 4 

 

ANALYSIS: 

 
 

Staff has considered the request and has the following findings: 

 

Findings: 

 Section 10-7.3 of the Zoning Resolution permits entrance walls and 

columns so long as they are no taller than 6 feet high and not located 

within the clear sight triangle.  Both monument walls with signage and 

the column are over six feet in height.  Staff supports a variance to 

allow these walls and the proposed column at the heights proposed as 

they are within the interior of the site and do not adversely affect the 

surrounding neighborhood.  Recently, the RZC approved columns and 

monuments that were part of a consistent theme and larger than 

permitted in the Zoning Resolution in the Greenshire Development in 

Green Township.  This proposal is for far fewer monuments and 

columns and less signage than the Greenshire Subdivision. 

 Section 13-10.1 (b) (2) and 10-7.3 permits one freestanding sign per 

entrance to a residential development at a maximum of 32 square feet.  

Subdivision entry walls and columns are permitted to split this into 16 

square foot signs on either side of the main entrance.  The main 

entrance to Phase I and II of the Legendary Ridge Subdivision already 

contains monument signs at the intersection of Legendary Ridge Lane 

and Bridgetown Road.  The existing monuments, which appear to be 

constructed of fencing with stone columns, already contain signs on 

each side.    

 The existing entry sign at the entrance to Phase III (Annie’s Place) that 

was constructed without a permit would be permitted by the Zoning 

Resolution because it is located at the main entrance to this section of 

the subdivision, separate from the Phase I and II area.  The size of the 

sign on this wall is also consistent with the Zoning Resolution.  The only 

issue with this sign is the height. 

 The sign at the entrance to Phase II is not located at the main entrance 

to the subdivision and is interior to the overall subdivision.   

 Staff supports the proposed entry wall sign since staff recognizes that 

this subdivision contains three distinct sections with different builders 

and housing types.  Staff recognizes that Phase II development could 

have been developed as a separate subdivision.  If developed this way, 

the Phase II could receive up to 32 square feet of signage.  Therefore 

staff supports the signage as proposed.  

 Section 12-7 requires outdoor lighting to have a maximum illumination 

of 0.5 footcandles at the property line and shielded so that adjacent lots 

located in residential districts are not directly illuminated.  It is not 

clear if the monuments signs or column will be lighted.  If so, staff finds 

that the applicant should submit a lighting plan that meets the 

requirements of the Zoning Resolution prior to the installation of any 

lighting. 

  

  

CONCLUSION: Based on the above findings there is sufficient reason for staff to support the 

request. The monuments, column, signage and walls, would provide a 
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consistent but unique theme for each phase of the development.  The 

improvements are only visible from the interior of the development and not 

from Bridgetown Road or Legendary Ridge Lane.  Staff finds that the requested 

Major Adjustment would be appropriate in this location. 

  

  

RECOMMENDED 

MOTION: 

To consider approval of case Miami 2002-03; Legendary Ridge Monuments, a 

request for a Major Adjustment to an existing “A PUD” Residence Planned Unit 

Development District with the following conditions and variances:  

 

Conditions: 

1. That the development shall comply with all requirements of case Miami 

2002-03, including all subsequent adjustments and approvals. 

2. That no lighting be permitted on the entry monument signs or street sign 

column unless a lighting plan is submitted in compliance with the 

Zoning Resolution. 

 

Variances: 

1. Section 10-7.3 – That one additional entry wall sign of the entrance to 

Phase II of the development, in addition to entry wall signs at the main 

entrances off of Bridgetown Road and St. Cloud Way, shall be permitted 

where entry wall signs are only permitted  at the main entrances to the 

subdivision. 

2. Section 10-7.3 (b) – That the maximum height of the entrance wall 

located at the entrance to Phase II on Abbey Lane shall be no taller than 

7 feet 4 inches high, that the height of the entrance wall located at the 

entrance to Phase II at the intersection of St. Cloud Way and Charlie’s 

Way shall be no taller than 10 feet 6 inches high, where maximum 

height of 6 feet  is permitted, and the decorative street sign column 

within Phase III shall be no taller than 7 feet high.  

  

  

AGENCY REPORTS: Twp. Trustees (TT): 

Hamilton County Engineer (HCE): 

Dept. of Public Works (DPW): 

Ham Co Soil & Water (HCSW): 

Metro. Sewer District (MSD): 

Fire Prevention Officer (FPO): 

Cleves Water Service 

Report not yet received 

Report not yet received 

Report not yet received 

Report not yet received 

Report not yet received 

Report not yet received 

Report not yet received 
 

  
NOTE: Recommendations and findings in this staff report reflect the opinions of the staff of the 

Hamilton County Planning and Zoning Department, but may not necessarily reflect the 

recommendation of any Commission.  This staff report is primarily a technical report on the 

level of compliance with adopted land use regulations and plans.  The report is prepared in 

advance of public hearings and often in advance of other agency reviews. Additional information 

from other agency reviews and public review is considered by appointed commissions and 

elected boards.  Therefore, the advisory and final decisions of such commissions and boards may 

result in findings and conclusions that differ from the staff report. 
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SITE PHOTOS 

 

 
View looking at existing entrance sign from St. Cloud Way on to Charlie’s Way  

 

 
Entrance sign on Abbey Lane 
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SITE PHOTOS 
 

 
Intersection of Haley and Abbey Lane where proposed column is located 

 

 
 

 
View of existing entrance signs on the right and left of Legendary Ridge Lane 
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 SITE PLAN 
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SIGN DETAILS 
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SIGN DETAILS 
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CHARLIE’S WAY SIGNAGE SITE PLAN 

 
 

Page 41 of 97



Page 42 of 97



 

 
 STAFF REPORT 

 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE RURAL ZONING COMM. ON DECEMBER 15, 2016 
 

MAJOR 
ADJUSTMENT 
CASE: 

 
MIAMI 2006-01 

VISTA VIEW REVISIONS 
 

 
REQUEST: 
 

 
Approval of a Major Adjustment to an existing “A & A-2 PUD” Residence 
Planned Unit Development District 

 
PURPOSE: 
 

 
To modify the lot layout of the subdivision to reduce the number of lots, 
increase the open space area and modify the open space ownership requirement 

 
APPLICANT: 
 

 
Robert G. Rothert, Abercrombie & Associates, Inc. (applicant), RBDB 
Investments LLC (owner) 

 
LOCATION: 
 

 
Miami Township: Located approximately 2,150 feet west of US 50  at the 
intersection of Brunsman Way and Mt. Nebo Road in the Vista View 
Subdivision (Book 570, Page 170, Parcels 95, 136, 141-169, 171) 
 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Tract Size: 59.8 gross acres, 49.3 net acres 
Frontage: Approximately 400 feet on Mt. Nebo Road 
Topography: Steeply sloping down from Mt. Nebo Road, then sloping 

back up to a ridgeline in the middle of the property 
Existing Dvlpmt.: Single-family development and vacant 
 

SURROUNDING 
CONDITIONS: 

 ZONE 
North: “A-2” and “A-2 PUD” 

Residence 
South: “A” Residence 
East: “R-2” & “R-1” (North Bend & 

Cleves) 
West: “A” Residence 

LAND USE 
Single-family homes 
 
Vacant, wooded 
Single-family homes  
 
Single-family homes 

 
  SUMMARY OF  
  RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 
 

 
 
APPROVAL with Conditions 
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HISTORY: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In 2006, The Rural Zoning Commission approved Case Miami 2006-01 which 
included the approval of a Planned Unit Development for a 49.24 acre tract of 
land allowing for 106 single-family homes.  The majority of the development 
area is located within the “A” Residence district, with a small portion of the 
green belt area and a portion of one single-family lot located within the “A-2” 
Residence district.  The developer requested approval of a PUD to allow the use 
of the Clustered Dwellings standard of the Zoning Resolution.  The overall 
density of the development was 2.15 units per acre.  A total of 2.17 units per 
acre are permitted in the “A” Residence District.  Approximately 22.88 acres, or 
46% of the site, was a protected greenbelt area located on three open spaces 
tracts.  The net area of the site and the greenbelt acreage did not include 6.68 
acres included in a power line easement that currently runs across the southern 
end of the site. 
 
The originally planned access to the development was provided from Mt. Nebo 
Road located in Miami Township.  The development included two public 
streets and one private street.  The approved development plan included 
easements off of Brunsman Way and the private street that provided access to 
the greenbelt areas.  On November 17, 2007, the Rural Zoning Commission 
approved a Major Adjustment to the plan removing 3 lots from the development 
and moving the access point east into the Village of Cleves for better site 
distance.  During this approval, the number of lots approved totaled 103 lots 
and the greenbelt area remained the same. 
 
On September 30, 2008, a Zoning Compliance Plan was approved for the first 
phase of the development which included 25 lots.  The public street and utilities 
for this portion of the site have been completed.  However, only 9 homes have 
been constructed to date.  On February 13, 2009, a Zoning Compliance Plan 
was approved for the second phase of the development.  Also at this time, the 
proposed private street was modified to a public street and an additional lot was 
removed for a total of 102 lots to reflect the modifications approved during the 
subdivision process.  The proposed total greenbelt area during this approval was 
30.61 acres. 
 
In February of 2012, the Rural Zoning Commission reviewed a Major 
Adjustment to the approved plan to reduce the total number of single-family 
lots from 102 to 94 lots.  The total greenbelt acreage increased by slightly over 
2 acres for a total of 32.63 acres.  The proposed modification eliminated one of 
the cul-de-sac streets.  The applicant stated at that time that this portion of the 
development was being eliminated due to the elimination of the proposed sewer 
that was shown running along the east property line.  The extension of this 
parallel sewer was cost prohibitive and did not warrant the additional 8 lots.  
Further, it was the intention of the owner/developer to sell the excess open 
space areas to Miami Township.   At the time of review, the Hamilton County 
Soil and Water District (HCSWD) identified a landslide on the property and all 
new building permits were to be halted until the landslide was corrected.  The 
case was continued to March and postponed for several months and eventually, 
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PROPOSED USE: 
 
 
 

the applicant withdrew the request.  To date, nine homes have been built within 
the development. 
 
The applicant is once again requesting a modification to reduce the total number 
of single-family lots from 102 to 94 lots.  The total greenbelt acreage would 
increase by slightly over 2 acres for a total of 32.7 acres.  The proposed 
modification eliminates one of the cul-de-sac streets.  The applicant would like 
to modify condition #4 that requires green space to be owned and maintained by 
a home owner’s association to allow the sale or transfer of the open space tracts 
to the Miami Township Trustees or other conservation organization.    
 

  
 

AUTHORITY AND 
CRITERIA: 
 
 

Authority to Make Adjustments to PUD Plans 
 

Section 18-9 authorizes the Rural Zoning Commission to consider adjustments 
to approved PUD plans provided there is no modification of recorded easements 
or of conditions of approval contained in a BCC Resolution.  Any modifications 
must be in substantial conformity with the intent of the PUD approval.   
 

Compliance with Section 18-9.1 
Minor alterations shall be limited to altering the location of structures, 
circulation elements, open space or grading where such alterations will comply 
with the intent of all perimeter setbacks and buffer yards that are required by 
any regulation or by the approved PUD plan.  
 
The current approval for the development contains a condition approved by the 
Rural Zoning Commission that requires all dedicated greenbelt parcels to be 
maintained and owned by a homeowner’s association.  The applicant is 
requesting to modify this condition on the greenbelt parcels to allow the 
greenspace to be owned and maintained by a home owner’s association, 
government agency or other non-profit entity.  The request, by definition, is 
considered to be a Major Adjustment and shall be reviewed as described in 
Section 18.9-2 of the Zoning Resolution. 

  
  
ANALYSIS: 
 
 

Staff has considered the request and has the following findings: 
 
Findings: 
• The reduction of the number of lots, the loss of a cul-de-sac street, and the 

increase in the greenbelt area, all move the extents of development further 
away from the surrounding existing residences.  

• The Hamilton County Soil and Water District (HCSWD) has requested that 
due to the landslide, the future grading plan must be reviewed for 
compliance with the Hamilton County Earthworks Regulations and that the 
earthwork will most likely be monitored by a geotechnical engineer during 
construction and certified upon completion.   

• According to HCSWD, the landslide repair at Vista View has not been fully 
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completed but HCSWD is working with the developer and engineer to 
resolve the remaining issues.  HCSWD recently approved building permits 
for lots 93 and 96. These lots are located on the cut side of the subdivision.  
Both of these lots underwent geotechnical review prior to approval.  The 
building permit holds are on the lots along the south side of Brunsman Way 
(lots 3 to 14). 

• According to condition #4 of the Rural Zoning Commission approval, the 
Homeowner’s Association is required to own and maintain the greenbelt 
areas.  The proposed new language on the Zoning Compliance Plan will 
permit government agencies or other non-profit entities to own and 
maintain the greenbelt.  This potential change in ownership and 
maintenance of the greenbelt area may benefit the residents within the 
development as the cost burden to property owners maintaining the land 
should be less.  Further, with the restrictions listed under the ‘Greenbelt 
Easement Prohibitions’ on the proposed Zoning Compliance Plan, the 
surrounding residential areas should not be negatively affected.  Rather, 
this land would still be required to be preserved in its natural state. 

• If it is the intent of the applicant to permit walking trails or similar 
activities within the greenbelt areas, the ‘Greenbelt Easement Allowed 
Uses’, statement on the Zoning Compliance Plan should be modified to 
permit such uses. 

• Other minor adjustments to the approved conditions are needed to reflect 
the new proposal and are included within this report and listed as 
conditions below (see Page 8 for the previously approved Conditions). 

  
  
CONCLUSION: Based on the above findings there is sufficient reason for staff to support the 

request. The proposed reduced number of lots, elimination of a cul-de-sac 
street, increase in greenbelt area and potential change in greenbelt ownership 
would not likely have any negative impact on the surrounding properties or the 
intent of the approved PUD.  Therefore, staff finds that the request is 
appropriate in this location. 

  
  
RECOMMENDED 
MOTION: 

To consider approval of case Miami 2006-01; Vista View Revisions, a request 
for a Major Adjustment to an existing “A & A-2 PUD” Residence Planned Unit 
Development district with the following conditions. 
 
Conditions: 

1. That the development shall contain a maximum of 94 single-family lots. 
2. That further subdividing of the development shall be prohibited to 

assure conservation of all open spaces. 
3. That prohibitions/restrictions for the greenbelt tracts shall be submitted 

as part of the Zoning Compliance Plan. 
4. That the dedicated greenbelt tracts shall be owned and maintained by a 

Homeowner’s Association (HOA), Government Agency or other non-
profit entity dedicated to the preservation of the tracts as permanent open 
space. 
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     Case:

Request:

MIAMI 2006-01, Vista View Revisions

Major Adjustment to an existing "A" and "A-2 PUD."

JOHN HUTH
05/2016

Printed By: 
Printed:
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SITE PHOTOS 
 

 
View of site looking west from Brunsman Way 

 

 
View of site looking southwest from Brunsman Way 
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CURRENT CONDITIONS (effective 3/16/2006) 
 

1. That the development shall contain a maximum of 106 single family lots. 
2. That further subdividing of the development shall be prohibited to assure conservation of all open 

spaces. 
3. That prohibitions/restrictions for the greenbelt easements on Tracts 1 and 2 shall be submitted as part of 

the Zoning Compliance Plan. 
4. That the greenbelt Tracts 1 and 2 shall be owned and maintained by a Homeowner’s Association. 
5. That Tract 1 shall include two 10-foot panhandles, one with frontage on the main public street in the 

development and one with frontage on the private street, to provide access from the street to the 
greenbelt area.  

6. That Tract 2 shall include one 10-foot panhandle along the northern property line of Lot 106 to provide 
access from the main public street in the development to the greenbelt area. 

7. That a homeowners association shall be created and filed prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit. 

8. That control of the homeowners association shall be transferred to the residents prior to acceptance of 
any public streets by the township. 

9. That the developer shall provide a traffic impact study and comply with all findings. 
10. That the landscape buffer shall be increased to 20 feet in the areas of lots 90-93 
11. That the minimum lot width shall be 65 feet 
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CURRENT ZONING COMPLIANCE PLAN 
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN 
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APPLICANT LETTER 
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 STAFF REPORT 
 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE RURAL ZONING COMM. ON DECEMBER 15, 2016 
 

PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT:  

 
HARRISON 2016-02 

HARRISON BICYCLE SHOP 
 

REQUEST: 
 
Approval of a Planned Unit Development in an existing “E-SPI-SC” Retail 
district 

 
PURPOSE: 

 
To allow the conversion of an existing single-family home into a bicycle 
repair and sales shop with an associated 5-space parking lot and to allow the 
continued simultaneous use of the structure as a single-family home  

 
APPLICANT: 
 

 
Lowell E. Schwing, (applicant & owner) 
 

LOCATION: 
 

Harrison Township: 10421 Harrison Avenue, approximately 300 feet 
northwest of the intersection of Harrison Avenue and West Road (Book 560, 
Page 90, Parcel 107) 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION: 
 

Tract Size: 0.54 acres 
Frontage: 100 feet on Harrison Avenue  
Topography: Flat  
Existing Dvlpmt.: Single-Family home 

 

SURROUNDING 
CONDITIONS: 

  
ZONE 
North: “E-SPI-SC” Retail & “B-4” General 

Business (City of Harrison) 
East: “B-4” General Business (City of Harrison) 
South: “R-4” Multi-Family Residential District 

(City of Harrison) 
West: “B-4” General Business (City of Harrison) 

 
LAND USE 
Vacant 
 
Office Uses 
Multi-Family 
 
Vacant out lot bank 
and Kroger 

 
SUMMARY OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

 
 

APPROVAL with Conditions 
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PROPOSED USE: 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ZONING PETITION 
HISTORY: 

The applicant is requesting approval of a Planned Unit Development in order 
to convert an existing single-family home into bicycle sales and a repair shop.  
Previously, the applicant had begun to use his home for bicycle sales and 
repair without the required zoning approval.  The applicant had been using the 
garage for this commercial activity which ceased upon receiving a zoning 
violation notice.  The applicant is now requesting approval to resume bicycle 
sales and repair within the garage of the single-family home.  The existing 
garage, which is 400 square feet in size, would be used as commercial space 
and 200 square feet of the existing driveway would be used for outside 
display.  The applicant would like to continue to live in the home while 
operating the business.  The applicant has identified 5 parking spaces.  No 
exterior alterations to the building have been proposed and there are no 
changes planned in the rear of the building.  A sign plan has not been 
submitted.  The applicant has proposed a boundary buffer along the southern 
property line and has identified the area of the streetscape buffer however; no 
plantings within the buffer have been identified.  The impervious surface ratio 
has not been submitted. Staff has roughly calculated the ISR to be 
approximately 27%. 
 
The Zoning Resolution only allows residential uses within commercial zoning 
districts when approved as part of a Planned Unit Development.  The existing 
home is a grandfathered legal use but the conversion of the home to a mixed 
use structure would eliminate this grandfather status and would require 
approval of a PUD. 
 
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.   

  
  
AUTHORITY AND 
CRITERIA: 
 
 

Compliance with General Standards for PUD Plan Approval 
 
The PUD District is an overlay of alternative regulations, which enables the 
use of the property in a manner or intensity not permitted as-of-right by the 
underlying district regulations. The owner, after being granted the PUD, may 
only develop the parcel in accordance with the PUD Plan.  The Rural Zoning 
Commission shall consider the following general standards when considering 
a PUD request. 

(a) Compliance with the Zoning Resolution and with the purposes of the Zone 
District in which the proposed use and development is to be located: 

 Findings:  The proposed development generally complies with the purposes 
of the Zoning Resolution in that a “bicycle sales and repair shop” and sales 
and display are permitted uses in the “E-SPI-SC” Retail district.  However, 
the proposal to use the existing structure simultaneously as a single-family 
home requires PUD approval.  This requirement for PUD approval of 
residential uses in the “E” Retail District was not intended to prohibit such 
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uses but rather to ensure that large portions of retail zoning districts were not 
converted to residential uses without review.  The proposed mixed use would 
not be in conflict with the purpose of the “E” Retail District.  Other specific 
zoning compliance issues are discussed in greater detail below. 

(b) Applicability of and consistency with adopted objectives and policies of the 
County related to land use and township plans duly adopted by the Regional 
Planning Commission: 

 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.   The proposed residential and 
retail use would comply with this designation.  Staff also reviewed the 
proposed development for consistency with the text of the adopted land use 
plan.  Staff finds that the site falls within Site No. #28 as identified on the 
Comprehensive Plan Proposed Land Use Plan Map.  Site No. #28 is 
identified for PUD type of development for mixed commercial uses providing 
for appropriate streetscape, lighting, underground utilities, and appropriate 
buffer must be provided to residential uses already in place.  Staff finds that 
with a streetscape buffer, the submitted plan would meet this vision for the 
specific area. No improvements are proposed for the rear of the building that 
abuts existing residential uses to the south.   

(c) Compatibility with surrounding land uses: 

 Findings:  The proposed bicycle sales and repair business would be adjacent 
to other commercial and office uses to the north, east and west and would be 
considered a compatible use.  However, staff has recommended limitations on 
outdoor sales and display to limit the potential impact on residential 
properties located to the north on Gainsview Road and to reduce clutter 
along Harrison Avenue.  Although existing multi-family buildings are located 
to the south, a large privacy wall exists and screens the residential uses from 
the commercial uses located to the north.  Staff finds that since this wall exists 
and no improvements are being proposed in the rear of the building, that the 
boundary buffer along the southern property line should be waived and that 
the focus of buffering should occur along Harrison Avenue in the form of a 
streetscape buffer that meets the requirements of the Zoning Resolution.     

(d) Whether the size and physical features of the project enable adequate 
protection of surrounding properties and orderly and coordinated 
improvement of property in the vicinity of the site: 

Findings:  The improvements would be considered an orderly improvement 
within the area as additional landscaping would be proposed where none 
exists along Harrison Avenue.   

(e) Whether the proposed phasing of the development is appropriate and the 
development can be substantially completed within the period of time 
specified in the schedule of development submitted by the applicant: 
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 Findings:  The development would be completed in one phase.   

(f) Whether the proposed development is served adequately and efficiently by 
essential public facilities and services which are in existence or are planned: 

 Findings:  The site appears to be adequately served by public facilities and 
services. 

(g) Whether significant scenic or historic features, as identified in plans duly 
adopted by the Regional Planning Commission, are adequately conserved: 

 Findings:  The site contains no known features of significance.   

(h) Whether modifications of the zoning or other regulations are warranted by the 
innovative design of the development plan: 

 Findings:  The applicant is requesting a side yard setback variance from the 
required 10 feet to the existing 6 feet along the eastern property line.  Staff 
supports this variance as the building exists and no improvements are being 
proposed along the eastern property line.  Further, an office building exists 
east of the property, approximately 40 feet away from the existing building 
along with a parking lot which is screened by an existing privacy fence. 

 The adequacy of proposed pedestrian circulation system to insulate pedestrian 
circulation from vehicular movement: 

 Findings:  Sidewalks exist on Harrison Avenue just west of this property.  
Staff finds that the existing parcel will likely develop in the future into a larger 
scale commercial or office use as it is surrounded by commercial uses on 
three sides and the Harrison Avenue corridor has seen significant recent 
development.  At the time of redevelopment, a sidewalk should be constructed 
along Harrison Avenue.  However, the improvements at this time are minimal 
and requiring a sidewalk along Harrison Avenue is not likely economically 
feasible. 

(i) The adequacy of the provisions for visual and acoustical privacy: 
 Findings:  Provision for visual and acoustical privacy are not necessary in 

this instance, as the site is surrounded by commercial/office uses on the south, 
west and east sides.  With the existing wall located offsite to the south, the 
adjacent residential property to the south is buffered and visual and 
acoustical privacy is already achieved. 

 
Zoning Compliance 

 
The proposed development complies with the requirements of the Zoning 
Resolution and the “E-SPI-SC” Retail district with the following exceptions  
 
Table 5-5 c2 – Minimum Yard Requirements  
This table states that the minimum side yard setback is 10 feet. 
Findings:  The existing structure has a side yard setback of 6 feet. For the 
reasons stated above, staff finds that a variance to the side yard setback from 
10 feet to 6 feet would be appropriate. 
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Section 14-8 – Streetscape Buffer 
This section states that streetscape buffers shall have a minimum depth of 10 
feet adjacent to the right-of-way and consist of 1.5 trees and 20 shrubs for 
each 100 feet. 
Findings:  The applicant has shown the required streetscape buffer area 
along Harrison Avenue but no plantings have been identified within the 
buffer.  Staff finds that a streetscape buffer should be required with the 
calculated 3 canopy trees and 8 shrubs.  Properties to the west within the city 
of Harrison and a recent office building within the Township located to the 
east have developed and landscaping along Harrison Avenue has been 
installed.  Staff finds that this landscaping theme should continue along 
Harrison Avenue in the form of the required streetscape buffer in accordance 
with the Zoning Resolution.  Staff recommends waiving the required 
boundary buffer in lieu of the streetscape buffer as discussed below. 
 
Section 8-4.5 (g) – Vehicular Connections Required 
This section states that all uses located in Office and Retail Districts shall 
provide vehicular access easements and construct the required pavement and 
curbing extended to the property line such that adjacent parcels along the 
same road(s) can complete the vehicular connection upon development or 
redevelopment. 
Findings:  The applicant has not shown the required easements or pavement 
construction as required.  Staff finds that this development plan is likely a 
temporary plan and that the redevelopment of this parcel with the vacant 
adjoining parcel to the west is likely.  Staff finds that at that time, compliance 
with this section should be required. 
 
Table 14B Boundary Buffers  
This section states that a boundary buffer between the proposed property and 
the adjacent property to the south is required. 
Findings:  The applicant has shown the required boundary buffer with 
sufficient planting materials as required.  As stated previously, staff finds that 
a streetscape buffer would be more appropriate in this instance over a 
boundary buffer due to the existing wall to the south and privacy fence to the 
east which effectively screens the residential property the south and office 
property to the east.  Staff supports waiving the required boundary buffer so 
long as the required streetscape buffer is installed. 
 
Section 12-7 – Outdoor Lighting 
This section states that the height of cutoff lights shall be 32 feet with a 
maximum illumination of 0.5 foot-candles at the property line and shielded so 
that adjacent lots located in residential districts are not directly illuminated. 
Findings:  The applicant has not submitted a lighting plan and no new 
lighting has been proposed.  If new lighting is proposed, staff finds that a 
lighting plan in compliance with this section should be required as part of the 
Zoning Compliance Plan.   
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Other Issues 

 
Outdoor Sales and Display 
In order to limit the visual and acoustical impact of any proposed outdoor 
sales and display of materials along Harrison Avenue, staff recommends that 
any outdoor sales and display area should be limited to the area identified on 
the site plan as ‘Outside Display Area’.   
 
Signage  
The proposed development does not include any freestanding signage or 
building mounted signage on the site plan. Should the applicant wish to 
include a freestanding sign, temporary sign or any building mounted signs in 
the development, staff finds that signage should meet the requirements of 
Section 8-4.5 (d) and 13-12.4 of the Zoning Resolution including limiting the 
freestanding sign to 12 feet in height and 50 square feet in size along with a 
landscape bed of at least three feet in width from all sides of the sign base. 

  
  
CONCLUSION: Based on the above findings, there is sufficient reason for staff to support the 

requested PUD.  Generally, the conversion of an existing home into a bicycle 
repair and sales shop and continued simultaneous use as a single-family home 
would satisfy the ten standards for PUD Plan approval.  The overall site plan 
would comply with requirements of the Zoning Resolution, with the 
exceptions stated above.  Additionally, the development would comply with 
the Harrison Township Land Use Plan.  Therefore, staff finds that the 
proposed development would be appropriate for the site.   

  
  
RECOMMENDED 
MOTION:  

To consider approval of case Harrison 2016-02; Harrison Bicycle Shop, a 
request for approval of a Planned Unit Development in an existing “E-SPI-
SC” Retail district with the standards covenants for planned districts and the 
following conditions, variance and modifications: 
 
Conditions: 

1. That a landscape plan in compliance with the requirements of Section 
14-8 of the Zoning Resolution, and with Modification #1 below, shall 
be submitted as part of the Zoning Compliance Plan. 

2. That no new lighting shall be permitted on the site without submission 
of a lighting plan in compliance with the requirements of the Zoning 
Resolution. 

3. That no new signage shall be permitted on the site without the 
submission of a signage plan in compliance with the requirements of 
the Zoning Resolution.  

4. That all outdoor sales and display shall be limited to 200 square feet in 
area in the location identified on the Zoning Compliance Plan. 
 

Variance: 
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SITE PHOTOS 

 
View of the site looking south from Harrison Avenue 

 

 
View of the house looking south from Harrison Avenue (Google Earth – Date of Photo unknown) 

 

 
View of the back of the home looking north from West Road 
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN 
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APPLICANT LETTER 
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 STAFF REPORT 

 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION ON DECEMBER 1, 2016 
FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE RURAL ZONING COMMISSION ON DECEMBER 15, 2016 
 

 
ZONE 
AMENDMENT 
CASE: 
 

 
HARRISON 2016-01 

UNILOCK INDUSTRIAL
  

 
REQUEST: 

 
FROM: “F PUD SPI-SC” Planned Light Industrial, “F SPI-SC” Light 
 Industrial, and “A SPI-SC” Single-Family Residence 
TO: “GG SPI-SC” Planned Heavy Industrial 

 
PURPOSE: 

 
To construct a concrete paver and retaining wall manufacturing facility including 
two manufacturing plant buildings, two accessory buildings, outdoor storage areas 
and access drives from Southwest Parkway and Dry Fork Road 

 
APPLICANT: 

 
Glenn Wiley, General Manager, Unilock Ohio Inc. (applicant); Dry Fork Farms LLC 
and Candlelight Park Ltd (owners) 

 
LOCATION: 

 
Harrison Township:  southeast of the end of Southwest Parkway extending east to 
Dry Fork Road (Book 560, Page 50, Parcel 203 AND Page 60, Parcels 19 and 51) 

 
SITE 
DESCRIPTION: 

 
Tract Size: 

 
39.9 acres (gross) 

Frontage: Southwest Parkway: 226 feet existing, 452 feet proposed 
145 feet on Dry Fork Road 

Topography: Flat sloping down gradually on the east end of the site 
Existing Dvlpmt: Farmland, Candlelight Mobile Home Park and Single-family 

 
SURROUNDING 
CONDITIONS: 

 
 

 
ZONE 

 
LAND USE 

North: “F PUD SPI-SC” Light Industrial Future development site 
South: “F SPI-SC” Light Industrial Gravel extraction use 
East: “A SPI-SC” Residence Single-family homes 
West: “F PUD SPI-SC” Light Industrial Future development site 

 
ZONING 
JURISDICTION: 

 
 
Hamilton County Commissioners 

 
SUMMARY OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 
 
APPROVAL with Conditions 
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PROPOSED USE: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ZONING PETITION 
HISTORY: 

The applicant has requested a Zone Amendment to construct a regional concrete 
paver and retaining wall manufacturing facility for the Unilock company.  Four 
buildings with a total area of 286,790 sq. ft. have been proposed.  The Plant 1 
building would be constructed as part of phase one and would be located in the 
northwest corner of the site along the Southwest Parkway frontage.  A 452-foot 
extension of the Southwest Parkway public right-of-way to the south would be 
included in the request.  Visitor parking and an outdoor display show garden would 
be provided along Southwest Parkway with employee parking to the north of the 
building.  Plant 1 would contain office/locker space, machine area, 
finishing/packaging area, kilns, and charging/dosing area, and would be constructed 
primarily with a metal façade with masonry along the lower west façade facing 
Southwest Parkway and containing the main entrance.  The height and massing of 
the Plant 1 building would stepped in four parts.  The northeast corner of the 
building would be 60 feet tall at the roof line and would contain four silos that reach 
85 feet in height.  This area steps down towards Southwest Parkway to a height of 
45 feet for the northwest corner of the building.  The majority of the building would 
be 35 feet in height oriented north-south along Southwest Parkway with the main 
entrance area of the building being approximately 20 feet in height.   
 
The Plant 2 building would be similar in design and use as the Plant 1 building and 
would be constructed as part of phase two within the area currently occupied by 
Candlelight Mobile Home Park.  The applicant has not indicated at what point the 
mobile home park use would be discontinued.  To the south of the Plant 1 building 
would be a smaller storage/check-out building and to the south of the Plant 2 
building would be a smaller retail show garden building constructed as part of phase 
two and accessed from Dry Fork Road.  Within the middle of the site would be six 
outdoor storage areas totaling 189,538 sq. ft. in area.   
 
The applicant has proposed the GG Heavy Industrial district as the total amount of 
outdoor storage would exceed what is permitted in the existing light industrial 
district.  The applicant has proposed Unilock paver pavement for the majority of the 
hard surface areas on the north and west sides of the Plant 1 building and for all 
surfaces in phase two, and gravel has been proposed in the middle of the site 
between the plant buildings, around the storage/check-out building and in the 
outdoor storage area extending to the west boundary of the site.  The applicant has 
proposed to maintain the existing woodland buffer between the site and the rear of 
the residences along Dry Fork Road.  No security or other fencing has been 
proposed.  The impervious surface ratio for the site would be 71% at full build out. 
 
The entire site is within an SPI overlay district that was approved in 2003 (case 
Harrison 2003-04). The SPI district designation provides special regulations for 
development that occurs within its area.  Compliance with these special regulations 
is discussed in the zoning compliance section below.   
 
Zoning history containing the 20-acre F PUD SPI-SC site immediately southeast of 
the end of Southwest Parkway is as follows.  In November 2000, the RZC approved 
a PUD for a 160 acre tract south of Simonson Road for the construction of an 
office/distribution facility for The Gap Inc.  This approval included a phased 
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development consisting of two large warehouse buildings containing approximately 
two million square feet and a three-story office building containing 120,000 sq. ft.  
In addition to the proposed buildings, the site plan included 2,012 parking spaces for 
automobiles, 813 truck trailer spaces and 60 tractor spaces.  Three large stormwater 
detention basins were proposed along the east (10.6 acre basin), south (29 acre 
basin) and west (4.8 acre basin) property lines.  However, this office/distribution 
facility for The Gap Inc. was never developed and the PUD area has since been 
developed as part of five Major Adjustments.  Four of these developments have been 
constructed and are occupied, with the fifth and most recent Major Adjustment 
approval being for a 120,000 sq. ft. engineering and technical office building 
immediately north of the site in question known as Project Silverhawk. 
 

 Candlelight Mobile Home Park currently has a nonconforming use certificate 
(Z080178) to operate in the existing F SPI-SC Light Industrial and A SPI-SC 
Residence districts where mobile home parks are only permitted within the MHP 
Manufactured Home Park district.  Should this Zone Amendment to the GG district 
be approved, the mobile home park would remain a permitted nonconforming use 
until such time that the site is developed in accordance with an approved plan. 

 
STAFF REVIEW 
CONFERENCE: 

 
A Public/Staff Review Conference was held at 6:00 pm on October 18, 2016, at the 
Harrison Civic Center.  This meeting was attended by representatives of the Unilock 
company and the property owners, township officials, and eight adjacent residents 
along Dry Fork Road.  Issues raised at the meeting included the background, phased 
construction and employment plans for the company, retention ponds, and truck 
traffic bring restricted to Southwest Parkway.  The owner of Candlelight Mobile 
Home Park attended the staff review conference and the applicant has stated that the 
residents of the mobile home park have been notified of the development proposal 
but the applicant has not verified this with staff. 

  
  
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 all properties involved 

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. 

• Staff finds that the proposal would contain a campus-style combination of office, 
retail and industrial uses developed with a consistent theme/image and a 
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circulation system around the site. 
• Per the Zoning Resolution, the production of concrete pavers and retaining 

walls, along with the total area of outdoor storage (189,538 sq. ft.) exceeding 
25% of the floor area of all buildings (71,698 sq. ft.), would be considered a 
heavy industrial use beyond the scope of light industrial use. 

• However, staff finds that the proposed use would be a permitted compatible use 
that would not have an ordinarily greater than average impact on the 
surrounding environment as all processing of materials would be done within 
plant buildings and that the site would have the appearance of a light industrial 
use consistent with other uses already developed within the PUD, with the 
exception of substantial outdoor storage and display of materials. 

• Therefore, staff finds that the proposal 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. 

• The proposed development is part of Site No. 31 of the Land Use Plan, which 
covers the JEDD PUD and surrounding area.  Strategy 2 for this area states:  
“Concentrate planned mixed 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 along with optimal utilization of land. 

• Staff finds that the proposed use would provide for planned mixed use 
employment and optimal utilization of land as the proposal would provide for 
continued development of the Commerce Center as well as the expansion of 
industrial development into the nonconforming mobile home park area. 

• 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 Dry Fork Road as a Collector with a required right-of-way of 80 feet 
(40 feet from centerline) and does not indicate or designate a required right-of-way 
for Southwest Parkway, which has been constructed with a 60-foot right-of-way per 
the Local Road width requirement. 
Findings:  The applicant has indicated a proposed right-of-way of 40 feet from the 
centerline of Dry Fork Road for the two frontage parcels in accordance with the 
Thoroughfare Plan. 
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Zoning Compliance 
 
The site plan meets the minimum standards of the Hamilton County Zoning 
Resolution and the “GG SPI-SC” Planned Heavy Industrial Special Public Interest 
district, with the following exceptions. 
 
Section 6-1.2 c. – Sensory and Nuisance Impacts 
This section states that processes and equipment operations shall be limited to those 
that are not objectionable to the enjoyment and use of adjoining and adjacent zoning 
lots which are within 600 feet, because of odor, dust, smoke, gases, vapors, noise, 
refuse matter or water-carried waste. 
Findings:  The proposed Plant 2 building would be setback 294 feet from the closest 
rear lot line of the row of eight single-family homes along the west side of Dry Fork 
Road north of the mobile home park driveway.  The applicant has not submitted 
elevations or a floor plan for this building but the site plan footprint appears to be 
identical to the Plant 1 building and also includes four silos that would be 
approximately 300 feet from the closest residential rear lot line to the east.  With the 
silos being within 600 feet of the residences, staff is concerned that there may be 
odor, smoke, gases, vapors, or refuse matter emanating from these silos due to the 
lack of information submitted by the applicant.  As the applicant letter states that 
this additional manufacturing plant will be needed in approximately seven years, 
staff recommends that Plant 2 be required to obtain Rural Zoning Commission 
approval at a public hearing in order for staff and residents to determine potential 
impacts and compliance with this section after Plant 1 has been operating. 
 
Section 6-1.2 g.4. – Outdoor Storage Screening 
This section states that outdoor storage areas in the F and G districts are required to 
be located within the side or rear yards only and be screened by a solid wall or fence. 
Findings:  The applicant has proposed six outdoor storage areas totaling 189,538 
sq. ft. in area within the rear yard of the site but has requested a variance to waive 
the screening requirement.  Staff supports a variance to waive the screening 
requirement as the outdoor storage would be in the middle of the site and would be 
screened by the plant buildings to the north and as the site is surrounded by 
farmland planned for industrial use to the north and west, an extraction operation to 
the south at the closest point to the outdoor storage, and would be buffered by the 
existing woodland buffer between the site and the rear of the residences to the east. 
 
Section 3-5 & Table 6-5 – Maximum Building Height G District 
This table indicates that a maximum principal building height of 35 feet is permitted 
within the G district with chimneys, cooling towers, stacks, silos and other necessary 
mechanical appurtenances exempt from this height limit. 
Findings:  The northeast corner of the Plant 1 building would be 60 feet tall at the 
roof line and would contain four silos that reach 85 feet in height.  This would step 
down towards Southwest Parkway to a height of 45 feet for the northwest corner of 
the building.  The majority of the building would be 35 feet in height running north-
south along Southwest Parkway with the main entrance area of the building being 
approximately 20 feet in height.  It appears that the Plant 2 building would have an 
identical footprint in massing, rotated 90-degrees clockwise to have the tallest 
portion of the building in the southeast corner of the footprint.  Staff supports a 
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variance to permit two plant buildings with a maximum height of 60 feet as the 35-
foot height limit is restrictively low for many industrial uses and as the site is 
surrounded by farmland planned and approved for industrial use to the north and 
west, and an extraction operation to the south.  Staff is not concerned with the 
proposed height as it relates to the row of eight single-family homes along the west 
side of Dry Fork Road north of the mobile home park driveway as the Plant 2 
building would be setback 294 feet from the closest residential rear lot line and 
would be buffered by the existing woodland buffer between the site and the rear of 
the residences to remain as part of this proposal. 
 
Section 8-4.6 (g) – Vehicular Connections Required 
This section states that all office, retail, and industrial uses shall be permitted a 
maximum of one access point per public street frontage of the development site. 
Findings:  The applicant has requested a modification to allow three access points 
on Southwest Parkway, one access point being a boulevard in the northwest corner 
of the site, a second access point for visitor parking and a third access point in the 
southwest corner of the site.  The south two access points would access a proposed 
452-foot extension of Southwest Parkway.  Staff recommends approval of the 
modification for three access points onto Southwest Parkway as the access points 
would be at the southern end of Southwest Parkway and the PUD area, and as the 
property immediately south of the site in question in an extraction operation with 
access onto Dry Fork Road.  As a result of supporting three access points onto 
Southwest Parkway, staff also recommends that no semi-tractor trailer or other 
commercial or industrial vehicles be permitted to use the existing Dry Fork Road 
access drive that the applicant has stated would only be used for retail purposes. 
 
Section 8-4.6 (h) – Building Materials 
This section states that 40% of all building facades, excluding glass areas that face a 
public street or access easement shall be constructed of masonry materials. 
Findings:  The applicant has proposed the required masonry materials along the 
lower west façade facing Southwest Parkway containing the main entrance but it is 
unclear what materials would be used for the facades that step up to 45 and 60 feet 
facing Southwest Parkway.  Non-masonry materials such as tilt-up concrete panels, 
split-face concrete block, and metal have consistently been a permitted building 
material through the Major Adjustment process for the buildings in the other five 
phases of the PUD.  Therefore, staff supports a modification to require masonry 
materials only on the lower west façade as proposed. 
 
Section 12-4.5 – Surface and Drainage 
This section states that parking lots including aisles, access drives and parking 
spaces shall be surfaced with asphalt or concrete. 
Findings:  The applicant has proposed Unilock concrete paving stones for the 
majority of the hard surface areas on the north and west sides of the Plant 1 building 
and for all surfaces in phase two, and gravel has been proposed in the middle of the 
site between the plant buildings, around the storage/check-out building and around 
the outdoor storage area to eventually be surfaced with pavers manufactured on-site 
once the plant is operational.  The Zoning Resolution permits pavers for parking 
spaces but does not permit pavers for loading areas or access drives providing 
access to the property or to any loading area.  Given that the proposed use 
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manufactures concrete pavers, staff supports a variance to this standard to allow 
concrete pavers instead of asphalt or cement paving of parking and access areas.  
However, staff is concerned with the large amount of gravel area proposed 
indefinitely to access the end of Southwest Parkway and therefore recommends that 
the first 200 feet of depth from the west property line in the area of Southwest 
Parkway be paved with pavers, asphalt or concrete, and that gravel only be 
permitted beyond this area in the middle of the site surrounding and within the 
outdoor storage areas.  In addition, this gravel area should be required to be paved 
as part of phase two construction at the latest. 
 
Section 14-7 – Boundary Buffer 
This section states that a Boundary Buffer B with a minimum width of 60 feet is 
required along the east property lines where the site abuts single-family residential 
use, and that a Boundary Buffer B with a minimum width of 50 feet is required 
along the north property line where the site abuts a planned low-intensity office use 
(Project Silverhawk).   No buffer is required along the south property line as this is 
an excavation/extraction use. 
Findings:  The applicant has proposed that the existing woodland buffer between 
the existing mobile home park and the row of eight single-family homes along the 
west side of Dry Fork Road north of the mobile home park driveway be preserved to 
count towards the required boundary buffer.  Staff supports the existing woodland 
buffer to count towards the planting requirement as it is a substantial buffer and 
exceeds the minimum 60-foot width requirement.  As there is no existing woodland 
buffer to the rear of the lot immediately north of the mobile home park driveway or 
for the three residential lots south of the driveway, staff recommends the required 
plantings be installed along the rear lot lines of these four lots.  Also, staff 
recommends that the woodland buffer be preserved and protected during 
construction as a condition of approval. 
 
Along the north property line where the site abuts a planned low-intensity office use 
known as Project Silverhawk, staff recommends that the required 50-foot boundary 
buffer be reduced to the proposed 15-foot buffer subject to the required plantings as 
the low-intensity office use of the site will appear as an industrial use and there will 
be security fencing, a drainage easement, and several hundred feet separating the 
Unilock site from the proposed building to the north.  
 

Other Issues 
 
Mobile Home Park Buffer 
The applicant has not indicated at what point the mobile home park use would be 
discontinued and the mobile home park would be permitted to remain as part of 
phase one of development that would occur on the large parcel to the west.  Though 
no boundary buffer is required between phase one and the mobile home park as it is 
internal to the Zone Amendment area, staff is concerned that phase one could be 
constructed with outdoor storage abutting the property line to the east immediately 
adjacent to the mobile home park.  Therefore, staff recommends that a Boundary 
Buffer B be required between phase one and any occupied unit within the mobile 
home park until such time that phase two is developed. 
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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 and 
Comprehensive Plans and the Hamilton County Thoroughfare Plan.  Provided that 
Plant 2 is approved as part of a public hearing where applicable controls can be 
reviewed to ensure compatibility with surrounding uses and the gravel area is 
reduced, the proposed development would be an acceptable use of the property.  
Therefore, 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 2016-01; Unilock Industrial, a request for a zone amendment from “F 
PUD SPI-SC” Planned Light Industrial, “F SPI-SC” Light  Industrial, and “A SPI-
SC” Single-Family Residence to “GG SPI-SC” Planned Heavy Industrial subject to 
the standard covenants for planned districts and the following conditions, variances 
and modifications: 
 
Conditions: 
1. That the Zoning Compliance Plan for Plant 2 shall be reviewed and approved by 

the Rural Zoning Commission for compliance with Section 6-1.2 (c) as part of a 
public hearing. 

2. That a landscape plan that complies with Sections 12-6, 14-7, and 14-8 of the 
Zoning Resolution and Conditions #5 and #6, and Modification #3 below shall 
be submitted as part of the Zoning Compliance Plan. 

3. That a lighting plan that complies with the Zoning Resolution shall be submitted 
as part of the Zoning Compliance Plan. 

4. That a signage plan that complies with the Zoning Resolution shall be submitted 
as part of the Zoning Compliance Plan. 

5. That the existing wooded area indicated to remain along the east property line 
shall remain an undisturbed boundary buffer and shall be indicated as outside of 
the limits of construction and protected with temporary fencing during 
construction. 

6. That a Boundary Buffer B shall be installed between phase one and any occupied 
unit within the mobile home park in phase two until such time that all mobile 
home units are removed from the zone amendment area. 

7. That no semi-tractor trailer, commercial, or industrial vehicles shall be permitted 
to use the Dry Ford Road access drive. 

8. That no gravel parking, access, loading or storage areas shall be permitted within 
200 feet of the west property line near Southwest parkway. 

 
Variances: 
1. Section 6-1.2 g.4. – That no outdoor storage screening shall be required where 

outdoor storage is required to be screened by a solid fence or wall. 
2. Table 6-5 – That a maximum building height of 60 feet shall be permitted for the 

Plant 1 and Plant 2 buildings where a maximum building height of 35 feet is 
permitted. 
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SITE PHOTOS 

 
View of site looking east from the end of Southwest Parkway 

 

 
Looking north down Southwest Parkway 

 

 
Looking northwest at the mobile home park within phase two of development 

 

 
Looking southeast at mobile home park Dry Fork Road driveway to remain 

 

 
Bird’s eye image of existing wooded area to remain as buffer to east
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN (PHASE 2 HATCHED) 
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PROPOSED GRADING PLAN 
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PROPOSED PLANT 1 ELEVATIONS AND PERSPECTIVE 
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APPLICANT LETTERS 
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