
AGENDA 
 

 

 
 

 
Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting 

5:30 PM Wednesday, October 30, 2024 

 

Loveland City Hall 
120 W. Loveland Avenue 

Loveland, OH 45140 

 

1. Call to Order 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Roll Call 

4. Review and Approval of Minutes 

1. Board of Appeals Minutes dated February 15, 2024   

5. Public Hearing  

1. Case #: 2024-03: 200 Railroad Avenue HPPC Appeal   

6. Communications 

7. Adjournment 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Call to Order & 
Pledge of 
Allegiance 
 
Oath of Office  
 
Roll Call 
 
 
 
 
 
Open Forum 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Old Business: 
Case #24-01, 
Highland & West 
Main St. Variance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

CITY OF LOVELAND 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

February 15, 2024 

 

 

The clerk called the meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals to order at 5:30 

P.M. The Pledge of Allegiance was then recited.  

  
 

Mr. Wright swore in new member Mr. David Black. 

 

Board Members Present: Mr. Sean Kiehl, Mr. David Black and Mr. Marsh.  

 

Also, present: City Manager, David Kennedy and Clerk of the Board, Eva 

Wisby. 

 

Mr. Todd Osbourne, 1100 Sunrise Dr., City of Loveland addressed the 

Commission. He stated that he was concerned about the density, height, and 

parking. He added that the development could add one hundred cars with not 

enough parking and if they have guests, there would be no place for them to 

park. He also stated that there was no room for dumpsters, which would 

support fifty units. He concluded by stating that he would support lowering 

the height and the density.  

 

Mr. Kennedy stated that the Board of Zoning Appeals at their January 31, 

2024, Public Hearing to review Case #: 2024-01 requested the applicant make 

revisions to the development plan including a reduction in the number of 

units and a corresponding increase in parking spaces. The information has 

been submitted to the city and is attached for review. All other information 

including this memorandum is included for board reference. 

 

The city received the attached Application for Variance, submitted by Pivotal 

Housing Partners, LLC for zoning code variances to permit the construction 

of a 62-unit multi-family housing development to be located on Highland 

Street within the Loveland Heights.  

 

He continued stating that the property which the applicant is proposing to 

develop was once owned by the City of Loveland until sold to its current 

owner, Parkside Development Group LLC in September of 2020. In 2021, 

variances were granted by the Board of Zoning Appeals for a single family 

attached development which did not come to fruition. In conjunction with the 

initial single family residential project, the city widened Highland Street as 

needed for access of emergency vehicles. The cost of the widening was 

placed as an assessment on the parcels.  
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The current applicant, Pivotal Housing Partners, LLC, has secured an option 

from Parkside Development Group, LLC to construct a sixty-two-unit multi-

family residential development. A site plan and rendering of the project are 

included within the application materials. 

 

The applicant is requesting variances from the zoning code for the following: 

Density, Front Yard Setbacks, Parking Spaces and Building Height. 

 

He continued stating that in accordance with the City of Loveland Code of 

Ordinances Section 1111.12(2), the Board of Zoning Appeals may grant a 

variance if all of the following facts and conditions exist: 

 

A. Exceptional Circumstances. here, by reason of the exceptional 

narrowness, shallowness, or unusual shape of a specific piece of property on 

the effective date of this chapter, or by reason of exceptional topographic 

conditions, or other extraordinary situation or condition of such piece of 

property, or of the use or development of property immediately adjoining the 

piece of property in question, there are exceptional or extraordinary 

circumstances or conditions applying to the property in question or to the 

intended use of the property, that do not apply generally to other properties or 

classes of uses on the same zoning district. 

 

B.   Preservation of Property Rights. That such variance is necessary 

for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights which are 

possessed by other properties in the same zoning district and in the same 

vicinity. 

 

C.   Absence of Detriment. That the authorizing of such variance will 

not be of substantial detriment to adjacent property and will not materially 

impair the purposes of this chapter or the public interest. 

 

         D.   Not of General Nature. That the condition or situation of the subject 

property, or the intended use of the property, for which variance is sought, is 

not of so general or recurrent a nature as to make reasonably practical the 

formulation of a general regulations for such conditions or situation. 

 

The area surrounding the project site is predominantly multi-family housing 

developments. 

 

Given the project location and the proximity of like uses, the proposed multi-

family development is in conformance with the property’s zoning 

classification of R-MF. Before proceeding with an analysis of each variance 

request it is important to note that it is the staff’s opinion that the variance 

requests should be approved. 

 

In terms of density both sides of Highland Street should be factored into the 

total square footage of the property as the property to the west is directly 
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related to the development. If the building were to consist of only two-

bedroom units, the total land needed to follow the density requirement would 

be 310,000 square feet. The property size including both the east and west 

side of Highland Street is 77,375 square feet, therefore, to accommodate the 

project in full compliance with the zoning regulations would require four (4) 

times the property size. When evaluating the number of units to property size 

ratio of the existing multiple family developments which surround the 

applicant’s site, the proposed project is equal, and in some cases, less dense. 

Given the proposed structure is four (4) stories tall the footprint of the 

building is not excessive in relation to the 1.77-acre development area. 

 

The proposed front yard setback of fifteen feet (15’) would not have any 

impact on surrounding structures. The decreased setback would have a 

positive impact on the aesthetics of the project as it moves vehicle parking to 

the rear of the building not impacting the view of the front façade. Given 

many factors a decrease in the front yard setbacks for this project is actually a 

benefit to the development and the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

When reviewing the parking space requirement, it is important to note that 

stormwater detention design calculations are such that they must account for 

storm run-off for not just the proposed development, but also all upstream 

drainage. With this, a large portion of the property on the west side of 

Highland Street is dedicated to stormwater detention. The cost of this 

component of developing the property was a factor in the previous 

development not moving forward. Safe to say that in lieu of the large 

detention area, additional parking spaces would be installed. 

 

The request to exceed the R-MF height requirement by six feet (6’) or four 

(4) stories is one story tall er than the Miami Hills and Timber Crest 

Apartments to the east and north of the site and two (2) stories taller than the 

Westover Apartments to the south. 

 

Many of the surrounding land uses in this area of the zone are similar in 

nature and scope, specifically with reference to Miami Hills Apartments, 

Westover Village, Timber Crest Apartments. Furthermore, this development, 

as presented, will result in no topographical or additional zoning issues that 

would otherwise compromise the uses and values of neighboring properties 

and is in conformance with the requisites of a variance as stated above.  

 

Approval of the requested variances will have a significantly positive impact 

on the project and would bring much-needed housing development to the 

area. Perhaps of greatest importance, the development affords additional 

options for affordable housing to those seeking to reside in the city, which is 

particularly important given the current state of the housing market within the 

Cincinnati area.  

 

In conclusion, given the details listed above, the development needs of the 
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Adjournment 
 
 
 

Loveland Heights and the quality of the proposed development, it is the 

opinion of staff that the applicants request for variances meet the special and 

unusual conditions pertaining to these specific pieces of property and that the 

literal enforcement of the provisions/requirements of section 1111.12 would 

result in practical difficulty and undue hardship so that the spirit of the 

section can be upheld. 

 

Mr. Kennedy concluded by stating that the following a public hearing, staff 

recommends approval of the following variances to City of Loveland Code of 

Ordinances Section 1156: Table of Permitted Uses: Principal Use 

Requirements for the Residential-Multi Family (R-MF) Zoning District for a 

single-family home as submitted by the applicant. 

 

Mr. Pete Schwiegeraht of Pivot Housing Partners addressed the Commission. 

He stated that he felt that the changes were wise and had been made. The 

changes added more parking and allowed for more common space. He asked 

the Board to approve the variance based on the changes they made at the 

request of the public and the Board.  

 

The Board asked about dumpster placement and how often they would be 

emptied. Mr. Schweigerarht stated that the plan is to have the dumpsters 

emptied twice a week.  

 

Mr. Kiehl moved to approve Case #24-01 as revised and presented, seconded 

by Mr. Black. ROLL CALL: YES: Mr. Black, Mr. Kiehl, Mr. Marsh. NO: 

None. Motion carried.  

 

There being no further business, Mr. Black moved to adjourn the meeting, 

seconded by Mr. Kiehl. The motion was carried by unanimous consent. The 

meeting was adjourned at 5:51 P.M.  

 

 

 

         

            James Marsh, Chairman 

 

 

                         Eva Wisby, Clerk 
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DATE: October 30, 2024 

TO: Committee Members 

FROM: Chris Wojnicz 
 Assistant City Manager 
 

 Eva Wisby 
 Zoning & Economic Development Specialist 

SUBJECT: Board of Zoning Appeals Case #: 2024-03:  200 Railroad Avenue HPPC 
Appeal 

 

This memorandum accompanies an appeal application filed by City of Loveland resident, Deidre 
Hazelbaker of 101 Ash Street, Loveland Ohio, seeking reconsideration of the Historical Preservation 
and Planning Commission (HPPC) decision of Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) 2024-6. 
 
Background 
On June 26, 2024, during Open Forum, the HPPC was presented with preliminary plans for a 6 unit, 
residential development for 200 Railroad Avenue from Infuse Holdings, LLC.  Infuse Holdings, 
LLC. brought forth the plans for discussion and feedback only, not as a formal application.  
Discussion was had between the Board and Infuse Holdings, LLC ultimately resulting in an 
understanding that the existing structure would need an application for demolition first due to its 
location in the Historic District. 
 
Per the city’s Design Guidelines, demolition of structures within the historic boundaries require 
action by the Historic Preservation and Planning Commission.  At the October 2, 2024 meeting the 
Commission approved the demolition of an existing 1,733 square feet, 1 story duplex at 200 
Railroad Avenue with a brick exterior.  The Clermont County Auditor’s office lists the construction 
year as 1915.  The COA application presented to the Commission included a feasibility study of the 
exterior and interior structure.  The feasibility study as indicated is “intended to detail the condition of the 
structure and mechanical systems in relationship to the feasibility of this house being restored to a habitable domicile 
that is current with modern building codes.”  The report also included an itemized estimated cost of repairs 
to correct the identified structural and mechanical issues of the residence. 
 
Per the Loveland Code of Ordinances, 1328.12 Historical Preservation Regulations, Appeals 
Procedures are as follows: 

 

 
 

City of Loveland 
Board of Zoning Appeals 

Memorandum 

5.1

Packet Pg. 6



 
(a)   Decisions by the Historic Preservation and Planning Commission may be appealed to 

the City of Loveland Board of Zoning Appeals within ten (10) days of the commission hearing. No 
building permit or other permit required for the activity applied for shall be issued during the ten-
day period or while an appeal is pending. 
  (b)   The Board of Zoning Appeals shall consider an appeal within thirty (30) days of receipt 
and shall utilize the written findings of the board or commission in rendering their decision. A 
majority vote of the Board of Appeals shall be required to overturn a decision of the commission. 
 
Staff received an application for appeal on October 4, 2024 from Deidre Hazelbaker.  The appeal 
states that “the original COA 2024-6 referenced the wrong address, 204 Railroad Avenue, instead of 
the correct property address, 200 Railroad Avenue.”  The appeal further states “this 
misidentification constitutes a procedural error and has the potential to invalidate the decision.  The 
application did not accurately represent the property in question, which may have influenced the 
decision-making process.  As such, the approval for demolition should be reconsidered.” 
 
Policy Options 
The Board of Zoning Appeals may grant the appeal as submitted.  Alternatively, the Board may 
deny the applicant’s request for appeal thereby upholding the decision of the HPPC. 
 

Attachments: 
Attachment A: 200 Railroad Ave. Appeal Legal Notice Enquirer Receipt 
Attachment B: 200 Railroad Ave. Appeal Application and Receipt 
Attachment C: 200 Railroad Ave. Appeal 
Attachment D: HPPC Agenda Packet 10-2-24 
Attachment E: HPPC Meeting Minutes 10-2-24 
Attachemnt F: Code Reference for Appeal Process 
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Order Confirmation
Not an Invoice

Account Number: 1051402

Customer Name: City Of Loveland

Customer
Address:

City Of Loveland
120 W Loveland AVE
Misty Clark
Loveland OH 45140-2932

Contact Name: Becky Noel

Contact Phone:

Contact Email: bnoel@lovelandoh.gov

PO Number:

Date: 10/09/2024

Order Number: 10662390

Prepayment
Amount:

$ 0.00

Column Count: 1.0000

Line Count: 45.0000

Height in Inches: 0.0000

Print

Product #Insertions Start - End Category

CIN Cincinnati-KY Enquirer 1 10/14/2024 - 10/14/2024 Public Notices

CIN cincinnati.com 1 10/14/2024 - 10/14/2024 Public Notices

Total Cash Order Confirmation Amount Due $64.45

Tax Amount $0.00

Service Fee 3.99% $2.57

Cash/Check/ACH Discount -$2.57

Payment Amount by Cash/Check/ACH $64.45

Payment Amount by Credit Card $67.02

As an incentive for customers, we provide a discount off the
total order cost equal to the 3.99% service fee if you pay with
Cash/Check/ACH.  Pay by Cash/Check/ACH and save!

Order Confirmation Amount $64.45

1/2
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Ad Preview

2/2

Public Notices

Start - End Category

Cash/Check/ACH Discount

As an incentive for customers, we provide a discount off the
total order cost equal to the 3.99% service fee if you pay with
Cash/Check/ACH.  Pay by Cash/Check/ACH and save!

Service Fee 3.99%

10/14/2024 - 10/14/2024

$64.45

-$2.57

$64.45Payment Amount by Cash/Check/ACH

$67.02

Order Confirmation Amount

1

Total Cash Order Confirmation Amount Due $64.45

$2.57

Print

Product

Payment Amount by Credit Card

Public Notices

#Insertions

CIN cincinnati.com

CIN Cincinnati-KY Enquirer 1

$0.00Tax Amount

10/14/2024 - 10/14/2024
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ATTACHMENT C
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AGENDA

Historic Preservation and Planning Commission
Meeting

6:00 PM Wednesday, October 2, 2024

Loveland City Hall
120 W. Loveland Avenue

Loveland, OH 45140

I. Call to Order

II. Pledge of Allegiance

III.Roll Call

1. HPPC Meeting Minute - 6-26-2024

IV. Review of Approval of Minutes

V. Open Forum

VI. New Business

1. COA 2024-6 - Demolition 204 Railroad Avenue

2. COA 2024-7 - 112 North 3rd Street

3. Historic Designation Application: Miamanon - 497 N. 2nd Street

VII. Old Business

VIII. Communications

1. Exterior Art and Mural Review

IX. Adjournment

ATTACHMENT D
5.1.d

Packet Pg. 54



Meeting Minutes 
Historic Preservation and Planning Committee 

June 26, 2024 
Loveland City Hall  Council Chambers 

 
HPPC Committee members: Randy Campion, Mary Ann Lynn, Wade Morey, Dale Horan, Dan 
Peterson & Jim Grethel (alternate). 
 
City Managers: City Manager Dave Kennedy and Assistant City Manager Chris Wojnicz 

I. Call To Order 
At 6:02pm, Randy Campion called the meeting to order. 

II. Pledge of Allegiance 
Mr. Campion led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

III. Roll Call 
Dan Peterson called Roll.  Members present:  Randy Campion, Mary Ann Lynn, Wade Morey, 
Dale Horan and Dan Peterson. 
Open Forum Sign-ins:  Courtney Hauck, Ben Hill, John Hill, Todd Osborne, Brittney Underwood, 
Deidre Hazelbaker, Sharon Servanner, Richard Fischer, Victoria Allen and Pat May. 

IV. Review and Approval of Minutes 
Reference meeting minutes from the (date) HPPC meeting:  Motion to approve by Wade Morey 
and seconded by Mary Ann Lynn .  The motion passed unanimously.   

V. Open Forum 
Requested preliminary review of renderings for a 6 unit, residential development to be located 
in the Loveland Historic District on Railroad Avenue.  The proposed project encompasses 2 
parcels; one vacant lot and one with an existing single story residential structure on the corner 
of Harrison St. and Railroad Avenues. 
Mr. Ben Hill of Infuse Holdings LLC presented the preliminary renderings for the purpose of 
attaining feedback from the HPPC.  He presented the initial renderings for consideration (see 
attachment 1).  Mr. Hill said that they made a strong effort to follow the design guidelines and 
make the buildings consistent in design with buildings within a 1 block radius, which includes 
buildings on W. Loveland.  He finished by asking for comments. 
At this point, Mr. Randy Campion asked if there was anyone who signed up for the open forum 
that would like to speak.   
Mr. Todd Osbourne spoke first.  He mentioned that Loveland area has become a much visited 

the 6 unit apartment structure was not consistent with neighboring homes on Railroad Ave., 
and doesn't fit in the historic district.  He suggested that the developers consider a remodel of 
the existing home rather than tear it down. 
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The next speaker was Ms. Deidre Hazelbaker.  Like Mr. Osbourne, she felt the proposed design 
did not align with the historic district buildings.  She also stated that the HPPC Historic District 
Guidelines were too broad.  She posted the proposed design on her social media page and 
received a number of negative responses.  She felt that a new design was needed to better fit 
the area. 
Ms. Sharon Servanner spoke next. She was concerned that tearing down the existing home 
would be removing important historic features.  Like the others, she stated that the proposed 
design was too tall and out of place on Railroad Ave.  She was also concerned that it would 
remove existing green space and would add to an already high congestion area, stressing 
parking issues.  Additionally, construction of the building(s) would be disruptive. 
Mr. Richard Fischer added that he had recently attended a celebration of life at the Loveland 
Event Center, with about 70 people from out of town.  He said that most of the visitors were 
very impressed with the downtown historic district and commented that they liked it.  He also 
felt that a 3 story building would be out of place at the proposed location.   
Ms. Victoria Allen was the final open forum speaker.  She stated that she is a long-term resident 
whose grandmother was actually born in the Hometown Café building on Railroad Ave.  She 
remembered playing with friends in the area when it was all residential.  She also felt the 
proposed building was way out of scale with the neighborhood and suggested the developer 
improve the current structure vs tearing it down.   
At this point Mr. Campion reminded everyone that this is a preliminary proposal designed for 
feedback, and that there would not be any voting by the HPPC. He gave his feedback that 
according to the historic district map, the existing building built in 1912 
building (meaning it has significance) and should be saved from demolition.  He also felt that 
anything built on the adjacent vacant lot should fit in with the existing homes on Railroad Ave.  
Mr. Hill remarked that as the lot is in a flood zone, any new construction must have a 7 foot 
elevation, making it very difficult to fit in with the existing homes. Mr. John Hill also mentioned 
that the proposed building does fit with building within a 1 block radius  those located on W. 
Loveland Ave.  Mr. Morey then asked if the existing building was resided in and Mr. John Hill 
remarked that it is a duplex and is currently occupied.  Ms. Lynn commented that if the 
proposed design was built it would send a message to the remaining homes on Railroad Ave.  
She felt that they would end up selling out to other developers.  Ms. Lynn then read from the 
Guidelines for New Residential Construction (see attachment 2).   
Mr. John Hill asked that the HPPC members stand in the new Dave Kennedy parking lot and 
look across 1st St. to the existing property for proposed development.  He commented that it 
looks terrible and doesn't provide a positive impression of Loveland.   
Mr. Morey commented that the proposed building would set a precedent for Railroad Ave that 
would likely change the character of the street.  Then Ms. Pat May commented that historic 
Loveland has kept its charm and she wants to see it stay that way.  She said that the developer 
has a chance to do something unique with the property and really fit in with the neighborhood.   
Mr. Morey mentioned that the next steps in his mind is for the developer to do a feasibility 
study of the existing building so that the HPPC could understand what it would take to 
rehabilitate it.  He mentioned that the developer on Oak St. did that study and it helped to 
understand current state of disrepair and cost to remodel.  He stated that the financials have to 
make some sense for the developers.  Mr. John Hill then asked if there is a list of contributing 
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structures.  Mr. Kennedy commented that he would send it to him.  Mr. Horan added that 

then asked for the best course of action.  Mr. Campion asked them to conduct a feasibility 
study to see if they can save the existing building.  He then asked them to put together a 
proposal that would be similar to existing structures on Railroad Ave.  Mr. Hill again stated that 
the HPPC should walk up and down 1st St. and then make a judgement on the existing buildings 
and their proposal.  He thanked everyone for their input.   
It is important to note that all of the open forum speakers called out how much they admire the 
developer and the buildings they have remodeled or built in the Loveland area.   
At this point, Mr. Courtney Hauck asked to HPPC to add his home at 497 N. 2nd St as a Historic 
building in Loveland. The home was built by General Thomas T. Heath in 1876 and sits on 7 
acres.  It is currently nominated as a National Historic Home.  Mr. Hauck provided much historic 
information about the General and the home.  Mr. Kennedy mentioned that the next steps are 
a formal review by the HPPC and a recommendation to approve to City Council  which makes 
the final decision.  Mr. Hauck then offered a house walk through for any HPPC members that 
are interested.   

VI. New Business 
None 

VII. Old Business 
None 

VIII. Adjournment 
Motion to adjourn was made by Ms. Lynn, seconded by Mr. Morey  and unanimously passed.   
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Submitted By Dan Peterson, Secretary 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Approved by: 
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ATTACHMENT 1: 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
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DATE: October 2, 2024

TO: Committee Members

FROM: David Kennedy
City Manager

SUBJECT: COA 2024-6 - Demolition 204 Railroad Avenue

This memorandum accompanies a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) application for the 
historic district.  

Guidelines, demolition of structures within the historic boundaries requires action by the Historic 
Preservation and Planning Commission.

Figure 1: Location Map - 204 Railroad Avenue

The existing 1 story duplex structure consists of 1733 square feet, with a brick exterior.  The 
The COA application, which is 

attached, includes a feasibility study following interior and exterior evaluations of the structure 

City of Loveland
Historic Preservation and Planning 

Commission
Memorandum
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completed in August. intended to detail the condition of the structure 
and mechanical systems in relation to the feasibility of this house being restored to a habitable domicile that is current 
with modern building codes. In addition, the report includes an itemized estimated cost of repairs to 
correct the identified structural and mechanical issues of the residence. 
 
The applicant will be present to discuss the report and their request for demolition of the structure. 
 

Attachments: 
COA 2024-6 
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Description Supplier Cost
Architect/Engineering Studer Designs 2,500.00$                                                         
General Contractor Fee John Hill Consturction 36,600.00$                                                       
Demolition JTHM, LLC 10,500.00$                                                       
Asbestos Remediation Rainbow Environmental 15,000.00$                                                       
Insurance B.R.S. Insurance 1,500.00$                                                         
Permits City of Loveland 2,500.00$                                                         
Plumbing Labor AK Mechanical 12,000.00$                                                       
Plumbing Fixtures Ferguson 2,000.00$                                                         
Lumber McCabe 4,500.00$                                                         
Framing Labor Transfigurations 8,000.00$                                                         
Exterior Doors McCabe 1,900.00$                                                         
Roof Materials Mueller Roofing 2,800.00$                                                         
Roofing labor EST Roffing 4,800.00$                                                         
HVAC Labor and Materials A1 Mechanical 5,500.00$                                                         
Electric Labor and Materials WES 12,500.00$                                                       
Drywall Labor and Materials Baldwin Interiors 9,500.00$                                                         
Interior Painting McAdams Panting 8,500.00$                                                         
Exterior Painting McAdams Panting 13,500.00$                                                       
Insulation N/A -$                                                                      
Carpet N/A -$                                                                      
LVT/LVP Alford's Flooring 5,500.00$                                                         
Junk Removal JTHM, LLC 4,400.00$                                                         
Hardwood N/A -$                                                                      
Tile N/A -$                                                                      
Cabinets TDM Cabinetry 15,000.00$                                                       
Counter tops TDM Cabinetry 6,800.00$                                                         
Interior trim material McCabe 1,200.00$                                                         
Interior trim labor Stanfill Custom Carpentry 9,500.00$                                                         
Exterior trim material McCabe 8,500.00$                                                         
Exterior trim labor Quality Contractors, LLC 16,000.00$                                                       
Brick repair labor Gilmore Masonry 2,500.00$                                                         
Brick acid wash CleanCo 650.00$                                                              
Light fixtures N/A -$                                                                      
Exterior Flatwork Hawks Contracting 4,000.00$                                                         
Interior Flatwork Hawks Contracting 9,000.00$                                                         
Blacktop Trampler brothers 8,000.00$                                                         
Gutters and Downspouts Shamrock 2,500.00$                                                         
Dumpsters Hafner & Sons 1,230.00$                                                         
Bath Accessories N/A -$                                                                      
Appliances N/A -$                                                                      
Cleaning JTHM, LLC 1,500.00$                                                         
Foundation Waterproofing Porginski Excavating 15,000.00$                                                       
Foundation Installation Hawks Contracting 13,000.00$                                                       
Total Cost of Repairs 278,380.00$                                                    
Acquistion Cost 150,000.00$                                                    
Total, Ownership & Repairs 428,380.00$                                                    
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DATE: October 2, 2024

TO: Committee Members

FROM: David Kennedy
City Manager

SUBJECT: COA 2024-7 - 112 North 3rd Street

Background
This memorandum accompanies an application, submitted by Chris Grader to the Historic 
Preservation and Planning Commission (HPPC) for a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) to 
construct a 

Figure 1: Location Map - COA 2024-7
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Figure 2: 112 N. 3rd Street 

 
The proposed project includes a new detached, 2 story accessory structure, to be constructed along 
the north side of the property 

primary residence, with white trim including the breezeway. Doorways and shutters are black in 
color and the breezeway is highlighted with arches. 
 
In regard to applicable Design Guideline regulations pertaining to residential additions, the project 

...additions 
to existing properties shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 
destroy significant historical, architectural or cultural materials, and such design is 
compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of the property, neighborhood 

 1 Other references within the guidelines that are appropriate for review by the 
HPPC are: 
 

 New additions should be built in a way that does not damage the historic building and 
constructed in a way that if removed would not harm the building. 

 Design and construct new additions so that the character-defining features of the historic 
building are not radically changed, obscured, damaged, or destroyed by the addition. 

 Design new construction to complement existing buildings in the area. 
 Construct new additions in a manner that blends with the scale, massing, building materials, 

window spacing, and general color scheme of the original building, as well as surrounding 
buildings. 

 When additions, porches, decks, exterior stairs, awnings or balcony additions are located in 
areas where they are visible to the public right-of-way, such as the street or sidewalk, they 
should be designed and constructed to complement the existing building. 2 

 
The project has been reviewed by the building and zoning department and although permits for 
construction are still pending, it meets zoning codes and will not require variances. The applicant 
will be present to discuss the request. 
 

 
1  
2  
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Attachments:
COA 2024-7 Application
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DATE: October 2, 2024

TO: Committee Members

FROM: David Kennedy
City Manager

SUBJECT: Historic Designation Application: Miamanon - 497 N. 2nd Street

Background

One of the duties of the Historic Preservation and Planning Commission (HPPC), is the designation
of structures and properties as historically significant, based on a list of criteria. This is further

1328.07: Designation of Historic Preservation District or Listed Property

a) The Historic Preservation Commission may designate, or any property owner may apply
to the Commission to designate a building or property as a historical listed property and/or district.
In determining whether or not to designate such building or property as a historical listed property,
the Commission shall consider the following criteria with respect to such item:

(1) Its character, interest or value as part of the development, heritage or cultural
characteristics of the City of Loveland, the State of Ohio or the United States.

(2) Its location as a site of a significant historic or archaeological event.

(3) Its identification with a person or persons who significantly contributed to the culture
and development of the City.

(4) Its exemplification of the cultural, economic, social or historic heritage of the City.

(5) Its portrayal of the environment of a group of people in an era of history characterized
by a distinctive architectural style.

(6) Its embodiment of a distinguishing characteristic of an architectural type or specimen.

City of Loveland
Historic Preservation and Planning 
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(7) Its identification as the work of an architect or master builder whose individual work has
influenced the development of the City.
 
(8) Its embodiment of elements of architectural design, detail, materials or craftsmanship, 
which represent a significant architectural innovation. 
 
(9) Its unique location or singular physical characteristic representing an established and 
familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, community of the City. 
 
(10) Such other individual characteristics as shall be relevant to its designation as a historical 
listed property. 
 

To date, the city has five (5) locally designated historic properties, the Homestead, located in the 
White Pillars subdivision, the Ramsey-Paxton Cemetery, the Hill Wagoner Cemetery, the 
Bonaventure House and the Works. 

 
A marker, the design of which was approved by the HPPC, is prepared to commemorate the 
designation of each property. 
 

 
Figure 1: City of Loveland Historic Designation Marker 

 
The city has received an application which would represent our 6 th locally designated property, from 

nd Street.  
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Figure 2: Miamanon 

 
The applicant and property owner, Courtney Hauck, has provided significant materials in regard to 
the history and restoration efforts of the property, some of which are included with the application, 
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the balance of which will be on hand at your upcoming meeting.  Some quick information on the 
property:

Structure Name: Miamanon Address: 497 N. Second Street (Warren County) 
Square Footage: 4,837 Square Feet Construction Date: 1876  
Architect: Samuel Hanna Ford  Architectural Style: High Victorian & East Lake 

Second Empire 
First Occupant: General Thomas Tinsley Heath  
 
The home is truly a hidden historical gem history, not only due to its 
architectural style and painstaking renovation efforts, but also its first occupant, General Thomas 
Tinsley Heath.  As noted in the materials included within the application, General Heath, who lived 
in the home until his death at 90 on October 18, 1925, was a Civil War veteran who served along 
General Sherman in the battle of Shiloh. Following his military career, he practiced law and was also 
an inventor.  
 
Mr. Hauck has provided much more information within his application materials, which better 
details the property and its famous occupant including a review of the structure by Walter E. 
Langsam, an Architectural Historian and Historic Preservation Consultant.  The review offers great 
insight into the architectural features and style of the structure. 
 
In making a new designation, the Commission shall take the following action: 
 
a) The Historic Preservation Commission shall notify the owner of the property recommended for 
historic status of the proposal to designate their property. Whenever possible the Commission shall 
secure the owner's written consent for the proposed designation. The Commission shall cause a legal 
notice to be prepared and published indicating the property(s) to be designated and the time, date, 
and location of the hearing. 
 
b) The Historic Preservation Commission shall conduct the public hearing. The Commission shall 
make a determination with respect to the proposed designation within fifteen (15) days after the 
initial hearing date and shall notify the owner in writing. 
 
c) The Commission will make a recommendation to City Council for the designation. 
 
d) Council shall give due consideration to the recommendations of the Historic Preservation 
Commission and the views expressed during the hearing in making its determination. Council may, 
at its discretion, hold public hearings on any such proposed designation whether the designation is 
proposed only with the consent of the owner or after public hearings before the Commission. 
Council may agree with the recommendation, disapprove of the recommendation, or table the 
recommendation for alterations. 
 
e) Once Council decides on the status of a historic structure or historic district designation, the 
Historic Preservation Commission shall notify the Building and Zoning Coordinator and relevant 
city offices of the official designation. 
 
f) Notwithstanding any provision of this chapter, Council may rescind the designation only after 
causing a public hearing outlined in paragraph (d) of any area, place, building, structure, work of art 
or similar object as a listed landmark or Landmark District. Such recession shall relieve the owner of 
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such area, place, building, structure, work of art or similar object from any duties or penalties
contained in this chapter.

g) Notwithstanding any provision of this chapter, Council may rescind the designation only after 
causing a public hearing outlined in paragraph (d) of any area, place, building, structure, work of art 
or similar object as a listed Historic Preservation or Loveland Historic Preservation District. Such 
recession shall relieve the owner of such area, place, building, structure, work of art or similar object 
from any duties or penalties contained in this chapter. 
 
If the HPPC decides to move forward with the designation of the Museum Center as a locally 
designated historic property, it must first set a public hearing as defined with the regulations. 
Following the public hearing, the recommendation from the HPPC would then be forwarded to City 
Council for the next steps in the process. 
 
Recommendation 

 
regulations, the Miamanon meets multiple items including: 
 

 Its character, interest or value as part of the development, heritage or cultural characteristics 
of the City of Loveland, the State of Ohio or the United States.  

 
 Its portrayal of the environment of a group of people in an era of history characterized by a 

distinctive architectural style.  
 

 Its identification with a person or persons who significantly contributed to the culture and 
development of the City. 

 
 Its embodiment of a distinguishing characteristic of an architectural type or specimen. 

 
 Its embodiment of elements of architectural design, detail, materials or craftsmanship, which 
 represent a significant architectural innovation. 

 
 Its unique location or singular physical characteristic representing an established and familiar 
 visual feature of a neighborhood, community of the city. 

 
 Its identification as the work of an architect or master builder whose individual work has 

influenced the development of the City. 
 

 Its exemplification of the cultural, economic, social or historic heritage of the City. 
 
It is staff recommendation that a public hearing, as required, be set by the HPPC for October 23, 
2024 or next regular meeting, to review the applications and make a recommendation to City 
Council, that the Miamanon be designated a local historic structure. 
 

Attachments: 
HPPC Application 
exterior 
interior 
Architectural Historical Review 
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Gen Thomas Tinsley Heath Background
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DATE: October 2, 2024

TO: Committee Members

FROM: David Kennedy
City Manager

SUBJECT: Exterior Art and Mural Review

the Historic Preservation and Planning Commission (HPPC) of all exterior art and murals within the 
historic boundaries per the attached criteria.  To date, the HPPC has reviewed, and approved two 

standards for their review of exterior art and murals throughout the entire city limits.  

The purpose of this memorandum is for discussion purposes to determine if the HPPC would 
prefer to work in concert with the Arts Commission for review of exterior art and mural within the 
historic boundaries or relinquish that responsibility solely to the commission. 

Attachments:
Exterior Art and Mural Guidelines

City of Loveland
Historic Preservation and Planning 
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Meeting Minutes 
Historic Preservation and Planning Committee 

Date:  October 2, 2024 
Loveland City Hall – Council Chambers 

HPPC Committee members: Randy Campion, Mary Ann Lynn, Wade Morey, Dale Horan, Dan Peterson & Jim 
Grethel (alternate). 

City Managers: City Manager Dave Kennedy and Assistant City Manager Chris Wojnicz 

I. Call To Order
At 6:02pm, Randy Campion called the meeting to order. 

II. Pledge of Allegiance
Mr. Campion led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

III. Roll Call
Dan Peterson called Roll.  Members present:  Dale Horan, Mary Ann Lynn, Wade Morey, Randy Campion and 
Dan Peterson 

IV. Review and Approval of Minutes
Reference meeting minutes from the August 28, 2024 HPPC meeting:  Motion by Mr. Morey to change the 
meeting date shown in the minutes from June 26, 2024 to August 28, 2024.  Motion seconded by Ms. Lynn 
and approved unanimously.  Motion to then approve the minutes was made by Mr. Morey and seconded by 
Mr. Horan.  The motion passed unanimously.   

V. Open Forum
Mr. Todd Osborne and Diedre Hazelbaker signed up to speak.  Mr. Osborne spoke first.  He referred to the 
proposed demolition of the home owned by John Hill Construction at 202 Railroad Ave.  Mr. Osborne felt that 
most of the identified costs to rehab the existing structure were maintenance issues, not structural issues and 
were normal things that any homeowner would need to do ongoing.  He commented that Railroad Ave is 
unique and historic in Loveland and needs to be maintained – which he felt was the role of the HPPC.  He felt 
the proposed building design by John Hill Construction was very “cookie cutter” and didn’t blend in to the 
area.  Randy Campion then mentioned that this meeting was about feasibility of saving the existing building 
and any new structure would be considered in the future.   
Ms. Hazelbaker then spoke about protecting the current building.  She reiterated many of the same points 
that Mr. Osborne made.  She made comment about stories that the house used to house railroad workers in 
past times.  She also encouraged the HPPC to designated the Railroad Ave area as a special “Cottage District” 
within the historic district, with tighter restrictions.   
Mr. Ben Hill then spoke regarding the financial assessment that John Hill Construction did in terms of 
rehabbing the existing building (attachment 1).  He pointed out that the cost to fix the home was much higher 
than the end value of the building and property.  Mr. Peterson then asked Mr. Osborne and Ms. Hazelbaker if 
they or anyone they knew had any well‐founded information on the history of the building.  Neither provided 
any information.  He then commented that he had researched the building for historical significance and was 
unable to find anything of note.  The building (now a duplex) had been a single family home for most of its 
existence and is estimated to be about 100‐115 years old.   
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Ms Lynn asked how the city can avoid having owners buy property in the historic district and then let them go 
into neglect in order to allow for demolition.  She also mentioned that the HPPC had identified the structure 
on Railroad Ave as a contributing structure.  Mr. Horan then asked Mr. Osborne when he purchased the 
property and he replied 2019.  Mr. Horan then commented that the basement of the building was in bad 
shape and it resided under an addition to the home of an unknown date.  Most of the original home is sitting a 
bare ground (no basement or crawl space). This would all have to be fixed to update the building.  Mr. Morey 
commented that many of the items listed in the cost assessment to rehab were maintenance issues, and that 
John Hill Construction surely knew about these issues when they bought the property.  He also felt that they 
should have hired a 3rd party to do the cost assessment.   Mr. Campion chimed in that he would like to 
understand what the costs would be to update and keep renting.  Mr. Hill said that the costs would be those 
shown in the assessment, and that they have done a lot of remodeling and the numbers are accurate.  Ms. 
Lynn asked Mr. Osborne if the property was purchased with the intent to tear it down.  Mr. Osborne replied 
“definitely not”.  He owns several buildings in the historic district that he continues to rent to this day.  He also 
mentioned that he had done several upgrades to the property since 2019.  He updated the kitchen flooring, 
added new appliances and put in a new bathroom.   
Mr. Morey asked if the home value would be $150,000 if it were for sale.  Mr. Hill said that in its current 
condition it would have to be listed for sale on an “as Is” basis and that would lower the value.  
Mr. Kennedy reminded that committee that since the home is in a flood zone, any improvements that would 
cost more than 50% of the structure’s worth would need a variance from the city.  Mr. Peterson said according 
to that, any improvements above $75,000 would need a variance.  He asked if a variance was difficult to get.  
Mr. Kennedy wasn’t sure.   
Mr. Campion stated that the building was designated as a contributing building in the historic district because 
of its age.  It’s otherwise not historic as far as the research shows.  He then commented that because the costs 
to rehab the building far exceed the value of the property and motioned to allow the building to be 
demolished for the reasons stated by John Hill Construction.  Mr. Horan seconded the motion.  The committee 
then did a role‐call vote on approving the motion.  The “yeah” votes were Mr. Peterson, Mr. Campion and Mr. 
Horan.  The “nay” votes were Ms. Lynn and Mr. Morey.  The motion passed.    

VI. New Business 
Approval sought for COA 2024‐7, at 112 N. 3rd St.  Chris and Elizabeth Grader were present to answer 
questions.  The request was for the addition of a detached garage and breezeway on the property.  Mr. 
Campion asked if the breezeway was attached to the house.  Mr. Grader confirmed that it was and connected 
to the front porch of the existing house.  He also stated that the garage would sit at the same depth on the 
property as the house and the arches on the garage door mirrored the arches on the house.  Ms. Lynn 
commented that the plans looked very good and motioned to approve the request.  Mr. Peterson seconded 
and COA 2024‐7 passed unanimously.   
The next New Business was the Historic Designation Application for the property at 497 N. 2nd St..  Mr. 
Kennedy mentioned that the historical information and pictures of the house were amazing.  A motion to 
approve an open hearing on the application was made by Mr. Horan, seconded by Mr. Morey and approved 
unanimously.  Mr. Peterson asked if the committee might be able to tour the home and Mr. Kennedy said he 
would ask the owner.   

VII. Old Business 
NONE 
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VIII. Communications 

Exterior Art and Mural Review: Mr. Kennedy brought some options to the committee to better integrate this 
work with the cities Arts Commission.  He felt that we could approve one of the following: 

1. Have Arts Commission handle approval of exterior art and murals everywhere except 
the Historic District – which would remain with the HPPC. 

2. Partner together in the Historic District  

3. Let the Arts Commission handle approval everywhere including the Historic District 
Ms. Lynn felt that option 3 made a lot of sense.  Mr. Campion that option 2 was best.  Mr. Wojnicz commented 
that the HPPC should wait to decide this issue until we first see the Arts Commission Guidelines.  Mr. Campion 
agreed and felt that they should fit with the HPPC Historic District Guidelines.  Mr. Morey then commented 
that he felt that we should go with option 1 where HPPC maintains control in the Historic District.  He felt that 
the Arts Commission could be a consultant to HPPC.  Mr. Horan stated that the definition of signs vs murals 
also need to be more clear.  The example of the mural on the Eagles building was used as an example.  Mr. 
Kennedy commented that he didn’t want to discourage the Arts Commission and that they are a very talented 
and dedicated group.  The discussion was tabled until we could review the Arts Commission guidelines.   
Mr. Morey brought up the concern of the HPPC regarding the practice of owners letting building deteriorate.  
Mr. Campion asked what the property maintenance codes are in the city.  Mr. Kennedy said that we could look 
into that but that he didn’t believe the city had an ability to dictate what an owner can do with their property.  
He also commented that it was probably time to revisit the HPPC guidelines and we could bring in a consultant 
if needed.  Mr. Morey added that we really need to review the building demolition portion.   

IX. Adjournment 
Motion to adjourn was made by Mr. Morey, seconded by Mr. Horan and unanimously passed.   
 
 
 
Dan Peterson, 10/14/2024 
Submitted By Dan Peterson, Secretary 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Approved by: 
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