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*** AGENDA *** 
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY HALL 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, ROOM 300 

801 PLUM STREET 
CINCINNATI, OHIO 45202 

AND VIRTUALLY VIA ZOOM 
 

November 6, 2026 
9:00 a.m. 

 
CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
 
MINUTES  Consider the minutes of September 4, 2026. (pg. 3) 
 
 
CONSENT ITEMS – LEGISLATIVE 
 
ITEM 1 A report and recommendation on proposed improvements at Grant Park, and related 

property interests, including the dedication and acceptance of right-of-way, 
vacations of right-of-way, and a lease and sublease of Grant Park in Over-the-
Rhine. (Halt) (pg. 12) 

 
ITEM 2 A report and recommendation on the new location of an administrative building for 

the Cincinnati Health Department at 2800 Gilbert Avenue in Walnut Hills. (Halt) 
(pg. 31) 

 
ITEM 3 A report and recommendation on a proposed sidewalk easement and the associated 

dedication and acceptance of the sidewalk as public right-of-way at 3287 Werk 
Road in Westwood. (Ferries-Rowe) (pg. 36) 

 
 
CONSENT ITEMS – QUASI-JUDICIAL 
 
ITEM 4 A report and recommendation on a proposed Development Plan and Final Plat at 

2859 Fischer Place in Westwood. (Burns) (pg. 39) 
 
ITEM 5 A report and recommendation on a proposed Development Plan and Final Plat at 

262 Wilmer Avenue in the East End. (Burns) (pg. 46) 
 
ITEM 6 A report and recommendation on a proposed Final Development Plan for Planned 

Development #88 (PD-88), Three Oaks, in Oakley, to construct solar car ports. 
(Burns) (pg. 51) 

 
 



 

 
DISCUSSION ITEM – LEGISLATIVE 
 
ITEM 7 A report and recommendation on proposed zone changes at multiple locations in 

Camp Washington. (Burns) (pg. 62) 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Data Center Zoning Study Update 
 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
 
ADJOURN 
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

September 4, 2026 
 

Regular Meeting  
 

A regular meeting of the Cincinnati City Planning Commission for Friday, September 4, 2026, 
was held in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 801 Plum Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 and 
virtually on Zoom. 
 
Pursuant to Chapter 121 of the Cincinnati Municipal Code enacted by Ordinance 298-2021, the 
Cincinnati City Planning Commission held its meeting on September 4, 2026, in-person and via 
videoconference (on Zoom). The manner of remote participation complied with all requirements 
of the Open Meetings Act. The meeting could be watched in real time on CitiCable or by 
livestreaming the meeting at www.cincinnati-oh.gov/media. Members of the public were invited 
to participate in-person by registering online to receive the Zoom link. Public comments and 
questions to be shared with the City Planning Commission could be submitted to the Department 
of City Planning and Engagement in advance of the meeting. 
 
Present:  Mr. Jacob Samad, Chair  

Ms. Daniella Beltran, Vice Chair  
Ms. Anna Albi, City Councilmember and Commissioner 
Mr. Darrick Dansby, Commissioner 
Assistant City Manager, Mr. William “Billy” Weber, Commissioner  
 

Excused:  Mr. John Eby, Commissioner 
 
Staff Present: Ms. Katherine Keough-Jurs, City Planning & Engagement, Director 

Ms. Stacey Hoffman, City Planning & Engagement, City Planning Division 
Manager 
Ms. Emily Burns, City Planning & Engagement, City Planner 
Ms. Gabrielle Couch, City Planning & Engagement, Senior City Planner 
Ms. Maria Dienger, City Planning & Engagement, Senior City Planner 
Mx. Sophia Ferries-Rowe, City Planning & Engagement, City Planner 
Mr. Kevin Tidd, Law, Legal Counsel 

 
Mr. Samad called the meeting to order at 9:01 a.m. and  

asked that everyone join in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

Minutes 
Commission Action: 
Approved the minutes from June 26, 2026 and July 17, 2026. 
 Motion:  Ms. Albi  
 Second: Mr. Dansby 
 Ayes:  Ms. Albi, Ms. Beltran, Mr. Dansby, Mr. Samad, Mr. Weber 
 Nays:   None 
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Mr. Samad presented a vote to move Item 4 to the Discussion Agenda  
because members of the public were present to speak. 

 
Commission Action: 
Move Item 4 to the Discussion Agenda. 
 Motion:  Ms. Beltran  
 Second: Ms. Albi 
 Ayes:  Ms. Albi, Ms. Beltran, Mr. Dansby, Mr. Samad, Mr. Weber 
 Nays:   None 
 

Consent Agenda – Legislative 
ITEM 1 
A report and recommendation on the proposed vacation and sale of a portion of Clearwater Street 
right-of-way in the West End. The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement 
recommended that the City Planning Commission take the following actions:  
 

1) APPROVE the proposed vacation and sale of a portion of Clearwater Street right-of-way 
in the West End. 

 
ITEM 2 
A report and recommendation on proposed artwork on a City-owned building located at 212 W. 
4th Street (Whex Garage) in the Central Business District. The staff of the Department of City 
Planning and Engagement recommended that the City Planning Commission take the following 
actions:  
 

1) APPROVE the proposed artwork on a City-owned building located at 212 W. 4th Street 
(Whex Garage) in the Central Business District with the following conditions:  

a. That the artwork installation, size, location, and general design is substantially 
consistent with the proposed artwork in Exhibit B;  

b. The applicant shall coordinate with the City regarding the donation of the art 
including a contract with the City in a similar form as the City of Cincinnati 
Artwork Donation Agreement (Exhibit C); and  

c. All artists involved in the creation and installation of the artwork shall provide the 
City with a Waiver of Rights pursuant to the Visual Artists Rights Act (Exhibit D).  

 
ITEM 3 
A report and recommendation on a proposed conveyance of the property located at 5051 Estecreek 
Road in Winton Hills and the re-conveyance of the property to OH Cincinnati Estecreek, LLC. The 
staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement recommended that the City Planning 
Commission take the following actions:  
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1) APPROVE the proposed conveyance of the property located at 5051 Estecreek Road in 
Winton Hills and the re-conveyance of the property to OH Cincinnati Estecreek, LLC. 

 
Commission Action: 
Adopted the staff's recommendation for Item 1, Item 2, and Item 3 on the Legislative Consent 
Agenda. 
 Motion:  Ms. Albi  
 Second: Mr. Weber  
 Ayes:  Ms. Albi, Ms. Beltran, Mr. Dansby, Mr. Samad, Mr. Weber 
 Nays:   None 
 

Discussion Agenda – Quasi-Judicial 
ITEM 4 
Ms. Emily Burns presented a report and recommendation on a proposed Development Plan and 
Final Plat at 1 W. Corry Street in Corryville. The staff of the Department of City Planning and 
Engagement recommended that the City Planning Commission take the following actions:  
 

1) ADOPT the Department of City Planning and Engagement findings that the proposed 
division of land is generally consistent with the General Provision Purposes outlined in 
Section 100-03 of the Subdivision Regulations as detailed in this report; and  
 

2) APPROVE the proposed Development Plan and Final Plat for 1 W. Corry Street in 
Corryville because the proposed subdivision is substantially consistent with Section 300-
09(a)(6) and Section 300-09 (c)(1) of the Subdivision Regulations.  

 
Mr. Tidd swore in the speakers in as Item 4 was a quasi-judicial item. 

 
Speakers and Discussion: 
Mr. Andy Juengling, member of the applicant team, reiterated the request to split the air lot from 
the land parcel; the plat had not been recorded, which is why they were back in front of the City 
Planning Commission. An approved plat will allow the developer and owner to begin developing 
plans. Mr. Junegling referenced the letter from the Corryville Community Council and shared their 
intention to engage with the community council as the proposal progresses. 
 
Ms. Beltran asked if the developer had a communications or engagement plan in place. Mr. 
Juengling confirmed that that would be part of the process. 
 
Mr. Weber inquired about the timing of the project. Mr. Juengling replied that the developer and 
owner were beginning to work on the proposal with the intent of keeping things moving in the 
near future. 
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Ms. Albi referenced the letter from the Corryville Community Council and asked about the 
changes the community was seeking information about. She asked if there was an opportunity for 
the developer to return to the community council before this item was voted on. Mr. Juengling 
explained that the developer and owner wanted assurance on the parameters of the site before 
investing further in the project. This approval would give them the necessary assurances about the 
boundaries and site, allowing them to create a realistic development plan to return to the 
community council with to engage on. 
 
Mr. Samad asked Mr. Juengling if the plan in front of the City Planning Commission was different 
from the previously approved plats. Mr. Juengling confirmed that the proposed subdivision was 
the same as previously presented and approved by the City Planning Commission. 
 
Ms. Debra Benjamin, Corryville resident and community council board member, expressed 
concern that they had not heard from the developer in three years and that the City’s notice of the 
proposed subdivision was inadequate. Ms. Benjamin shared concerns about the circulation in and 
around the parking lot where the subdivision was proposed. She requested that the commission not 
take action until the parking lot concerns were addressed within the neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Albi stated that it was fair for the community to request continued engagement and pointed 
out that this was the first step in the process. Ms. Beltran added that having site control was 
important for the developer and owner and would allow for more productive conversation to occur 
as the project progresses. 
 
Mr. Dansby asked about additional review of the project. Ms. Keough-Jurs confirmed that 
reviewing agencies would review the project for permitting. 
 
Commission Action: 
Adopted the staff's recommendation for Item 4 on the Quasi-Judicial Discussion Agenda. 
 Motion:  Mr. Dansby  
 Second: Mr. Weber  
 Ayes:  Ms. Albi, Ms. Beltran, Mr. Dansby, Mr. Samad, Mr. Weber 
 Nays:   None 
 

ITEM 5 
Ms. Emily Burns presented a report and recommendation on a proposed Final Development Plan 
for Planned Development #67 (PD-67), University Station, at 1746 Dana Avenue in Evanston. The 
staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement recommended that the City Planning 
Commission take the following actions:  
 

1. ADOPT the Department of City Planning and Engagement Findings as detailed in this 
report; and  
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2. APPROVE the Final Development Plan for Planned Development #67 (PD-67), 

University Station, at 1746 Dana Avenue in Evanston. 
 

Mr. Tidd swore in the speakers in as Item 5 was a quasi-judicial item. 
 
Speakers and Discussion: 
Ms. Beltran asked if the Green Cincinnati Plan was typically included in the analysis of a project. 
Ms. Burns responded that it might be referenced if there were specific sustainability initiatives or 
goals as part of the project. 
 
Ms. Megan Seighman, a member of the applicant team, reiterated the project scope and shared that 
they had been in communication with the Evanston Community Council. She stated that they had 
already submitted for permitting and were waiting for  the zoning piece to be approved. 
 
Ms. Albi referenced recent storms and flooding in the Cincinnati area and wanted to address the 
analysis provided by the Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD) and Stormwater Management Utility 
(SMU) as the Coordinated Site Review letter referenced detention requirements and drainage 
structures. She shared concerns about moving from eco-grid pavers to an impervious surface.  
 
Ms. Seighman stated that there was existing underground stormwater storage under the current 
parking lot on the north side of the parking lot and that stormwater detention was provided as part 
of the College of Osteopathic Medicine building to the west side of the proposed parking lot. When 
combined, there is additional storage space in the existing underground storage. All calculations 
were provided to MSD and approved.  
 
Ms. Albi asked if EV parking would be provided, as recommended by the Office of Environment 
and Sustainability. Mr. Tim Trucco, on behalf of the applicant, Xavier University, stated that they 
were not incorporating any EV parking. 
 
Mr. Dansby asked if there was any consideration for constructing something that would provide 
additional housing. Mr. Trucco responded that the parking on this site was the primary driver and 
there are other opportunities elsewhere on campus that might be more appropriate for 
development. 
 
Ms. Beltran inquired about the use of asphalt instead of permeable pavers. Ms. Seighman 
responded that the asphalt typically holds up better and stated that the northern half of the parking 
lot would remain asphalt; the use of asphalt on the southern half allows for a better transition and 
makes it more cohesive.  
 
Commission Action: 



6 
 

Adopted the staff's recommendation for Item 5 on the Quasi-Judicial Discussion Agenda. 
 Motion:  Ms. Albi  
 Second: Mr. Weber  
 Ayes:  Ms. Albi, Ms. Beltran, Mr. Dansby, Mr. Samad, Mr. Weber 
 Nays:   None 
 
ITEM 6 
Mx. Sophia Ferries-Rowe presented a report and recommendation on permitting improvements for 
the Verizon facility at 1200 W. 8th Street in Queensgate and within the boundary of Interim 
Development Control Overlay District No. 89, “Data Centers.” The staff of the Department of City 
Planning and Engagement recommended that the City Planning Commission take the following 
actions:  
 

1. ADOPT the Department of City Planning and Engagement staff findings as outlined on 
pages 1-5 of this report; and 
 

2. APPROVE the permit applications, as shown in Exhibit D attached hereto and 
incorporated herein by reference for upgrades to the Verizon facility located at 1200 W. 
8th Street in Queensgate and within the boundary of Interim Development Control Overlay 
District No. 89, “Data Centers.” 

 
Mr. Tidd swore in the speakers in as Item 6 was a quasi-judicial item. 

 
Speakers and Discussion: 
Mr. Samad clarified that the project was being reviewed as part of the current Interim Development 
Control (IDC) because some municipalities include communications facilities in their definition 
of data centers and the City of Cincinnati is still working on a definition as part of the study. Mx. 
Ferries-Rowe added that the proposal also included visible infrastructure, server rooms, and 
security that are in line with the same things we review for a data center. 
 
Mr. Dansby asked for an update on the data centers study. Ms. Keough-Jurs stated that it was a 
complicated topic. The team has spent a fair amount of time completing research and speaking 
with experts in related fields at the City, including staff from Enterprise Technology Solutions, 
Metropolitan Sewer District, Greater Cincinnati WaterWorks, and the Office of Environment and 
Sustainability. We are planning for community engagement sessions to be held this fall that will 
include education and discussion on the topic before drafting recommendations. It is anticipated 
that the Commission will be considering proposed legislation early in in 2027. 
Mr. Dansby expressed concern about making decisions on the topic until there was more clarity 
around the topic and asked about postponing review of such items. Mr. Samad responded that the 
point of the IDC was for the Commission to consider proposals with the information they have 
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until a definition is established. He suggested that the applicant team could respond to the topic of 
postponement and how it might affect the project.   
 
Mr. Daniel Arellano Jr., a member of the applicant team, reiterated the request to support the 
Verizon network growth within the City. Emergency services and 911 calls run through this 
facility, which helps to support the City. The facility is running out of power capacity and would 
like to move forward with the project at this time; a delay would be detrimental. Ms. Beltran stated 
that she felt there was enough information included to consider the request.  
 
Ms. Albi asked about the impact of this upgrade on City residents. Mr. Craig Manawes, a member 
of the applicant team, replied that the request was in line with industry standards and reiterated 
that this was not an artificial intelligence data center. The Verizon facility is a telecommunications 
facility that handles data transmission and voice, not computation. They are currently at 300kw of 
power and are proposing 500kw (~ .5 MW).  
 
Mr. Weber noted use of electric air conditioning to cool the building and stated that the City does 
not have a shortage of water. He asked if it was feasible to use some form of water cooling for the 
facility. Mr. Manawes responded that water cooling is a more efficient way of cooling, is more 
expensive, and is labor intensive to maintain. It is not feasible for a facility of this size due to the 
upfront and maintenance costs. 
 
Mr. Dansby asked how long they had been in that building and why they are proposing an 
expansion at this time. Mr. Arellano Jr. stated that they were not expanding the footprint but were 
creating utility power and generator. Verizon has been in the building since 2002, and they have 
been working on the network growth project since 2024. Mr. Dansby asked if they would be able 
to expand further. Mr. Manawes stated that it would reasonable to say that after this upgrade, the 
building would be capped due to the amount of power Duke is able to provide.  
 
Mr. Dansby asked how a delay in making this decision would impact them. Mr. Arellano Jr. stated 
that if they could not grow the network, then they would have to drop services from the network.  
 
Commission Action: 
Adopted the staff's recommendation for Item 6 on the Quasi-Judicial Discussion Agenda. 
 Motion:  Mr. Weber  
 Second: Ms. Beltran  
 Ayes:  Ms. Albi, Ms. Beltran, Mr. Dansby, Mr. Samad, Mr. Weber 
 Nays:   None 

Director’s Report 
Ms. Keough-Jurs thanked the Commissioners for their time and stated that the next City Planning 
Commission meeting was scheduled for September 18, 2026, and would be held virtually.  
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Ms. Keough-Jurs informed the Commissioners of the Civic Boards and Commission Training Fall 
Academy being presented by the City of Cincinnati for City staff, elected officials, and current 
board and commission members appointed by the Mayor or City Manager.  She encouraged the 
Commissioners to attend. 
 
Ms. Keough-Jurs shared an update on the BuildReady program. The design competition was held 
throughout the summer and ended in August. Two juries, one made up of professionals and one of 
community members, reviewed the 92 submissions. An awards ceremony will be held on 
September 14 at Memorial Hall; she encouraged the Commissioners to attend. After that, the City 
will be issuing a Request for Proposals (RFP) to hire an architect for creation of the preapproved 
plans. The final piece of this project will be a demonstration project. We will be the first City to 
hold a design competition, create preapproved plans, and complete a demonstration project. 
 
Ms. Keough-Jurs informed the Commission of some staffing updates. First, Mr. Kyle Gibbs, city 
planner, took a new position as a city planner with the City of Miamisburg. While we are sad and 
will miss him, we are excited for Kyle and his family, and know he will do incredible work in 
Miamisburg. We are proud to have been a part of his professional journey. Second, Ms. Carly 
Evans, administrative specialist, is moving over to work in the City Manager’s Office. We’re sad 
to see her go but are excited for her opportunity. We wish both Kyle and Carly well. 
 

The meeting adjourned at 10:23 a.m. 
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APPROVAL OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
The minutes for the September 4, 2026, Regular Meeting are approved as distributed.  
 

September 4, 2026 
 
 
 

________________________________         _________________________________ 
Katherine Keough-Jurs, FAICP, Director  Jacob Samad, Chair 
Department of City Planning and Engagement City Planning Commission 
 
 
Date: _________________________   Date: ___________________________ 
 

 
 



ITEM 1 
Honorable City Planning Commission                       November 6, 2026 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
 
SUBJECT: A report and recommendation on proposed improvements at Grant Park, and related property 
interests, including the dedication and acceptance of right-of-way, vacations of right-of-way, and a lease and 
sublease of Grant Park in Over-the-Rhine. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION:  
Location:  73 E. McMicken Avenue, Cincinnati, OH 45202 
 
Applicant: Cincinnati Center City Development Corporation (3CDC) 
  1203 Walnut Street, 4th Floor, Cincinnati, OH 45202 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Provided in addition to this report are the following exhibits: 

 Exhibit A – Location Map  
 Exhibit B – Dedication Plat along Back Street 
 Exhibit C – Vacation Plat along the intersection of Walnut Street and East McMicken Avenue 
 Exhibit D – Vacation Plat for an unnamed alley within the footprint of Grant Park 
 Exhibit E – Consolidation Plat 
 Exhibit F – Site Plan and Grant Park Renderings  
 Exhibit G – October 2026 Engagement Summary  

 
BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS:  
The Cincinnati Center City Development Corporation (3CDC) is requesting various approvals to facilitate the 
approximately $13.5 million renovation of the 1.15-acre Grant Park in Over-the-Rhine. The park will have 
renewed public recreation and gathering spaces including basketball courts, interactive water features, a 
playground, and a dog park. It will also feature new sidewalks, seating, fencing, lighting, signage, landscaping, 
trees, a pavilion with restrooms, and utility improvements. The park renewal is proposed to be funded by Tax 
Increment Financing (TIF) funds and New Markets Tax Credit financing. The New Markets Tax Credits must be 
finalized in December 2026, which requires approval of the proposed improvements and related property interests 
by City Planning Commission and City Council before then. Additionally, new park structures will be reviewed 
by the Historic Conservation Board at a future meeting. 
 
The items under consideration are described below and shown in Exhibit A. All parcels will be consolidated once 
the items are approved:  

 Dedication and acceptance of 0.0438 acres of right-of-way along Back Street  
 Vacation of 0.1490 acres of right-of-way along the intersection of Walnut Street and East McMicken 

Avenue 
 Vacation of 0.0322 acres of right-of-way of an unnamed alley within the footprint of Grant Park 
 The lease and sublease of Grant Park to Findlay Community Center, LLC (a subsidiary of 3CDC) 
 Overall improvements to Grant Park 

3CDC has conducted extensive community engagement around the project. From 2021 through 2024, 3CDC 
engaged the community 113 times and reached nearly 900 people through public engagement sessions, discussion 
groups, questionnaires and surveys, and updates to the OTR Community Council. This engagement asked for 
feedback on both the Grant Park improvements as well as the new Findlay Community Hub. After that 
engagement completed, the Findlay Community Hub moved forward to construction, with an estimated 
completion date of January 2027. However, the Grant Park improvements were paused due to a funding gap. 



 
 
After a funding plan was determined for Grant Park, 3CDC held another engagement session at Grant Park on 
October 15, 2026, with approximately 50 people attending. Overall feedback was positive, and attendees 
expressed the most excitement about the basketball court, play features, and restrooms. Concerns centered around 
safety, maintenance, and wanting to add more seating and shade. Additionally, a virtual Community Engagement 
Meeting (CEM) was held on Wednesday, October 28, 2026, regarding the proposed use of TIF funds for the Grant 
Park improvements. Eight members of the public attended, and those who spoke expressed strong enthusiasm and 
support for the project. Questions centered around the location of the RedBike station, shade options for the 
basketball court, and when the project would be completed. Notice of the CEM was sent to property owners 
within 400 feet of Grant Park as well as the Over-the-Rhine Community Council, Brewery District CURC, 
Cornerstone Renter’s Equity, Over-the-Rhine Community Housing, and OTR A.D.O.P.T. 
  
The proposed dedication and acceptance of ROW, vacations of ROW, and lease were circulated to City 
departments for review through the Coordinated Report process in September 2026. There were no objections, 
and 3CDC has initiated required coordination with CRC, DOTE, GCWW, and Fire.  
 
Notice of the November 6, 2026, City Planning Commission meeting was sent to adjacent property owners, the 
Over-the-Rhine Community Council, Brewery District CURC, Cornerstone Renter’s Equity, Over-the-Rhine 
Community Housing, and OTR A.D.O.P.T. No correspondence has been received. 
 
ROLE OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION: 
The City Planning Commission is considering the various dedications, vacations, leases, and improvements for 
Grant Park. This review is due to Article VII, Section 3 of the Charter of the City of Cincinnati which states, “The 
powers and duties of the commission shall be to make plans and maps of the whole or any portion of the city and 
of any land outside the city which, in the opinion of the commission, bears a relation to the planning of the city, 
and to make changes in additions to and extensions of such plans or maps when it deems same advisable. Such 
maps and plans shall show the commission's recommendations for the location and extent of streets, alleys, ways, 
viaducts, bridges, subways, parkways, parks, playgrounds and other public grounds and public 
improvements, of public buildings and other public properties, and of public utilities whether publicly or 
privately owned, for water, light, sanitation, transportation, communication, power and other purposes; and for 
the removal, relocation, widening, extension, narrowing, vacation, abandonment or change of use of any of 
the foregoing public places, works, buildings, or utilities.” 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS 
Plan Cincinnati (2012) 
The proposed Grant Park items are consistent with the Live Initiative Area of Plan Cincinnati (2012), particularly 
the Goal to “Build a robust public life” (p. 149), and the Strategy to “Develop and maintain inviting and engaging 
public spaces to encourage social interaction between different types of people” (p. 150). The proposed 
improvements to Grant Park, and items under consideration to facilitate those improvements, will create more 
opportunities for people of different backgrounds and needs to use the park, and to make it more inviting for all.  
 
Over-the-Rhine Comprehensive Plan (2002) 
The proposed Grant Park items are consistent with the Over-the-Rhine Comprehensive Plan (2002), specifically 
Quality of Life Goal 1 to “Create and maintain open space that serves the whole community” and Goal 2 to 
“Establish parks and recreation areas and centers that are accessible, well maintained and meet the needs of the 
community” (p.127). Additionally, the plan identifies Grant Park as a Quality of Life Priority Project for new 
equipment, updated basketball courts, additional trees and landscaping (p. 143). The proposed improvements to 
Grant Park, and items under consideration to facilitate those improvements, will help to create better open space, 
are well-maintained, and meet the needs of the community.  
 
 



RECOMMENDATION:
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement recommends that the City Planning Commission 
take the following actions:

1) APPROVE the proposed dedication and acceptance of 0.0438 acres of Right-of-Way along Back 
Street in Over-the-Rhine; and 

2) APPROVE the proposed vacation of 0.1490 acres of Right-of-Way along the intersection of Walnut 
Street and East McMicken Avenue in Over-the-Rhine; and

3) APPROVE the proposed vacation of 0.0322 acres of Right-of-Way of an unnamed alley within the 
footprint of Grant Park in Over-the-Rhine; and 

4) APPROVE the proposed lease & sublease of Grant Park to Findlay Community Center, LLC in Over-
the-Rhine; and

5) APPROVE the proposed improvements to Grant Park.

Respectfully submitted: Approved:

Andrew Halt, AICP, PE, Senior City Planner Katherine Keough-Jurs, FAICP, Director
Department of City Planning & Engagement Department of City Planning & Engagement
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ITEM 2 
Honorable City Planning Commission                       November 6, 2026 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
 
SUBJECT: A report and recommendation on the new location of an administrative building for the Cincinnati 
Health Department at 2800 Gilbert Avenue in Walnut Hills.  
 
GENERAL INFORMATION:  
Location:  2800 Gilbert Avenue, Cincinnati, OH 45206 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Provided in addition to this report are the following exhibits: 

 Exhibit A – Location Map 
 Exhibit B – Concept Floor Plans 

 
BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS:  
The City of Cincinnati is proposing an administrative headquarters for the Cincinnati Health Department (CHD) 
at 2800 Gilbert Avenue. Currently, CHD's administrative and public health functions are spread across multiple 
aging facilities, which create operational inefficiencies, limit collaboration, and require significant ongoing 
investment in buildings that are nearing the end of their useful lives. The new location is intended to bring these 
teams together in a single location, improve operational effectiveness, and provide a modern workspace that better 
supports the department's mission of improving health outcomes and life expectancy across Cincinnati.  
 
The existing building located at 2800 Gilbert Avenue will be renovated and will house CHD’s administrative, 
public health, and support functions that are currently located across several facilities, including Burnet & King 
(Corryville), Bobbie Sterne (Over-the-Rhine), Muhlberg (Northside), and Millvale. The project is not a clinical 
facility and will not provide direct patient care services at the Gilbert Avenue location, though it will have 
flexibility to do so, if necessary (such as with a public vaccination campaign). Rather, it is intended to serve as 
the department's central administrative hub. The consolidation also creates future opportunities to re-evaluate and 
modernize portions of CHD's clinic footprint as community needs evolve. The location is shown in Exhibit A, 
and the conceptual floor plans are shown in Exhibit B.  
 
The project is part of a larger Facilities Master Plan that was developed to address deferred maintenance needs, 
operational challenges associated with dispersed facilities, employee health and safety concerns, and long-term 
financial sustainability. The Master Plan identified opportunities to improve efficiency, reduce expenditures on 
aging infrastructure, and better position CHD to meet future public health needs. Overall, the project represents 
the first phase of CHD's long-term facilities strategy and is intended to provide a modern, efficient administrative 
headquarters while reducing reliance on aging facilities that require substantial capital investment.  
 
Notice of the proposed location was sent to adjacent property owners, the Walnut Hills Area Council (WHAC), 
and the Walnut Hills Redevelopment Foundation. No correspondence has been received except a request by the 
WHAC for CHD to engage with them further about the project. CHD has since reached out to WHAC to apologize 
for not reaching out soon, and to schedule discussing the project at an upcoming WHAC meeting. CHD also met 
with Avondale and Corryville Community Councils during their initial search for the new building location.  
 
ROLE OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION: 
The City Planning Commission is not considering the purchase of the property, but only the proposed location. 
This review is due to Article VII, Section 3 of the Charter of the City of Cincinnati which states, “The powers 
and duties of the commission shall be to make plans and maps of the whole or any portion of the city and of any 
land outside the city which, in the opinion of the commission, bears a relation to the planning of the city, and to 
make changes in additions to and extensions of such plans or maps when it deems same advisable. Such maps 
and plans shall show the commission's recommendations for the location and extent of streets, alleys, ways, 



viaducts, bridges, subways, parkways, parks, playgrounds and other public grounds and public improvements, 
of public buildings and other public properties, and of public utilities whether publicly or privately owned, for 
water, light, sanitation, transportation, communication, power and other purposes; and for the removal, relocation, 
widening, extension, narrowing, vacation, abandonment or change of use of any of the foregoing public places, 
works, buildings, or utilities.”

CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS
Plan Cincinnati (2012)
The proposed CHD administrative headquarters is consistent with the Live Initiative Area of Plan Cincinnati 
(2012), particularly the Goal to “Become a healthier Cincinnati” (p. 182), the Strategy to “Decrease mortality and 
chronic diseases” (p. 187), and the Action to “Increase access to health care” (p. 188). While the proposed 
headquarters will not directly provide health access, it will allow CHD to reevaluate other health facilities to better
meet future public health needs.

Walnut Hill Reinvestment Plan (2016)
The proposed CHD administrative headquarters is consistent with the Walnut Hill Reinvestment Plan (2016), 
particularly to intensify new development over time in the rest of the “The Cadillac Block” parcel (p. 74). The 
proposed headquarters will bring office workers to a vacant building on The Cadillac Block, which will help 
reduce blight and introduce new customers to local businesses.

RECOMMENDATION:
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement recommends that the City Planning Commission 
take the following action:

APPROVE the new location of an administrative building for the Cincinnati Health Department at 2800 
Gilbert Avenue in Walnut Hills.

Respectfully submitted: Approved:

Andrew Halt, AICP, PE, Senior City Planner Katherine Keough-Jurs, FAICP, Director
Department of City Planning & Engagement Department of City Planning & Engagement
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ITEM 3 
Honorable City Planning Commission                  November 6, 2026 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
 
SUBJECT: A report and recommendation on a proposed sidewalk easement and the associated dedication 
and acceptance of the sidewalk as public right-of-way at 3287 Werk Road in Westwood. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
Location:  3287 Werk Road, Cincinnati, OH 45211 
Owner: Sohan Singh & Yadwinder Singh, 7147 Southampton Lane, West Chester, OH 45069 
Applicant: Community Civil Engineers LLC, 2440 Dayton Xenia Road, Beavercreek, OH 45434 
 
EXHIBITS: 
Provided in addition to this report are the following exhibits:  

 Exhibit A Location Map 
 Exhibit B  Easement Plat 

 
BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS: 
The City Planning Commission is being asked to consider a sidewalk easement and the associated 
dedication and acceptance of right-of-way at 3287 Werk Road in Westwood. In May 2026, City 
Departments and reviewing agencies reviewed a gas station with a convenience store and four fuel pumps 
through the Coordinated Site Review process. There were no objections, but the Department of 
Transportation and Engineering required a 2-foot easement to provide a 10-foot wide sidewalk. The 
proposed easement, with a total area of 520 square feet (0.012 acres), was circulated to City Departments 
and reviewing agencies through the Coordinated Report process in August 2026. There were no 
objections. The Office of Environment and Sustainability (OES) requested a Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA). The applicant has contracted with an environmental firm to perform the ESA and will 
submit the results to OES upon completion. 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH PLAN CINCINNATI (2012): 
The proposed easement and associated dedication and acceptance are consistent with the Collaborate 
Initiative Area of Plan Cincinnati (2012), particularly within the action step to “Coordinate growth and 
maintenance of our infrastructure and public assets” (p. 218). It is also consistent with the Connect 
Initiative Area action step to “Expand connectivity and facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit 
users,” because the easement will provide a full width sidewalk along Werk Road and Glenmore Avenue. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement recommends that the City Planning 
Commission take the following action: 

APPROVE the proposed sidewalk easement and the associated dedication and acceptance of the 
sidewalk as public right-of-way at 3287 Werk Road in Westwood. 

Respectfully submitted:    Approved:      
 

 
Sophia Ferries-Rowe, City Planner   Katherine Keough-Jurs, FAICP, Director 
Department of City Planning and Engagement Department of City Planning and Engagement  
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Honorable City Planning Commission ITEM 4 
Cincinnati, Ohio November 6, 2026 
 
 
SUBJECT: A report and recommendation on a proposed Development Plan and Final Plat at 2859 Fischer 
Place in Westwood.  
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
Location:  2859 Fischer Place, Cincinnati, OH 45211 
 
Property Owner/Applicant: Trina and Randall Walton 

6082 Ash Hill Court, West Chester, OH 45069 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Provided in addition to this report are the following attachments: 

 Exhibit A Location Map  
 Exhibit B Proposed Plat 

 
BACKGROUND: 
The applicants, Trina and Randall Walton, have requested the division of land to split one parcel into two 
to facilitate the construction of two single-family homes. The currently vacant subject parcel is 
approximately 0.2894 acres. The proposed subdivision would result in the creation of two identical parcels 
that are 39 feet in width and approximately 0.1447 acres (Exhibit B). 
 
The current zoning of the subject property is Single-family Residential – 6,000 square feet (SF-6). The 
minimum lot width in the SF-6 district is 50 feet; the proposed lots would only have a width of 39 feet. This 
requires a lot width variance from the City’s Subdivision Regulations. 
 
The proposed division of land is considered a Major Subdivision per Sections 200-01-S5 and 200-01-S6 of 
the Cincinnati Subdivision Regulations, as the Development Plan and Final Plat require relief from the 
City’s Subdivision Regulations. The proposal requires review by the City Planning Commission because it 
is a Major Subdivision.  
 
CRITERIA/ANALYSIS – SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS: 
Section 200-01-S5 of the Cincinnati Subdivision Regulations establishes a Major Subdivision as any 
“subdivision of a parcel of land that does not meet the definition of a minor subdivision as defined by 
Section 200-01-S6.” Section 200-01-S6 defines a Minor Subdivision as a “subdivision of a parcel of land 
that abuts an existing improved public or private street into no more than three lots, but excluding 
subdivisions that propose or require one or more of the following features:” 

d) A request that seeks a variance or other relief from the City’s subdivision regulations or the 
Cincinnati Zoning Code. 

 
The applicant is requesting relief from minimum lot width requirement in the SF-6 district. 

 
Based upon the criteria above, the proposed subdivision meets the definition of a Major Subdivision. 
Section 300-09 of the Subdivision Regulations outlines the procedure for Major Subdivisions, which 
establishes that the City Planning Commission has the duty to hold a public hearing for Major Subdivision 
applications.  
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According to Section 300-09 (a) (6) Decision, the City Planning Commission shall approve a Development 
Plan application when it finds:  

 
Section 300-09 (a)(6) Decision. 
 

(i) City Plans. The application is consistent with applicable city-adopted land use plans. 
 

The proposed subdivision is consistent with the Live Initiative Area of Plan Cincinnati 
(2012) and the Westwood Neighborhood Plan (2025). See “Consistency with Plans” for 
more information.  

(ii) Planning Principles. The application is consistent with the general intent and purposes of these 
subdivision regulations. 

The proposed subdivision is generally consistent with the intent of the General Provision 
Purposes outlined in Section 100-03 of the Subdivision Regulations. 

(iii) City Administration Standards, Rules, and Regulations. The application is consistent with 
applicable laws, rules, and regulations governing the proposed subdivision, including, but not 
limited to, subdivision lot standards set forth in these subdivision regulations, the Cincinnati Zoning 
Code, and the Flood Damage Reduction Chapter of the Cincinnati Building Code. 

The proposed subdivision was reviewed by the appropriate City Departments to ensure the 
proposal is consistent with the City’s applicable development-related standards, rules, and 
regulations. All reviewing agencies were amenable to the application proceeding to the City 
Planning Commission. The proposed subdivision requires relief from the Subdivision 
Regulations for lot width. 

 (iv) Design. The subdivision is designed to minimize disturbance to natural topography, tree cover, 
and natural drainage ways to avoid adverse impacts on area stormwater drainage. 

The proposed subdivision will not affect the natural topography, tree coverage, and natural 
drainage ways. 

(v) Access and Public Service. Existing or proposed streets, sidewalks, driveways, and utilities that 
will serve the subdivision are configured and designed to minimize adverse impacts related to traffic 
circulation and to ensure the efficient provisions of all public services, including emergency 
services. 

The proposed subdivision has been reviewed by the appropriate City departments. 

(vi) Multiple Phases. If applicable, the phasing plan will provide for an orderly and efficient 
development. 

Not applicable to this proposal. 
 

CRITERIA/ANALYSIS – RELIEF FROM THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS 
The applicant seeks a variance for the lot size requirements of the SF-6 zoning district from the City’s 
Subdivision Regulations. Per Section 800-03. – Lot Standards, the Subdivision Regulations require that “lot 
dimensions, area, and setbacks shall comply with the requirements of the zoning code, as amended from 
time to time, for the zoning district in which the property is situated” (Sec. 800-03(a)).  
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The proposed variance is outlined below: 
 

Property Variance From Required Proposed Requested 
Variance 

Tract 1 § 800-03 Lot Standards 50 ft. width 39 ft. width 11 ft. 

Tract 2 § 800-03 Lot Standards 50 ft. width 39 ft. width 11 ft. 
 
Section 500-03 of the Subdivision Regulations states that the City Planning Commission may grant 
variances from these regulations if it finds that an applicant has demonstrated by a preponderance of 
evidence in each specific case that: 
 

a) A variance is consistent with the general purposes of these regulations and shall not have the effect 
of nullifying the general intents and purposes of the zoning code; 

 
The variances sought are an effort to construct housing in keeping with the neighboring 
residential properties in massing, scale, and relationship to the public realm via the interface 
of the buildings at the street. By being generally consistent with surrounding houses, these 
variances are not modifying or nullifying the intents and purpose of the zoning code. 

 
b) The variance will not be detrimental to the public safety, health or welfare or injurious to other 

property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located; 
 

The proposed subdivision and variance were reviewed by City departments; no departments 
identified concerns aside from the necessary variance.  

 
c) The strict enforcement of these regulations will cause undue hardship or practical difficulty to the 

applicant due to particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition of the specific 
property involved; 

 
The strict enforcement of these regulations could cause practical difficulty as strict 
adherence would inhibit the creation of lots that are in line with adjacent properties. The 
south side of Fischer Place where the subject property is does not have a typical lots size or 
width. While some lots on Fischer Place do meet the minimum lot width requirement, other 
lots are subminimum, ranging from 45 feet to 33 feet in width. The proposed 39-foot lots 
would fall within the range of lot widths found on Fischer Place.  

 
d) The conditions upon which the request for a variance is based are unusual to the property for which 

the variance is sought and are not applicable generally to other property; 
 

The proposed subdivision would create lots in likeness to other lots surrounding the property. 
Other parcels on the street, in the same zoning district, have subminimum lot widths; the 
parcel immediately adjacent to the subject property has a lot width of approximately 39 feet. 

 
e) The purpose of the variance is not based exclusively upon a desire to obtain additional income from 

the property; 
 

The purpose of the requested variances is not based exclusively upon a desire to obtain 
additional income from the property, but rather to create additional infill housing in the 
neighborhood.   
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f) The special circumstances or conditions are created by the provisions or requirements of these 

regulations and have not resulted from any act of the applicant or applicant's predecessor in interest; 
and, 

 
The requested variance is in line with other lots on the same street and in the same zoning 
district. Strictly adhering to current zoning regulations would inhibit the creation of similar 
lots. The request would create lots that fit with the surrounding environment.  

 
g) The requested variance is the minimum adjustment necessary for the reasonable use of the land. 

 
The requested lot width variance is the minimum necessary adjustment necessary due to the 
existing site conditions. 

 
COORDINATED SITE REVIEW: 
The proposed subdivision was circulated to appropriate City departments for review in October of 2026 to 
ensure the proposal is consistent with the City’s applicable development-related standards, rules, and 
regulations. All reviewing agencies were amenable to the application proceeding to review by the City 
Planning Commission. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT AND NOTIFICATION: 
Per Section 300-09(a)(3) of the Subdivision Regulations, notice of a complete application and the City 
Planning Commission meeting was sent to the applicant, property owners within 200-feet of the subject 
property, the Westwood Civic Association, the Westwood Community Urban Development Corporation, 
and Westwood Works. A sign was also posted on the subject property to notify the public that the 
application is under review by the City. No additional correspondence has been received. 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS: 
Plan Cincinnati (2012) 
The proposed subdivision is consistent with the Live Initiative Area of Plan Cincinnati, specifically the 
Goal to “Provide a full spectrum of housing options, and improve housing quality and affordability” (p. 
164) through the Strategy to “Offer housing options of varied sizes and types for residents at all stages of 
life” (p. 169). The proposed subdivision would facilitate the construction of two new single-family homes. 
 
Westwood Neighborhood Plan (2025) 
The proposed subdivision is consistent with goals identified in the Westwood Neighborhood Plan, 
specifically the Housing Goal to “Celebrate and build on Westwood’s housing diversity through 
preservation and new construction” (p. 5.15). The proposed subdivision would facilitate the construction 
of two new single-family homes on a currently vacant lot. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement recommends that the City Planning 
Commission take the following actions: 
 

1) ADOPT the Department of City Planning and Engagement findings that the proposed division 
of land is generally consistent with the General Provision Purposes outlined in Section 100-03 
of the Subdivision Regulations as detailed in this report; and 

 
2) APPROVE the variance requested from the City Subdivision Regulations as detailed in this 

staff report; and 
 

3) APPROVE the proposed Development Plan and Final Plat for 2859 Fischer Place in Westwood 
because the proposed subdivision is substantially consistent with Section 300-09(a)(6) and 
Section 300-09 (c)(1) of the Subdivision Regulations. 

 
Respectfully submitted:    Approved:      
 
 
 
 
Emily Burns, AICP, City Planner   Katherine Keough-Jurs, FAICP, Director 
Department of City Planning and Engagement Department of City Planning and Engagement  
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Honorable City Planning Commission ITEM 5 
Cincinnati, Ohio November 6, 2026 
 
 
SUBJECT: A report and recommendation on a proposed Development Plan and Final Plat at 262 Wilmer 
Avenue in the East End.  
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
Location:  262 Wilmer Avenue, Cincinnati, OH 45226 
 
Property Owner:  City of Cincinnati 

801 Plum Street, Cincinnati, OH 45202 
 
Applicant:   Bayer Becker (on behalf of Salyers Group) 
    1404 Race Street #204, Cincinnati, OH 45202 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Provided in addition to this report are the following attachments: 

 Exhibit A Location Map  
 Exhibit B Proposed Plat 

 
BACKGROUND: 
The applicant, Bayer Becker, on behalf of the Salyers Group, have requested the division of land to split 
one parcel into two to facilitate the development of a hotel on the Lunken Airport property. The subject 
parcel is approximately 2.0848 acres. The proposed subdivision would result in the creation of two parcels: 
Lot 1, 1.0928 acres; and Lot 2, 0.9920 acres (Exhibit B). The subdivision would facilitate the redevelopment 
of the existing building into a hotel, which would be accessory to the Airport. The subject parcels cannot 
be sold or taken out of airport use. The proposed parcels would be leased to the developer. 
 
The proposed division of land is considered a Major Subdivision per Sections 200-01-S5 and 200-01-S6 of 
the Cincinnati Subdivision Regulations, as the subject property is within a special flood hazard area. The 
proposal requires review by the City Planning Commission because it is a Major Subdivision.  
 
CRITERIA/ANALYSIS – SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS: 
Section 200-01-S5 of the Cincinnati Subdivision Regulations establishes a Major Subdivision as any 
“subdivision of a parcel of land that does not meet the definition of a minor subdivision as defined by 
Section 200-01-S6.” Section 200-01-S6 defines a Minor Subdivision as a “subdivision of a parcel of land 
that abuts an existing improved public or private street into no more than three lots, but excluding 
subdivisions that propose or require one or more of the following features:” 

h) A request involving property located in a special flood hazard area, as designated by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. 

 
The subject property is within the Special Flood Hazard Area AE, or a 100-year floodplain. 

 
Based upon the criteria above, the proposed subdivision meets the definition of a Major Subdivision. 
Section 300-09 of the Subdivision Regulations outlines the procedure for Major Subdivisions, which 
establishes that the City Planning Commission has the duty to hold a public hearing for Major Subdivision 
applications.  
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According to Section 300-09 (a) (6) Decision, the City Planning Commission shall approve a Development 
Plan application when it finds:  

 
Section 300-09 (a)(6) Decision. 
 

(i) City Plans. The application is consistent with applicable city-adopted land use plans. 
 

The proposed subdivision is consistent with the Compete Initiative Area of Plan Cincinnati 
(2012). See “Consistency with Plans” for more information.  

(ii) Planning Principles. The application is consistent with the general intent and purposes of these 
subdivision regulations. 

The proposed subdivision is generally consistent with the intent of the General Provision 
Purposes outlined in Section 100-03 of the Subdivision Regulations. 

(iii) City Administration Standards, Rules, and Regulations. The application is consistent with 
applicable laws, rules, and regulations governing the proposed subdivision, including, but not 
limited to, subdivision lot standards set forth in these subdivision regulations, the Cincinnati Zoning 
Code, and the Flood Damage Reduction Chapter of the Cincinnati Building Code. 

The proposed subdivision was reviewed by the appropriate City departments to ensure the 
proposal is consistent with the City’s applicable development-related standards, rules, and 
regulations. All reviewing agencies were amenable to the application proceeding to the City 
Planning Commission. 

 (iv) Design. The subdivision is designed to minimize disturbance to natural topography, tree cover, 
and natural drainage ways to avoid adverse impacts on area stormwater drainage. 

The proposed subdivision will not affect the natural topography, tree coverage, and natural 
drainage ways. 

(v) Access and Public Service. Existing or proposed streets, sidewalks, driveways, and utilities that 
will serve the subdivision are configured and designed to minimize adverse impacts related to traffic 
circulation and to ensure the efficient provisions of all public services, including emergency 
services. 

The proposed subdivision has been reviewed by the appropriate City departments. 

(vi) Multiple Phases. If applicable, the phasing plan will provide for an orderly and efficient 
development. 

Not applicable to this proposal. 
 
COORDINATED SITE REVIEW: 
The proposed subdivision was circulated to appropriate City departments for review in June of 2026 to 
ensure the proposal is consistent with the City’s applicable development-related standards, rules, and 
regulations. All reviewing agencies were amenable to the application proceeding to review by the City 
Planning Commission. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT AND NOTIFICATION: 
Per Section 300-09(a)(3) of the Subdivision Regulations, notice of a complete application and the City 
Planning Commission meeting was sent to the applicant, property owners within 200-feet of the subject 
property and the East End Area Council. A sign was also posted on the subject property to notify the public 
that the application is under review by the City. No additional correspondence has been received. 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS: 
Plan Cincinnati (2012) 
The proposed subdivision is consistent with the Compete Initiative Area of Plan Cincinnati, specifically 
the Goal to “Become nationally and internationally recognized as a vibrant and unique city” (p. 121) 
through the Strategy to “Promote Cincinnati’s lifestyle” (p. 122) and action to “Capitalize on our historic 
character and cultural heritage” (p. 122). The proposed subdivision would facilitate the redevelopment of a 
historic, though not designated, airport terminal into a hotel. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement recommends that the City Planning 
Commission take the following actions: 
 

1) ADOPT the Department of City Planning and Engagement findings that the proposed division 
of land is generally consistent with the General Provision Purposes outlined in Section 100-03 
of the Subdivision Regulations as detailed in this report; and 
 

2) APPROVE the proposed Development Plan and Final Plat for 262 Wilmer Avenue in East End 
because the proposed subdivision is substantially consistent with Section 300-09(a)(6) and 
Section 300-09 (c)(1) of the Subdivision Regulations. 

 
Respectfully submitted:    Approved:      
 
 
 
 
Emily Burns, AICP, City Planner   Katherine Keough-Jurs, FAICP, Director 
Department of City Planning and Engagement Department of City Planning and Engagement  
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NOTES
Prior Deed Reference: As Noted.

Basis of Bearing: State Plane Coordinates (3402) Ohio South Zone, NAD83.

All monumentation is in good condition unless otherwise shown.

Lines of occupation, wherever they exist, generally agree with the boundary lines except
as noted.

All documents used as shown.

By graphic plotting only, the property appears to be located  in Zone AE X (Special Flood
Hazard Area), Community Panel  39061C0356G, Hamilton County, Ohio and
incorporated areas, bearing the effective date June 7, 2023.

Fieldwork performed on 6-27-25.

Auditor's Parcels: 010-0003-0001(cons), 012-0003-0001(cons), 013-0003-0002(cons) &
___-____-____.

No public improvements or easements are being created or dedicated with this plat. The
purpose of this plat is to create Lots 1 and 2 (lease areas) as shown.

LEGEND

CERTIFICATION
I hereby state to the best of my knowledge, information and belief that the
accompanying plat is the return of a survey made under my direction.

_________________________________
Jeffrey O. Lambert, P.S.                  Date
Registered Surveyor #7568 State of Ohio

SITE*

VICINITY MAP
n.t.s.

OWNERS CONSENT AND DEDICATION
We, the undersigned, do hereby confirm and adopt this plat of lands. We also guarantee the
payment of all taxes and assessments that are a lien on said property on the date of acceptance.

SIGNED: City of Cincinnati, an Ohio municipal corporation

By: _____________________________

Printed Name: _____________________

State of  Ohio            )
          ) SS

County of  Hamilton   )

Be it remembered that on this ____ day of ______________, 20___, before me the undersigned,
a Notary Public in and for the State, personally came
__________________________________(name), known to me to be the
______________________(title) of the City of Cincinnati, an Ohio municipal corporation  who
acknowledged the signing and execution of the foregoing to be its act and deed.

In testimony thereof, I have set my hand and Notary Seal on the day and date above written.

___________________________
Signature

___________________________
Print Name Here
NOTARY PUBLIC
State of Ohio

My Commission expires ______

OWNER
City of Cincinnati
801 Plum Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

ENGINEER/SURVEYOR
Bayer & Becker, Inc.
1404 Race Street, Suite 204
Cincinnati, OH 45202

DEED STATEMENT
Situated in Section 30, Town 5, Fractional Range 1 BTM, Spenser
Township, City of Cincinnati, Hamilton County, Ohio and being part of
the lands of the City of Cincinnati in Deed Book 1472, Page 171, Deed
Book 1489, Page 325, Deed Book 1562, Page 169, Lease Book 204,
Page 364 and Part of Turkey Bottom Road, Part of Airport Road and
Part of Davis Lane vacated per Ordinance No. ___ - ____ O.R. _____,
Pg. ____  of the Hamilton County, Ohio Recorder's Office.

1"=200 FT

ACREAGE SUMMARY
Lots 2.0847 Ac.
Right-of-way    0.000 Ac.
Total Section Area    2.0847 Ac.

CLOSURE
North:408,049.011'East:1,421,054.244'
Segment# 1: Line
Course: S70°19'39"E Length: 30.50'
North: 408,038.744' East: 1,421,082.964'
Segment# 2: Line
Course: S19°21'56"W Length: 7.97'
North: 408,031.225' East: 1,421,080.321'
Segment# 3: Line
Course: S69°40'14"E Length: 42.22'
North: 408,016.557' East: 1,421,119.911'
Segment# 4: Line
Course: S20°42'16"W Length: 25.17'
North: 407,993.012' East: 1,421,111.013'
Segment# 5: Line
Course: S69°17'44"E Length: 31.29'
North: 407,981.950' East: 1,421,140.282'
Segment# 6: Line
Course: S20°42'16"W Length: 31.54'
North: 407,952.447' East: 1,421,129.131'
Segment# 7: Line
Course: S69°17'44"E Length: 41.14'
North: 407,937.902' East: 1,421,167.614'
Segment# 8: Line
Course: N64°45'11"E Length: 53.93'
North: 407,960.904' East: 1,421,216.392'
Segment# 9: Line
Course: S20°19'58"W Length: 257.06'
North: 407,719.861' East: 1,421,127.071'
Segment# 10: Line
Course: S21°19'07"W Length: 40.43'
North: 407,682.198' East: 1,421,112.373'
Segment# 11: Line
Course: S25°34'26"E Length: 101.67'
North: 407,590.489' East: 1,421,156.261'
Segment# 12: Line
Course: S63°29'15"W Length: 196.54'
North: 407,502.754' East: 1,420,980.390'
Segment# 13: Line
Course: N25°18'04"W Length: 171.42'
North: 407,657.731' East: 1,420,907.129'
Segment# 14: Line
Course: N18°54'39"E Length: 341.93'
North: 407,981.205' East: 1,421,017.947'
Segment# 15: Line
Course: S69°25'37"E Length: 10.63'
North: 407,977.470' East: 1,421,027.899'
Segment# 16: Line
Course: N20°13'19"E Length: 76.24'
North: 408,049.010' East: 1,421,054.252'
Perimeter: 1,459.68' Area: 90,811Sq.Ft.
Error Closure: 0.008 Course: S81°10'59"E
Error North : -0.0013 East: 0.0082
Precision 1: 182,460.00

CINCINNATI CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

THIS PLAT WAS APPROVED BY THE CINCINNATI CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AT A
MEETING HELD ON THE _____DAY OF __________, 20__.

APPROVED BY: 

_______________________________________________________________
KATHERINE KEOUGH-JURS, AICP | DIRECTOR       DATE
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

APPROVED  AS TO FORM:
__________________________________________________________
ASSISTANT CITY SOLICITOR

APPROVED: _____________________________________________
SEWERS CHIEF ENGINEER - MSD

APPROVED: _____________________________________________
CITY STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ENGINEER -
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT UTILITY

APPROVED: _____________________________________________
DON GINDLING - CITY ENGINEER



Honorable City Planning Commission                                                                                                     ITEM 6 
Cincinnati, Ohio                                                                                                                          November 6, 2026 
 
SUBJECT: A report and recommendation on a proposed Final Development Plan for Planned Development #88 
(PD-88), Three Oaks, in Oakley, to construct solar car ports. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION:  
Location:   2800 Robertson Avenue, Cincinnati OH, 45209 
 
Petitioner/Owner:  Neyer Properties, Inc. 
   2135 Dana Avenue Suite 200, Cincinnati, OH 45207 
  
Request:   The applicant is requesting approval of a proposed Final Development Plan for solar car 

ports within Planned Development #88 (PD-88), Three Oaks, in Oakley.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Provided in addition to this report are the following exhibits: 

 Exhibit A – Location Map  
 Exhibit B – Site Plan 
 Exhibit C – Elevations 
 Exhibit D – Engineering Plans 

 
BACKGROUND:  
Planned Development #88 (PD-88), Three Oaks, was established on June 24, 2020, by Ordinance 227-2020, in 
which City Council approved the zone change and Concept Plan and Development Program Statement. The entire 
project encompasses 30.86 acres of land at 2800 Robertson Avenue in Oakley to be developed with single-family 
homes, multi-family buildings, car condos, senior housing, and a club house. The site is in varying stages of 
development and owned by several subsidiaries of Neyer Properties. A Development Plan and Subdivision 
Improvement Plan was approved by City Planning Commission in 2021, and the roads throughout the site are 
being completed in phases. A Major Amendment to the Concept Plan and Development Program Statement for 
the southwestern portion of the project site, Tract E, was approved by City Council in December of 2025 to allow 
for a larger structure. In June of 2026, a Final Development Plan was approved for Tract E.  
 
The petitioner, Neyer Properties, Inc., applied for a Final Development Plan to construct car ports with a solar 
array along the north edge of the property in September of 2026. The proposal encompasses the previously 
approved parking spaces along the northern boundary of PD-88 next to the railroad tracks. The car ports are 
accessory to the parking uses of PD-88 and are within the approved setbacks established in the Concept Plan and 
Development Program Statement. The proposed Final Development Plan is substantially consistent with the 
approved Concept Plan and Development Program Statement. 
 
ADJACENT LAND USE AND ZONING: 
The site is currently zoned Planned Development #88 (PD-88). The adjacent zoning and land uses are as follows: 
 

North:  
Zoning:  Manufacturing General (MG), Commercial General – Auto (CG-A), and Planned 

Development #94 (PD-94) 
Existing Use:  Railroad, commercial (storage facility), and proposed townhomes (PD-94) 

 

East:    
Zoning:  Manufacturing General—Middle Housing (MG-MH) 
Existing Use:  Vacant building, light manufacturing and commercial 

 

 



South:  
Zoning:  Single-Family 4 (SF-4, SF-4-MH), Commercial Neighborhood – Pedestrian (CN-P) 
Existing Use:  Low-density residential (single-family, duplexes) 

 

West: 
Zoning:  Cincinnati boundary, Manufacturing General (MG) 
Existing Use:  I-71, commercial (storage facility) 

 
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: 
The proposed Final Development Plan encompasses the previously approved parking spaces along the north edge 
of PD-88 for the purpose of constructing car ports with solar arrays on top (Exhibit B). 
 
Buildings 
The proposed Final Development Plan does not include any buildings. The car port structures would be 
constructed over top of existing parking spots. The car port structures would have a cement base with a black 
metal post to support the solar array (Exhibit C). 
 
Parking and Circulation 
The circulation pattern would remain unchanged. 
 
Open Space, Landscaping, and Buffering 
The proposal would not impact previously approved open space, landscaping, and buffering. The car ports would 
cover the previously approved parking spaces.  
 
§1429-13 FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN: 
Following approval of a PD District with a Concept Plan and Development Program Statement, a Final 
Development Plan must be submitted to the City Planning Commission (§1429-13). A Final Development Plan 
must be filed for any portion of an approved Concept Plan that the petitioner wishes to develop, and this plan 
must conform substantially to the approved Concept Plan and Development Program Statement. 
 
Consistent with the provisions of Section 1429-13, the following information was provided and attached to this 
report: 
 

a) Survey – The survey is unchanged from previously approved Final Development Plans. 

b) Site Plan – The site plan (Exhibit B) shows the proposed car port locations, which is substantially 
consistent with the approved Concept Plan. 

c) Engineering Plan – Engineering plans are included as Exhibit D. 

d) Open Space – Previously approved open space would remain unchanged as a result of this Final 
Development Plan. 

e) Schematic Building Plans – Elevations of the proposed car ports are shown in Exhibit C. 

f) Landscape Plans – Previously approved landscaping would remain unchanged as a result of this Final 
Development Plan. 

g) Phased Schedule – The proposed Final Development Plan is planned to be constructed in a single phase. 

h) Ownership – The property is currently owned by Neyer Properties, Inc. 

i) Statement of Uses –The car ports, accessory to the approved parking use, are consistent with the approved 
Concept Plan and Development Program Statement for PD-88. 



j) Future Ownership and Control – The lot will continue to be owned by Neyer Properties. 

k) Restrictive Covenants – None. 

l) Other Information 

Noise Levels 
Noise levels during the construction and use of the proposed Final Development Plan are pursuant to 
Cincinnati Municipal Code Chapter 909 and based on the requirements for the adjacent zoning district for 
the receiving property. The current approved Final Development Plan for the Planned Development set 
the noise levels of PD-88 to be based on residential district criteria. Due to that, the noise levels of the 
proposed Final Development Plan are proposed to be consistent with the rest of PD-88 and be based on 
residential district criteria. The following permanent noise levels shall apply to the proposed Final 
Development Plan for PD-88: 

 
Table 1 | Sunday through Wednesday 

Times 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 7 p.m. to 2 a.m. 2 a.m. to 7 a.m. 
Day Sunday through 

Wednesday 
Sunday through 

Wednesday 
Sunday through 

Thursday 
Noise Level 60 dB 55 dB 55 dB 

 
Table 2 | Thursday 

Times 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 7 p.m. to Midnight Midnight to 7 a.m. 
Day Thursday Thursday Friday 

Noise Level 60 dB 55 dB 55 dB 
 

Table 3 | Friday through Saturday 
Times 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 7 p.m. to 2 a.m. 2 a.m. to 7 a.m. 
Day Friday through Saturday Friday through 

Saturday 
Saturday through 

Sunday 
Noise Level 65 dB 60 dB 60 dB 

 
Signage  
The sign regulations that will apply to this Planned Development are within Chapter 1427-33 Sign 
Regulations of the Cincinnati Zoning Code. These regulations apply to all residential zoning districts (SF 
and RM). Any proposed signage will be reviewed by staff from the Department of City Planning and 
Engagement for compliance. 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN: 
The City Planning Commission may approve a Final Development Plan for development in a PD District (§ 1429-
15) on consideration of the following: 

(a) Consistency. The Final Development Plan is consistent with the purpose of the Planned Development 
District Regulations; specifically: 

 It allows for a more efficient and economically feasible development of property. 

 It ensures an orderly and thorough planning and review, which has produced quality design and 
development. 

 It provides for more creative development through flexibility in the design. 

(b) Adequate Streets. The existing public streets are adequate to serve the proposed development. 



(c) Adequate Infrastructure. The petitioner continues to coordinate with City permitting agencies and 
departments to address requirements and ensure that the proposed infrastructure and utilities are adequate 
to serve the site and properly interconnect with existing public facilities. The engineering plans are 
included as Exhibit D. 

(d) Covenant. The Department of City Planning and Engagement must require covenants by the owner of 
the property that all streets, common areas, common utilities and other common facilities remain in 
common ownership by all owners of any interest in the land or buildings in the Planned Development 
other than a leasehold interest of less than five years. The applicant will need to provide any necessary 
covenants in accordance with §1429-15 in connection with submission of building permits.  

(e) Release of Covenants. The City Manager, on receipt of a recommendation from the Director of City 
Planning and Engagement, may recommend the covenant be terminated in the following instances: the 
particular use requiring a covenant is no longer necessary and the building permits have been terminated, 
or the condition or conditions requiring such covenant are no longer applicable.  

(f) Compatibility. The proposed uses, location, and arrangement of the parking lot and landscaping are 
compatible with the surrounding land uses.  

(g) Sufficiency of Legal Documents. Proposed covenants, easement, and other provisions meet 
development standards.  

(h) Sufficiency of Provisions for Maintenance of Common Areas. The proposed Final Development Plan 
does not include any new common areas.  

 
COORDINATED SITE REVIEW: 
PD-88 has had multiple Coordinated Site Reviews over the span of the project. The currently proposed Final 
Development Plan did not present substantial changes to warrant an additional review for this proposal. Any 
permits will be reviewed and need to be approved by appropriate departments. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT AND NOTIFICATION: 
A combined notice for the October 28, 2026, Public Staff Conference and the November 6, 2026, City Planning 
Commission meeting was sent to all property owners within 400 feet of the site and the Oakley Community 
Council. 
 
The Department of City Planning and Engagement held a virtual Public Staff Conference on October 28, 2026, 
for the proposed Final Development Plan for Planned Development #88. Staff from the Department of City 
Planning and Engagement and one member of the development team were present. There were no community 
members in attendance. No additional correspondence has been received. 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS: 
Plan Cincinnati (2012) 
The proposed Final Development Plan is consistent with the Sustain Initiative Area of Plan Cincinnati (2012), 
particularly the goal to “Become a healthier Cincinnati” (p. 181) and the strategy to “Create a health environment 
and reduce energy consumption” (p. 182). The proposed project would introduce new solar arrays to Cincinnati. 
 
Green Cincinnati Plan (2023) 
The proposed Final Development Plan is consistent with the Buildings & Energy Focus Area Goal in the Green 
Cincinnati Plan (2023) to “Obtain 40% of electricity load from clean energy sources by 2030” (p. 68). The 
proposal would support this goal by installing solar arrays to provide clean energy to the electricity load of PD-
88. 
 
Oakley Master Plan (2019) 
The proposed Final Development Plan is consistent with the Enhancing Our Community Focus Area Goal of the 



Oakley Master Plan (2019) to “Increase green space in Oakley” (p. 67), particularly through the strategy to 
“Encourage developers to create green space and improve sustainability (p. 68) and the given example of 
incorporating the “Installation of solar panels or build using LEED standards” (p. 68). The proposal would add 
solar energy to the PD-88 development.

ANALYSIS:
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement support the proposed Final Development Plan for 
Planned Development #88 (PD-88), as the proposal is substantially consistent with the approved Concept Plan 
and Development Program Statement and supports objectives of the Green Cincinnati Plan. 

FINDINGS:
It is the opinion of staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement that the Final Development Plan is 
in compliance with §1429-15 “Planning Commission Approval of Final Development Plan” as outlined. Further, 
the proposal substantially conforms with the approved Concept Plan and Development Program Statement.

CONCLUSIONS:
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement supports the proposed Final Development Plan for 
Planned Development #88 for the following reasons:

1. The Final Development Plan is substantially consistent with the approved Concept Plan and 
Development Program Statement.

2. The Final Development Plan would add solar panels as a source of renewable energy to PD-88.

3. The Final Development Plan is consistent with goals in Plan Cincinnati (2012), Green Cincinnati Plan
(2025), and the Oakley Master Plan (2019).

RECOMMENDATION:
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement recommends that the City Planning Commission 
take the following actions:

1. ADOPT the Department of City Planning and Engagement Findings as detailed in this report; and

2. APPROVE the Final Development Plan for Planned Development #88 (PD-88), Three Oaks, in Oakley.

Respectfully submitted: Approved:

Emily Burns, AICP, City Planner Katherine Keough-Jurs, FAICP, Director
Department of City Planning & Engagement Department of City Planning & Engagement
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Honorable City Planning Commission Item 7 
Cincinnati, Ohio November 6, 2026 
 
SUBJECT: A report and recommendation on proposed zone changes at multiple locations in Camp 
Washington. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
Location:  Multiple locations throughout Camp Washington (Exhibit A) 
 
Peitioner:  Councilmember Meeka Owens 
 
Property Owner: Multiple property owners 
 
EXHIBITS: 
Provided in addition to this report are the following exhibits: 
 

 Exhibit A Location Map 
 Exhibit B Zoning Diagnostic Report 
 Exhibit C Council Motion 202402541 
 Exhibit D Proposed Zone Change Maps and Analysis 
 Exhibit E Zone Change Use Impacts 
 Exhibit F Additional Correspondence 

 
BACKGROUND: 
In 2023, Camp Washington Urban Redevelopment Corporation (CWURC), the neighborhood’s Community 
Development Corporation, engaged Zone Co. to produce a Zoning Diagnostic report to analyze the 
appropriateness of existing zoning (Exhibit B). The analysis was based on community goals and objectives, 
consistency with the built environment, and land use goals stated within long-range planning documents, 
including the neighborhood’s approved neighborhood plan, Made in Camp (2019). 
 
Following the completion of the Zoning Diagnostic Report, Councilmember Owens put forward a motion 
to have the administration review the recommendations and identify the best course of action (Exhibit C). 
The motion also highlighted the increase in tow lots in the neighborhood, especially around residential 
areas. CWURC requested strategies to prevent vacant lots from becoming tow yards to elevate Camp 
Washington’s quality of life. 
 
Staff from the Department of City Planning and Engagement reviewed the Zoning Diagnostic report in line 
with the Councilmember’s motion and completed a zoning study. The results took the form of the set of 
proposed zone change recommendations to best align the report’s findings with existing zoning districts 
(Exhibit D). 
 
ZONING STUDY BOUNDARY: 
Based on the Zoning Diagnostic report and feedback from the neighborhood, four areas within Camp 
Washington were analyzed (Exhibit A). They are: 



 
Area 1 Area 1 includes Camp Washington’s northern commercial node, which contains businesses like Mom 

‘n ‘em Coffee, and sections of Alabama Avenue, Bates Avenue, and Ethan Avenue to the west, and 
a mix of residential and industrial uses. This area is currently zoned Commercial Community – 
Auto-Oriented – Middle Housing (CC-A-MH) and Manufacturing General – Middle Housing (MG-
MH). 

 
Area 2 Area 2 encompasses the portion of the Camp Washington Neighborhood Business District that is 

zoned Commercial Community – Auto-oriented with multiple Connected Communities 
designations including Neighborhood Business District (B), Middle Housing (MH), and 
Transportation Corridor (T) (CC-A-B, CC-A-MH, CC-A-T). 

 
Area 3 Area 3 is west of the Neighborhood Business District along Hopple Street and includes portions of 

Avon Place and Meeker Street. The area is currently zoned Manufacturing General – Middle 
Housing (MG-MH) and Manufacturing General – Transportation Corridor (MG-T). 

 
Area 4 Area 4 is south of Hopple Street and includes portions of Sidney Avenue and Marshall Avenue. There 

are existing tow lots along Sidney Avenue, which transitions into a residential district to the north. 
The current zoning in Area 4 is Manufacturing General – Middle Housing (MG-MH) and 
Commercial Community – Auto-oriented – Middle Housing (CC-A-MH).  

 
EXISTING AND PROPOSED ZONING WITH ANALYSIS: 
The proposed zone changes consist of a total of 227 properties within the study area with approximately 
104 property owners affected. All of the properties are currently under one of the Connected Communities 
Designations: Middle Housing (MH), Neighborhood Business District (B), and Transportation Corridor (T). 
The designations were approved in June of 2024. All three districts permit 2-, 3-, and 4-family buildings as 
a use and have reduced minimum parking requirements. 
 
There are four areas that are being requested to change zoning districts. These areas include: 
 
Area 1 
The zoning recommendation for Area 1 is a change to Commercial Community – Pedestrian – Middle 
Housing (CC-P-MH) in the commercial node and Urban Mix – Middle Housing (UM-MH) in the current 
manufacturing zone. 
 
Commercial Community – Auto-oriented (CC-A-MH) to Commercial Community – Pedestrian (CC-P-MH) 
The “Commercial Community” subdistrict is not recommended to change. What is proposed to change is 
the community character designation from “Auto-oriented” to “Pedestrian.” Auto-oriented districts are 
intended for areas with large buildings with parking in front that focus on easy automobile access and often 
contain auto-oriented businesses. This built form does not accurately describe the commercial node along 
Colerain Avenue in Area 1 and does not align with the community vision to have a walkable main street. 
The “Pedestrian” designation is intended for areas with a traditional urban character where buildings are 
required to be built to the street or sidewalk line. Auto-oriented uses such as car washes, vehicle repair, 
private vehicular storage (tow lots), and fuel sales would no longer be permitted, along with industrial and 



commercial uses such as wholesaling and distribution, production industry – limited, and hotels and 
commercial lodging.  
 
Manufacturing General (MG-MH) to Urban Mix (UM-MH) 
Residential uses, except for 2-, 3-, and 4-family buildings, are not permitted within the Manufacturing 
General – Middle Housing zoning district, which is intended for a wide variety of commercial and 
manufacturing establishments that may have the potential to generate off-site impacts. However, residential 
uses do exist along Alabama Avenue, Bates Avenue, and Ethan Avenue. To bring these residential uses into 
conformity while still allowing lower-intensity industrial uses, the Urban Mix zoning district is proposed 
as an alternative. The general purposes of the Urban Mix district are to: 
 

a) Provide a balance of uses and amenities fostering a vital economic, livable, and cultural area and 
enhance its urban, aesthetic qualities. 

b) Protect and enhance historic, cultural, economic, and architectural resources. 
c) Preserve, create, and enhance pedestrian-oriented streets to encourage retail, entertainment, 

residential, and office vitality and improve the quality of life for district residents, visitors, and 
workers. 

d) Provide quality public spaces, such as urban street corridors, by maintaining the physical continuity 
of the street edge created by buildings. 

e) Bring most daily activities within walking distance, giving the elderly, young, and disable increased 
independence of movement. 

f) Reduce the number of automobile trips; minimize congestion, consumption of resources, and air 
and noise pollution. 

 
Industrial and commercial uses such as correctional institutions, private vehicular storage (tow lots), fuel 
sales, oil and gas storage, waste services, and intensive high-impact production industry would no longer 
be permitted. The proposed zone change would make it easier to permit various residential uses, community 
service facilities, cultural institutions, park and recreation facilities, and religious assembly, as examples. 
 
Analysis 
The proposed zone change would bring 10 properties into compliance with the permitted land uses and 
remove use limitations on 9 properties. Use limitations and conditions would be added to 9 properties, and 
4 properties would become nonconforming based on their current identified use (Exhibit D). Any existing 
uses, even if a limitation is added or the use is made nonconforming, would still be able to operate as usual. 
No properties would be forced to change their existing use. A full list of use impacts is outlined in Exhibit 
E. 
 
Area 2 
The zoning recommendation for Area 2 is to change the Commercial Community – Auto-Oriented (CC-A) 
districts to Commercial Community – Mixed (CC-M) and Urban Mix (UM), keeping the respective 
Connected Community designations (B, MH, and T). 
 
Commercial Community – Auto-oriented (CC-A-B, CC-A-T) to Commercial Community – Mixed (CC-M-
B, CC-M-T) 



Similar to Area 2, the Zoning Diagnostic Report recommended that the CC-A district be rezoned to be more 
in-line with existing uses and the historic development patterns of the neighborhood. While there are some 
auto-centric uses, such as drive-throughs and fuel sales, the “Auto-oriented” designation is not appropriate 
for this part of the Neighborhood Business District. The community character designation of the commercial 
zone around Hopple Street is proposed to be changed to “Mixed,” which supports a mix of pedestrian and 
auto-oriented development. Auto-centric uses would still be permitted, but higher intensity commercial and 
industrial uses such as wholesaling and distribution, indoor and contractor’s storage, and production 
industry – limited would no longer be permitted. Residential uses, except for 2-, 3-, and 4-family buildings, 
would still only be permitted above the ground floor. 
 
Commercial Community – Auto-oriented (CC-A-B, CC-A-MH) to Urban Mix (UM-B, UM-MH) 
Further north and south of Hopple Street within the business district are smaller lots and residential uses. 
CC-A and CC-M districts do not permit residential uses to be on the ground floor, except for 2-, 3-, and 4-
family buildings in zones with a Connected Communities designation. To bring these residential uses into 
conformity while still allowing commercial and light industrial uses, the Urban Mix zoning district is 
proposed as an alternative in these areas. 
 
Analysis 
The proposed zoning would bring 19 properties into compliance with the permitted land uses, as residential 
uses are not permitted above the ground floor in CC-A or CC-M zoning districts. Some limitations and 
conditions on the land uses would be placed on 5 properties (Exhibit D). A full list of use impacts is outlined 
in Exhibit E. 
 
Area 3 
The zoning recommendation for Area 3 is to change the Manufacturing General (MG-MH, MG-T) to Urban 
Mix with the respective Connected Communities designations (UM-MH and UM-T). 
 
Manufacturing General (MG-MH, MG-T) to Urban Mix (UM-MH, UM-T) 
Residential uses, except for 2-, 3-, and 4-family buildings in zones with a Connected Communities 
designation, are not permitted within the Manufacturing General zoning district, which is intended for a 
wide variety of commercial and manufacturing establishments that may have the potential to generate off-
site impacts. However, single-family residences do exist on Avon Place. To bring these residential uses into 
conformity while still allowing lower-intensity industrial uses, the Urban Mix zoning district is proposed 
as an alternative. 
 
Industrial and commercial uses such as correctional institutions, private vehicular storage (tow lots), fuel 
sales, oil and gas storage, waste services, and intensive high-impact production industry would no longer 
be permitted. The proposed zone change would make it easier to permit various residential uses, community 
service facilities, cultural institutions, park and recreation facilities, and religious assembly, as examples. 
 
Analysis 
The proposed zoning would bring 10 properties into compliance with the permitted land uses (Exhibit D). 
A full list of use impacts is outlined in Exhibit E. 
 



Area 4 
The zoning recommendation for Area 4 is to change the whole area to Urban Mix – Middle Housing (UM-
MH), expanding the existing Urban Mix district to the surrounding areas.  
 
Commercial Community – Auto-oriented (CC-A-MH) to Urban Mix (UM-MH) 
West of Colerain Avenue along Marshall Avenue, is a small area of CC-A-MH zoning. There is an existing 
single-family building along with several vacant lots. CC-A districts do not permit residential uses to be on 
the ground floor, except for 2-, 3-, and 4-family buildings in zones with a Connected Communities 
designation. To bring the residential use into conformity while still allowing commercial and light industrial 
uses, the Urban Mix zoning district is proposed as an alternative in these areas, expanding the existing 
Urban Mix district directly to the east. 
 
Manufacturing General (MG-MH) to Urban Mix (UM-MH) 
The Manufacturing General zoning district is intended for a wide variety of commercial and manufacturing 
establishments that may have the potential to generate off-site impacts. As the district abuts a residential 
district and also contains some residential uses, Urban Mix is recommended to permit residential and lower-
intensity industrial uses. 
 
Industrial and commercial uses such as correctional institutions, private vehicular storage (tow lots), fuel 
sales, oil and gas storage, waste services, and intensive high-impact production industry would no longer 
be permitted. The proposed zone change would make it easier to permit various residential uses, community 
service facilities, cultural institutions, park and recreation facilities, and religious assembly, as examples. 
 
Analysis 
The proposed zoning would bring 25 properties into compliance with the permitted uses and remove 
limitations from one property. Limitations or conditions on the current use would be added to 9 properties, 
and 13 properties would be made legally nonconforming, including the tow lots (Exhibit D). Any existing 
uses, even if a limitation is added or the use is made nonconforming, would still be able to operate as usual. 
No properties would be forced to change their existing use. A full list of use impacts is outlined in Exhibit 
E. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT AND ENGAGEMENT: 
Public engagement was part of the Zoning Diagnostic Report process, including meetings with the Camp 
Washington Community Council (CWCC) and the Camp Washington Business Association (CWBA). A 
survey was also available for several months on the CWURC website and additional input was received via 
email. More information about public engagement as part of the report process can be found on page 13 of 
the Zoning Diagnostic Report (Exhibit B). 
 
Councilmember Owens and CWURC were kept apprised of the zoning study as it progressed. The proposed 
zone changes recommendations were presented to the Councilmember and CWURC; both were amenable 
to the proposal. 
 



Staff presented the proposed zone changes to the CWCC on September 14, 2026, and to the CWBA on 
September 15, 2026, before the public staff conference to make the organizations aware of the proposed 
changes and to get any input. The CWCC voted to support the proposed changes. 
 
A public staff conference was held on October 20, 2026 via Zoom with thirteen (13) people in attendance, 
including City Staff and Councilmember Owens. There were some questions about potential impacts on 
specific properties, with the expressed desire to keep some long-running businesses conforming with the 
Zoning code. The proposed boundary of Area 4 was modified to address these concerns while keeping with 
the objectives of the zone changes. There was additional discussion around Area 4, with some concerns that 
rezoning vacant lots to Urban Mix would make it easier to redevelop the vacant land. Residents on Avon 
Place indicated a desire to keep the vacant lots on Meeker Street as green space. Additional correspondence 
has been received echoing the sentiments shared during the staff conference (Exhibit F). 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS: 
Made in Camp (2018) 
This proposal is consistent with the Made in Camp (2018) plan, specifically the Land Use Recommendation 
for Zoning Review:  
 

Camp Washington has a more than usually diverse range of land use and classifications, 
some of them of declining relevance to current conditions and future aspirations. As shown 
on the attached land use map, some parcels should be reviewed and, potentially, 
reclassified. 
 
Of particular interest to the community is the creation of more housing, both through 
adaptive reuse of industrial buildings and construction of new homes. To facilitate this, and 
attract developers, the community needs to work with the Department of City Planning of 
the City of Cincinnati to tie aspirations to zoning, actual and prospective, revising zoning 
as needed. (p. 39) 

 
The proposal would institute zoning districts that align with the existing built environment and the 
community goal to create more housing in Camp Washington. In particular, the Urban Mix district would 
allow for a greater diversity of housing types to be permitted while providing a buffer between residential 
uses and higher-intensity industry. 
 
Plan Cincinnati (2012) 
This proposal is consistent with Plan Cincinnati (2012) Live Initiative Area Goal to “Create a more livable 
community” (p. 156) through the strategies to “Become more walkable” (p. 157) and to “Support and 
stabilize our neighborhoods” (p. 160). The proposed zone changes would regulate new development to be 
more pedestrian-oriented than the existing zoning districts, particularly in areas where the existing zoning 
is Commercial Community – Auto-oriented. The proposal is also consistent with the Live Initiative Area 
Goal to “Provide a full spectrum of housing options, and improve housing quality and affordability” (p. 
164) through the strategy to “Offer housing options of varied sizes and types for residents at all stages of 
life” (p. 169). The proposed zone changes would permit a more varied array of residential uses than the 
current zoning allows for. 



CONCLUSIONS:
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement supports the proposed changes in zoning as 
identified in Exhibit D for the following reasons:

1. The proposed zone changes are consistent with the existing built environment with regards to 
allowable uses, building scale, and adjacent zoning district.

2. The proposed zone changes are consistent with Made in Camp (2018) and Plan Cincinnati (2012).
3. This has been a community-driven initiative with support from the Camp Washington Community 

Council.

RECOMMENDATION:
The staff of the Department of City Planning and Engagement recommends that the City Planning 
Commission take the following action: 

APPROVE the proposed zone changes at multiple locations in Camp Washington.

Respectfully submitted: Approved:

Emily Burns, AICP, City Planner Katherine Keough-Jurs, FAICP, Director
Department of City Planning & Engagement Department of City Planning & Engagement
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What is a Zoning Diagnostic 
Report?

A zoning diagnostic, also called a zoning audit, provides an 
understanding of how the current zoning applied to a place 
or area is meeting the needs of the community.  Zoning 
codes regulate the types of buildings and uses that can 
and cannot be built, so zoning regulations need to keep 
apace of community objectives.  Given that community 
input is crucial to understanding community objectives, 
the land use goals used as a point of comparison were 
developed through direct community input, and through 
referencing the Made in Camp neighborhood plan, which 
was developed through a lengthy community input process 
in 2018.

The zoning diagnostic report uncovers where the current 
zoning regulations are supporting or not supporting 
community goals.

What is the goal of a Zoning 
Diagnostic Report?

The final report will serve as a road map to understand 
how the zoning code could be amended to better serve the 
goals of the neighborhood.  The report will identify which 
provisions are acting as a barrier, and furthermore, if zoning 
provisions could be added that will help facilitate desired 
outcomes.

PROJECT GOALS
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A zoning diagnostic report is an analysis of the 
appropriateness of existing zoning based on community 
goals and objectives, their consistency with the built 
environment, and land use goals stated within long-range 
planning documents.  

The zoning analysis contained within this document reviews 
all of the land and property within Camp Washington relative 
to what zoning classifications are currently applied.  The 
existing zoning districts as applied are then compared to 
1.  The existing urban fabric (in areas that developed prior 
to zoning, there is often a disconnect between zoning and 
existing land uses), 2. Public engagement and community 
goals for land use and development, and 3. The Made in 
Camp plan.

The Made in Camp plan is already over five years old, which 
is why it was important to supplement the land use findings 
of the plan with additional public engagement.

The analysis is broken out by zoning district.  Within 
some of the zoning districts, additional sub-areas were 
identified where specific recommendations are provided.  
All recommendations are broken out by land use (which 
uses should be permitted), and development standards 
(standards applying to a physical structure and site).

Please note, that the terms zoning district, zone, zoning 
classification, and district are used interchangeably 
throughout the analysis.

METHODOLOGY 
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1 2 3
ZONING PRINCIPALS

Zoning should be the 
implementation of a 
plan, not a barrier.

Zoning should be a tool to 
implement a community’s 
vision as expressed in its 
comprehensive plan.  In 
many instances, a community 
invests time, funds, and 
energy into the development 
of a comprehensive plan, 
but zoning regulations 
are overlooked or revised 
over time in a disjointed 
manner.  This scenario leads 
to outdated, inconsistent, 
and disorganized zoning 
regulations that are 
cumbersome, intimidating, 
and costly for property 
owners and administrators, 
alike, and impede planning 
goals and economic 
development.  On the other 
hand, a comprehensive 
update to the zoning code 
within the long-term planning 
process allows for clear, 
usable, defensible, and 
consistent regulations that 
operate efficiently to protect 
the public’s interests and 
encourage desired outcomes.

Zoning should 
respect both 
existing and desired 
development 
patterns.

Zoning regulations should 
relate to a community’s 
existing development 
patterns as well as its desired 
future scenario.  When zoning 
regulations are out of context 
with existing or desired 
development patterns, land 
owners may need to apply 
for numerous administrative 
approvals and variances 
for common development 
projects, which increases 
the cost of investment and 
discourages improvements 
which may benefit the 
community.  Furthermore, 
processing such 
administrative approvals and 
variances can unduly burden 
government departments.  

If zoning standards do 
not factor in existing 
development patterns and 
urban fabric, it can create 
discontinuity or disjoined 
patterns within a community.

Zoning should 
regulate only what 
needs to be regulated 
in order to protect 
health, safety, and 
the general welfare.

Zoning regulations should 
place limits on the use of 
land only when necessary to 
protect health, safety, and the 
general welfare.  Regulations 
that do not relate to such 
public interests may overstep 
the police power granted to 
cities and may not be legally 
defensible.

In the past, the power of 
zoning has been used as 
a tool for exclusion, and 
contemporary planning 
practice must ensure that 
zoning regulations serve 
a purpose that leads to a 
better quality of life for all 
community members, without 
exception.
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NEIGHBORHOOD 
OVERVIEW
Camp Washington is Cincinnati’s industrial heart and 
thriving Maker Community. Rich in history, close to 
downtown and with unrivaled road and rail connectivity, 
Camp is home to artisan and industrial manufacture, 
urban agriculture, and self-reliant residents who love 
their city neighborhood.

                                           -Made in Camp Plan, p.38

Camp Washington is a unique neighborhood 
centrally located witin the City of Cincinnati.    
It is unique in that it has industrial, mixed-
use, and residential fabric all mixed together 
within a relatively small area.  A third of 
the neighborhood's land area is devoted 

to transportation infrastructure (rail and 
highway). Colerain Avenue acts as the spine 
of the neighborhood, whereby a mix of largely 
commercial and residential buildings can be 
found along this central thoroughfare.

28% / 72%
Owner occupied / 
renter occupied
Housing units

782
Number of households 
in the neighborhood

1,234
Neighborhood 
population

$57,500
Median household 
income

1939
81% of buildings were 
constructed prior to 
1939

56%
Non-traditional house-
holding units

Figures above from the 2020 census
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CURRENT LAND USE AND 
ZONING

Land Use
Camp Washington self-identifies as a 
neighborhood of "makers".  This is true 
not just of the artist communities, but 
due to the prevalence of manufacturing 
that still exists within the neighborhood 
boundaries.  Like many of Cincinnati's historic 
neighborhoods, employment, industrial, 
commercial, and residential uses are 
intersperced throughout the neighborhood.  
The edges of the neighborhood, with their 
intensive transportation infrastructure, are 
predominantly industrial in character.  As 
stated in the Made in Camp Plan, the parcels 
attributed to I-75 and the rail facilities account 
for 31% of the land area of the neighborhood.

The Made in Camp Plan further states:

"Heavy and Light Industrial and Manufacturing 
parcels comprise the second largest bloc at 
708, approximately 23% of all private land 
within the neighborhood or approximately 155 
acres.

Comparatively, only 2.9% of all land parcels in 
Camp are residential, just less than 20 acres. 
This includes single and multi-family buildings.

Park land comes in at the lowest percentage, 
just 1.8% of total land area, or 37 parcels, 
including a small pocket park located 
on Colerain and parts of the Mill Creek 
Recreational Trail on the northern tip of the 
neighborhood.

Approximately 8.3% of all land parcels in 
Camp are classified as Vacant. There is a total 
of 457 vacant parcels which amount to 55.9 
acres within the neighborhood. It is important 
to note that these vary in size and zoning 

classification and are distributed widely rather 
than consolidated in any one area" (Made in 
Camp, p. 17).

The central portions of the neighborhood 
have more varied uses, like the mixed use 
structures along Colerain Avenue - the spine 
of the neighborhood, bordered by residences 
on either side.

Zoning
There are several zoning districts found within 
the neighborhood of Camp Washington.  
These districts range from residential 
to intensive manufacturing.  The City of 
Cincinnati zoning code lists the intent of each 
zoning districts.  The following statements 
of intent are found directly within the City of 
Cincinnati zoning code:

Community Commercial - Auto-
Oriented (CC-A)

Community Commercial.  To identify, create, 
maintain and enhance areas suitable for a 
wide variety of commercial and institutional 
uses along major transportation corridors 
and in shopping districts or centers. Although 
these centers may reflect elements of both 
pedestrian- and auto-oriented development, 
they typically accommodate larger-scale 
retail and commercial service uses, such as 
auto-related businesses and recreation and 
entertainment, as well as a variety of public 
and semi-public uses. Future development 
must reflect a complementary and compatible 
mix of uses, and may include residential uses.

Auto-oriented.  This district designation is 
intended for areas that provide for easy 
automobile access. Large buildings are 
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located on the site with parking in front. 
Out lots associated with shopping centers 
often contain auto-oriented businesses. 
Performance standards are intended to 
mitigate the impact of the parking lots and 
buffer adjacent residential areas.

Manufacturing - General (MG)

To create, preserve and enhance areas 
that are appropriate for a wide variety of 
supporting and related commercial and 
manufacturing establishments that may have 
the potential to generate off-site impacts. 
Future development will accommodate 
heavy industrial and manufacturing uses, 
transportation facilities, warehousing and 
distribution and similar and related supporting 
uses. These uses typically require sites with 
good transportation access. Uses that may 
inhibit industrial development are prohibited.

Office - General (OG)

To provide sites for offices and research and 
development facilities in a large-scale or 
campus-like environment. Offices, small-scale 
government offices and facilities, banks and 
other financial institutions and supporting 
non-office uses-business services and 
personal services-are allowed. Mixed-use 
developments with residential uses are also 
allowed.

Planned Development (PD)

In addition to the general purposes listed in 
Chapter 1400, General Provisions and Rules 
of Measurement, the specific purposes of the 
PD Planned Development District are to:

a. Establish a procedure for the development 
of land in order to allow for a more efficient 
and economic development of property 
than ordinarily permitted by conventional 
zoning and subdivision regulations.

b. Ensure orderly and thorough planning 
and review procedures that lead to quality 
design and development.

c. Encourage creativity in developments by 
allowing greater flexibility in access, light, 

open space and amenities.

d. Encourage common open space and 
provide for its maintenance.

e. Encourage the coordinated development 
of properties that might otherwise 
be developed individually, which may 
be a detriment to the surrounding 
neighborhoods and the developer.

Parks and Recreation (PR)

The general purposes of the Park and 
Recreation district are to:

a. Preserve, protect and enhance a system of 
public parks, parkways, greenspace, and 
recreation areas.

b. Preserve natural and scenic areas, and 
protect sensitive natural resource areas.

Riverfront Manufacturing (RF-M)

To provide sites for heavy industrial uses that 
require river access, maintain the economic 
vitality of the industrial riverfront and minimize 
any adverse impacts resulting from such 
activity on residential, park, recreation and 
commercial recreation facilities.

Residential Multi-Family 1.2 (RM-1.2)

This subdistrict is intended to provide for 
mixed residential uses at moderately high 
densities. This is an intense district with an 
urban character. The minimum land area for 
every dwelling unit is 1,200 sf.

Residential Multi-Family Mixed 
(RMX)

This subdistrict is intended to create, maintain 
and enhance areas of the city that have a 
mix of lot sizes and house types at moderate 
intensities (one to three dwelling units). 
Existing multi-family buildings of four or more 
units are acknowledged but new construction 
is not permitted.

Single-Family 2 (SF-2)

This district allows high-density, small lot, 
single-family developments. The minimum lot 
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size is 2,000 sf.

Urban Mix (UM)

The general purposes of Urban Mix district 
are to:

a. Provide a balance of uses and amenities 
fostering a vital economic, livable and 
cultural area and enhance its 
urban, aesthetic qualities.

b. Protect and enhance historic, 
cultural, economic and 
architectural resources.

c. Preserve, create and enhance 
pedestrian-oriented streets to 
encourage retail, entertainment, 
residential and office vitality and 
improve the quality of life for 
district residents, visitors and 
workers.

d. Provide quality public spaces, 
such as urban street corridors, by 
maintaining the physical continuity of the 
street edge created by buildings.

e. Bring most daily activities within walking 
distance, giving the elderly, young and 
disabled increased independence of 
movement.

f. Reduce the number of automobile trips; 
minimize congestion, consumption of 
resources and air and noise pollution.

District Frequency Acres Percent
MG 4 9712.72 97.46%
RF-M* 1 120.693 1.21%
CC-A 3 65.009 0.65%
RMX 1 15.224 0.15
SF-2 1 13.534 0.14
UM 1 13.081 0.13
PD 3 11.578 0.12%
OG* 1 6.999 0.07%
PR 2 5.86 0.06%
RM-1.2 1 0.787 0.01%

*Although CAGIS lists that the RF-M and the OG districts are within the 
neighborhood boundary it is considered to be a boundary error.
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
Public engagement was held in October 
with the Camp Washington Community 
Council (CWCC) and the Camp Washington 
Business Association (CWBA).  A survey was 
available  for several months on the CWURC 
website.  Furthermore, input was received 
via email throughout the course of the open 
engagement period.  Both the CWCC and 
CWBA created a map that consolidated their 
comments.

Once the initial report was released to the 
community, there was a three-week open 
comment period where the community was 
invited to given any comments and feedback.

Some of the findings received from the public 
input period are as follows

Comments

• There is an openness to applying a light 
industrial zoning district over portions of 
the neighborhood closer to the residential 
areas to protect them from some of the 
more noxious uses permitted in the MG 
district; 

• Parking needs to be prioritized and 
addressed strategically - it cannot be 
an afterthought once there is already 
substantial investment in the community.

• Urban Mix could be extended into portions 
of the neighborhood currently zoned as 
MG, where the urban fabric has a mix of 
residential, commercial, and industrial 
uses;

• Given the compact nature of the 
neighborhood, ensure that uses which 
require outdoor storage of  equipment or 
vehicles are not permitted in the Urban 
Mix, or at the very least, have stringent 
screening standards; 

• Facilitate flexibility for the construction of 
new residential units that are affordable 
and provide density to support the 
business district;

• The Entertainment District is very 
important for the future of Camp and for 
it to be successful Camp needs to have 
customers from Camp and from out 
of Camp that will be driving cars and 
therefore need parking. Removing the lot 
area standards for the number of units per 
building will create lack of parking spaces 
available for these customers to visit Camp 
and parking is critical for the success of 
our Entertainment District. For people 
to be happy living in Camp they need to 
be able to find entertainment, shopping, 
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groceries and parking; not all people walk 
or ride bikes;

• Prioritize affordable housing;

• Prioritize multi-generational housing;

• Facilitate the adaptive reuse of buildings;

• Ensure that infill development is facilitating 
design that is compatible with the 
neighborhood;

• Respect existing businesses while 
facilitating investment in the business 
district and on developable sites;

• Camp Washington's Comprehensive Plan 
was geared more toward single-family 
home ownership;

• Parking regulations should be conscious 
of parking needs while ensuring that they 
are not a dominant visual feature in the 
neighborhood; and

• Seek to rezone residential streets that 
currently fall within the MG zoning district.

Questions and Responses

Questions received during the process are 
listed below.  Responses are listed below each 
question in green.

• When was the zoning in camp last updated, 
2019?

The Urban Mix district was adopted for the 
neighborhood in 2019, largely along Colerain 
Avenue south of Hopple Street.  The Parking 
Overlay District was adopted in 2021.

• Are you sure this new zoning will not create 
some non-conforming businesses?

The analysis of the existing zoning aims, 
through recommendations, to not create 
any nonconformities. In addition, if the 
neighborhood pursues zoning amendments, 
they could remove some buildings from non-

conforming status.  For example, there are a 
few buildings within the Urban Mix district 
that do not conform with the maximum height 
standard.

Some community members suggested 
application of the Manufacturing - Limited 
(ML) district to ensure that heavier industrial 
uses would not directly abut residential uses.  
However, if the ML district were applied, 
it would create non-conformities, which is 
noted in the report.  The ML district has more 
prescribed site standards which is not always 
consistent with the existing historic industrial 
buildings in the neighborhood (for example, the 
ML requires a minimum front setback of 25 feet, 
the minimum lot size is 4,000 sf).  Everything 
in this report is a recommendation, and the 
community gets to decide if it is applied.  The 
idea behind the innovation district is to permit 
lower intensity industrial uses, commercial 
uses, and residential uses while relieving 
some of the perceived issues created by the 
UM and the MG districts, while not creating 
non-conformities that would be created by 
application of the ML district (which is not 
currently applied in the neighborhood).

• [It seems that] no businesses would be 
shut down, but if they wanted to expand, 
from their  current location, would they 
then be hindered from doing so by zoning 
regulations?

The zoning recommendations contained within 
this report were developed with the idea that 
existing and expanding businesses would not 
be rendered non-conforming.  Instead, the 
existing historic fabric should be reflected in all 
zoning standards.

• What is the immediate need for a zoning 
change if it was changed in 2019?

The Urban Mix zoning district that was adopted 
for the neighborhood in 2019 is a much better fit 
for the community than the CC-A district, which 



15

was in place prior to the adoption/application 
of the Urban Mix district in the neighborhood.  
However, the current height maximum of 45 
feet may constrain some of the mixed-use 
development or residential development that 
the community expressed that they would like 
to see.

• How does a zone change help current 
businesses in Camp?

Many of the recommendations in this report 
do not apply to apply to the long-standing 
businesses in the neighborhood. Most of the 
recommendations in this report apply largely to 
the residential and commercial areas, and the 
immediately adjacent areas. 

• If a business property was sold and changed 
ownership then what restrictions would be 
placed on that business?

A zoning code does not address a change in 
ownership - this is a private property matter.  
If the property owner changed the use of the 
building, the owner would need to ensure that 
the new use is permitted within the zoning 
district where the property is found.

• Are there innovation zones anywhere else 
in Cincinnati?

Cincinnati does not currently contain an 
Innovation District within the zoning code.  The 
Innovation District is only a recommendation 
and is only an idea at this point.  The idea arose 
out of the desire to provide denser housing 
options along Colerain, which community 
members listed as an objective - it is currently 
challenged by the height maximum of 45 feet in 
the UM district.  Another community objective 
was to see buffering between the residential 
areas and the MG, which could potentially be 
accomplished by an Innovation District. Again, 
this is just a suggestion and this will requiring 
further vetting from the community.
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ZONING DISTRICTS
Within this section, we will review each of 
the zoning districts found within the Camp 
Washington neighborhood.  Within any 
municipality, specific geographical areas are 
divided into zoning districts based on the types 
of uses and urban form found there.  Zoning 
districts can also be tailored to the type of 
deveopment and uses that the residents would 
like to see in their community.  For example, 
if a city wanted to encourage mixed-use 
development or new housing in a portion of 
a city with developable land, the City would 
tailor the zoning regulations to achieve those 
outcomes.  This is just one example of how a 
city might tailor zoning standards to meet the 
needs and objectives of the community, among 
many others.

The following sections analyze each zoning 
district in Camp Washington through the lens 
of the community input and best practices in 
zoning and land use planning.  

Manufacturing General (MG)

As stated, a 
large swath 
of the MG 
zone in Camp 
Washington 
comprises the 
area that makes 
up the rail yard, 
Spring Grove 
Avenue, and 
I-75, which  
have undeniably industrial uses and 
built environment.  Minimal residential or 
commercial uses are intersperced.  The 
transportation infrastructure caters to these 
uses.

Given that MG zoning is appropriate in the 

aforementioned areas, the analysis below 
presents the findings relative to specific areas 
where the MG zoning is out of line with the 
existing urban fabric and community input.

NORTH COLERAIN AVENUE

The two largest industrial building conversion 
projects into residential units are within 
relatively close proximity, within the northern 
portion of the neighborhood (north of Ethan 
Street and west of Colerain Avenue, south of 
Arlington Street).  There are some existing 
industrial uses, and those uses should be 
permitted to continue operations, however, 
given the changing character of this portion 
of the neighborhood, mixed-use zoning 
should be explored.  Many cities are exploring 
mixed-use zoning that can also accommodate 
compatible light-industrial uses and maker's 

MG
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spaces.  Form standards should facilitate 
walkable urban fabric and context conscious 
density.  Furthermore, ample flexibility should 
be provided for adaptive reuse projects. 

Community engagement revealed a desire 
to potentially extend the Urban Mix (or a 
similar type of district) to this section of the 
neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATIONS

USES: 

• Consider reviewing zoning surrounding 
Urban Mix and Residential areas to a lesser 
intense zoning. 

• Explore mixed use zoning that can 
accommodate compatible light industrial 
uses, makers spaces, offices, commercial 
enterprises within an urban form that is 
walkable and compact;  

• Allow multi-unit residential structures, 
similar to the Machine Flats and the 
proposed Crosley redevelopment - 
encourage first floor non-residential 
activation where possible;

• Ensure that existing industrial businesses 
can continue to operate; 

• Consider use standards that would ensure 
sufficient buffering between residential 
uses and more intensive uses (ie. some 
uses may not locate within a specific 
proximity to residences); and

• Consider whether a new zoning district, 
something like an "Innovation District" 
which combines low-intensity production 
uses, commercial uses, and residential uses 
could be developed to apply to this area and 
also the portion of the neighborhood east 
of Colerain Ave., between Haywood and 
Township.  Some of the density standards 
in the UM, like the 45 ft. maximum building 
height, may be prohibitive - this may support 
the creation of a new zoning district which 
better suits the urban form.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:  

• In keeping with the historic urban fabric, 
development standards should encourage 
a zero-lot line setbacks along with flexible 
height standards;

• Ensure ample site flexibility for adaptive 
reuse projects through special standards 
for existing buildings;

• Parking should be located at the rear of 
buildings, with limited parking permitted at 
the side of the structure (if any);

• Parking should be relaxed, especially as the 
City increases frequency along the #16 bus 
route - given that the neighborhood does 
not yet contain all amenities a resident 
needs, parking should still be provided for 
a majority of 
residents;

• B u i l d i n g 
s e r v i c i n g 
should be 
s c r e e n e d 
and located 
at the rear.  
Mechanical 
e q u i p m e n t 
should also 
be located at 
the rear or on 
the roof, and 
s c r e e n e d ; 
and

• The existing 
PDs (PD 
39 and PD 
90) should 
remain unless any revised zoning standards 
can accommodate their unique site plans.

CAMP WASHINGTON SOUTH (MG 
DISTRICT NORTH OF HAYWOOD, 
SOUTH OF TOWNSHIP, EAST OF 
COLERAIN AVE.)

Community engagement revealed a desire 
for rezoning this portion of the neighborhood.  
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There wan openness to applying a light 
industrial zoning district over this portion 
of the neighborhood.  Within the area 
identified, the portions east of Sidney Ave. are 
consistently industrial in nature, while west 
of Sidney, industrial uses are interspersed 
with residences and commercial businesses.  
Consider wether the portions west of Sidney 
Ave. could be added to the Urban Mix district, 
and whether the portions east of Sidney Ave. 
could be classified as light industrial - this 
designation within the City of Cincinnati is 
called "Manufacturing - Limited".  This would 
require further analysis and engagement 
regarding the specific classifications of each 
business, and whether any non-conformities 
would be created.

The Sacred Heart Church property and 
surrounding parcels, which is south of Marshall 
Ave. and north of Hayward Street are currently 
zoned as MG; given the institutional nature of 
this block and its proximity to the business 
district and residences, consider rezoning this 
property also as Urban Mix. 

USES: 

• Consider the application of the Urban Mix 
district within the area west of Sidney Ave; 

• Consider whether a new zoning district, 
something like an "Innovation District" 
which combines low-intensity production 
uses, commercial uses, and residential 
uses could be developed to apply to this 
area and also the northern extend of the 
neigborhood near the Machine Flats and 
the Crosley Building (described in the 
previous section); and

• The "Manufacturing - Limited" zoning 
district could be applied to the areas east of 
Sidney Avenue - evaluate  how the City has 
categorized all existing uses on properties, 
and assess whether any non-conformities 
would be created.  However, it is important 
to denote that the ML district has much 
more stringent setback requirements than 

the MG district, ironically.  It is for this 
reason that a new Innovation District is 
likely better suited for these portions of the 
neighborhood.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:  

• In keeping with the historic urban fabric, 
development standards should encourage 
a zero-lot line setbacks along with flexible 
height standards; 

• Standards should be developed which 
make buffering between industrial/
intensive commercial and residential uses 
mandatory; and

• Surface parking lot should not be permitted 
as a primary use, nor should they be the 
most prominent visual feature on a property.

ELAM STREET AND ETHAN AVENUE

Elam and Ethan streets have a significant 
number of residences bounding the street.  
Community engagement revealed that 
residents would like to explore mixed-use 
zoning as an alternative the the existing MG 
zoning that applies to their homes.  There is 
a desire to apply the UM district, which more 
aptly reflects the residential character while 
also leaving flexibility for other home-based 
businesses.

RECOMMENDATIONS

• Consider rezoning Ethan Ave. and Elam 
street to Urban Mix (UM).

Community Commercial - Auto (CC-
A)

The CC-A district accommodates commercial 
development that is auto-oriented in nature.  
Given that this neighborhood was developed 
prior to the automobile, it is a misnomer to 
categorize any portion of the neighborhood as 
auto-oriented.  Walking, biking, and bus-riding 
are common practices through all portions 
of the neighborhood, including in areas 
designated as CC-A.  
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There are only three parts of the neighborhood 
zoned as CC-A.  The most prominent application 
of CC-A is along Hopple Street.

CC-A is also applied along Colerain Avenue, 
north of Hopple between Stock Street and 
Alabama Ave.  Given that these is historic 
structures are built right to the street, it is also a 
an inappropriate application of the CC-A zoning 
district.  The lots within this northern portion of 
the CC-A were platted and developed prior to 
the adoption of the automobile.

The third application of the CC-A zoning district 
is along Marshall Ave., west of Colerain Avenue.  
These lots are seemingly vacant and adjacent 
to a residence.  the UM zoning would be a 
more appropriate zoning application for these 
parcels.

RECOMMENDATIONS

USES: 

• Given the mixed-use and residential 
character of properties in and around the 
CC-A, zoning that is more in-line with the 
historic uses should be considered;

• Given that residents expressed a desire 
to walk and bike in their neighborhood, 
consider uses and form that facilitate those 
goals; and

• Provide flexibility for residential uses (that 
does not tie permitted density to lot size).

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:

• The community should advocate for zoning 
that is not auto-oriented in form and use, 
recognizing that existing property owners 
may protest any non-conformities created;

• Residents desire design that minimizes the 
prominance of parking lots and creates a 
more cohesive pedestrian environment.  
This goal should be pursued in conjunction 
with traffic calming measures on Hopple 
Street;

• Form-based standards should be pursued 
along the extent of Colerain Avenue; and

• Provide flexibility for residential uses and 
remove the density requirements that 
mandate that additional lot area is required 
for each residential unit (the current 
standard requires that 500 sf of lot area is 
required for each residential unit added in 
an existing building.  For a new building, 
700 sf of lot area is required for each 
residential unit).

Urban Mix (UM)

Much of Colerain Avenue in Camp Washington 
was rezoned from CC-A to UM in 2019, after 
the neighborhood identified that the auto-
orientation of CC-A was inappropriate for 
Colerain Avenue.  The uses permitted within 
the Urban Mix district are broad, ranging form 
residential/mixed use, to commercial and 
industrial.  This district accurately captures the 
vast array of use and character types found 
within Camp.

However, one issue identified by the community 
was that the Urban Mix should not permit the 
outdoor storage of automobiles and equipment 
that is visible along Colerain Ave.  Through 
this analysis it was discovered that vehicle 
and equipment services are permitted only as 
an accessory use to a parking garage, while 
vehicle repair must be fully enclosed if located 
within the UM.  The existing uses are either in 
violation of the UM zoning, or they are legal 
nonconformities, and their operations pre-
dated the application of the UM district.

The development standards within the UM 
generally follow the community desire for 
a human-scaled environment, however, the 
current height and density limitations will be 
prohibitive in developing the affordable and 
flexible housing types that the community 
would like to see.

RECOMMENDATIONS

USES: 
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• Warehousing and storage should not be 
permitted in the UM;

• "General" manufacturing uses are 
conditionally permitted - assign additional 
conditions that ensure that there is no 
noise, light, odor, vibration, or chemical 
intrusion from any new manufacturing 
uses.  Furthermore, these uses must have 
a compact urban form; and

• Permit density and flexibility for residential 
uses, which would entail removal of the 
density minimums applied to the UM 
district.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS: 

• Parking, storage, trash, and other building 
servicing must be located in the rear of a 
structure for all new construction in the 
UM district.  A small proportion of parking 
could be located to the side of the primary 
structure;

• Remove the density requirements that 
would stifle the affordability and variety of 
housing that residents would like to see;

• Given the lack of vegetation in Camp, make 
parking lot landscaping mandatory, or 
permit other decorative elements if there is 
not room for parking lot landscaping; and

• Relax the 45 ft. building height maximum to 
permit denser residential structures within 
the neighborhood.  Maximum building 
heights should reflect existing structures, 
like the US Chili Building.

Residential Mixed (RMX)

The intent of the RMX district is to provide 
flexibility for residential unit types.  Given that 
the neighborhood residents have expressed 
a desire for flexibility in housing development 
in all parts of the neighborhood, there are 
no recommendations other than reduction 
in minimum lot sizes and front setbacks to 
accommodate development on the historically 

small lots within the neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATIONS

• Reduce the lot area minimum for two-family 
(5,000 sf) and three-family structures (7,500 
sf) to be consistent with other housing 
typologies, which have a minimum lot size 
of 2,500 sf;

• Reduce all front yard setbcks from 20 ft. 
to reflect the minimal front yards that are 
already part of the urban fabric in Camp.  5 
ft. is recommended for the minimum front 
yard setback; and

• Remove the Lot Area/Unit standard that 
mandates 2,500 sf of lot are for every unit 
for two-family and three-family structures.

Single-Family (SF-2)

There is one area zoned as SF-2 in the northern 
portion of the neighborhood south of Valley 
Park and River City Correctional Facility.  
Community engagement and the Made in 
Camp plan did not express that there are any 
issues with the SF-2.  Of note, the SF-2 district 
does permit "attached single-family dwellings", 
which is akin to a townhome.  Two-family and 
multi-family structures are permitted if they 
are already established, but new construction 
of two-family and multi-family would not be 
permitted.  

RECOMMENDATIONS

• The neighborhood should consider whether 
there is a desire to permit two-family and 
multi-family structures as infill development 
within the area currently zoned as SF-2.

Parks and Recreation (PR)

There is only one application of the PR zoning 
district within Camp Washington at Valley Park.  
Both community engagment and the Made in 
Camp plan expressed that Taft Field should 
be rezoned from SF-2 to PR to protect the 
greenspace for the community.
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SF-2

RMX

CC-A

UM

PR

PD

PD

CC-A

The historic urban 
fabric means that 
CC-A zoning is 
not appropriate 
anywhere on 
Colerain Avenue.  
Consider 
developing and 
applying a zoning 
district similar to 
the Urban Mix 
but with greater 
density allowances 
(perhaps the 
Innovation District).

OVERVIEW OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS

PR

Rezone Taft 
Field to PR

SF-2

Assess whether the 
neighborhood seeks 
greater flexibility 
for multi-unit infill 
development than 
the SF-2 can 
accommodate.

Zone the CC-A here 
consistently with the 
rest of the business 
district

Southeast Camp

Residents would like 
to see something 
like a light industrial 
district in this area.  
The City's existing 
district, Manufacturing 
- Limited could be 
appropriate, however 
the lot standards are 
more restrictive than the 
existing MG zoning and 
may not accommodate 
the historic, small lots.

Innovation District

Consider a flexible 
use innovation 
district (residential, 
commercial, light 
industrial) that 
can accommodate 
residential density 
and context- 
appropriate design 
standards.

Innovation District

Consider a flexible 
use innovation 
district (residential, 
commercial, light 
industrial) that 
can accommodate 
residential density 
and context- 
appropriate design 
standards.

General Notes

- Parking lot landscaping should be 
mandatory (decorature features can be 
substituted where space is prohibitive);

- Parking lots should not be permitted to 
be the prominent visual feature on any 
property.

- Form-based/Context sensitive design 
standards should be considered for 
Colerain Avenue and the infill sites south of 
Hopple, with the exception of Meyer Tool.

Urban Mix 
District

The Urban Mix 
district allows for 
an appropriate 
mix of uses, but 
the height and 
density maximums 
do not reflect the 
community's desire 
for affordable, 
diverse housing 
options.  The 
community would 
also like to see 
more design 
standards that 
foster consistency 
with the historic 
fabric.  Assess 
whether a new 
Innovation District 
can accomplish 
this.
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ITEMS FOR FURTHER 
DISCUSSION
Several clear issues emerged from communication with the community.  
Although this report puts forth several solutions, they will require further 
engagement and consensus from the community before concrete 
recommendations are pursued.  Below is a list of next steps further to the 
recommendations in this report:

• Will the desire for denser mixed-use or residential development be 
constrained by the maximum height fo 45 feet in the UM zoning district?  
Is a zoning solution/amendment required to permit more residential 
density adjacent to the business district?

• The community would like a buffer district around the residential areas 
that are currently bordered by the MG district, the most intensive 
industrial zoning district in the City.  The Manufacturing Limited (ML)
district came up in discussions with the community as a solution.  The 
ML would create nonconformities for existing businesses, which is why a 
new district (the Innovation District) was listed as a potential alternative 
as a feasible buffer zone.  The community should further discuss 
the Innovation District as a solution for 1. buffering; and 2. the height 
limitations of the UM zoning district.

• Some community members were concerned about parking.  It was 
felt that new developments within the business district and any new 
residential structures would generate substantial new parking needs.  
There was a desire to explore parking issues further.

• Given the historic development patterns on Colerain Avenue, the CC-A 
district should be re-considered on the northern portions of Colerain.  
The CC-A is explicitly oriented toward automobiles.

• The community should discuss the addition of form-based or design 
standards within the area currently zoned as UM.  The UM currently does 
not contain form or design standards.  Many pedestrian-scaled historic 
business districts contain special regulations from front transparency 
(windows) and signage that fit the historic character





























Camp Washington Zone Change Use Impacts 

MG-MH to UM-MH 

Harder to Permit (Conditional Use): 

Public maintenance facilities
Ambulance services
Animal service facilities
Parking facilities
Production industry – General
Research and development
Wholesaling and distribution
Heliports
Transportation passenger terminals
Farms

No longer permitted: 

Transitional housing (Program 5 and 6)
Correctional institutions
Government facilities and installations
Juvenile detention facilities
Private vehicular storage lot (non-disabled cars)
Sexually oriented business
Fuel sales
Automobile holding facility
Production industry – Intensive high-impact
Oil and gas storage
Outdoor storage
Metal waste salvage yard/junk yards
Waste collection
Waste disposal
Waste transfer
Public utility maintenance yard
Public utility plant
Radio and television broadcast antenna
Railroad train yards
Truck terminal and warehouse



 Mining and quarrying 

Easier to Permit: 

 Bed and breakfast home 
 Day care home (Adult, Type A, Type B) 
 Congregate housing 
 Convents & monasteries 
 Dormitories 
 Fraternities & sororities 
 Patient family homes 
 Rooming houses 
 Shared housing for elderly 
 Single-family dwelling (Detached, attached, rowhouse) 
 Multi-family dwelling 
 Assisted living 
 Developmental disability dwelling 
 Nursing home 
 Clubs and lodges 
 Colleges, public or private 
 Community service facilities 
 Cultural institutions 
 Day care center 
 Hospitals 
 Park and recreation facilities 
 Religious assembly 
 Schools, public or private 
 ATM, stand alone 
 Commercial meeting facility 
 Funeral and internment services 
 Garden supply stores and nurseries 
 Hotels and commercial lodging 
 Recreation and entertainment – outdoor or large-scale  
 Accessory use – Commercial services 
 Accessory use – Fences and walls 
 Accessory use – Home occupation 
 Accessory use – Rooming Unit  



CC-A to UM 

Harder to Permit (Conditional Uses): 

 Community service facilities 
 Ambulance services 
 Animal service facilities 
 Commercial meeting facility 
 Garden supply stores and nurseries 
 Parking facilities 
 Wholesaling and distribution 
 Transportation passenger terminals 
 Communications facilities 
 Farms 

No longer permitted: 

 Transitional Housing (Program 5 and 6) 
 Private vehicular storage lot (non-disabled cars) 
 Fuel sales 
 Radio and television broadcast antenna 
 Accessory use – Small-scale specialized incinerator 

Easier to Permit: 

 Bed and breakfast home 
 Convents and monasteries 
 Fraternities and sororities 
 Patient family homes 
 Rooming houses 
 Shared housing for elderly 
 Attached single-family dwelling 
 Ground floor housing units 
 Hospitals 
 ATM, stand alone 
 Production industry – General (Conditional Use) 
 Research and development (Conditional Use) 
 Accessory use – Commercial services 
 Accessory use – Fences and walls 
 Accessory use – Home occupation 



 Accessory use – Rooming unit 

 

CC-A to CC-M 

Harder to Permit (Conditional Uses): 

 Transitional housing (Program 6) 
 Colleges, public or private 
 Vehicle and equipment sales and rentals 
 Vehicle repair 
 Production industry - Artisan 

No longer permitted: 

 Public maintenance facilities 
 Ambulance services 
 Building maintenance services 
 Private vehicular storage lot (non-disabled cars) 
 Recreation and entertainment – outdoor or large-scale 
 Production industry – Limited 
 Contractor’s storage 
 Indoor storage 
 Wholesaling and distribution 
 Radio and television broadcast antenna 
 Heliports 
 Transportation passenger terminals 

Easier to Permit: 

 Bed and breakfast home 
 Day care home (Type B) 
 Convents and monasteries 
 Fraternities and sororities 
 Patient family homes 
 Rooming houses 
 Shared housing for elderly 

 

 



CC-A to CC-P 

Harder to Permit (Conditional Uses): 

 Parking facilities 
 Production industry – Artisan 
 Farms 

No longer permitted: 

 Transitional housing (Program 5 and 6) 
 Colleges, public or private 
 Public maintenance facilities 
 Ambulance services 
 Building maintenance services 
 Building materials sales and services 
 Commercial meeting facility 
 Garden supply stores and nurseries 
 Hotels and commercial lodging 
 Private vehicular storage lot (non-disabled cars) 
 Recreation and entertainment – outdoor or large-scale 
 Vehicle and equipment sales and rental 
 Car wash 
 Fuel sales 
 Vehicle repair 
 Production industry – Limited 
 Contractor’s storage 
 Indoor storage 
 Wholesaling and distribution 
 Radio and television broadcast antenna 
 Heliports 
 Transportation passenger terminals 

Easier to Permit: 

 Bed and breakfast home 
 Day care home (Type B) 
 Convents and monasteries 
 Fraternities and sororities 
 Patient family homes 



 Rooming houses 
 Shared housing for elderly 
 Ground floor housing units 
 Attached single-family dwelling 

 




