
 
 
 

 VILLAGE OF YELLOW SPRINGS  
PLANNING COMMISSION: MEETING OF PLANNING COMMISSION 

WITH COUNCIL PRESENT 
 

AGENDA  
 

 The Village of Yellow Springs Planning Commission will meet with Council in regular session on 
Monday, June 10, 2013 at 7:00 PM in Village Council Chambers on the second floor of the Bryan 
Community Center, 100 Dayton Street, Yellow Springs, Ohio 45387 

  
7:00 CALL TO ORDER  
 
ROLL CALL  
 
REVIEW OF AGENDA  
  
7:05 REVIEW OF MINUTES 
 March 21, 2013 Minutes of Planning Commission 

 
COMMUNICATIONS    
 
7:10 CITIZENS’ COMMENTS  
 
7:15 OLD BUSINESS 
 
7:25 NEW BUSINESS/ PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Conditional Use Petition for 4 Xenia Avenue 
Conditional Use Petition for 107 Tower Court 

  
9:00 ADJOURNMENT 
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Council of the Village of Yellow Springs 

Special Meeting Minutes 

 

 

In Council Chambers @ 7:00 P.M.     Monday, May 13, 2013 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 Council President Hempfling called the meeting to order at 7:05 pm. 
 
ROLL CALL  

 Present were Council President Judith Hempfling, Council Vice President Lori Askeland, Karen 
Wintrow, Rick Walkey and Gerald Simms.  Also present were Village Manager Laura Curliss, Village 
Zoning Administrator Stephen Anderson, Zoning Assistant Tamara Ennist, and Village Solicitor Chris 
Conard.   
 
REVIEW OF AGENDA 

 There were no changes made to the agenda. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 Wintrow announced an upcoming Chamber Chat addressing building fire codes and new 
regulations.  She noted that the Village Zoning Administrator will be present as will Greene County 
Building Inspector Al Kuzma and Fire Chief Colin Altman.  This will be held in rooms A&B in the Bryan 
Center at 9am on May 16th. 
 

MINUTES 

 Minutes of April 29, 2013 Special Council Meeting.  Askeland MOVED and Simms 
SECONDED a MOTION TO ACCEPT THE MINUTES AS WRITTEN.  The MOTION PASSED 5-0 on 
a voice vote. 
 
PETITIONS & COMMUNICATIONS 

 Askeland made note of all received materials. 
  

The Clerk will receive and file: 
Village Manager re: Antioch College Zoning Requests 
Holyoke, Holyoke and Miller re: Request to Maintain Residential Zoning 
Millworks Development Corp. re: Hempfling/Walkey/MacQueen Memo 
Matt Reed re: Mixed Overlay District and Vehicle Service Stations 
Stephen Anderson re: Struewing 10.6 Acre Parcel 
Sutton and Van der Heiden re: Community Resources Zoning Request 
Wolters and Cornett re: Food Truck Zoning Regulations 
Judith Hempfling re: Zoning Code General Comments  

  

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING OF ZONING CODE AS RECOMMENDED TO 

COUNCIL BY PLANNING COMMISSION  

  Hempfling referred to the letter from Community Resources and asked a representative to 
provide detail.  Board member David Boyer stated the issue from the perspective of the development 
corporation saying that they had worked with Council during the establishment  of the initial 
development, and that they had pushed for the area not to be PUD at that time. 
 
 The designation of Mixed Commerce, Boyer stated, was intentionally selected because of the 
need in a PUD process, to present a site plan in the event a change is made.  Boyer noted that it is unlikely 
that the entire area would be developed at once, and that it would be onerous if a site plan had to be 
presented each time a developer was selected for an area.                              
 
 Walkey commented that the annexation of the CBE was predicated upon the zoning status, stating 
that the original agreement should be honored. 
 
 Askeland stated that she was not aware that there was any specific reason other than elimination 
of a single-use district for changing the area to PUD. 
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 Wintrow commented that the terms of the PUD would be the same as those established for the 
Mixed Commerce district, and that the TRC, LeBlanc and Planning Commission had all agreed that the 
change could be made without impacting development at the CBE.   
 
 Jerry Sutton, member of Community Resources, commented that there are areas of the CBE that 
are not yet plotted, and referred to a sentence in the PUD section stating that any major change to the 
“current plan” requires a Planning Commission hearing.  Sutton stated that this would detract from 
progress at the CBE, given the unlikelihood of all plots selling at the same time.   
 
 Walkey MOVED to RE-ESTABLISH THE CBE AS A MIXED COMMERCE DISTRICT.  
Simms SECONDED, and the MOTION PASSED 5-0 ON A VOICE VOTE. 
        
 Hempfling drew attention to the matter of the Glass Farm.  She explained that indeed the 
proposed conservation easement could be made a part of any PUD, and that a developer could use the 
easement as their negotiated green space. 
 
 Askeland MOVED to RETURN THE CONSERVATION EASEMENT ON THE GLASS FARM 
TO ITS ORIGINAL ACREAGE OF 13+ ACRES AND TO RE-DRAW THE MAP TO INDICATE THIS 
CHANGE.  Walkey SECONDED, and the MOTION PASSED 5-0 ON A VOICE VOTE.        
 
 Regarding the zoning of the Glass Farm, Anderson explained that the zoning designation of the 
district is the fallback density for any PUD. 
 
 Hempfling stated that she, MacQueen and Walkey are recommending a designation of R-B to 
encourage greater density. 
 
 Hempfling MOVED TO ZONE THE GLASS FARM RESIDENCE B.  Walkey SECONDED. 
 
 Discussion ensued among Council members and Anderson. 
 
 Miami Township Zoning Administrator Richard Zopf asserted that the zoning should be set to 
indicate the density desired by the Village. 
 
 Hempfling CALLED THE VOTE, and the MOTION PASSED 4-1, with Wintrow voting against.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
  
  Hempfling noted that Antioch College has asked that the small area zoned I-1 on the south side 
of Center College be changed to Residence C. 
 
 A discussion ensued regarding whether or not to identify the property owners. Wintrow stated that 
there have been zoning district changes involving several properties and that none of those involved 
special notification of the property owners and noting that there has been ample notification of the entire 
zoning code to the Village as a whole. 
 
 Wintrow MOVED TO RE-ZONE THE I-1 AREAS ADJACENT TO ANTIOCH COLLEGE AS 
R-C.  Walkey SECONDED, and the MOTION PASSED 5-0 ON A VOICE VOTE. 
 
 Beth Holyoke requested that her home and that of her neighbor not be zoned as CBD as is the 
case in the draft code, but that they be zoned R-C.  Holyoke cited the difference in setback requirements  
under the CBD designation, stating that it would significantly reduce lot line setback, thereby infringing 
upon solar access.   
 
 Andy Holyoke and Marian Miller agreed with Beth’s statements and further requested the change. 
 
 Walkey MOVED to CHANGE THE DESIGNATION OF THE LAST TWO RESIDENCES ON 
RAILROAD STREET FROM CBD BACK TO R-C.   Hempfling SECONDED and the MOTION 
PASSED 4-0, with Wintrow abstaining due to potential conflict of interest. 
 
 Discussion moved to the E-1. 
 
 Curliss referenced a memo she produced following a meeting with Antioch College 
representatives.  The memo requests several changes to the proposed code.  With respect to the E-1, 
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Curliss stated, Antioch College requests amendment to Table 1246.02 (Schedule of Uses:  Educational 
Institution District) as follows: 
 
 Add Offices for executive, administrative, professional, real estate, accounting and similar 
professional activities as a PERMITTED use in the E-1. 
 

Add General retail catering to the needs of the community, but less than 10,000 square feet of 
floor area as a PERMITTED use in the E-1. 

 
Add Interpretive Centers as a PERMITTED use in E-1. 

 
 Wintrow noted that she has previously advised that retail uses be conditional as a way to provide 
protection of the CBD as a retail core. Wintrow observed that the proposal is a departure from current 
practice, and a departure from goals stated in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 Hempfling stated that there are businesses in the I-1 which are competing with businesses in the 
CBD, and interpreted this as an indication of the good health of the CBD.  Hempfling stated that she did 
not want to create a detriment to Antioch College. 
 
 Wintrow noted that such things as bookstores and coffee shops are permitted on campus as 
accessory uses, but they should be permitted conditionally as primary uses. 
 
 Askeland MOVED to ADD OFFICES FOR EXECUTIVE, ADMINISTRATIVE, 
PROFESSIONAL, REAL ESTATE, ACCOUNTING AND SIMILAR PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 
AS A PERMITTED USE IN THE E-1, and to ADD INTERPRETIVE CENTERS AS A PERMITTED 
USE IN E-1.  Walkey SECONDED.   
 
 Wintrow answered a question from Sam Young, stating that any commercial use of the Antioch 
property will be taxed. 
 
 Hempfling CALLED THE VOTE, and the MOTION PASSED 5-0 ON A VOICE VOTE. 
 
 Wintrow MOVED TO ADD GENERAL RETAIL CATERING TO THE NEEDS OF THE 
COMMUNITY (LESS THAN 10,000 SQUARE FEET OF FLOOR AREA) AS A CONDITIONAL USE 
IN THE E-1.  Walkey SECONDED, and the MOTION PASSED 5-0 ON A VOICE VOTE. 
 

Curliss stated the request from the College to add to the definitions for Farmers Market and 
Outdoor market or covered bazaar the phrase “temporary and non-structural.”   

 
Wintrow MOVED to ADD TO THE DEFINITION SECTION UNDER FARMERS MARKET 

AND OUTDOOR MARKET OR COVERED BAZAAR THE PHRASE “TEMPORARY AND NON-
STRUCTURAL.”  Askeland SECONDED, and the MOTION PASSED 5-0 ON A VOICE VOTE. 

 
Hempfling moved the discussion to Residential districts. 
 
Wintrow clarified for resident Lindy Keaton that the E-1 district would permit any use also 

permitted on the Antioch campus, and stressed that the Antioch School was unlikely to want to change 
from R-A to E-1. 

 
Regarding density, Hempfling read the proposed definition of each district (R-A; R-B and R-C).  
 
Wintrow PROPOSED ADOPTION OF THE ENTIRE SECTION (Chapter 1248) AS WRITTEN.  

Simms SECONDED. 
 
Askeland noted that she is in favor of the small house movement, and proposed that lot 

minimums be eliminated. 
 
Hempfling stated that she had asked Anderson for a statement regarding the impact of the density 

changes, given the current level of density in R-B and R-C. She stated that Anderson did not think a great 
deal would be possible. 
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Wintrow stated that having reduced the size of lots and the size of structures, there is not much 
more wiggle room. 

 
Askeland stated that she and Chris Till had voted for no minimum square footage for R-B and R-

C. 
 
Askeland MOVED to AMEND THE MOTION ON THE TABLE TO REMOVE MINIMUM 

SQUARE FOOTAGE REQUIREMENTS FROM THE RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS.  Walkey 
SECONDED. 

 
Wintrow stated that at least one zoning district must maintain available for larger single family 

houses.  She asked that some minimum be applied to the R-A district. 
 
Miami Township Zoning Administrator, Richard Zopf commented that many small dwellings 

grow through additions.  He characterized the need for small houses as a need to build incrementally, and 
expressed support for this approach. 

 
Wintrow stated that 500 square feet in R-B and 900 square feet in R-A is in small in comparison 

to minimums set in other communities. 
 
Hempfling CALLED THE VOTE, and the MOTION PASSED 3-2, with Wintrow and Simms 

voting against. 
 
Hempfling noted that multi-family structures are conditional in R-B in the new code, and that 

they are permitted in R-B in the current code, and asked for an explanation. 
 

 Askeland explained that because the area is now so built up, it is helpful for the matter to have to 
come before Planning Commission so that issues pertaining to parking, drainage, etc. can be examined.  
The new code reflects the current level of density, said Askeland. 
 
 Hempfling commented that given the current level of development in R-B and R-C, it seems 
unlikely that there will be a real opportunity to provide the stated eight units per acre. 
 
 Anderson responded that it will be a case by case issue, and that location will influence the 
decision.  He noted that there are few locations where achieving eight units will be possible. 
 
 Walkey commented upon the ambiguity of the statement “densities up to eight units per acre,” 
and asked for clarification. 
 
 Anderson explained that the purpose statements for the residential districts determine their 
densities, but that there are two parameters—those of lot size and of units per acre, and both must be 
achieved.   
 
 Wintrow commented that the Village is already quite dense, and that issues of parking have to be 
dealt with.  She commented that there are undeveloped areas with potential for greater density, but that 
greater density cannot be achieved successfully by forcing it into the existing developed areas.   
 
 Anderson agreed that there is a conflict between the lot size requirement and the number of units 
per acre permitted. 
 
 Hempfling MOVED TO DELETE THE CURRENT LANGUAGE IN THE NEW CODE AND 
REPLACE IT WITH THE LANGUAGE FROM THE EXISTING CODE REGARDING MULTI-
FAMILY UNITS. 
 
 Wintrow asked whether there is a way to differentiate between undeveloped areas and developed 
areas in the code. 
 
 Anderson opined that the best method is to use the PUD process for new development. 
 
 Hempfling took issue with the need to go through a PUD process to build multi-family units. 
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 Wintrow stated that developers are not required to go through a PUD process, but can go through 
Planning Commission as a conditional use process. 
 
 Curliss suggested that a way to avoid the issue is to re-zone the Kinney and Donahoe areas as R-
C. 
 
 Hempfling MOVED that OFFICES FOR EXECUTIVE, ADMINISTRATIVE, 
PROFESSIONAL, ACCOUNTING AND SIMILAR ACTIVITIES A CONDITIONAL USE IN R-B.  
Walkey SECONDED. 
 
 Hempfling argued that these uses are already happening, and that she did not see it as a problem. 
 
 Wintrow stated her understanding that part of the reason that the R-C district was extended onto 
the arterials was to concentrate development into areas where there is parking, and to maintain 
neighborhoods as places where people live, and for walk-and-bikeability. 
 
 Hempfling CALLED THE VOTE, and the MOTION PASSED 3-2, with Wintrow and Simms 
voting against. 
 
 Marianne MacQueen asked that the Purpose Statement be changed to replace the proposed 
language regarding units per lot with either “six, eight or fourteen primary units,” or “six, eight or 
fourteen buildable lots”.  This language would more easily allow accessory dwellings, she stated. 
 
 Hempfling MOVED to CHANGE “SIX, EIGHT AND FOURTEEN UNITS” TO “SIX, EIGHT 
AND FOURTEEN PRIMARY RESIDENCES.” 
 
 Anderson addressed stated concerns by suggesting that the term used be “principle use” which 
more clearly differentiates between primary and accessory. 
 
 Walkey argued that positioning on a lot can be used to subvert the intent of the Purpose 
Statement, and questioned the utility of the Statement. 
 
 Anderson stated that the zoning code must set a standard for compliance that fits with the vision 
of the Village. 
 
 Responding to a question from Hempfling, Curliss defined accessory structures as those serving 
the primary unit.  She further explained that addition of the structure as defined should not significantly 
add to density. 
 
 Wintrow CALLED THE QUESTION.  The Clerk clarified that the motion was to accept Chapter 
1248 as AMENDED.  Hempfling CALLED THE VOTE, and the MOTION AS AMENDED PASSED 5-0 
ON A VOICE VOTE. 
 
 Discussion moved to the B-1 and B-2 districts. 
 
 Hempfling MOVED to make ELECTRIC SALES AND PLUMBING SUPPLIES A 
PERMITTED USE IN B-1.  Walkey SECONDED. 
 
 Wintrow commented that the current plumbing business would be grandfathered in, so that 
changing the status to permitted will not affect any existing business.  Wintrow explained that such 
businesses tend to generate a fair amount of vehicle traffic and attendant need for parking, tend to need 
greater storage area, and do not enhance the walkability of the downtown area.  Wintrow opined that such 
business are more a single destination business better served in an area more oriented to traffic. 
 
 Beth Holyoke expressed strong disagreement with Wintrow’s statement, stating that a plumbing 
store does not generate any more traffic than a restaurant.  Holyoke stated that while Yellow Springs is a 
tourist destination, there should be concession to residents of the Village in providing needed businesses 
close at hand. 
 
 Marianne MacQueen agreed with Holyoke, stating that part of the charm of the downtown area is 
that it is a functioning downtown area.  She stated her opinion that more types of businesses should be 
permitted in B-1. 
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 Wintrow expressed understanding for Holyoke and MacQueen’s opinions, reiterating that no 
business currently in operation would be displaced and noting that changes have occurred over the years, 
and the code is reflective of this. 
 
 Hempfling stated that she would like to add artisan trades and other businesses to her motion, but 
did not do so. 
 
 Rick Donahoe asked where a business would go if not in the B-1.  Wintrow pointed out B-2 and 
I-1 as other options. 
 
 Hempfling CALLED THE VOTE, and the MOTION FAILED 3-2, with Askeland, Simms and 
Wintrow voting against the motion. 
 
 Hempfling MOVED TO PERMIT REPAIR SHOPS IN B-1.  Walkey SECONDED, and the 
MOTION FAILED 3-2, with Askeland, Simms and Wintrow voting against the motion. 
 
 Hempfling sought clarification that current residents of non-conforming apartment units located 
above businesses in B-1 will be permitted to remain until the business no longer exists. 
 
 Wintrow MOVED to ACCEPT CHAPTER 1250 in its ENTIRETY.  Walkey SECONDED. 
 
 Curliss provided clarification to Dan Reyes as to why libraries are not included in the B-2 district, 
stating that the code is there used to try to focus certain uses with compatible uses. 
 
 Hempfling CALLED THE VOTE, and the MOTION PASSED 5-0 ON A VOICE VOTE. 
 
 Attention then turned to the I-1 and I-2 districts. 
 
 Hempfling MOVED to MAKE LIVE-WORK A CONDITIONAL USE IN I-1.  Walkey 
SECONDED. 
 
 Wintrow argued that an industrially zoned area is not a place compatible with family living. 
 
 Ellen Hoover of Millworks agreed with Wintrow, stating that Planning Commission did not use 
the term “live-work”, but used the term “caretaker apartment.” Hoover noted that the area has traffic, 
large equipment, no sidewalks, no yard, and was in her opinion not an appropriate setting for children. 
 
 Hempfling clarified that she was trying to permit an artist live-work situation. 
 
 Hoover noted that regardless of the zoning status, they could choose not to allow a particular use 
on their property. 
 
 Askeland requested a definition from Paul LeBlanc of “caretaker,” and suggested the definition as 
“a principle user living and working in a shop.” 
 
 Hempfling MOVED to TABLE THE MOTION.  Askeland SECONDED, and the MOTION TO 
TABLE PASSED 5-0 ON A VOICE VOTE. 
 
 Dan Reyes noted that I-1 lists as conditional the storage, transfer, disposal and incineration of  
solid waste, medical waste and hazardous waste.  This, Reyes noted, seems incompatible with having 
residents in the same location.  This, Reyes noted, seems incompatible with having residents in the same 
location in I-2. 
 
 Wintrow MOVED TO ADD AS CONDITIONAL THE STORAGE, TRANSFER, DISPOSAL 
AND INCINERATION OF SOLID WASTE, MEDICAL WASTE AND HAZARDOUS WASTE IN I-2.  
Simms SECONDED. 
 
 Curliss responded to Reyes’ concern, stating that such uses should indeed not be permitted.    
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 Hoover stated that Millworks opposes as a permitted use the storage, transfer, disposal and 
incineration of solid waste, medical waste and hazardous waste in I-1, and noted that they have opposed 
this all along. 
 
 Askeland stated that she remembered Curliss advising that this use be removed from the Schedule 
of Uses.  She asked that this be removed from the Schedule. 
 
 Askeland MOVED THAT “THE STORAGE, TRANSFER, DISPOSAL AND INCINERATION 
OF SOLID WASTE, MEDICAL WASTE AND HAZARDOUS WASTE” BE REMOVED FROM ALL 
DISTRICTS IN THE SCHEDULE OF USES. Walkey SECONDED, and the MOTION PASSED 5-0 ON 
A VOICE VOTE.  
 
 Wintrow stated that the Manufacturing section is conditional in I-2, and she did not remember 
why this is the case. 
 
 Marianne MacQueen stated her concern that the Antioch Company is located in I-2, but that this 
district does not permit “offices for executives, professors and administration”.  She suggested that these 
be permitted or that the area be rezoned as I-1. 
 
 Wintrow stated that the Industrial district needs more scrutiny.   
 
 Hempfling stated that the meeting will close, but the public hearing will remain open. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 Wintrow MOVED and Simms SECONDED and MOTION TO ADJOURN.  THE MOTION 
PASSED 5-0 ON A VOICE VOTE at 9:28pm.                                                                                              
 
  

Please note:  These notes are not verbatim.  A DVD copy of the minutes is available for viewing in the 
Clerk of Council’s office between 9 and 3 Monday through Friday. 
 
 
 
______________________________    ______________________________ 
     

Judith Hempfling, President     Attest: Judy Kintner, Clerk 



-Public Notice- 
PUBLIC HEARING 
YELLOW SPRINGS, OHIO 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
Notice is hereby given that: 
Dennis and Jane Nipper, acting on behalf of the property owner, Williams & Nipper, LLC., have requested a conditional use 
permit to allow retail vendors an area of use on their business property located at 4 Xenia Ave.  This property is located within 
the Central Business District and the primary use of the property is the BP gas station and convenience store.  They are proposing 
spaces for three venders along their north property line which is shared with the post office located on Corry Street.  The Central 
Business District identifies carry-out food sales as a Conditional Use in Section 1256.03(d).  Applicable Yellow Springs Zoning 
Code sections also include: Sec. 1268.06(p).  Greene County Parcel ID #F19000100100004100.  A PUBLIC HEARING WILL 
BE HELD ON THIS PETITION:  DATE:  Monday, June 10, 2013  TIME: 7:00 p.m.  LOCATION: Council Chambers, 2nd 
Floor, Bryan Center, 100 Dayton Street, Yellow Springs, OH  45387 
This notice provides you and every other interested party the opportunity to appear or have input at the hearing.  You may come 
in person or have someone appear on your behalf.  You may express your views in writing by providing a copy to the Clerk of 
Council for inclusion in the record of the hearing.  The application, as prepared by the petitioners, may be examined at the office 
of the Village Planner on the 2nd floor of the Bryan Community Center, 100 Dayton Street, Yellow Springs, Ohio 45387.  
Questions regarding the applications, zoning code or procedures may be directed to the Village Planner at the same address, or by 
calling 937-767-3702.  Tamara Ennist, Planning Assistant. 





































 
 
 
MEMO 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
 
FR:  Laura Curliss, Village Manager 
 
RE:  ADA Parking Requirements for Businesses 
 
DATE:   June 7, 2013 
 
 
 
Per Al Kuzma, Greene County Dept. of Building Regulation, here are the 
requirements for handicapped parking for businesses: 
 
1-25 parking spots  One Handicapped parking spot 

Minimum of one must be Van Accessible 
 
26-50 spots   Two Handicapped parking spots. 

Minimum of one spot must be Van Accessible 
 

Thus, when considering conditional use permits for food trucks or other vendors 
that will be located in parking lots, please keep these ADA requirements in mind.  
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
END OF MEMO 



-Public Notice- 

PUBLIC HEARING 
YELLOW SPRINGS, OHIO 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Notice is hereby given that: 

Melanie R. Ricart, acting with acknowledgement of the property owner, Bruce Morgan, has requested a conditional use permit to 
establish a Montessori School in a Residence ‘B’ zoning district.  The property is located at 107 Tower Court, Yellow Springs.   
Section 1250.03 identifies a school within the Residence ‘B’ zoning districts as a conditional use.  Applicable Yellow Springs 
Zoning Code sections are: Sec. 1268.08(l).  Greene County Parcel ID #F19000100080000400.  A PUBLIC HEARING WILL 

BE HELD ON THIS PETITION:  DATE:  Monday, June 10, 2013  TIME: 7:00 p.m.  LOCATION: Council Chambers, 2nd 
Floor, Bryan Center, 100 Dayton Street, Yellow Springs, OH  45387 
This notice provides you and every other interested party the opportunity to appear or have input at the hearing.  You may come 
in person or have someone appear on your behalf.  You may express your views in writing by providing a copy to the Clerk of 
Council for inclusion in the record of the hearing.  The application, as prepared by the petitioners, may be examined at the office 
of the Village Planner on the 2nd floor of the Bryan Community Center, 100 Dayton Street, Yellow Springs, Ohio 45387.  
Questions regarding the applications, zoning code or procedures may be directed to the Village Planner at the same address, or by 
calling 937-767-3702.  Tamara Ennist, Planning Assistant. 
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