
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE 

FORT THOMAS PLANNING COMMISSION 

HELD AT THE FT THOMAS CITY BUILDING 

ON WEDNESDAY, JULY 16, 2025 

6:30 P.M. 
 

PRESENT:  Dave Wormald, Chairman 

Pam Schweiss 

Jerry Noran, Vice Chair 

Tim Michel 

David Gwisdalla  

 

ABSENT:  Larry Schultz  

   Mark McCormack 

 

ALSO PRESENT: Kevin Barbian, General Services Director 

   Cheri Scherpenberg, General Services Administrative Assistant 

     

Business Meeting 

 

Minutes – May 21, 2025 

 

Members reviewed minutes from the May 21st meeting.  A motion was made by Tim Michel and 

seconded by Pam Schweiss to approve the May 21, 2025 minutes as written. Motion carried. 

 

Minutes – June 18, 2025 

Members reviewed minutes from the June 18th meeting.  A motion was made by Jerry 

Noran and seconded by David Gwisdalla to approve the June 18, 2025 minutes as written. 

Motion carried 

 

Mr. Barbian noted changes to the plat format going forward due to the new zoning ordinance 

requiring additional certifications and signatures. 

Consolidation Plat  
2337 N. Ft. Thomas Ave. 

Lot 6 PIDN 999-99-14-375.00 

Lot 7 PIDN 999-99-14-376.00 

Kevin Barbian relayed that both lot 6 and 7 have the same owner and they would like to 

consolidate and make them one property. 

With minimal discussion, a motion was made by Tim Michel and seconded by David Gwisdalla to 

conditionally approve the consolidation plat at 2337 N. Ft. Thomas Ave. contingent upon clarification of 

bearing points. Motion carried 5-0 

 

 



Convenience Plat  
430 N. Ft. Thomas Ave.       

PIDN 999-99-32-239.00 

600 N. Ft. Thomas Ave. 

PIDN 999-99-33-524.00 

Kevin Barbian said that this request involves two separate actions.  Mr. Barbian said the first action 

is the consolidation of two church-owned lots into one.  The second action is to subdivide a 

portion of that lot into a new, buildable parcel.   

Discussion ensued on whether screening should be required between the church and a future 

residential lot and if it would be enforceable without being a development plan. 

With moderate discussion, a motion was made by Jerry Noran seconded by Tim Michel to 

conditionally approve the consolidation plat at 430 and 600 N. Ft. Thomas Avenue contingent upon the 

clarification of boundary annotations, correction to retitle the plat appropriately, and include 

necessary surveyor and official stamps.  Motion carried 5-0 

 

With moderate discussion, a motion was made by Jerry Noran seconded by Pam Schweiss to 

conditionally approve the subdivision plat for 430 and 600 N. Ft. Thomas Avenue contingent upon the 

clarification of boundary annotations, correction to retitle the plat appropriately and include 

necessary surveyor and official stamps.  Motion carried 4-1 

 

 

Continued Business 

The bulk of the meeting focused on reviewing and refining the Comprehensive Plan Update. 

Key themes included: 

 Language Precision: Members prioritized clear, consistent, and legally defensible 

language. Vague terms (e.g., “foster social indicators”) were revised or removed. Goals 

were reworded to reflect direct, actionable policies. 

 Plan Scope and Structure: Ongoing discussion ensued between including aspirational 

language and maintaining a focused, land-use-centered plan. Members emphasized the 

legal implications of unclear or inconsistent language. 

 Section-Specific Edits: 

Housing Compatibility 

 Reworded goal for clarity: "New housing should be compatible with the surrounding 

area's character." 

 Removed "ensure" language for consistency and directness. 

Community Programming 

 Recommendation to strike neighborhood-focused programming from goals, as it's more 

appropriate for a vision plan, not a comprehensive plan. 



Economic Development 

 Mixed-use business district language deemed overly detailed (e.g., “unique theme, central 

gathering place”); suggested simplification. 

 Rejected phrase “the right retailers” in business attraction goal for being subjective. 

 Emphasized the need for consistent language between sections of the plan. 

 Questioned the clarity and presence of a formal business attraction/retention strategy. 

 Adjusted language: “Economic development should be compatible with surroundings” 

instead of “ensure... appropriate.” 

 On branding, recommend changing “develop a branding strategy” to “implement 

branding strategy,” reflecting current city efforts. 

Natural Resources  

 Greenbelt protection goal questioned due to lack of definition and unclear regulations. 

 Suggested considering land use designation change (e.g., to conservation). 

 Reworded development-related goals to encourage or guide conservation (removed 

"ensure"). 

 Recommended removing vague/weak phrasing (e.g., “perhaps” and “rely on awareness”). 

Transportation & Connectivity 

 General support for existing goals. 

 Concern over wording like “all crosswalks” – revised to avoid implied mandates. 

 Suggested simplifying language on multimodal opportunities. 

 Rejected including “Bike-Friendly City” designation in the comp plan. 

 Updated references to Route 8 (now Mary Ingles Highway); clarified city’s limited 

control. 

 Suggested new phrasing: “increase access to river frontage” and “plan for future 

implementation” of Riverfront Commons instead of “celebrate” corridor. 

Parks & Open Space 

1. Language simplified; ongoing discussion around promoting Tower Park as a regional 

destination. 

2. Connectivity & Accessibility: 
Emphasis on ensuring all community assets—parks, schools, commercial areas, civic 

centers—are accessible for all users (pedestrians, cyclists, vehicles). Removed unclear 

phrase “safe routes to parks strategy.” 

3. Parks & Recreation: 
o Simplified language to clarify park roles without vague references (e.g., “total 

experience of Fort Thomas” changed to “the city of Fort Thomas”). 

o Continued investment in Tower Park discussed. Ongoing debate about whether to 

promote it as a regional destination due to potential crowding vs. benefits to local 

business. 



o Agreed on maintaining high-quality parks and promoting cost-effective 

partnerships. 

4. Utilities & City Facilities: 
o Reworded “develop a vision” for facilities to possibly use terms like maintenance 

or utilization plan. 

o Struck language about city negotiating electric rates (outside city control). 

o Adjusted stormwater goal to align with SD1 regulations. 

o Reaffirmed environmentally friendly development, but struck language on 

alternative energy production not currently pursued by the city. 

5. Technology: 
o Removed plans for a “smart city” or “best-in-class technology” designation. 

o Confirmed telecom facility regulations already updated in UDO, so removal from 

goals may be appropriate. 

6. Regional Partnerships: 
o Rephrased to include partnerships beyond just governments (e.g., Southbank 

Partners). 

o Agreed on supporting improved riverfront access and ferry services. 

7. Focus Area Plans: 
o Current recommendation: do not include focus area plans directly in the comp 

plan due to inconsistencies with public input and the adopted UDO. 

o Specific examples cited (e.g., promoting large multi-family housing or increased 

density in the town center) no longer reflect community intent or UDO decisions. 

8. Next Steps & Council Engagement: 
o Staff will work to consolidate language changes into a clean draft for review. 

o Edits are minor, mostly clarifying language, while not altering substance or land 

use direction. 

Members from the audience in attendance to address the board: 

 

Peggy Maggio, who resides at 37 S. Shaw Ln.  

 

Sharon Macknight, who resides at 62 Miller Ln. 

 

Paula Bonomini, who resides at 18 Gunpowder Ridge.  

Public Input: 

 Concern raised about outdated or misleading language in goals (e.g., density on 

Alexandria Pike, form-based code). 

 Citizens urged the commission to reconsider or remove focus area plans entirely to align 

with public input and current UDO. 

 Requested more transparency in agenda descriptions and city-staff-led updates. 

 Inquired about real-time document display at meetings and earlier access to materials. 

 Suggested joint efforts between the Planning Commission and City Council. 

 Asking for deeper consideration of public feedback. 



Next Steps: Staff will compile suggested edits into a clean draft for future review.  

Adjournment 

A motion was made by Tim Michel and seconded by David Gwisdalla to adjourn the meeting. All in favor. 

 

 

 

Approved: ____________________________________ 

Dave Wormald, Chair  Date 

 

Secretary: _____________________________________ 

   Pam Schweiss, Secretary  Date 


