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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
STAFF REPORT  
JULY 19, 2020 

 

CASE NO:  PC 21-0014 

PROJECT NAME:  602 WOODMAN  CONDITIONAL USE 

LOCATION:  602 WOODMAN DRIVE, RIVERSIDE, OH 45431 

APPLICANT/PROPERTY INFO:  MOHAMMAD RIHAN, 602 WOODMAN DRIVE, RIVERSIDE, OH 45431 

OWNER/PROPERTY INFO: 602 WOODMAN LLC, 4648 GATEWAY CIRCLE, DAYTON, OH 45440 

ZONING DISTRICT:  B-2 GENERAL BUSINESS DISTRICT  

CURRENT USE:  COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE 

 

REQUEST:   

A Conditional Use Application to allow automobile sales in the B-2 General Business  

District.  

 

CASE SUMMARY/BACKGROUND:  

The subject site, formerly Cashland, is south of the Woodman Drive and Burkhardt Road 

intersection. The applicant is requesting a condition use for a small used car lot. The proposal 

includes repurposing the existing 2,052 sf structure and parking lot. They submitted a similar 

request in 2019 which was approved with conditions. The former conditional use application 

expired due to unmet conditions within the required 12 month timeframe. The zoning staff sent 

several notices of violation to the applicant regarding the unmet conditions and expired 

conditional use application. Notices were sent on February 21, 2020, June 23, 2020 and February 

5, 2021.   

The current proposal includes 14 parking spots for vehicle display and the required landscape 

buffer area will be placed in the right-of-way. This has been approved by the Public Service 

Department. Staff has observed additional businesses on the site (cell phone repair shop, 

COVID-19 masks/hand sanitizer for sale, & tree removal services) which are not included in the 

application nor received a Certificate of Zoning Occupancy.  

 

STAFF REVIEW/FINDINGS: 

Staff finds that the requested conditional use application meets all the standards for approval 

except for standards #2 and  #3. Staff recommends denial of the conditional use application.  

Based upon the information in the staff report, the testimony and evidence provided at the public 

hearing, the Planning Commission must determine if the proposal meets the standards for 

granting a conditional use request established in Section 1105.09(G) of the Unified Development 

Ordinances. 
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STANDARD FOR APPROVAL FROM SECTION 1105.09 (G):  

The following criteria shall be followed in approving a conditional use application. 

1. The Conditional Use is a use that may be permitted with conditions, in the District for 

which it is proposed; 

Yes, automobile sales are permitted in the B-2 General Business District with an approved 

Conditional Use.  

 

2. The Conditional Use will be in accordance with the general objectives, or with any specific 

objective, of this UDO; 

This proposal will meet the general objectives of the UDO and comprehensive plan, but not the 

specific objectives. Staff does not believe the proposed use of a car sales lot is necessary for the 

general welfare nor enhances the successful operation of the surrounding area. This use does not 

demonstrate the best and highest use of the site.  

 

3. The Conditional Use will be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained so as to be 

harmonious and appropriate in appearance with the existing or intended character of the 

general vicinity and that such use will not change the essential character of the same area; 

The existing structure is designed for a single tenant/use. The applicant has opened several 

businesses at the site making the site noncompliant and out of character with the area. Staff has 

recommended conditions to ensure the proposed use on the application (car sales lot) is operated 

and maintained to be harmonious and appropriate in appearance with the existing and intended 

character of the commercial corridor. In addition to the conditions of approval the applicant will 

need to keep all inventory on the subject site and cease the operation of any and all other uses not 

included in this application.  

 

4. The Conditional Use will not be hazardous to or unreasonably disturbing to existing or 

future neighboring use; 

The conditional use will not be hazardous to nor unreasonably disturbing to existing or future 

neighboring use once all other unapproved uses are removed from the site. The applicant will 

need to apply for all the required occupancy permits with the City and County to ensure the site 

is meeting other safety regulations such as the Ohio Building Code.  

 

5. The Conditional Use will be served adequately by existing public facilities and services such 

as highways, streets, police and fire protection, drainage structures, refuse disposal, water 

and sewer, and schools; or that the persons or agencies responsible for the establishment of 

the proposed use shall be able to adequately provide any such services; 
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Yes, this is an existing structure and will be adequately served by the existing infrastructure and 

current services available to the site.  

 

6. The Conditional Use will not create excessive additional requirements, at public cost, for 

public facilities and services and will not be detrimental to the economic welfare of the 

community; 

The proposed use, a car sales lot, will not create additional requirements at public costs or harm 

the economic welfare of the community.  

 

7. The Conditional Use will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, equipment and 
conditions or operations that will be detrimental to any persons, property, or the general 
welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, negative 
appearance, or odors; 

The subject site is located in the B-2 General Business District and its operations are consistent 

with the commercial corridor. Staff does have concerns the proposed use is not highest use of the 

site, but the car sales lot will not be detrimental to any surrounding properties. 

 

8. The Conditional Use will have vehicular approaches to the property, which shall be designed 
so as not to interfere with traffic on surrounding public thoroughfares; 

The subject site has established two access points on Woodman Drive.  The northern access point 

will not interfere with traffic. The applicant has provided a copy of the signed access easement 

agreement between the property owner and St. Helens to use the southern access point (see 

attached agreement).  

 

9. The Conditional Use will not result in the destruction, loss or damage of a natural, scenic, or 
historic feature of major importance as determined by the CDD; 

Staff has not identified any such features on or near the site which will be impacted by the proposed 

car sales lot.  

 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:  

• The development shall be in accordance with the approved conditional use plan, all 

applicable sections of the Unified Development Code (UDO) and agreed upon conditions 

of approval. Any changes/additions/alternations of the approved conditional use plan 

shall be submitted to the Planning Commission for review and approval; any 

changes/additions/alternations not so referred shall not be valid per Section 1105.09.G.4. 
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• All businesses not included under the Conditional Use application must cease operations 

and associated signage removed prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Zoning 

Occupancy.  

 

• The applicant must submit the below variance application to the City of Riverside’s 

Board Zoning Appeals to receive approval. 

o  Reduction of the require distance between curb cuts.  

 

• A sign permit and building permit is required for the attached sign. Any freestanding 

ground signs will also require a sign permit. However, a nonconforming sign shall not be 

replaced by another nonconforming sign, except that the substitution or interchange of 

poster panels, lettering, painted boards or demountable material on such nonconforming 

sign shall be permitted. 

 

• A Certificate of Occupancy (building and zoning) must be received from the appropriate 

code enforcement department prior to occupancy of the structure or land for the proposed 

use.  

ATTACHMENTS:  

• Zoning Map  

• Aerial Map  

• Site Plan  

• Applicant Letter of Explanation  

• Access Easement Agreement  

• Original Case Information  

 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: [21-0014] 
 
_____ APPROVAL 

_____ APPROVAL WITH MODIFICATION     

_________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________ 

_____ DENIAL 

 _________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________ 
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City of Riverside 

Planning Commission Meeting 

 

September 16, 2019 

 
Members Present: Julie Denning      

Harold Vasquez 

Richard Kaufhold 

David Owens 

Anthony Rodgers 

 

Others Present: Bill Flaute, Ex-officio 

   Tamara Ennist, Zoning Administrator 

Katie Lewallen, Clerk of Council     

 

ITEM I: CALL TO ORDER: Chairwoman Denning called the City of Riverside Planning 

Commission meeting to order at 6:32 p.m. 

 

ITEM II: ROLL CALL:  Mrs. Denning, present; Mr. Kaufhold, present; Mr. Owens, 

present; Mr. Rodgers, present; and Mr. Vasquez, present. Ex-officio Mayor Bill Flaute was 

present. 

 

ITEM III: APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES: On a motion by Mr. Kaufhold, 

seconded by Mr. Vasquez, it was moved to approve the minutes of the July 15, 2019 Planning 

Commission meeting as written. All were in favor; none opposed. Motion carried. 

 

ITEM IV: CASES/PUBLIC HEARINGS:  

 

19-0006 – Mobile Food Vehicles: The public hearing has been opened since the July meeting as 

it was not closed. Ms. Ennist pointed out a few changes based on the previous meeting 

discussion. One changed was to not require a mobile food vendor needing an additional permit 

for a special event in addition to the agreement with the person or organizer inviting them to the 

event. She stated that an exclusion could be made as it is not the same as a mobile food vendor 

setting up for their own personal gain, but rather they are invited for instance, as a fundraiser for 

an event. Chairwoman Denning shared with the commission that her and Ms. Ennist went to a 

training at MVRPC and the lawyer there commented that food trucks are the thing happening 

now versus old-fashioned concession stands; they were already on track with recommendations 

coming from the region.  

 

Ms. Ennist went on to point out the additional changes: A)3) At any time during operation, any 

mobile food vehicle shall be subject to inspection rather than any time any mobile food vehicle 

shall be subject to inspection; D)1)a) Shall only be located on a lot providing a hard surface 

parking area rather than shall be located on a lot containing a principal building and must be 

parked on a hard surface parking area. She also added to D)1)a) Mobile food vehicle operations 

shall not be permitted on properties with unresolved maintenance violations. She does not want 
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to have the citizens paying for a mower on a property so a mobile vendor has a nice place to set 

up. 

 

Chairwoman Denning asked if there could be a different interpretation for the word catering. She 

was concerned that people may think one entity is paying a vendor to serve everyone, as in a 

wedding where the event is catered and attendees don’t pay for themselves. Many people may 

think that when they hear the term catered. Discussion was held regarding use of the word 

catering over other terms that could be used. Chairwoman Denning commented that they have 

had difficulty with words as staff may interpret differently than intended; she wants to make sure 

they are putting something forward that does not need too much interpretation. It was decided to 

use the term “invited to” rather than cater or catering. 

 

Mr. Vasquez had a question regarding 5)e). He stated it may be a hard task for the mobile food 

vendor to come up with addresses of all the locations they will be at as part of the application as 

they may not know of all the locations up front. Ms. Ennist explained that zoning applies to the 

property so for her to issue a zoning permit she needs to know the address of where they are 

setting up and where on the site they are setting up. Mr. Kaufhold followed up by stating that is 

as a vendor he applies for a permit in February then he may not have the schedule for the 

summer of where all he will be. He asked if the vendor has the ability to come back later to 

update or add the addresses. Ms. Ennist stated she wants to know where they are going to be at 

from the get go. If they do not know where they will be going, she said they should wait to get 

their permit. They have to ask permission of the property owners. Permits can be obtained at any 

time, but the address where they are setting up is required. Mr. Rodgers asked if they provided 

some of the addresses, but later get another opportunity after their permit. Ms. Ennist stated they 

will need to come in and modify their permit. Everyone else that comes in to get a permit has to 

tell her the address. Mr. Vasquez stated those aren’t mobile. She agreed and replied they can get 

an ice cream truck permit which is good for 10 days and they can go wherever they want, but for 

a mobile food truck vendor she is giving the permit based on the address. Mr. Vasquez asked if 

she knew how other municipalities treat that. Ms. Ennist replied she does not know. Mr. Vasquez 

stated he didn’t recall 5)e) coming up in the discussion before. Ms. Ennist stated she did not add 

that; it was before she was here. The only items she changed were in italics. Chairwoman 

Denning stated they are not allowing in the public right-of-way so they have to have some sort of 

understanding or permission from somebody to even set up on their property otherwise they just 

can’t set up. She suggested the mobile food vendors get a letter from Ms. Ennist stating the areas 

they have submitted and if any areas are after then they must come back and amend their permit 

with the new addresses. Ms. Ennist stated that most mobile vendors have ‘a spot’ and they don’t 

usually go to different places. They develop clientele and that is where they set. Some things can 

change like an owner selling a property, but she does not see them trying different locations.  

 

Ms. Ennist commented that the Haolepeno food truck is in discussion to move to a brick and 

mortar structure. She mentioned that he is proposing to set his food truck inside the bay of a 

vacant building across the street from Airway Shopping Center to try and create a food court 

area. Chairwoman Denning indicated she saw something similar to that in Indiana. Ms. Ennist 

stated she had not seen it done, but would like to look into it. Chairwoman Denning stated 

something like that in this area would be progressive. It may allow for some small lots to have 

structures and variety.  
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Mr. Rodgers motioned to approve the proposed text amendment for mobile food vehicles for 

case 19-0006 with the stated amendment to section A)1)a). Mr. Kaufhold seconded the motion. 

No further discussion was held. All approved: Mr. Rodgers, yes; Mr. Kaufhold, yes; 

Chairwoman Denning, yes; Mr. Owens, yes; and Mr. Vasquez, yes. Motion carried. 

 

The public hearing for mobile food vehicles was closed.  

 

19-0007 – 602 Woodman Drive – Conditional Use: Chairwoman Denning opened the public 

hearing for case #19-0007. Ms. Ennist stated that the application is for Mohammed Rihan for 

602 Woodman Drive. The conditional use is for auto vehicle sales. This is located in a B-2, 

General Business District.  

 

Mr. Rihan stated he has been in Dayton almost 30 years. He provided copies of his updated site 

plan. His plan is to only sell cars and not to do any type of repair work on cars. He stated he is 

ready to modify anything they request. Mr. Rodgers mentioned the access easement on the side 

of St. Helen’s. Ms. Ennist explained that the area showing as a public right of way, the street 

does not exist as it is a driveway. The right-of-way was vacated at some point and re-platted into 

two lots. She added to be able to use that as an access point he will have to get an access 

easement agreement with the owner of that lot. Mr. Rihan stated that he was at this place 25 

years ago when it was a donut shop and they had the same thing. He replied he will take care of 

it. Ms. Ennist stated the property is owned by St. Helen’s. Chairwoman Denning commented if a 

previous business had already used it then most likely it won’t be difficult for him to get 

permission. Ms. Ennist said she hoped that was the case; if he did not get access it would change 

the layout of the lot using the right circulation pattern and it would make it more difficult on the 

site, but could be done. If he had an in and an out only he could change the parking. Mr. Rihan 

stated he only wanted to put 10 cars on the lot at a time.  

 

Mr. Rodgers asked about the modified buffer yard that was proposed. Ms. Ennist stated that the 

code has a buffer yard requirement. It is not clear to exactly where, but on the B districts they 

expect to have some landscaping between the right-of-way and the site. Woodman Drive has an 

excessively wide right-of-way. If he is unable to provide it on site because of the limited space, 

perhaps he could speak with city management and get permission to put 10’ of landscaping on 

the outside of the front lot line. That would help to shield the lights when they are moving cars 

around on the lot, but that would be the only place to do a buffer yard unless they have him redo 

his site and tear up some of the asphalt. Mr. Rihan stated there is about 25’ of grass. Ms. Ennist 

stated he won’t be able to say for sure he can provide it there because it would have to be 

approved by the city manager because he manages the right-of-way for the public. Mr. Vasquez 

stated there is a grass area on the side of Woodman and on the side of Sunbury Drive, the access 

road. He asked if in addition to the grass area there needs to be vegetation and some other bushes 

and things. Ms. Ennist replied that was correct. The UDO asks for a certain number of trees and 

bushes. Mr. Rodgers commented that for this type of facility Mr. Rihan will want the cars to be 

seen from the road, too. Ms. Ennist stated they were talking something low. She would not 

expect him to put the trees out there, but possibly have some low shrubs and flowers. Mr. 

Rodgers asked why this wasn’t required for Cashland or things that were there previously. Ms. 
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Ennist stated she did not know if it was the same zoning code then or if a buffer yard was 

required. She added there are no sidewalks along Woodman. 

 

Mr. Rihan stated that most of the grass in the parking area is full of plants, but whatever will 

make the city happy he is willing to do. Chairwoman Denning thank Mr. Rihan for being willing 

to do that and for his business.  

 

The public hearing for case #19-0007 was closed. 

 

Mr. Rodgers stated he understood that the easement for the private driveway he will have to 

work out with the archdiocese for approval. He is concerned about the buffer yard in that there is 

green space there and a couple of bushes at the corner; it hasn’t been required before by previous 

businesses. For this type of business visibility is important. The cars need to be seen otherwise 

you don’t sell cars. He felt that needed to be a factor, but doesn’t know the resolution. 

Chairwoman Denning stated when she thinks of a buffer yard she thinks of stuff to block, but 

what Ms. Ennist is saying is to make it nicer, is that correct? Ms. Ennist stated it wasn’t her, but 

the regulations. It spells out how many bushes and trees are expected. Chairwoman Denning 

commented there is none of that along the street. Ms. Ennist stated that for a parking lot you 

want to make sure the perimeter where the cars are pulling up to have bushes at least 2’high to 

block out headlights. The headlights probably won’t be an issue as cars won’t be coming and 

going. She was looking at it more to try and beautify the business districts along the main roads. 

Chairwoman Denning asked if she would approve landscaping if he gets it approved by the city 

manager, not high bushes, but small plants and mulching. Ms. Ennist stated that she believes the 

intent of the new code as they get new businesses they want to try and get some landscaping. The 

sign ordinance is the same way; they are now requiring landscaping around the bottom of the 

sign. Discussion was held on the parking lot areas and the amount of vegetation required. Ms. 

Ennist stated that while she doesn’t know when the code was done what the requirements were, 

but it looks to her like instead of putting landscaping inside they were allowed to put it towards 

the perimeter.  

 

Chairwoman Denning stated they need to mark that section of the UDO to review the buffer and 

related items. Mr. Vasquez stated they may need to revisit interpretation of language of the 

UDO.  

 

Ms. Ennist stated the landscaping requirement for that zoning district. Chairwoman Denning 

commented if they tried to leave anything in there is to put a flowerbed or something out if front 

if they got the permission from the city manager to even do that. Mr. Rodgers commented it 

doesn’t even state flowerbed in the code. Chairwoman Denning said she understood that. Mr. 

Kaufhold stated he would go with staff’s recommendation of providing a modified buffer yard, if 

at all possible, which is not on his lot, possible, without cutting into his merchandising area. 

Contact the city manager or service director to discuss the possibility of providing the 10’ wide 

buffer yard on the west side of the front lot line in the Woodman Drive right-of-way. Mr. 

Rodgers asked what if the city manager denies the request. Chairwoman Denning replied it states 

‘if at all possible’. He would still get the approval he just wouldn’t have to do it without the city 

manager’s approval. Ms. Ennist did not want to put in her report that her recommendation would 

be to tear up 10’ of asphalt along the front to make it right that way. She has seen it done before 
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where people have used the public right-of-way with permission for certain things and can 

accomplish the same goal. The lot was set up with bare minimums already. If 10’ of asphalt gets 

torn up then his parking will be out of whack with regard to zoning. Chairwoman Denning stated 

she felt they were in agreement if he got permission to get something low lying, and not tall 

bushes. He will need to provide a copy of permission for the easement from St. Helen’s. Ms. 

Ennist stated if he does not get permission to use the access he will have to take the curb cut out. 

She added there may already be an easement in place, if there is all she needs is a copy of it.  

 

Mr. Kaufhold motioned to approve the conditional use request with the following conditions: 1) 

provide a modified buffer yard, if at all possible, and if not, contact the city public service 

director and/or the city manager and discuss the possibility of providing the 10’ wide buffer yard 

on the west side of the front lot line within the grass lawn area of the Woodman Drive right-of-

way, and 2) provide a copy of an existing access easement or obtain an access easement for use 

of the private driveway located on the adjoining lot to the south, if unable to provide the 

easement, the opening will need to be removed. Mr. Vasquez seconded the motion. No further 

discussion was held. All approved: Mr. Kaufhold, yes; Mr. Vasquez, yes; Chairwoman Denning, 

yes; Mr. Owens, yes; and Mr. Rodgers, yes. Motion carried. 

 

Mr. Vasquez stated he doesn’t have an issue with the request for zoning or conditional use, but 

when they have the new businesses for his part, he does not know what economic development is 

doing. He does not know how things fit with the strategy or strategic vision for businesses. He is 

not opposing the new business owner to the city. He asked how many automobile businesses do 

they currently have on the Airway or Woodman corridor; is that part of the economic 

development plan. The request they had a few months ago they rejected because there was a 

letter from economic development stating what was proposed for the K-Mart location was not 

according to the plans, but he has no idea what the plans are for the Woodman corridor, and they 

just welcomed another automobile sales business to the area. Mr. Ennist asked if he was asking if 

they were able to turn him down and say no. She does not believe they can say no to him, it is a 

conditional use that is permitted. Mr. Vasquez stated that what they consider in the commission 

for planning purposes has to align with the economic plan for the city. If it doesn’t fit then they 

are wasting their time approving conditional uses, re-zonings, when those businesses are not part 

of the plan. Mr. Owens stated in this case it was a lateral move from a check cashing place to a 

car dealership. Chairwoman Denning commented that the case with the storage units would have 

made them have to change the zoning for that altogether so they were able to say no to that. She 

read this case for the car lot and did not see anyway they could turn it down. Mr. Vasquez stated 

that there was no way to turn it down unless staff said it didn’t meet the conditions. In the big 

picture, they need to keep that in mind because they could easily turn one of their corridors like 

the one in Cincinnati where you have used car lots one after the other and no other business. He 

added that they do not have the visibility of what economic development has in mind or has 

proposed for the city. Ms. Ennist stated that some of the car lots may have a bad reputation 

because of some of the car lots already here. They are busting their seams and because they are 

they are willing to use the right-of-way as their display area. This is why she wanted him to 

make sure he has to keep his cars back inside the lot. She added that every property along 

Woodman and Harshman, if they come in and want to have a car lot could come to them and ask 

for a conditional use and all they can do is impose conditions. She does not think they can say no 

because the code is saying it is an okay use in that district as long as it is reviewed and conditions 



 

Condition: Provide a copy of an existing access easement or obtain an access easement for use of the private 

driveway located on the adjoining lot to the south, if unable to provide the easement, the opening will need to be 

removed. 



 

• Sign Permits Required  

• Certificate of Zoning Occupancy Required for new Business(es) 

• Building Permits Required for new Business(es) 

• Business(es) must be registered with Tax Administer  

• Copy of Dealership License Required  



 

Condition: Provide a modified buffer yard, if at all possible, and if not, contact the city public service director and/or 

the city manager and discuss the possibility of providing the 10’ wide buffer yard on the west side of the front lot line 

within the grass lawn area of the Woodman Drive right-of-way 
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NOTICE OF ZONING VIOLATION 

02/5/2021 

 

602 Woodman, LLC  

Attn: Cory Corrello     

4648 Gateway Circle   

Dayton, Ohio 45440 

Mohammad Rihan   

3585 Knollwood Drive  

Beavercreek, Ohio 45432 

 

Re: 602 Woodman Drive 

Case No: 21-00131 – New Business(es) without Building Permits  

    21-00132 – Sign Violations  

    21-00133 – Not Conforming to Standards  

 

Mr. Cory Corrello & Mr. Mohammad Rihan: 

The City of Riverside works actively with our residents, business owners and property owners to 

enhance the health and safety of its neighborhoods through Property Maintenance and Zoning 

Code Enforcement. This effort has identified several zoning and code violations at the property 

owned by 602 WOODMAN, LLC also identified as parcel ID #I39 00919 0001.   

 

Pursuant to City of Riverside Ordinances, property owners within the City are responsible for: 

BUILDING PERMIT REQUIRED 

UDO Sec. 1301.04 BUILDING No owner shall proceed with the construction, erection, alteration 

or equipment of any building to which the Ohio Building Code is applicable until the plans or 

drawings, specifications, and data have been approved as Ohio R.C. 3791.04 requires, or the 

industrialized unit inspected at the point of origin. 

 

UDO Sec. 1301.05 - EXISTING STRUCTURES The provisions of Chapter 34 of the Ohio 

Building Code shall control the alteration, repair, addition, maintenance and change of 

occupancy of any existing structure. The occupancy of any structure currently existing on the 

date of adoption of this Code shall be permitted to continue without change provided there are 

no orders of the Building Official pending, no evidence of fraud, or no serious safety or 

sanitation hazard. When requested, such approvals shall be in the form of a "Certificate of 

Occupancy for an Existing Building" in accordance with Section 111.2 of the Ohio Building 

Code. 
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• Provide a copy of the Building Occupancy Permit from Montgomery County or a 

statement from them that one was not required. 

• Provide a copy of the building and electrical permits for the pole sign and the wall 

sign. 

 

CONFORMANCE TO REGULATIONS 

UDO Sec. 1101.21 CONFORMANCE TO REGULATIONS. Except as specified herein, no land 

shall be subdivided, no building, structure, premises, or part thereof shall be used, occupied, 

located moved, erected, constructed, reconstructed, converted, extended, enlarged, or altered 

except in conformity and full compliance with the regulations herein specified for the district in 

which it is located. 

 

UDO Sec. 1115.09(E) CERTIFICATIE OF ZONING OCCUPANCY No new or existing 

nonresidential building or structure or land shall be occupied until a Certificate of Zoning 

Occupancy has been approved. 

• Please submit a Certificate of Zoning Occupancy for  the commercial use(s) on the 

subject site. Please include a letter of explanation, site plan, and 

• Multi-tenant buildings are required to provide applicable parking spaces and allow for 

vehicular and pedestrian traffic on site to accommodate all commercial activities. 

 

UDO Sec. 1105.09(G) CONDITIONAL USE Conditional Uses are those uses that, because of 

special requirements or characteristics, may be allowed in a particular zoning district only after 

review by the Planning Commission and the granting of Conditional Use approval imposing 

such conditions as necessary to make the use compatible with other uses permitted in the same 

district zone or vicinity. (see enclosed Conditions of Approval)  

• The Certificate of Zoning Occupancy for the Auto Sales business cannot be issued 

until the conditions of the Planning Commission’s Conditional Approval are 

complied with. 

 

UDO 1105.03(B) EXPIRATION OF APPROVALS Approvals granted by the City of Riverside 

shall expire if the work has not begun within one (1) year form the date of approval.   

• Due to the unmet conditions of approval the Conditional Use approval granted by the 

Planning Commission has expired.  

 

SIGN STANDARDS 

UDO Sec. 1115.09(D)(1) PERMITS REQUIRED - A Certificate of Zoning Compliance (CZC 

Permit) shall be obtained for erection, construction, relocation, or alteration of any sign and all 

County and State building, electrical and fire codes, except as provided in subsection D.20.g 

hereof. 

• Please submit a permit application for the signage at the subject site. Provide a sign 

plan with the dimensions of the sign and the application fee ($1 per sf/minimum $30) 
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UDO Sec. 1115.09(D)(11) WINDOW SIGN No more than 50% of the area of any window can be 

devoted to window signage.  

 

UDO Sec. 1103.13(K) NONCONFORMING SIGNS A nonconforming sign shall not be replaced 

by another nonconforming sign, except that the substitution or interchange of poster panels, 

lettering, painted boards or demountable material on such nonconforming sign shall be 

permitted. 

 

Notice of Violation letters informing you of your required actions have been sent to the above 

parties on February 21,2020 and June 23, 2020.  

Within ten (10) days of this notice, please take the necessary measures to comply with the City 

Code listed above. If you do not take the needed steps to correct the Code Violation, or fail 

to receive an extension from the City, the City will cite you in violation of the City Code in 

an amount not more than $100.00.  Each and every day that the violation exists will be 

considered a separate violation of not more than $250.  In addition, City Code allows the City to 

perform the necessary work to bring your property into compliance with all costs for the work 

billed to you as the property owner. 

 

Notice to Violator: You may file an appeal within ten (10) days of the date of this letter by 

submitting a written request and the required fee to Riverside City Hall. Written appeals may be 

delivered to 5200 Springfield Street, Suite 100, Riverside, OH 45431.  Appeals are heard by the 

Board of Zoning Appeals and all fees are the responsibility of the applicant. 

Thank you for your cooperation in resolving this issue. If you have any questions or concerns 

regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our office at 233-1801 ext. 280. 

 

 

 

Nia Holt  

 

 

 
___________________________________ 

Zoning Administrator 

City of Riverside 
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