
 

 

 
 

Summit County Planning Commission (SCPC) 
Thursday, June 27, 2024 - 3:00 p.m. 

County of Summit, County Council Chambers 
175 South Main Street, 7th Floor, Akron, Ohio 

Meeting Minutes 
 
 

A. Call to Order                                               Chair Allen Mavrides 
Chair Allen Mavrides called to order the Thursday, June 27th, 2024 - SCPC monthly meeting at 3:01 p.m. 
 

B. Roll Call                              Dennis Tubbs 
  

SCPC Member    Present 

Open 
 

Dickinson, Erin 

Wiedie-Higham, Christine 

Jones-Capers, Halle X

Kline, David X 

Mavrides, Allen X 

Reville, Rich X 

Segedy, Jason X 

Snell, Jeff 
X 

Stoiber, Dennis X 

Terry, Robert X 

 
Reported by Dennis Tubbs, we have a quorum for SCPC meeting Thursday, June 27th, 2024 – SCPC monthly 
meeting at  3:01:26 p.m.    
 
C. Approval of the Thursday, May 30, 2024, SCPC Minutes                                         Chair Allen Mavrides 
 
Chair Allen Mavrides made a motion to the members for approval of the Thursday, May 30th, 2024, Summit 
County Planning Commission Meeting minutes as submitted. 
 
 

  



 

 

SCPC Member Motion Second Aye Oppose Abstain 

Open  
     

Dickinson, Erin 
     

Wiedie- Higham, Christine      

Jones-Capers, Halle  X X   

Kline, David X  X   

Mavrides, Allen     X 

Reville, Rich   X   

Segedy, Jason   X   

Snell, Jeff   X   

Stoiber, Dennis 
 X X   

Terry, Robert   X   

Motion 
David Kline made a motion to approve the SCPC Meeting Minutes for Thursday, May 30th, 2024, as presented 
and it was seconded by Halle Jones-Capers and Dennis Stoiber, all in favor, aye, oppose_0_, SCPC Meeting 
Minutes for Thursday, May 30th, 2024, was approved with _1_abstentions (Allen Mavrides). 

 
D. Business Items                                 James Taylor 

 
New Business 
 

1. Commercial District Permitted Uses - Text Amendment – Sagamore Hills – To amend Section 5.0 
Commercial District, 5.2 Uses, A. Permitted Uses, 4. To add additional text including tattoo parlors as a 
permitted use in Commercial Districts. 

Reported by James Taylor:  
James Taylor reported the applicant would like to amend the text to add “and tattoo parlors” to their 
regulations as permitted uses.  
Changing the language to read under Section 5.0 Commercial District 5.2 Uses A. Permitted Uses 4. Barber, 
Beauty shops and tattoo parlors. 
 
Questions/Comments from the members:   
Dennis Stoiber stated that he had never seen a simpler change in his 20 years.  
  
Representation for the Township:  
Jeff Snell, Representative for Sagamore Hills Township 
Jeff Snell stated its pretty simple, they may change the word “parlor” to “shop” kind of updated. He also 
wanted to state that it is under barber and beauty because people tattoo their eyebrows and such.  There are 
beauty shops that do eyebrow tattooing. 
 
County Engineer’s Office:  
Joe Paradise, County Engineer’s Office 
Joe Paradise made no comment on this item. 
 



 

 

Summit Soil and Water: Not in attendance 
 
Questions from the Public: No one from the public wished to speak on this item 
 
Discussion from the members: No further discussion from the members 
 

SCPC Member Motion Second Aye Oppose Abstain 

Open  
     

Dickinson, Erin 
     

Wiedie- Higham, Christine      

Jones-Capers, Halle  X X   

Kline, David X  X   

Mavrides, Allen   X   

Reville, Rich   X   

Segedy, Jason   X   

Snell, Jeff     X 

Stoiber, Dennis 
  X   

Terry, Robert  X X   

Motion 
David Kline made a motion to approve the New Item #1 Commercial District Permitted Uses - Text 
Amendment – Sagamore Hills, with due consideration to member comments and it was seconded by Halle 

Jones-Capers and Robert Terry, all in favor, aye, oppose_0_, New Item #1 Commercial District Permitted 
Uses - Text Amendment – Sagamore Hills, was approved with _1_abstentions (Jeff Snell). 

 
2. Picton Parkway Preliminary Plan – Springfield Township – Proposing the extension of Picton 

Parkway to end in a cul-de-sac as previously platted out in blocks and to split Block 2-BR to make 
Blocks 2BR-A (14.1270 acres) and 2BR-B (22.0767 acres) for site development. 

 
Reported by James Taylor:  
James Taylor reported that the applicant is proposing the extension of Picton Parkway project, there were 
two (2) comments by staff, (1 Soils in the Subdivision shall be identified. (2) Existing ground elevations in 
the Subdivision: show contours with an interval of two (2) feet. 
 
Staff recommendation is conditional approval to satisfy both staff and Summit County Engineer comments. 
 
Questions/Comments from the members:   
Allen Mavrides remembered this project from 2011 when the project was proposed. 
 
Jason Segedy asked, is Picton Parkway a township road? Not a private road? 
James Taylor responded, yes. 
 
 



 

 

Applicant:  
James Lott, CESO Inc. 
175 Montrose West Avenue, Ste 400 
Akron, OH 44321 
330-665-0660 
 
James Lott explained that this is a new roadway extension that they are going to be dedicating some right of 
way for in addition to the site being split. It is currently one (1) parcel that covers about 38.6458 acres that 
they will be splitting into two (2). One (1) having proposed development and the other a different private 
development from a different developer. 
 
Representation for the Township:  
Ted Weinsheimer, Springfield Township 
Superintendent, Highway Department 
2459 Canfield Road, Akron, OH 44312 
330-733-3213 
 
Ted Weinsheimer reported that this development there are a few things that are up in the air about this. 
Picton Parkway this road is not actually plated in through this area, there was some disagreement about if it 
was platted. The trustees would prefer that instead of extending the road from its current temporary cul-de-
sac back through to their property, the cul-de-sac would be built where it’s at, and then they would create 
their drive and the property would be platted differently, so it would be a private drive back there. 
 
Dennis Stoiber commented from their drive from the existing temporary cul-de-sac now they would extend 
the drive. 
Mr. Weinsheimer responded yes; this would be less maintenance for the township. Then the other parcel that 
would be split off would be able to come off the cul-de-sac as well. 
 
Mr. Stoiber stated the engineering question at hand would be is the temporary cul-de-sac, does that meet the 
engineer’s standards. The second part is the right of way that includes presently, does it have the correct 
geometry needed for the cul-de-sac? 
 
Mr. Weinsheimer also pointed out that when you look at the plat, they have seen another drawing where 
there have been some property line adjustments on Röchling which what you see depicted on this is 
different. 
 
County Engineer’s Office:  
Joe Paradise, County Engineer’s Office 
 
Joe Paradise stated somewhere halfway in between Schone and the intersection of Boehler and Picton we 
do not have an overall view of that. This is where Phase I platted the streets stopped and built a temporary 
cul-de-sac, not sure of the quality of the cul-de-sac or even if this will hold up. Not sure where this is 
located, in relationship to both the first (1st) parcel and second (2nd) parcel has not been investigated yet. Not 
sure if you can have a private drive that blocks off the first (1st) parcel and second (2nd) parcel because you 
won’t have a public street. This is something that he needs to do a little more research on and will get back 
to the members. The applicant wants to make it a private street which the County Engineer does not like, as 
if the property 15-20 years from now, came upon new ownership that wanted to make it a public street, then 
we may have a problem. This is an issue that they have had numerous times with private streets.  
 



 

 

We need to find out by checking the records where the existing cul-de-sac is and how it was built. He did 
not know this was going to be an issue until 10:00am this day.  
There are other comments that need to be addressed. He has exchanged emails with the Department of 
Transportation realizing that Amazon is going to create a major traffic flow coming in and out of their 
property that is going to affect SR241. ODOT is working on putting a traffic signal at this location to create 
a left lane need a signal sign and this is in progress. 
 
Jason Segedy asked, will this signal be at Boehler and Massillon Road?  
Mr. Paradise responded, yes. There is left turn and right turn, but there is no traffic signal at this time. 
 
David Kline asked if the County Engineer’s office would prefer if this was held until they could do their due 
diligence on it?  
Mr. Paradise responded, yes.  
Allen Mavrides responded that he would agree, he has copies of all the previous plats, and he has looked at 
them. As the engineer stated, making it a private drive makes it something else to look at, on the southwest 
area left of the cul-de-sac seems to be wetlands or probable wetlands, so he doesn’t know if this needs to be 
extended. 
Mr. Paradise responded, if the cul-de-sac is not extended there will be some easements as there will need to 
be storm water basins that will need to be accessible for equipment to maintain it. 
 
Summit Soil and Water: Not in attendance 
 
Questions from the Public: No one from the public wished to speak on this item 
 
Discussion from the members: 
No further discussion from the members. 
 
Attorney Marvin Evans had a question about the movement of the property line (the southern property line), 
is the plan now or is this plat incorrect? Because this question has come up before whether you going to 
have the land lot parcels if you made this a private road.  
Is this correct currently or is it going to be moved to the south? 
 
Allen Mavrides added that he cannot tell as there are three (3) versions of this plat in the records currently, 
with none of them being the same. 
 
Attorney Evans addressed Mr. Lott and asked did he know?  
Mr. Lott responded he is in the same opinion this would be deliberated in terms of what previous plats 
show, what this lots going to show. But wanted to know if we were clear with the extension Picton Parkway 
will be public right of way, the only private drive will be from their development block 2BRB that connects 
to the end of the road. He stated that you will see this in the next page of the agenda where they will have all 
drives connecting to that. 
 
Jeff Snell asked do you opposed a private drive with the existing temporary cul-de-sac, is that your position? 
As we’ve heard the township say, they wanted the private cul-de-sac to remain. It’s just unclear. 
Mr. Lott responded that the plan is that the temporary cul-de-sac would go away once this is built it would 
need to be extended, that the plan of extending with public right of way.  
Mr. Snell responded he understands what he is proposing, but the township says that they would like to stop 
it at the temporary cul-de-sac and make it a private drive after that. Mr. Mavrides spoke about changing 



 

 

where the cul-de-sac is located. The question is, are you opposed to making it private after the temporary 
cul-de-sac? He is just trying to understand as the CE is looking at it the temporary cul-de-sac may not 
support it, maybe you need to redesign it. Maybe the township and developers should get together and 
figure this out before you come back. It seems that everything on the left-hand side is wetlands.  
 
David Kline responded you will have to have utilities that will need to be in the public right of way all the 
way down. 
Mr. Lott responded if it was made a private drive, you would have to have easements associated with 
utilities or some cross access, because the adjacent parcel to them would be developed eventually and wil 
need to connect to the road as well as there is no other way to have connectivity to the parcels. 
 
Jason Segedy responded that when it is resolved maybe we could see a graphic at the next meeting showing 
the private part and public parts (possibly in different color codes) to clearly delineate what the decision on 
those are. 
Mr. Snell added and also possibly show where the utilities are as you cannot clearly see them. 
  

SCPC Member Motion Second Aye Oppose Abstain 

Open  
     

Dickinson, Erin 
     

Wiedie- Higham, Christine      

Jones-Capers, Halle   X   

Kline, David X  X   

Mavrides, Allen   X   

Reville, Rich  X X   

Segedy, Jason   X   

Snell, Jeff   X   

Stoiber, Dennis 
  X   

Terry, Robert  X X   

Motion 
David Kline made a motion to table the New Item # 2 Picton Parkway Preliminary Plan – Springfield 
Township, at the applicants request and with due consideration to staff, County Engineer and township 

comments and it was seconded by Rich Reville, all in favor, aye, oppose_0_, New Item # 2 Picton Parkway 
Preliminary Plan – Springfield Township, was tabled with _0_abstentions. 

 
3. Rezone PN 5110230 – Springfield Township – Proposing to rezone PN 5110230 from R-2 residential 

to RPD residential to allow for the development of increased density.  
Chair Allen Mavrides comments: 
Chair Allen Mavrides referenced this item and explained that this item pertains to the next three (3) items 
#3, 4 and 5 on the agenda today. He stated that he would like the members to speak only about this 
rezoning item without any reference made to the other two (2) and we will consider then the next items 
after that. 
 
Reported by James Taylor:  



 

 

James Taylor reported rezoning map amendment for parcel number 5110230 located at 1466 Killian Road, 
Springfield Township off of Killan Road east of intersection with Pickle Road. Kingdom Preserve at 1466 
Killian Road (parcel #5110230) will be a planned development district. It is currently R-2 and needs to be 
changed to R-2/RPD.  
Mr. Taylor referenced the current zoning map.  
 

Direction  Zoning  Land Use  Jurisdiction 

North O-R & O-C Farm Agriculture  Springfield Township  

East  R-2 & O-C Residential  Springfield Township  

South R-3/RPD & R-2 Residential  Springfield Township  

West  R-2 Church  Springfield Township  

 
There were a few staff comments that stated that after review by staff the site can be used as agriculture as 
zoned, however, there are natural features on the site support the application for RPD. 
 
Staff recommendation is approval. 
 
Questions/Comments from the members:  No current questions from the members 
 
Representation for the Township: 
Deborah Grow, Zoning Administrator 
Springfield Township 
2459 Canfield Road, Akron, OH 44312  
330-794-0134 
 
Deborah Grow reported they are proposing the zoning to change from R-2 to R-2/RPD a planned 
development district to increase density. 
 
County Engineer’s Office:  
Joe Paradise, County Engineer’s Office 
Joe Paradise made no comment on this item. 
 
Summit Soil and Water: Not in attendance 
 
Questions from the Public: No one from the public wished to speak on this item 
 
Discussion from the members: No further discussion from the members 

 

SCPC Member Motion Second Aye Oppose Abstain 

Open  
     

Dickinson, Erin 
     

Wiedie- Higham, Christine      

Jones-Capers, Halle   X   

Kline, David   X   



 

 

Mavrides, Allen   X   

Reville, Rich   X   

Segedy, Jason X  X   

Snell, Jeff   X   

Stoiber, Dennis 
 X X   

Terry, Robert   X   

Motion 
Jason Segedy made a motion to approve the New Item #3 Rezone PN 5110230 – Springfield Township, and it 

was seconded by Dennis Stoiber, all in favor,aye, oppose_0_, New Item #3 Rezone PN 5110230 – Springfield 
Township, was approved with _0_abstentions. 

 
4. Kingdom Preserve Variance Request – Springfield Township – Requesting a variance from section 

1108.07 Geometric Design for Subdivision – Each intersecting road shall have a tangent distance of at 
least 100 feet for local roads or a curve with a minimum 1400-foot radius. The applicant is requesting a 
variance to allow no vertical tangent distance at the road intersection.  

 
Reported by James Taylor:  
James Taylor reported that the applicant is requesting two (2) variance requests located at 1466 Killian 
Road, Springfield Township off of Killan Road east of intersection with Pickle Road.  
The first (1st) variance is from Section 1108.07 Section f of the Geometric Design for Subdivision, the 
variance request is to reduce the requirement from 100 feet to 89 feet an 11-foot variance.  
The second (2nd) variance is from Section 1108.05 #2 Public Street Right of Way widths and grades 
between reverse curves there should be a tangent of at least 100 feet in length.  
 
Staff had quite a few comments. In summary, there are exceptional topographic or other physical conditions 
peculiar to this parcel including a river in the southern portion that has riparian setbacks as well as wetlands 
and 100-year floodplain. We received further clarification that the variance request is to reduce the 
requirement from 100ft to 89ft, an 11ft variance.  
 
Staff recommends the approval of this Variance Request. 
 
Questions/Comments from the members:  
Allen Mavrides stated that this is a variance request not a site plan approval request, even though we are 
acknowledging that there appears to be other variance that may be required. He is asking for discussion of 
this request. 
 
David Kline asked for clarification on the variance first (1s) request 89.07 that is on the plat that is completed 
the others that you are referring to are Lots 36, 35 and so on that are on the variance that says future, as we 
are not approving those lots. Just the 100 foot and the tangent around the curve.  
 
Dennis Stoiber stated that this second (2nd) variance is not part of this packet. It doesn’t believe that this was 
the original packet. That means it is another tangent which is two (2) parts of a reverse curve on or about 
6.00 plus or minus. He believes we should be talking about them separately. 
 



 

 

James Taylor stated that he seen no evidence of the second (2nd) variance either so he could not comfortably 
give an approval either. 
 
Applicant:  
Rick Kiphen, Contractor/Developer 
Integrity Contracting Services, Inc. 
3206 S Jackson Blvd, Uniontown, OH 44685 
 
Business partner 
James Dawson, Contractor/Developer 
Integrity Contracting Services, Inc. 
4574 Cynthia Drive, N. Canton, OH 44720 
 
Rick Kiphen had questions about the variances as well. When they were in previously, they were talking 
about the initial tangent between the radiuses on the inside. That is what they turned in the variances for, 
they knew they had the 70-foot degree turn coming in which was good. What they didn’t know was there 
was another tangent for radius from there to the first radius was something that was in question.  
 
Comments from the members:  
 
Dennis Stoiber asked, who created this drawing of what was presented?  
Mr. Kiphen responded that this was created by their engineer Rich Largent. 
Mr. Stoiber responded that he is the one that is showing on here that you are showing the dimension on 
89.07 feet. 
Mr. Kiphen responded that they received a call about a week ago from Stephen Knittel, GIS, about staff 
having questions about the first tangent. They wanted to know what the distance was from the first tangent 
to the center of the road. They sent him that information. 
Mr. Stoiber stated that his guess is they were first looking at the center line to Killian Road, the first line of 
curvature, but on this drawing, it has been measured from edge of pavement of Killian Road which is not 
11-feet off of that. The other part is the reverse curve which there is no tangent separating the two pieces of 
the reverse curve right around station at 6+00. 
 
James Dawson asked if they could just speak on the first (1st) variance that they applied and prepared for? 
From the road to the first curvature 89-feet, the County requires 100-feet, just as it was proposed that 11-
foot variance difference is basically the maximum that they could do given the circumstances in the 
wetlands and floodplains, extensive challenges on this development. To be an 11-fopot variance request 
they felt as though this was pretty reasonable. 
 
Dennis Stoiber responded that they make a reasonable case from their standpoint, we will hear what the CE 
office has to say, as those two things are in place for safety issues. 
 
Dennis Tubbs added looking at the minutes from last month’s meeting conversation about the reverse curve 
was brought up at that meeting. 
Dennis Stoiber responded yes it was. 
 
 



 

 

County Engineer’s Office:  
Joe Paradise, County Engineer’s Office 
 
Joe Paradise reported the first (1st) variance considered tonight (Variance A) is fine.  
(1)The issue is showing future lots that will never be built they need to be removed. (2) Going clear back to 
the cover sheet on this item we identified 36 lots and the most we could give was 24 or a little less.  
(3)We do not have a tangent filed at station 6+00, we saw no other options other than this one which is very 
similar to it. If you back up to station 5+75 stop the curve there and start a tangent you may be able to rotate 
the cul-de-sac counterclockwise and pick into the cul-de-sac from the roadway and have some sort of  
tangent distance it may only be 50-feet, it’s a possibility but we haven’t seen that presented and we do not 
know if it was even considered. If you move the road further to the south towards buildings 24, 23, 22 and 
21 the driveways a bit short but you could possibly even turn those four (4) buildings into a trackway 
running two (2) duplexes, turn the shape of the storm water basin and move those back. There are options 
that need to be considered.  
 
We would be opposed to variance B and be opposed to showing the future, as this gives the impression that 
the panel has approved something.  
 
Dennis Stoiber included that is the reason it was tabled the last time as there was no sense in moving 
forward because it looks like in order to solve the roadway geometry problem, there is possibly could 
involve a reduction in the review that does not address the issue. 
 
Allen Mavrides added if they had approved this, he would not want to see any mention of units. 
 
David Kline added they could remove them and come back at a later date and ask for a riparian variance 
with no guarantee they could amend the map at that point. If you take the cul-de-sac and shift it to the north, 
they would straighten out the tangent a little bit. You could pick up lots 29 & 30. There is a building setback 
on 15 & 16 & 13 the topo is really deep, but they are already cutting into the topo but shifting it to the top 
they do pick up two (2) more lots. 
 
Dennis Stoiber included after hearing comments from CE office that we could possibly motion on the 
approval of the first (1st) variance, but nothing else at this point, we certainly could not approve a 
preliminary plan.  
 
Allen Mavrides added but if we approve the first (1st) variance at least that part gets approved and then they 
would have to come back with a redesign with the variance included. 
 
Jeff Snell added that he thought that the ghosted units were going to be off of the plan. He stated that he 
looked at the two (2) plans and could not figure out what the difference was, he doesn’t see another change, 
but the ghosted unit needs to come off. 
 
Discussion from the applicant and members:  
 
James Dawson added clarification to the design, the red composite line that has the FUTURE units in there 
that is only the floodplain, there are no riparian or any other wetland setback the idea there those would be 
approvable if they had the floodplain revision after moving dirt. 
 



 

 

Dennis Stoiber responded that the floodplain is part of the method of defining what the riparian setback is, 
so it’s the basin is the depended upon the size of the watershed at such as such width. So if there are 
wetlands and floodplains those become part of the definition of the riparian setback. So, this composite line 
takes part in those certain things. If you were to get a study of the floodplain that changes this map, then 
those floodplains change. But showing the ghosted units is not something that they want to see that would 
have their approval on them. 
 
James Dawson also addressed the reverse tangent line in bringing it more north to straighten the line, he 
understands the idea behind it or to the point of having a three (3) unit or a different priced unit in there. 
Aesthetically if you think about the neighborhood having random 2 unit or 3 unit, they are trying to bring 
some beauty to the neighborhood and have it uniform, it would be nicer to leave it at 2 unit. The ultimate 
goal is the bring affordable housing to Springfield Township in a time no one could find new construction or 
affordable housing in the low $200k sales price. If they do this, it will no longer be affordable or feasible to 
the build. 
 
Mr. Dawson’s question is that straightening of the tangent would create a smoother pathway, is that the 
intent begowned meeting these types of tangent distances? 
 
Mr. Stoiber responded if you understood what the comment CE office staff explained the potential is that 
this has to do with safety and maintenance this is how they created their standards. The potential is you 
would end this curve not at 6+00 (estimated) if you ended it 25 feet shorter; if you started the 100-foot 
tangent there it slightly changes the thrust of the line going forward and would require you to either shorter 
the drive or slightly shift the building and maybe in the process, you will have to reshape the detention basin 
behind it. There is some play that your engineer has which would satisfy County Engineer comments and 
resolves it. 
 
Mr. Dawson stated he was trying to picture it but doing that and bringing the units north backing those units 
up closer to the hill.  
Mr. Stoiber commented from the CE office and said it would push them further north and affect the units. 
 
Jason Segedy responded the north side would stay the same it would be the units on the south. 
Mr. Stoiber responded the four (4) units on the south would have to be moved around to accommodate. 
 
Mr. Kiphen stated they could just shorten the driveways. 
 
Mr. Stoiber responded, the units on the north with that solution, you wouldn’t have to change a thing. 
 
My. Dawson responded except for the driveways (potentially) which would be another Springfield variance. 
He didn’t understand why this would make a difference in this type of project, especially when there are not 
a lot of units on the south side. Is there any way to possibly consider the variance for this tangent that 
doesn’t quite meet the second (2nd) tangent? He feels as though they threw it out here pretty quickly. 
 
Mr. Stoiber responded he understands as a reviewing and approving body, the efforts in trying to 
accommodate the comments we have made. You are depending upon the vote of this body of people with 
the council of the County Engineer, Soil and Water & Planning commission the agencies that are expert in 
these areas to give their impression of it. 
 



 

 

Mr. Dawson stated that they would take the suggestions and would like to table to item. 
 
Summit Soil and Water: Not in attendance 
 
Questions from the Public: No one from the public wished to speak on this item 
 
Discussion from the members:  
Jason Segedy added clarification that part of this decision is the tangent that they are all clear on the 89 feet 
that we are not acting on that, but it may come back to same, but if they rework it, it may come back 
different.  

 

SCPC Member Motion Second Aye Oppose Abstain 

Open  
     

Dickinson, Erin 
     

Wiedie- Higham, Christine      

Jones-Capers, Halle   X   

Kline, David   X   

Mavrides, Allen   X   

Reville, Rich  X X   

Segedy, Jason   X   

Snell, Jeff   X   

Stoiber, Dennis 
X  X   

Terry, Robert   X   

Motion 
Dennis Stoiber made a motion to table the New Item# 4 Kingdom Preserve Variance Request – 
Springfield Township, at the applicants request and with due consideration to staff and County Engineer’s 
comments and further study and it was seconded by Rich Reville, all in favor, aye, oppose_0_, New Item# 4 

Kingdom Preserve Variance Request – Springfield Township, was tabled with _0_abstentions. 

  
5. Kingdom Preserve Preliminary Plan – Springfield Township – Proposing 36 units on a proposed 

public cul-de-sac off Killian Road. 28 units in the current phase and units 29 through 36 in a future 
phase requiring a 100-year Flood Plain Map amendment.  

Allen Mavrides opened the Item up for discussion. 
 
Applicant:  
Rick Kiphen wanted to hear comments from the planning commission of their thoughts about this item. 
 
Questions/Comments from the members:   
Jeff Snell commented their change would be to straighten the second (2nd) curve up the road and pull it 
down a bit and change to cul-de-sac slightly, so the layout remains pretty close to the layout presented. But 
he didn’t see them trying to change it dramatically because of the floodplain, etc.  



 

 

Being considerate of the applicant, Mr. Snell suggests that the members look at the plan and express if there 
are any issues recognizing that it could change and it could be different. To him he doesn’t see any issue 
with Item #5 Kingdom Preserve Preliminary Plan – Springfield Township. 
 
Allen Mavrides addressed that there are many comments from the County Engineer’s office on this item.  
 
County Engineer’s Office:  
Joe Paradise, County Engineer’s Office 
 
Joe Paradise commented looking at the mapping there is sanitary sewer that run long side in the southside 
of the street that is actually crossing outside the utility easement, so this is something that needs to be 
addressed. Runs outside unit 24,23 & 22. He could see a public utility easement line that runs along the 
curve that cuts across a sanitary line. 
 

SCPC Member Motion Second Aye Oppose Abstain 

Open  
     

Dickinson, Erin 
     

Wiedie- Higham, Christine      

Jones-Capers, Halle   X   

Kline, David   X   

Mavrides, Allen   X   

Reville, Rich  X X   

Segedy, Jason   X   

Snell, Jeff   X   

Stoiber, Dennis 
X  X   

Terry, Robert   X   

Motion 
Dennis Stoiber made a motion to table the New Item #5 Kingdom Preserve Preliminary Plan – 
Springfield Township, at the applicants request and with due consideration to staff and County Engineer’s 
comments and dependent on Item#4 and it was seconded by Rich Reville, all in favor, aye, oppose_0_, New Item 

#5 Kingdom Preserve Preliminary Plan – Springfield Township, was tabled with _0_abstentions. 

 
Old Business 
None 
 

             E. Report from Assistant Director               Assistant Director Dennis Tubbs  
 
 Assistant Director, Dennis Tubbs reported that Monday, July 1st, 2024, is the formal deadline for the external 
 General Staff Committee, Jason Segedy will be Chair. Of the fourteen (14) that we have invited eight (8) have 
 responded. Mr. Tubbs stated that he will send out an email to members of planning that would like to be on this 
 committee just to make sure we are in compliance with Sunshine laws. 
  
  



 

 

 Dennis Stoiber asked, do we have an update on our new planning commission member?  
 Mr. Tubbs responded that will happen after County Council has come back from vacation in August. 
 
             F. Comments from Public                                              Chair Allen Mavrides 
  No one from the public had any further comments 
 
             G. Comments from Commission Members                                            Chair Allen Mavrides 
  No further discussion from the Members 
  
 H. Other  

1. Legal Update                  Attorney Marvin Evans 
  Attorney Marvin Evans had no legal issues or concerns to report. 
 
           I. Adjournment                                               Chair Allen Mavrides 
   

SCPC Member Motion Second Aye Oppose Abstain 

Open  
     

Dickinson, Erin 
     

Wiedie- Higham, Christine      

Jones-Capers, Halle   X   

Kline, David   X   

Mavrides, Allen X  X   

Reville, Rich   X   

Segedy, Jason  X X   

Snell, Jeff   X   

Stoiber, Dennis 
 X X   

Terry, Robert   X   

Motion  

Allen Mavrides  made a motion to adjourn the SCPC meeting held Thursday, June 27th, 2024, and it was  
  seconded by Dennis Stoiber and Jason Segedy, all in favor, aye, the SCPC meeting held Thursday, June 27th,  
  2024, the motion was adjourned with _0_abstentions at 4:05 p.m.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These minutes were recorded, prepared, and represent the writer’s best recollection of the items discussed by:   
Tazena Long, Executive Assistant   
Department of Community and Economic Development 
Wednesday, July 3, 2024 @ 12:00 p.m.    


