
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE 

FORT THOMAS PLANNING COMMISSION 

HELD AT THE FT THOMAS CITY BUILDING 

ON WEDNESDAY, MAY 17, 2023 

6:30 P.M. 
 

PRESENT:  Dave Wormald, Chairman 

Larry Schultz 

Pam Schweiss 

   Jerry Noran 

 

ABSENT:   Dan Fehler, Secretary 

   Tim Michel 

 

ALSO PRESENT: Kevin Barbian, General Services Director 

   Mark Stewart, Building Inspector/Zoning Administrator 

   Cheri Scherpenberg, G. S. Administrative Assistant 

   Tim Schneider, City Attorney 

     

6:30 Business Meeting 

 

Minutes – April 19, 2023 

 

Members reviewed minutes from the April meeting.  A motion was made by Dave Wormald and 

seconded by Jerry Noran to approve the April 19, 2023 minutes with additional summary of responses to 

questions posed by CT Consultants.  Motion carried 4-0. 

 

 

 

Land Consolidation Plat    

415 River Rd. 

Jason Hanna, Applicant 

Nolan & Michelle Bean, Owners 

Consolidation of parcel PIDN: 999-99-11-845.00      

And parcel PIDN: 999-99-11-951.00     

 

 

Mr. Barbian informed the Commission that there are several parcels designed with flag stems for 

development that were bought by a single owner.  The owner would like to consolidate a portion of the 

property since the flag stems are no longer needed with the lot combination.   

With minimal discussion, a motion was made by Jerry Noran and seconded by Larry Schultz to 

approve the Land Consolidation Plat for 415 River Rd. Motion carried 

 

 

Zoning Code Update 

 
Alisa Duffey Rogers informed the audience that there would be an opportunity for additional 



community engagement for the public to ask further questions and make comments about the zoning code 

update to CT Consultants representatives at Ft. Thomas Coffee from 10am to 11:45 and 6-8pm on Thursday 

following the Planning Commission meeting date. 

 

Alisa Duffey Rogers with CT Consultants delivered a Zoning Ordinance Update presentation.  The 

presentation revisited the zoning ordinance update process and addressed the following draft ordinance 

sections: 

 

Article V – Regulations Applicable to All Districts  
 
Alisa Duffey Rogers relayed that effective sign regulations must accommodate multiple distinct priorities 

involving balancing constitutional issues with resident concerns as well as needed location identifiers for 

businesses.  The presentation noted signs fall under the 1st amendment meaning that municipalities have to 

be careful with restrictions of permanent and temporary signage.  Municipalities can manage time, place 

and manor.   

 

Alisa Duffey Rogers defined types of signs: Ground signs, pole signs and pylon signs are permanent and 

freestanding.  Wall signs, projecting signs, and canopy/awning signs are permanent, building-mounted.  

Window signs are building-mounted.  Temporary signs can be freestanding or building mounted.  There 

are also pedestrian signs, changeable copy signs and electronic message centers.   

 

Questions to the Commission: 

 

Question: Do you want to prohibit pole and pylon signs in R-3 properties? Note that the signs that exist 

today will have non-conforming rights and will stay in place.   

Discussion: These signs have a limited front setback, are fairly tall for the space and cause a disruption in 

the sightlines.  Regulating sign height is an option, however the Commission would prefer to prohibit 

ground signs in the R-3 district while still allowing wall signs.  The wall signs would allow for one per 

street frontage with a maximum square footage of 25 ft.   

 

Question: Should the size of electronic message centers be reduced from the current allowance of 40 Sq. 

ft.? 

Discussion: The largest electronic message center sign in the city is located at a school and is 28 sq. ft. The 

Commission would like to reduce to electronic message center size to a maximum of 28 sq. ft. 

 

Question: Who should be allowed to have electronic message centers? 

Discussion:  Commission members talked about the amount of electronic message signs that would be in 

an area if opened up to more than schools and exempt facilities.  Concern was expressed about the ability 

to continually monitor if signs are meeting regulations.  It was mentioned that the electronic message centers 

detract from the appearance of a historic area.  Permitting conditional usage was proposed, subject to things 

like distance from another sign, distance from residential properties, designated streets, etc.   

It was determined that the topic would be revisited after some conditional uses are drafted for consideration. 

 

Question: Would you like to adjust the height for ground signs? 

Discussion: Things to consider are the calculations for measuring height, elevation, averages, etc. 

 

Question: Would you like to get rid of pole and pylon signs with the exception of menu boards and the area 

along US 27? 

Discussion: The Commission feels exemptions should be considered with development plans and areas like 

the Highland Plaza. 



 

Question: Do you want to allow upper floor tenants to have pedestrian signs or keep the current language 

that restricts pedestrian signs to first floor tenants? 

Discussion: Commission members discussed concerns that pedestrian signs are an obstruction to foot 

traffic, that they are placed in intrusive areas and can be a hazard to those with impairments.  One option 

suggested was to require a permit detailing plans for location of the sign with street space and how it is 

allocated. The Commission indicated they would like to retain the existing language limiting pedestrian 

signs as well as figure a way to permit them in a space that works. 

 

Question: Would you like to allow upper floor tenants to have wall/hanging signs? 

Discussion: Currently the language says the wall space is limited to the first floor tenants.  The new 

language would state that the business owner could decide who has signage on the first floor sign band.  

The Commission is agreeable to this update. 

 

Question: Would you like to allow an increase of area of projecting signs to 15sq. ft.? 

Discussion:  The Commission is agreeable to help with use as a directory sign for upper floor tenants.   

 

Question:  Would you like to allow projecting signs or wall signs above the 1st floor sign band?  

Discussion: The Commission is not agreeable as this may obstruct the integrity of the building. 

 

Question: Would you like to allow waivers to be granted? 

Discussion: Commission members agree that waivers should be able to be granted as it will be on a case by 

case basis.  Language will need to be drafted to narrow the scope of allowances as well as determine if the 

sign allowances should be granted by the Design Review Board.      

 

Question:  What do you think about allowing awning signage on the valance over second floor windows? 

Discussion:  A wall sign would take up a larger amount of area on the building where an awning valence 

would be minimal.  The writing might be difficult to see from the street but may help with finding the 

location of a business. 

 

Question: Should signs be permitted above the 1st floor sign band? 

Discussion: Typically this is either not permitted or permitted for the name of a building only.  Members 

indicated they would prefer to limit signage above the 1st floor sign band to the name of a building only.   

 

Question: Do you want to allow murals? 

Discussion: Commission members did not express any objections to murals within the city. 

 

Question: Should murals be limited to the CBD or would you like to allow them in other commercial 

districts? 

Discussion: A mural would not be classified as a sign, it would be classified as art and would be a 

conditional accessory use.  This could require a zoning permit and review from the Design Review Board.  

Content cannot be regulated, however standards can be put in an Ordinance for guidance in approval.   Since 

the mural is not defined as a sign, it is not subject to content neutrality.  It was decided to table the discussion 

until accessory uses are discussed.   

 

General Discussion: Temporary signs unlimited with maximum 16 square feet per parcel.  If freestanding 

a maximum of 4 ft. in height and no permit required.  Non-residential districts would have an unlimited 

number with maximum of 20 square feet.  And a maximum of 6ft. in height.  There would be no time limit 

due to Reed V.S. the Town of Gilbert that determined that you can have free speech in your front yard 365 

days a year. Also you cannot differentiate between content such as political, real estate, etc.     

 



Members from the audience in attendance to address the board: 

 

 

Joan Ferris, who resides at 66 Burney Ln., shared concerns about medical conditions and the impact of 

electronic signs as well as non-conforming signs that are “grandfathered” in.  Joan Ferris also talked about 

sign limitations as well as content. 

 

Peggy Maggio, who resides at 37 S. Shaw Ln., requested that the consideration for electronic signs be taken 

off the table in keeping with a historic nature.  Peggy Maggio also asked for clarification on awnings and 

what is currently permitted as well as mentioning her support for marquis signs at 18 N. Ft. Thomas Ave.  

Peggy Maggio also suggested to get a legal opinion based on Reed V.S. Gilbert for the length of time a sign 

is permitted to stay in place.  Peggy Maggio requested that the Commission consider a meeting with Beth 

Johnson of the Cincinnati Preservation Association 

 

Laura Duminuco, was in attendance representing First Christian Church at 1031 Alexandria Pk.  The church 

is interested in adding an electronic sign.  Laura Duminuco said that she feels the sign would fit in the 

mixed use area and that the location is not historical or near residents. 

 

 

Alisa Duffey Rogers with CT Consultants concluded this portion of the zoning code update.   

  

Adjournment 

A motion was made by Jerry Noran and seconded by Larry Schultz to adjourn the meeting. 

 

 

 

 

Approved: ____________________________________ 

Dave Wormald, Chair  Date 

 

Secretary: _____________________________________ 

  Dan Fehler, Secretary              Date 


