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 ******************************************************************* 

MINUTES OF SYMMES TOWNSHIP REGULAR MEETING 

  

May 3, 2022 

******************************************************************* 

                                                                                                                      

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. Elected officials present were Ms. Jodie Leis, Mr. 

Kenneth Bryant, Mr. Phil Beck, and Mr. Joseph Grossi. 

 

Also, present: Kimberly Lapensee – Township Administrator; Jeff Forbes - Law Director;  

Lieutenant Barb Stuckey – HCSO; Bruce Hawk – Deputy Chief LSFD, and Bryan Snyder – 

Hamilton County Regional Planning Commission. 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AND INVOCATION 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

  

JODIE LEIS made a motion to approve the agenda. Mr. Beck seconded the motion. Discussion 

continued.  

 

Mr. Beck suggested that we move Resolution G2022-52 up on the agenda after the public 

hearing. Ms. Leis agreed. 

 

The roll call vote was as follows: Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, Mr. Beck ‘ ‘aye’ and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. 

Motion passes.  

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES   

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to approve the regular minutes for April 5, 2022, the Records 

Commission Meeting Minutes from April 5, 2022, and the Special Meeting Minutes from April 

20, 2022. Mr. Bryant seconded the motion. The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, 

Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. Motion passes. 

 

FISCAL OFFICERS REPORT 

 

JOE GROSSI stated that we have $14,245.44 in our HRA Account, $8,475,582.99 in the checking 

account, and $8,174,957.66 in our Meeder Investment account from March. He stated that we have 

$2,827,157.57 in the General Fund, $707,511.01 in the Park Levy, $1,101,238.80 in the Police 

Levy Fund, $734,935.11 in the Fire Levy Fund, and $3,367,428.38 in the Safety Services Fund as 

of May 1, 2022. Mr. Grossi stated that we also just received approval for a new RC-2 schedule for 

records retention from the Ohio Historical Connection which will allow us to destroy records that 

we no longer are required to keep. 
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PRESENTATIONS 

  

None. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

Public hearing for the board to review Text Amendments to Section 31 Definitions, Section 51 

General Provisions, Sections 94 Transitions Regulations, Section 104 & 105 “E” Residence 

District, Section 115 “F” Light Industrial District, Section 124 “G” Heavy Industrial District, 

Section 134 “H” Riverfront District, Section 135 “DD” Planned Multi-Family Residence 

District, Section 136 “OO” Planned Residence District, 137 “EE” Planned Residence District, 

Section 138 “FF” Planned Light Industrial District, Section 139 “GG” Planned Heavy Industrial 

District, Section 143.2 Shared Parking, Section 146 Outdoor Lighting, Section 171 Additional 

Use, Height, and Area Regulations and Exceptions, Section 320.4 and Section 321.5 Variable 

Message Centers Regulations of the Symmes Township Zoning Resolution. 

 

JODIE LEIS opened the public hearing at 7:06 p.m. 

 

BRYAN SNYDER, Hamilton County Planning and Development, outlined the text amendment 

process in a township which is the same as any zone change.  

BRYAN SNYDER stated that On February 8, 2022, the Symmes Township Board of Township 

Trustees initiated text amendments to amend Sections 31, 51, 137, 143.2, 146, 171, 320.4, 321.4, 

321.5, & 351 of the Symmes Township Zoning Resolution related to the regulations of short-term 

rental uses, parking setbacks, shared parking, outdoor lighting, signage, and accessory structures.  

A copy of the regulations as initiated was transmitted to the Regional Planning Commission for 

consideration and is included in Exhibit A of this report.   

BRYAN SNYDER stated that Staff has reviewed the proposed text changes listed in Exhibit “A” 

attached at the end of this report and has identified the following issues 

• Section 31.3-192 would be added to define short-term rentals as a dwelling unit or portion 

thereof that would be offered to a guest by a short-term rental operator for a fee for a term of 

less than one year. These are properties that are offered for rent through websites such as Vrbo 

and Airbnb. 

Findings:  The wording of this definition indicates that if a property owner is renting a 

property for less than 1 year that they would be considered a short-term rental owner or 

operator.  However, this does not consider that there are numerous traditional rental 

properties in the township, including detached single-family homes, condominiums, and 

apartments that may be offered on a six-month lease or may be continued on a month-to-month 

basis after an initial rental period.  One year seems to be far too long of a timeframe to define 

short-term rentals.  Most of the text amendments staff has reviewed have included one month 
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as the maximum timeframe to be considered a short-term rental.  Staff recommends the time 

period be reduced to one month.   

Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission agreed with a one-year term but also added in 

the definition as a “single family” dwelling instead of just any dwelling unit. 

• Section 51.5 would prohibit short-term rental uses from all residence districts.   

Findings:  Staff finds that prohibiting a use that is traditionally conducted in a residential 

environment from all residence districts may not be legally defensible and suggests that the 

township consult legal counsel regarding this issue.  Staff finds that such uses operate in a 

similar manner to a bed and breakfast use in that guests are staying in someone else’s home 

rather than in a hotel or motel room and the experience of staying in a short-term rental feels 

much more like living a neighborhood than staying in a hotel.  Bed and breakfast uses are 

currently permitted in residence districts if approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals as part 

of a Conditional Use, which allows input from neighbors prior to approval of the use in the 

neighborhood.  Prohibiting these uses in residential districts will likely make all existing short-

term rentals legal nonconforming uses that may be permitted to continue operating indefinitely 

without any hearings.  Staff would suggest considering defining short term rentals as proposed 

but adding them to the list of conditional uses in residence districts rather than outright 

prohibiting them.  However, if the township decides to prohibit short term rentals, staff suggest 

that the language be modified to exempt the “O” & “E” Residence (with Subservient Office 

and Retail) districts from the list of Residence districts where short-term rental uses are 

prohibited.  

Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission agreed with the staff report that we should allow 

them under the Conditional Use Regulations. 

Mr. Beck asked Mr. Snyder to explain why prohibiting these uses in residential districts will 

make all existing short-term rentals legal non-conforming uses. Mr. Snyder stated that when 

you take a use that is currently operating in a district and the use is not currently prohibited and 

prohibit it, then all of such uses are grandfathered in that district. Mr. Bryant asked how we 

would know who was existing prior to the text amendment going into effect? Mr. Snyder stated 

that they would have to prove to us that they were existing prior to that date. Mr. Bryant asked 

if there is any grandfathering because they would be a conditional use? Mr. Snyder stated no 

because we are not prohibiting them at that point. He stated that we have been telling them all 

along that they are a conditional use, and this text amendment would just clarify it by adding a 

definition. Ms. Leis asked if any of them have gone through the conditional use process? Mr. 

Snyder stated only one challenged our interpretation, but it has been challenged in court 

because the BZA had a different interpretation than staff and the case is still pending. Mr. Beck 

stated that the decision from the BZA was that short-term rentals were a hotel/motel use and 

can only operate in a retail district. Mr. Snyder stated yes, that was the decision made by the 
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BZA and that was appealed by the applicant and is now with the Court of Common Pleas. Mr. 

Beck asked that if we did not go the conditional use route and depending on the decision made 

from the Common Pleas Court, would it abolish the grandfathering if the court agrees with the 

BZA decision? Mr. Snyder does not believe so, because it was an interpretation made and 

appealed and whatever the court decides is the final interpretation and the township would be 

required to administer unless the text of the regulations changes after that decision which is the 

proposal here. Mr. Snyder stated that it is his opinion that the text changes would supersede 

the court decision. Mr. Beck asked Mr. Forbes if he agreed with that. Mr. Forbes stated yes. 

Ms. Leis asked with conditional use if the board of trustees have any control. Mr. Snyder stated 

that it would be for the board to decide that, at least with the prohibited uses, there would not 

be any more of them.  

• Section 137.3-2 would be revised to reduce the parking setback requirement in the “EE” 

Planned Residence district from 20 feet to 10 feet.   

Findings:  Staff fully supports this change as the minimum streetscape buffer width is 10 feet 

and the additional 10 feet of parking setback was required to be only grass and did not require 

any additional landscaping.  In fact, staff suggests similar amendments to the 20-foot parking 

setback requirement contained in Sections 94.5-2, 104.1. 105.2, 115.2, 124.4-2, 134.5-1, 

135.4-2, 136.4-2, 137.4-2, 138.4-2, & 139.4-2 to be consistent and to maintain a consistent 

streetscape buffer from multi-family districts through commercial districts and into industrial 

districts in the township.   

 Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission agreed with the staff recommendations.  

• Section 143.2 would be expanded from the typical shared parking language  to allow shared 

parking between restaurant uses and office and churches not normally open, used, or operated 

during the same hours as the restaurant, subject to an executed parking agreement.   

Findings:  Rather than adding a full additional sentence to the existing shared parking 

provision, the goal to allow shared parking between restaurants, offices, and churches could 

be accomplished by adding restaurants to the existing list of uses where share parking is 

permitted.  Staff recommends changing this section to remove the unnecessary additional 

language.   

Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission agreed with the staff recommendations. 

• Section 146.1 would increase the permitted outdoor lighting pole height from 15 feet to 24 feet.   

Findings:  Staff fully supports this change as the maximum 15-foot in height has been an issue 

for every new development in the township. 

Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission did not agree with changing this section of the 

code and recommended that we leave the light pole heights at 15 feet. 
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• Section 171.10 and 171.13 would be modified to clarify the type of terraces and porches that 

may project into a front and rear yard and the maximum permitted projection.   

Findings:  Staff supports these changes as the existing sections appear to have inadvertently 

left out the maximum amount of projection for terraces or unenclosed or screened porches.  

The sections would be revised to allow up to a maximum of 10-foot projection into required 

front and rear yard.  This is consistent with the similar sections in the Hamilton County Zoning 

Resolution. 

Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission agreed with staff recommendations. 

• Section 320.4 would be added to the list of signs permitted in the “O” and “OO” districts to 

allow digital variable message center signs and include provisions for the operation of such 

signs.   

Findings:  Staff supports this change as the use of variable message signs has increased and 

the township has previously changed the resolution to allow them for use by institutions in 

residential zoning districts.  Since they are allowed now in both residential and retail districts, 

allowing them in office districts would be a logical amendment.  Staff does have two issues 

with the proposed standards.  These appear to have been copied from the “E” and “EE” 

district variable message standards with one minor error.  Proposed section 320.4-2-6 states 

that copy changes occur within 3 seconds or less but that should be 0.3 seconds or less as it 

appears in the comparable “E” and “EE” standards for digital signs.  Additionally, staff 

recommends addition of a section to require use of an auto dimming photocell to ensure that 

the brightness of the sign will adjust to the amount of natural light. 

Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission did not agree with the staff recommendations. 

They recommended that we not change the code to allow variable message signs in an office 

district. 

• Section 321.4-1 would be revised to restrict permitted wall signs in the “E” and “EE” districts 

to one sign per façade or per tenant in the case of multi-tenant buildings and eliminating the 

ability to have more than one sign for buildings with more than one frontage, such as a building 

on a corner lot.   

Findings:  Staff has serious concerns with the extent of this change.  The existing provision 

that allows 1.5 square feet of building signage per foot of principal façade and 0.75 square 

feet for any façade facing a secondary street has been in place since 1996 and matches the 

Hamilton County Zoning Resolution requirements that were in place prior to 1996 in Symmes 

Township.  Every commercial sign in the township has been constructed based on this 

standard.  Because there is no maximum number of signs currently, every business that has 

broken their sign up into a logo cabinet and a text cabinet, every large storefront that includes 

several logos for businesses located inside the store, every corner lot building with a wall sign 

facing each street, and countless other uses would become nonconforming.  This would apply 
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to every restaurant, bank, grocery store, gas station, and convenience store in the township.  

The Kroger at Harpers Corner currently has 7 signs across the expansive storefront.   

Additionally, this would only apply to “E” and “EE properties and not to “O” and “OO” 

properties, where office uses would be able to have more than one signs but retail uses would 

not.  Limiting all businesses to one sign per tenant and not reducing the amount of signage 

permitted from 1.5 square feet per façade also would encourage the use of massive sign 

cabinets and massive signage.  Tenants would also begin to question and push the boundaries 

of what exactly constitutes a sign and try to link different signs within one cabinet to avoid this 

restriction.  If the township wants to limit wall signs, staff recommend reviewing the permitted 

amount of wall signage rather than limiting the number of individual signs.  Staff recommends 

that this section be removed from the proposed text amendments.  

Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission agreed with the staff recommendations and that 

the code remain as it is. 

• Section 321.5 increases the permitted size for variable message centers on freestanding signs 

in the “E” and “EE” district from 25% of the overall sign area to 50% and increases the 

maximum limit for variable message centers from 35 square feet to 75 square feet.   

Findings:  Staff has no issue with raising the percentage of the retail freestanding sign that 

may be digital to 50%.  However, the staff recommends that the maximum size portion of this 

section be removed.  Neither the existing 35 square feet nor the proposed 75 square-foot 

maximum make sense based on the maximum size of permitted signs in the township.  Regular 

freestanding signs are permitted to be a maximum of 50 square feet in size and the largest 

freestanding sign, permitted only for businesses within 650 feet of an interstate highway, may 

be a maximum of 120 square feet in area.  The existing 25% would be 30 square feet and 50% 

would be 60 square feet of a 120 square foot pylon sign.  For the regular freestanding sign 

permitted at 50 square feet, the numbers would be 12.5 and 25 square feet, respectively.  Staff 

finds that having a maximum percentage and also a maximum area would only make sense if 

the maximum percentage could allow for a greater area than the maximum area. 

Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission agreed with the staff recommendations and 

proposed adding a #7 which includes auto dimming. 

• Section 351.4 would be added to the provision for detached accessory structures to limit the 

permitted number of such structures to one for lots with less than one acre and two for lots with 

over one acre 

Findings:  Similar to the findings for building signage changes listed above, this section has 

never had a maximum number of permitted structures since the Symmes Township Zoning 

Resolution was adopted in 1996 or under county zoning prior to the adoption of township 

zoning.  This section applies to all detached accessory structures in residential districts other 

than fences, pools, or decorative and ornamental landscape features.  This section does apply 
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to all detached garages, sheds, greenhouses, detached decks, and all other accessory 

structures typically associated with rear yards in the township.  Limiting them to just one 

structure on the vast majority of properties in the township, since most properties are less than 

one acre, would create a massive number of non-conforming structures.  Every property that 

has a detached garage and a shed of any size would be in violation of this section.  Every new 

accessory structure would have to apply for a variance to this section as most houses likely 

already have at least one detached accessory structure in the rear yard.  The amount of 

structures permitted is currently limited by the maximum size for each structure of 1,032 square 

feet and a maximum coverage of the area of the required rear yard of 30%.  This appropriately 

currently limits the size and number of detached accessory structures except in extreme cases 

involving eccentric or hobby specific property owners.  However, these are the exception, not 

the rule, and modifying this section as proposed would have a significant impact on a far 

greater number of current and future property owners. 

Mr. Snyder stated that the Zoning Commission agreed with the staff recommendations and that 

this part of the code remain as it is. 

BRYAN SNYDER stated that, staff supports the proposed text amendments and finds that they 

will enhance the existing zoning standards.  Several of the proposed changes are strongly supported 

by staff and will improve the administration of the Zoning Resolution.  However, staff is concerned 

with some of the language proposed in several of the other sections.  Staff has included a list of 

revisions on the following pages to reflect suggested changes to the proposed text to address the 

issues identified above.  With these revisions, staff finds that the proposed text amendments would 

result in an improved set of development guidelines and regulations and would therefore 

recommend approval of the requested Text Amendments. 

JODIE LEIS asked if anyone wanted to speak about the text amendments. 

CARY CAIN, 10120 Meadowknoll asked if the short-term rentals become part of the conditional 

use process, how many courts can they appeal it to? Mr. Forbes stated that the BZA is a quasi-

judicial board and if anyone does not like their decision, then they can appeal it to the Court of 

Common Pleas. If anyone is adversely affected by that decision, then they can appeal that decision 

to the Court of Appeals. He stated that is typically where the appeals stop because the only other 

board to hear those appeals is the Ohio Supreme Court and they are not automatic by right. He 

stated that you have to ask permission to appeal based on certain circumstances. Mr. Cain asked 

how often does the Court of Appeals overturn the Court of Common Pleas? Mr. Forbes did not 

know. Mr. Bryant asked if we are better off waiting for the Court of Common Pleas to decide the 

appeal or should we wait. Mr. Forbes stated that these text amendments will change the zoning 

resolution now and will change it going forward. He stated that this will take away any 

interpretation of the code and further interpretation will not be needed. He stated that these 

amendments will bring clarity. Mr. Forbes stated that any action taken tonight will not affect the 

outcome of the court case that is now in process. Mr. Cain asks that we take some action tonight 

because he does not want to have to wait for the court process to work itself out. Mr. Beck asked 

Mr. Cain what his opinion is on this matter – allow by conditional use or prohibit the use? Mr. 

Cain states that he has mixed emotions on this issue. He stated that it could go either way on the 

Court of Common Pleas so either way he is stuck with having one next to him. He stated that he 
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would rather see if under local control and he and his neighbors have any say at the public hearing 

process. Ms. Leis asked if we could add conditions to the approval process if we want. Mr. Snyder 

stated yes, as long as they are reasonable, legal, and defensible we can add conditions. Mr. Forbes 

agrees. Mr. Cain stated that based on that, he would rather see them prohibited because it slams 

the door any new ones coming in. He stated that they change the residential character of the 

neighborhood.  

JAY BATCHELOR, 10119 Colburn Court, stated that he abuts the short-term rental on 

Meadowknoll through his rear yard. He stated that he would prefer if the board prohibited the use 

of a short-term rental and is concerned about conditions varying from day to day or property to 

property. He stated that he believes we should set a standard criterion for each property. Mr. Leis 

asked Mr. Snyder if we can do that. Mr. Snyder stated that staff is recommending certain criteria 

be set with this as a conditional use (f, h, m, p2, s, x). Ms. Leis asked if we could set a regulation 

that it has to be more than 1 day. Mr. Forbes stated that we first need to set a definition of a short-

term rental and he has never seen that in any other conditional use regulation, and we may not be 

able to give them a good legal answer. He reiterated that these conditions must be reasonable, legal 

and relatable. Mr. Snyder stated that he recommends that they go through a public hearing process 

so when this goes to the BZA for their decision, they are allowed to consider other information 

and is based on a case-by-case basis. He stated that each location may be different and different 

circumstances may apply. Ms. Leis asked if we define short-term rentals as a year, would all these 

in affect right now would have to come back and go through the conditional use process. Mr. 

Snyder stated yes, anything that is less then one year would have to go through the conditional use 

process. He stated that we are not limiting it to a year, we are stating anything less than one year 

is a short-term rental.  

ANNA LAWSON, 11970 Streamside, stated that she is concerned about more regulations on her 

own property and wondered if there are other avenues. She stated that she does not know what the 

future brings but she may need to do this sometime in the future and is concerned about it. She 

asked if there are other rules about having parties outside at night. She suggested that we educate 

the owners.  

KYLE WATTS, 11993 Streamside, stated that he lives next door to a short-term rental at 10007 

Bentcreek and can hear all the music all weekend and there is always lots of cars. He stated that 

he would prefer the board adopt conditional use terms to regulate the uses because he is selfish 

and is stuck no matter what happens. He stated that if we prohibit the use, he is stuck with what is 

already there. He suggests that we create a process that everyone has to follow with conditions. 

LINDA HULL, 9857 Montgomery Road, stated that she is a real estate agent and represents several 

buyers and has a vested interest. She asked why rules should apply to Short-term rentals and not 

everyone else. She referenced HB563 and if we are trying to apply regulations unevenly, that we 

are treading on thin ice. She stated that she feels it is unfair to treat renters differently. She 

wondered if we were going to start doing background checks on everyone. Ms. Leis stated that 

HB563 is still in committee and could be changed if ever adopted.  

MARK LEGUILLON, 9355 McKinney Road, stated that he is opposed to Lighting Regulations 

and Illuminated Signs. He stated that there is no standard to how much light is put out. He stated 
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that he does not believe that any of the areas where the Trustees live would be affected by this 

change. Ms. Leis asked how this would affect him? He stated that it would not, but he drives 

through the area. Ms. Leis asked Mr. Snyder if there were any standards for illuminated signs. Mr. 

Snyder stated that the regulations stated you cannot have more than .5 lumens/footcandles at the 

property line. He stated that he is still concerned about short-term rentals and believes problems 

will still continue regardless of period. He stated that he does not feel it is right to infringe on 

anyone’s property rights and they should not be adopted.  

CAROL SIMS, 9972 Washington Street, asked why L (noise), U (security measures), Y (intensity 

of use) and Z (emergency response plan) were not being considered under the conditional use 

regulations for short-term rentals. She asked if they would be added to the list. Mr. Snyder stated 

that those regulations were intended for more commercial/industrial uses and not residential. She 

asked if the BZA can set a time limit for short-term rentals. Mr. Snyder stated that he does not 

recommend that. She stated that there is no list of what items are to be included in the text 

amendments online. She asked if they had set language. Mr. Beck stated that they are going to 

discuss that tonight. She wanted to remind the board that light pole heights were not recommended 

by the Zoning Commission. She stated that all developers coming into the community should know 

our regulations. Ms. Leis asked if anyone has been denied for the heights of light poles. Mr. Snyder 

stated that not usually. She stated that Zoning Commission should be aware that these standards 

are already in place and should not grant variances. She stated that she has serious issues with 

Sections 351.4 (accessory structures), 321.4 (EE signage) and 320.4 (variable message signs in O 

district). She stated that she does not agree with allowing variable message signs in an office 

district and does not agree with the township changing the signage just for one use. She stated that 

once you change it for them, you change it for everyone. She stated that Camp Dennison could 

potentially have 6 variable message signs now. She asked that they listen to the Zoning 

Commission.  

MARK HUTTON, 11621 Symmes Creek Drive, stated that everyone has used a short-term rental 

and understands that everyone has had issues. He stated that he is opposed to any additional 

regulations to any private property. He stated that he would rather stay in a house than a hotel if 

he is traveling.  

YIWEI CHENG, 10112 Meadowknoll Drive, who lives next door to Mr. Cain, and she owns the 

short-term rental next to him. She stated that short-term rentals are Single Family uses and 

everyone is there for a residential reason. She stated that the length of time should not dictate this. 

She stated that the personal preference of a few people is affecting everyone. She stated that people 

need a short-term place to stay and stay in a neighborhood. She stated that she does not feel that it 

is fair for these few people to pass judgement and decide what is going to happen. She stated that 

everyone needs a short-term rental for several reasons. She stated that her neighbor has her cell 

phone # and she will work out any issues that happen and address them. She stated that whatever 

conditions are placed in the conditional use category for these properties need to create conditions 

that everyone can live with. She stated that she feels that there was bias during the board meetings 

prior to any decisions being made.  

CJ CARR, 10403 Willow, stated that he is opposed to illuminated signage because of the 

brightness. He gave an example of Taco Bell’s sign at night and that it is hard to see pulling out at 
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night. Mr. Snyder asked if he ever has complained to the zoning inspector about the flashing light 

or brightness. Mr. Carr stated no. He stated that he is against limiting the number of accessory 

structures and does not agree with the 10’-0” setback for decks/porches. He stated that he has an 

interpretation from Brian Elliff from 2013 concerning the setbacks which at that time Brian made 

an interpretation that 14’-0” was acceptable because all the lots in Loveland Park are shorter than 

most other lots and decks are usually larger than 10’-0”. He is asking the board to allow a 

projection in the rear yard of 14’-0”.  

KAREN CAIN, 10120 Meadowknoll, stated that short-term rentals are businesses, and she lives 

in a single-family neighborhood and the owners are making money. She stated that is a real concern 

and she wants to preserve the integrity of the neighborhood instead of changing it. 

JODIE LEIS asked if we should close the public hearing or keep discussing this? Mr. Forbes stated 

that if we close the public hearing, we will have to decide within 20 days.   

JODIE LEIS closed the public hearing at 8:45 p.m. 

Discussion continued. 

Section 31.3-192 Short-term Rental – The board agreed with leaving the wording “Single Family” 

out of the definition and shortening the time period to less than 30 days. 

 

Section 51.5 General Provisions – The board agreed to allow short-term rentals and list them 

under the conditional use category with stipulations f, h, m, p2, s and x.  Mr. Beck would like to 

list conditions such as ii. insurance, background checks, jj. screening, etc. There was a discussion 

over background checks, how to enforce it, how long is a rental for and whether to include liability 

insurance. Mr. Beck stated that he wanted to make that a condition that they have insurance. Ms. 

Leis asked what would happen if they violated the sections that are proposed with the changes. 

Mr. Forbes stated that they would be sent a violation notice.  

Section 137.3 Height and Area Requirements – The board agreed to change the parking setbacks 

from 20’-0” to 10’-0” and add all the sections as outlined by staff in the staff report. Mr. Bryant 

asked if we are to reduce the setback, is there still a buffer that is provided. Mr. Snyder stated yes. 

Mr. Forbes asked them to clarify to make sure they were okay with adding all the other sections. 

The board stated that they were okay adding those other sections. 

Section 143.2 Shared Parking – The board agreed to change two words in the text to allow shared 

parking, RESTAURANTS and CHURCHES were added to the list of uses that can share parking. 

Section 146.1 Outdoor Lighting – The board agreed to change the lighting pole heights to 24’-0” 

in commercial districts and leave the remaining residential districts at 15’-0”. Mr. Bryant asked if 

that applied to all parking lots or just certain ones. Mr. Snyder stated that it applies to all parking 

lots. Mr. Snyder suggested that the language could be stated that it was 15’-0” in all residential 

districts and 24’-0” in all other districts. Mrs. Lapensee stated that these regulations will also apply 

to our parks that are all located in residential districts. 
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Section 171 Additional Use, Height and Area Regulations and Exceptions – The board agreed 

to change the text so that decks/porches can extend 10’-0” into the setbacks (front and back). Mr. 

Forbes stated that the code was silent on the amount of feet that a deck was permitted to encroach 

into the setbacks and the staff is trying to clarify the distance. Mr. Beck stated that this would be 

consistent with Hamilton County Zoning. 

Section 320.4 Variable Message Centers for Signs in the O or OO District – The board agreed to 

add Variable Message Centers on ground mounted signs in the Office District and but keep the 

message center to no larger than 25% of the sign and add #7 which requires auto dimming 

photocell so that the brightness will adjust depending on the time or weather. There was a 

discussion on whether or not to regulate the brightness of the sign, but there is really no way to 

regulate the brightness or enforce it. Mr. Beck asked about the footcandle provision. Mr. Snyder 

stated that the code requires that the brightness of the sign to be .5 footcandles at the property line.  

Section 321.4-1 Wall Signs within the E and EE District – The board agreed to delete this section 

from consideration. Mrs. Lapensee stated that since neither board agreed with this change, she 

deleted it from the resolution that she prepared for them to vote on. 

Section 321.5 Variable Message Centers for Signs in the E or EE District – The board agreed to 

modify the text so that the variable message part of the sign is increased from 25% to 50% and 

delete the text that references a maximum. They also agreed to add #7 auto dimming to the text. 

Section 351 Detached Garage, Storage, Structures and other Detached Structures – The board 

agreed to delete this section from consideration. Mrs. Lapensee stated that since neither board 

agreed with this change, she deleted it from the resolution that she prepared for them to vote on. 

JODIE LEIS asked Mrs. Lapensee to revise this resolution and that they need to set a date to come 

back and vote on the changes. The board set a date of Thursday, May 19 at 6:00 p.m. here at the 

Safety Center. 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to table Resolution G2022-52 – Resolution to Approve Text 

Amendments to Section 31 Definitions, Section 51 General Provisions, Sections 94 Transitions 

Regulations, Section 104 & 105 “E” Residence District, Section 115 “F” Light Industrial District, 

Section 124 “G” Heavy Industrial District, Section 134 “H” Riverfront District, Section 135 “DD” 

Planned Multi-Family Residence District, Section 136 “OO” Planned Residence District, 137 

“EE” Planned Residence District, Section 138 “FF” Planned Light Industrial District, Section 139 

“GG” Planned Heavy Industrial District, Section 143.2 Shared Parking, Section 146 Outdoor 

Lighting, Section 171 Additional Use, Height, and Area Regulations and Exceptions, Section 

320.4 and Section 321.5 Variable Message Centers Regulations of the Symmes Township Zoning 

Resolution and Dispensing with the Second Reading until a special meeting on May 19, 2022 at 

6:00 p.m. Mr. Bryant seconded the motion.  

The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. 

Motion passes. 

 

APPROVAL OF DISBURSEMENTS 
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Ms. Leis made a motion to approve the warrants 80998 to 81127 and Vouchers 74 to 96 in the 

amount of $337,262.04. Mr. Beck seconded the motion. The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. 

Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. Motion passes. 

 

REPORTS 

 

JEFF FORBES, LAW DIRECTOR – Mr. Forbes stated that he had no report.  

 

LIEUTENANT BARB STUCKEY, HAMILTON COUNTY SHERIFF’S DEPT – Lieutenant 

Stuckey reported that there has been a number of car break-ins around the county and to make sure 

everyone is locking their doors when leaving cars outside and removing valuables. She stated that 

the Sheriff’s Office also does vacation checks over the summer while residents are on vacation.  

 

DEPUTY CHIEF BRUCE HAWK, LSFD – stated that the board has their written report, that 

LSFD will be out doing the smoke detector blitz, and that summer camp will be June 13 – 17 at 

Seven Gables Park and registration will end at the end of May. 

 

BILL PITMAN, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS – Absent.  

 

COMMITTEE – None. 

 

OTHER – None.  

 

HEARING OF RESIDENTS 

 

MARK LEGUILLON, 9355 McKinney Road, stated that he is concerned about the Snider Road 

zone change and how the board tabled the decision to another meeting and did not know they only 

had 20 days to decide concerning the zone change. He stated that this left the door open for a 

challenge from the developer. He stated that he is concerned about Mr. Beck’s offer of a 

modification. 

 

CAROL SIMS, 9972 Washington Street, stated that she is concerned about the 20-day time period 

for zone change decisions. She stated that she disagrees with statements made in the minutes from 

a work session concerning these text amendments and that we should not cater to Union Savings 

Bank and asks that we reconsider the signage. She stated that she thinks the board does not care 

anymore.  

 

CJ CARR, 10403 Willow, stated that he is there for the Historical Society and wants us to know 

that the cabin will be open in May the 1st and 3rd weekends from 1 p.m. until 3 p.m. through 

September. He asked about the Records Retention Schedule. Mr. Bryant clarified that the State 

Historical Society approved our retention schedules. He wondered if the records could be turned 

over to the Historical Society.  

 

CORRESPONDENCE 
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Attached to the packet.  

 

EVENTS/MEETINGS 

 

• Zoning Commission Meeting – Wednesday, May 18, 2022, at 7:00 p.m. at the Safety 

Center.  

• Clean Up Day – Saturday, May 21, 2022, from 9:00 a.m. until 3:00 p.m. at Home of the 

Brave Park. 

• Storytime with the Symmes Library – Monday, May 23, 2022, from 10:00 a.m. until 

10:30 a.m. at Meade Park. 

• Symmes Honors Veterans – Friday, May 27, 2022, at 7:00 p.m. at Home of the Brave 

Park. 

• Memorial Day Holiday – Monday, May 30, 2022, all public buildings will be closed. 

• Yoga in the Park Begins – Wednesday, June 1, 2022, at Hopewell Meadows Park at 9:00 

a.m. 

• Hazardous Household Waste Drop-off – Saturday, June 4, 2022, from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 

a.m. at Loveland High School. 

• Board of Zoning Appeals – Monday, June 6, 2022, at 7:00 p.m. at the Safety Services 

Center. 

• Regular Trustees Meeting – Tuesday, June 7, 2022, at 7:00 p.m. at the Safety Services 

Center. 

 

OLD BUSINESS 

 

None. 

 

NEW BUSINESS  

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to schedule a work session to discuss landscape medians along 

Montgomery Road, slides at Symmes Park and the play structure replacement at Seven Gables 

Park for Thursday, May 19, 2022, at 6:15 p.m. Mr. Beck seconded the motion. 

 

The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. 

Motion passes. 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to set the public hearing date for the tax budget on June 7, 2022, at 

7:05 p.m. Mr. Bryant seconded the motion. The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, 

Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. Motion passes. 

 

JODIE LEIS asked for discussion concerning the Camp Dennison Landscaping Request. Ms. 

Leis stated that we have been working on landscaping for the triangle parcel in Camp Dennison. 

She stated that we still only have one bid for the landscaping. Ms. Leis stated that we have put in 

a lot of money in other parks across the township except for Camp Dennison. She stated that she 

would like us to put some of our money into the memorial park there to make it look nice. Mr. 
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Beck stated that he has been working with the County Engineer’s Office on trying to get that 

portion of Kugler Mill vacated, but he has to coordinate with the state on that because of its 

location next to State Route 126. He stated that the county is open minded to it. Mr. Bryant 

stated that it would be hard to do a landscape design if we are just going to change the shape of 

the park. Ms. Leis stated that she is okay with spending the money to do the initial landscaping 

and adding to it later. Mr. Bryant stated that it would help him if he could see a plan. Mrs. 

Lapensee stated that we already approved a plan last year. She stated that we do not own the 

properties and would need permission from the owners to re-landscape those parcels. She stated 

that we would need to identify who is going to maintain the properties after we plant the 

materials because the township only has 3 employees dedicated to the parks at this time. She 

stated that she did not budget to do this project this year so they would need to identify a funding 

source. Mrs. Wilson stated that she asked if the signs could be fixed as well.  

 

JODIE LEIS stated that she wanted to discuss the trees that are along the bike path and Clement 

Street. Ms. Wilson stated that there are 4 trees that have been cut down on ODNR’s property and 

she wants the township to buy trees and plant them there. Mrs. Lapensee stated that we do not 

own the parcel where the trees are now located so we could only purchase the trees and give 

them to Barb to plant and maintain. Mrs. Lapensee asked that we set a budget for these trees. Ms. 

Wilson stated that they are around $150.00 per tree. Ms. Leis stated that it would be sufficient to 

set $1,000.00 for a budget. 

 

JODIE LEIS asked for discussion concerning the Speed Signs on Snider Road. Mr. Beck stated 

that we have had a number of people complain about the speed on Snider Road and he would 

like us to install some speed signs along that area. Mrs. Lapensee stated that we will need to do a 

speed study for that area to go along with the application that we will have to fill out and have 

approved. Mr. Beck stated that he only wants them installed on the Symmes side, but we should 

ask our Sycamore counterparts if they want to install them on their side too. Mr. Bryant asked 

where we would install them. Mrs. Lapensee stated that we can only install them where the speed 

limit signs are located now. 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to Approve Resolution G2022-53 – Resolution Authorizing the 

Purchase of the Butterfly IQ Ultrasound System for Symmes Medic Units from Butterfly IQ-

BFLY Operations Inc. in an amount not to exceed $6,730.00. Mr. Bryant seconded the motion. 

Discussion continued. 

 

KENNETH BRYANT asked what these devices would actually do and would they be stored in 

the medic units. Ms. Lapensee stated that the butterfly IQ Ultrasound Machine is a pocket sized 

portable external ultrasound scanner that is used for diagnostic ultrasound imaging and 

assessment of adult or pediatric patients’ anatomical structures for various clinical applications 

such as cardiac, peripheral vessels (hard to start IV’s), pulmonary function, and obstetrics. She 

stated that this device is compatible with both Apple and Android mobile devices and can be 

used to collect valuable clinical data in the field to better enhance a patient outcome once they 

reach a place of definitive care.  
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The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. 

Motion passes. 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to Approve Resolution G2022-54 – Resolution Authorizing 

Expenditures from American Rescue Plan Act Funds for Adopting the Standard Allowance and 

Allocating Funds. Mr. Beck seconded the motion. The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – 

‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. Motion passes. 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to Approve Resolution G2022-55 – Resolution Authorizing 

Expenditure from American Rescue Plan Act Funds. Mr. Bryant seconded the motion. 

Discussion continued. 

 

Mr. Bryant asked Mrs. Lapensee if the previous resolution states that we are going to do 

something according to a schedule and then this resolution authorizes the use. Mrs. Lapensee 

stated that the first resolution states that we are going to adopt the standard allowance which 

under the Treasury guidelines states that we can claim up to $10,000,000.00 dollars in losses and 

we do not have to have a specific purpose for those funds. She stated that it can be used for any 

governmental service that we provide. She stated that the second resolution states that we are 

also going to use the funds for specific projects which are listed in the resolution.  

 

The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. 

Motion passes. 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to Approve Resolution G2022-56 – Resolution Authorizing the 

Township Administrator to Enter into an Agreement with Stiles and Sons to Repair a Storm 

Water Pipe on Tanagerhills Drive in the amount of $49,791.00. Mr. Beck seconded the motion.  

 

The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. 

Motion passes. 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to Approve Resolution G2022-57 – Resolution Authorizing the 

Township Administrator to Enter into an Agreement with Choice One Engineering for 

Engineering Services for the Snider Road Sidewalk Project in the amount of $14,500.00. Mr. 

Beck seconded the motion. Discussion continued. 

 

Mr. Bryant asked which area this would cover. Mrs. Lapensee stated that this would be a 

preliminary study to see if it would be feasible to install sidewalks on the east side of Snider 

from Kemper to Hambletonian Drive. She stated that we would need to see how much ROW 

there is and how wide the sidewalk would need to be.  

 

The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. 

Motion passes. 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to Approve Resolution G2022-58 – Resolution Providing for the 

Declaration of Nuisance for the Property Located at 11817 Enyart Road and Authorizing all 
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Necessary Steps for the Abatement of the Nuisance. Mr. Bryant seconded the motion. The roll 

call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. Motion 

passes. 

 

EXECUTIVE SESSION – ORC Section 121.22(G) (1) To consider the compensation and 

employment of a public employee or official, (2) To consider the purchase of property for public 

purposes, and (3) Conferences with an attorney for the public body concerning disputes 

involving the public body that are the subject of pending or imminent court action. 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to enter into Executive Session per ORC Section 121.22(G) (1) To 

consider the compensation and employment of a public employee or official, (2) To consider the 

purchase of property for public purposes, and (3) Conferences with an attorney for the public 

body concerning disputes involving the public body that are the subject of pending or imminent 

court action at 10:35 p.m. Mr. Bryant seconded the motion. The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. 

Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant – ‘aye’. Motion passes. 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to return from Executive Session at 11:05 p.m. Mr. Beck seconded 

the motion. The roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, and Mr. Bryant 

– ‘aye’. Motion passes. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

JODIE LEIS made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Beck seconded the motion, and the roll 

call vote was as follows: Ms. Leis - ‘aye’, Mr. Beck – ‘aye’, Mr. Bryant - ‘aye’. 

 

Meeting adjourned at 11:06 p.m. 

 

 

Approved: 

 

 

 ___________________     _________________________    ________________________ 

 Jodie L. Leis, President      Philip J. Beck, Vice-President   Kenneth N. Bryant, Trustee 


