
City of Mount Vernon Page 1 Updated 1/26/2022 3:45 PM  

 
 

Municipal Planning Commission  January 13, 2022 

Regular Meeting Minutes 4:00 PM 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Attendee Name Title Status 

Matthew T. Starr Chairman Present 

Austin Swallow Member Present 

Robert Drews Member Present 

Jeffrey Scott Ulery Member Excused 

Richard Dzik Member Present 

Eric Diehl Alt. Member Excused 

Todd Hawkins Alt. Member Excused 

Others in attendance: Lacie Blankenhorn, City Development Services Manager; Andrew Brower; Zac DiMarco; 

Jeff Gottke 

MINUTES APPROVAL 

- Municipal Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Dec 9, 2021 4:00 PM 

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Robert Drews, Member 

SECONDER: Richard Dzik, Member 

AYES: Starr, Swallow, Drews, Dzik 

EXCUSED: Ulery, Diehl, Hawkins 

MPC ITEMS 

- 2021-MPC-19 : Housing Council Appointee 

Starr restarted the discussion by saying as promised from the last meeting he spoke with Drews and Swallow 

about serving on the Council.  He is also looking for someone outside of the MPC to serve.  He would like to 

find someone that works for the school system since they are affected by the CRA, whether that is a teacher, 

faculty, administrator, or staff member.  Starr prefers that the representative live in the City, though not 

necessarily legally required.  It has been a standing policy of City commissions to have people who vote, to 

serve, to live inside City limits.  Swallow is willing to temporarily serve until another representative is found.  

Starr asked for other nominations.  Dzik made a motion to appoint Swallow to the Housing Council. 
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RESULT: ACCEPTED [3 TO 0] 

MOVER: Richard Dzik, Member 

SECONDER: Robert Drews, Member 

AYES: Starr, Drews, Dzik 

EXCUSED: Ulery, Diehl, Hawkins 

RECUSED: Swallow 

- 2022-MPC-01: 11973 Upper Gilchrist RD Parcel #71.00004.000 - Apply City 
Zoning District 

Blankenhorn introduced the case.   
Brower (sworn in) explained this is a rezoning request for a small 1.185-acres parcel that was recently annexed 
into the City and will be a part of the Gilchrist Estates subdivision, which has received preliminary approval of 
the entire development plan.  The adjoining lots are also zoned PND.  It is currently zoned A2 from the 
township.   
 
There was no further testimony. 
 
Swallow made a motion to accept the PND zoning to be applied to the subject parcel.  Blankenhorn corrected 
that the Municipal Planning Commission is making a recommendation to Council.  City Council will give the 
final approval.   

RESULT: RECOMMEND [UNANIMOUS] Next: 1/24/2022 7:30 PM 

MOVER: Austin Swallow, Member 

SECONDER: Richard Dzik, Member 

AYES: Starr, Swallow, Drews, Dzik 

EXCUSED: Ulery, Diehl, Hawkins 

- 2022-MPC-03 : 105 N Sandusky ST Parcel #66-01294.000 - Lot Split 

Blankenhorn introduced the case. 

DiMarco (sworn in) explained the Land Bank has been working with Siemens/Cooper-Cameron and all others 

related to them to attempt to secure ownership of the old Siemens plant.  On October 1, 2020 the Land Bank 

exercised an option to purchase the property and upon exercising the option it was found that the next party 

in line who owns Cooper-Cameron, being Schlumberger Corporation was unaware they owned the property.  

There was a requirement that they deed it to the Land Bank within so many days.  That has been blown by, by 

years at this point.  The reason why is when Schlumberger found out they owned the real estate they weren’t 

excited to deed it over without doing any environmental investigations.  To date there has not been any 

serious discoveries on the property.  They want to do additional investigations in certain areas of the property 

to ensure they are safe for tenants or future owners.  Because of that, the request is before MPC to split the 

20.387-acres that has been freed for conveyance to the Land Bank.  The 8.297-acres parcel will be retained by 

Schlumberger for further environmental testing.  This lot split is part of a greater plan of the Land Bank owning 

the entire campus.  It is uncertain when Schlumberger will be ready to convey the 8.297-acres.  It could be a 

month, it could be years.  If the requested lot split is approved, the Land Bank will be able to develop it into a 

multi-user complex under the new zoning classification of PCDD.  Step 1 is this requested lot split.  

Schlumberger can either deed both parcels to itself or deed the parcel they want to keep to themselves and 

deed the larger parcel to the Land Bank.   

Dzik asked if there is a future vision to re-combine the parcels that are being requested split today, once they 

are both deeded over to the Land Bank.  DiMarco explained the vision currently is a Phase I PCDD for the 

20.387-acres.  The 8.297-acres will be Phase II.  There will be a common plan of development.   
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Dzik clarified, a [comprehensive] development plan will have to be presented to the Municipal Planning 

Commission for review and recommendation to Council under the PCDD zoning.  As DiMarco stated, this will 

be done in 2 phases if the requested split is approved, because it is uncertain how long Schlumberger will 

retain ownership of the 8.297-acres.   

The Commission reviewed the proposed split outline on an aerial image of the property, noting the buildings.   

Starr asked if there are interested parties wanting to take action on this campus.  Gottke said yes, having a 

deed is a deciding factor on moving forward. 

DiMarco said they plan to bring their preliminary plan with the surveyors drawing to MPC next month, 

showing how the parcel would be split up for different owners (condominium-style).  After the preliminary 

review, they would file for approval at the March MPC meeting.   

Dzik suggested presenting both phases at once, if available, with the understanding the Land Bank will not 

necessarily own the entire campus.  

There was discussion about processes for subdivisions, ownership, and legalities. 

Blankenhorn read for the record a letter that was mailed in: from Gaylen Waddell of 503 W Burgess ST. For 

Municipal Planning Commission Case 2022-MPC-03 dated January 8, 2022 Dear Matthew T Starr, Chair As you 

may well know I am now in a wheelchair. Even so, I am a homeowner and a property tax payer. I have already 

paid taxes due this year. So, I am hoping that you and city council members will have thought enough of me 

for my tireless service to the parking lots I tended for many merchants downtown to read my letter in public 

hearing January 13 before the discussion begins. 

No. 1 often enough, promoters of a split (in question) will glowingly promote such a split with proactive zeal. 

However, what someone should also do is reveal the possible downside to such a split. People should hear 

both sides! No. 2. Does Mount Vernon intend to build residential housing, or construct businesses? No. 3. How 

would this affect residences that are nearby already in the west end - such as property value and taxes? No. 4. 

Are you, or have you been, proactive enough to already to have a list of willing businesses to use spaces in 

near future? How much is just wishful thinking? Regards, Gaylen W. Waddell 

Dzik requested the letter be shared with Gottke so he could provide answers to the questions asked. 

No. 4 Gottke outlined the existing buildings on the campus that have tentative tenants: the engineering 

building; the warehouse; the 3-bay test building has a manufacturer in it currently; and the 4-bay.  One 

building is currently occupied for facility operations.  The southwest corner of the campus has either 

occupants or very likely committed occupants.  An open lot on the campus has an interested purchaser as 

well.  All of that is dependent on being able to sell the property, which can’t be done unless the lot is split in 

order to transfer the deeds. 

No. 3 The buildings were built for a specific purpose, manufacturing or office.  Their intent is to keep them 

exactly as that - also answering No. 1 about residential.  There will be no residential on that property because 

of EPA restrictions.  It has been a manufacturing facility for nearly 180 years.  The EPA will not allow any 

residential.  The effect of changes of use will be minimal.  They think having a multi-tenant facility will actually 

help to stabilize the neighborhood so that it is not subject to one user occupying the whole property and then 

leaving like we saw happen with Siemens.  It will be an industrial park, like we have south of town with 

multiple users, which is much more stable and resilient for the neighborhood.   

Gottke guesses it will also generate significant reinvestment into the area by the Land Bank in terms of 

renovating the buildings, particularly the outsides to dress them up a bit, parking lot renovations.  There are 

plans for a public plaza to be located at the southeast corner of the property.  

The neighborhood could use some reinvestment.  The Land Bank has some plans to look at the quality of the 

housing and make some investments.  Gottke said he learned much of the west side of town was developed 

by the Cooper company as housing for its workforce a long time ago.   

He foresees the effect [of redeveloping the campus] being positive on property values.  The Land Bank holds 

property tax fee, so the County will not collect any property taxes until the buildings are sold.   

Addressing the portion of No. 1 - the downside - Gottke stated he thinks the substantive conversation would 

come with the site plan.  The current request for a split will allow 2 different owners - from one that didn’t 

know they owned the property to the other which is making significant investments in finding new tenants for 
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the property.  Gottke couldn’t think of a downside to the requested lot split; further stating, possible 

arguments could be made over the plan.  The split is requested to allow deeds to be delivered, in order to 

make commerce happen faster.   

There was no further correspondence.   

Drews made a motion to approve the requested lot split as submitted.   

Discussion: 

Dzik sees a lot of benefits to this split, particularly because the Land Bank can take ownership and begin filling 

the [industrial] park back up.  He argues to Waddell’s communication that a vacant industrial park is likely 

more of a drag on home values and neighborhood revitalization than having occupied facilities.   

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Robert Drews, Member 

SECONDER: Austin Swallow, Member 

AYES: Starr, Swallow, Drews, Dzik 

EXCUSED: Ulery, Diehl, Hawkins 

ADJOURN 

- Adjourn Motion 

Drews made a motion to adjourn the meeting, Swallow seconded and the meeting was adjourned at 4:30 PM 
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 Municipal Planning Commission Meeting: 01/13/22 4:00 PM 

 40 Public Square Dept: Municipal Planning Commission 

 Mount Vernon, OH  43050  

  Category: N/A 

 SCHEDULED Prepared By: Lacie Blankenhorn 

  Initiator: Lacie Blankenhorn 

 MPC ITEM (ID # 3450) DOC ID: 3450  
 

2021-MPC-19 : HOUSING COUNCIL APPOINTEE 

Per Mount Vernon City Ordinance 2021-39 and ORC 3735.69 the Municipal Planning 
Commission shall appoint a member to the Community Reinvestment Area Housing Council 

 

 
HISTORY: 

12/09/21 Municipal Planning Commission TABLE  Next: 01/13/22 

COMMENTS - Current Meeting: 

Starr restarted the discussion by saying as promised from the last meeting he spoke with Drews 

and Swallow about serving on the Council.  He is also looking for someone outside of the MPC 

to serve.  He would like to find someone that works for the school system since they are 

affected by the CRA, whether that is a teacher, faculty, administrator, or staff member.  Starr 

prefers that the representative live in the City, though not necessarily legally required.  It has 

been a standing policy of City commissions to have people who vote, to serve, to live inside City 

limits.  Swallow is willing to temporarily serve until another representative is found.  Starr asked 

for other nominations.  Dzik made a motion to appoint Swallow to the Housing Council. 

RESULT: ACCEPTED [3 TO 0] 

MOVER: Richard Dzik, Member 

SECONDER: Robert Drews, Member 

AYES: Matthew T. Starr, Robert Drews, Richard Dzik 

EXCUSED: Jeffrey Scott Ulery, Eric Diehl, Todd Hawkins 

RECUSED: Austin Swallow 
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 Municipal Planning Commission Meeting: 01/13/22 4:00 PM 

 40 Public Square Dept: Municipal Planning Commission 

 Mount Vernon, OH  43050  

  Category: Lands 

 SCHEDULED Prepared By: Lacie Blankenhorn 

  Initiator: Lacie Blankenhorn 

 MPC ITEM (ID # 3473) DOC ID: 3473  
 

2022-MPC-01: 11973 UPPER GILCHRIST RD PARCEL #71.00004.000 - APPLY CITY ZONING 

DISTRICT 

Per Codified Ordinance 1156.01(c) a request to apply City Zoning to a recently annexed parcel 
has been submitted for review and recommendation to City Council by the Municipal Planning 
Commission. 

 
Description of Request:  Schlabach Builders, LTD request PND - Planned Neighborhood District 
zoning be applied to the recently annexed (ORD. 2021-44) parcel #71-00004.000 (formerly #49-
01395.000) at 11973 Upper Gilchrist RD.  The parcel currently carries the Monroe Township A2 
zoning district designation. 
 
This parcel is included in the Gilchrist Estates Subdivision which previously received full 
Development Plan approval. 
 

 
COMMENTS - Current Meeting: 

Blankenhorn introduced the case.   

Brower (sworn in) explained this is a rezoning request for a small 1.185-acres parcel that was 
recently annexed into the City and will be a part of the Gilchrist Estates subdivision, which has 
received preliminary approval of the entire development plan.  The adjoining lots are also 
zoned PND.  It is currently zoned A2 from the township.   

 

There was no further testimony. 

 

Swallow made a motion to accept the PND zoning to be applied to the subject parcel.  
Blankenhorn corrected that the Municipal Planning Commission is making a recommendation 
to Council.  City Council will give the final approval.   

RESULT: RECOMMEND [UNANIMOUS] Next: 1/24/2022 7:30 PM 

MOVER: Austin Swallow, Member 

SECONDER: Richard Dzik, Member 

AYES: Matthew T. Starr, Austin Swallow, Robert Drews, Richard Dzik 

EXCUSED: Jeffrey Scott Ulery, Eric Diehl, Todd Hawkins 
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 Municipal Planning Commission Meeting: 01/13/22 4:00 PM 

 40 Public Square Dept: Municipal Planning Commission 

 Mount Vernon, OH  43050  

  Category: Lands 

 SCHEDULED Prepared By: Lacie Blankenhorn 

  Initiator: Lacie Blankenhorn 

 MPC ITEM (ID # 3474) DOC ID: 3474  
 

2022-MPC-03 : 105 N SANDUSKY ST PARCEL #66-01294.000 - LOT SPLIT 

Per Codified Ordinance 1131.02(c) a request for lot split (subdivision) has been submitted for 
review by the Municipal Planning Commission. 

 
Description of Request:  Jeff Gottke, agent for Cooper Cameron Corporation requests a land 
subdivision of Parcel #66-01294.000.  They wish to divide the existing 20.683-acre parcel into 2 
separate 20.387-acre and 8.297-acre parcels. 
 

 
COMMENTS - Current Meeting: 

Blankenhorn introduced the case. 

DiMarco (sworn in) explained the Land Bank has been working with Siemens/Cooper-Cameron 

and all others related to them to attempt to secure ownership of the old Siemens plant.  On 

October 1, 2020 the Land Bank exercised an option to purchase the property and upon 

exercising the option it was found that the next party in line who owns Cooper-Cameron, being 

Schlumberger Corporation was unaware they owned the property.  There was a requirement 

that they deed it to the Land Bank within so many days.  That has been blown by, by years at 

this point.  The reason why is when Schlumberger found out they owned the real estate they 

weren’t excited to deed it over without doing any environmental investigations.  To date there 

has not been any serious discoveries on the property.  They want to do additional investigations 

in certain areas of the property to ensure they are safe for tenants or future owners.  Because 

of that, the request is before MPC to split the 20.387-acres that has been freed for conveyance 

to the Land Bank.  The 8.297-acres parcel will be retained by Schlumberger for further 

environmental testing.  This lot split is part of a greater plan of the Land Bank owning the entire 

campus.  It is uncertain when Schlumberger will be ready to convey the 8.297-acres.  It could be 

a month, it could be years.  If the requested lot split is approved, the Land Bank will be able to 

develop it into a multi-user complex under the new zoning classification of PCDD.  Step 1 is this 

requested lot split.  Schlumberger can either deed both parcels to itself or deed the parcel they 

want to keep to themselves and deed the larger parcel to the Land Bank.   

Dzik asked if there is a future vision to re-combine the parcels that are being requested split 

today, once they are both deeded over to the Land Bank.  DiMarco explained the vision 

currently is a Phase I PCDD for the 20.387-acres.  The 8.297-acres will be Phase II.  There will be 

a common plan of development.   

Dzik clarified, a [comprehensive] development plan will have to be presented to the Municipal 
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Planning Commission for review and recommendation to Council under the PCDD zoning.  As 

DiMarco stated, this will be done in 2 phases if the requested split is approved, because it is 

uncertain how long Schlumberger will retain ownership of the 8.297-acres.   

The Commission reviewed the proposed split outline on an aerial image of the property, noting 

the buildings.   

Starr asked if there are interested parties wanting to take action on this campus.  Gottke said 

yes, having a deed is a deciding factor on moving forward. 

DiMarco said they plan to bring their preliminary plan with the surveyors drawing to MPC next 

month, showing how the parcel would be split up for different owners (condominium-style).  

After the preliminary review, they would file for approval at the March MPC meeting.   

Dzik suggested presenting both phases at once, if available, with the understanding the Land 

Bank will not necessarily own the entire campus.  

There was discussion about processes for subdivisions, ownership, and legalities. 

Blankenhorn read for the record a letter that was mailed in: from Gaylen Waddell of 503 W 

Burgess ST. For Municipal Planning Commission Case 2022-MPC-03 dated January 8, 2022 Dear 

Matthew T Starr, Chair As you may well know I am now in a wheelchair. Even so, I am a 

homeowner and a property tax payer. I have already paid taxes due this year. So, I am hoping 

that you and city council members will have thought enough of me for my tireless service to the 

parking lots I tended for many merchants downtown to read my letter in public hearing January 

13 before the discussion begins. 

No. 1 often enough, promoters of a split (in question) will glowingly promote such a split with 

proactive zeal. However, what someone should also do is reveal the possible downside to such 

a split. People should hear both sides! No. 2. Does Mount Vernon intend to build residential 

housing, or construct businesses? No. 3. How would this affect residences that are nearby 

already in the west end - such as property value and taxes? No. 4. Are you, or have you been, 

proactive enough to already to have a list of willing businesses to use spaces in near future? 

How much is just wishful thinking? Regards, Gaylen W. Waddell 

Dzik requested the letter be shared with Gottke so he could provide answers to the questions 

asked. 

No. 4 Gottke outlined the existing buildings on the campus that have tentative tenants: the 

engineering building; the warehouse; the 3-bay test building has a manufacturer in it currently; 

and the 4-bay.  One building is currently occupied for facility operations.  The southwest corner 

of the campus has either occupants or very likely committed occupants.  An open lot on the 

campus has an interested purchaser as well.  All of that is dependent on being able to sell the 

property, which can’t be done unless the lot is split in order to transfer the deeds. 

No. 3 The buildings were built for a specific purpose, manufacturing or office.  Their intent is to 

keep them exactly as that - also answering No. 1 about residential.  There will be no residential 
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on that property because of EPA restrictions.  It has been a manufacturing facility for nearly 180 

years.  The EPA will not allow any residential.  The effect of changes of use will be minimal.  

They think having a multi-tenant facility will actually help to stabilize the neighborhood so that 

it is not subject to one user occupying the whole property and then leaving like we saw happen 

with Siemens.  It will be an industrial park, like we have south of town with multiple users, 

which is much more stable and resilient for the neighborhood.   

Gottke guesses it will also generate significant reinvestment into the area by the Land Bank in 

terms of renovating the buildings, particularly the outsides to dress them up a bit, parking lot 

renovations.  There are plans for a public plaza to be located at the southeast corner of the 

property.  

The neighborhood could use some reinvestment.  The Land Bank has some plans to look at the 

quality of the housing and make some investments.  Gottke said he learned much of the west 

side of town was developed by the Cooper company as housing for its workforce a long time 

ago.   

He foresees the effect [of redeveloping the campus] being positive on property values.  The 

Land Bank holds property tax fee, so the County will not collect any property taxes until the 

buildings are sold.   

Addressing the portion of No. 1 - the downside - Gottke stated he thinks the substantive 

conversation would come with the site plan.  The current request for a split will allow 2 

different owners - from one that didn’t know they owned the property to the other which is 

making significant investments in finding new tenants for the property.  Gottke couldn’t think 

of a downside to the requested lot split; further stating, possible arguments could be made 

over the plan.  The split is requested to allow deeds to be delivered, in order to make 

commerce happen faster.   

There was no further correspondence.   

Drews made a motion to approve the requested lot split as submitted.   

Discussion: 

Dzik sees a lot of benefits to this split, particularly because the Land Bank can take ownership 

and begin filling the [industrial] park back up.  He argues to Waddell’s communication that a 

vacant industrial park is likely more of a drag on home values and neighborhood revitalization 

than having occupied facilities.   

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Robert Drews, Member 

SECONDER: Austin Swallow, Member 

AYES: Matthew T. Starr, Austin Swallow, Robert Drews, Richard Dzik 

EXCUSED: Jeffrey Scott Ulery, Eric Diehl, Todd Hawkins 
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