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 maijority voice vote.

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

PUBLIC HEARINGS

PUD 161, 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 cohcept 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 gquestions, 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 propetrty values, the
attractiveness of their community will be highly impacted for future owners and renters,
and this development is in conflict with the atfractiveness 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 loophoies 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 departments 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 concerned 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 [l 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 [eave 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 ftraffic 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 concerned 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 wiill
suffer as a result of this proposed development.

David Asadorian, 4281 Maple Hill Terrace, referred to the condition regarding the buffer,
and reguested 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 |-
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 furn left is not a smart idea.

Adam Bailey, 4398 Sfraight 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 to
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 apartmenis 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 onh 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 fo 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 alf 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 fo
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 animals 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 fall 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
compieted 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 Quill 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 concerned 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 fo 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 o 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 Quill 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 concemed 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 staff 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 explained
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 felt 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 resclution 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 requite 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 fraffic 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 fo 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 wotk 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 poinis, 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 concemed 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
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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 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.

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 and/or 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 io 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 HVAC 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 fo 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 Vemnis Drive, stated he has submitted information
before supporting keeping chickens in the back yard. He submitied 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 foo 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 fractor 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 158.128 (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 enforce
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 spoft(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
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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 governed 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 if 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 staif 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 shouid 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 o 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 staff 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 concerns and comments of the Planning and Zoning Department, City
Engineer, Greene County Sanitary Engineering Depariment, 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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STGN, BULLETIN BOARD. Any sign located on the property of a public, institutional, religious or
charitable organization which is used to announce its activities.

SIGN, BUSINESS. Any sign which directs attention to a business, profession, commodity or
entertainment conducted, sold or offered upon the same lot.

SIGN, CANOPY. Any permanent sign attached to or constructed in or on a canopy.

SIGN, CHANGEABLE COPY. Sign on which copy is changed manually or electronically in the field
such as reader boards with changeable letters or changeable pictorial panels.

SIGN, COMMEMORATIVE. A signswwhiehidentitieslocated on a site of memorable public interest
or historical significance,

SHEN-CONSTRUCTION A-freestandinertempamasotndmonniedsion-nstallcdonthesieata
commereialorresidentinl-developmentwhieh-s-currenthy-under-construetion-

SIGN, DIGITAL DISPLAY. Signs which utilize monitors, such as LCD television screens or Plasma
televisions screens as a means to display advertising messages.

5 I€ ;ﬁ(} !)FHE.G F FE))F.[!l ’.j Y S.g_ 1) h‘l(fh—f\ﬁ—'f“ 35 1|’C f to I‘E -"D(, e H—}E—IGE&GGH—E}H’I o "G 16 ‘,”J y
place-oraren:

SIGN, ELECTRICAL. Any sign containing electrical wiring which is attached or intended to be
attached to an electrical energy source.

SIGN, EXEMPT. A sign exempted from normal permit requirements.

SIGN, FLASHING. Any sign which contains an intermittent or flashing light source, or which
includes the illusion of intermittent or flashing light by means of animation, or an externally mounted
intermittent light source.

SIGN, GOVERNMENTAL. A sign erccted and maintained pursuant to and in discharge of any
governmental functions, orrequired by law, ordinance or other governmental regulation for the purpose of
informing or guiding the public.

SIGN, GROUND. A sign which is supported by one or more upright poles or braces in or upon the
ground, which are not part of the building, and which does not exceed eight feet in height, also known asa
monument sign.

STGNA D ENCEICATION Aesipe-bepsieoshethe bt nmesraddissen e locenpanteo bbe
premisesand-bearing-he-eommereintmessageotherthan-that-ef-thevse-identified:

SIGN, ILLEGAL. Any sign which is contrary to the requirements of this code and does not satisty the
nonconforming specifications stated in this code.

gxuert A"
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SIGN, MARQUEE. Any permanent sign atlached to or constructed in or on a marquee.

SEGNAMENU-BOARD- : i - I
lane—er—piek- up%d%dﬁ#ﬂj%%rmﬂMﬂ#wHﬁmﬂbﬁ—mAa&MMmahrﬁdﬂ%
rishl-ofve—

SIGN MESSAGE. The wording, copy, logo, or similar identifying form on a sign.

SIGN, NEON OR NEON-TYPE. Any arrangement of exposed and visible illuminated neon or
ncon tubes, fiber optics, light emitting diodes, or similar fechnology, excluding banding around any part
of the perimeter of the building.

SIGN, NONCONFORMING., Any sign lawfully existing prior to the effective date of this chapter or
amendments thereto, which no longer conforms to all standards and regulations ofthe current chapter. See
also NONCONFORMING USE.

SIGN-QFF-PREVMIS E—Asigirwhich-direetsatentiontoause-eommediborservicenobrelaled-o
the-premises-on-which-thesisaisdoenteds

SIGN, OFFEPREMISEELECTRONIC VARIABLE MESSAGE SIGN or DIGITAL BILLBOARD.
A sign that directs attention to a business, commodity, services, or entertainment conducted, sold or offered
ata-location-other thanthe premises-on-which-the-sigavesides-and, other than the supporting structure, is
constructed so that the entire face of the sign is an clectronic screen, display or device that changes the
message or copy of the sign electronically.

SHGA—ON-PRIEMLS. L:—L\m—srﬂﬂ—td %ﬁmmm—admismnﬂ—babmss—p&sen —activity,goods;
produets-orsenices - bt -

SIGN, PERMANENT. A sign permitted by this code intended to be located on the premises for an
unlimited period of time.

SIGMN PO CA L Anysien-identiBringandueging votersupport-fororasainstaparticularelection
ssiepotitiealpart-orcandidate for-public effice:

SIGNPUBLIC- SERVICEINFORMATON-Any-sign-ntended-primarilyto-promete-items-ef
seperaHteresto-thecommunily—

SIGN, PYLON. A permanent sign that is mounted on a free-standing pole or other support, and
exceeds cight feet in height,

SIGN, RACEWAY. Any sign which contains individual letters that are mounted on a common
aluminum channel box, known as a raceway or ballast box. The lettering typically contains all electrical
components including wiring and transformers needed for the operation of the sign. The raceway itsellis
attached to the wall, rather than the individual letters.
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SIGNREAL-ESTATE-Atemporary-sigh-pertaining-only-to-the salerrentorleaseof the properlyon
whieh-i-sleeated-

SIGN, ROOF. Any sign erected upon, against, or directly above a roof or on top of or above the
parapet of a building,

SIGN, ROTATING. Any sign or portion of a sign which moves in a revolving or similar manner, but
not including multi-prism indexing signs.

SIGN, SCROLLING ELECTRONIC. A sign such as an electronically controlled public service time,
temperature and date sign, message center or reader board where different copy changes are shown on the
same lamp bank, See also SIGN, CHANGEABLE COPY.

SIGN STRUCTURE. Any structure which supports, has supported or is capable of supporting a sign,
including decorative cover.

SIGN, TEMPORARY. A sign which is not permanently affixed. All devices such as banners,
pennants, flags, (not intended to include a flag of any nation) searchlights, twirling or sandwich type signs,
sidewalk or curb signs and balloons or other air or gas filled figures.

SIGN, TEMPORARY GROUND. A sign that is not permanently affixed to a stand or the ground (e.g.
A-T'rame or portable sign).

SIGN, TEMPORARY WINDOW. A sign painted on the interior ofa window or constructed of paper,
cloth or other like material and attached to the interior side of a window for a sale of merchandise or a
change in the status of the business.

SIGN, UNDER CANOPY. A sign suspended below the ceiling or roof of a canopy or marquee.

SIGN, WALL. Sign attached to a wall of a building, with the face horizontally or vertically parallel to
the building wall,

SIGN, WINDOW, Signs affixed to the glass on the inside of a window, or erected within three feet of
a window on the inside of a building, so as to be seen from the outside of a building.

SLOPE. The relationship between the change in elevation of land (vise) and the horizontal distance
over which that change in elevation occurs (run). Slope may be calculated by dividing the rise by the run,
multiplied by 100, and expressed as a percentage, or shown as a ratio.

SOLAR ENERGY. Radiant energy (direct, diffused, and reflected) received from the sun.

SPECIFIC SITE PLAN. A detailed development plan for a part of, or all of, a planned unit
development indicating the specific proposed locations of structures, signs, parking areas, means of
vehicular access and movement, pedestrian walkways, landscaping and open space, lighting plans,

buffering and screening devices, utility services, drainage and runoff control systems, and other details.

2011 8-25
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(Q) Mechanical equipment.

(1) All mechanical cquipment, such as HYAC systems and the like, shall be screened from public
view, from public streets, public rights-of-way, and from abutting or adjacent properties.

(2) Screening on three sides of the mechanical equipment shall consist of a solid, opaque
enclosure constructed of brick, concrete, concrete block, vinyl, PVC, or other decorative masonry, and shall
be consistent with the architectural character of the development or principal building or structure.
Landscaping material, such as shrubs or evergreen trees can be used in lieu of, or in combination with, the
aforementioned materials, provided the design results in the required opaque enclosure.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09)

0158.041 ORP-1 OFFICE RESEARCH PARK DISTRICT.

(A) Intent. To provide an area where cerlain office and professional uses can coexist with research
and development type facilitics. This includes offices and professional services that generally do not
generate a large number of walk-in customers, and laboratories, engineering offices, prototype fabrication
capabilities, test facilities, and the like, arranged in a campus or park-type setting with large open spaces to
provide an environment for scientific and engineering personnel working on technical projects. A minimal
amount of related prototype development and related accessory manufacturing is permitted.

(B) Permitted principal uses. See Appendix B—A-mmdmum-ef35%-efthegross Hoorarea-ol the
prineipal-building-on-alot-may-be—used for prototype—developmentfaeilitiesand related aecessory
snafretiring:

(C) Accessory uses. Those uses customarily incidental to the principal uses permitted in this district,

(D) Conditional uses. See Appendix B for allowed uses, provided conditional use approval is granted
by the Planning Commission as provided in e 158.171(C) of this chapter.

(B) Lot size andwidth. The minimum lot size shall be 43,000 square fect. The minimum lot width for
this district shall be 125 feet.

(F) Land Use Infensity. The maximum land use intensity shall be as follows:

Maximum Coverage by All Maximun Coverage by all Buildings
Buildings and Impervious Surfaces

35% 75%

2009 §-23
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(3) Allexterior sides of the enclosure, except the gate, shall be landscaped pursuant toe 158.133,
Landscaping, Screening and Buffering.

(4) Trash receptacle enclosures shall not be located any closer to the road than the front of the
principal structure.

(5) All trash receptacle enclosures shall be a minimum of six feet high, and large enough to
enclose all trash receptacles used by the principal use of the property. At the option of the property owner,
the overall square footage of the trash receptacle enclosure may be increased an additional 80 square feet (o
allow for outdoor storage of property.

(Q) Accessory siructures. See «158.104, Accessory Buildings, Structures, Appurtenances and Carports
within Residential and Commercial Districts.

(R) Mechanical equipment.

(1) All mechanical equipment, such as HVAC systems and the like, shall be screened from public
view, from public streets, public rights-of-way, and from abuiling or adjacent properties.

(2) Screening on three sides of the mechanical equipment shall consist of a solid, opaque
enclosure constructed of brick, concrete, concrete block, vinyl, PVC, or other decorative masonry, and shall
be consistent with the architectural character of the development or principal building or structure.
Landscaping material, such as shrubs or evergreen trees can be used in lieu of, or in combination with, the
aforementioned materials, provided the design results in the required opaque enclosure.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09)

0158.042 RP-1 RESEARCH PARK DISTRICT.

(A) Intent. The purpose of this district is fo provide an arca dedicated to research and development
type facilities. This includes offices and professional services that generally do not generate a large number
of'walk-in customers, and laboratorics, engineering offices, prototype fabrication capabilities, test facility,
and the like, arranged in a campus or park type setting with large open spaces to provide an environment for
scientific and engineering personnel working on technical projects. A small amount of related production is
permitted.

(B) Permitted principal uses. See Appendix B, A-maximum-ol60%-ofthe gross Hoorareaofthe
prineipab-buildine—on—a-lot-may-be-used—Hor-prototype-development-facHitics—-and-—related-aecessory

B

(C) Aeccessory uses. Those uses and structures customarily incidental to the principal uses permitted in
this district.

2009 8-23
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(G) Uses under conditional use provision not nonconforning uses. Any use which is permitted as a
conditional use in a district under the terms of this chapter shall not be deemed a nonconforming use in
such a district, but shall without further action be considered a conforming use.

(H) Restoring buildings. When a building or structure the use of which does not conform to the
provisions of this section has been damaged by explosion, fire or act of God, to the extent of 60% or more
of its reproduction value at the time of damage, it shall not be restored or reconstructed or in any way used
except in conformity with the district regulations of the district in which the building is situated. The Board
of Zoning Appeals may grant an exception under the provisions of e 158.172(H)(4).

(1) Violations nof rendered nonconforming. A use, structure or lot in violation of the provisions of
this Zoning Code subsequently amended shall not become nonconforming upon the adoption of an
amendment, but shall continue as violations.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 10-12, passed 9-13-10; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)

§ 158.126 KEEPING OF CHICKENS IN A RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.

The keeping of chickens (Gallus gallus domesticus) is prohibited in the City of Beavercreek. except
where an AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITY is permitted. or on properties used for one-family residential
purposes under the following conditions:

(A) General Regulation.

(D Maximum manber of chickens. The maximum number of chickens shall be based on the

following lot sizes:

(a) Lots less than 15.000 square feet shall not be permitled to keep or house chickens

(b) Lots that are 15.000 square feet or greater shall be permitied a maximum of six (6)

(c) Chickens shall not be permitted on multi-family or two-family residentially zoned
properties.

(2) Roosters. Roosters shall not be permitted to be housed or kept on any residentially zoned
property within the City.

(3) Chicken pens or chicken coops. All chickens shall be kept in a pen or coop at all times. The
chicken pen or chicken coop shall conform to the following standards:

(a) Pens must consist of sturdy wire fencing, or constructed of a solid wood. composite
or vinyl material that must be buried at least 12* into the ground. and must be covered with
wire. aviary netting. or solid roofing and constructed so as to prevent rodents. wild birds.
predators. dogs. and cats from accessing feed and the chickens.

(b) Pens shall only be permitied in the rear yard of the property. completely to the rear of
the primary structure.
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(c) Pens may not be located any closer than twenty (20) leet 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 permitied to be butchered within publie view.

(5) Nuisances. Odors from chickens, chicken manure. or other chicken-related substances shall
nof be pereeptible al 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 resull 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
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 regiiired,

(1) An accessory structure permit is required prior (o the construction of the chicken coop.
Coops that are up to and.including 100 {otal square feet 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 ef 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 eflective. City Council shall re-evaluate (hese regulations and could make
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 chicken 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 1o renew these regulations after the one year period.

(D) Vielations. Any property containing chickens which fails to meet the requircments of this
section shall be deemed (o be in violation of this section and of the Zoning Code.
oS G s s e

e 158,127 NURSERY SCHOOL/DAY CARE CENTER.

(A) License required. The nursery school/day care center shall secure a valid license [rom 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.

(C) Screening of play space. Any part of the play space abulling an existing residential district ora
parking lot shall be screened by a hedge or other screening at least four feet in height acceptable to the
Planning Commission and/or City Council. Landscaping and screening shall be as specified ine 158.135,
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SIGNS el { Formatted: Centered

0158.145 INTENT.

To establish size and location standards which will meet the needs of businesses and other
organizations within the city, while at the same time protect and enhance the visual quality of the City of
Beavercreek.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09)
0 158.146 EXEMPT SIGNS.

(A) Intent. These signs shall be exempt on the basis that they implement a compelling government
interest in protecting the health and safety of persons and property in the city.

(B) Exempt signs. The following signs are exempt from this code and shall not require permits:
(1) Temporary or permanent signs erected and maintained by the city, County, State or Federal

government for traffic direction or for direction to or identification of'a governmental facility or community
event as declared by the City Manager.
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(2)Pireetional—Lermanent Geround signs_located al_the entrance and/or exit of any commercial
establishment not to exceed two signs per driveway indieatingsentranee-and-exitloeatiens-with size not to
exceed three square feet per sign face and four feet in height. Advertisements-oreompany-logos-arenot
allewed to-be-incorporated-inthe design of traffic or directonal-signs:

(3) Flags, emblems and insignias of national, state or local political subdivisions.

(4) Signs that do not exceed eight square feet in sign area and six feet in height al the entrance to
any residential neighborhood installed by a homeowners association that-give-notice-of-Neighborhood
Crime-Watch-Proarams-beingin-elfeck

(5) Mameandloraddiess-deseriptionsSions mounted to the front wall of a building or to a lamp
post in the front yard not to exceed two square feet in sign area.

(C) Other exempt signs. Signage not serving a compelling government interest in protecting the health,
salety and welfare of person and property in the city, but still exempt.

(1) Single faced signs-dedicated-foraspeetiepurpese, located within the confines of a parking
space lebsuehas " Cary-Out Rarking Onlyor "Employee-of the Menth™; not to exceed four square feet,

(2) Barber poles, not larger than six inches in diameter, and three feet in height.

(3) Unshielded luminous tube (neon) lighting, of small diameter (1/2 inch) which acts as an
architectural detail on the exterior of any commercial structure; limited to rooflines, and cannot be located
on the side of the building facing any residential structure or district.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 10-12, passed 9-13-10)
0158.147 PROMIBITED PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY SIGNS.

All signs not expressly permitted under this section or exempt from regulation under the previous
section are prohibited in the city. Such signs include but are not limited to:

(A) List of prohibited permanent and temporary signs.
(1) Abandoned signs.
(2) Beacons and searchlights except for emergency, health or safety purposes.

SBills remise-sighs-exeeptasprovidedforino58450-

(34) Blinking, flashing or intermittent lighting, except those permitted under electronic copy signs
in "B" districts.

(45) Moving, animated or rotating signs.
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(56) Pennants, streamers, banners, windfeathers, flags not exempt under o 158.146, and similar
devices,

(67) All helium, gas and air balloons located on or anchored to structures, vehicles, the ground, or
to anything connected fo or on the ground, including skylubes, skydancers, and similar devices.

(78) Portable signs except as authorized under temporary signs.
(89) Projecting roo[ signs.
(10)-Rootsigns:

(911) Signs attached to any tree, utility pole, fence, bench, trash receptacle, or newspaper vending
machine.

~ (10+12)  Signs for which a permit has not been issued by the ity or which are not exempt under o
158.146.

(1112) Signs attached to or painted on the face of accessory buildings except those attached to
automatic teller machines or similar structures.

(1244) Any sign which, by reason of its size, shape, location, eentent, coloring or manner of
illumination:

{a) Constitutes a traffic hazard or a detriment to traffic safety by obstructing the vision of
drivers or by obstructing or detracting from the visibility of any traffic sign or control device on public
streets and roads,

(b) May be confused with a traffic-control sign, signal or device or the light of an emergency
or road equipment vehicle.

ases-syntbelerehuraeters—insoeh--manneras—to

3 -Siens-which-make-use-of
interferewithsmislead-or-confusetrathe:

(13+6) Signs which obstruct free ingress and egress from a required door, window, fire escape, or
other required exit way.

(1447) Signs or parts thereof which are erected within or above a public right-of-way.

(1518) Signswhich convey visual information that may be prohibited under the obscenity statutes of
the state.

(1649) Spinning devices or strings of spinning devices.

2009 5-23



January 2016

Zoning Code 255

(1720) Window signs in any district which covers more than 50% of total window area.

(182+) Any sign that is attached, painted or placed onto or inside a parked vehicle which is used
primarily for commercial advertising is prohibited unless such advertising pertains to the business for
which the vehicle is actively and normally used (e.g. delivery or service van/truck) or for the sale or rental
of the vehicle itself.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)
0158.148 GENERAL DESIGN, ERECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROVISIONS.

Every sign shall be designed, erected, altered, reconstructed, moved and maintained in accordance with
ysig gned, s s
the provisions of this section unless specifically modified by another section of this section,

(A) Awtomatic teller machine signs - (ATMs). Automatic teller machines or similar devices either
allached to a principal structure or enclosed within an independent free standing structure shall be permitted
two square feet of sign area for every one foot width of the ATM structure not to exceed 20 square feet of
total sign area.

(B) Awning signs.

(1) Awning signs may be displayed in lieu of but not in addition to a wall sign for an individual
establishment.

(2) Ifilluminated, such awning shall have lighting concealed from view.

(3) An awning sign shall not project higher than the top of the awning to which sign text is
affixed.

(C) Changeable copy area.
(1) Permanent ground signs located in "B" Districts as well as permitted conditional uses in
agricultural and residential districts may incorporate up to 50% per side of total sign area for changeable
copy, with a maximum 24 inches in height of changeable copy area.

(2) Changeable copy may be used in lieu of but not in addition to electronic copy.

(3) Allpermanent changeable copy signs must be enclosed and locked securely in a clear glass or
plastic casing.

(4) No property that utilizes a changeable copy sign shall be permitted to have any temporary
signage.

2012 8-26
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(D) Dangerous or defective signs not pernitied. A sign in dangerous or defective condition shall not
be permitted on any premises. Any such sign constitutes a nuisance and shall be removed or repaired as
required under o 158.156.

(E) Electrenic copy sigits.

(1) Permanent ground signs located in "B" Districts as well as permitted conditional uses in
agricultural and residential districts may incorporate up to 50% per side of total sign area for electronic
copy area-with a maximum 24 inches in height of electronic copy-area. The measurement for an electronic
copy sien includes the entire arca of the electronic copy structure. not the letter area.

(2) Electronic copy may be used in lieu of but not in addition to changeable copy.
(3) Electronic display shall remain constant for a period not less than two seconds per message.

(4) No properly that utilizes an electronic copy sign shall be permitted to have any temporary
signage.

(5) Electronic copy signs shall be permitted as ground signs only. No wall sign shall be permitted
to have electronic copy sign area.

(F) Ground signs.
(1) General.

(a) Any temporary ground sign or any part thereof shall be set back a minimum distance of
15 feet from the edge of an adjacent roadway pavement. Additional setback may be required to avoid
placement within the public right-of-way.

(b) A permanent ground sign or any part thereof shall be set back a minimum distance of five
feet from any right-of-way or from any proposed right-of-way or any property line or as otherwise required
in this section, Greater setbacks for permanent signs may be required to improve sight distances at
intersections. All ground signs must be located only in the font yard unless otherwise expressly permitted
by this section. In no instance may a ground sign be located closer than 15 feet from the edge of roadway
pavement.

(c) The Planning and Zoning Department may permit a slight variation from the minimum
street frontage spacing requirements for ground signs applicable in individual zoning districts if conflict
with driveways, natural barriers, trees, and utility equipment is unavoidable.

(d) Tfa ground sign is pole-mounted, skirting shall be installed between the bottom of the
sign and the ground to visually convey the impression of a monument-type sign.

(2) Mininnum street frontage. Permanent ground signs shall be prohibited on parcels with street
frontage less than 50 feet in width at the right-of-way line unless otherwise expressly permitted in this sign
code.
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(3) Landscaping requirements. A permanent ground sign shall require a single continuous
landscaped area to be maintained around the base of the sign in accordance with the following standards:

(2) The minimum landscaped area shall be equal to or greater than the total sign area of the
sign.

(b) The landscaped area shall include all points where sign structural supports attach to the
ground and are visible.

(c) Where the required landscaped area is adjacent to a paved surface accessible to vehicular
traffic, a raised non-mountable curb suitable to prevent the encroachment of vehicles into the landscaped
area shall be required. The minimum distance between the face of any such required curb and any part of
the sign shall be 30 inches.

(d) The landscaped area shall include one or more of the following plant materials: shrubs,
trees, grass and/or seasonal varieties permanently located and properly maintained with dead vegetation
replaced as soon as weather permits. The use of exposed concrete, asphalt, or any other paved surface
inside the required landscaped arca beneath the sign is prohibited.

(4) Construction sites. During construction of a commercial or residential development, one
free-standing temporary ground-mounted sign shall be permitted to be installed on the site of the
commercial or residential development. The sign shall be single-faced, have a maximum height of eight
feet and not exceed 32 square feet in sign area. Minimum setback for the sign shall be 15 feet from the
public right-of-way. The sign shall be removed within two years after the date on the sign permit, or a new
permit shall be needed.

(a) To ensure removal, the applicant shall be required to place a cash bond with the city at
the time ofthe permit issuance for the removal of the sign. Said bond shall be in the amount as stated in the
approved fee schedule of the Cily of Beavercreck and shall be refunded in full to the applicant if the
permilled sign is removed within the required timeframe.

(b) Inthe event a permitled eonstruction-sign is not removed at the required time, said sign
shall be deemed an illegal sign and the bond shall be forfeited to the city to cover removal costs.

(Gy-Meafordevelopmentsigny—Pevelapmentsin- C-PUD - MX-PUD-and-PUD-distrietsfronting enan
expresswa—prineipalareralmaioraerial—arterial-ertharesalhreveadhviy—may-be pormitled one
pessanenteestandina pylonsicn por strcetfrontscevptemmadmwmrolbaopenmanent-prlonsieas per
development:

(GH)  Marguee signs.

(1) Marquee signs may be displayed in licu of but not in addition to any other form of permanent
sign identification with the exception of under marquee signs for an individual business establishment.

2009 5-23
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(2) Ifilluminated, such marquee signs shall have lighting concealed from view.
(1Y) Neon signs and neon banding.

(1) Necon signs shall be permitted in business districts only, unless otherwise approved ina PUD
district and cannot be located on the side of the building facing any residential structure or district.

(2) Neon signs may be displayed in licu of, but not in addition to, a wall sign for an individual
establishment.

(3) Neon banding shall be allowed provided the banding follows the roofline, and the tubes are no
larger than one-half inch in diameter.

(1)) Number of signs permitied. An individual establishment shall be permitted a maximum of two
types of permanent sign identification unless otherwise permitted or prohibited in this section,

(<)Y Planned Unit Development sign programs. Signs which have been approved as part of a Planned
Unit Development sign program may vary from the requirements stated within this section. Variations
permitted through a PUD sign program may include but are not limited to the following: total number of
signs permitted, sign size, sign setback, sign height, material composition of sign and percentage of sign
area devoted to changeable copy or electronic copy. Such deviations are recognized to be primarily for
safety or unique parcel configuration circumstances and are not intended to circumvent the intent of the
sign code.

(IKE)  Sign location with respect to street and building frontages.

(1) Allsigns permitted by virtue of a premises having street frontage or building frontage shall be
located only along the front of the structure or property visible from the fronting roadway or from the
adjacent parking lot.

(2) TIn the case where an individual occupant would have no building frontage, the maximum
horizontal width of the portion of the building where that occupant's main entrance is located shall be
considered that occupant's separate and distinct building frontage. In the case where the ground floor of'a
building is oceupied by two or more different tenants, the portion of the building frontage occupied by each
tenant shall be considered a separate and distinct building frontage.

(LMY Temporary sign illhumination, Tllumination of a temporary sign shall be prohibited.
(MN)  Temporary signs (additional permitted). In addition to temporary signs permitted in the

specific district requirements of this section, temporary signs shall also be permitted which comply with the
following requirements:

2009 5-23
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(1) Realestatesignsshallbe permittedasfollowsTemporary siens on properties for sale, rent, or

leases

(a) Location. One ground or window sign per street frontage to-advertise the sale,rentalor
leaseofthe-propertyupenwhich-the sign-islocated-shall be permitted. Any ground sign or part thercof
shall be set back a minimum of 15 feet from the edge of any adjacent roadway pavement. Additional
setback may be required to avoid placement within the public right-of-way and/or to prevent a line-of-sight
abstruction. No sign may be located within the median or any other part of a public right-of-way and shall
not block visibility or create an obstacle for motorists, bicyclist, or pedestrians.

(b) Area. Inresidential districts, the total sign area shall not exceed six square feet per sign
face or 12 square feet in total sign area if two sided. In nonresidential districts, total sign area shall not
exceed 16 square feet per sign face, or 32 square feet in total sign area if two sided.

(c) Height. In residential districts, the sign height shall nol exceed four feet. In
nonresidential districts, sign heights shall not exceed five feet.

(2) Political-epinion;electionand-issue-signsTemporary signs installed prior to an election shall
be permitted as follows:

(a) Property owner permission required. It shall be the responsibility of the owner of any
pelitieal-sign to obtain the permission of the property owner of any parcel on which the sign will be placed,
prior to the placement of any-pelitical sign.

(b) Loliticalopirion— esipnsin restdentietResidential districts:-

1. Politieal-Ssigns shall not be illuminated.

2. Pelitieal-Ssigns shall not be larger than six square feet per sign face or 12 square feet
in sign area if two sided.

3. PehitealSsigns shall not be mounted to any tree, utility pole or building.

4. Poelitical Ssigns shall not be displayed in the right-of-way and cannot create a line of
sight hazard.

(c) Political-apinion—eleetionand-issiesignsn-Ceommercial districts.
1. Pelitieal-Ssigns shall not be illuminated.

2. Each commercial parcel shall be allowed one large sign, up to 16 square feet per sign
face, or 32 square feet if two-sideds-per-individual-political-issue;opinion-and-cleetion.

3. Inaddition to the large sign, each commercial parcel shall be allowed an additional
36 square feet within smaller signs, each of which shall be no larger than six square feet per sign face, or 12
square feet if two-sided —perindividualpotiteaHssueepinionandeleeton
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4. Pelitieal-Ssigns shall not be mounted to any tree, utility pole or building.

5. Pelitieal-Ssigns shall not be displayed in the right-of-way and cannot create a
line-of-sight hazard.

6. DBecause of the nature of materials typically used to construct political these types of |
signs, to avoid the unsightliness of deteriorating signs and all safety concerns which accompany such a |
condition, peliticalsigns must be removed or replaced when the sign is deteriorated or within 60 days from
the date the sign is posted, whichever comes first, The city may cause the removal of any deteriorated sign
and charge the expenses for the removal to the owner of the property on which the sign is displayed. If
posts are used to display larger signs, said posts shall also be removed within 60 days from the date the sign
is posted,

7. Priorto the placement of'a politieal sign on a commercial property, the owner of the
sign shall submit and receive approval by the Planning Department for a Temporary Pelitical Sign Permit.

8. Prior to the placement of the pelitieal-sign on a commercial property, the owner of
the sign shall submit and receive approval by the Ohio Utility Protection Services before driving posts for
large signs.

(NO)  Under marquee signs. Under marquee signs shall be mounted as nearly as possible to right
angles of the building face.

(OR) Wall signs.

(1) Awallsign may be displayed in lieu of, but not in addition to, an awning sign or ncon sign for
an individual establishment.

(2) A wall sign shall not project more than 18 inches from the wall of the building upon which it
is mounted.

(3) A wall sign shall be inclined from the vertical only to the extent necessary for conformity to
the general contour of the wall to which the sign is mounted.

(4) A wall sign shall not extend above the top of the wall and shall not extend beyond the limits
of any wall to which it is attached.

(5) A wall sign shall not mask or interrupt a major architectural feature (such as, but not limited
to, doors, windows, or trim). ) |

(6) A wall sign shall have hidden structural supports and shall be mounted in such a way as to not
allow movement by normal atmospheric conditions.

2011 8-25
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(7) If illuminated, such lighting shall not produce glare and all lighting elements, including
wiring, shall be concealed from view.

(8) Theremoval or alteration of any wall sign shall result in the underlying fagade being returned
to its original construction condition, so as to leave no evidence of a former sign.

(PQ)  Exterior lighting for signage. See o 158.1306, Standards for Exterior Lighting.
(OR) Maintenanee~All signs using illumination, whether internal or external, shall be maintained in
good working order. Any inoperable light source, which gives the sign an incomplete appearance, shall be

replaced by the owner of the sign as soon as practical.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 10-12, passed 9-13-10; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)

0 158.149 SIGNS PERMITTED IN A-1 DISTRICTS. |

(A) Total sign area allowed. Total sign area for a permanent ground sign for each developed
nonresidential or nonagricultural parcel with a permitted or conditional use shall be based on one quarter
square foot of sign area for each linear foot of street frontage. Sign area for permanent wall signs shall be
based on one quarter square foot of sign area for each linear foot of building frontage.

(B) Permanent ground signs.

(1) One ground sign shall be permitted for each developed parcel. A larger number of ground
signs may be permitted through the PUD or conditional use process.

(2) Developed parcels located on corner lots are permitted only one ground sign.

(3) The total sign area of a ground sign shall not exceed 3024 square feet per sign face or 48-60
square feet in lotal sign area,

(4) No ground sign shall exceed fou-live feet in height from established grade to top of sign
structure. See also Appendix C.

(5) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign |
area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of signs on one |
building frontage. [

(C) Permanent wall signs.

(1) One wall sign per building frontage shall be permitted for nonresidential or nonagricultural
premises with a permitted conditional use.

(2) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of signs on one
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building frontage.
(3) The total sign area of a wall sign shall not exceed 16 square feet in sign area.

(4) A wall sign shall not project above the top of the wall to which attached.

(D) Temporary ground signs exelnding-excluding those outiined in §138. 148 pelitical end veal estate

Fighs.

(1) Each individual establishment shall be allowed to choose one of the following options per
calendar year for a temporary portable ground sign containing changeable copy or for an A-frame sign.

(a) Two temporary sign permits cach calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 15-day period per sign permit. Each continuous 15-day period shall be separated from any
subsequent 15-day period by no less than 30 calendar days.

(b) One temporary sign permit each calendar year for a period of time not to exceced one
continuous 30-day period.

(2) The sign shall not exceed five feet in height.

(3) Total sign area for temporary ground signs, which are to be constructed of metal, wood,
plastic or fiberboard, shall not exceed 20 square feet in sign area per sign face, total sign area not to exceed
40 square feet.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)

0 158.150 SIGNS PERMITTED IN R DISTRICTS,
(A) Permanent ground signs.

(1) One permanent ground sign shall be permitted te-identiy-near the entrance of an approved
subdivision, neighborhood, multi-family development complex, or permitted conditional use. These signs
shall-be-permitted-se-as-to-implementa-compelling governmentinterestin-proteeting-the-health-and-safety
of persens—and—property—in—the—eity—threuzhproper—identification—of subdivisions; neighberhoods;
multi-famib-developments-and-eonditionaluses—A larger number of ground signs may be approved
through the PUD or conditional use process.

7} Ground siens must be located along a principal arterial, major arterial or visually definable
g P
entryway to a residential subdivision or permitted conditional use.

(3) The total sign area of such a ground sign shall not exceed 30 square feet. The sign shall not
exceed 15 square feet per face.

(4) No ground sign shall exceed four fect in height from established grade to top of sign structure.
See also Appendix C.

(B) Temporary ground signs for residential uses excluding those outlined in §138. 148 exeluding
potitical-andye ]

o
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(1) Only one temporary ground sign constructed of fiberboard, wood or plastic shall be permitted
on an individual residential parcel for a period of time not to exceed one continuous seven-day period in
any one calendar year.

(2) The sign height shall not exceed four feet,
(3) Total sign area for a temporary ground sign shall be based on one square foot of sign area for
every ten linear foot of street frontage. The total sign area shall not exceed ten square feet per sign face or

20 square feet in total sign area.

(C) Temporary grownd signs for non-residential uses excluding ihose outlined in §158. 148 exeliding
political-andveat-estate-sizns,

(1) Each individual establishment shall be allowed to choose one of the following options per
calendar year for a temporary portable ground sign.

(a) Two temporary sign permils each calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 15-day period per sign permit. Each continuous 15-day period shall be separated from any
subsequent 15-day period by no less than 30 calendar days.

(b) One temporary sign permit each calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 30-day period.

(2) The sign height shall not excced five feet.

(3) Total sign area for a temporary portable ground sign, which shall be constructed of metal,
wood, plastic or fiberboard, shall not exceed 20 square feet in sign area per sign face, total sign area not to
exceed 40 square feet.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)
¢ 158,151 SIGNS PERMITTED IN RO-1 DISTRICTS.

(A) Permanent ground sigis.

(1) Omne ground sign shall be permitted for each developed parcel. A larger number of ground
signs may be approved through the PUD or conditional use process.

(2) The total sign area of such a ground sign shall not exceed 30 square feet. An individual sign
face shall not exceed 15 square feet.

(3) No such ground sign shall exceed four feet in height from the established grade to the top of
sign structure.

(4) Such a ground sign must be constructed of natural materials and shall not be infernally
illuminated.

(5) Such a ground sign must be located at least 50 feet from any adjacent residential district
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(6) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one
building frontage.

(B) Permanentall signs.

(1) One wall sign, which shall not exceed four square feet in sign area, is permitted on the front
wall of the structure,

(2) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
area [or two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one
building frontage.

(3) Such awall sign shall not exceed eight feet in height from the base of the main entrance door
sill.

(C) Temporary ground signs excluding those outlined in §158. 148exeluding political-andvealestate

(1) Only one temporary ground sign constructed of fiberboard, wood or plastic shall be permitted
on an individual residential office parcel for a period of time not to exceed one continuous seven-day period
in any one calendar year.

(2) The sign height shall not exceed four feet. See also Appendix C.

(3) Total sign area for a temporary ground sign shall be based on one square foot of sign area for
every ten lincar foot of street frontage. The total sign area shall not exceed ten square feet per sign face or
20 square feet in total sign area.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)
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0158.152 SIGNS PERMITTED IN B-1 AND B-2 DISTRICTS.

(A) Total sign area allowee. Total sign area for a permanent ground sign for each developed parcel
shall be based on one-half square foot of sign area for each linear foot of street footage. Sign area for
permanent awning, wall, neon and under marquee signs shall be based on one square foot of sign area for
each linear foot of building frontage.

(B) Permanent ground signs.

(1) One ground sign shall be permitted for each developed parcel. A larger number of ground
signs may be approved through the PUD or conditional use process.

(2) Where a developed parcel has street frontage in excess of 250 feet, one additional ground sign
may be permitted for additional occupants of'a parcel provided that the distance between the ground signs
is not less than 150 feet and are not located closer than 50 feet to any adjoining side property line.

(3) Thetotal sign area of'a ground sign shall not exceed 25 square feet per sign face or 50 square
feet in total sign area.

(4) No ground sign shall exceed five in height from established grade to fop of sign structure, See
also Appendix C.

(5) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one
building fronlage
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©) Permanent awning sign. One awning sign per building frontage shall be permitted for an
individual establishment,

(D) Permanentall signs.

(1) No more than one wall sign per building frontage shall be permitted for an individual
establishment.

(2) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
arca for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one
building frontage.

(3) A wall sign shall not project above the top of the wall to which attached.
(E) Permanent under marquee signs.
(1) No more than one under marquee sign is permitted for an individual establishment.

(2) Signs attached to the underside of a marquee shall have a sign area no greater than four square
feet per sign face.

(3) Such signs shall have a minimum clearance of nine feet from the bottom of the sign to the
sidewalk.

(F) Temporary ground signs excluding those outlined in §138. [48exeluding political andreal-estate

SHEHS,

(1) Each individual establishment shall be allowed to choose one of the following options per
calendar year for a femporary portable ground sign.

(a) Two temporary sign permits each calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 15-day period per sign permit. Each continuous 15-day period shall be separated from any
subsequent 15-day period by no less than 30 calendar days.

(b) One temporary sign permit each calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 30-day period.

(2) The sign height shall not exceed five feet.
(3) Total sign area for a temporary portable ground sign, which shall be constructed of metal,

wood, plastic or fiberboard, shall not exceed 20 square feet in sign area per sign face, total sign area not to
exceed 40 square feet.
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(G) Permanent canopy sign.
(1) A maximum of one canopy sign per canopy frontage shall be permitted per establishment.
(2) Canopy signs may not project above or below canopy facing,

(3) Total sign arca permitted for all canopy signs attached to a canopy structure shall not exceed
50% of the total sign area allofied the principal building frontage.

(H) Menw-board-signs Signs for drive-thru restainants.

(1) One menw-boardadditional ground sign is permitted per drive-thru restaurant, and shall be
located adjacent to the drive-thru lane.

(2) Total sign area for-a-menu-boared-sien shall not exceed 20 square feet,
(3) Maximum height of a-ground-meunted-menu-beard sign-shall be 6 feet.

(4) All ground mounted #enu-beard-signs shall conform to the landscape requirements for
ground signs as specified in §158.148 (T)(3).

(I) Blade Signs.
(1) Total sign area for a blade sign shall not exceed four square feet per sign face.
(2) Blade signs shall not project any higher than three feet from the building,
(3) The bottom of blade signs shall not be any lower than eight feet from grade.
(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)
0 158.153 SIGNS PERMITTED IN B-3 AND B-4 DISTRICTS.

(A) Total sign area allowed. Tolal sign area for a permanent ground sign for each developed parcel
shall be based on three-fourths square feet of sign area for each linear foot of street footage. Sign area for
permanent awning, wall, neon, canopy, marquee and under marquee signs shall be based on one and
one-half square feet of sign area for each linear foot of building frontage.

(B) Permanent ground signs.

(1) One ground sign shall be permitted for each developed parcel. A larger number of ground
signs may be approved through the PUD or conditional use process.

2012 8-26




January 2016

Zoning Code 267

(2) Where a developed parcel has street [rontage in excess 0of 300 feet, one additional ground sign
may be permitted for additional occupants of a parcel provided that the distance between the ground signs
isnot less than 200 feet and said signs are not located closer than 50 feet to any adjoining side property line,

(3) The total sign area of a ground sign shall not exceed 32 square feet per sign face or 64 square
feet in total sign area.

(4) No ground sign shall exceed five feet in height from established grade to fop of sign structure.
Sec also Appendix C.

(5) Premises [ronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one

building frontage.

(C) Permanent awning sign. One awning sign per building frontage shall be permitted for an
individual establishment.

D) Permanentwall signs.

(1) One wall sign per building frontage shall be permitted for an individual establishment.

(2) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one
building frontage.

(3) A wall sign shall not project above the top of the wall to which attached.

(E) Permanent canopy signs.
(1) One sign per canopy frontage shall be permitted per establishment.

(2) Canopy signs may not project above or below canopy facing,

(3) Total sign area permitted for all canopy signs attached to a canopy structure shall not exceed
50% of the total sign area allofted the principal building frontage.

(F) Permanent marquee signs.

(1) A changeable copy marquee sign shall be permitted only on places of public entertainment
such as theaters, arenas, and the like.

2012 5-26
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(2) Total sign area permitted for a marquee sign shall not exceed 75% of total sign arca allotted
the building frontage.

(3) The marquee sign shall not project above the top of the wall to which it is attached and shall
not be less than nine feet in height from the sidewalk.

(4) The marquee sign shall not extend more than 18 inches from the wall of the building upon
which it is mounted.

(G) Permanent under marquee signs.
(1) No more than one under marquee sign shall be permitted for an individual establishment.

(2) Signs attached to the underside of a marquee shall have a sign area no greater than six square
feet per sign face.

(3) Signs shall have a minimum clearance of nine feet from the bottom of the sign to the
sidewalk.

(H) Temporary ground signs excluding those outlined in §138. [ 48.exeluding

(1) Each individual establishment shall be allowed to choose one of the following options per
calendar year for a temporary portable ground sign.

(a) Two temporary sign permits each calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 15-day period per sign permit. Each continuous 15-day period shall be separated from any

subsequent 15-day period by no less than 30 calendar days.

(b) One temporary sign permit each calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 30-day period.

(2) The sign height shall not exceed five leel.
(3) Total sign area for a temporary portable ground sign, which shall be constructed of metal,
wood, plastic or fiberboard, shall not exceed 20 square feet in sign arca per sign face, total sign area not to

exceed 40 square feet.

(D) Menu-boardsiens Signs for drive-thru restaurants.

(1) One additional ground sign is permitted per drive-thru restaurant, and shall be located
adjacent to the drive-thru lane.

(2) Total sign area shall not exceed 20 square feet.

(3) Maximum height shall be 6 feet.
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() All ground mounted signs shall conform to the landscape requirements for ground signs as
specilied in §158.148 (FF)(3).

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 10-12, passed 9-13-10; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)

0158.154 SIGNS PERMITTED IN O-1, RP-1 AND ORP-1 DISTRICTS.

(A) Total sign area allowed, Total sign area for a permanent ground sign for each developed parcel
shall be based on one-half square foot of sign area for each linear foot of street footage. Sign area for
permanent awning and wall signs shall be based on one square foot of sign area for each linear foot of
building frontage.

(B) Permanent ground signs.

(1) One ground sign shall be permitted for each developed parcel. A larger number of ground
signs may be approved through the PUD or conditional use process.

(2) Where a developed parcel has strect frontage in excess 0f 200 feet, one additional ground sign
may be permitted for additional eccupants of a parcel provided that the distance between ground signs is
not less than 150 feet and said signs are not located closer than 25 feet to any adjoining side property line.

(3) The total sign area of a ground sign shall nof exceed 25 square feet per sign face or 50 square
feet in fotal sign area.

(4) No ground sign shall exceed five feet in height from established grade to top of sign structure.
See also Appendix C.

(5) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one
building frontage.

(6) One ground sien shall be permitted at the entrance to each major arterial serving a Research
Park District or Office Research Park District The sign area shall not exceed 50 square feet per side and
maximum of 100 square feet total of all sides and shall not be higher than six feet and shall be set back a
minimum of 20 from the right of way.

(C) Permanent awning signs. One awning sign shall be permitted for an individual eslablishment with
orientation toward a street or an internal pedestrian movement or courtyard area.

(D) Permanent wall signs.
(1) One wall sign per building frontage shall be permitted for an individual establishment.
(2) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign

area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one
building frontage.
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(3) A wall sign shall not project above the top of the wall to which attached.

5'}51%

(1) Each individual establishment shall be allowed to choose one of the following options per
calendar year for a temporary portable ground sign.

(a) Two temporary sign permits each calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 15-day period per sign permit. Each continuous 15-day period shall be separated from any
subsequent 15-day period by no less than 30 calendar days.

(b) One temporary sign permit each calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 30-day period.

(2) The sign height shall not exceed five feet.

(3) Total sign area for a temporary portable ground sign, which shall be constructed of metal,
wood, plastic or fiberboard, shall not exceed 20 square feet in sign area per sign face, total sign area not fo
exceed 40 square [eet.
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(G) Memt-board-signs-{for-drivethrnvestaants-onkd-Signs for drive-thru reslaurants

(1) _One additional ground sign is permitted per drive-thru restaurant, and shall be localed

adjacent to the drive-thru lane.

(2) _Tolal sien area shall not exceed 20 square feel.

(3) Maximum height shall be 6 feet.

(4) Al ground mounted siens shall conform to the landscape requirements for ground signs as
specilied in §158,148 (FF)(3).
(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 10-12, passed 9-13-10; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)

0 158.155 SIGNS PERMITTED IN I-1 AND I-2 DISTRICTS.

(A) Total sign area alfowed. Total sign arca for a permanent ground sign for each developed parcel
shall be based on one-half square foot of sign area for each linear foot of street foolage. Sign area for
permanent awning and wall signs shall be based on three-fourths square foot of sign area for each linear
foot of building frontage.

(B) Permanent ground signs.

(1) One ground sign shall be permitted for each developed parcel. A larger number of ground
signs may be approved through the PUD or conditional use process.

(2) Where a developed parcel has street frontage in excess of 500 feet, one additional ground sign
may be permilted for additional occupants of a parcel provided that the distance between ground signs is
not less than 250 feet and said signs are not located closer than 125 feet to any adjoining side property line.

(3) The total sign area of a ground sign shall not exceed 50 square feet per sign face or 100 square
feet in total sign area.

(4) No ground sign shall exceed six feet in height from established grade to top of sign structure.
See also Appendix C.

(5) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one
building frontage.

(C) Permenent awning signs. One awning sign shall be permitted for an individual establishment with
orientation toward a street or an internal pedestrian movement area.

(DY Perinanent wall signs.

(1) One wall sign per building frontage shall be permitted for an individual establishment.
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(2) Premises fronting on more than one public right-of-way shall not combine permissible sign
area for two or more building frontages for the purpose of placing the combined area of the signs on one
building frontage.

(3) A wall sign shall not project above the top of the wall to which attached.

(E) Temporary ground signs excluding those outlined in §138, 148.exelndingpolitical-andreal-estate

SEEHS,

(1) Tach individual establishment shall be allowed to choose one of the following options per
calendar year for a temporary portable ground sign.

(a) Two temporary sign permits each calendar year for a period of time not o exceed one
continuous 15-day period per sign permit. Each continuous 15-day period shall be separated from any
subsequent 15-day period by no less than 30 calendar days.

(b) One temporary sign permit each calendar year for a period of time not to exceed one
continuous 30-day period.

(2) The sign height shall not exceed five feet.

(3) Total sign area for temporary ground signs, which are to be constructed of metal, wood,
plastic or fiberboard, shall not exceed 20 square feet in sign area per sign face, total sign area not to exceed
40 square feet.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 10-12, passed 9-13-10; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)
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§158.156 ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT OF SIGNS.
(A) General. The Code Enforcement Officer shall enforce all provisions of this scction.

(B) Permifs required. A zoning permit shall be obtained for erection, construction, relocation, or
alteration of any sign unless exempted by this section. Any sign subject to this section shall comply with all
city zoning, building, and electrical codes.

(C) Permit application. Application for a permil to install a temporary or permanent sign shall be made
upon an application form provided by the Planning and Zoning Department. This application shall be
accompanied by such information as may be required to assure compliance with all appropriate provisions
of this section.

(D) Permit fee. A fee shall accompany each sign permit application, in accordance with e 158.173 (C).
In addition, when any sign is erected, placed, installed or otherwise established on any property without
first obtaining the permit required by this section, the fee shall be doubled; however the payment of such
double fee shall not relieve any person from complying with other provisions of this section or from
penalties prescribed herein.

(E) Sign duration.

(1) Permanent. Any sign deemed permanent under this section shall remain a permanent sign
unless otherwise stated in this section. A renewal fee is not required.

(2) Temporary. Any sign deemed temporary under this section shall comply with the duration
specified within es158.145 - 158.155.

(F) Maintenance of signs. Every sign, whether requiring a sign permit or not, shall be maintained ina
safe and aesthetically presentable condition at all times and must not appear to be in a deteriorated or
dilapidated condition. Proper sign maintenance includes, but is not limited to, the replacement of defective
parts, painting, cleaning, and other acts required for maintenance of the appearance and structural condition
of the sign.

(G) Removal of sign outside of the right-of way by the Code Enforcement Officer.

(I) The Code Enforcement Officer shall cause to be removed any temporary or permanent sign
that constitutes a public nuisance in that it endangers the public safety, such as a sign which has been
abandoned, is illegal, is dangerous, or is materially, electrically, or structurally defective. The Code
Enforcement O[fficer shall also cause to be removed any sign except a valid nonconforming sign for which
no permit has been issued or a sign which is not in compliance with the permit issued. Before removing any
such sign, however, the Code Enforcement Officer shall first prepare a notice which deseribes the signand
specifics the violation involved. This notice shall require that a permanent sign

2012 8-20
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shall be removed or the violation corrected within the next ten days or that a temporary sign shall be
removed or the violation corrected within the next 24 hours. If this notice is not complied with, the sign
shall be removed immediately following the applicable time frames by the Code Enforcement Officer in
accordance with the provisions of this section.

(2) All notices issued by a Code Enforcement Officer may be served by certified mail, by placing
in a prominent place on the property or delivery to the properly owner, current occupant, to a person
temporarily or permanenily in charge of the establishment or the sign owner in case of temporary signs.
Any time periods provided in this section shall be deemed to commence on the date of the service of the
notice.

(3) The properly owner and current occupant shall be jointly and severally obligated to reimburse
the city immediately for all third party and administrative expenses incurred in removing any sign including
butnot limited to costs to the city for the time of city employees. If the violations are corrected and removal
obligations paid, the property owner, the occupant or the sign owner of temporary sign may reclaim the sign
from the city.

(H) Removal of unlawfid sign in the public rights-of-way. Signs, other than governmental signs, arc
specifically prohibited in public rights-of-way. The city shall immediately remove or cause to be removed
from the public rights-of-way any sign other than governmental as referenced in this section. Just as a
private property owner may remove any sign placed on his or her private property so may the city if the sign
is in violation of this section. Such removal authority must be exercised in a nondiscriminatory manner.

() Recovery of unlenyful signs. In order to recover any unlawful sign confiscated by the city, a sign
recovery fee, as determined by City Council, must be paid prior to pickup. Should the sign recovery fee not
be paid within ten days from the date the sign was confiscated, the sign shall become property of the City of
Beavercreek.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09; Am. Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)

0 158.157 NONCONFORMING SIGNS.

(A) General. Any sign lawfully existing prior to the effective date of this chapter or amendments
thereto, which no longer conforms 1o all the standards and regulations of the current chapter.

(B) Rules for nonconforming signs.
(1) A nonconforming sign shall not be replaced by another nonconforming sign except that the

substitution or interchange of poster panels, painted boards or demountable material on nonconforming
signs shall be permitted.

2012 S-26
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(2) Minor repairs and maintenance of nonconforming signs such as repainting, electrical repairs
and neon tubing repair shall be permitted. However, no structural repairs or changes in the size or shape of
the sign shall be permitted excepl to make the sign comply with the requirements of this section or to make
it less nonconforming.

(3) Ifanonconforming sign is damaged by more than one-halfof its replacement value, it shall be
removed and shall not be repaired or replaced except in conformance with this section.

(4) Any nonconforming sign which is altered, relocated or replaced shall comply with all

provisions of this sign code as if it were a new sign.
(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09)

0 158.158 ILLEGAL SIGNS.

(A) Does not satisfy code requirements. Any sign which is contrary to the requirements of this code
and which does not satisfy the nonconforming specifications stated in this code shall be deemed an illegal
sign.

(B) Hlegally erected signs. Signs which were illegally erected, established or maintained with respect
to the applicable requirements of prior resolutions or ordinances shall be removed or brought into
compliance with this sign code per the requirements and procedures of e 158.156.

(Ord. 09-21, passed 7-27-09)

0 158.159 OFF-PREMISE ELECTRONIC VARIABLE MESSAGE SIGNS OR DIGITAL
BILLBOARDS.

(A) Infent. To maintain and expand the economic base of the city by helping foster a positive
environment for commerce;-as-weH-ns-to-promote-the-abilin-of digital-bilbeards-to-carey-publie serviee
Amber-Alers-and- ltaH ettt nines by allowing for a limited number of
ﬁH—ﬁi—dﬂ-ﬁu—ElEL[lU]llb variable message signs (EVMSS) or (llUItaI billboards on commercially or
industrially zoned properties within the city.

(B) General Requirements.

(1) Sign area. Off-premise-Lelectronic variable message signs shall have the following maximum
square footage:

(2) On parcels immediately adjacent to major US35-ex-675-+ght highway right-of-way

that have four or fewer fesvertravel lanes, the sign face shall be no more than 400 square feet on each side,
800 square fect total.

2012 S-26
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(b) On parcels immediately adjacent to HS35-es-675-major highway right-of-way that

have five to seven travel lanes, the sign face shall be no more than 600 square feet on each side, 1200
square [eet total.

(c) On parcels immediately adjacent to major highway US-35 erl-675 right-of-way that
have more than seven travel lanes, the sign face shall be no more than 800 square feet on each side, 1600
square feet total.

(2) Location. Ofi-premise—clestrenieElectronic variable message signs must be located on
commercially zoned parcels immediately adjacent (o major highwayte- US-35-e1-1-675-right-of-way.

(3) Spacing. ©f-premise-Eelectronic variable message signs must be located at least 15,000 feet
apart throughout the city and there shall be no more than four in the city at a time.

(4) Muliiple message signs.
(a) Electronic messages shall remain in a fixed position for a minimum of eight seconds.

(b) The transition time, or time it takes to change the message (electronically) shall be one
second or less.

(5) Audio speakers. Audio speakers shall be prohibited on all eff-premise-electronic variable
message signs.

(6) Brightness. At no time shall eff-prerrise-electronic variable message signs cause glare or
otherwise impair the vision of the operator of any motor vehicle. Signs shall be equipped with automatic
dimming capabilities so that the maximum luminescence level for the sign shall be as follows:

(a) For signs wilh a sign face less than 300 square feet, a maximum luminescence level of
0.3 foot-candles, measurcd at a distance of 150 feet from the base of the sign.

(b) For signs with a sign face between 300 and 400 square feet, a maximum luminescence
level of 0.3 foot-candles, measured at a distance of 200 feet from the base of the sign.

(c) For signs with a sign face 400 square feet or larger, a maximum luminescence level of 0.3
foot-candles, measured at a distance of 250 feet from the base of the sign.

(C) Non-conforming billboard mitigation. All applicants who currently have a non-conforming
billboard or supporting structure for a billboard on the parcel which the new off-premise-electronic variable
message sign will be located, shall remove any and all billboards, and supporting structures, on that parcel
prior to the release of a zoning permit for a new off-premise-electronic variable message sign, unless the
structure is to be reused for the new efi-prentise-electronic variable message sign.

2012 S-26
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(D) Public hearing and approval required. All eff-premise-electronic variable message signs,
including related structures, shall be subject to review and approval by City Council at a public hearing,
following which the City Council shall, by motion, approve, approve with supplementary conditions, or
disapprove the proposed eff-premise-electronic variable message sign application.

(1) General design practices. The structure, base and sign face shall be arranged, planned and
designed, on the site to produce:

(a) Favorable rclationships with the existing natural topography, bodies of water or water
courses, existing desirable vegetation, exposure to significant views and exposure to sunlight and wind,

(b) Safety, convenience and ease of pedestrian and vehicular movement near and around the
structure; and

(¢) An overall positive visual quality of the structure, base and sign face.

(d) See Appendix C: DIGITAL BILLBOARD DESIGN GUIDELINES for general material
and design guidelines of e fi-premiseelectronic variable message signs, subject to approval by City Council.

(2) Line-of-sight study. With the application to City Council, the applicant shall submit a
line-of-sight study of the proposed billboard to ensure that it will not be directly visible to any residential
properties in the vicinity.

(E) Permit and armmual license required. Prior to the installation of an ef-premise-electronic variable
message sign, the owner or their designee shall be required to apply and receive a sign permit as required in
o 158.156 (A) thru (D).

(1) Annual license. Tn addition to the installation permit, the applicant shall apply and receive an
annual license, which shall be valid for 12 months after the issue date. The annual license shall be
accompanied by a required annual license fee as deemed reasonable and proper by the City Manager in
accordance with the fee schedule heretofore approved by the City Manager.

(2) Failure fo renew license. In the event that the owner or their designated employee fails {o
apply and receive the annual license, the sign shall be deemed to be in violation of the zoning code and
violators shall be subject to the penalty provisions contained in e 158.999 of the Zoning Code. A separate
offense shall be deemed commitled upon each day during which a violation occurs or continues.

(3) Ifthere is any conflict between this chapter and O.A.C. es 5501: 2-2-02 as it may be amended,

the state statute shall control.
(Ord. 12-02, passed 2-13-12)

2012 8-26
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(1) Granted as requested.

(2) May recommend a modification of the amendment or request.
(3) May recommend the amendment or request not be granfed.

(4) Table/delay pending receipt of further information, and the like.

(I) Public hearing before City Council. Within 45 days alter receipt of the recommendation from the
Planning Commission, the City Council shall schedule a public hearing. The date of the hearing shall be not
more than 45 days from the receipt of the recommendation from the Planning Commission.

(K) Notice of public hearing in newspaper. Notice of the public hearing required in division (I) of this
section shall be given by the City Council by at least one publication in one or more newspapers of general
circulation in the city. The notice shall be published at least 15 days before the date of the required hearing.
The published notice shall set forth the time and place of the public hearing and the nature of the proposed
amendment.

(L) Notice to property owners by City Council. If the proposed amendment intends to rezone or
redistrict property within the city written notice of the hearing shall be mailed by the Clerk of the City
Council, by first class mail, at least 15 days before the day of the public hearing to all owners of property
within 500 feet from such area proposed to be rezoned or redistricted to the address of such owners
appearing on the Counly Auditor's current tax list or the Treasurer's mailing list and to such other list or
lists that may be specified by the City Council. The notice shall contain the same information required of
notices published in newspapers as specified in division (I{) of this section. The failure of notice delivery as
provided in this section, so long as it is not intentional, shall not invalidate the public hearing or any
decision on the application,

(M) Action by City Council. As soon as reasonably possible after completion of the public hearing
required in division (J) of this section, the City Council shall pass a motion to adopt, amend, return or deny
the recommendation of the Planning Commission by a vole of a majority four votes of the Council
meimbership. In the event of a tie vote or the failure to gain the number of votes required only the motion
fails. An additional motion must be brought to vote to resolve the issue. That issue shall be continued until
a majority vole is finally reached.

(N) Effective date and referendum. Such amendment adopted by the City Council shall become
effective 30 days after the date of such adoption unless within 30 days alter the adoption of the amendment
there is presented to the City Council a petition for referendum pursuant to R.C.  731.29 et seq. No
amendment for which such referendum vote has been requested shall be put into effect unless a majority of
the votes cast on the issue is in favor of the amendment. Upon certification by the Board of Elections that
the amendment has been approved by the voters, it shall take immediate affeetefiect.

(0) Technical review costs. When any applications to the city for some permit, certificate or approval
involves submission of technical information by the applicant, it is recognized that the city may need to
incur expenses for the services of engineers and other experls to evaluate such technical data. As a
condition of the city agreeing to consider any such application, the applicant must agree to



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 aitached in "Exhibit A” April 21, 2016.

SECTION i

1. The approved Zoning Code shall be amended as described in “Exhibit A® dated
Aprit 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 concerns as to why | am opposed to the building of a new
condominium development to be known as The Cottages of Beavercreek.

o | bought 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 conda’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 abandenment 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 | assumed 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 that is 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 conda’s an area that is
zoned agricultural and should stay agricultural and is so pleasant to look at while sitting on
our back porches, if The Cottages of Beavercreek are built on the agricultural area that is
right hehind 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. Youw're changing my way of life, and yes | 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 balance of nature, people, and businesses? This delicate
balance is being 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 decrease Cinnamon Ridge property values, as well

as diminish the attractiveness of this community to renters.

o]

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

One of the key selling points of the Cinnamon Ridge comniunity is the proximity fo 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.

Beavercreek has a tremendous amount of land already zoned for comdominiums [PUD (Planned

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

Agricultural use.

@

The City of Beavercreck 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 Beavercreck 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 Beaverereek development is im divect conflict with the stated guiding principle of
the Beavercreek Township Comprehensive Plan® to preserve the rural character and atmosphere of
OUr 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 patks. We chose to live here
because we did not want to live in an overdeveloped, crowded suburban area, such as Kettering.
Bringing 94 new muliifamily 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 fo set
for ongoing development in our city.

o The Beavercreck 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:

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

- Tncreased noise pollution from the new development, in particular addressing any potential echo
effect created by having 151'ge buildings so close to each with no barrier on the north side of
Cinnamon Ridge

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

3 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 associated
with our communities are the beacons that have drawn people to the Township.”

4 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 Beavercreek could result in unauthorized use of Cinnamon Ridge resources.

o

We presently have limited parking in our community. As there is no plan for street parking in The
Cottages of Beavercreck development, the neamess 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 come 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 Waste

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

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

Beavercereelk citizens with no avenues for mediation.

<]

It 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 vafues (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 community 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, I believe the potential for

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

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

O

Rush hour traffic for I-675 often extends from the intersection of Tndian Ripple and County Line all
the way to Research Blvd. An additional 150 to 200 drivers 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 <Plahning@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 11 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 street design was not meant for that many additional cars and it
would most likely cause quicker road deterioration. Our 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
‘Tong backup on County Line Rd going 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. I 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
condps 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 <PIamliﬂg@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 to City Council, Council will also held 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 question, 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

i,
. 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. Is there another way we can

. provide our statement?
- thanks for any information,

. Denise




ﬁeﬂﬁssa Gillaugh

Frowa: 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 Lawnplon

Clerk of Council

City of Beavercreek

1368 Research Park Drive
Beavercreek, OH 45432

(937) 320-7388
lampton@beavercreekohio.gov

From: Anneris Coria-Navia [mailto:anneris.navia@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 6:43 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,

Anneris and Benjamin Navia
937-760-1652.




5/2/2016 : Gmail - Oppasition to development, 4286 Straight Arrow Rd

Jutie Han <jhand5430@gmat.com>

Opposition to development, 4286 Straight Arrow Rd

Joey <psjoe96@gmail.com> Sun, May 1, 2016 at 6:52 PM
To: Julie Han <jhan45430@gmail.com:>

Julfe-

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 ancther. 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 hera. 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.

-l worl 12 hour rotating shift work, 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 wesk.

-The increased traffic, decrease in property value, and loss of rural atmosphere 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 {o live here in Beavercreek are being threatened to be taken away, and | will do ail
| can to prevent that. If passed, | will do ali | can to never contribute ancther dollar to this city, in both sales and
tax dollars.

Thank you,

Joey Sario
[Quotad text hiddoen]

hitps:#mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=0146aa0d 1 e&view=pt&search=inbox&msg="1546e8628cd38504 &sim|=154628628cd38504 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 [ 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




JiE, Toto
A38E Straight e R,
Beavercronk, OH 45430

Mgy 4, 2016

Beavercreek Planning Commission
Beavarcresl ity Fall

1A6E8 Resnarch Park r
Beavareraak, (4 45432

Ta Whemt it May Canterrs

This fetter is in regard to Chades Sloms Deyslopronnt’s praposed ce-zoning penmit to dovelop 8 new
camshorminiian carmpher lown s The Cottages of Beavercresl, Due (o schedullng conflicts, ) am tnalbie
16 atbend the Bewvercraek Planning Commission meeting on Wednesday, May 4, 2006; therefare, [am

documeaniing my concerns and dlsappeoval of the proposat n writing nstead,

&g an original ewrer of 3 Cinnsmon Rldge condaminurm, | purchased the uit Hn 20058 for # varlely of
reaanng including kot nat limtiied o, the stlractise advertsomaent (by Chartes Shmins] that the
dlevelopment was bovderad by 20-acre equestrlan cemer, Given the proposed re-zening, | am
cangaried 1he Cottages of Jeavercreey will sl in ovaral] dooreasad quality of e with the
destruction of the agrieuliurat fand. This leefiscdes peaential far increased tralfle, oloe, nolte, as well as
vlgual intrirstang oo peacn ang privady.

Furtbwermere, the Cotlapes of Beavereroelowill likehy resuit in ovarall borse vatug chminution, Fropsrty
values correspond to real estate tages, which impacts the Beavercroek cormniity ¥s a whoks, With the
AR econarmie dowrdurn, the Cirnamon Bidga dnits have significantly lost ressls value and will
sordinize to depreciate with the nfhae of 04 new condansinioms,

While growth sind develapement is 4 negassary campanest Tor dtles o thrive, the veico of durrent
rasidanis shontd shussys be valeed and sespecied aswell, In my ooislon, spdaulturat fond should he

areserved in ardaer for reafdants te enjoy the rural charetar and atmasphere of Beaveroreck,

heovwluston, |sirangly onpose the poposed re-soning permit and | betfave the 20 acee land diveatly
slarth of Clanaman Bidge should remala agricuitural at this tlme. Thank you for your consideration,

Binegraly,

AK€, ot

AlEE, Tmo




SI22016 Gmail - Cinnamon Ridge

Jutie Han <julieyhan@ugmail.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
based 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 park
system 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

[Guotad text hiddenl

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

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

https:fmail.google.com/mait/u0iui=28ik=c4046887fd&view=pt&search=inbox&msg= 154671 16b253acib&siml= 15467F16b253acfd




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 Qur property values could be affected by the additional condo units adjacent to
us.
° The backside of most even number units in Cinhamon 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 uniits 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).

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

An enirance 1o 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 Ledesma




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

Julle Han <jhand3430@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.

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

o 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:/imail.google.com/mail/7ui=28ik=0146aa0d le&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=154744a165ae197adsiml=154744a165a0197a 1M




Justin Morton

4397 Straight Arrow Rd.
Beavercreel, OH 45430
419.234.5509
justintmorton@email.com

May 3, 2016
Beavercreek Planning Commission:

I am writing to express my opgpesition to the proposed re-zoning permit for The Cottages of Beavercreek
development. | believe that the destruction of the current agricultural area will have a negative impact
oi the community. The existing rurat atmosphere makes the community & desirable and unique place
te live, Destruction of the field and trees will have a negative impact on property valugs, 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
Beavercreek, 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 condominitms. Tam
very much against this for many reasons:

1. Our property values have decreased significanily on their own and this development would not
Iﬁei_p Improve the ability to sell.

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

3. Talso understand that there is a plan to provide access to the unifs via our street adding to
additional traffic and congesticn, ‘

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

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. 1also have been made aware of the many other places within Beavercreek Township availabte for
development of this project.

7. Inaddition, lights would shine in my bedroom at night when they approach their homes.

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

Warm Regards,

Cheryl Hall, 4380 Siraight Arrow Road




LU D LMat - LINNESmOon iage

Jukie Han <jihan48430@gmail.com>

Cinnamon Ridge

Jenna Hubesiy <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 ihe development for
approximately fwo years. We relocated io this area from out of state. When my hushand and | were searching for
housing in the area, we came upon this community and knew it was ihe best option for us and our two children.

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

I was informed of the possibility of the development of the land next to Cinnamen 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)

hitps:fimail.google.comimailiu0orui=28ik=01462a0d 1e8view=ptlsearch=inbox&msg= 1547956058080 1158siml= 1547956055480 115
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V,J i T15 gj Julie Han <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: “jhand5430@gmail.com” <jhan45430@gmail.com>, Vanessa Minnick <vanessa.minnick@yahoo.com>

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

[t is beyond unfortunais that so much of creation and its beauty has fallen prey o human greed and
developrnent. | once heard a wise woman say that we all have our cne spot in hature that we go to and find
our peace and sanciuary. A place where the chaos of this world 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 mountain, wetland, woods, lake, ocean or maybe even a golf course. Now imagine that place and all
of its luster and beauty demolished to ground zero, paved with asphalt, and forever lost. Neither you nor your
kids, your grandchildren or fuiure grandchildren will ever look at or be able o 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 expeciing a child this August
as well and { would love for our littte boy to share in the joy, adventure, and iranquility that comes from having

a natural habitat 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 modermization & over-development.

My home was purchased with the understanding that the environrmeni surrounding our homes was sought o
be protected & preserved as outlined in the Beavercreek Township Comprehensive Plan. With the
deforestation & proposed davelopment our homes will fake an instant hii against their values and poteniial
rental earnings. Hence, many residents who go to work day in and day aut to make this community betier, will
lose a portion of their net wealth. If the proposed 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 profect that from happening to the Cinnamon Ridge communily.

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

| sincerely thank you for your valued time and consideration 8 will respect your decision.
All the Best,
2d Li. Chad J. Minnick

4300 Straight Arrow Rd.
Beavercreel OH, 45430

https:/mail.geogle.comfmailfuflfui=2811=0146aa0d 1eBview=pisearch=inhoxmsg=15478:5680987h8d8simi= 15478565008 ThSd 1




5/4/2016 Gmail - Re: Concarns on New Subdivision Rezoning by Charles Simms

Jutie Han <jhand5430@gmail.com>

Re: C@merm on New Subdivision R@Z@mng by @haff’les Simms

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

To: Frank Hung <fdahun92@yahoo com>, Julie Han <;han45430@gmatl com>

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

<cinnamontridge. brian@yahco.com>, "fdahung2. @yahoo.com" <fdahung2.@yahoo.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 anticipate 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 impartant {o us. Will the new plan intend to preserve this
experience? Will the wooded area to the east of the parcel be preserved?

e 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 privacy as our neighbors on the south side of Cinnamon Ridge have from
the residents on Longmeadow. What are you going to do to preserve the rural nature of our view and the
privacy of our home? We don't want to have to look af an expanse of vinyl sided buildings. We would like to
sea brick buildings, just as we do from the front of our home?

e We are extremely concermed 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.

e |f not, we like to see stop signs and speed bumps installed on the Quill Road extension 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 our home. We have a
significant number of people from surround neighborhoods using this path already to gain access to the park
fand or to 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 bitesfaltercations. 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 Our bedroom faces the north side of Cinnamon Ridge (the trees and the Horse Farm} and | we like to sleep
with our windows eopen at night. You need {0 ensure that there are provisions in the new
parcel development plan to include noise abatement measures to reduce noise pollution?

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

hiips:/mail google.com/mail/ufDf7ui=28ik=0148aa0d 1 edview=pt&search=inbox &msg=1547c83bfd124df6&sim|=1547c83bfd124df6 12




£ e Gmaill - Ke: Cencerns on New Subdivision Rezomung by Charles simims

a horse farm behind us. I is ironic 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 fownhome 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>

Teo: Julie Han <jhand5430@gmail.com>

Ce: Mluciahungd@gmail.com” <luciahungd@gmail.com=; "cinnamonridge.brian@yahoo.com”
<ginnamonridge. brian@yahoo.com>; Frank Hung <fdahungZ@yaboo.com>

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

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

[Guioted texi hidden]

htips:/ffmail.google.com/mail/w0/ui=28ik=0146az0d Te8view=pl&search=inhox&msg=1547c83bfd124d68sim|=1547c83bId124d6




v ey L0106

TO: Beavercreek Planning Commission
FROM: Robert H. Ryan (4338 Straight Arrow Road Owner)
SUBIJECT: The Coitages of Beavercreel 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 Comprehensive 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 Compreherisive 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. It is 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’ hest 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 natural 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 condeminiums in Beavercreek Township that cannot be met by land currently zoned

for condominium construction.

5) 1am opposed 1o 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 gut of state,

G071 /7 %/
ROBERT H. RyaKM

4338 Straight Arrow Rd
Beavercreek, OH 45430




Members of the Planning Commission:

In response to the proposal by Simms Development io rezone the parcel located
adjacent to Cinnamon Ridge, we would like to voice our strong opposiiion 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
commercial developments in recent years; these developments, which have provided for
residential, commercial, and governmental needs, have increagingly decreased the
amount of forested lands throughout the area. The proposed Simms project would not just
destroy the only dwindling green space nearby, but also significantly decrease local
propeity values that ace already suffering.

The area located 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 agriculiural uses as part of a balanced and
diversified economy. The Code goes on to further state agricultural areas are intended o
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 ig evident from the intent and purpose of these statutes, our reasons for
opposing this zogning alteration are not only justified personally, but also by law. The
destruction of the green space would eliminate what litile 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 resotved now, but if any fucther action is
taken toward a potential approval of new zoning, we intend to move o 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 Hoifer, Owner Cinnamon Ridge

Johnna Hoffer, Owner Cinnamon Ridge
Matthew Schoemaker, Owner Cinnamon Ridge
Jamie Schoemaker, Owner Cinnamon 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 Cinnaman Ridge since Oct 2013.

| oppose the proposed construction of the Cottages of Beavercreek for many reason, to include quality of life.
However, the primary concern | 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
proposed development and, thus, would bear the burden of the impact of the additional traffic in terms of
increased rasources.

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 dolready congested, confined stretch of rogid

The Indian Ripple/County Line Rds intersection is already a major choke point for drivers attempting to access
I-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 giready hozardous 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 fane vs the curb lane to insure they
merge before the curb fane ends.

And they do this despite oncoming traffic from 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 hernlated 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 includes schoolchildren walking to the current bus stop near the end of Quill Rd.

2




RECOMMENDATIONS
To address the threats to the public’s health, safety and welfare addressed above, recommend the following:

Independent Traffic Impaoct Study:

Beavercreek should charter an independent Traffic Impact Study per the guidelines of the Ohio DOT {LTAP Center)

to insure completeness and objectivity.

The study shouid 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 ohservation 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 well 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 back-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 trucks, 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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Fromy jsullivan40@woh.r.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 overall 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 are/have 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 zaning 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
Beavercreek 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

Aitachmenis: hackyard jpg; chickens.jpg; coopjpg

Hi All,

As information for the planning conmnission meeting tonight, I'm forwarding information to the city manager that
started this effort. 1 thank you for your time and look forward to meeting with you this evening.
Jim Reisen

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

Hi Mr. Cornell,

I think you wanted me to give you a call sometime, sc I thought I'd send
you a little background first and then you can call me at your
convenience. 1I'm retired, so my day is pretty unstructured.

You c¢an see from 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 1s 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 I suspect that it was a contractor here for an estimate
(or the people who recently mowed the wetlands park adjoining our
property) that thought it was their civie duty to report the chickens.
So that's where we are. Tt would be nice if we could find sonme
accommedation or change to the city rules.

Aloha,

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

ps -~ Yes, we lived in Hawai'i in a subdivision with 5,000 sq. ft. lots,
and oddly enough chickens were allowed (up to 3) iacluding roosters
because it was a religious exemption!













