Mt. Lookout Community Council. PO Box 8444. Cincinnati, Ohio 45208

May 25, 2020
Mr. David Sturkey
Zoning Hearing Examiner
City of Cincinnati
Via email to ZHE@cincinnati-oh.gov
Re: Application #ZH20200030 & #ZH20200031
Dear Mr. Sturkey:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide a response to the proposed redevelopment of 1009, 1011, 1013 and
1015 Delta Avenue and 3152 Linwood Avenue.1 We are eager to share our perspectives with you.
We continue to stand behind the comments and concerns outlined in our March 24, 2020 letter to the
Buildings & Inspections (B&I) department (attached). Neither recent revisions in the proposed development
plan submitted by the Applicant nor the findings of the B&I staff have altered our positions on the issues
enumerated in the letter.
Since we first learned of the Applicant’s proposed development, we have gone through extensive effort to:
1) Work with the Applicant to reach an agreement on a proposed development that satisfies both
their interests as well as those of our community.
2) Make clear that the architectural style of the proposed structure is not consistent nor compatible
with its surroundings and the vision for our community.
3) Make clear that the proposed complex far exceeds the limits for bulk, shape, massing, scale and
form that have been established for our community. As proposed:
a. The Applicant’s structure would be approximately 153% taller than the average of all
buildings in the Mt. Lookout Urban Design (UD) Overlay District (see Exhibit A)
b. The structure is approximately 224% wider than the average of all buildings in the UD
Overlay District and more than double the average width of our 10 widest buildings.
c. Its footprint is approximately 320% larger than the average of all buildings in the UD
Overlay District and more than double the average width of our 10 largest buildings.
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The application for relief includes 3152 Linwood as one of the subject properties. It’s our presumption that that
property was initially listed because of a previously requested rear-yard variance that would have affected that property.
Because that variance request has since been removed from the application, references to 3152 Linwood as a subject
property should also be removed.
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If construction of the Applicant’s structure were to be allowed as proposed, it will permanently transform the
character of our community and will irrevocably redefine the allowable height, bulk, mass, scale and
architectural style of all future development in our business district. Future development is not far away. The
Applicant has been clear that this proposed structure is Phase A of a two-phase project. Their intent is to
construct a second similar development in the same general location but fronting Linwood Avenue. This, too, is
a major concern for our community.
Our position continues to be that because Mt. Lookout Square is designated as an Urban Design Overlay
District, new development within the Square must adhere to the standards outlined in §1437-09 of the City’s
zoning code, Development Standards for UD Overlay Districts, which are intended to implement the policies
outlined in urban design plans. To deviate from these standards would be a breach not only in code, but also
in the trust our community placed in the City to help us “positively direct the patterns of development in the
district” (Mt. Lookout Urban Design Plan, p. 32).
On the following pages, you will find our discussion and rationale for our position that the structure proposed
by the Applicant should not be approved.
Thank you for your consideration of this information.

Sincerely,

Dan Prevost
President, Mt. Lookout Community Council

Brian Spliter
Mt. Lookout Community Council and Planning & Zoning Committee Chair
R2 Community Advisory Committee Chair

Laura Whitman
Vice President, Mt. Lookout Community Council and Planning & Zoning Committee
R2 Community Advisory Committee member
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cc: Mayor John Cranley
Vice Mayor Christopher Smitherman
President Pro Tem Chris Seelbach
Councilmember Greg Landsman
Councilmember David Mann
Councilmember Jan-Michele Kearney
Councilmember Jeff Pastor
Councilmember P.G. Sittenfeld
Councilmember Betsy Sundermann
Councilmember Wendell Young
Tom Brinkman, Ohio House of Representatives
Cincinnati Buildings & Inspections, Emily Ahouse,
Cincinnati Buildings & Inspections, Wes Munzel,
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MT. LOOKOUT POSITION STATEMENT
ZONING HEARING APPLICATION #ZH20200030 & #ZH20200031

PURPOSE OF THE URBAN DESIGN PLAN AND URBAN DESIGN (UD) OVERLAY DISTRICT
The Mt. Lookout community is dominated by small-scale, single-family homes that feature Colonial,
Federal, Cape Cod, Tudor, American Victorian and Craftsman architecture. The intimately-scaled buildings
of our business district reflect many elements of these same styles, with some pre-war design and a
European-village flare added in. Over the years, this unique blend coalesced into the village-character that
has come to define Mt. Lookout Square.
In the 1990’s, our community recognized that the increasing use of plainer, lesser-quality building materials
and “monolithic, ‘modern’” structural components used to replace and/or cover over older details were
diminishing the atmosphere and character of the Square. Mt. Lookout partnered with the City to develop
an Urban Design Plan, the content of which was informed by an extensive public engagement process. In
addition to improving pedestrian safety, vehicular movement, district appearance and the overall business
environment, the plan’s purpose was to establish strategies that would guide development in the Square
and maintain its small-town, village character. A stated goal was to obtain designation as an Environmental
Quality-Urban Design District to “guide design issues in the business district.” Per Mt. Lookout’s Urban
Design Plan:
“Implementation of the Environmental Quality – Urban Design District Guidelines is the first
step in curbing this gradual erosion [of village character]. Development controls will enable
the community to positively direct change in the built environment and to maintain the
desirable features of individual buildings, their location on the site and the general patterns of
development for the district.” (pg. 32)
Following its completion, our Urban Design Plan was approved by the City Planning Commission and City
Council and codified through the Square’s Urban Design Overlay District designation. The language of
§1437-09 stipulates that development within an individual UD Overlay District must comply with the
standards established for that particular district and that “development standards outlined in the UD
Overlay code are intended to implement the policies in adopted urban design plans. Whenever the
standards conflict with the development standards of the underlying district [in this case, CN-P], these
standards supercede those regulations.”
It is with these regulations in mind, as well as the input that we have continued to gather from our
community, that we have formulated our position on the proposed development.

STRUCTURE HEIGHT
Based on the Applicant’s drawing of their proposed structure (EX 16_Delta Mod_003), its total overall
height as it faces Delta Avenue is 58.6’ on its north end (not including the parapet wall on the roof) and
63.9’ on the south side. These measurements exceed the CN-P 50’ height limit and therefore do not
conform.
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Buildings & Inspections (B&I) staff report states that “conventional height analysis is not being used [for this
property] and would be more restrictive as height is measured only in the front at the building line . . .”
[§1400-27-H (a) provides further discussion on height measurement]. It has not been made clear why this
change in procedure was made and a non-conventional formula to calculate height was used. Instead, an
alternative and thoroughly complex formula centered upon a point located on the existing grade in the
center of the property (and is well above street level) was used to calculate building height. That, together
with several minor modifications made by the Applicant (lowering the depth of the garage and reducing
ceiling height), purportedly reduces the finished height to just under 50’ above existing grade. Once
construction begins and the hillside is removed to accommodate the complex, however, this reference
point will cease to exist and therefore should not be used for height measurement purposes.
Further cementing the height issue is the fact that the UD Overlay District code stipulates that
“architectural style, bulk, shape massing, scale and form . . . shall be consistent with the area and should be
in harmony with neighboring buildings." A height analysis of all existing buildings in the Mt. Lookout Urban
Overlay District, measured by occupied floors rather than in feet, produces an average height of 1.98 floors
(see Exhibit A). This is a vast difference from the five floors of the proposed complex. This fact
demonstrates that the proposed structure is not consistent with the area nor with neighboring buildings. To
be consistent, the height of the building needs to be reduced by several stories.2
3152 Linwood - The Applicant references 3152 Linwood as being a five-story building partially located
within the UD Overlay District. As discussed in B&I’s staff report, this building is in actuality two
independent structures abutting each other. The portion that fronts Linwood is a two-story building
that is roughly 48’ wide at its widest point and 38’ deep. This structure houses Mt. Lookout Shoe
Repair and the former Muzz’s bar. The second portion of the building rests on top of the hill behind
the street-level segment and is not visible from the street. At three-stories tall, this T-shaped
apartment building is approximately 97’ at its widest point. A small section between these two
structures is the only portion of the building that consists of five stories (possibly for a staircase
connecting the lower building with the upper building). Because this section is not a significant
component of the building, it is inaccurate to consider the total building a five-story structure. For the
purposes of our building height calculations, we identified this building as a four-story structure. Also,
even though nearly half of this building (its widest section, 97’) lies outside the UD Overlay District, we
have used the combined depth of its two portions and its widest point in our general calculations.

SCALE
According to B&I’s staff report, the width of the Applicant’s proposed structure is 170’ and its depth is 93’
feet. In a comparison with existing buildings in the Mt. Lookout UD Overlay District, the proposed structure
is nearly double the widest building, 3152 Linwood, and as mentioned, that portion of the building actually
lies outside the UD Overlay District. Further analysis of the buildings in the UD Overlay District show that

The B&I staff report states that “the applicant has illustrated that the proposed massing is compatible with the
height of the building adjacent to its north, 1017 Delta Avenue (page 3, submission dated 5.11.2020).” The
Applicant’s assertion does not reflect the full facts. 1017 Delta is a single family, two-story home located on a
hillside that is further uphill from the Applicant’s proposed structure. A side-by-side comparison of the two
buildings shows that the Applicant’s structure would be 150% taller (as measured by occupied floors) than 1017
Delta and 974% larger in overall footprint.
2
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together, they have an average width of approximately 52.5’, average depth of 68.2’ and average height of
1.98 occupied floors. (see Exhibit A). This analysis illustrates the gross difference between the size and scale
of the existing buildings in the Square and the proposed complex, and therefore serves as confirmation
that the proposed complex is not consistent with the surrounding area nor is it in harmony with
neighboring buildings in terms of scale.

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE
Per Mt. Lookout’s Urban Design Plan:

The Mt. Lookout Business District possesses a number of charming, intimately scaled buildings that
constitute the formative image of the Square. The theater (3187 Linwood Avenue) [now known as
the Redmoor], Bracke’s (1010 Delta Avenue) [which now houses Mt. Lookout TV], Million’s Café
(3210 Linwood Avenue) and 1000 – 1006 Delta Avenue [which house Muse, Sago, Vin Acco Time
Repair and Keepsake Photography] form the benchmarks of the Square’s architectural character
and could be considered the landmark buildings of the district (pg. 32).
Style elements of these buildings include angled roofs; timber-detailing, brick pattern work and detailing
and other inset detailing (keystones, tiles, etc.); use of natural materials (stone, brick, wood, stucco);
punched, gabled, and bay windows; decorative headings above windows and doors; offset doors; and
placement of meaningful windows on all visible sides of the buildings.
The Urban Design Plan further states:
The architectural character and materials of a new or remodeled buildings should be harmonious
with buildings in the district with special attention to adjacent buildings in color, texture,
proportion, scale, directions, patterns and opening sizes and shapes. (pg. 38, #2)
A side-by-side comparison of Mt. Lookout’s landmark buildings and the Applicant’s proposed development
clearly demonstrates an overwhelming lack of cohesion and harmony with the architectural character, scale
and proportion of these buildings and other nearby buildings (see Exhibit B). In fact, the style and
proportion of the proposed development is much more consistent and compatible with new, grand-scale
multi-family housing structures recently built in Oakley, Madisonville, Columbia-Tusculum and many other
communities throughout the southwest Ohio region (see Exhibit C). Notably, those complexes are
generally located along major arterial roadways and in broad, open spaces, not in small-scale districts like
Mt. Lookout Square, and they offer no sense of place.
Incorporating the architectural style of existing buildings has been done successfully in several local
neighborhoods (see Exhibit D):
3942 – 3944 Miami Avenue, Mariemont
3900 – 3901 Madisonville Road, Mariemont
6901 Madisonville Road, Mariemont
One Highland, Ft. Thomas
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Interestingly, the architect who designed the condominiums at 3942 – 3944 Miami Avenue is the same
architect the Applicant used to design the proposed structure for Mt. Lookout. Yet the style-agreement
applied there is remarkably absent here.
Maintaining the existing, unique small-town character of the Mt. Lookout business district is a driving force
behind our Urban Design Plan, which states that the City’s Urban Design Overlay District standards would
be applied to “guide the physical development that occurs in the district” as well as “enable the
community to direct changes in the built environment and to maintain the desirable features of individual
buildings, their location on the site, and the general patterns of development for the district.” §1437–09
confirms that “[its] standards are intended to implement policies in adopted urban design plans.”
Therefore, approving the architectural style of a structure that is inconsistent with our urban design
standards will not only nullify these standards for all current and future development in Mt. Lookout but will
also impact the validity of standards established for all Urban Design Overlay Districts throughout the City
of Cincinnati.

ROOFLINES
Angled-rooflines are the predominant roof style in Mt. Lookout Square as well as throughout our the
surrounding neighborhoods. Although there are buildings with flat rooflines, these are the exception rather
than the rule. By constructing a new building that has a footprint that is 320% larger than the average
existing building in the Square, is 153% taller and features a flat roofline, this roof style would become the
dominant style in the Square (this effect will be doubled once the Applicant’s Phase B is constructed,
assuming that the style of that building will echo the style of Phase A). This will have the effect of
permanently altering the character that our community has expressed a desire to preserve – both through
the Urban Design Plan and most recently during community meetings, Community Advisory Committee
meetings and comments received. To fit within the guidelines of our Urban Design Plan, the roofline of the
proposed structure should be angled, as reflected in the angled styles (hip, cross-hip, cross-gabled,
mansard, gambrel, etc.) found throughout the Square.

VARIANCE REQUESTS
We agree with B&I that the conditions giving rise to the Applicant’s variance requests are self-created. The
design of their proposed complex dictates the variances needed and if a different design with reduced
scale, mass, bulk and form were offered, it’s possible that the need for the variances requested would not
be necessary.

ADDITIONAL ISSUES
Geotechnical Survey - The geotechnical survey report submitted with the application appears to have been
completed in 2015. At that time, the engineer reported that no development plans were available, so the
analysis conducted did not consider the footprint, height and load of the proposed structure, nor did it
consider the impact of extreme excavation of the hillside. It also appears that only three boring samples
were taken and these were not taken where the proposed building would be located. As such, it’s our
contention that the results of this report are not applicable to the proposed project and a new report that
considers these important factors must be conducted prior to any decisions being made.
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Parking – It has been well-documented that the lack of parking spaces is a major issue for Mt. Lookout
Square, particularly for our local businesses. Per CN-P code, one parking space is required per unit for CNP structures. As noted by the applicant and B&I, between 52 and 54 spaces would be provided for 35 units,
which satisfies code. However, as a community that struggles with parking issues, we must consider the
number of bedrooms in the units. The number of bedrooms would range between 51 (if the townhouses
have two rooms) and 56 (if the townhouses have three) rooms. If all bedrooms are occupied by individuals
who have their own vehicle, there will either be barely enough on-site parking for residents or not enough.
Nor would there be parking for their guests. As a result, overflow residents and guests would be obligated
to park in the limited spaces in the nearby area. We agree with B&I’s ascertain that if parking spills over into
the nearby streets, that could have a negative adverse impact on the adjoining properties and businesses;
parking conditions; and/or the development, usefulness or value of neighboring land and buildings. By
reducing the number of units/bedrooms in the complex, this concern would be significantly reduced.

CONCLUSION
Throughout this document, we have quantifiably demonstrated that the proposed structure is not
consistent with the Mt. Lookout Urban Design Overlay District, nor is it compatible with our community’s
vision for our Square. The Applicant’s proposed structure would dominate our Square and literally
overshadow the district. It will permanently transform the character of our community and irrevocably
redefine the allowable limits for height, bulk, mass, scale and architectural style for all future development.

Mt. Lookout partnered with the City of Cincinnati to design standards to guide the pattern of development
in Mt. Lookout Square and help “direct positive change in our community.” By allowing construction of this
project to proceed as proposed, the City would nullify its own Urban Design Overlay District zoning code
for Mt. Lookout and call into question the validity of all other overlay districts throughout the City of
Cincinnati.
Beneficial development adhering to the design parameters established for scale, size, bulk, mass, form and
architectural style can be managed within the Mt. Lookout Urban Overlay District. We look forward to
partnering with developers to who will enthusiastically and cooperatively explore the possibilities.
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EXHIBIT A
ALL Buildings in UD District
Width

Depth

Footprint

Occupied Floors

Average (43 Buildings)

52.53

68.16

3768.26

1.98

% Increase Compared to Proposed

224%

36%

320%

153%

Building Size
Comparisons

10 Largest Buildings in UD District
Average (10 Buildings)
% Increase Compared to Proposed

Approximate dimensions were obtained
from Google Earth and B&I Staff Report

Depth

Footprint

Occupied Floors

70.8

107.7

7603.1

2.2

140%

-14%

108%

127%

UD District Landmark Buildings

Measurements were taken from widest
and longest parts of buildings
Estimates include all of 3152 Linwood

Width

Average (5 Buildings)
% Increase Compared to Proposed

Width

Depth

Footprint

Occupied Floors

55.4

86.6

4674.6

1.6

207%

7%

238%

213%

EXHIBIT A: DATA

APPROXIMATE SIZES OF BUILDINGS IN THE MT. LOOKOUT
URBAN DESIGN OVERLAY DISTRICT

Year Built

Width

Depth

Footprint

Occupied
Floors

Spanish Academy (House)

1910

24

45

1080

2

Delta

Total Eclipse, Retail

1954

23

51

1173

1

3154

Linwood

House

1916

26

52

1352

2

1046

Delta

Apartments

1951

48

30

1440

2

1017

Delta

House

1916

32

46

1472

2

3162

Linwood

Ramundos/Ruthai/TriYoga

1960

44

34

1496

2

1013

Delta

House

1916

33

46

1518

2

3204

Linwood

Delwood

1930

21

73

1533

2

1011

Delta

House

1916

33

47

1551

2

1015

Delta

House

1916

38

49

1862

2

1002

Crocus

House

1915

32

59

1888

2

820

Delta

House/Medical Space

1930

45

44

1980

2

3199

Linwood

Stereo Advantage

60

33

1980

2

1009

Delta

House

1916

33

62

2046

2

1019

Delta

House

1900

36

57

2052

2

1021

Delta

House

1930

36

57

2052

2

3156

Linwood

House/Sew & Vac

1916

33

66

2178

3

1036

Delta

Zip's

1929

35

74

2590

1

3200

Linwood

Dust Jacket/Bubs

1929

43

64

2752

2

3209

Linwood

MLT's

1921

52

55

2860

2

3215

Linwood

House/Unique/Architecture

1920

51

59

3009

2

3151

Linwood

Jiffy Lube

1995

73

42

3066

1

3163-3165

Linwood

Smoke Shop/Hair

1921

47

70

3290

2

1050

Delta

Delev & Associates

1939

81

41

3321

2

1056

Delta

Apartments

1960

77

45

3465

3

1010

Delta

Mt. Lookout TV

1923

52

69

3588

2

3210

Linwood

Millions

1930

72

50

3600

1

1020

Delta

Ichiban

1924

50

75

3750

1

1006-1008

Delta

Vin Acco/Keepsake

1925

44

86

3784

2

1024 - 1028

Delta

Buona Terra/Pera

1925

55

69

3795

2

Linwood

UDF

85

52

4420

1

1000 - 1004

Delta

Muse/Sago

1926

55

89

4895

2

821-827

Delta

Massage/Tattoo/Gateway

1948

82

63

5166
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Number

Street

Occupant

816

Delta

1038

3174

Width

Depth

Footprint

Occupied
Floors

51

105

5355

2

1954

68

87

5916

2

Mt. Lookout Animal Hosp.

1967

62

102

6324

3

Delta

Lash/Accoy/Boardwalk

1929

90

74

6660

1

3183

Linwood

Rohde Funeral Home

1920

73

93

6789

2

822

Delta

Chase

1970

65

105

6825

2

1018

Delta

Fitness Center/Cloud 9

1986

86

83

7138

3

3187

Linwood

Redmoor

1940

54

139

7506

1

3197

Linwood

CVS/Mt. Lookout Dentistry

1941

62

129

7998

2

3152

Linwood

MTL Shoe/Apartments

1969

97

160

15520

4

Delta

Townhouses/Apartments

170

93

15810

5

Number

Street

Occupant

3195

Linwood

Proof

3181

Linwood

Mt. Lookout Joe

3175

Linwood

1028.5 - 1034

PROPOSED

Year Built

EXHIBIT B
ARCHITECTURAL COMPARISON
OF MT. LOOKOUT LANDMARK
BUILDINGS AND PROPOSED
STRUCTURE (Not to scale)
PROPOSED

1000 - 1006 Delta Avenue

PROPOSED

EXHIBIT C
SIMILAR STRUCTURES IN OTHER
COMMUNITIES (ALL ARE ON
MAJOR ARTERIALS)

Not to scale

(Not to scale)

COLUMBIA TUSCULUM

PROPOSED MT. LOOKOUT

OAKLEY

MADISONVILLE

EXHIBIT D
EXAMPLES OF COMMUNITY
SENSITIVE DESIGN

1000 - 1006 Delta Avenue

FT. THOMAS

MARIEMONT

March 24, 2020
Mr. Weston Munzel
City of Cincinnati, Buildings & Inspections
Permit Center
805 Central Avenue, Suite 500
Cincinnati, OH 45202
Re: Application for Zoning Relief for 1009 – 1015 Delta and 3152 Linwood
Dear Mr. Munzel:
This letter is in response to the Application for Zoning Relief for 1009 – 1015 Delta and 3152
Linwood submitted by Manley Burke on behalf of L&D Real Estate Holdings, LLC; Center for
Change on Delta, LLC, and Linwood Real Estate Holdings, LLC. Having read through the full
application and reviewed the proposal as it stands now, we oppose the developer’s request for
relief related to the Urban Overlay District and the Hillside Overlay District and we oppose their
request for a variance pertaining to height.
Before outlining our rationale for opposition, we would like to make it clear that we believe that
strategic and appropriate development/redevelopment can be advantageous to the Mt. Lookout
community and our central business district, and related opportunities should be thoroughly
explored. However, we also believe that all development/redevelopment undertaken in our
community should respect the character of and vision for the Mt. Lookout business district as
outlined in the 1998 Mt. Lookout Urban Design Plan and subsequent Mt. Lookout Urban Design
Overlay District zoning regulations. These zoning and design parameters were developed by the
City of Cincinnati’s Department of City Planning in coordination with the Office of Architecture and
Urban Design, Division of Engineering, Department of Public Works and the Mt. Lookout
community, and our community continues to fully endorse them.
For ease of your reference, elements of these documents relevant to this discussion are noted
below:
1998 Urban Design Plan: Façade Recommendations (pg. 32):

The Mt. Lookout Business District possesses a number of charming, intimately scaled buildings
that constitute the formative image of the Square. The theater (3187 Linwood Avenue) [now
known as the Redmoor], Bracke’s (1010 Delta Avenue) [which now houses Mt. Lookout TV, a
long-time local business], Million’s Café (3210 Linwood Avenue) and 1000 – 1006 Delta Avenue
[which currently house Muse, Sago, Vin Acco Time Repair and Keepsake Photography,
respectively] form the benchmarks of the Square’s architectural character and could be
considered the landmark buildings of the district.
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1998 Urban Design Plan: Location, Orientation, Size and Shape of Building (pg. 37):

•

A new or remodeled building should be compatible with its surroundings in terms of
architectural style, bulk, shape, massing and scale. The form of a new or remodeled
building and the space between and around the building should be consistent with the
form and spacing of the area and should be in harmony with neighboring buildings. At
street intersections, a building should emphasize its corner locations with enhanced size,
scale, height and massing.

•

A new or remodeled building should reinforce the existing pattern of small storefronts
facing the street. The building front should be visually open to provide interest and light
to the street. The building should de-emphasize secondary rear or side door entrances
to commercial space, unless the entrances are associated with public parking areas.

•

The front façade of a building should relate to the neighboring buildings as much as
possible. These relationships must take into account height, setbacks, materials and
architectural styles.

•

Rooftop utilities should be avoided, or screening and sound control should be provided
or otherwise integrated into the rooftop.

•

New buildings should respond to the pattern of window placement in the district. The
design of new buildings should avoid unrelieved expanses of wall along the street by
maintaining the rhythm of windows and structural bays in the district. The preferred
pattern of ground floor windows is open to show windows with inset or recessed
entryways.

•

The preferred pattern of windows for upper floors of a building should be a rhythmic
series of “punched” openings.

Additional specifications regarding Building Materials and Appurtenances can be found on
page 38 of the 1998 Urban Design Plan (https://www.cincinnatioh.gov/planning/assets/File/1998_mount_lookout_nbd_urban_design_plan.pdf).
City of Cincinnati Zoning Code, Chapter 1437 (Urban Design Overlay District ), Section 09:
Development Standards in UD Overlay Districts:

Development within individual UD Overlay Districts must comply with the standards prescribed
below that the ordinance that establishes the UD Overlay District declares applicable to that
district. These standards are intended to implement policies in adopted urban design plans.
Whenever the standards conflict with the development regulations of the underlying district,
these standards supersede those regulations. The following regulations will apply to some or all
of the UD Overlay Districts as determined by the urban design plan prepared and adopted for
each district. Refer to Schedule 1437-09 for applicability.
(h) New Construction:

N.1. New buildings shall be compatible with their surroundings. Architectural style, bulk,
shape, massing, scale and form of new buildings and the space between and around
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buildings shall be consistent with the area, and should be in harmony with neighboring
buildings.
•

New buildings shall respond to the pattern of window placement in the district.
The designs of new buildings shall avoid long unrelieved expanses of wall along
the street by maintaining the rhythm of windows and structural bays in the
district. The preferred pattern of ground floor windows is open show windows,
with inset or recessed entryways; and landscaping, lighting and other amenities
equivalent to those existing in the district.

•

Buildings shall de-emphasize secondary rear or side door entrances to
commercial space, unless the entrances are associated with public parking areas.

N.2. The Zoning Hearing Examiner shall review and consider applicable Community
Plans approved by City Council when making decisions for projects in an Urban Design
District.
•

Proposed uses shall be consistent with the goals, objectives and guidelines of
the community plans approved by City Council.

When first approached by the developer’s representatives, Paul Schirmer and Barry Rosenberg, we
were pleased to have the opportunity to discuss initial concepts with the development team and
were encouraged that they appeared willing to work with our community to develop a project of
which we could all be excited and proud. However, it rapidly became clear at the first advisory
committee meeting held on Sept. 17, 2019, that the development team had already made the
major decisions regarding size, scale and general design of the complex and that our input was
limited to discussions about access/flow, parking, and façade materials. Further, their primary goal
appeared to be to gain our committee’s support for their variance requests.
Following the Sept. 17 meeting, our committee submitted a comprehensive letter to the developer
requesting additional information that we felt was needed for us to make an informed opinion
regarding their variance requests. The letter also outlined in detail our primary concerns about the
project being proposed, which, it is imperative to note, is just the first of a two-phase plan. A copy
of the letter submitted is attached. To date, we have not received the information requested in the
letter. Further, we were dismayed to learn at a subsequent meeting with the developer
representatives on Oct. 28, 2019, that very few of our concerns, other than parking allowances for
tenants and visitors, would be addressed. Our repeated requests for follow up discussions and
status updates went unanswered.
As such, our concerns about this project still stand and therefore form the basis of our opposition to
their application for relief:
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Variance Requests - It is our understanding that, per City zoning code1, an applicant must
clearly demonstrate hardship created by zoning regulations in order to gain variance
approval. For this development, it appears that the need for the variances requested is
solely driven by the developer’s desire to build an out-sized structure to support a greater
number of units as opposed to any other driving need. If the developer were to reduce
the mass, bulk and height of their proposed structure (as discussed on the following
pages), then the requested Height, Rear-yard, Buffer Yard, and possibly the Retaining Wall
variances would not be necessary.
Scale/ Bulk – The complex proposed by the developer includes five townhomes fronting
Delta Avenue with a two-story parking deck built behind the townhomes, and three levels of
apartments built on top of the parking deck. This design equates to 35 residential units
housed in a five-story structure (which, according to their application would reach heights
between 61’ and 67’) built into a hillside that overlooks the Square. As proposed, this
complex would be the defining feature of Mt. Lookout Square and would dwarf the existing
buildings located in and around the area. There are no five story buildings in Mt. Lookout
Square and none are near the size and scale of the proposed structure.

The proposed complex is in stark conflict with the development parameters set forth in Mt
Lookout’s Urban Design Plan and the Urban Design Overlay District code: “New buildings
shall be compatible with their surroundings. Architectural style, bulk, shape, massing, scale
and form of new buildings and the space between and around buildings shall be consistent
with the area, and should be in harmony with neighboring buildings.” (Photos of
neighboring buildings located in the Square are provided with this letter.) The proposed
height is also in direct conflict with the 50’ height limit prescribed for CN-P zoned
properties in the City’s zoning code. The proposed height and scale of this development is
inappropriate for our community.
Our committee does not object to the concept of replacing the existing homes at 1009 –
1015 Delta with five two-story townhouses, nor do we object to building some apartments
behind the townhomes. However, we strenuously object to a five-story structure and
request that the final form be limited to no more than three stories in height to ensure
compatibility with the scale of the surrounding neighborhood and compliance with
established regulations.
Architectural Style/Design – The 1998 Urban Design Plan and the Mt. Lookout Urban
Design Overlay District, together with input recently gathered from the community, all
agree that new structures constructed within Mt. Lookout business district should be
compatible with surrounding buildings in terms of architectural style, bulk, shape, height,
massing, and scale.

1

From City Zoning, Chapter 1445.01 – Purpose of Variances: The variance procedures are intended to provide a
means by which relief from dimensional, numerical or locational standards may be granted from a particular
application of the Cincinnati Zoning Code or the Land Development Code that is unreasonable and creates
practical difficulties.
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In addition, as outlined in the Urban Design Plan, “the Mt. Lookout Business District
possesses a number of charming, intimately scaled buildings that constitute the formative
image of the Square. The theater (3187 Linwood Avenue), Bracke’s (1010 Delta Avenue),
Million’s Café (3210 Linwood Avenue) and 1000 – 1006 Delta Avenue form the benchmarks
of the Square’s architectural character and could be considered the landmark buildings of
the district.” Therefore, the architectural style of new buildings within the business district
should reflect similar character elements exhibited by those buildings (photos of building
located in the Square are provided with this letter).
In both meetings with the developer representatives, our Community Advisory Committee
initiated extensive discussions regarding our community’s desire that the proposed
structure incorporate architectural elements of the buildings that define the character of our
business district and surrounding neighborhoods. These include the historic nature of the
existing landmark buildings in the Square (as referenced in the 1998 Urban Design Plan); the
Tudor, Colonial/Federal, Craftsman, and Cape Cod-inspired design elements of key
buildings located in the Square and the hundreds of houses within the surrounding Mt.
Lookout neighborhood; pitched roofs; gabled windows and doors; and the use of natural
materials (stone, wood, stucco, etc.) on the exterior of buildings and homes (see photos,
attached). Further, we clearly enunciated opposition to designs that resemble the blocky,
sterile and uninspired mass-housing units being constructed along major arterial roads in
Oakley and Madisonville,2 as well as the Delta Flats complex located on the northwest
corner of the Delta Avenue and Columbia Parkway intersection.3 However, the final design
submitted by the developers in their application, which they describe as “soft-modern
architecture,” blatantly ignores these discussions and is well-outside of the architectural
character prescribed for our community in our urban planning documents. Photos included
with this letter illustrate this point.
We would like the exterior design for the proposed complex be more closely reflect the
existing character of the landmark buildings located within our business district and the
surrounding neighborhood.
Traffic Flow - Challenges with traffic flow through Mt. Lookout Square, particularly during
rush hour, is well-documented with the City’s Department of Transportation and
Engineering. In particular, traffic traveling south/east through the Square often backs up
past Paxton during evening rush hour while traffic traveling west and north backs up during
2

For example, the Heritage at Oakley Square on Madison Road and the new Madamore complexes currently under
construction on multiple corners of the Madison Road and Whetsel Avenue intersection in Madisonville.

3

Exhibit 12 included in the developer’s application package showcases the Delta Flats development located at the
northwest corner of Delta Avenue and Columbia Parkway. This development is approximately one mile away from
Mt. Lookout Square and is in another community. During both of our meetings with the development team,
committee members stated that we did not want a development of that style in Mt. Lookout Square because it was
not appropriate for our community. Developer representative Barry Rosenberg assured our committee that he too
did not like the that design and wouldn’t pursue that concept for the Mt. Lookout development, which was relieving
to our members. Unfortunately, the design presented in their application is remarkably similar to Delta Flats.
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both morning and evening peak hours. The redevelopment of 1009 – 1015 Delta as
proposed will add 50 or more residential vehicles entering and exiting the complex which
will exacerbate existing traffic flow problems. This count does not include visitors or service
vehicles. This problem will get worse once the developer’s second phase planned along
Linwood Avenue is added to the traffic mix. Reducing the size of the proposed structure
and number of units it contains will help alleviate some of this concern. We would also like a
traffic impact study to be completed so that all parties can better understand Phase I and
Phase II’s impact on traffic flow through our neighborhood. =
Hillside Impact – A portion of this proposed project is located in a Hillside Overlay District
area and construction will require extensive hillside excavation. In fact, the area that will
experience the most excavation – and be replaced by retaining wall that is in excess of 14 ft
at its highest point – is within the Hillside Overlay District boundary. The stability of the
hillsides in and near our community has been a well-documented, on-going issue and we
have deep reservations about the impacts an excavation of this magnitude would have on
other nearby structures, and our infrastructure and drainage systems. All reviews of this
application should consider this impact.
Parking – Parking in Mt. Lookout Square is an extremely valuable commodity. One of the
major complaints heard/experienced is that parking is very limited and therefore can be a
deterrent to patrons of Mt. Lookout businesses. Although the developer’s application
includes parking for residents and some guests4, the concern remains that those visiting the
complex will park on the street and will therefore further decrease the limited amount of
parking available to those patronizing local businesses. Reducing the size of the proposed
structure and number of units it contains will help alleviate some of this concern.

We are also concerned about the impact the size of the proposed development will have on
parking for the apartment complex located at 3152 Linwood, which is owned by Linwood
Real Estate Holdings, LLC, a partner in this proposed project. The easement that they are
granting will result in the loss of several parking spaces for their complex, which currently
offers just one parking space per apartment. If residents of the existing complex lose
parking spaces, they may have to find alternatives elsewhere in the Square.
Phase II Integration – Although we recognize that the current discussion is focused on the
first phase of development, it is essential to consider the impacts of the planned second
phase of development along Linwood Avenue at this time as well. Completion of the
second phase will also impact traffic flow, parking, storm water runoff, visual impact, etc.
Therefore, it’s important recognize that what is approved for Phase I now will also have an
impact on the height, scale and massing of Phase II later.

4

The developer representatives indicated that vehicular access to the complex will be provided on the north side of
the building and guest parking will be in the back. Residents and guests would be directed exit the complex using
an access street to Linwood, located between 3156 and 3164 Linwood Ave. Based on the drawings provided in the
application packet, the amount of space provided for vehicles to move behind the building appears limited. The
Department of Transportation and Engineering has specified that no less than 20 feet travel lanes should be
available to support vehicles moving behind the proposed complex; however, we cannot tell from the drawings if
this amount of lane space is available in addition to the proposed parking spaces.
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CONCLUSION

In summary, the proposed development at 1009 – 1015 Delta, as it has currently been proposed,
violates Mt. Lookout’s 1998 Urban Design Plan and the City’s Urban Design Overlay District
parameters as well as the City’s zoning code in multiple ways. These parameters were developed to
protect the integrity of our community and to ensure that future development/redevelopment
respects the vision developed for our community by the City, our businesses and our residents.
Therefore, we ask that these parameters be enforced by the City’s Building and Inspections
Department and that the developer’s request for relief related to the Urban Overlay District and the
Hillside Overlay District and their request for a variance pertaining to height be denied. In addition,
we ask that the developer’s current requests for the Rear-yard, Buffer Yard, Retaining Wall and Cut
and Fill variances not be considered further until the aforementioned issues related to building size,
scale and bulk are addressed. We do, however, support the developer’s request for a Front Yard
variance and note (to the developer) that our preference is that the front of the structure be located
at least 10 feet from the sidewalk to provide adequate buffer green space between pedestrians,
residents and the structure of the complex.
Should the developer modify their proposed development in a manner that satisfactorily resolves
the concerns outlined in this letter (specifically in regards to bulk, scale, height and architectural
style), we would be willing to reconsider our position. In the meantime, we will be happy to discuss
our determination with you in more detail, should that be desired.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this application; we deeply appreciate your consideration
of our response.
Sincerely,
Brian K. Spitler
Chair of the R2 Mt. Lookout Square Community Advisory Committee
Mt. Lookout Community Council Board Member
Laura Whitman
Member of the R2 Mt. Lookout Square Community Advisory Committee
Mt. Lookout Community Council Board Member

cc:
Emily Ahouse, Buildings & Inspections
Andy Juengling, Department of City Planning
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New Residential Construction, Oakley and Madisonville
The design of the proposed complex for Mt. Lookout Square is very similar to these complexes, all of which are located along busy,
major arterial roads. The design and scale of the proposed complex does not reflect the character and scale of Mt. Lookout Square.
Madamore, Madisonville

Oakley, corner of Madison Road and Taylor
Madamore, Madisonville

The Heritage, Oakley

Oakley, corner of Madison Road and Taylor

Residential Construction: Columbia-Tusculum, Madisonville,
Proposed Mt. Lookout

All buildings pictured are located along major arterial roads, with the exception of the proposed development in Mt. Lookout which a smaller, local road.
The design and scale of the proposed complex does not reflect the character and scale of Mt. Lookout Square.
Delta Flats, Columbia Tusculum (corner of Columbia Pkwy and Delta Ave)

Delta Flats, Columbia Tusculum (corner of Columbia Pkwy and Delta Ave)

Madamore, Madisonville (corner of Madison Road and Whetsel)

Proposed Complex, Mt. Lookout (Delta Ave, north of UDF)

Context-Sensitive Architecture – Mariemont

Residential complexes, like those shown below, can be designed to reflect and respect scale of the community and its character.

Architectural Character of Mt. Lookout – Business District
These images show many of the landmark buildings located in Mt. Lookout Square and their character.

1000 - 1006 Delta Avenue
1010 Delta Avenue

3210 Linwood Avenue
3183 Linwood Avenue
3187 Linwood Avenue

1032 – 1036 Delta Avenue

October 3, 2019
Dear R2,
On behalf of the Mount Lookout Community Council (MLCC), Advisory Group , and community at
large we greatly appreciate all of R2's engagement, via Barry and Paul, with the MLCC and
community at large. As discussed, this development will have a monumental impact on our
community and our Square, so there is deep interest in making it a success for both you and for
our neighborhood. We greatly appreciate your efforts to come to the table at this early stage
and discuss the opportunities this development can offer with neighborhood representatives.
First we'd like to indicate our understanding of the project and request that you point out any
inconsistencies in our our understanding. It is our understanding that the project at hand is to
redevelop the four properties located at 1009, 1011, 1013 and 1017 Delta Avenue into 36
residential rental units that include 19 one-bedroom apartments, 12 two-bedroom apartments,
5 three-bedroom townhouses:


The townhouses would be built at street-level along Delta Avenue



A two-story parking deck would be constructed behind the townhouses



A three-story complex housing the apartments would be built on top of the parking deck



One onsite parking space will be established for every bedroom within the complex, and
will be located in the parking deck and in a surface lot located behind the apartments;
the complex will not rely on on-street parking for its residents. There will be no
requirement to remove any existing on street parking although the location of entry to
the building may require movement of a space.



Projected monthly rental fees for the townhouses would be $3,500 - $4,000 per month.
Fees for the apartments will start at $1,500 per month for one-bedroom apartments and
will rise accordingly for larger apartments



The properties targeted for redevelopment are zoned CN-P and are located with the Mt.
Lookout Urban Design Overlay District



Development activities will be managed by R2 and ownership will remain with R2; Towne
Properties will manage the completed facilities.

The development, as described above, is Phase A of a multi-phase project. Phase B, which is not
yet underdevelopment, will focus on redeveloping properties located along Linwood Avenue,
north of the Ramundo’s building, in a similar manner. In addition, R2 plans on renovating the
existing 29-unit building located behind these properties with the aim of attracting millennials as
tenants.

To construct Phase A of this project, R2 proposes to pursue the following variances:


A rear setback variance to allow the footprint of the building to extend deeper than
currently permitted and closer to the property boundary with 3152 Linwood Avenue
(which currently houses a 29-unit apartment building)



A side setback variance to allow the south side of the complex to be built closer to the
property line at 1007 Delta and 3174 Linwood (on which a UDF store is currently located)



A variance to allow for the retaining wall that needs to be built along the northeast side
of the property to exceed the permitted 8ft height limit



A front setback that would allow the front edge of the proposed structure to be pushed
back from the sidewalk and incorporate both privacy for the tenant, a green space buffer
to soften the large structure, fit within the neighborhoods “green feel”, and provide
transition space between pedestrian space and residential space

The advisory group met last Sunday, September 29, as a result of the initial meeting R2 at your
onsite office located at 1009 Delta. Through these discussions, we realized that we need
additional information to better understand proposed plans. Therefore, we request the
following:


A site plan that delineates the following:
o Rear setbacks (please note if any parking spaces at 3152 Linwood would be
affected)
o Front setbacks
o Side setbacks
o Buffer yard
o Traffic flow patterns (including ingress/egress patterns)
o Retaining wall locations (and locations at which the retaining wall(s) will exceed 8
ft)
o Locations for the cuts for the garage and required depth
o *Please note that we are looking for a general plan, not full engineering drawings



Elevation concept drawings for both the east side of the complex (along Delta) and south
side – please include information about building height and locations from which the
height is being measured, averaging, etc. We appreciate you including relationship to
existing neighboring buildings.



Information about stormwater management plans (including depth of excavation)



Any traffic studies that have been completed



Any geotechnical studies that have been completed

Once we’ve had a chance to review this information, we feel that we will be in a better position
to make an informed formal recommendation to MLCC and they can then provide the letters to
the city that you have requested.

In addition to the variance requests, you asked our group to identify elements that we are
concerned about regarding the proposed development and elements that we would like to see
explored and/or incorporated into development plans. We’ve discussed this more as a group and
have gathered input from the community at large. Below is an overview of the input gathered:
Scale/ Bulk – As proposed, the complex proposed for Phase A would be the defining
feature of Mt. Lookout Square and could potentially dwarf the existing buildings located
in and around the Square. There is strong feeling throughout the community that any
proposed development should be compatible with the size and mass of the existing
buildings that already define the Square.
Parking – Parking in Mt. Lookout Square is valuable commodity. One of the major
complaints heard/experienced is that parking is very limited and therefore can be a
deterrent to patrons of Mt. Lookout businesses. Although the facilities you plan to
construct include parking for residents, there is great concern about that those visiting
the complex will have to park on the street and will therefore decrease the amount of
parking available to those patronizing local businesses, which can negatively affect those
businesses.
Traffic Flow - Challenges with traffic flow through Mt. Lookout Square, particularly during
rush hour, is well-documented with the City. In particular, traffic traveling south/east
through the Square often backs up past Paxton during evening rush hour while traffic
traveling west and north backs up during both morning and evening peak hours. Phase A
of the proposed redevelopment will add a minimum of 40 residential vehicles entering
and exiting the complex which will exacerbate the existing traffic flow problems. This
count does not include visitors or service vehicles. This problem will get worse once
Phase B is added to the traffic mix.
Building Style – Previously documented plans for Mt. Lookout Square (including the 1998
Urban Design Plan and the Mt. Lookout Urban Design Overlay District), recent input
gathered from the community about development within the community, and direct
feedback submitted for this project outline an strong desire that new structures
constructed within Mt. Lookout be compatible with surrounding buildings in terms of
architectural style, bulk, shape, massing, and scale. Comments also frequently state that
aesthetics of new buildings should reflect the more historic character of the older
structures in the community.
Phase II Integration – Although it’s recognized that current discussions are focused on
Phase A, it is also beneficial to consider the potential impacts of Phase B at this time as
well. Completion of Phase B will also impact traffic flow, parking, storm water runoff,
visual impact on the Square, etc. and it may be possible to consider measures now that
will be better able to support Phase B later.

We hope the above information is constructive for you and we look forward to further discussing
these items at our next meeting. The results of the Advisory group feedback and community at
large have been included herin. This is not intended to be the final document that the MLCC will
provide to the R2 and the city. In the meantime, if you have any questions regarding the
information we’ve requested, please don’t hesitate to contact Brian Spitler at 513.321.1362 or
briankspitler@gmail.com.
Sincerely,
The R2 Mt. Lookout Square Community Advisory Committee

