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Members present were Richard Fair, Michael Murphy, Mayor, Amy Brewer, Kevin Glardon and Pat
Clements, City Manager.  Absent was Tom Miller.  Also present was Samuel L. Hill, City Planner.

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES

The first order of business was the consideration of the minutes for the meeting of June 21, 2016.

Without objection the minutes were approved.

CERTIFICATE   OF   APPROPRIATENESS   (COA)   –   319   E.   Main   Street   –   Demolition   –   PUBLIC
HEARING

The next item of business was an application submitted by Mr. Greg Steiner for the proposed
demolition of the fire damaged structure located at 319 E. Main Street.

After staff summarized this agenda item, the public hearing was opened at 7:08 p.m.  Mr. Mike
Bohanan, 314 E. Main Street, spoke in favor of the demolition. We hate to see a historic structure
demolished; however, it is our view out the front window.  Our only concern was what was going to
replace the structure and we did see that it will be returned to ground cover and grass so that’s where
we stand on this matter. Next, Mr. Greg Steiner, property owner spoke in favor of the demolition.
We originally had intentions to rebuild but the building burnt on January 15, 2016 and State Farm did
not settle the claim until recently.  At which time, we went to apply for the permits to take the
building down.  The building is open roof so you cannot really tell from the outside pictures but there
is so much mold and damage on the inside it’s a long-long road to restore that building.  We would
like to take the building down and put it back to grass.  Sam correct me if I am wrong but after its
torn down, it goes back to the regular building code which would allow a single-family building
setback so far off the road within the standards of what the City of Lebanon calls for.  We are not
looking to build another apartment building there we would like to get rid of the eyesore basically.
Mr. Fair asks, so you are not going to rebuild at this point?  Mr. Steiner replies, not an apartment
building.  To rebuild that under the zoning we would have to leave a couple of the walls up and due
to the mold issues there is no way to do that.  There is 4-feet of water in the basement and the roofs
been open all winter and spring.  There are so many hurdles to overcome we don’t think that’s a
feasible option and its very, very expensive.  I think you guys have the documentation on that, I mean
my one estimate was shy of $500k and the other was over $500K.  For that part of town, its not
feasible to put that kind of money back in that structure.  Next Jim Sager, Fairway Public Adjusters,
spoke in favor of the demolition.  I actually prepared the initial estimate for the repair.  In my opinion
the building is structurally unsound. The portion of the downstairs where the fire started at is wood
framed construction.  The fire went up through the wall and this whole section is charred.  The
second floor joist system is all burnt through.  And the roof system, although it looks like it’s intact,
is just a shell…there’s nothing left of it.  All the rafter system is completely gone.  There are two
chimneys, this chimney you can see the top of it but the brick exploded from the heat.  There are
several crack and fractures throughout the chimney.  A good wind could knock that down at any
time.  In my opinion, there is a safety, structural issue.  Again, mold is a very serious health issue, in
my opinion.  Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Sager to go through that explanation slower with a little more
detail.  Mr. Murphy continued, talk about the exterior wall.  Mr. Sager replied, this exterior wall, this
was a small apartment bedroom and the fire started in this compartment here.  It burned into the wall
and this is blue flame construction if you know what that is.  Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Sager to explain
what blue flame construction is to the audience.  Mr. Sager indicated, blue frame construction is .
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Mr. Murphy states, so the wood frame is continuous from the ground to the roof.  Mr. Sager replied,
correct.  This whole section of wall is completely burned through.  The fire consumed the whole
bedroom on this side of the house.  The fire went through the floor system and entered the attic area.
And from there, it just spread completely through the attic area.  It’s a stick frame roof system and its
been planked.  But it’s been completely burned through and the frame, the structure itself…I don’t
know what’s keep it up because it’s gone inside there, it’s just shell.   My big concern was the
chimney, like I said the chimney brick is exploded and there are fresh blowouts on the chimney that I
have pictures of.  There is lots of cracking in that area, which is approximately 20 feet from the
second floor ceiling.  So, that could blow over at any time.  Mr. Murphy asks, is anything you are
saying now documented in this submission?  Did any of what you are describing related to health and
safety issues get documented through the estimate or any other way in this submission?  I didn’t see
it materials that I received in my packet.  Mr. Sager replied, the information is not provided in the
documentation you received.  When we complete an estimate it is only the cost of what it would take
to rebuilding to the existing condition prior to the fire.  Staff stated if I may address the board, I did
request that information on Wednesday or Thursday so the applicant had difficulty turning it around
in a short period of time before the packets were issued to the board.  As such, the staff report is
based on the information that was provided at the time.  Mr. Murphy said thank you very much.  Mr.
Fair asked, this is your business to estimate fire damaged buildings?  Mr. Sager replied yes.  Mr. Fair
followed up, and this is what you do for a living?  Mr. Sager replied yes.  I have 20 years in
construction and 10 years in fire restoration.  Mr. Fair then clarified you do fire restoration? Okay.
Mr. Murphy asked, why would your report differ so much from the Warren County Building Report?
Staff informed the board, a Warren County inspector indicated they did a walk-through a few months
ago they didn’t see any structural concerns; however, they did mention the high mold levels.  Mr.
Fair asked Mr. Sager if he saw the report from Warren County?  Mr. Sager indicated he did not see
the report.  Next, Elizabeth Haner, 112 Parkview Street, spoke in favor of the demolition.  My house
is right next door to this, I can attest to the roof being opened since it went down…or up in flames in
January.  Which means there has been nothing but water and all kinds of stuff going in there.  I have
absolutely no problem with it being torn down.  Next Mr. Steve Greer spoke in favor of the
demolition.  I own rental property directly adjacent to the property.  When was the inspection?  Staff
replied, I don’t have an exact date, it was indicated a couple of months ago.  Mr. Greer indicated is
was about four months ago, I just happened to be next door when they walked-through and
conducted inspections.  Since that time, since it burned…the doors are open, windows are open.  Mr.
Steiner has made an effort to keep it secure, no doubt.  But, second floor windows, first floor
windows…I watched when I was there, the firemen busted holes in the roof.  Rains been coming in,
you see animals going in and out, I have reports from tenants seeing individuals inside the
home…obviously not residents accessing the building for who knows what purpose.  I don’t know
the last time they were in there to take a good look at it.  Whatever condition it was in when the
inspector was out has to be much worse now.  I wouldn’t want to spend the night in there.  Frankly, I
don’t see any historic value in it even if it was restored.  I don’t understand…I just don’t see it.  My
final question, what about that makes it historic?  Staff indicated, the building was constructed in
1890 and the policy documents on record indicate this structure along with several other was
submitted to the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPO) as a contributing property to the East
End Historic District as a whole.  Based on the code, the historic preservation standards were put in
place to protect the integrity of the historic building in town.  Unfortunately, the information that was
available at the time of generating the staff report, it did not meet the criteria for approval and that is
why the recommendation is for denial of the application.  Mr. Greer asked, do things like aluminum
siding change the status?  Alterations?  Staff replied, yes and no.  I would agree from your 
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assessment that from looking at the external components of the home, it does not appear to be
historic value or historic components.  However, based on the documentation on record to review the
application, I cannot go against the information or the policies in place.  Mr. Greer stated, since it
was identified as historic so many things have changed and as far as safety issues, no one in this
room wants to spend a single night in this place.  It’s a hazard…thank you for your time.  Next,
Michele Relliford, 103 Parkview Street, spoke in favor of the demolition.   I am for tearing the house
down; however, I have a question regarding the garage next to the building.  Mr. Fair stated, that
comes down with the house.  Staff concurred, if the board approves the demolition, the accessory
structure is required to be removed as well.  The zoning code does not permit an accessory structure
as the principle use of a property.  Ms. Relliford said, thank you, that’s all I needed to know.  Mr.
Murphy asked, is the applicant aware of that?  Staff replied yes.  Mr. Fair acknowledged Mr. Steiner
wanted to make another comment.  Mr. Steiner stepped back up to the podium and wanted to provide
further clarification on Mr. Fair’s question about the county inspection.  As I stated earlier, I went to
the County to get a permit…that was in the early part of February.  They don’t come out and inspect
the building; they just give me a permit.  I just asked one of the guys that worked there, that I new, to
come and take a look at it before I started.  He walked in the basement; he wasn’t in the rest of the
house.  Soon as he saw the mold issue is when I started to change my attitude about rebuilding the
structure.  Jim spent probably 12-15 hours going through the building. The county really wasn’t in
the building beyond the basement and walking around the outside.  It was probably the middle to end
of February when that took place.  Mr. Murphy thanked Mr. Steiner for sharing the information.
Seeing no further individuals wanting to speak on record in favor or in opposition of the case, the
public hearing was closed at 7:22 p.m.  Following the public hearing Mr. Glardon asked staff does
the Historical Society have any interest in this building?  Have they replied to you?  Are they aware
of it? Staff replied, I have not received any inquiries from the Historical Society.  However, I will
inform the board staff received a call from an adjacent owner questioning what was going to occur
with the property.  At that time, early in the process, the adjacent owner expressed some interest in
maybe acquiring the property.  The information was passed along to Mr. Steiner.  It is staff’s
understanding Mr. Steiner made several attempts to contact this individual but was not successful.  In
addition, Mr. Steiner mentioned to staff he was approached by another party which seemed interested
but the discussion never materialized.  Staff indicated it appears Mr. Steiner has exhausted the
options in selling or rehabbing the structure….submitting a COA application for demolition was the
last resort.  Mr. Glardon thanked staff for clarification.  Mr. Fair asked how many units are in the
building.  Mr. Steiner indicated 6.  Mr. Fair asked, once the building is demolished, what is going to
happen with the lot?  Is it going to be mowed and maintained?  Does it become City property?  If a
permit is issued for demolition, the property owner would be responsible for removing the structure
and maintaining the lot once it’s restored.  Mr. Murphy asked if staff could go back to an aerial of the
property.  Mr. Fair indicated the reason he asked about the lot was because I’ve seen situations where
vacant lots are let go after demolition.  They are left a mess and not maintained to the standards of
the community and become an eyesore for the City.  Mr. Murphy asked staff what can be built on the
lot under the current zoning?  And with what kind of setbacks?  Can they build a building that is in
the relationship to the two streets that the existing building is maintaining the street wall, more
importantly on Main Street than on the side street?  Staff replied yes.  In the Central Business District
the Planning Commission board has the authority to determine the setbacks.  As it relates to the
approved type of uses permitted in the CBD, the list is fairly open: commercial, professional
services, residential whether it be single-family or multi-family.  Mr. Murphy asks so it could go in
as something other than residential?  Staff replied yes.  Mr. Murphy said alright, I am going to do
what I usually do and go through the demolition approval criteria.  Of the 4, we have to meet 1 of the
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criteria.  Staff’s report does not indicate we meet any of the criteria.  But I believe that we are hearing
testimony that we meet criteria for item 2 the structure is not structurally sound.  I think that is useful
information.  For future, for staff, I think it’s imperative that we get the applicant to provide
documentation on which of the 4 they are applying for.  That could have headed off some of this
conversation.  Okay let’s assume, and use the testimony to say fine, we meet number 2.  That allows
us to proceed to the next set of criteria in which we have to meet all 3 of those criteria.  The structure
does not contribute to the historic district.  That is a stumbling block because we have documentation
at the state level with the National Registry/State Historical Society that indicates this is a
contributing structure so we may argue the finer points about what that means…but there is a state
level organization that says it is. The next criteria, the demolition will not have an adverse effect on
the district.  The reason that I am asking the questions whether or not the street wall can be
maintained from zoning is because the demolition of this structure if it wasn’t built back, in that same
proximity to the street would result in a gap in the street wall.  Which I think is an adverse effect.  I
think we could say you have to build it back or we would figure out a way around it.  So, I think item
2 we can actually meet.  Not necessarily have to have an adverse effect.  And item number 3 is
always the one that is interesting.  Demolition will be inconsequential to the historic preservation
policies of the City.  This is a unique circumstance.  This structure is significantly damages beyond
its value.  Permitting demolition of a structure in that regard, I don’t think would be consequential to
the preservation policies.  If the structure continued to burn, it would be gone.  So the one that I am
stuck on here is number 1 because it is indicated at the state level to be contributing.  But this one is
troubling.  Mayor Brewer indicated she would like to say a few words.  I have a little bit different
perspective than you do Mr. Murphy.  In terms of it contributing to the historic district, I moved here
in 1985 and bought a beautiful home on Main Street.  I remember passing this building continuously,
and I don’t ever recall it standing out being significant, ever.  In some ways this is attributed to some
of the tenants that lived there that didn’t contribute anything at all to the community.  Even though
the state historical society states its significant, and they may be the experts in terms of common
sense, the changes and all that’s been done to the property…I do not see it as being significant to our
Central Business District.  The other part of this, if we were to ask the owner to rebuild this property,
the financial burden would be absolutely ridiculous.  Whenever I make a decision, I think about it if I
were in the predicament.  So if the Steiner’s didn’t own it and I owned it and I get an estimate that its
going to cost me $500K to redo a building that in some sense I don’t truly perceive being historic or
contributing to the CBD….I think we are asking them to do something that I think is absolutely
ridiculous.  I listen to the residents who have to live with it every day.  They lived with it when it was
a rental property.  Take a look at what happened with the fire.  I think, at least for myself, this
property needs to come down.  I do agree that it has to be maintained whether it be greenspace or
what the next steps would be because as you leave, you still have all of these individuals that live
around it and see it every day. I have said many times at City Council, what is up with the building,
when is it coming down? When is it coming down? When is it coming down?  It needs to come
down!  That’s my view and we have looked at properties recently that we have approved to take
down. Properties that have not been burned!  Properties that are still livable! And we still support
demolition of the buildings for the good of all, or the bigger picture or the better cause.  So for me, I
definitely support demolition of this property with the commitment from the Steiner’s….and I know
the Steiner’s they would take care of the property anyway.  That’s my perspective on that.  Mr.
Glardon stated, I said it before when another house burned down, by the time they ended up
rehabbing it, there would be very little structure left for it to be historic moving forward.  So, I with
Amy, think this building should come down.  There would be nothing from the 1890’s left by the
time they are done rehabbing.  That’s my opinion. Mr. Fair indicated, I agree the building should
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come down but I have a concern about the report because our experts are telling us that the building
is okay and it’s not structurally unsound.  And that bothers me that we don’t have a report that states
this is structurally unsound and it needs to come down.  Maybe the property owner should have
supplied that information.  The Warren County Building Official should have given us a letter with a
stamp stating its unsound and needs to come down.  I don’t see that and it doesn’t bother me that we
don’t have that in the report.  I would image if this moves forward with an appeal, the City Council
would give an economic hardship to the Steiner’s if we deny the application.  I would like to have
some kind of commitment that the lot will be taken care of.  Staff interjected, Mr. Fair, if I may,
that’s going to be covered under our property maintenance code so if the lot is not being maintained
that would be handled from an enforcement standpoint.  Mr. Fair replied, yeah….sometimes that’s
not really followed-up on the way it should be….but I can accept that.  Now will you take the fence
out, the pavement out and make the lot look like it’s seeded.  Mr. Steiner asked is that a question for
me sir?  Mr. Fair replied, yes…I just want to know what kind of commitment can you give to the
board regarding the upkeep of the property?  Mr. Steiner answered, I have a company who currently
mows the property and they are scheduled to go out and mow tomorrow.  I own the property so I
want to make sure its kept up and maintained.  Also, as staff indicated, there is an ordinance that
requires property owners to cut the grass.  If not, the City will cut if for you and send you the bill. I
think we are covered whichever route we go.  Even though it’s an eyesore, we have been trying to
keep the property up as best we can.  Mr. Fair states, you know when you have to hire someone else
to mow the grass it’s usually so high that there are clumps of grass all over the ground and its not vey
attractive.  I hope you will follow-through and make sure the lot is maintained.  We need to have a
motion unless there are other questions.  A motion was made by Mayor Brewer and seconded by Mr.
Glardon to approve demolition with staff recommendations.  Upon calling the roll, the motion was
unanimously approved.

WORK   SESSION   DISCUSSION   –   FAIRWAY   CROSSINGS   SECTION   SEVEN   –   ASSISTED
LIVING CONCEPT

The next item was a work session requested by Mr. Tim Reigert to discuss an assisted living concept
at 150 Rough Way.   

After staff summarized the request, Planning Commission allowed Mr. Reigert to address the board.
Mr. Murphy indicated he didn’t have any heartache over the proposed concept.  The only thing I am
seeing from a planning standpoint, the way the blocks of buildings are in the middle, the pairs of
buildings in the middle have bedroom windows facing bedroom windows.  And that’s across like 30
feet.  That’s not ideal….I would think for the person occupying that bedroom, it would not be ideal
for them.  You have room on the south side to stagger the buildings a little bit to prevent bedroom
windows lining up to where there is clear sight into a bedroom from an adjacent building.  Mr.
Reigert addressed the board and indicated he came across this problem with his mom.  She was
getting older and dad had passed away.  The home she is in is too big and she needs to downsize but
she does not need medical assistance or a nursing home.  She needs companionship and someone to
help remind her to take medicines and someone to talk to everyday.  That’s when I started looking
into the assisted living concept.  My daughter is an RN and is in the health field and my daughter-in-
law is a psychiatrist so we had a health discussion.  My daughter did some clinics and found out this
is what a lot of people want to do is have a home like this.  They can help make dinner, they can help
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do laundry, whatever they feel comfortable doing just like their own home.  It’s not a big institution
so the question about them being right next to each other….we had to move the buildings around
because we had the 35-foot setback initially, but the conditional use requires a 50-foot setback, so we
had to rearrange them a bit.  The other issue is we had to add some additional parking so we thought
if we slide them together we could get a little bit of parking.  Basically, when people come to this
point, they typically don’t have their cars.  The parking is primarily for visitors.  So, we thought if we
slide them together, we would have a nice courtyard between the two buildings.  And they could
communicate with the people in the other building and that type of thing.  The drawings a little
misleading, there is probably 40 feet between the buildings….it’s hard to tell looking at a little piece
of paper.  Mr. Murphy indicated, I am an Architect and I work in health care.  I know when elderly
individuals start to deal with dementia, they start to take their clothes off.  It’s something that
happens so with simple changes you could address that in your layout.  If you have a person who is
in the bedroom naked and the person in the adjacent room is uncomfortable with that but she wants
to be able to leave her window open.  I am trying to think ahead of some things you might bump into.
I think with some shifting of windows and sliding of windows you could address that right now and
head off lots of issues for yourself in the future with no cost changes right now.  Mr. Reigert
indicated once they see these types of issues then the individual would need to be evaluated.  And
maybe it’s time for them to move on the a facility where they could get medical care.  This is not a
facility for people needing help, this is a stepping stone for them.  Mr. Fair asked Mr. Reigert if he
would run the facility or if he would sale it?  Mr. Reigert responded we will own it and my daughter
will be the administrator of it.  I’m just the builder but my daughter is in the health field.  Mayor
Brewer added, I think this is a great concept…..a concept that is needed in the community and all
across the country in terms of assisted living.  Especially as individuals are living longer and its
exciting that your daughter is going to be a part of the process.  Mr. Reigert stated, we are trying to
make it much more affordable than Otterbein Assisted Living which is very expensive.  A fascinating
fact is Butler County has 27 nursing homes and Warren County has 2.  I thought that was odd.  We
are here to have a nice Christian home for them so they can feel welcome and feel like they are still a
part of life.  You know….a good living situation is what we are looking at.  The board collectively
agreed that the concept seemed to be fairly thought out and would be an asset to the community if the
applicant chooses to move forward with a formal application for review and approval.  Mr. Reigert
thanked the board for allowing time to hear the concept and provide positive feedback.

WORK SESSION DISCUSSION – 223 NORTH BROADWAY – EXTERIOR MODIFICATION

The next item was a work session requested by Mrs. Vonda Brooks to discuss an exterior
modification to 223 North Broadway.

After staff summarized the request, Planning Commission allowed Mrs. Vonda Brooks to address the
board.  Mrs. Brooks indicated they wish to install limestone around the existing poured concrete
foundation; however, they do not have the capabilities of providing the required elevation drawings
needed for review.  Mr. Murphy asked do you have a tech savvy kid that because I can come up with
a way to show what it is you are trying to do in 30 seconds.  For something like this I am not worried
about elevations.  What I would recommend doing is taking photos of each side of the house where
you are going to do this, as flat as possible.  And you can do it using adobe, you can highlight the
area that you are going to use, show us in some way where you are putting it.  I can see most of it in
those photos.  If you can show us a little bit about where it’s going and I think I know everywhere
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it’s going….that’s all that we need.  It can be some comments over a photo.  You can print out a
photo and draw on it…that literally says stone here and that would be acceptable for what you are
doing.  Mrs. Brooks asked can I do that now and get my approval?  Mayor Brewer and staff indicated
this is a work session.  Staff continued, you would have to submit a formal application for a COA in
order for the board to review and provide a decision.  Mayor Brewer indicated the Brooks….no
matter what they do, they do an absolutely amazing job on their properties and doing this project will
be great.  The Brooks thanked the board for providing some direction to help move the project along.

OTHER BUSINESS

Staff noted the following cases are on the agenda for the July 19, 2016 meeting:

1. 124 E. Silver Street – Electronic Message Sign (PUBLIC HEARING)
2. 223 North Broadway – Exterior modifications

Staff updated the board on the status of compliance with regards to the 3 digital signs currently in
operation within the community based on previous concerns raised by the board that all digital
signage has been in violation at some point.  All signs during the inspection with the exception of the
sign for Faith Building Church were in compliance.  The pastor at Faith Building was notified and
indicated the violation would be addressed.  

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

_____________________________________       ____________________________________
SECRETARY – PLANNING COMMISSION          CHAIRMAN – PLANNING COMMISSION


