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WORTHINGTON CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION 
Louis J.R. Goorey Worthington Memorial Building 

John P. Coleman Council Chamber 
 

Monday, June 6, 2016 ~ 5:45 p.m. 
 
The meeting of the Charter Review Commission was held on June 

6, 2016, in the John P. Coleman Council Chamber at the Louis J.R. 

Goorey Worthington Municipal Building at 6550 N. High Street, 

Worthington, Ohio.  Chair Sue Cave called the meeting to order at 

5:47 p.m. 

 

Commission members in attendance were: Michael Bates, Dr. 

Trent Bowers, Sue Cave, David Elder, Doug Foust, Bill Lhota, 

Scott Myers, Ken Pearlman, Becky Princehorn, and Mark Senff 

(Tom Dalcolma arrived shortly after roll call). 

 

Also in attendance were: City Manager Matt Greeson, Law 

Director Pam Fox, Assistant City Manager Robyn Stewart, City 

Clerk D. Kay Thress, two residents and one reporter. 

 

Ms. Cave asked if members had a chance to review the minutes of 

the Charter Review Board meeting of May 16, 2016. 

 

MOTION Mr. Myers made a motion to approve the 

minutes as presented.  The motion was 

seconded by Mr. Lhota. 

 

The motion to approve the minutes as presented carried by a voice 

vote (Mr. Elder, and Mr. Pearlman abstained as they were not in 

attendance at that meeting). 

 

Charter Discussion 

 

Ms. Cave shared that tonight’s agenda includes several items for 

discussion.  The first item is Article VII – Nominations and 

Elections.  Members are discussing the issue of the maximum 

number of signatures on a petition and not the number of signatures 

required to have on the petition.  She asked Mrs. Fox for additional 

comments. 

 

Mrs. Fox shared that some candidates indicate they usually get 

more than 100 signatures on their petitions as a safeguard to ensure 

they have enough verified signatures.  She thinks the state code 

allows for three times the number required.  The Commission can 

incorporate that or leave it open with a minimum number knowing 

the Board of
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Elections can stop once there are fifty verified signatures. 

 

Mr. Senff asked what happens if a candidate turns in 300 signatures.  He asked if that will 

disqualify them.  Mrs. Fox replied that is the reason for changing the max in the charter 

so there is not a question of whether somebody violated the charter. 

 

Mr. Senff suggested just keeping a minimum of not less than fifty and leave off the 

maximum.  Mr. Foust added his support to the suggestion.  He understands there are 

many things that can cause a signature/petition to be disqualified and was advised to have 

signatures spread across multiple petitions to make sure no single petition can disqualify 

you.  It is almost a disservice to have a large number in the charter and probably best to 

keep it at a rather small number.   

 

MOTION Mr. Senff moved to change Section 7.03 Nominations to read: . . . 

“Nominations for the office of member of Council shall be made 

by petition only, signed by not less than fifty resident registered 

electors, . . .”  The motion was seconded by Ms. Princehorn. 

 

Mr. Lhota asked what process is used to verify signatures.  Do they take the first 150 or 

do they go through the signatures until they find 50 good ones.  Mrs. Fox said she didn’t 

know.  She thinks once 50 are verified they stop looking at the signatures submitted.  Mr. 

Lhota asked why then is the “three times” in there.  Mrs. Fox thinks because candidates 

feel it is necessary to gather as many signatures as they can to ensure they have enough 

valid ones. 

 

Ms. Princehorn recalls an old rule of thumb in that three signatures are needed in order to 

get one good one.  That may be where it came from. 

 

Mrs. Fox shared the statute is a plea by the Board of Election for candidates to not 

overwhelm them with signatures that they would need to verify.  Ms. Cave agreed.   

 

Ms. Michael shared that right now it is 50 to 100 signatures and anything over 100 is just 

ignored.  If you don’t have 50 good ones then your name is not added to the ballot.  That 

has happened to some candidates who have tried to run for office in Worthington. 

 

Mr. Lhota shared that he favored leaving a maximum number in because your good ones 

could be the last ones that are turned in. 

 

Ms. Michael added that anyone who is really serious about running for office will go with 

whatever the maximum is.  The higher the maximum the greater number of people out on 

the street to get the signatures.  She will work to get just below the maximum number 

required.   

 

Mr. Elder stated that if this section doesn’t have a maximum, what will prevent the 

candidate from going ahead and turning in 150.  Members replied nothing.   
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Ms. Michael thinks it encourages people to go out and get a lot more signatures.  From a 

candidate’s perspective, it is nicer to have an upper limit because then you know this is 

the upper limit for everybody so they are all treated fairly.   

 

Ms. Princehorn commented that if members approve the motion, it kicks to state law.  By 

keeping a maximum our charter could be out of sync with the state law if it were to be 

amended.  She would almost rather have a minimum and then kick to state law, whatever 

it is.  Mrs. Fox confirmed that state law applies even if we say nothing in the charter.   

 

Mr. Lhota stated if you put 150 then you conform to the state law.  Ms. Princehorn agreed 

as it stands now.  This Charter Commission may want to establish a minimum that may 

not be the same as state law but let the maximum default to whatever is the state law.   

 

Mr. Pearlman agreed that it makes sense not to have a maximum.  Ms. Cave added that it 

depends on the type of community and where the signatures are gathered.  Sometimes 

there will be more invalid signatures than valid one depending on where they are being 

collected.  

 

Ms. Cave commented that they don’t want to have a charter provision that would 

possibly invalidate someone’s petition because the limit set in our charter is different 

from what state statute allows.  That is what we are trying to get away from. 

 

Mrs. Fox stated the question is do we want a number that might give rise to somebody’s 

petition being challenged.  Somebody could take the position that it violates the charter 

even though the Board of Elections has a different process.  We could just keep silent and 

have a minimum and default to the state. 

 

Dr. Bowers pointed out that Mr. Senff’s motion would just have the minimum and then 

default to the state.  Ms. Cave agreed. 

 

David Robinson, a member of the audience, suggested that it state the maximum number 

of signatures would be in conformity of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC) in an effort to 

avoid confusion by candidates. 

 

Dr. Bower commented that if we include a maximum number and the state changes the 

law then the charter is out of compliance.  Ms. Princehorn’s point was that this allows us 

to not have to make changes anytime the state makes a change. 

 

Mr. Elder offered a friendly amendment of, “not less than 50 nor more than the number 

allowed by the Ohio Revised Code”.   

 

Mr. Senff replied that the way he reads (ORC) 3513 there really is no limit because it 

says: “When a petition of a candidate has been accepted for filing by a board of elections, 

the petition shall not be deemed invalid if, upon verification of signatures contained in 

the petition, the board of elections finds the number of signatures accepted exceeds three 
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times. . .”  If someone gets a 1,000 it doesn’t seem to matter.  He worries if the charter 

states 150 and someone has 200 that others will argue that their petition is invalid. 

 

Mr. Foust thinks the motion is in line with the Ohio Revised Code.  He is fine with that. 

 

Mr. Lhota read Section 7.03 in the Charter that states, “as are prescribed by the State 

elections laws”.  He asked if that is referencing to the form of the nominating petition or 

to the number of signatures.  Mr. Senff thinks it is referencing to form and not the 

signatures.  Mr. Lhota stated that to Mr. Foust’s point, Section 7.03 is not conforming to 

state law referencing number of signatures because the coma is after “electors”.   

 

Mr. Myers commented that he is trying to determine what evil the commission is trying 

to correct by limiting the number of signatures.   

 

Mr. Senff shared that he is concerned that if a candidate comes in with 200 signatures, 

which under state law is fine, but under the charter it says that it can’t be more than 150...  

 

Mr. Myers thinks he agrees with the concern but what problem are we solving by putting 

an outer limit on it?  He asked if they were trying to make the board of election’s job 

easier by not submitting as many signatures.  He doesn’t understand the evil they are 

trying to cure because he uses petitions as a method of campaigning and he feels like they 

are restricting his ability to campaign.  He is arguing in favor of taking the maximum out 

and keeping it open-ended because he has routinely turned in more than 100 and more 

than 150 because he has multiple people who circulate his petitions.  

 

Mr. Pearlman commented that their job is not to make it easier for the Board of Election.  

There is a minimum number of petitions and after that what makes the difference.   

 

Ms. Cave shared that it is the Board of Elections job to verify signatures.  She reported 

that the motion is to eliminate the maximum number of signatures.  She asked for a roll 

call. 

 

Yes 10 Bates, Bowers, Dalcolma, Elder, Foust, Myers, Pearlman, 

Princehorn, Senff, Cave 

 

No 1 Lhota 

 

The motion carried. 

 

SECTION 9.01 OATH OF OFFICE. 

 

Ms. Cave shared that this section is to address clearly in the Charter who may administer 

oaths of office to employees. 

 

Mrs. Fox shared that members should have received a newer version of this section at 

their place tonight.  This was revised based on subsequent conversations with the 
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administration.  This would allow the City Manager or his/her designee to administer 

oaths of office to employees.  The original version included the Council President who as 

an elected official can administer the oath.  Notaries are also able to administer oaths 

under state law.  This is just a clarification to indicate that the City Manager or the City 

Manager’s designee has the authority to administer oaths. 

 

Mr. Bates shared that a judge or some other official has administered the couple of oaths 

that he has seen.  He asked why a change is needed.  Mrs. Fox shared that typically the 

administrative head of administration would do the oath for new employees.  It is a role 

of the city manager to welcome new employees and get them through the orientation 

process. 

 

Mr. Bates asked if this would be for city employees that report to the city manager.  Mr. 

Greeson replied that he is not trying to take anything away from anyone else.  A designee 

makes that easier, especially for part-time employees.   

 

Dr. Bowers asked if everybody that is hired takes an oath of office.  Mr. Greeson replied 

everybody we hire is required to sign an oath of office.  Not everybody stands before City 

Council to take their oath although a strict reading of the charter would suggest we do 

that. 

 

Mrs. Fox further explained that in her previous employment there was a militia person 

who asked to see everybody’s oath of office. 

 

Mr. Lhota asked Mr. Greeson if he is saying that every employee does not take the oath.  

Mr. Greeson replied that everybody should have either had an oath administered or 

signed one.  Some appear in front of council and some do not.  Mr. Lhota believes the 

language is pretty clear.  “Every officer and employee. . .”  Others agreed.   

 

MOTION Mr. Lhota made a motion to amend Section 9.01 to read: “. . . 

which may be administered by the City Manager, or designee, and. 

. .” 

 

Mr. Bates asked if there is an auditing process to make sure everybody has a copy of their 

oath in their file.  Mr. Greeson replied they should but he hasn’t gone back and checked 

them all.  But they have talked about doing that because of Mrs. Fox’s experience. 

 

   The motion was seconded by Mr. Myers. 

 

The motion passed unanimously by a voice vote. 

 

ARTICLE X, WHEN CHARTER AMENDMENTS TAKE EFFECT. 

 

Ms. Cave shared that staff is calling for eliminating Section 10.07. 
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Mrs. Fox commented that this section is open for debate.  Typically when the charter 

commission has recommended changes, this section gets put into the ordinance because it 

is very specific as to when the last amendment takes effect.  It is a bit awkward at times.  

For instances, when the citizen initiated amendment was submitted for the ballot, she 

added this section to the ordinance.  When she met with the Board of Elections she 

included this with the language to be changed.  It became a question as to the proper 

ballot language and it was rejected as part of the ballot language because it wasn’t part of 

the citizen initiated petition.  It was a question with her and the person at the Board of 

Elections and ultimately the Secretary of State rejected it.  It’s a bit unwieldy to always 

have it as part of the ballot.   

 

Ms. Cave shared that some charter amendments will have a separate date as to when they 

take effect, other than the date of the election.  There is a procedure where the Board of 

Elections to certify the results of each election and technically nothing is effective until 

the certification occurs.  That may not occur until sometime after the election.   

 

Mrs. Fox shared that she received questions from citizens as to when the initiative 

language would take effect.  She responded that it takes effect on the date of the 

certification.  She thinks that the default is that it takes effect on the date of the election 

or upon certification unless the amendment specifies a different effective date.   

 

Mr. Elder asked why there would be a later date.  This language indicates it take effective 

on the date it was approved.  If those two dates are out of sync, you’re saying that the 

date that is specified in the amendment is controlling.  Mrs. Fox agreed.   

 

Ms. Princehorn shared that an example of when you might want to set a later date would 

be if you vote in a charter millage provision that you want to sync with property tax 

collections.  The Board of Election is supposed to certify within a certain timeframe but 

in a close, contested election, it may certify later.  If you want a later date, that would be 

in the text of that section of the charter.   

 

Mr. Pearlman commented that if that section is removed, then where in the charter does it 

say anything about amending the charter?  Mrs. Fox replied that Section 9.04 addresses 

charter amendments. 

 

MOTION Mr. Senff made a motion to delete Section 10.07 as recommended.  

The motion was seconded by Dr. Bowers. 

 

Ms. Cave called for a roll call vote. 

 

Yes 11 Bowers, Dalcolma, Elder, Foust, Lhota, Myers, Pearlman, 

Princehorn, Senff, Bates, Cave 

 

No 0 

 

The motion carried unanimously. 
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SECTION 11.02 EXEMPT POSITIONS. 

 

Ms. Cave shared that recommendation is to remove the list of exempt positions in the 

Charter and to have the Council provide for those classifications.  There is a further 

amendment to that section dealing with classified and unclassified service. 

 

Mrs. Fox commented that many municipalities allow the council to do this by ordinance 

while others list out the specific positions.  As explained at the last meeting, the 

organizational chart changes periodically and we change names of positions.  The 

Council and boards and commissions shouldn’t be included on this list as they are not 

employees.  She feels that it is better handled to just have council establish those 

positions by ordinance and to establish the rules that govern those positions.  She also 

changed the terminology from exempt/non-exempt to classified/unclassified which is a 

little more consistent with the way laws refer to those positions. 

 

Mr. Myers shared that for a while he thought that one of Mr. Greeson’s hobbies was 

organizational charts.  In reality, the changes have been good.  But sometimes the 

positions on this list are changed.  If you allow council to do this by ordinance, then when 

we reorganize it allows Council to make changes.  He thinks administratively it is much 

more convenient to take it out of the charter and give the authority to council.   

 

Mr. Foust shared that the Department of Labor has changed the rules for exempt or non-

exempt.  It is easier for the City to administer payroll and staffing decisions if we just 

stay silent on this.  Mrs. Fox agreed.  It is important to note that we are required to follow 

this merit system as it is a state constitution provision.  She thinks it is better to lie with 

council under the ordinances than the charter. 

 

Mr. Greeson shared that this is not for fair labor standard act purposes but rather for who 

is an at will employee as opposed to someone who has protections similar to the civil 

service and appeal rights through the Personnel Appeals Board.  One of the benefits of 

changing to the classified/unclassified is that it distinguishes it from the same vocabulary 

we use day in and day out about the fair labor standards act where we use the term 

exempt and non-exempt.  Some of these positions are elected and do not really fit in this 

section.  Some are appointed by Council, like Mayor and Vice Mayor and aren’t hired in 

the same manner.  Only long term concern is that many of these positions are on this list 

because of their discretion and managerial responsibilities or they handle confidential 

information.  They are at will and he wouldn’t want that list to shrink over time and erode 

the City Manager’s managerial authority over his city staff.   

 

Mr. Pearlman commented that suppose the city manager decides to terminate the 

secretary to the City Manager, he asked if there is protection for that employee.  Mr. 

Greeson replied that if you are appointed to one of these exempt positions then you are at 

will and do not have the same protections under the personnel rules and regulations.  

There are state and federal laws that would apply.   
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Mr. Elder shared that they will have to go back and change Section 3.05.  He looked at 

this starting on Saturday and this is the one that he has been thinking about and doesn’t 

know what it does.  It seems to erode some of the team approach to governance.  There 

will need to be other changes.  If the City Manager has a team and Council suddenly 

affords classified protections for the team that changes the dynamic between the City 

Manager and the department directors.  Mr. Greeson agreed.   

 

Mr. Myers commented that if he understands being a close advisor and the importance of 

a close confidant.  He doesn’t know why a Council would put them back into selected 

service.  

 

Mr. Greeson stated that some of these need to be removed from the list because they are 

appointed, elected or are volunteers. 

 

Ms. Cave shared that by eliminating 11.02 and by replacing it with the new language, you 

are giving council the ability to do this.  It gives the public a better look at how 

employees are hired and dealt with as Council discusses it.  If we eliminate this language 

in the charter, Council will have to do this by ordinance, which are subject to readings 

and public participation. 

 

Mr. Elder shared that now Council approves the appointment of department directors.  

 

Mr. Pearlman commented that one way to deal with Mr. Greeson’s concern is to define 

what an exempt position is and then give City Council the ability to list those positions.  

They would need to fit within those definitions.  There seems to be staff members that 

have a close relationship with the City Manager.   

 

Ms. Michael shared that not that long ago we reorganized.  We had an Engineering 

Department and a Service Department and there was a director in each department.  The 

departments were reorganized for better efficiency.  She asked if the charter limits those 

types of steps.   

 

Mr. Bates asked if Section 3.05 already gives council the ability to do that.  Mr. Greeson 

explained that the charter ties them to nomenclature of departments.  Departments might 

be divided into divisions as a subordinate subset of a department.  He believes our charter 

allows us to create departments and divisions underneath it but they probably have to 

stick with that nomenclature. 

 

Mrs. Fox addressed Ms. Michael’s question by stating that in reading the charter literally, 

division directors are positions that do not fall within the exempt positions.  Chiefs are 

division directors and the charter language would bring in open, competitive 

examinations.  

 

Mr. Foust stated that this is a general concept.  It seems like council and the charter 

should provide very broad directives and allow the City Manager to make many of these 

decisions.   
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Mr. Greeson shared that the check on this authority is the confirmation process by City 

Council.   

 

Mr. Lhota asked where in the charter it names the departments.  Mr. Greeson replied that 

it doesn’t.  They are listed in the codified ordinances.   

 

Mr. Elder asked what will be changed if this goes forward.  He asked if there would have 

to be some concurrent changes in other sections of the charter.  Mrs. Fox replied that she 

was going to bring those forward at the next meeting.  

 

Ms. Cave confirmed that this section would be carried over until the next meeting along 

with any additional changes needed. 

 

Mr. Elder stated the only people who aren’t employees on that list are the members of 

council and the board and commission members.   

 

Members debated whether the mayor and vice mayor were employees.  Mrs. Fox 

confirmed that they were employees although they are different. 

 

Mr. Myers commented that there is a whole body of case law discussing what makes an 

exempt employee, the parameters.  Those two terms are pretty well defined in the law.   

 

Mr. Elder noted that Section 2.05 in the charter stated that, “council shall elect a mayor 

and vice mayor.”  He asked if they are considered elected officials.  Ms. Cave shared that 

the state statute also says that a Clerk of Council is “elected” by Council but is not 

considered an elected official.  It was an old term that was used instead of “select”. 

 

Ms. Cave asked if members wished to table this topic until the next meeting. 

 

MOTION Mr. Myers moved to place this item on the next meeting’s agenda 

for further discussion.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Lhota.   

 

The motion carried unanimously.   

 

SECTION 11.03 PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT 

 

Ms. Cave shared that this would eliminate the Personnel Director’s certification of 

payroll. 

 

Mr. Bates asked what certifying payroll means in the government sector.  Mr. Greeson 

replied that it means approving the payroll.  

 

Mr. Elder asked if there were still two people who sign off on payroll.  Mr. Greeson 

replied that he and Molly Roberts the finance director certify payroll.  He thinks this 

language dates to when the City Manager also served as the personnel director. 
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Mr. Myers asked if it is typical that the charter would go into this much minutiae.  Mrs. 

Fox replied that it varies by municipality. 

 

MOTION Mr. Myers moved to adopt the recommended change.  The motion 

was seconded by Mr. Bates. 

 

The motion carried unanimously. 

 

OTHER ARTICLES FOR DISCUSSION 

 

Ms. Cave reported that at the last meeting there were a few items for discussion that we 

were not able to get to until tonight.  One of those items was a discussion of Article I. 

 

Mr. Myers shared that the Section is 1.04.  The threshold question is whether that is even 

a topic for discussion since it was recently enacted.  Every other provision of the charter 

is open for discussion so he thinks this is an appropriate topic for discussion.  He has 

some strong views as to what that discussion should concluded.  He doesn’t particular 

care for the new 1.04 but it was approved by the people.  It is the law and he is obligated 

to apply the law.   

 

Mr. Dalcolma agreed with Mr. Myers.  He thinks it needs to be looked at from the 

standpoint of reasonableness.  Why hold every issue to the same high standard as 

something as big as UMCH.  He thinks it warrants discussion. 

 

Ms. Cave shared that this is a public forum.  This is an opportunity to have issues 

discussed that are of interest to the members of the community.  She believes that this is 

an appropriate forum to bring up this issue.   

 

Mr. Myers commented that ultimately this is a recommendation that will go to City 

Council and be debated line by line.  He asked if there is room for compromise to exempt 

out non-contentious projects from contentious projects.  To allow for more publicity, he 

wondered if they should advertise it for the next meeting.  He has prepared a potential 

compromise which preserves the 60 days.  There could be other proposals from 

commission members.  He asked if they would prefer to have them out in the open and 

brought back to consider at a future meeting.   

 

Mr. Foust thinks they should re-think whether they really want to take this one on.  It is 

unique in that he is a Council member, a member of this commission and he was very 

active in getting Issue 38 passed.  He would hate to see the commission viewed as 

political.  This issue was discussed heavily and voted on publicly.  It’s still very fresh and 

emotional. 

 

Mr. Pearlman asked Mr. Myers what he meant by compromise.  Mr. Myers shared that 

one of the ideas floating around, similar to medical malpractice lawsuits, in that a resident 

would file a letter of intent.  If no letter of intent is filed then the legislation would go into 
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effect on a 30 day timeline.  If a letter is filed, then on a 60 day timeline.  The question is 

whether the commission wants to discuss this. 

 

Ms. Cave said they can have a discussion and then decide whether to make a 

recommendation to City Council. 

 

Mr. Pearlman thinks this raises political questions.  If the commission decides to make a 

recommendation, then it will be seen as wading into the issue. 

 

Mr. Foust pointed out that the commission consists of eleven people and 5,000 people 

spoke with their vote. 

 

Mr. Lhota asked what the issue is that is trying to be solved.  The City Council has the 

ability to change this at any time. 

 

Mr. Bates noted that if it is in the charter then members need to abide by it. 

 

Mr. Myers stated that they could propose a charter amendment. 

 

Mr. Lhota asked if there is any data that this is not working.  If not, then he doesn’t want 

to make any changes. 

 

Dr. Bowers and Mr. Bates shared that they are uncomfortable with the discussion. 

 

Ms. Princehorn shared that this item is very fresh and we don’t know whether it works or 

not.  She suggested letting it work for a while and maybe it will be a matter for the next 

charter commission.  Mr. Dalcolma said he was okay with that. 

 

Mr. Myers reported that is what he and the Council when they talked about this last fall 

wanted to know.  He just wanted to make clear that no provision was off the table for 

discussion. 

 

Mr. Elder shared that when this issue was going on there were questions about whether 

he wanted a garage close to his property line and would that get caught up in the process.  

Mrs. Fox replied that issue would require a variance that is administrative and not 

legislative which is subject to referendum. 

 

Ms. Cave suggested moving on. 

 

Mrs. Fox shared that Mr. Pearlman proposed a provision in Section 6.03 POWERS AND 

DUTIES OF MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSION.  He would like to include 

something as guidance that directs members of the commission to provide a basis for 

their decision in writing. 

 

Mr. Pearlman commented that in the 1920s the Department of Commerce said that 

zoning should be done in accordance with the comprehensive plan.  Some states say 
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zoning should be consistent with the plan, but Ohio has not done that.  When MPC is 

dealing with zoning issues, subdivisions, any recommendations to Council or decisions 

on Conditional Uses, it should be required to state how their action relates to the 

comprehensive plan.  This is not the City’s plan.  It is not just a question of whether this 

is a good idea for the property but also whether it complies with the comprehensive plan.  

It enables us to decide if it fits with what the City is doing with its process, including the 

comprehensive plan and also how they have been interpreted and implemented.   

 

Ms. Princehorn asked if the charter is the appropriate place for that.  The charter has the 

powers and duties but how they execute their powers and duties she believes is done by 

ordinance.   

 

Mr. Pearlman replied that there is increasing concern about how changes comply with the 

comprehensive plan.  He is not talking about the Comprehensive Plan but rather it’s 

planning and the Comprehensive Plan is part of that. 

 

Ms. Princehorn asked if the Codified Ordinances have a list of items for MPC to consider 

and/or do.  Mrs. Fox replied that there is a list of factors for MPC to consider.  It is not as 

broad as what Mr. Pearlman is suggesting. 

 

Mr. Pearlman shared that he is talking broadly in regard to their actions. 

 

Mr. Bates asked if he was talking about intent.  The Wilson Bridge Road corridor - it is 

common knowledge that it is intended for multi-use.   

 

Mr. Greeson shared that they might have a multi-family development proposed for a 

property the City would prefer to keep for commercial and income tax generating. 

 

Mrs. Fox reported that Wilson Bridge has an actual plan adopted for it.   

 

Mr. Dalcolma commented that if there is anything we can do to make it clearer to the 

public and the private sector related to property rights is helpful. 

 

Mr. Elder asked why MPC and not City Council.  Mr. Pearlman replied because MPC is 

providing the technical expertise that goes to the Council so they should make the 

statement about the underlying issues.  Plus, to tell Council what it needs to say may be a 

bridge too far.  Council meetings are not public hearings in the same way as what occurs 

at MPC.  Personally he has no issue with it. 

 

Dr. Bowers asked if he could bring back proposed language at the next meeting.   

 

Ms. Cave suggested he do that and have the item placed on the agenda. 

 

Ms. Princehorn commented that the next meeting is the last meeting.  Mrs. Fox agreed 

that it is the last scheduled meeting.  Ms. Cave shared that it should be in order to meet 

the election deadline. 
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Mr. Elder asked how their recommendations would be presented to City Council.  Will 

they be submitted as a package or individually?  Ms. Cave replied that members 

discussed that early on and decided to wait until the end to decide. 

 

Mr. Myers commented that City Council can decide how to package for the ballot. 

 

A member of the audience asked if the agenda is posted on the website.  Mrs. Fox 

suggested she provide the clerk with her email address so that she could e-mail the 

information out to her.   

 

Mrs. Fox in wrapping up the discussion shared that there are a few changes to Article 3 

related to exempt/classified that she will be bringing to the next meeting along with a 

draft of the report for Council that will include a few blanks for the final issues.  It will 

also include Mr. Pearlman’s suggested language. 

 

Adjournment 

 

MOTION Mr. Foust made a motion to adjourn.  The motion was seconded by 

Mr. Myers.  

 

The motion carried unanimously. 

 

Ms. Cave declared the meeting adjourned at 7:21 p.m. 

 

      Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

      ____________________________________ 

      D. Kay Thress, Clerk 

 

Approved: 

 

_____________________________ 

Sue Cave, Chair 
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