
 

1 
 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
STAFF REPORT  

MONDAY, MARCH 18, 2024 
 

CASE NO:  PC #24-0005 

PROJECT NAME:  U-HAUL CANOPY PLACEMENT WAIVER  

PROJECT ADDRESS:  2121 HARSHMAN ROAD, RIVERSIDE, OH 45424 

PARCEL ID:  I39 00203 0002 

APPLICANT INFORMATION:  U-HAUL COMPANY OF DAYTON, 31 S. BECKEL STREET, DAYTON, OH 45403 

OWNER INFORMATION: COBBLESTONE CAPITAL LLC, 1550 WESTERN STREET, BOWLING GREEN, KY 42104 

ZONING DISTRICT:  I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT 

CURRENT USE:  SELF-STORAGE AND TRUCK/EQUIPMENT RENTAL  

 

REQUEST:   

A waiver to permit an accessory structure in the front yard.  

 

CASE BACKGROUND:  

The subject site is located at the northern corner of Transportation Drive and Harshman Road. The 

property is the former Morris Furniture site which was converted into an indoor self-storage and 

truck rental facility. The applicant is proposing to construct an 800 sf canopy in the front of the 

primary structure. The accessory structure will be used to wash and maintenance vehicles. It will 

also be used for customer rental pickups. The canopy will be a permanent structure anchored to 

the ground. The zoning code requires all accessory structures to be placed in the rear or side yards. 

The applicant is requesting a waiver of this design requirement.  

 

INTERESTED PARTY COMMENTS:  

Staff have not received any comments from adjacent property owners.  
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STAFF REVIEW/FINDINGS: 

Staff finds that the requested waiver is not adequately justified and does not meet the standards 

for approval. Staff recommends denial, because: 

• The strict application of the regulations will not deprive the applicant of the reasonable 

use of the land.  

• There is an alternative location which is compliant with the zoning regulations and could 

meet the applicant’s needs.  

 

The question(s) before the Planning Commission is:  

• Does the proposal meet the standards for granting a waiver request established in 

Section 1105.13(E)?  

 

In order to answer this question, the Planning Commission should consider:  

• information in the staff report (standards for approval, attachments, etc.),  

• whether the waiver aligns with the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Land Use 

Plan & zoning code, and  

• testimony and/or evidence provided at the public hearing which directly relates to the 

waiver application.  

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Zoning Map 

2. Aerial Map 

3. Site Plan 

4. Justification Statements  

5. Supplemental Information 
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STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL AND STAFF ANALYSIS PER UDO §1115.13 (E):  

THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA SHALL BE CONSIDERED IN REVIEWING A WAIVER REQUEST; 1115.01(E)(3)(B). 

1. Whether the waiver will have an adverse effect on adjacent property owners.  
The requested waiver would not have an adverse effect on adjacent property.  

 

2. Whether the proposed development is in conformance with the principles of the City’s 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan.  

No, one of the objectives of the ONE Riverside Plan is to ensure new development or 

structures are complementary to the preferred neighborhood and future land use character of 

the area. When new structures are built the Land Use Plan encourages balancing property 

owner’s rights against the future vision of Riverside through the City design regulations.  

3. Whether the applicant can show that the regulation will cause a practical difficulty or 

strict application of the provisions of the regulations would deprive the applicant of the 

reasonable use of the land.  

No, the strict application of the regulation will not cause practical difficulty or deprive the 

application reasonable use of the land. The applicant could combine the two parcels they own 

and place the structure in the rear and out of any fire lanes or vehicular use areas.  

4.  Whether the proposed development design, site arrangement, and/or anticipated 

benefits of the proposed development justify any deviation from the design standards 

found herein.  

No, the applicant has other alternatives which have not been fully explored and would 

comply with the zoning code. The canopy could be placed in the rear if additional steps are 

taken.  

5. Whether the applicant has incorporated other design measures that exceed the minimums 
of the requirement and compensate for non-compliance with the requirements to be 
waived (net beneficial effect). 

 No, the applicant has not offered an alternative. The application mentioned the need to add 

security lights and additional cameras to the property if the canopy is placed on the side of 

the building. The applicant did not want to pursue this option due to the cost. The rear of the 

property is still an option.  
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Front of Subject Site          Adjacent Property Across Harshman Rd    

  

                   Proposed Canopy Location      View from Harshman Rd  

  

             View from Transportation Drive                               Rear of Subject Site   

 


