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BEAVERCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING, June 1, 2016, 7:00 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A.  May 4, 2016

DECISION ITEMS

A. PUD 16-1, The Cottages of Beavercreek Rezoning (Tabled at the May 4,
2016 Planning Commission meeting.)

B. PC 16-1, Zoning Code Updates (Tabled at the May 4, 2016 Planning
Commission meeting.)

PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. PUD 15-3 SSP #2, Beavercreek Retalil
B. PUD 98-9 MOD 5/16, The Lux at Beavercreek, Major Modification

ADJOURNMENT



BEAVERCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING, May 4, 2016

PRESENT: Mr. Archibaid, Mr. Curran, Mr. Erbes, Mr. Loftis, Mr. Self
ABSENT: None
Chairman Self called the meeting to order followed by roli call.

Mr. Curran MOVED approval of the agenda. Motion was seconded by Mr. Erbes and
PASSED by majority voice vote.

Mr. Archibald MOVED approval of the March 2, 2016 minutes. Motion was seconded by
Mr. Erbes and PASSED by majority voice vote.

Mr. Self recused himself from Case PUD 16-1 because he is involved in an adjacent
property.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

PUD 16-1, The Cottages of Beavercreek Rezoning

Clerk Gillaugh read the notice of public hearing on an application filed by Charles
Simms Development, 2785 Orchard Run Road, Dayton, Ohio 45449. The applicant
requests rezoning and concept plan approval of 20.03 acres from A-1 Agricultural
District to R-PUD 16-1 Residential Planned Unit Development for 94 multi-family
residential units to be known as The Cottages of Beavercreek. The property is located
on the east side of County Line Road approximately 700 feet south of the intersection of
County Line Road and Weber Drive. The property is further described as Book 3, Page
3, Parcel 72 on the Greene County Property Tax Atlas.

Charles Simms explained he has been working with staff for a year or two on this site.
Mr. Simms said it was just the rezoning stage tonight, but they are planning on building
94 empty nester type homes. He stated the estimated price is going to be around
$200,000 and have two-car garages. Mr. Simms believed the development would fit in
nice with the neighborhood. He explained he had worked with staff regarding the buffer
areas and height of the buildings. Mr. Simms was available for questions, and
appreciated the opportunity.

Mr. Burkett summarized the staff report dated April 27, 2016, which stated the applicant
is requesting to rezone 20 acres from A-1 to R-PUD to allow for the construction of 94
units of medium density residential. He discussed the location of the property, the Land
Use Plan designation for the property under discussion and the surrounding properties’
designations, the proposed uses, the proposed concept, the three access points, the
proposed park land, and several conditions listed in the resolution. Staff recommended
approval of the case with 12 conditions.
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In written input, a letter was submitted from Daniel Fitzgerald, 4310 Straight Arrow
Road; Julie Han, 4328 Straight Arrow Road; Denise Worst, 4322 Weber Drive; Anneris
and Benjamin Navia, owners of two Cinnamon Ridge condos all in opposition.

There were 15 additional fetters opposing the project that were submitted at the
meeting. All letters are attached to the minutes.

Kevin Washington, 4412 Weber Drive, stated he is opposing the development. He said
they are talking about accessing Quill Drive north and that would increase the traffic into
the subdivision. Mr. Washington explained in the last two years they have had 64 units
added to their subdivision and he built his house six years ago because of the
seclusion. He said the seclusion has been eroded and the value of the house is being
threatened. -

lleana Marin, 4298 Straight Arrow Road, stated she strongly opposed the rezoning
because it will contribute to the further decrease of their property values, the
attractiveness of their community will be highly impacted for future owners and renters,
and this development is in conflict with the attractiveness of the overall rural community
that they are all a part of. Ms. Marin believed Beavercreek already has a large amount
of land assigned for condominiums, and stated it will increase the traffic problem in the
area. She also thought the level of crime would be increased, and the development will
heavily impact the level of pollution for at least two years. Ms. Marin said their safety,
health, overall well-being, and financial outiook are going to be impacted by such a
project. She stated Charles Simms development has already demonstrated in past
instances that they are not about trying to contribute to the creation of local, stable,
healthy communities even if they say that in very nice slogans that she has seen, read
and bought into. Ms. Marin believed they are about taking advantages of loopholes in
the system, lawyering up whenever necessary while making a profit no matter how
detrimental that might be for everyone else in the community that are going to be
impacted. She stated they should not be allowed to do more damage or at least not in
their area.

James Snead, 4236 Straight Arrow Road, questioned if the developer or the City had
any provisions that would enable the police or fire depariments to have access to the
additional park land. He said the park land will be behind houses and will not have any
way for the police to patrol it.

Julie Han, 4328 Straight Arrow Road, stated she is opposed to this development. Ms.
Han discussed the access points, and was concemed with the location of the
emergency access because if there was any type of obstruction to the east of the Quill
Road intersection there is no access for Phase Il of The Cottages plan. She said she
has dogs, and one of the reasons she choose to live here is because of all the open
space. Ms. Han stated her development has a very nice walking path, and she could
attest that a lot of people from the surrounding neighborhood use the walking path. She
was concerned that there would be a lot of excess traffic on the walking path since the
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path is adjacent to the proposed development. She has found that people who don't live
in the neighborhood are the most likely culprits for littering, leaving dog waste, etc. Ms.
Han explained the plan that is being proposed does not have a physical barrier, and
they have proposed no grading or landscaping on the south side of the property.

Julie Danna, 4340 Straight Arrow Road and Cheryl Hall, 4380 Straight Arrow Road
donated their time to Julie Han.

Ms. Han explained on the north side they are proposing a 50-foot buffer with additional
mounding, berms, and evergreen trees and they have nothing proposed on the south
side. She believed the residents of the new development would come onto their walking
path. She would like to see additional physical changes on the border between The
Cottages and Cinnamon Ridge so that it will create a physical barrier so it does not
become easy for them to walk over to their path. Ms. Han said from what she could teli
the Cottages has no sidewalks planned so she isn't sure where these people are going
to walk, and she thought they should be required to put in a walking path.

Ms. Han discussed the rush hour traffic on County Line Road, and understood a traffic
study has not been done. Ms. Han said a traffic count was submitted from Charles
Simms, but thought something of this size warrants Beavercreek putting the resources
into actually doing a traffic study and not just a traffic count. She said she wasn't talking
about how many cars are in the area at a certain time, but instead during rush hour how
long does it take to get from her community to 1-675.

Ms. Han said that County Line Road is a jurisdiction of Kettering and it is her
understanding that the property line is on the sidewalk on the east side of County Line
Road. She stated whenever there is a car accident, Kettering police are the ones that
have to respond to it. Ms. Han believed if they are going to put 200 more drivers there,
then the City should be working with Kettering to make sure they are going to have
additional police and fire coverage to handle all of the accidents as a result of adding all
the traffic. She explained one of her neighbors got hit in the intersection of County Line
and Straight Arrow Roads, and thought the reason she got hit is because it is not a safe
intersection. Ms. Han discussed how drivers leave the Reynolds and Reynolds site, and
thought with the additional traffic potentially added to the area it was only going to cause
more accidents. She would like to see a comprehensive traffic study done in this area.

Ms. Han explained her condo is on the eastern part of her complex, so she has to drive
through the vast majority of the complex to get in and out. She thought it made sense to
have a primary access point on County Line Road, and a secondary access point on the
north side of Quill Road so that way it is centrally located.

Carlo Spagnola, 4348 Straight Arrow Road and Tracy Schurr, 4282 Straight Arrow Road
donated their time to Marsha Rouse.
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Marsha Rouse, 4336 Straight Arrow Road, stated she is the person who was in the
accident. She said she objects to this proposal for a lot of quality of life reasons, but her
primary concern is with safety based on her understanding of the proposed traffic plan.
Ms. Rouse explained the development would funnel approximately 150 to 200 cars
through an already congested area and an already hazardous intersection of Straight
Arrow Road and County Line Road. She said the intersection of County Line Road and
Indian Ripple Road is a major choke point, and explained at times there is quite a
backup sometimes all the way to Shakertown Road. Ms. Rouse explained the traffic
problems and accidents are the responsibility of Kettering so Beavercreek would not
have knowledge of it. She believed this project would increase the potential for
accidents, and she discussed how people exit Reynolds and Reynolds and the danger
they create. Ms. Rouse stated that intersection is not designed for people to turn right
and merge with traffic unlike the intersection of Weber Drive.

Ms. Rouse understood a traffic count has been submitted, but thought a proper traffic
impact study should be done especially looking at the incidents of accidents already and
forecasting a change in increased traffic through the light. Ms. Rouse felt that Weber
Drive is the best primary point for ingress/egress on to County Line Road because it is
safer unless changes and improvements were made to the intersection of Straight
Arrow Road and County Line Road. She stated since that is in Kettering’s jurisdiction it
seemed to be a cross jurisdictional issue, but clearly the impacts of this development go
beyond Beavercreek. Ms. Rouse thought there are shared areas of responsibility, but
there should be some coordination and communication with Kettering in the best
interest for Beavercreek residents and other local travelers.

Debra James, 4244 Straight Arrow Road donated her time to Chris Zeller.

Christopher Zeller, 4336 Straight Arrow Road, stated he has owned his property for
about nine years now and the reason he bought the property was the view of the
proposed development land. He explained parking has always been an issue at
Cinnamon Ridge because the garages are small and the parking spots in the
development are few and far between. Mr. Zeller said he was unsure if there are
parking spots proposed outside of the garages for this development, and if not that is
something that needs to be addressed because he could see their parking spots being
taken with the ease of access. He stated the traffic going into the garages that face their
units would shine their headlights into his back bedroom. Mr., Zeller requested a
physical barrier, such as a berm or trees be installed between the two properties.

Crystal Lamarca, 4291 Straight Arrow Road, stated she is opposed to the application.
She explained the proximity of the proposed development is way too close to their
development and the south side is approximately 20 feet apart where it is about 50 feet
on the north side. Ms. Lamarca was concemned about the increased traffic around the
area. She said there is a bus stop at Quill Road and Straight Arrow Road and increasing
the traffic would put their children at a greater risk. She expressed concern about the
increase traffic noise and headlights and the proposed access points. Ms. Lamarca
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stated the plan appears to have no visitor parking, and questioned where the visitors or
additional household members would park and feared they would use their visitor
parking areas and roads. She said her last concern was that their property values will
suffer as a result of this proposed development.

David Asadorian, 4281 Maple Hill Terrace, referred to the condition regarding the buffer,
and requested the no cut zone be extended to 40 or 50 feet instead of 25 feet. He
stated there are walking paths in the woods behind his house and quite often he sees
people walking. Mr. Asadorian believed that was part of the quality of life, and he
thought it was neat to see people walking.

Daniel Fitzgerald, 4310 Straight Arrow Road, stated he bought in the area because the
woods backs up to him and the privacy it provides. He said by Charles Simms building
in this area that will take the privacy away from his home.

Donald Neuss, 4372 Straight Arrow Road, questioned what kind of a population density
study has been done to see if it is a good population density for the area. He said the
builder mentioned this was going to be empty nesters, but there is no guarantee they
will be, so he wanted to know if the school systems can handle more children. Mr.
Neuss explained last time there was a school levy they shut down bussing to that side
of the road, and if the parents weren’t able to drive hem, the kids had to walk across I-
675 and there is not even a sidewalk on Shakertown Road. He referred to the bus stop
at Quill Road and Straight Arrow Road and was concerned with the additional traffic at
the bus stop. Mr. Neuss stated the fraffic in the area is a major issue, and said that
bringing traffic out onto County Line Road from the development would be insane. He
said having someone come from a stop sign and turn left is not a smart idea.

Adam Bailey, 4398 Straight Arrow Road, stated he is a new member of Beavercreek.
He explained no one wants construction going on in their backyards, and he understood
the concern about safety and traffic. Mr. Bailey questioned what would happen if no one
would live in the proposed condos, and what the plan would be if that happened. He
said if no one would buy the units, he wondered if the City would tell the developer fo
take them down or they would just sit there and decrease in value. Mr. Bailey felt it does
not always work out for the best, and hoped someone had thought about the prospect of
failure. He questioned if it was necessary to take up every last square inch of
Beavercreek when it is not proven to be necessary.

David France, 4232 Weber Drive, was concerned about safety especially on Quill Road.
He said they have a lot of people who speed on Quill Road, and there are children in
the area. Mr. France stated Lot 20 next to him is where the children play. He was
concerned about the property values decreasing, and opposed this development.

Paul Berry, 682 Quill Road, stated with the apartments that have gone in across the
street they have already seen the property values go down. He explained his friends
down the street had to sell their property for about $30,000 less, and said the people
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that viewed the home were concerned about buying the home because of the
apartments. Mr. Berry said they have had a massive increase of people from the
apartment buildings walking their dogs and desecrating on their lot. He explained his
three children play in the detention lot, and believed there would be a large amount of
children coming into the area if the apartments are built. Mr. Berry was concerned about
the cars speeding and more children being added to the area. He thought speed bumps
or something to slow people down should be installed, and a physical barrier between
the housing development and their area would be great. Mr. Berry said overall he is
opposed to this project.

Paula Osburn, 4368 Straight Arrow Road, stated she likes to go home and relax in the
evenings outside on the patio. She believed the proposed condos are going to be butted
up right next to her patio, and the last thing she wants to do is look at more condos
instead of the beautiful trees. Ms. Osburn said she opposed this development.

Cara Spagnola, 4348 Straight Arrow Road, said that her condo would but up against the
new development and she did not feel that they would be able to be outside with all the
construction and new neighbors. She stated they are going to want to spend the least
amount of time outside and that is horrible that they will be in that position. Ms.
Spagnola explained her husband works 1.2 miles away on Research Boulevard, and it
takes him 10 minutes to get to work and 15 minutes to get home. She said she has to
turn left onto County Line Road from Straight Arrow Road, and sometimes she has to
wait for three minutes for the light to trigger. Ms. Spagnola thought if they added
additional traffic it would make the commute unbearable.

Barry Washinsky, 4384 Straight Arrow Road thought a lot of the points are valid and
thanked his community for coming out and speaking. He said if this land has to be used,
he questioned why it could not be used as a wildlife park or something similar. Mr.
Washingsky stated several years ago Beavercreek Parks Department wanted to do it
but could not afford it, and right now on the land there are buildings suitable that they
could have indoor classes. He believed that would fit everyone’s agenda here and what
they are looking for is beauty and nature.

Lvonne Stapp, 4424 Straight Arrow Road, stated she is new to the community as of last
summer and moved here because of the lovely view that they have. She said it was the
horse field, and people were maintaining it and the horses would be out grazing. Ms.
Stapp agreed with the wildlife refuge type facility with animais as opposed to condos.
She explained with housing it will increase the traffic significantly very close to them
because they are in the last condo before Quill Road. Ms. Stapp was concerned with
the safety of the children in the community, and didn’t think they need a lot of traffic
cutting through to the other neighborhood. She appreciated the paths through the
woods, and thought it would be a real shame to cut down the big tall trees to put
another development in there. Ms. Stapp said her view out her back door and bedroom
window would be buildings with people’s windows right in line with their windows so
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there would be no privacy. She stated she really didn’t like that idea, and she opposed
the proposal.

Matt Williams, 692 Quill Road, explained the apartments to the west of them were just
completed and that was two years of dust and mud. He said the construction traffic was
devastating. He stated the area is so saturated and County Line Road/MWeber
Drive/Straight Arrow Road was never designed for this massive amount of volume. Mr.
Williams agreed Reynolds and Reynolds is an issue for maybe 20 minutes at a time, but
99% of the business is out at 5 p.m. He said he was ok with that, but he was concerned
with the privacy and the rapid influx of pedestrian traffic through the neighborhood. Mr.
Williams stated the people already in the area have no place to walk their dog(s) except
for their neighborhood, so he thought if they could keep it more of a nature type area
and keep the traffic from Quili Road that would be great.

Kendra Malcolm, 4270 Straight Arrow Road donated her time to Brian Daniel.

Brian Daniel, 4358 Straight Arrow Road, president of the Cinnamon Ridge Condo
Association, stated he was representing all of the people who were present that hadn't
spoken. He explained they were concemed there is no visitor parking proposed, and
explained they have their own problems with visitor parking. Mr. Daniel said they are
very concerned about the border between the two properties, and explained it is difficult
enough to manage an association and will be very difficult to address problems with
another association. He stated they are worried about the use of their walking path and
parking spaces, and said he did not see a plan for a pool in that complex. Mr. Daniel
thought they would most likely walk through the grass and try to use the pool at their
complex. He explained that is not a resource they will pay for and it will become a
burden and a financial problem for them to pay for as an association.

Mr. Daniel stated he is opposed to this project, but if it has to happen he wanted to
make sure there would be a very good separation between the two complexes. He said
Cinnamon Ridge was buiit between 2006 and 2008 and right at the end of it was when
the real estate market crashed. Mr. Daniel explained many of the units sold between
$140,000 and $180,000 and since 2008 there is not a single property in Cinnamon
Ridge that has retained its value. He explained in 2009 most of the units plummeted to
half the value, and many of them still stand at 70% of the original value that was paid to
the developer after he built the complex. Mr. Daniel said now their area is going to be
saturated with another 94 units, and their property values are not going to go up. He
explained many of them are stuck and can’t sell their units without taking a huge
financial loss.

Mr. Daniel stated the association was turned over to the owners in 2009 and since that
time they have had numerous problems that were left to them by the developer. He said
they included legal problems, the legal documents not being properly filed with the
County, and the association fees not being set up correctly. Mr. Daniel was concerned
that another development was going to be created, and the association was going to be
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left on not a road to success. He was not opposed to having condos, but believed it
should be built to be successful which was not with Cinnamon Ridge, and feared the
same thing will be done with the proposed development. Mr. Daniel said he choose to
purchase a condo on the north side because there was a field and a wooded lot, and
there was a rural feel to it. He stated he spoke on behalf of a 128 units at. Cinnamon
Ridge.

Debbie Munt, 4306 Straight Arrow Road, stated the traffic is bad all the year around but
during the holidays it is awful. She explained it is double the commute coming home,
and said no one has said anything will be done to County Line Road. Ms. Munt stated
Indian Ripple Road is just as bad when a person takes [-675. She said something
needed to be done if the City was going to allow this project. Ms. Munt stated they are
allowing a 50-foot buffer zone on one side and a 25-foot on the other, and requested
they are fair to everyone and give everyone a 50-foot buffer.

Andrea Stan, 4294 Straight Arrow Road, stated her property abuts the woods and it was
a selling point to the property. She agreed with everything the residents have said
tonight about traffic and safety, and she opposed the application.

Mae Giehl, 4456 Straight Arrow Road, said there are approximately 180 homes on
Straight Arrow, and the idea of the traffic coming out on Willow Run Drive never panned
out. She explained the neighborhood is full of children, and was concerned about
people not stopping at Quill Road and people speeding from Quili Road to the traffic
light. Ms. Giehl questioned why they have to have high density, and they had high
density with the first project Charles Simms did. Mr. Archibald explained it is in line with
the Land Use Plan and is a medium density. Ms. Giehl asked where else in
Beavercreek was there two high density compounds like what is being proposed.

Srinivas Erragolla, 4252 Weber Drive, stated he was concerned with the increased
traffic on Quill Road. He was worried about not having enough room for the children to
safely play. Mr. Erragolla believed the value of his home would decrease significantly,
and stated he completely opposed this proposal.

There being no further public input, the public hearing was closed.

Mr. Curran said he would like sfaff and the developer to take a look at some of the
suggestions that have been offered by the citizens and see if there is any medium
ground that can be met. He stated a person who owns private property has a right to
sell it, but at the same time there are the neighbor's concerns. He explained he would
like to see the suggestions taken into consideration and a middle ground be found.

Mr. Erbes stated the zoning and the density does meet the requirements. He explainad
he was concerned with the EMS access, and said especially Phase 2 with the way it is
currently laid out. Mr. Erbes stated they were just looking at the rezoning plan, but he
did not like that double frontage lots were going to be created at the north end. He
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understood that the property to the south met the density requirements, but felt like they
were stacking developments here. Mr. Erbes feit that some more consideration needed
to be done before moving forward.

Mr. Loftis was concerned about the two park areas being abutted together, and
questioned where the parking was going to be and how it would be accessed. He
agreed with the comment about the 50-foot buffer, and believed the buffer should be
equal on the north and south side of the property.

Mr. Archibald asked if there were any requirements on adding a berm in a buffer area or
if they could make the whole 50-foot buffer zone woods. Mr. Burkett explained there are
guidelines in the Zoning Code about screening different types of uses. He stated this is
a two-step process, and this is just the conceptual and rezoning stage. He said once
they get to the specific site plan then the landscaping, the parking requirements, the
mounding, and the amenities will all be addressed.

Mr. Archibald asked about access to the park areas. Mr. Burkett explained they have
envisioned it to be more of a passive park area and not a destination park. Mr. Archibald
questioned if a traffic study had been provided. Mr. Burkett stated they provided an
estimated traffic count based on projected units, but no specific traffic study was done.
Mr. Archibald explained what he heard tonight was people’s opposition of the concept of
the plan being presented, and the concept is part of the resolution so he asked if it could
be disconnected from it so they could just approve the rezoning. Mr. Burkett said the
Commission could make changes to the resolution, and normally the concept plans are
like bubbles with access points. He stated it was up to the Commission if they wanted to
make changes to the resolution. Mr. McHugh explained the Commission could also
table the matter, and thought if significant changes are made it could create the
opportunity for mistakes.

Mr. Archibald asked the City Engineer if he could address the traffic issues in the area
and if there was anything that could be done to make it better. Mr. Moorman explained
the City of Kettering received grant money to do some improvements along County Line
Road, and discussed the changes that will be made. He stated it is a very busy road
and will make things better, but will not solve all the issues. Mr. Moorman said the
eastern portion of County Line Road is Greene County in the City of Beavercreek and
the western portion is Montgomery County in the City of Kettering, so they co-manage
any improvements.

Mr. Moorman explained for a major development, like a large commercial site by the
Mall at Fairfield Commons or The Greene, they have a very large impact on traffic so
the City will require the developer to do a detailed study to identify what public
improvements they have to make to mitigate the increased traffic that is caused by their
development. In his opinion this is a different case where you cannot blame one
residential development for all the traffic issues that exist on County Line Road. Mr.
Moorman said if a detailed traffic study was done, he did not feel this one development
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would require adding another lane on County Line Road or other public improvements
would need to be mitigated. He stated as long as they have an idea of what the
increase of traffic volume will be, which the City already has, he did not foresee a need
for a detailed traffic study.

Mr. Archibald asked if the applicant was planning on having additional parking outside
of the garage area. Mr. Simms said there would be a two-car garage, two parking
spaces in the driveway and they will meet the parking requirements. Mr. Simms
welcomed a meeting with the citizens to sit down and work out the issues so a nice
development could be built. He said this will be a private development and they will not
be allowed to use the pool at Cinnamon Ridge. Mr. Simms explained this is the concept
plan, and they showed a lot of detail. He stated they are going to have sidewalks, a ton
of open spaces, and a dog park. Mr. Simms thought there was a lot of good that could
come out of this, and said property values do go up and down. He explained he has
built over 200,000 homes and has not sold one development yet because of failure. Mr.
Simms discussed the density, and said the 4.9 units per acre is not even the maximum
that is allowed. He said Beavercreek wants the variety, and they are here to help
compliment the City. Mr. Simms stated they are here to work with the City and the
community in whatever way they can.

Mr. Loftis asked what the average square footage was per unit. Mr. Simms said
approximately 1,500. Mr. Loftis said that is approximately 1.33 a square foot, and
questioned if that is what he thought they were going to go for right now. Mr. Simms
stated he wasn't sure right now, and explained it was whatever made sense in the
marketplace. Mr. Loftis questioned what the approximate sizes of the garages were
going to be. Mr. Simms explained most two-car garages are 20 feet by 20 feet.

Mr. Curran questioned if the applicant was firm on 94 units or if there was any
negotiations. Mr. Simms said they may be able to drop one or two units, but they aren’t
even at the density limit. He explained the surrounding properties density, and said 4.7
units per acre is not high density. Mr. Simms said something will be built on this
property, and stated they have always done what the City wants and what makes sense
for them.

Mr. Curran MOVED to table PUD 16-1. Motion was seconded by Mr. Erbes. Motion
PASSED by a roll call vote of 4-0. (Self recused)

PUD 93-4 SSP #6, Ashton Brooke Phase Five

Clerk Gillaugh read the notice of public hearing on an application filed by Randall
Woodings, 400 South Fifth Street, Suite 400, Columbus, OH 43215. The applicant
requests approval of an amendment to MX-PUD 93-4 to allow for two 2-story apartment
buildings totaling 32 units to be constructed on 3.332 acres. The property is located on
the northwest corner of Ashton Brook Drive and Lillian Lane further described as Book
4, Page 2, Parcel 24 on the Greene County Property Tax Atlas.
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Randall Woodings, Kontogiannis and Associates, stated in the late 1990's they started
the construction of Ashton Brooke and explained several years ago they rezoned this
piece of property to hospitality and in the past several months they rezoned it to build
~apartments. He said they will be constructing two buildings with 16 units in each, and it
will become Ashton Brooke Phase Five. Mr. Woodings said the architecture will match
the existing architecture.

Mr. Burkett summarized the staff report, which stated the applicant is requesting the
construction of 32 additional multi-family residential apartment units on 3.33 acres of
vacant land. He discussed the location of the property, the proposed site plan, the
access points, the parking space requirements, the landscaping plan, the proposed
lighting plan, and the architectural elevations. Staff recommended approval of the case
with 18 conditions.

There being no public input, the public hearing was closed.

Mr. Archibald stated all the handicap spaces seemed to be oriented towards the
western building, and requested that a couple handicap spaces be moved to the
northeastern spots located on the other side so they would be more accessible to the
other building also. Mr. Woodings said they could be moved.

Mr. Self referred to the screening along Lillian Lane, and was concerned about the
headlight spillover as cars are coming around Lillian Lane. Mr. Woodings said the grade
goes down lower and there is no berm there. He explained they will have the street
trees there, and some evergreen trees proposed. Mr. Woodings stated they will
increase the pine trees around the curve.

Mr. Archibald MOVED to approve PUD 93-4 SSP #6 with 18 conditions, seconded by
Mr. Curran.

Mr. Erbes asked if a condition needed to be added regarding the pine trees being added
along Lillian Lane and the relocation of the handicap spots. Mr. McGrath stated those
could be implemented before the case goes to City Council unless the Commission felt
more comfortable adding a condition. No additional conditions were added.

1. The approved site plan, architectural elevations and landscape plan shall be those
plans dated “Received April 27, 2016” except as modified herein.

2. A PUD Agreement must be signed by the owner and a bond or letter of credit for
landscaping must be submitted prior to issuance of a zoning permit for any portion of
the project for the purpose, but not for the sole purpose, of insuring the installation of
landscaping. Said bond or letter of credit must meet the requirements of the City's
landscaping and screening regulations.

3. A detailed landscape plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
11
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Department prior to the execution of the required PUD Agreement and release of
any zoning permits for Ashton Brooke Phase 5.

4. Perpetual maintenance of landscaping shalt be provided and any dead or diseased
materials shall be removed and replaced with similar types, species and sizes as
originally planted within three months weather permitting.

5. Debris and trash shall be routinely collected by the owner from the parking lot and
grounds of all areas of the project including the storm drainage facilities. The City
reserves the right to require more frequent collection as necessary.

6. Prior to the issuance of any zoning permits, final cut sheet details and photometric
plans for lighting of the site shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Department.

7. The building exterior of any of the structures shall not be painted or altered in any
way that varies from the approved elevations unless otherwise approved by the
Planning Department or, if required, by the City Council andfor Planning
Commission.

8. No temporary signs of any kind are permitted unless otherwise approved by the
Planning Department and/or Planning Commission.

9. Material and color samples shali be submitted to the Planning Department for review
and approval prior to the issuance of any zoning permits.

10.Final drainage calculations shall be approved by the City Engineer prior to the
release of any zoning permits.

11.All concerns of the City Engineer, Fire Department, Sanitary Engineer and the
Planning Department shall be addressed and met prior to the release of any zoning
permits.

12.The construction hours shall be limited to 7:00 am to 7:00 pm, Monday thru
Saturday.

13. Stop bars and/or stop signs shall be installed and maintained, by the property owner,
throughout the parking lot in locations to be approved by the Planning and
Engineering Departments.

14.Any portion of the site disturbed by grading and on which no construction occurs
within three months after completion of the site grading shall be planted with
appropriate ground cover and properly maintained.

15.Pad mounted mechanical and HYAC equipment must be screened with landscaping
12
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and/or masonry walls and shall not be visible to the public.

16.All trash collection containers shall be enclosed within the building or screened from
view and enclosed within a permanent gated dumpster enclosure. Any dumpster
enclosure shall be constructed with brick to match the building.

17. Prior to the release of any zoning permits, park fees shall be paid in-lieu of
dedication of parkland.

18. There shall be a sidewalk connection between the sidewalk northeast of Building 2A
and the sidewalk along Ashton Brooke Drive.

Motion PASSED by a roll call vote of 5-0.

PC 16-1, Zoning Code Updates
Clerk Gillaugh read the notice of public hearing for the purpose of reviewing an update
to the Zoning Code.

Mr. McGrath reviewed the memo dated April 29, 2016, and stated several years ago
there was a discussion about Beekeeping and Keeping Chickens on Residential
Properties. He explained there was a draft legislation that was submitted to Planning
Commission and City Council for their consideration. Planning Commission
recommended the Zoning Code changes move forward without the permission of
chickens being stored on residential properties and City Council concurred and left that
out of the legislation. He explained staff talked to Council at a work session about
revisiting it and bringing it forward for consideration.

Mr. McGrath stated a lot of the proposed sign code changes are based on Supreme
Court decisions and research done by staff. He said the Code has to remain content
neutral, and discussed what the repercussion could be if it is not. Mr. McGrath
discussed the proposed change regarding the maximum square footages in the RP-1
and ORP-1, and the proposed Chapter 158.126, “The Keeping of Chickens in
Residential Districts”.

In public input, Jim Reisen, 826 Vernis Drive, stated he has submitted information
before supporting keeping chickens in the back yard. He submitted additional
information to the Commission, and said chickens are great pets because they are very
sociable and are pets with benefits.

Pam Reisen, 826 Vernis Drive, expressed that chickens are pets too and not just farm
animals. She explained this is a good way to get high quality eggs and well-kept
animals. Ms. Reisen stated they are pets with benefits because of the eggs.

Bill Goessl, affiliate with Rent the Chicken, explained their service allows people to have
chickens in their back yards. He stated a person can have up to four chickens with a

13
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chicken tractor, which is a portable unit. He said when people raise the chickens, it
teaches the kids and the parents how to take care of them and see if they want to invest
their money into really buying chickens. Mr. Goess| stated chickens have a great
benefit, the fresh eggs and they eat a lot of bugs. He said they are not smelly and they
are not noisy.

In written input, a letter was submitted by John and Susan Sullivan, 816 Vernis Drive,
opposing the Zoning Code revision regarding chickens.

Jim and Pam Reisen submitted a letter in support of the Zoning Code change regarding
chickens.

There being no further public input, the public hearing was closed.
Mr. Erbes did not see the proposed chicken regulations as a big positive for the City.

Mr. Curran referred to the language regarding chickens, and asked if the structure could
be a wire or solid structure. Mr. McGrath read the proposed language, and said yes it
could be either. Mr. Curran thought there should be some uniformity to the coop. Mr.
McGrath thought that could be put in the Code if that is what the Commission would
prefer. Mr. Curran preferred a solid structure.

Mr. Archibald asked for more detail regarding the tractor coop. Mr. Goess! said it is
designed for up to four chickens, they have a solid place for their nesting and roosting,
and netting around the rest so they can eat the grass. He explained everyday it is
moved around on the grass so the grass won't be killed and so it will not create an odor.
Mr. Archibald referred to Chapter 158.126 (A)(3)(d), and asked if the manure stayed on
the ground when the coop is moved. He said where they nest and roost will need to be
cleaned out every few days. Mr. Archibald asked if eggs can be laid without roosters.
Mr. Goessl said yes, they are just not fertile.

Mr. Archibald referred to Chapter 158.126 (A)(1)(c) and asked about R-PUDs. Mr.
McGrath explained there is underlying permitted uses listed in PUDs, and stated a lot
will be dictated by the lot size of 15,000 square feet. Mr. Archibald referenced Chapter
158.126 (3)(a), and asked how it is possible to prevent rodents because there are mice.
Mr. McGrath said that language pertains more to a predator.Mr. McHugh thought it
meant that they aren’'t going to keep them out of it completely, but it is meant that they
aren’t allowed to be living in it. Mr. Archibald said in the same paragraph it says the pen
must be covered, and asked if that was really necessary. Ms. Reisen said they have a
fenced back yard, and from the street a person is not able to see into their yard. She
stated they also have a coop and a fenced in area for them when they don’t want to let
them out in the yard. Mr. Archibald said with the proposed Code that would not be
allowed. Mr. McGrath stated no. Mr. Archibald had some issues with the pen having to
be covered. Mr. McGrath stated if they have an issue with it then the requirement will
need to be changed.
14
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Mr. Archibald referred to Chapter 158.126 (A)(5), and asked if the animal control officer
needed to be changed to the Greene County Animal Control Officer. Mr. McGrath said
that could be changed. Mr. Archibald reference Chapter 158.126 (C), and said since this
is a Sunset Provision, if it is decided to remove this section after a year, if the people
that applied for permits would be refunded. Mr. McGrath explained a fee has not be
established yet, and thought maybe for the first year there would not be a fee for the
permit or have something that is refundable.

Mr. Loftis asked if they felt it was necessary to have a no resale policy. Mr. McGrath
said that has been discussed, but the City doesn't have the man power to einforce
something like that if it is in the Code. Mr. Loftis questioned if chicks have been taken
into consideration. Mr. McGrath said it would be six total, and the reason it is six is
because that is the minimum amount that stores in the area sell. Mr. Loftis referred to
Chapter 158.126 (A)(1)(a), and asked if the language “per auditor records” should be
added. Mr. McGrath said a permit would be required, and staff would check it at that
time. Mr. Loftis reference Chapter 158.126 (B)(1), and questioned if there should be a
height restriction. Mr. McGrath thought that was a good idea and the restriction could be
10 feet tall. Mr. Loftis thought somewhere in the Code it should state pens should not be
visible from the front yard or street if possible. Mr. McGrath felt the words “if possible” is
a little too interpretive, and wouid have the same stipulations as a shed.

Mr. Loftis referenced Chapter 158.126 (3)(c), and thought that 20 feet from a property
line seemed really close. Mr. McGrath stated that is twice the amount that a shed has to
be from a property line, and said that if they have to start moving them to the center of
the yard it starts to become more of a nuisance. Mr. Loftis referred to Chapter 158.126
(A)(4), and recommended that no butchering be permitted at all on site. Mr. McGrath
explained it is a cultural standpoint, and it is up to Planning Commission and City
Council to prohibit it. Mr. Loftis proposed that it would be completely taken out. Mr.
Loftis asked who would be in charge of the permitting process. Mr. McGrath said it
would be the Planning and Zoning Department.

Mr. Self felt they had to be logical with where the coops would be permitted on lots. He
referenced Chapter 158.126 (A)(3)(a) and said the requirement that the coops be buried
into the ground would preclude the mobile coops. Mr. Self explained from the research
he has done mobile coops seem to be popular, and by moving them around it fertilizes
the lawn and makes the lawn look better because there is no dead spot(s). He thought
the buried requirement probably stemmed from predators not being able to burrow
under. Mr. McGrath said that part could be removed. Mr. Self said he didn't see
anything in the proposed language regarding a maximum size for the coop and how the
coop is constructed. He stated normally there is a wire run and an enclosed portion, and
the way he read it was a person could have one or the other but not both. Mr. Self
thought the requirements should have a maximum size, maximum height, the run has to
be covered, and it has to present a neat appearance. He believed it should allow the
owner the opportunity to have a movable or a fixed coop. Mr. Self referenced Chapter

15




BEAVERCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION,5/4/16

158.126 (B)(1) and said it does not state what the maximum size is for a coop. Mr.
McGrath explained after the 100 square feet it would be considered an accessory
structure and would be govemned those requirements.

Mr. Curran asked if the City had models of coops to show what could be approved. Mr.
McGrath said they do not, but it could be looked up. He stated they want the coop to
look attractive, and said that provisions could be added that would allow wire on the pen
area and make the coop solid.

Mr. Erbes thought with all the suggested changes it may be best to table the case and
allow staff to revise and update the language. Mr. McHugh suggested tabling the whole
update, but all the comments needed to be made to do that.

Mr. Erbes referred to Chapter 158.149 (B)(3), and asked why the square footage is
being increased. Mr. McGrath explained that was done so churches that are a
conditional use in an agricultural district can have more flexibility with their sign. Mr.
Erbes said there are several electronic message signs going up in the community, and
asked for an explanation for the restrictions along the highways and the proposed
changes being made. Mr. McGrath explained it was pretty location specific, and it was
too specific so it was changed to highway right-of-way. He stated all the other
requirements still exist, and after the section of the Code was established staff found out
that 1-675 was not eligible for the electronic copy signs. He explained the City was
incorporated in 1980 and under the Federal Highway Beautification Act anyone who
incorporated after 1955 cannot put any off-premise advertising signs along interstates.

Mr. Archibald believed the definitions needed to be kept because it is not reguiations.
He thought staff did a good job at removing specific types of signs, but he hated for the
City to lose the definitions. Mr. McGrath gave an example of a directional sign and said
it will not be able to be called a directional sign, so then there is a definition but it cannot
be called that type of sign. Mr. Archibald thought some content that staff is proposing to
remove may be too much. He believed content related to safety, health and welfare is
absolutely allowed to be in there and should remain.

Mr. Archibald referred to Chapter 158.146 (A){(15), and thought it should remain. Mr.
McGrath explained that is very specifically content related and it cannot be regulated.
Mr. Archibald thought it could be regulated for public safety. Mr. McHugh said it puts the
City on a collision course because they are going to have to judge if the content is
misleading, and what the courts said cannot be done. Mr. Archibald thought it was
overthought, and in the scheme of public safety the City should be able to regulate
content. He said they cannot advise someone on how to be safe and stated it is not
legal.

He said in Chapter 158.147, the old four needed to be struck. Mr. Archibald referenced
Chapter 158.148 (M)(2), and suggested it read “Temporary signs installed prior to an
election and/or referendum...” Mr. McGrath said that could be changed.
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Mr. Self referred to the definitions “Sign, Digital Display” and “Sign, Electronic Variable
Message Sign or Digital Billboard” and asked if they described the same thing. Mr.
McGrath explained essentially they are the same thing now, but they were not before
the proposed strikeouts. Mr. Self suggested consolidating those, and Mr. McGrath
agreed.

Mr. Loftis thought the variable message boards signs were the shutter style signs as
opposed to a digital board. Mr. McGrath explained it was intended for the highway
signs, but now they are essentially the same thing. He said if that is how Mr. Loftis
interpreted it, staff will have to take a look at the language because those are not
allowed.

Mr. Self referred to Chapter 158.146 (B)(2), and asked if it was referring to two-sided
signs or one-sided signs. Mr. McGrath said it could be two-sided, and there can be two
separate signs. He referenced Chapter 158.146 (C)(3), and suggested adding LED to
the language. Mr. McGrath said they would add LED. Mr. Self referred to Chapter
158.147 (A)(9), and said newspaper vending machine typically have advertisements or
at least an advertisement of what paper is being purchased. He said trash receptacles
also have a sign stating to dispose of trash in the container. Mr. McGrath stated he
would rather keep it in there, and said they don’'t need people advertising stuff on
dumpsters. Mr. Self thought it was prohibiting someone from advertising on a side of a
trash can. Mr. McGrath said yes, or someone who has a visible dumpster. He
suggested expanding that to read “trash receptacle and/or enclosure.

Mr. Self said that the Commission could vote on the chickens portion and on the signs
portion. Mr. McGrath thought it would be best to table it all because then it is only one
ordinance.

Mr. Curran MOVED to table PC 16-1, seconded by Mr. Loftis. Motion PASSED by a roll
call vote of 5-0.

SUBDIVISIONS

5-16-4, Flying Ace Car Wash

Mr. McGrath summarized the staif report dated April 18, 2016 on a request by Flying
Ace Express Car Wash LLC, 7175 Far Hills Avenue, Dayton, OH 45459. The applicant
is requesting approval of a final subdivision for 1.321 acres located at the northeast
corner of Indian Ripple Road and County Line Road.

Mr. Self asked if this was part of the original PUD for the whole Kmart development, and
why a business can be constructed on such a small lot. Mr. McGrath said yes, and it is
part of the overall PUD.

Mr. Curran MOVED to approve S-16-4 with three conditions:
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1. The approved record plan shall be the plan stamped “April 11, 2016”, except as
modified befow.

2. All concems and comments of the Planning and Zoning Department, City
Engineer, Greene County Sanitary Engineering Department, Greene County
Auditor, public utility providers, and the Beavercreek Township Fire Department
shall be addressed and satisfied prior to release of the record plan for recording.

3. Prior to release of the record plan for recording, the applicant shall provide a
digital format file of the subdivision in Autocad or .dxf format.

Motion was seconded by Mr. Loftis. Motion PASSED by a roll call vote of 5-0.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Erbes MOVED adjournment at 9:51 p.m., seconded by Mr.
Curran. Motion PASSED by majority voice vote. ‘

Melissa Giliaugh
Deputy Clerk
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RESOLUTION

CITY OF BEAVERCREEK
PLANNING COMMISSION

May 4, 2016
RE; PC 16-1 Beavercreek

Zoning Code Updates

WHEREAS, the City of Beavercreek Planning Commission has determined it
necessary to make certain corrections and additions to the Beavercreek Zoning Code; and

WHEREAS, public hearing was held on May 4, 2016 by the Beavercreek
Planning Commission at which time all people who wished to testify gave their comments
at the public hearing.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission
recommends to the Beavercreek City Council:

SECTION |

The City of Beavercreek Planning Commission recommends to City Council
adoption of the amendment to the Zoning Code as attached in "Exhibit A” April 21, 2016.

SECTION I}

1. The approved Zoning Code shall be amended as described in “Exhibit A dated
April 21, 2016.

SECTION HI

These papers relating to the Zoning Code changes shall be submitted with this
resolution to City Council. :

The Clerk is directed to transmit the case to City Council for further determination as
required by law.

ADOPTED: May 4, 2016
VOTING FOR ADOPTION:

VOTING AGAINST:




Chairman
Attest;







Paniel Fitzgerald
4310 Straight Arrow Rd
Beavercreek, Ohio 45430

May 3", 2016

City of Beavercreek

Beavercreek Planning Commission
1368 Research Park Drive
Beavercreek, Qhio 45432

To Whom this May Concern,

| am writing this letter to share my concemns as to why | am opposed to the building of a new
condominium development to be known as The Cottages of Beavercreek.

o 1bought my current condo because of the view that | have from my back porch, as stated in
the Cinnamon Ridge brochure as a selling feature of this community that it would “Border
20-Acre Equestrian Center” and “Adjacent to Cinnamon Ridge Park”.

o Since my condo was bought in the 2008 the resale of our condo’s have dropped by 22 %,
Most condo’s were purchased new for an average of around $150k and we will be tucky to
resell for $115k because the most recent sales have heen around 5110k, By building another
condo in close proximity of ours it will only make it that much more difficult to sell. Having
another condo community will now further divide the area and will bring even more
foreclosure and abandonment of proplerties than there already is. The City should want to
reunite their citizens and encourage them to plant roots here for families, not flee.

o The area of Cinnamon Ridge, County Line Road and the surrounding areas are already
congested; building another condo will only increase the traffic congestion within our area
and increase the safety concern which means we will need more emergency services and

police patrols.

o 1 bought a condo in Cinnamon Ridge because of the view and the space of wooded areas, if |
wanted to have a different view | would have bought in a different area of Beavercreek with
nelghbors behind me. | chose this specific place because | assu med it was protected from
overgrowth of people and that nature still had a place in this city.




o The same builder that you are allowing to saturate an area thatis on the verge of
overcrowding took many short cuts during the building phases of the Cinnamon Ridge
Condo’s,

o There are other areas within Beavercreek that are already zoned for Condominiums, such as
the Colonel Glenn Corridor. So why take away from our beautiful condo’s an area that is
zoned agricultural and should stay agricultural and is so pleasant to loolc at while sitting on
our back porches, if The Cottages of Beavercreek are built on the agricultural area that is
right behind my condo | will no longer have a beautiful view, instead | will be able to spit on
the building of the new condo. | will have to close my windows and blinds, instead of
lettering natural air circulate in the house. You’re changing my way of life, and yes 1 am
more than a little upset. You are taking away what use to make Beavercreek a great place to
live; why are trying to disturb the halance of nature, people, and businesses? This delicate
halance is heing threatened, again.

| consider myself fortunate to live in the City of Beavercreek and it sickens me that time and
. time again we are trying to overcrowd and diminish the beauty of this area.

Sincerely,

Daniel Fitzgerald




April 29, 2016

Julie Han

PROPERTY OWNER at Cinnamon Ridge Condominiums
4328 Straight Arrow Rd.

Beavercreek, OH 45430

To:

Re:

Beavercreek Planning Commission

Case No. PUD 16-1

I am writing to OPPOSE this rezoning application on the following grounds:

The Cottages of Beaverereek project will further deerease Cinnamon Ridge property values, as well

as diminish the attractiveness of this community te remters.

o]

Simple economics of supply and demand dictate that the introduction of 94 BRAND NEW
condominiums right next door will make selling Cinnamon Ridge units even more difficult. With
most of the units in Cinnamon Ridge selling at 70% to 80% of purchase price, the mtroduction of 94
new condominium units will further create downward pressure on propetrty values.

One of the key selling points of the Cinnamon Ridge comrﬁunity is the proximity to forest and
agricultural areas and these selling features were promoted in the original purchase brochure’.
Allowing re-zoning and new development will destroy two of the main reasons why I live here and

why this community is attractive to new buyers and/or renters.

Beavercreel has a tremendous amount of land already zomed for comdominiums [PUD (Planned

Unit Development)], therefore it is umnecessary to re-zone the parcel in question from ifs current

Agricultural use.

@

The City of Beavercreek has stated that revitalizing the Colonel Glenn Corridor is a priority”. 81% of
the Colonel Glenn Corridor is already zoned for PUD (Planned Unit Development) and in particular,
only 4% is residentially zoned, in stark contrast to the City of Beavercreek as whole at 87% residential
zoning, indicating a pressing need for new housing development. New housing development should
be encouraged in this area, rather than forcing excess supply into an already weak housing market

next to Cinnamon Ridge.

! Cinnamon Ridge brochure advertised “Borders 20-Acre Equestrian Center” and “Adjacent to Cinnamon Ridge Park” as selling

features of this community
? Colonel Glenn Highway Corridor Revitalization Study 10-7-2014
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—  As an example, Mission Pointe is a 135 acre Mixed Use PUD which is already approved for up to
90 multifamily residential dwelling units in the Colonel Glenn Corridor.
— The Central Planning Area is only 11% residentially zoned (47% zoned for PUD overall) and

anchored by a newly renovated Meijer.

The Cottages of Beaverereelk development is in dirvect conflict with the stated guiding principle of
the Beavercreelk Township Comprehensive Plan® to preserve the rural charaeter and atmosphere of
UL Community.

o Many of us chose to live in Beavercreek because we enjoy a rural environment where homes are
mixed in with a variety of farms, wide open spaces, woodlands and parks. We chose to live here
because we did not want to live in an overdeveloped, crowded suburban area, such as Kettering.
Bringing 94 new multifamily residential dwelling units into our neighborhood would ruin the rural
character that brought us here. _
~  To my knowledge, this new development would create the largest and most dense condominium

grouping (over 200 multi-family unifs) in Beavercreek, which I feel is a dangerous precedent to set
for ongoing development in our city.

o The Beavercreek Township Comprehensive Plan declares “the preservation and protection. of trees,
woodland and important community open spaces, natural resources and wildlife”* as a key land use

goal for our community. The current development _plan calls for the destruction of almost all the

wooded area directly adjacent to Cinnamon Ridge. These trees are hundreds of years old and cannot

be replaced in our or our children’s lifetimes. This forest is habitat to countless flora and fauna, whose

homes will be destroyed. It would be a mistake to destroy this forest.

o To my knowledge, the proposed developer has not conducted any environmental impact studies that

would address:

— Increased air pollution from ~200 new residents and their cars coupled with the deforestation of
the parcel in quesfion .

- Increased noise pollution from the new development, in particular addressing any potential echo
effect created by having lérge buildings so close to each with no barrier on the north side of
Cinnamon Ridge

— Increase in temperature from loss of transpiration cooling due to deforestation

? Beavercreek Township Comprehensive Plan {April 2012) states Beavercreek’s “rural character and atmosphere has been a
magnet in drawing more and more residents to our area. The beauty of the land and the aesthetics and ambiance assoctated
with our communities are the beacons that have drawn peopie to the Township.”

‘ Beavercreek Township Comprehensive Plan (April 2012}
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~ Wildlife loss of habitat and in particular, ensuring that there are no protected species at risk

— Potential to create a wind tunnel between the 2 condominium complexes

The Cottages of Beavercreck could result in unauthorized wse of Cinnamon Ridge resources.

Q

We presently have limited parking in our community. As there is no plan for street parking in The
Cottages of Beavercreek development, the nearness of Cinnamon Ridge parking spaces could result in
unauthorized use.

We also have a Commumity Pool and Walking Path which are not planned for the new development.
The close proximity of such a large number of people in a small area could result in excessive
numbers of uninvited guests in our Pool and on our Walking Path.

A significant number of littering and dog waste complaints coine from the areas nearest the Cinnamon
Ridge Walking Path. Having an influx of 200 to 300 people from the new development will likely
exacerbate these types of problems.

Additionally, increased use of our Walking Path will likely result in increased use of the Dog Wasie

Disposal bags along the path which are paid for with our Association Dues.

The Cottages of Beavercreek could create significant temsioms between 2 large groups of

Beaverereelk citizens with no avenues for mediation.

(o]

Tt is necessary for condominiums and apartments to have a set of rules for residents because of the
density of occupants in a small, confined space with limited resources. At Cinnamon Ridge, we have
a set of rules that are much more restrictive than local jurisdiction mandates. These rules are necessary
to maintain safety (e.g., speed limits and dog leash laws) and property values (e.g., limits on signage
and modifications to buildings).

If The Cottages of Beavercreek are built, I believe this would create an unprecedented, extremely
large and very dense comniunity that has a high probability of conflict between 2 communities with
competing goals that are forced to exist with 50 feet of each other and have no avenues for mediation.
—  As an example, if the new development has less restrictive leash laws, T believe the potential for

dog bites and altercations will increase without any physical separation between the 2 properties.

The Cottages of Beavercreek could ereate traffic problems in our community.

o)

Rush hour traffic for I-675 often extends from the intersection of Indian Ripple and County Line all
the way to Research Blvd. An additional 150 to 200 diivers coming in and out fiom the new

development will only make this traffic sifuation worse.
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From: Planning and Zoning

Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 7:36 AM

To: Randy Burkett; Melissa Gillaugh; Jeff McGrath
Subject: FW: Case No. PUD 16-1 zoning meeting

From: Denise Worst [mailto:dworst@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 9:40 PM

To: Planning and Zoning <Planning@®beavercreekohio.gov>
Subject: Re: Case No. PUD 16-1 zoning meeting

Ok thanks for the reply. Following is my statement regarding the proposed development:

I'm Denise Worst, residing at 4322 Weber Dr, Beavercreek OH 45430 (Stonegate II neighborhood)
I have several concerns regarding the proposal:

1. Additional traffic on both Quill Dr and County Line Rd. When finished this proposed development would have
94 units. Assuming each unit would have at least 2 cars, that is an additional 188 cars that could drive through our
residential neighborhood. Our neighborhood strect design was not meant for that many additional cars and it
would most likely cause quicker road deterioration. Qur neighborhood has many active families out walking and
playing. An increase in traffic is a safety concern for our children and pets. Additionally having that many more
cars going on and off of County Line Rd would cause even more traffic delays during rush hour. There is always a
long backup on County Line Rd gomg towards Dorothy Lane from 5-5:30pm at night when most of Reynolds and
Reynolds workers leave for the day. Putting more cars in this area will make the backups even worse. [ don't
think a traffic light could be placed at the street coming directly from the development as it would be too close to
the lights at Straight Arrow and Weber Dr. Turning left out of that development during busy times will be difficult

and could cause an increase in traffic accidents.

2. Property values: Our small neighborhood of single family houses would be surrounded by apartments and
condos on two sides if this development goes forward. This will lower our home values and make our
neighborhood less attractive to new home buyers.

3. School overpopulation: Most likely there will be a lot of families that would move into the proposed
development. Our schools and school buses are already over capacity. The buses already have 3 kids to a
seat. Adding that many new families would just make the problem worse.

Personally I'd rather see a single family housing development go into this area with lot sizes of 1/2 acre. This
would flow with the design of our neighborhood.

thank you for your time and consideration,
Denise Worst

On Wed, Apr 27, 2016 at 8:27 AM, Planning and Zoning <P1am1in;;@beavercreekohio.gov§ wrote:

! Good morning,




+ If you can't attend the meeting, you can always submit something in writing or email. If we receive the information before
" the meeting on 5/4, it will be distributed to the Commissioners at the meeting, As long as we receive it prior to the
: meeting, it will be presented at the meeting and entered into the minutes.

When Planning Commission makes their recommendation te City Council, Council will also hold a public hearing. When
-~ this is scheduled, you will receive a notice similar to what you have received for the Planning Commission meeting.

- Ifyou have any other guestion, please let me know.

Dee Frisk
* Planning & Zoning Department

. City of Beavercreek

From: Denise Worst [mailto:dworst@gmail.com]

~ Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 5:14 PM

~ To: Planning and Zoning <Planning@beavercreekohio.gov>
. Subject: Case No. PUD 16-1 zoning meeting

* Hi,

. We got the notice for the public hearing regarding Case No. PUD 16-1 (2358 County Line Road (Cottages of
. Beavercreek) rezoning on May 4th. Unfortunately we cannot make this meeting. s there another way we can

; provide our statement?

- thanks for any information,

. Denise




ﬁeﬂﬁssa Gillaugh

From: Dianne Lampton

Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 8:09 AM
To: Melissa Gillaugh

Subject: Cottages at Beavercreek

Below is an email against the development.

Diowvune Lawmplon

Clerk of Council

City of Beavercreek

1368 Research Park Drive
Beavercreek, OH 45432

(937) 320-7388
lampion@beavercreekohio.gov

From: Anneris Coria-Navia [mailto:anneris.navia@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 6:48 PM

To: Dianne Lampton <Lampton@beavercreakohio. gov>
Subject: Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure}

Dear Dianne:

Cur family is writing to provide input on the case referred to above. We
were residents of Cinnamon Ridge from 2007-2009 and we are currently
homeowners of two units. Tt is through our tenants that we-found out about
the proposed development of what we lovingly call "the horse farm." It is
ironic that we purchased these properties from Simms Development, whose
advertising materials included the view of the horse farm as a selling

point. Since we purchased these units we have personally enjoyed and the
natural surroundings of the development and so have our tenants. There is
no need to explain what being close to nature does to improve the quality
of life of the community.

We vehemently oppose the approval of this petition.
Sincerely,

Amnneris and Benjamin Navia
937-760-1652.




5/2{2018 : Gmail - Oppaosition to development, 4286 Straight Arrow Rd

Jutie Han <jhand54l0@gmat.com>

Opposition to development, 4286 Straight Aﬁ'r@w Rd

Joey <psjoe86@gmail.com> Sun, May 1, 2016 at 6:52 PM
To: Julie Han <jhan45430@gmail.com>

Julie-

Thanks again for taking the time out of your weekend to bring this to our attention, as it will undoubtedly affect
everyone living here in one way or another. My girlfriend Stephanie plans to come as | will be working nights, but
| want to let you use my 3 minutes of speaking time as she would rather not, Here’s a few points | have, that
you can use my time to make, or use for your own points as you see fit:

-As | sit here writing this, | have my curtains open enjoying the view and the sound of birds that were a major
selling point of me deciding to buy here. The idea of that being taken away is unacceptable, especially
considering this land isn’t zoned for this, and there is plenty of land that is, and isn’t being used.

-I work 12 hour rotating shift worlk, to provide power to the area with DP&L, and the prospect of not being able to
sleep during the day when | work nights isn’t something | am able, or willing to deal with, The only reason I'm not
going in person is because I'm working nights all this week.

-The increased traffic, decrease in property value, and loss of rural almosphere is unacceptable. If this is
passed, | am ready to do everything | can to seli, move outside of Beavercreek taking my tax dollars with me,
and more than willing to no longer spend a dollar within the city limits. All the amenities and advantages | took
into consideration in choosing to live here in Beavercreek are being threatened to be taken away, and | will do afl
| can to prevent that. If passed, | will do ali | can to never contribute another dollar to this city, in both sales and
tax dollars.

Thank you,

Joey Sario
[Quotad text hiddon]

hitps:#fmail.google.com/mail/?Li=28ik=0146aa0d1efview=ptdsearch=inbox&msg="1546e8628cd3850M&sim |= 1546e8628cd38504 H




Beavercreek Planning Commission,

This letter is in regard to the re-zoning permit that would be for The Cottages of
Beavercreek. My husband and I are the owners of the unit at 4366 Straight Arrow
Road, while my son currently occupies the unit. We live out of town and are unable
to attend the meeting this Wednesday. However, all of us are in opposition to the
current proposal.

Our main concern is the decrease in property values that would come as a result of
this new unit. Having the significant green space around the allotment was a large
selling point for Cinnamon Ridge. The green space and horse pasture was a great
surprise when visiting these units and one of our favorite features. Loss of these
would negatively affect every homeowner in the unit and 1 believe renters would be
less satisfied because of the increase in traffic, change in environment, and concern
over parking space.

We are not opposed to unit development in general, only in the incorrect setting, We
believe this development would be the incorrect setting. Agricultural land is
becoming more and more scarce and the loss of it should not be taken lightly. There
are already areas in Beavercreek zoned for units, so the loss of agricultural land for
development of a large condo unit seems unnecessary.

The development of the Cottages of Beavercreek would not only upset the owners
and renters in Cinnamon Ridge, but be a major loss to the swrrounding area as well.
This unit would change the feel and environment of the area and subtract to what
drew people here in the first place. A great deal of dissatisfaction would be had with
the construction of these new units.

Please respect the views of those in the area and preserve what made this area
home to all of us from the start.

Sincerely,

Christine and James Soehnlen
Homeowners

4366 Straight Arrow Road

Neil Soehnlen (Son) occupies unit




Jifl £, Toto
A388 Straight Aseeow Red,
Beavercionk, O 45430

My 4, 2016

Beavercraelk Plansing Commissien
Beavercreal City Hall

TAES Hemnarch Park Jr,
Fegyarereak, (] 45433

Ta Whemt it May Concerr:

This fetter is in eegard to Chades Simms Deysiopronnt’s propased re-caning penmit to dovelon 8 new
cardnminium comper acwn as The Cottages of Geavercresk, Due 10 seheduling confficts,  am unalie
Te attend the Begvercraek Planning Commission meeting on Wednasday, May 4, 2006; therefare, [am

documenting my concerns and dlsapprovat of the proposat in writing nstead,

A an ariginal owrer of 5 Clresman Bldge condeminium, | purchased thi it o 200058 for @ varlely of
reasong; including kot rat livtied to, the stlractise advertomant (i Shares Shmms] ehat the
development was bovderad by 20-acre pguestrlan cemter, Given the proposed re-zening, |
cangaried 1he Cottages of Jeavercreey will sesUt in overal] docreasod quality of e with the
destrgetion of the agrieuliural fand. This Inclides prgential for Incrgased traffle, corime, nolte, as weil ag
visual intristons oo peacs and privacy.

Furbiermore, the Cotlages of Beavercroelk will likely resuit in ovarall herte value diminution, fropeety
velues corraspond to real sstate tages, which impracts the Beavercroek corsnimity ¥s 8 whole, With the
A8 econamiic dowrdurn, the Cinnamen Bidga dnits have significantly lost ressle value and wil
sordinige to depreciate with the nfhee of 94 new condansinioms,

Whils growth misd devslopeeni is 4 necessaly campanest far gtleys o thrive, tha veicn of surrent
sosidanis shostd shassys be valred and sespecied aswell, In my ooislon, spdaulturat fond should be

areserved in arder for reaidants te enjoy the rural charetar and atmaosphere of Beaveroreck,

neorelusion, |sirangly onpose the proposed ra-soning permst and | batfave she 20 acee land disectly
slarth of Clanaman Bidge should remaln agricuitural ot this tlme, Thank you for your consideration,

Sinceraly,
uzi jﬁ %‘ﬂ re‘w i g@z

{

AltE, Tote
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é {::‘_;*E CYE i Julie Han <julieyhan@gmail.com®>

Cinnam-@n Ridge

James Spangler <lightsoutb63@gmail.com> : Sat, Apr 30, 2016 at 12:12 PM
To: Julie Han - gmail.com>

Attn Beavercreek Planning Board;

My name is James Spangler. | live at 4324 Straight Arrow Road. In regards to the development of these new
condos, | am adamantly opposed to this for multiple reasons.

To begin with, this will significantly decrease my property value. Putting this many new condos into development
will dramatically increase road traffic in front of my property which already struggles with cars driving way foo
fast through this residential neighborhood where kids play.

The view from my condo would be decimated. The residents of this development bought our properties in part
hased on the privacy and view of the now existing trees and walking trails. | specifically asked Charles Simms
when | purchased my property if the trees he is now planning to tear down would be preserved. He evidently
bold-faced lied to us and said they would be. He even went as far as to say the trees were part of a city parlc
systemn and could not be compromised in the future. This is evidently not his plan or intention. | believe this is a
case of greed on the part of Charles Simms at the financial expense of every home owner in his development of
Cinnamon Ridge.

Wildlife also harmoniously resides here. Foxes, deer, raccoons, birds etc all call this area home to the
enjoyment of the homeowners in this development.

Please take these points into consideration when making your decision. | would ask that you at least prevent the
destruction of the trees that now reside here. We understand that some new development will occur. However,
please significantly limit the amount of our trees that will be destroyed in the process. Again, this will
significantly affect our property values in a negative way. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Regards,

Dr James H Spangter Il
937-689-9677

Sent from my iPhone

[Quatad text hiddent

> <8Site Plan - Cottages Of Beavercreek.pdf>

> <Re-Zoning Opposition 2016.04.28 to residents. pdf>
> <Case PUD 16-1 Letter to Planning Commission.pdf>

htips:/imail.google.com/mait/ui0f 7ui=28ik=c4046887fdRview=pt&search=inbox&msg= 15467{16b253acib&siml= 15467F16b253acfs




Carlos and Yasmin Ledesma
4398 Straight Arrow Road
Beavercreek, OH. 45430

Owners

Beavercreek City Hall

1368 Research Park Drive

Beavercreek, OH 45432

Re:

Re-zoning of the property behind our Condo

To whom it may concern,

This is letter is intended to oppose the re-zoning of the land behind the Cinnamon Ridge
Condos.

Please see a few reasons listed below as to why we oppose the re-zoning plan.

The construction of 94 additional condominiums adjacent to Cinnamon Ridge could
potentially impact all of us in several ways including:

o Our property values could be affected by the additional condo units adjacent to
us.
° The backside of most even number units in Cinnamon Ridge will be looking at

new condo units instead of the field / woods that are currently behind these units.

o Nearly all the trees behind units 4282 — 4312 will be cut down, and will be
replaced by condo buildings.

o Some of the new condo buildings will be built only 50 feet from the buildings of
Cinnamon Ridge (this is closer than the building across the street from you).

° The residents of the new condo units could use our facilities (pool, walking path,
parking spaces, etc) even though we pay for those facilities, and they do not.

An entrance to the new condos would be added to the intersection of Straight
Arrow Road and Quill Road. This could increase traffic & congestion at the
entrance to Cinnamon Ridge.

Sincerely,

Carlos and Yasmin Ledesima




5/3/2016 Gmail - Owner Concerns Regarding Rezoning Opposition--Unit #4329

Julle Han <jhan43430@gmaii.com>

Owner Concerns Regarding Rezoning Opposition--Unit #4329

Sarah Thorpe <sarahbeththorpe@yahoo.com> Mon, May 2, 2016 at 9:44 PM
Reply-To: Sarah Thorpe <sarahbeththorpe@yahoo.com>
To: "jhan45430@gmail.com” <jhan45430@gmail.com=>

As an owner of a condominium of Cinnamon Ridge, | am using my voice through this email.
| oppose the rezoning and development of the land adjacent to Cinnamon Ridge because of
the following reasons:

o The Cottages of Beavercreek will have a negative impact on the property values of the
units of Cinnamon Ridge. Reasoning: Diminished look and feel for a small community
that would be less appealing for future potential owners/renters.

o Beavercreek has a tremendous amount of land allotted for residential housing and
does not need to rezone land to build more condominiums.

» Increased motor-vehicle traffic exiting the Cinnamon Ridge community to County Line
Road.

o Increase of overall noise, which has a negative impact on the feel of the community,
and would affect potential owners/renters.

Thank you,

Sarah Thorpe, Unit #4329

https:/mail.google.com/mait/?ui=2&ik=014Baald ledview=pt&search=inbox&msg=154744a165ae197adsim|=154744a165ae197a 1M




Justin Morton

4397 Straight Arrow Rd.
Beavarcreel, OH 45430
415.234.5509
justintmorion@gmail,com

May 3, 2016
Beavercreek Planning Commission:

I'am writing to express my oppesition to the propased re-zoning permit for The Cottages of Beavercreek
development. | believe that the destruction of the current agricultural area will have a negative impact
on the community. The existing rural atrosphere makes the community a desirable and unique place
te live. Destruction of the field and trees will have a negative impact on property vafuds, the
environment, and traffic. Please reject the proposed re-zoning permit.

Sincerely,

s

Justin Morton




May 3, 2016

Beavercreel Planning Commission
1368 Research Park Drive
Beavercreel, Ohio 45432,

To Whom Tt May Concern:

Lcurrently reside in the Cinnamen Ridge Condominium complex. One of the primary reasons [ purchased
my unit was due to the open land behind it. T understood at the time of purchase that the land behind my
condo was zoned agricultural and there was no plan to change that, [ was disappointed last year when
new development of apartments was put up across from me and trees were removed on the Jand.

1 understand that there is a request to re-zone this land for a new development of condominiums. Tam
very much against this for many reasons:

1. Our property values have decreased significantly on their own and this development would not
hei_p improve the ability to sell.

2. The development has no parking for it visitors and could result in their residents using ot
parking which is Timited as it is and possible use of our amenities.

3. Talso understand fhat there is a plan to provide access to the units via our street adding to
additional traffic and congestion, ‘

4. County Line Road is already a bottleneck with traffic and adding this complex will only make it
worse,

5. In 2012, the Beavercreck Township Comprehensive Plan was (o preserve the rural character and
atmosphere has been a magnet in drawing more and more residents to our atea. One of the
reasons | chose Beavercreek and my unit was the beauty of the land and aesthetics behind me.

6. [ also have been made aware of the many other places within Beavercreek Township available for
developinent of this project.

7. Tnaddition, lights would shine in my bedreom at night when they approach their homes.

I appreciate your taling the time to read my fetter and listening to my apprehensions about this
development, | hope that you find that my and my fellow owner concerns to be relevant enough o stop
this re-zoning permit.

Warm Repaids,

Chexyl Hall, 4380 Straight Arrow Road




LU D Mat - LINnamon Kikage

Jukie Han <jhan43430@gmail.com>

Cinnamon Ridge

Jenna Hubesity <jennahubosky@gmail.com> Tue, May 3, 2016 at 9:15 PM
To: jhand5430@gmail.com

To whom it may concern,

| am a resident of the Cinnamon Ridge development. My family and 1 have lived in the development for
approximately fwo years. We relocated fo this area from out of state. When my husbaind and | were searching for
housing in the area, we came upon this community and knew it was the best option for us and our two children.

It is a great location. 1t is within close proximity to shopping, dining, and other conveniences. However, it offers
the quiet, safe atmosphere and green space that you would find in a more rural area rather than a city. 1 feel
these characteristics maite the community a desirable place to reside.

I was informed of the possibility of the devalopment of the land next to Cinnamon Ridge. In my opinion, this
would greatly decrease the desirability of living in the community. Squeezing more condos and people onto that
tand would obviously eliminate green space and afiect the quiet, rural atmosphere, possibly affecting the safety

of the area as well.

Therefore | am in opposition of this development due to the negative impact it would have on the Cinnaman
Ridge community. | do hope these concerns are taken into consideration before a decision is made.

Thank you,
[Quoted text hidden]
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5/3/2016 CGmail - Rezoning Protest

| Caimiail Julic Man <jhand5430@ginail.com>

Rezoning Protest

GChad Minnick <minnick.chad33@yahoo.com> Tue, May 3, 2016 at 7:12 PM

Reply-To: Chad Minnick <minniclk.chad33@yahoo.com>
To: “jhan45430@gmail.com” <jhan45430@gmail.com>, Vanassa Minnick <vanessa.minnick@yahoo.com>

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Beavercreek Planning Commission,
I would like o protest against the Simms Development rezoring application.

It is beyond unfortunaie that so much of creation and its beauty has fallen prey fo human greed and
development. | once heard a wise woman say that we all have our one spot in hature that we go to and find
our peace and sanctuary. A place whera the chaos of this woild fades away and we are reminded of our joy &
purpose for this life. Please take a moment io reflect on where that spot is for you. For some it's a beach, for
others a maountain, wetland, woods, lake, ocean or maybe even a golf course. Now imagine that place and all
of its luster and beauty dernolished to ground zero, paved with asphalt, and forever lost. Neither you nor your
kids, your grandchildren or future grandchildren will ever look at or be able to see your ireasured, coveted

place within this world ever again.

As for me, what sold me on my condo at Cinnamon Ridge was the breathtaking and peaceiul scenery that |
have the privilege of enjoying with my wife every day. We are also blessed io be expecting a child this August
as well and { would love for our littte boy to share in the joy, adventure, and tranauility that comes from having
a natural habitai as one's backyard.

As you consider your decision, please, please put yourself in our shoes and imagine how your life would
change if you came home every day surrounded by the beauty of Gods creation one day and return the nexi io
the sight of modernization & over-development.

My home was purchased with the understanding that the environment surrounding our homes was sought to
be protected & preserved as outlined in the Beavercreek Township Comprehensive Plan. With the
deforestation & proposed davelopment our homes wili take an instant hit against their values and potential
rental earnings. Hence, many residents who go to work day in and day out to maile this community befier, will
lose a portion of their net weaith. If the propased rezoning is approved, will the amount lost in our property

values be repaid?

When is enough, enough? Too many companies & coorperaiions are demolishing our lands for profiis.
Please help to protect that from happening to the Cinnamon Ridge community.

Again, please reflect upon your favorite destination which biings you and your family peace, escape &
sanctuary from this overdaveloped world...would you vote in favor of ii's destruction and asphalt covering?

| sincerely thani you for your valued time and consideration & will respect your decision.
All the Best,
2d Li. Chad J. Minnick

4300 Straight Arrow Rd.
Beavercreek OH, 45430

https:/mail.google.com/mailfu/0f7ui=28i1=0146aa0d 1eBview=pi€search=inhox&msg=15478:568098 708 8simi=15478e568hG87H8d 1




5/4/2016 Gmail ~ Re: Concerns on New Subdivision Rezoning by Charles Simms

Juiie Han <jhand5420@gomail.com?>

Re: C@ncemg on New Subdivision R@Z@mng by @harrles Simms

Frank Hung <fdahun92@yahoo com> Wed May 4, 2016 at 12 01 PM
Reply-To: Frank Hung <fdahung2@yahoo.com>

To: Frank Hung <fdahung:2@yahoo com>, Julie Han <;han45430@gmatl com>

Cc: "luciahungd@gmail.com” <luciahungd@gmail.com>, "cinnamonridge. brian@yahoo.com”

<cinnamonridge. brian@yahoo.com>, "fdahung2. @yahoo.com" <fdahung2.@yahoco.com>

Subject: Re: Concerns on New Subdivision Rezoning by Chailes Simms
Date: May 4th, 2016

From: Mr. & Mrs. Francisco D. Hung
4282 Straight Arrow Road
Beavercreek, OH 45430-1519

To:  Beavercreek Planning Board

We bought our current home at a premium in 2008 for its privacy with the horse farm, the park land behind and nextto it.
We did not anticipale that the horse farm would now be bought and being requested for rezoning to

build 90+ condominium units by Charles Simms. Below are some of the concerns we have on the proposed rezoning
request by Charles Simms on the parcel of land behind our home to build more condominium units.

o The woods behind and walking trails are very important to us. Will the new plan intend to preserve this
experience? Will the wooded area to the east of the parcel be preserved?

@ The view from my house is very important to us. We bought this property on the basis that we would be
looking at trees and grass from the back our home. | would like this view preserved with additional
landscaping so we have as much ptivacy as our neighbors on the south side of Cinnamen Ridge have from
the residents on Longmeadow. What are you geing to do to preserve the rural nature of our view and the
privacy of our home? We don't want to have to look at an expanse of vinyl sided buildings. We would like to
s6e brick buildings, just as we do from the front of our home?

We are extremely concerned about the increased traffic on Straight Arrow Road from Quill Road to the
traffic lights, unless the new proposed subdivision will have it own direct access to County Line and not via
Proposed Quill Road.

@ If not, we like to see stop signs and speed bumps installed on the Quill Road extensicn into the new
development. The increased traffic by cars or tenants of the new subdivision at the traffic lights during rush
hours will increase risk of accidents.

o We are concerned about the additional pedestrian traffic on the walking path next to cur home. We have a
significant number of people from surround neighborhoods using this path already to gain access to the park
fand or fo the other side of Straight Arrow Road. The increased use by new neighbors from the new units to
be built will lead to potential for more littering, dog waste, dog bites/altercations. How are you going to
ensure that people from the new development do not have access to the common lawn area behind our
homes? We would like to see a physical barrier in the form of 6 foot high wood fences and landscaping.

e QOur bedroom faces the north side of Cinnamon Ridge (the trees and the Horse Farm} and | we like to sleep
with our windows open at night. You need to ensure that there are provisions in the new
parcel development plan to include noise abatement measures to reduce noise polfution?

o We purchased cur home based on Charles Simms brochure for Cinnamon Ridge that there is parldand and

hitps:/mail googie.com/mail/uf0/2ui=2&ik=0146aa0d 1 e8view=pt&search=inbox &msg=1547¢c83bfd 1 24df6&sim|=1547c83bid 124di6 12




A6 mail - Ke: Goncerns on New sSubdivision Kezoning by Lharles simms

a horse farm behind us. H is ifonic that the same developer has now purchased the horse farm and submit
a request to rezone the parcel of land to develop a condominium complex which essentially negates all the
advertisement they use to sell their first development leaving the current owners now with a sunken feeling
of betrayal by a reputable and ethical developer {so we thought). Not to mention that the new condo units
will devaluate our homes, which was not on the Master Development Plan for Beavercreek and specifically
for our townhome area.

e We chose to live here because it is low traffic and close to 1-675. What are you going to do to ensure that
we don't encounter problems with my daily commute? We strongly believe that this new subdivision must
have their directly road traffic access to County Line, and not via Quill Road extension.

Please ensure that all our concems are addressed and satisfied when you make your assessment and decision on
this rezoning request by Charles Simms.

Yours Truly,

Lucia & Francisco Hung
4282 Straight Arrow Road
Beavercreek, OH 45430-1519

From: Frank Hung <fdahung2@yahoo.com>

Te2: Julie Han <jhan45430@gmail.com>

Ce: "luciahungd@gmail.com” <luciahungd@gmail.com>; "cinnamonridge.brian@yahoo.com”
<cinnamonridge. brian@yahoo.com=>; Frank Hung <fdahung2@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 3, 2016 9:41 AM

Subject: Re: Concerns on New Subdivision Rezoning by Charles Simms

[Quated texi hidden]
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TO: Beavercreek Planning Commission
FROM: Robert H. Ryan (4338 Straight Arrow Road Owner)
SUBJECT: The Coitages of Beavercreek Township Re-Zoning Permit Request

1} |, Robert H. Ryan as a property owner & taxpayer in the Beavercreek Township community, am
opposed to The Cottages of Beavercreek proposed re-zoning. Re-zoning of the parcel in questions is in
direct conflict with the Beavercreek Township Comptehensive Plan dated April 2012. Significant land
has already been zoned for the construction of condominiums within Beavercreek Township raising the
question of where is the need to re-zone the parcel in question. The re-zoning will most certainly

diminish my property value.

2) One of the largest factors for purchasing my home in the Beavercreek Township community was the
rural atmosphere and landscape. The re-zoning of the parcel in question would remove agricuitural
land and lead to the destruction of almost all the wooded area adjacent to my property. As stated in
the Beavercreek Township Comprehensive Plan dated April 2012, "rural character and atmosphere has
been a magnet in drawing more and more residents to our area." The decision to re-zone agricultural
land for the construction of condominiums is in direct violation of the Beavercreek Township

Comprehensive Plan.

3} There is no need to zone additional land for the use of constructing condominiums. Planned Unit
Development has significant land already zoned for condominiums construction. The Colonel Glenn
Highway Corridor Revitalization Study dated 7 Oct 2014 designated the Colonel Glenn Corridor as a
priority for revitalization. The Colonel Glenn Corridor planned unit development is already 81% zoned
for condominium construction. Itis in the communities’ best interest to utilize the existing zoned land
already available before re-zoning additional land for condominium construction. Re-zoning agricultural
land when there is already 135 acres in Mission Pointe zoned for up to 90 multi-family dwelling units is
not in the communities’ best interest,

4) My property overlooks the parcel of land proposed for re-zoning and since purchasing my home in
September 2010 my property value has diminished by ~20%. Removing the naturai landscape and
forest would further diminish the value of my property. The addition of more condominiums on the
proposed parcel would further saturate the market driving down property values. There is no need
driving additional condominiums in Beavercreek Township that cannot be met by {and currently zoned

for condominium construction.

5} 1am opposed to the re-zoning of the parcel in question for the reasons stated. | hereby delegate
Brian Daniel the authority to speak on my behalf at the Beavercreek Planning Commission Meeting on
Wednesday, May 4th 2016 in the matter of The Cottages of Beavercreek Township re-zoning. | cannot
attend the meeting in question because [ am on military orders out of state,

W Vs an %/
ROBERT H. RyaKM
4338 Straight Arrow Rd
Beavercreek, OH 45430




Members of the Planning Commission:

In response to the proposal by Simums Development io rezone the parcel located
adjacent to Cinnamon Ridge, we would like to voice our strong opposition to approving
this parcel for a different use. The City of Beavercreck has experienced an influx of
development with projects such as The Greene and various other residential and
cormumercial developments in recent years; these developments, which have provided for
residential, commercial, and governmental needs, have increasingly decreased the
amount of forested lands throughout the area. The proposed Simins project would not just
destroy the only dwindling green space nearby, but also significantly decrease local
property values that arc afready suffering.

The area locaied adjacent to Cinnamon Ridge is an area zoned for agricultural
use, and the Beavercreek Zoning Code provides that areas zoned for agriculture have the
stated intent of encouraging and preserving agricultural uses as part of a balanced and
diversified economy. The Code goes on to further state agricultural areas are intended to
provide a “ low density rural atmosphere . . . “ The Comprehensive Plan for the
Township also expresses the purpose of promoting a diverse rural atmosphere as well.

As is evident from the intent and purpose of these statutes, our reasons for
opposing this zoning alferation are not only justified personally, but also by law. The
destruction of the green space would eliminate what little landscape diversity remains
close to our homes. As such, we believe that any rezoning would be contrary to the
legislative intent of our elected officials that drafted these laws, In addition, there is
pleniiful housing available in other areas close by, so any alleged public need for housing
would have the appearance of promoting the private interests of Simms, rather than the
general welfare of the public.

We sincerely hope for this matter to be resolved now, but if any further action is
taken toward a potential approval of new zoning, we intend to move our Home Owner’s
Association to retain legal counsel to oppose any change in zoning due to the risk the
development places upon our enjoyment of the land and economic interests.

Sincerely,

Kevin Hoffer, Owner Cinnamon Ridge

Johnna Hoffer, Owner Cinnamon Ridge
Maithew Schoemaker, Owner Cinnamon Ridge
Jamie Schoemaker, Gwner Cinnainon Ridge
Tyler Hoffer, Resident of Cinnamon Ridge
Corine Sponcia, Resident of Cinnamon Ridge




Marcia Rouse’ Beavercreek Zoning Commission Mig (5/4/2016) Comments Re Proposed Development,
“The Cottages of Beavercreek”

My name is Marcia Rouse.

| have lived at 4336 Straight Arrow Rd in Cinnamon Ridge since Oct 2013.

| oppose the proposed construction of the Cottages of Beavercreek for many reason, to include quality of life.
However, the primary concem | want to raise tonight regards traffic safety ed by the proposed site development.

{ think | can provide information about area traffic and safety issues that might only be known by local residents
and the City of Kettering, who currently has responsibility for the stretch of County Line Rd affected by this
praposed development and, thus, would bear the burden of the impact of the additional traffic in terms of

increased resources.

TRAFFIC SAFETY

Problem: The proposed funneling of the increased traffic from the planned development would increase the
potential for traffic and pedestrian accidents by (1) increasing congestion on an already congested, confined
stretch of County Line Rd, {2} by increasing traffic through an already dangerous intersection at Straight Arrow
and County Line Roads, and (3) by increasing traffic in a short stretch of Straight Arrow road heavily used by
pedestrians.

Increasing Traffic Congestion on an aiready congested, confined streich of rogd

The Indian Ripple/County Line Rds intersection is already a major choke point for drivers attempting to access
[-675 or pursuing shopping, recreation, and other services both at The Greene and along the continuation of
County Line Rd and Indian Ripple Road {in both directions).

Drive time traffic from the intersection of Indian Ripple and County Line Roads often extends from that
intersection to Shakertown Rd. In fact, to monitor the traffic situation Kettering police often station a car along
the stretch of road between the Indian Ripple/County Line Rds intersection and the Straight Arrow/County Line

Rd intersection.
And the accidents on County Line aren’t known to Beavercreek because Kettering handles them.

The addition of another 150-200 cars to that traffic would increase the congestion, lengthen the drive time back-

ups, and increase motorist delays.

Further — and most importantly -~ it would also increase the potential for traffic accidents by motorists, with
attendant injuries/deaths, property damages/costs, and emergence services cost.

Increasing Traffic in an already hazardous intersection




The intersection of Indian Ripple and County Line Rds is already hazardous, in part due to the egress of traffic
from Reynolds and Reynolds.

| tearned in the first few months of living on Straight Arrow that when turning Left at that intersection it was best
to have one foot on the gas, one on the brake, and my hand on the horn —and be prepared to yield to
unauthorized traffic to avoid a collision.

This is because drivers exiting from Reynolds and Reynolds parking lot routinely take the right of way when
turning Right onto County Line Rd — and more of those drivers turn Right than Left at that light, apparently
because their routes home take them in that direction.

And unlike the intersection at County Line and Weber roads, this intersection has no properly constructed Right
turn/merge lane.

Further, about % mile from the intersection the curb lane closes down. Thus, traffic exiting Reynolds and
Reynolds parking and turning Right typically swing directly into the inside lane vs the curb lane to insure they
merge hefore the curb fane ends.

And they do this despite oncoming traffic fraom Straight Arrow Rd IN the intersection and despite the blowing of
one’s horn —they typically just blow their horn and keep on coming. Thus, the only way to avoid a collision is to
yield the right of way.

But one cannot always yield the right of way. In Oct of 2014 | was turning Left from Straight Arrow and pulling out
of the intersection when a driver turning Right from the Reynolds and Reynolds parking lot crossed the curb lane
and hit me in the right front corner panel of my new 2014 Subaru Forester.

When 1 called to report the accident | was told that it would be some time before the Kettering Police could
respond because we had no injures to report and the Police were busy responding to higher priority incidents.
We actually waited over an hour for an officer to come and take the Accident Report and cite the driver at fault
{improper right turn, improper lane change, failure to yield to traffic).

That accident cost me $1,300 in repairs to my new Subaru Forester and 2 days in bed due to the exacerbation of 2
pre-existing conditions (a herniated cervical disc and migraine, which is a risk factor for stroke).

And I was lucky: the car that hit me was a small Toyota. Had it been another SUV or something larger — or if the
impact been in a different place on my car -- one or both of us drivers could have been seriously injured or killed.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

Along the stretch of Straight Arrow from Quill South to the intersection with County Line Rd, there is much
pedestrian traffic from the 2 communities, Long Meadow and Cinnamon Ridge.

This traffic inciudes schoolchildren walking to the current bus stop near the end of Quill Rd.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
To address the threats to the public’s health, safety and welfare addressed above, recommend the following:
Independent Traffic Impact Study:

Beavercreek should charter an independent Traffic Impact Study per the guidelines of the Chio DOT {LTAP Center)
to insure completeness and objectivity. :

The study should focus on accidents/potential for accidents at the Straight-Arrow/County Line intersection
currently and with the projected increase in traffic.

Changes to Developer’s Proposed Development Traffic Plon:

That Independent study should consider the following changes which are based on the observation and experi-
ences of long-time residents. These changes would appear to best insure the public’s health, safety and welfare:

-~ Change the County Line Rd primary ingress/egress point from the already hazardous, poorly designed
intersection with Straight Arrow to the larger, better-designed intersection with Weber Road.

--- With its properly-constructed Right turn/merge fane, the Weber Road intersection is better-
equipped to safely handle the increase in Left-turning traffic exiting from Weber onto County Line, especially as
the curb lane there extends for weill over a mile, vs within just 500 feet, as with the Straight Arrow Rd intersection.

-- Further, relocating the primary ingress/egress point to Weber Rd would allow for a longer stretch of
Road over which to extend the increasing traffic back-up at drive times, and that baclk-up would be broken and
controlled somewhat by the intervening Straight Arrow Rd intersection.

--To change the primary ingress/egress point would require providing full vehicular access through North
Quill Road instead of South Quiil Rd.

--- This change to North Quill would also preserve the school bus stop and preclude dense traffic
on the short stretch of Straight Arrow from Quill South to the intersection with County Line.

- Further, it would be more centrally located and direct not only for the residents of the
Cottages, but also for service providers {waste pickup, movers, delivery trucis, etc.).

Alternative Recommendation:

If the primary ingress/egress point remains at the Straight Arrow/County Line intersection, that intersection
should be improved and made safer, potentially by constructing a proper Right turn/merge lane (as at Weher
intersection) and simply closing the curb lane at that point vs about % mile.




The developer should pay the cost for improvements to this intersection and any other required road
improvements as a development impact fee as provided for by the Ohio Supreme Ct decision in Homebuilders
Assn of Dayton and the Miami Valley v. City of Beavercreek (2000).
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Melissa .Gﬁl]@augh

From: jsullivan40@woh.rr.com

Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 2:17 PM

To: Maelissa Gillaugh

Subject: PUD 16.1 Zoning Code Proposal - City Of Beavercreek

Planning Commission:

] am against the Proposal for a Zoning Code revision #158.126 allowing the "Keeping Of Chickens In A Residential District".
The proposal should be rejected in its entirety.

The practice of raising chickens should be continue to be considered "Agricultural” and remain a restricted practice to
property use within City Zoning boundaries per existing city residential zoning regulations.

Permitting the raising of Chickens represent potential issues related to cleanliness, rodents, predators, care ffeeding, etc.
Further, there are potential issues related to the compliance of the proposed restrictions by any resident who would choose
to raise chickens. The enforcement, policing, cost of ensuring adherence to the proposed restrictions {(number of chickens,
sanitation policies, structure adherence, boundary adherence)outweigh any proposed overail benefits (number of
practitioners, home grown food, etc.)

Permitting the residential Chickens represents potential unfavorable situations to other residents {neighbors, plats,
property values, health, unsightliness etc.} The enforcement / policing of the existing restriction is currently in a somewhat
"|lacking" state. The proposal contains limited provision related to enforcement.

Further a "one year trial" simply represents a practice of "kicking the can down the road". The issue would subsequently
need to be re-reviewed, re-addressed with additional consideration should it be necessary to stop / disallow the practice.

We have been a city for several years without allowing this capability. Overall adverse affects arefhave been fittle to none.
City Planning and City council should continue to focus their efforts on better priorities related to business zoning, PUD
zoning, overall zoning Plans, Overall city budget, issues etc. The Revision #158.126 is not a "current day” practice for a city

of this size.
As 60+ year residents we are against proposal #158.126.

John T Sullivan

Susan C Sullivan

816 Vernis Drive
Beavercreelk Ohio 45434




Melissa Gillaugh

From: Jim and Pam <jreisen@woh.rr.com:

Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 1:28 PM

To: Jeff McGrath; Melissa Gillaugh; Dianne Lampton
Subject: Fwd: Suburban Chickens

Altachments: hackyard jpg; chickens.jpg; coop.jpg

Hi All,

As information for the planning commission meeting tonight, I'm forwarding information to the city manager that
started this effort. I thank you for your time and look forward to meeting with you this evening.

Jim Reisen

———————— Forwarded Message —------
Subject:Suburban Chickens
DatesTue, 13 Oct 2015 08:47:02 -0400
From:Jim and Pam <jreisen@woh.ir.con>
To:manager@beavercreckohio.gov

Hi Mr. Cornell,

T think you wanted me to give you a call sometime, so I thought I'd send
you a little background first and then you can call me at your
convenience. I'm retired, so my day is pretty unstructured.

You can see Ffrom the pictures, that the chickens have a pretty good life
and a minimal impact on the yard. The fence keeps them completely
contained and off the neighbors property. The left side is a stockade
fence which is good because those neighbors have a collection of dogs,
some of them large.

They've been there all summer {(and kept down the bugs, even mosquitoes)
and the neighbors, as far as I know, didn't initiate the complaint.

Last week our water service failed (between the meter pit and the
house), and that's a long sad story. We should be getting it repaired
tomorrow. But T suspect that it was a contractor here for an estimate
{(or the psople who recently mowed the wetlands park adjeining our
property) that thought it was their civie duty to report the chickens.
So that's where we are., It would be nice if we could find some
accommedation or change to the city rules.

Aloha,

Jim & Pam Reisen
826 Vernis Dr.
(937)426-4556

ps - Yes, we 1ived in Hawai i in a subdivision with 5,000 sq. ft. lots,
and oddly enough chickens were allowed (up to 3) including recosters
because it was a religious exemption!
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CITY OF BEAVERCREEK
PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA ITEM REPORT

Meeting Date: June 1%t 2016 Reference Topic: PUD 16-1
The Cottages of Beavercreek

Agenda Reference No.

ACTION REQUESTED

[ 1Adopt Ordinance [X] Adopt Resolution [ ] Review and Comment

[ ] No Action Requested [ ] Accept Staff Recommendation | [ ] Adopt Motion

RESPONSIBLE DEPARTMENT OR AGENCY

[ ] Finance [ ] City Council [ 1Law

[ ] Parks & Recreation [ ] Engineering [X} Planning & Zoning
[ ] Police [ ] Public Service [ ]City Manager

[ 1Clerk of Council [ ] Human Resources [ ]Other

UPDATE

As Planning Commission may recall, this project was tabled at last month’s meeting, to give time for the
applicant to work closer with the interested neighbors in coming to a resolution to their differences. Over
the last month, the applicant has met with the various neighbors on three separate occasions, and is
planning a fourth meeting this weekend. While they are not in total agreement, the applicant has stated
that he has been able to accommodate many of their concerns. These compromise include extending
the 50 foot buffer and 25-foot no grading zone around to the south side of the project, showing
additional landscaping/screening on both the north and south sides of the property, and adding in
sidewalks. The applicant has also added in a second emergency access point to the site off of Terrance
Drive. The applicant has stated that he looked into moving the linear access road of the project to the
middle, however the desigh would push the buildings closer to the single family residential
neighborhood. Overall, it seems that the applicant has taken a lot of strides toward compromise with the
neighbors.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff is recommending approval of this request as outlined in the attached resolution.

PROCEDURAL OPTIONS FOLLOWING ACTION:

The Planning Commission may choose to approve, modify, disapprove, or table this resolution.

Burkett










effort to meet and discuss with Mr, Simms the areas of concerns and try to reach resolution on some
of the issues.

On behalf of the owners who have made a good faith effort on this issue, I am you to forward the
following request to the planning commission.

The owners would like to request the Planning Commission to reopen the Cottage of Beavercreek
rezoning request for public comment / questions.

Since we have made a good faith effort to try to reach compromises with Simms Development, we
are requesting the opportunity to share our views on the outcome of the meeting with Sinims
Development at the next Planning Commission Meeting.

In addition to the request above, many owners are very concerned about the process going forward
and the items discussed at the May 25 meeting with Simms Development. There were many topics
where potential compromises may have been reached. How do the owners know that Simms
Development will actual accomplish the items discussed (and potentially agreed too)? Many
owners are concerned the Mr. Simms is willing to "say whatever he needs to say" at the meeting
with the owners, and then will throw out all the changes / compromises when he actually starts
construction.

We would like to request that any agreements or compromises made by current Beavercreek
residents and Simms Development be incorporated into the proposed rezoning motion. s this

possible? Would these items be binding on Simms Development going forward?

By Tuesday at noon, I will provide you with a summary of the concerns that were identified at the
May 25 meeting with Simms Development.

Please let me know how this request will be handled.

Brian Daniel
President - Cinnamon Ridge Condo Owners Association




RESOLUTION

CITY OF BEAVERCREEK
PLANNING COMMISSION
June 1, 2016

RE: R-PUD 161
The Cottages of
Beavercreek

WHEREAS, Charlie Simms of Simms Development (Agent for the owner)
2785 Orchard Run Road, Dayton Ohio 45449, has filed an application requesting
approval of an amendment of zoning classification from A-1 Agricultural to R-PUD 16-1
Residential Planned Unit Development for 20.03 acres, located at 2358 County Line
Road, further described as Book 3 Page 3, Parcel 72 on the property tax maps of Greene
County, Ohio; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on May 4, 2016 by the Beavercreek
Planning Commission at which time all people who wished to testify gave their comments
at the public hearing.

WHEREAS, the Beavercreek Planning Commission finds that the facts
submitted with this rezoning application and presented at the public hearing and any
modifications, amendments, or supplementary conditions satisfy the standards and
criteria for rezoning approval as per §158.065 of the Zoning Code; and

WHEREAS, Beavercreek Planning Commission finds that, pursuant to
§158.071 of the Zoning Code, each and all of the excluded uses are inappropriate for this
specific R-PUD; and

WHEREAS, Beavercreek Planning Commission finds that the applicant’s
plans are in basic compliance with the City of Beavercreek Land Use Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that Beavercreek Planning
Commission recommends to the Beavercreek City Council:

SECTION |

That the Zoning Map referenced in §158.018 of the Zoning Code be amended to
change approximately 20.03 acres of land located at 2358 County Line Road, from A-1
Agricultural, to R-PUD Residential Planned Unit Development.




SECTION I

. The approved concept plan shall be the plans dated “Received May 20,

2016", except as modified herein.

Principal and accessory uses permitted in this R-PUD shali only be the
following:

a) One Family Dwellings

b) Two Family Dweliings

¢) Multi-Family Dwellings

d) Private garages for storage of vehicles of residents and
employees

e) Private swimming pools and club houses for use by residents
and guests only.

f) Those accessory buildings and accessory uses customarily
incidental to the permitted principal uses.

Maximum density for this property shall be 4.31 dwelling units per acre.

Total units for the R-PUD shall not exceed 90 dwelling units.

Points of access and vehicular circulation as shown on the concept plan
are subject to City of Beavercreek final review and approval at the
specific site plan stage.

Building plans, designs and elevations for residential structures within
the 20.03-acre project shall be subject to review and approval by
Planning Commission and City Council at specific site plan stage.

Open space for this development shall be no less than 55% of the total
land area.

The applicant shall be required to pay all applicable park fees, or
dedicate parkland in lieu of park fees as determined by the City
Manager, Planning Department and/or Parks Department prior to
releasing the record plan for recording.

Based on negotiations and discussions with the residents to the north
and south, the following regulations, as reflected in Exhibit A, shall be
adhered to during the specific site plan stage.
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a) All principal dwellings shall be limited to one story.

b) Where the woods exist along the southern property line abutting
the multi-family residential properties, maintain 50 foot buffer
from the property line. No grading or removal of vegetation
permitted with the southemn 25 feet of this 50-foot buffer, or as
regulated by Planning Commission and/or City Council at the
Specific Site Plan Stage.

c) Where the there are no woods along the southern property line
abutting the multi-family residential properties, construct a 4-foot
mound, complimented with dense evergreens trees.

d) Where the woods exist along the northern property line abutting
the single family residential properties, maintain 50 foot buffer
from the property line. No grading or removal of vegetation
permitted within this 50-foot buffer, except within the southern
two feet, or as regulated by Planning Commission and/or City
Council at the Specific Site Plan Stage.

e) Where the there are no woods along the northern property line
abutting the single family residential properties, construct a 6-foot
mound, complimented with dense evergreens trees.

f) If acceptable to Beavercreek Fire Department, maintain natural
barrier (tree) that dead-ends on Quill Drive to the north by
curving the emergency access road.

g) Emergency access roads shall be constructed from Grass pavers

h) No construction traffic shall be permitted on either Quill Road or
Straight Arrow Road.

SECTION 1

These plans and all papers relating to the approved plan shall be submitted with
this Resolution to City Council.

The Clerk is directed to transmit this case to City Council for further determination
as required by law.
ADOPTED:
VOTING FOR ADOPTION:
VOTING AGAINST:

ABSENT:




Chairman
Altest:










CITY OF BEAVERCREEK
PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA ITEM REPORT

Meeting Date: June 1%, 2016 Reference Topic: PC 16-1
Zoning Code Updates

Agenda Reference No.

ACTION REQUESTED B
[ 1Adopt Ordinance [X] Adopt Resolution [ ] Review and Comment
[ 1No Action Requested [ ] Accept Staff Recommendation | [ ] Adopt Motion

RESPONSIBLE DEPARTMENT OR AGENCY

[ ]Finance [ ] City Council [ JLaw

[ ] Parks & Recreation [ ] Engineering [X] Planning & Zoning
[ ]Police [ ] Public Service [ 1City Manager

[ ]Clerk of Council [ ] Human Resources [ ]Other

REQUEST

Attached you will find changes to the Zoning Code based on comments and concerns brought up at
fast month’s Planning Commission meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff is recommending approval of this request as outlined in the attached resolution.

PROCEDURAL OPTIONS FOLLOWING ACTION:

The Planning Commission may choose to approve, modify, disapprove, or table this resolution.

McGrath




RESOLUTION

CITY OF BEAVERCREEK
PLANNING COMMISSION

JUNE 1, 20186
RE: PC 16-1 Beavercreek

Zoning Code Updates

WHEREAS, the City of Beavercreek Planning Commission has determined it
necessary to make certain corrections and additions to the Beavercreek Zoning Code; and

WHEREAS, public hearing was heid on May 4, 2016 by the Beavercreek
Planning Commission at which time all people who wished to testify gave their comments
at the public hearing.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission
recommends to the Beavercreek City Council:

SECTION |

The City of Beavercreek Planning Commission recommends to City Council
adoption of the amendment to the Zoning Code as attached in “Exhibit A” May 27, 2016.

SECTION I

1. The approved Zoning Code shall be amended as described in “Exhibit A" dated
May 27, 2016.

SECTION Il

These papers relating to the Zoning Code changes shall be submitted with this
resolution to City Council.

The Clerk is directed to transmit the case to City Council for further determination as
required by law.

ADOPTED: June 1, 2016
VOTING FOR ADOPTION:

VOTING AGAINST:




Chairman
Attest:






















January 20L6

EXHIBIT A - May 27, 2016

(¢) Pens may not be located any closer than twenty (20) feet from any property line
of an adjacent property.

(d) Pens must be kept clean, dry, odor-free and free from accumulated manure.
Any stored manure must be kept in a fully enclosed structure or container.

(4) Processing of Chicken. Chickens shall not be permitted to be butchered.

(5) Nuisances. Odors from chickens, chicken manure, or other chicken-related substances
shall not be perceptible at the property boundaries. The property owner and/or chicken owner
shall take all necessary action to reduce the attraction of predators and rodents and the potential
infestation of insects and predators and parasites that may result in unhealthy conditions to
human habitation. Should said infestation occur, the chickens and/or parasites and insects may
be removed by the City, through the Greene County animal control officer, or other designee,
and the cost of the same shall be borne by the property owner and/or chicken owner.

(B) Permits required.

(1) An accessory structure permit is required prior to the construction of the chicken
coop. Coops shall be a maximum of 100 total square feet, have a maximum height of 10 feet, and
shall not count toward the maximum allowed square footage of accessory structures in a
residential district, as defined in 158.104 (E) (1).

(2) Prior to the introduction of chickens to the chicken coop, the property owner or his
designee must apply for, and receive a separate permit for the keeping of chickens in a residential
district.

(3) Revocation of Permit. The permit to keep chickens may be revoked by the City where
there is a risk to public health or safety, or for any violations of or failure to comply with any of
the provisions of this section.

(C) Sunset Provision. These regulations are temporary and are considered be valid for one
year from the date it becomes effective. City Council shall re-evaluate these regulations and could
malke changes that could include the repealing of this subsection of the Zoning Code and
requiring the removal of all previously approved chickens. Persons applying for a permit to keep
chickens within the first year shall be made aware, as stated on the permit, that they may have to
remove the chickens should council choose not to renew these regulations after the one year
period.

(D) Violations. Any property containing chickens which fails to meet the requirements of this
section shall be deemed to be in violation of this section and of the Zoning Code.

¢158.127 NURSERY SCHOOL/DAY CARE CENTER.

(A) License required. The nursery school/day care center shall secure a valid license from the Ohio
Department of Human Services to operate such facility in the city.

(B) Required outdoor play space. The site shall have an outdoor play space which is located behind
the required front yard setback, enclosed by a fence or wall a minimum of 42 inches high, and possess a
minimum of 60 square feet for each child expected to use the play space at any one time.















































































CITY OF BEAVERCREEK
PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA ITEM REPORT

Meeting Date: June 1, 2016
Agenda Reference No.

Reference Topic PUD 15-3 SSP #2
Beavercreek Retail

ACTION REQUESTED

[X] Approval

[ ] Disapproval

[ ] Table

[ ] Review and Comment

[ ] No Action Requested [ ]1Other

REQUEST BY APPLICANT:

The applicant is requesting approval of a specific site plan to allow for the construction of a 7,440
square foot, multi-tenant retail building on 1.05 acres. The property is located on the south side of

Dayton-Xenia Road, at the intersection of North Fairfield Road and Dayton-Xenia Road.

STAFF RECOMNMENDATION:

Staff is recommending approval of this request as outlined in the attached Resolution.

PROCEDURAL OPTIONS FOLLOWING ACTION:

The Planning Commission may choose to recommend approval, disapproval, approval with
modification, or tabling of the attached application for further review.

Burkett










The height of the building varies, the highest point being on the eastern end, as well as
the metal panel of the western tenant, at 23.75 feet. The middle tenants, we well as the brick
walls on the western, eastern and southern elevations will be approximately 18.5 feet tall.

Access and Transportation Improvements

The plans show two access points to the site, both of which are off the eastern end of the
AAA Auto Service site that is current under construction. The AAA Auto service site has two
ingress/egress points directly off of Dayton Xenia Road. The main entrance to the PUD will be
along the western edge of the PUD and will be a full access point. The secondary access, which
will be a right-in, right-out only access point, as required by the rezoning, will be toward the
center of the PUD, just to the east of the proposed building.

There is shown two-way traffic flow around the north, and western portions of the
building, and one-way traffic around the southern portion. A drive through, with bypass lane is
shown along the eastern elevation of the building.

Utilities
Water and Sewer scrvices are available to this site.
Stormwater Management

Since this site was recently a developed lot, and there will be an increase in the amount of
impervious surface to the site, the applicant is required, by ordinance, to detain any additional
stormwater runoff generated by the redevelopment of this site. The stormwater
managenent/grading plan shows that the applicant is proposing to utilize a combined detention
pond, or dry pond, in the southwest corner of the property, which is currently under construction
by the developers of the AAA Auto Center building. Prior to the release of a zoning permit, the
Engineering Department will review and approve the final stonmwater management plans to
ensure compliance with City regulations.

Parking

In the Zoning Code, the regulations state that general retail is have one off-street parking
space for every 250 square feet of gross floor area, and restaurants have one parking space for
every 100 feet of indoor floor area, one parking space for every 200 square feet of outdoor patio
area, plus one for each employee on the largest shift.

Based on the proposed tenant demising plan, there will be approximately 2,594
square feet of general retail, 4,701 square feet of indoor restaurant area*, and 735 square feet of
outdoor restaurant area. Based on these numbers, the regulations call for 51 off-street parking
spaces, plus one for each employee on the largest shifts of the restaurants. Their plans show 48
parking spaces. However, given the fact that they have cross parking easements with AAA Auto
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service for up to 14 spaces and that the typical busiest hours for the proposed uses vary, staff is
satisfied there are enough parking spaccs provided on this plan.

*narking for restaurants are in floor area (not gross floar area), which does not include areas
such as bathrooms, storage rooms, halhways...ete. It has been the Cify's standard praciice to take gross
square footage and reduce it by 15% to establish floor area. In speaking with the applicant, they have
stated that their building will be closer to 20%.

Screening, Landscaping and Open Space

As secn on the preliminary landscape plan included in your packet, the applicant is
proposing to utilize a good mixture of shade trees and decorative shrubs and grasses around the
building and the perimeter of the property to help add to the aesthetics of the overall site. The
minimum requircment for 25% open space or pervious surface has been exceeded within this
PUD, as the overall PUD will have approximately 33% pervious surface. The proposed
landscape plan, which is stamped “Received May 9, 20157, is based off an early version of the
site plan. The updated site plan, for consideration in the packet, has a landscape island southeast
of the proposed building, which will allow for additional shrubs, grasscs and trees. Staff has
added a condition that the final landscape plan, to be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Department prior to the relcase of a permit, has landscaping in this atea.

Lighting

The lighting and photometric plans included in your packet calls for 20-foot light poles
with LED fixtures to be located near the intersection of North Fairfield and Dayton-Xcnia Road,
and accent lighting on the building. Staff will review the final photometric plan to ensure
compliance with our minimum standards. The light fixtures used will be full cut-off light fixture
which will direct light toward the parking lot, and not toward the sky, to reduce “light pollution”.

Signage

An 8- foot tall, 32 square foot ground sign 1s proposed with this application. The sign,
which will be constructed out of the same material used to construct the building (stone base and
cedar pergola covering) is split into four panels, one for each of the tenant. While the exact
location of the proposcd ground sign has not been determined, it is anticipated that it will be
located between the northing parking field and the right-of-way of Dayton-Xenia Road. Staff has
added a condition that the final location of the ground sign will be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Department prior to the release of a zoning permit of the sign, and that the final
location be such that no line-of-sight hazard is created with the proposed sign. In order to bring
the sign in line with the size of existing signs in the area, staff has added a condition in the
proposed resolution that limits the height of the sign (the base and sign face, not including the
pergola accent) to be a max of 6 feet in height, with a 32 square foot sign face.

The renderings included in your packet show proposed wall signs for each tenant. No




specific tenants have been identified with this project, so approving specific sign sizes at this is
not practical. Staff has added a condition to the proposed resolution that limits the wall signage
on the north elevation to what would be permitted in a straight B2 district (one square foot of
sign area for each linear foot of tenant frontage), plus one additional wall sign on each the east
and west elevations, to the same B2 size limitations. The final designs and locations to be
approved by the Planning Department prior to the release of a zoning permit.

Construction Hours

Being in the vicinity of residential, staff has added a condition that outdoor construction
shall be limited from Monday thru Saturday 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. This won’t preclude indoor
work such as HVAC, electrical, plumbing...etc. from occurring outside of those parameters once
they get the building under roof.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on this analysis, Staff recommends approval of this request subject to the
conditions outlined in the attached Resolution.




RESOLUTION

CITY OF BEAVERCREEK
PLANNING COMMISSION
June 1, 2016

RE: PUD 15-3 SSP #2
Beavercreek Retail

WHEREAS, Domenico Stolfo, 3500 Pentagon Boulevard, Beavercreek Ohio
45431, agent for the property owner, has filed an application requesting approval of a
Specific Site Plan for the construction of a 7,440 square foot retail building located on the
southwest corner of the intersection of Dayton-Xenia Road and North Fairfield Road, further
described as Book 5, Page 5, Parcel 89 on the tax maps of Greene County, Ohio; and

WHEREAS, public hearing was held on June 1, 2016 by the Beavercreek
Planning Commission at which time all people who wished to testify gave their comments
at the public hearing; and

WHEREAS, the Beavercreek Planning Commission finds that the facts
submitted with this Specific Site Plan application and presented at the public hearing and
any modifications, amendments, or supplementary conditions satisfy the standards and
criteria for Specific Site Plan approval as per §158.066 of the Zoning Code; and

WHEREAS, the Beavercreek Planning Commission is taking administrative
action in approving this Specific Site Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED,
SECTION |
The Beavercreek Planning Commission recommends to Beavercreek City Council
approval of this Specific Site Plan for Beavercreek Retail, PUD 15-3, SSP #2 with the

following conditions and requirements.

SECTION |l

1. The approved site plan shall be the plans dated “Received May 25, 2016”
except as modified herein.

2. The approved architectural elevations shall be the plans dated
“Received May 26, 2016” except as modified herein.




3.

A PUD Agreement must be signed by the owner and a bond or letter of
credit for the site landscaping must be submitted prior to issuance of a
zoning permit for any portion of the project for the purpose, but not for the
sole purpose, of insuring the installation of landscaping. Said bond or
letter of credit must meet the requirements of the City's landscaping and
screening regulations.

The final landscape plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Department prior to the release of a zoning permit for the building.

Perpetual maintenance of landscaping shall be provided and any dead or
diseased materials shall be removed and replaced with similar types,
species and sizes as originally installed, within three months weather
permitting.

Any portion of the site disturbed by grading or by the removal of former
structures and/or pervious surfaces and on which no construction occurs
within three months after completion of the site grading, shall be planted with
appropriate ground cover and properly maintained. Such areas shall be
shown as part of the final landscape plan.

Debris and trash shall be routinely collected by the owner from the parking
lot and grounds of all areas of the project including the storm drainage
facilities. The City reserves the right to require more frequent collection as
necessary.

All building mechanical equipment is to be screened from all directions
with architectural features (roof forms or parapet walls) on each building.
Metal screening will not be accepted. Pad mounted equipment must be
screened with landscaping and/or masonry walls and shall not be visible to
the public.

Gutters and downspouts shall not be visible on any elevation of the building.
They shall be internally mounted.

10. Prior to the issuance of a zoning permit, final cut sheet details and photometric

11.

plans for lighting of the site shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Department. Maximum mounting height for any parking fixture shall be 20 feet,
and no pole shall be located in the paved area of the parking field. All light
fixtures and related illumination of the site must meet the conditions outlined
in the Zoning Code. Lights in the parking lot shall be reduced to no greater
than 25 percent illumination level within one hour of closing.

Final topography and grading plans shall be submitted for review and
approval by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a site-grading or
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zoning permit.

12.Final drainage calculations shall be approved by the City Engineer prior to
the release of the record plan for recording.

13. Exterior construction hours for the site shall be limited to 7:00 AM to 7:00
PM, Monday thru Saturday.

14. All man-doors, service doors and loading dock doors shall be painted to
match the color of the building as to blend in with the proposed facade.

15. Any split-face block, EIFS, or concrete masonry unit block will be of integral
color and not a material that is painted on the outside only.

16. The ground sign, which shall include a minimum 1-foot tall, brick and/or stone
base, shall be a maximum of 6 feet tall and have a maximum 32 square feet
per sign face. The final design and location shall be subject to review and
approval by the Planning Department prior to release of a permit for the sign.
Any ground sign shall be set in a base that shall be constructed of the same
material as used to construct the principal structure.

17.Wall signage shall comply with the Zoning Code for B-2 districts. The
applicant shall be allowed to have two additional wall signs, one on each of
the west and east elevations, the final location and size to be reviewed and
approved by the Planning Department prior to the issuance of a sign permit.

18.All wall signs shall be individually mounted channel letters or panels. No
raceways shall be permitted. The sizes of the signs shall be limited to the
sizes shown on the approved architectural elevations. The final design and
location shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department prior to
the release of the sign permit.

19. All trash collection containers shall be screened from view and enclosed
within a permanent dumpster enclosure or stored completely within the
building. Any dumpster enclosure shall be constructed of the same materials
as the primary building and have a closable, lockable gate. The final design
of the dumpster enclosure shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
and Zoning Department prior to the issuance of any zoning permits.

20.Delivery hours for the site shall be limited to 7 am to 7 pm Monday thru
Saturday.




SECTION I

These plans and all papers relating to the approved plan shall be submitted with
this Resolution to City Council.

The Clerk is directed to transmit this case to City Council for further determination
as required by law.

ADOPTED:

VOTING FOR ADOPTION:
VOTING AGAINST:
ABSENT;

Chairman
Attest:

PUD 15-3 SSP 2 Beavercreek Retail Resolution
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CITY OF BEAVERCREEK
PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA ITEM REPORT

Meeting Date: June 1, 2016 Reference Topic PUD 98-9 MOD 5/16

Agenda Reference No. The Lux at Beavercreek

ACTION REQUESTED

[X] Approval { ] Disapproval [ ] Table

[ 1Review and Comment [ ] No Action Requested [ 10Other
REQUEST BY APPLICANT:

The applicant is requesting approval of a major modification to the College Park South Specific Site
Plan (#10) in order to allow for the construction of one multi-family residential structure that includes
100 units on approximately 4.5 acres of land within PUD 98-9, Willow Creek, located at the northeast
corner of the intersection of Hibiscus Way and Park Overlook Drive.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff is recommending approval of this request as outlined in the attached Resolution.

PROCEDURAL OPTIONS FOLLOWING ACTION:

The Planning Commission may choose to recommend approval, disapproval, approval with
maodification, or tabling of the attached application for further review.

Pereira




May 27, 2016

PROJECT: The Lux

CASE NO.: PUD 98-9 MOD 5/16 (Major)

APPLICANT: Anderson Birkla Investment Partners, LLC
301 Pennsylvania Parkway, Suite 301
Indianapolis, IN 46280

REQUEST

The applicant is requesting approval of a major modification to the College Park South
Specific Site Plan (#10) in order to allow for the construction of one multi-family residential
structure that includes 100 units on approximately 4.5 acres of land within PUD 98-9, Willow
Creek, located at the northeast corner of the intersection of Hibiscus Way and Park Overlook
Drive.

Discussion

The original

specific site plan approval
for this property called for
three professional office
buildings totaling
approximately 166,000
square feet. The first
building was constructed
for Riverside Research, as
well as a subsequent
addition to that building
which brought the total
built square footage in the
development to roughly
60,000 square feet. This
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office buildings with one, 142,000 square foot, multifamily residential structure.

Zoning Approval

The original zoning for this project was approved by City Council in 1999 and an
amendment concerning setback requirements was approved in 2002. The most recent amendment
to the PUD came in May of 2009 and stated:

“The total acreage of the high density area shall not exceed 40 acres and the total of the
medium density area shall not exceed 25 acres. The minimum required office building
uses shall be 20 acres....”

To date, the land usage of this Planned Unit Development is comprised of 31.9822 acres
of office development, 29.628 acres of high-density residential, and 11.525 acres of publicly
owned park land with the rest made up of publicly owned right-ot-way and vacant undeveloped
property. Should this project be approved, 4.5339 acres of land would be added to the high-
density land usage total bringing the land area within the PUD, associated with high-density
residential development, to 34.16 acres, below the maximum allowed 40 acres.

In 1999, the maximum number of residential units for the PUD was capped at 828, It is
anticipated, at this time, that the total number of residential units that will be constructed within
this PUD, contingent upon the approval and construction of this proposed project, will be 493
units, which is well below that maximum that was previously approved.

ANALYSIS
Access, Circulation and Transportation Improvements

The applicant is proposing access to this development from the ingress/egress off of
Hibiscus Way which lines up directly with the access point for Phase 1 of the Lofts. The existing
access point on Park Overlook Drive, which was originally designed as a right-out-only, would
be removed.,

Building Setbacks

Building setbacks were established as part of the zoning and were amended in 2002. The
amendment allowed Planning Commission some leeway in determining the minimum setback
requirements at Specific Site Plan stage of review. There 1s a required 25-Toot setback from
interior roads, and a 25-foot minimum building separation requirement both of which may be
adjusted by Planning Commission. There is also a minimum 50-foot building setback from
adjacent residential properties that may not be adjusted. The applicant will be providing a
substantially greater setback than the 50-foot required setback from the eastern property line, but
is proposing a 22.2 foot setback from Hibiscus Way, which Planning Commission may accept as







Storm Water Management

The existing retention pond on the site was sized to accommodate a fully built out
development at College Park South so the City Engineer is not requiring any additional storm
water management measures. However, the applicant has indicated that some changes to that
pond will more than likely be made in order for it to be more aesthetically pleasing, including the
installation of a fountain. Any changes to the pond will require review and approval from the
City Engineer.

Landscaping

The applicant has provided a landscape plan that is well designed and eonsistent with the
surrounding developments. Staff will add a condition of approval that will require that the final
landscape plan show evergreens to be planted along the eastern edge of the parking lot in order to
ensure full screening between this development and the single family development to the east.

Parking

The provided plans show 178 onsite parking spaces, which includes 8 garage spaces and
6 handicap spaces. This development requires 221 spaces (2 spaces per unit + 1 space per five
units -+1 space per employee). However, because there is an existing cross parking agreement that
allows all parking spaces within the College Park South Development to be shared this creates
the ideal opportunity to provide a minimum amount of parking that will be used at its maximum
potential. Riverside Research utilizes a portion of the existing parking lot between the hours of 8
AM and 5 PM. The proposed residential development will usc a small section of the existing
parking lot between the hours of 5 PM and 8 AM and on the weekends. This allows for a
reduction in the amount of paved areas and allows for the amount of greenspace to be
maximized.

Signage

The applicant shall submit plans for signage, permanent or temporary, to the Planning
Department for review and approval prior to the issuance of a permit for any sign on the site. Should
there be a discrepancy between what the applicant has proposed and wants to construct and the
opinion of the Planning Department as to the appropriate signage for the site, the Planning Director
shall reserve the right to require the applicant to bring forward a sign package for approval by the
Planning Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of this major modification request subject to the conditions
outlined in the attached Resolution.




RESOLUTION

CITY OF BEAVERCREEK
PLANNING COMMISSION
June 1, 2016

RE: PUD 98-9 MOD 5-16
The Lux at Beavercreek

WHEREAS, Anthony Birkla, 881 Third Avenue SW, Suite 100, Carmel, IN
46032, agent for the property owner, has filed an application requesting approval of a
Major Modification for the construction of 100 new multi-family residential units
contained in one building and approximately 2,000 square feet of leasing office on the
northeast corner of Park Overlook Drive and Hibiscus Way on 4.5339 acres. The
propenrty is further described as Book 1, Page 10, Parcels 115 and 116 on the tax maps
of Greene County, Ohio; and

WHEREAS, public hearing was opened on June 1, 2016 by the
Beavercreek Planning Commission at which time all people who wished to testify gave
their comments at the public hearing; and

WHEREAS, the Beavercreek Planning Commission finds that the facts
submitted with this Major Modification application and presented at the public hearing
and any modifications, amendments, or supplementary conditions satisfy the standards
and criteria for Specific Site Plan approval as per §158.066 of the Zoning Code; and

WHEREAS, the Beavercreek Planning Commission is taking
administrative action in approving this Major Modification.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED,
SECTION|
The Beavercreek Planning Commission recommends to Beavercreek City
Council approval of this Major Modification for The Lux at Beavercreek, PUD 98-9, MOD
5-16 with the following conditions and requirements.

SECTION I

1. The approved site plan, architectural elevations and landscape plan shall be
those plans dated “Received May 25, 2016” except as modified herein.

2. A PUD Agreement must be signed by the owner and a bond or letter of credit for
landscaping must be submitted prior to issuance of a zoning permit for any




10.

1.

portion of the project for the purpose, but not for the sole purpose, of insuring the
installation of landscaping. Said bond or letter of credit must meet the
requirements of the City’s landscaping and screening regulations.

A detailed landscape plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Department prior to the execution of the required PUD Agreement and release of
any zoning permits for The Lux at Beavercreek. The final landscape plan shall
show a row of evergreens along the eastern property line adjacent to the parking
lot.

Perpetual maintenance of landscaping shall be provided and any dead or
diseased materials shall be removed and replaced with similar types, species
and sizes as originally planted within three months weather permitting.

Debris and trash shall be routinely collected by the owner from the parking lot
and grounds of all areas of the project including the storm drainage facilities.
The City reserves the right to require more frequent collection as necessary.

Prior to the issuance of any zoning permits, final cut sheet details and
photometric plans for lighting of the site shall be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Department. Light fixtures shall match the existing fixtures within
College Park South.

A special lighting assessment district for operational costs and not installation of
fixtures shall be created and approved by the City Engineer. The installation of
the streetlights is the responsibility of the applicant and not the City.

The building exterior of any of the structures shall not be painted or altered in any
way that varies from the approved elevations unless otherwise approved by the
Planning Department or, if required, by the City Council and/or Planning
Commission.

No temporary signs of any kind are permitted unless otherwise approved by the
Planning Department and/or Planning Commission.

Material and color samples shall be submitted to the Planning Department for
review and approval prior to the issuance of any zoning permits.

All concerns of the City Engineer, Fire Department, Sanitary Engineer and the
Planning Department shall be addressed and met prior to the release of any
zohing permits.

12.The construction hours for exterior work shall be limited to 7:00 am to 7:00 pm,

Monday thru Saturday.




13.Stop bars andfor stop signs shall be installed and maintained, by the property
owner, throughout the parking lot in locations to be approved by the Pianning and
Engineering Departments.

14.Any portion of the site disturbed by grading and on which no construction occurs
within three months after completion of the site grading shall be planted with
appropriate ground cover and properly maintained.

15.Mechanical and HVAC equipment must be screened with landscaping and/or
parapet walls and shall not be visible to the public.

16.All trash collection containers shall be enclosed within a building or screened
from view through the use of a permanent dumpster enclosure designed to
match the building by using the same materials as those found on the building.
The final design shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department
prior to the issuance of a zoning permit

17. Prior to the release of any zoning permits, park fees shall be paid.

18. Prior to the release of any zoning permits, impact fees shall be paid.

19. A replat shall be approved by the Planning Department and all necessary bonds
and fees shall be paid prior to the release of a zoning permit for any building.

20.Aeration and water circulation devices and/or fountains are required for the
retention pond(s) and shall be maintained by the owner, developer, or the condo
association in perpetuity

SECTION I

These plans and all papers relating to the approved plan shall be submitted with
this Resolution to City Council.

The Clerk is directed to transmit this case to City Council for further
determination as required by law.

ADOPTED:
VOTING FOR ADOPTION:

ABSENT:

Chairman
Attest:
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