
REGULAR lVLiEE;rJ:1ING 
CENT.2:RVILlJG PLAN1HHG COMMISSION 

April 25, 1972 

'I'he Regular Meeting of the Center,rille Planning Commission 
was held on April 25, 1972 at 7:30 P.M. Present were Chairman 
Harold Wells, Bruce Baker, Robert Ackerman, John. Davis, Gary 
Maxton, City Manager James Smith and ConsultiruJ l'lingineer Karl 
Lewis. 

The minutes of t:;he April 11, 1972 meeting were approved 
unanimously. 

C-72-3 . A l'ublic He,ccring v,as held on the request for Conditional 
use of 8?.8 acres owned by Paul Lapp along A-B Road near 
Wi lmine;ton Pike. lvir. Abromowitz of the \'lo olpe:rt Company 
presented the proposal. It; contained 5.5 acres of parl{, 12.3 
acres of street;s, 75.6 acres of lots. 1.l'hey are uermitted. 165 
lots but are 1:iroposing 136 lots. Mr. Maxton ai,~ain objected. to 
the lack of depth on lots alonp; A-B Road. He further felt the 
lots should back up to A-B Road and have entrances from the 
interior of the Lapp proper·t;y. Mr. 'Nells felt that by increaciing 
depth that front yard turn-arounds could be included giving 
more safe exits and en·brances onto A-B Road. · ·•· 

Dr. H. Kelso, 2212 A-B Road was opposed because the step 
down from the large lots located to the west was too abrupt • 

• James Schwindeman, • Loring Duff, Mr. R.C. Woodall, Dr. 
Owen uul",u""s and Dr. Meng were all opposed for the same reaso11s. 
Further • Duff requested. consideratio11 of the proposed uses 
of ad;jacent land so t;hat the whole region could be tied in 
together. Dr. Meng stated that he would agree to match lot 
sizes and. number of lots on his land which abuts the proposed. 
cul-de-sac running south from A-B Road. Thus, if only one or 
two large lots abut tl1e cul-de-sac on the Lapp property, he 
would only propose one or two large lots on his property. 'rhus, 
a more gentle transition could be made. lilr. Davis felt, unlike 
Mr. Maxton, that lot;s backing up to A-B Road would be undesirable. 
l\ii:r. Baker felt t;he ai:,rangement lacked imagination and was "un­
Centerville-like" lacking in cul-de-sacs an.d perhaps designed 
to give ·~he developer a minimum area of streets to be developed. 
Mr. Abromowitz stated they would restudy the parts of the proposal 
which were ob;jected to. 

V-72-3 A Public Hearing was held on a request for a business 
sign for }Dlder Realt;y, Co. on their property at 125 N. F'ranklin 
Street. M:r. Robert Powers and Mr. J....--Ptt~h objected to 
business signs in residential districts. In geneI'al, the Plannirig 
Commission felt ·t;hat a small post-·type sign approximately 12 
x 18 inches located just back of the st1·eet right of way would be 
acceptable. A new drawing and design will be submitted prior to 
a decision. 'i:his decision would be a first test of ·t;he use of 
residential office zoning and sign requirements. 

J11ne..r /2f·esJ,,.c17l. 



Z-72-3 The reque1;1·t for :cezoning by Jsmes L. Schwindeman was 
discuBsed. Mr. :Vells explained that apparently wrong information 
was given to • Schwindeman, stating that the seldom used S-1 
and S-2 districtg could be requegted rather than the R-1 which 
was adviged. ke. Schwindeman was requ.est:ed to submit a proposal 
for Centerville S-2 zoning (30,000 sq. ft. lots) and a residential 
development plan if his R-1 request was turned down. lilr, Maxton 
moved to deny the request. Mr. Davis seconded the motion. 'l'he 
motion passeil 5-0. ~Kr. Schwindemal'.l further agreed to try to work 
out a suitable plan with all neighbors. 

Richley P:r9per·tt--A proposal by • Roderick Richley to subdivide 
his property in the center of a tract of land alont:; A-B Hoad 
was discussed. In general t;he Planning Commission felt that 
"flag-shaped" subdivisions were a problem and in this case the 
development would not abut a public street. The Planning 
Commisgion agreed to go t;o the area a:t; their convenience in the 
next week to study t;he propogal "on site". 

Jul application was :received from Igleburger, Henderson and 
Nowak, 1D'.'chitects representing Steak & Ale Restau.rants, Inc. 
They are proposing a res·t;aurant along State Route 48 south of ·the 
Hinkle Houge. The JJJajor objections by the .Planning Co1mnis0ion 
were ·t;he overhang on the front of the building• the lighted sign 
in fro and the parking in front. • Henderson st[~ted they 
would restudy the plan. Karl Le,vis would gt;ud,y tl:1-e proposed 
drainage before the next; meet;:Lng and be prepared t;o make 
recommendationg, The request; wag tabled until further information 
was available. ·· 

P0-?2-3 Discussion was held on an ordinance to amend the zoning 
ordinance regarding multi-family uge which is allowed in some 
existing E.G. zoning. Harold Nella objected to the fact; that the 
ordinance was supposedly in order and had been received by the 
Cit;y Attorney, yet did not contain his gignature. He felt ·t;hat 
this was bad practice. The ordinance w,:J.s set for Public Hearing 
on Ma_y 30, 19?2 at 7:30 P.M. 

Mr. Abromowitz of the Woolpert Company pregented a preliminazy 
plan for part; of Revere Village. The plan wag for single family 
housing. One strip of land aloniz; Spring Valley was not; part o:t' the 
proposal. 'I'he Planning Con:uniggion objected to the piecemeal 
,mbmission of the area even ·t;hough the m:nttll gtrip was stated to 
be owned by a subsidiary of the company owning the Revere Village 
property. The :Planning Commig<iion felt that no provision for 
widenirJg Soring Valley by the subsidiary waB available and 
that the Bubsidiary might claim at a later date that they could 
not widen Spring Valley due to the ,small gize of' their strip of 
land. The Plann:Lng Commission felt that the Bize of the Revere 
Village development gould be taken int;o consideration when 
Spring Valley considerations were discussed. rl'he developers 
will rest;u.dy the situation. Mr. #ells read proposalg from the 



]lire Department. They dealt mostly with street widths and 
street names. The Planning Commission saw no problems in general 
with the layout. 

A request was received from a • MacArthur for a variance 
to build a new garage along Von Dette Circle. The existing 
garage is now remodeled into part; of the house. More complete 
drawings were requested by the .Planning Commission. 

J\ilr, Baker requested that the Planning Commission set pol.icy 
on when a reouest to the Planning Co!Jllll:j;ssion is considered 
accept;ed for 'study, 'l'his is because of the 60 day limit. He 
felt ths:t submission to the City Manager on a date not coincidj_ng 
with a meeting of the Cormnission was unacceptable and that a 
proposal should. only be considered "accepted" when received at 
i;. meetine; of the commis1,ion and. so stated in the official minutes 
of the Planni:o.g Commission, 

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned, 


