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STAFF REPORT
CASE:


ZC06-2018                                            
APPLICANT:
Oberer Land Development Co.
LOCATION:
2745 Wilmington Dayton Road and two adjacent parcels with no addresses of record (part of)
ZONED:
E (Estate Residential)
REQUEST:
Map Amendment to R-PUCD (Residential Planned Unit Conservation Development) District and Preliminary Development Plan Approval 
DATE: 


December 4, 2018
DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST
Existing Zoning District:  The subject rezoning site, containing 83.226 acres, is part of three parcels (one containing 43.466 acres, one containing 37.426 acres and one containing 26.671 acres) and is located in the E (Estate Residential) District.  The existing house, barns and cell tower site are proposed as part of a new 23.849 acre site not included in this rezoning request. 
Applicant Proposal:  The applicant is requesting approval of a Map Amendment to R-PUCD (Residential Planned Unit Conservation Development) District for 83.226 acres.  The applicant is also requesting Preliminary Development Plan Approval for a proposed single-family development containing 98 dwelling units.  The applicant has included right-of-way dedication for a realigned Wilmington Dayton Road (a 40 mph design).  The applicant is proposing two access points from Wilmington Dayton Road into the proposed development (one entrance is supported absent improvements to Wilmington Dayton Road; the second entrance would be from a realigned Wilmington Dayton Road). 
Property Location:  The subject rezoning site is located on the west side of Wilmington Dayton Road approximately 850’ north of Centerville Road and approximately 275’ south of Conference Road.  Sewer runs through the parcel in the approximate location of the creek that runs north south through the parcels.  Access to the site is via Wilmington-Dayton Road, which is designated as a Principal Collector on the Greene County Thoroughfare Plan.  It is currently a two-lane road with an almost 90-degree bend at the north side of the subject parcel and a 90-degree turn at its intersection with Conference Road.  
Existing Land Use:

The subject parcels contain a home site, barns, a cell tower site, a woodland area and an area that is actively farmed.  Again, the existing house, barns and cell tower site are proposed as part of a new 23.849 acre site that is not included in this rezoning request.  The parcels are bordered on the north by the Sugarcreek Metropark (across Wilmington Dayton Road), the Bill Yeck Park, a single-family residential use on 2.5 acres, the Lion’s Club, and the All Saints Anglican Church.  The parcels to the east of the proposed development site contain single-family residential uses on lots between 1.3 and 5 acres (located in the Sugarcreek Subdivision) and the Emmanuel Baptist Church.  The parcels to the south of the proposed development site contain single-family residential uses on lots between approximately one acre (lots in the Sycamore Park subdivision) and 11.11 acres.  Parcels to the west in Washington Township contain single-family residential uses (16.9 acres and 8.5 acres) and The Enclaves subdivision.   
Zoning of Adjacent Parcels:  

Parcels to the south and east are located in the E (Estate Residential) District.  Parcels to the north are zoned E (Estate Residential) District (Bill Yeck Park) and A-1 (Agricultural) District (Sugarcreek Metropark).  Parcels to the west are located in Washington Township.  Land in the City of Centerville sits just west of the adjacent Bill Yeck Park and land in the City of Bellbrook sits just north of the adjacent Sugarcreek Metropark.
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Subject Parcel:
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Greene County Regional Planning and Coordinating Commission Recommendation:
The Greene County Regional Planning and Coordinating Commission has reviewed the applicant’s request and recommended that the rezoning request be approved based on the preliminary zoning development plan and the updated.  They did recommend that the conservation easement language also be submitted for review by Sugarcreek Township.
Sugarcreek Township Long Range Land Use Plan:

The subject property is in Planning Area 3: Sugarcreek Reserve.  The applicable Planning Area Recommendations include:

· Portions of this planning area adjacent to an incorporated area or adjacent to public land adjacent to an incorporated area are priority areas for Planned Residential Development, with densities to be determined on a case by case basis by the Zoning Commission and Township Trustees.
· If sewers are accessible to portions of the planning area, not adjacent to an incorporated area or adjacent to public land adjacent to an incorporated area, then the maximum gross density should not exceed one unit per acre where sewer is provided.  
· This area is a priority area for conservation subdivisions characterized by clustering of lots to preserve 50 percent or more of a site.

· Major roadways in the area should be maintained in the current two-lane configuration with minimal improvements made only for safety purposes.

· The township should work with Five Rivers Metropark to expand the Sugarcreek Reserve.  

· The township strongly supports the connectivity plan included in this document and development in this planning area should incorporate elements of that connectivity plan as applicable.

Staff notes that land in the City of Centerville sits just west of the adjacent Bill Yeck Park and land in the City of Bellbrook sits just north of the adjacent Sugarcreek Metropark making the proposed development site adjacent to public land adjacent to an incorporated area (two incorporated areas in this case).  Staff notes that the property is subject to the provisions of a Non-Annexation Agreement between the property owner of record (as well as his successors and assigns) and the township executed on July 11, 2014.  The Agreement holds that the owner agrees for a period of ten (10) years from the date of the execution of the agreement not to seek and to oppose any annexation of any portion of the properties comprising of approximately 107.383 acres and specifically known on the Greene County Auditor’s website as parcels L32000100050002800, L32000100050014200 and L32000100050002700 (and inclusive of the proposed development site).  The Agreement further holds that the Sugarcreek Township Board of Township Trustees agrees not to impose TIF legislation on the same property for the same ten (10) year period.
Staff notes that when the Sugarcreek Township Long Range Land Use Plan was updated in 2013, much discussion went into the overarching goal of the protection of the geographical integrity of Sugarcreek Township with flexibility introduced into the Planning Area Recommendations, including into Planning Area 3.  The subject parcel has been subject to annexation pressure and the Township Trustees entered into the aforementioned Non-Annexation Agreement in 2014 in response to this pressure.  The Non-Annexation Agreement offsets the annexation threat eluded to in the Planning Area Recommendations for the subject Planning Area.  The property cannot be annexed until the expiration of the non-annexation agreement.  Density recommendations for portions of the Planning Area with sewer accessibility (not subject to any annexation threat) would support density of a maximum of one dwelling unit per acre.  Staff notes that the Planning Area Recommendations state that the area is a priority for conservation subdivisions.  The applicant is proposing a conservation subdivision.
Applicable Articles and Findings of Fact:

Section 3.06 of the Sugarcreek Township Zoning Resolution governs Map Amendments.  Review Criteria outlined in Section 3.06 D) includes the following:

1. The amendment is in accordance with the Sugarcreek Township Long-Range Land Use Plan and this Zoning Resolution; and 
2. Where more than one zoning district is available that permits the land use designation, the applicant must justify the particular zoning being sought and show that it is best suited for the specific site, based upon the recommendations of the Long Range Land Use Plan.

Comments on the Land Use Plan were addressed above.  
The Zoning Resolution holds that the R-PUCD is developed under the provisions of Section 519.021 of the Ohio Revised Code (Planned Unit Development Regulations) to promote the general public welfare, encourage the efficient use of land and resources, promote greater efficiency in providing public and utility services, and encourage innovation in the planning and building while also promoting the public health, safety, and morals. Furthermore, the Residential Planned Unit Conservation Development District (R-PUCD) is intended to maintain and protect the rural, natural, and scenic qualities of Sugarcreek Township by providing for the ability to develop conservation subdivisions where at least 50% of a site is preserved as open space. This article meets these purposes by:

i. Preserving agricultural ground, woodlands, significant open space lands, and naturally and environmentally sensitive areas including, but not limited to, riparian corridors, sole source aquifers, unique geological features, and unique vegetation;

ii. Providing for suitable recreational areas, open space, and other common areas to the benefit of the public, while preserving the existing landscape to the greatest extent possible;

iii. Encouraging sound planning principles in the arrangement of buildings, the preservation of open space, the utilization of topography and other site features;

iv. Obtaining creative and coordinated designs in harmony with surrounding uses; 

v. Balancing the development of various housing types to minimize the burden of such uses on the Township’s tax base;

vi. Encouraging the development of housing targeted toward active adults by providing density incentives for the creation of age-restricted housing and housing on smaller lots;

vii. Preventing further traffic congestion as a result of poor site planning; 

viii. Preventing the flooding of additional lands within the Township due to inappropriate site location and configuration; and

ix. Allowing for creative development that conforms to the goals, objectives, and policies set forth in the Sugarcreek Township Comprehensive Development Plan.

The BZC will need to determine if the R-PUCD designation is best suited for the specific site, based upon the recommendations of the Long Range Land Use Plan and if the development as proposed meets the definition of an R-PUCD District as established above.
Article 6 of the Sugarcreek Township Zoning Resolution governs development within the R-PUCD District.    
· Section 6.02 establishes permitted uses as single-family dwelling units subject to the overall land density, open space and design guideline provisions established in this article.  

· The applicant is proposing a single-family development with 98 lots.  The development is proposed as a patio home development, an evolution from the original submission which included a mix of patio home lots and standard single-family lots.  
· Section 6.04 addresses minimum development standards.  

· Pursuant to 6.04 A. the acreage requirement for an R-PUCD District is 20 acres.

· The applicant is proposing the rezoning of 83.226 acres.
· Pursuant to 6.04 B. 1. (as effective when the rezoning application was submitted) the maximum permitted number of dwelling units within an R-PUCD shall calculated by dividing the developable land area (AD) by 0.5.  For example, for a project with 100 acres of developable area, the maximum number of dwelling units allowed would be 100 divided by 0.50 for a maximum of 200 dwelling units.  Per 6.04 B.2. for the purposes of the above calculation, the developable land area (AD) is equal to the total land are minus the “undevelopable land” area which, for the purposes of this Article, include the following:
1. Slopes greater than 25%;
2. Wetlands as designated on the National Wetlands Inventory as established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

3. Floodways as designated  by the Federal Emergency Management Agency; and

4. Right-of-ways existing prior to the application, but not including right-of-ways to be developed within the proposed development.

The applicant is proposing 98 patio home lots on 75.856 acres of developable land area (total acreage of 83.226 less 0.900 acres in existing right-of-way and less 6.450 acres of slopes over 25%).  Density is proposed at 1.3 dwelling units per acre.  Homes will range from 1,432 SF to 2,100 SF and will all be single-story, with the option for a bonus rooms upstairs.  All homes will be brick and natural materials and a large variety of elevations will be offered that range from craftsman style to traditional (with details to be provided during the Final Development Plan stage).
· Section 6.04 C. establishes minimum required open space in the R-PUCD District.  Section 6.04 C. 1. states that development under an R-PUCD shall set aside 50% of the total project area for open space.  
· Section 6.04 C. 2. states that the “open space land” shall be utilized only for conservation, agricultural or non-commercial recreational purposes and shall be either: 

a. Owned and/or or held by the Township, county, state, or park district subject to acceptance by the appropriate legislative body; or

b. Protected by a duly executed and recorded conservation easement as outlined in Subsection 5 below; and/or

c. Owned jointly or in common by the owners of the building lots with maintenance provided through a homeowners’ association.
· Section 6.04 C. 3. covers what types of areas may be considered “open space land” and Section 6.04 C. 4. states which uses shall not be considered “open space land” but may be included in the development applications as an additional amenity to the property owners.
· Section 6.04 C. 5 governs conservation easements and establishes criteria that conservation easements must satisfy prior to recording of the R-PUCD subdivision (included are that it must run with the land, provide for protection of the land in perpetuity, establish as the grantee the Township, a Township approved land trust, or other qualified organization approved by the Township, or identify as the holder as the Township or another proper entity under Sections 5301.67 and 5301.68 of the ORC, be solely for the purpose of ensuring the land remains undeveloped and shall not in any way imply the right of public access or any other right or duty not expressly established by the terms of the easement).  This section also holds that while the Township, Township approved land trust, or other qualified organization may serve as the grantee of the conservation easement, the property itself shall still be owned by the original property owner, the developer, or the Homeowner’s Association.  It also holds that the conservation easement must include information on how the property will be maintained and state that failure to maintain in accordance with the conservation easement shall be deemed a violation of the Zoning Resolution.  
· Section 6.04 C. 6. prohibits further subdivision of the open space for its use for other than those prescribed in the approval preliminary and final development applications, provides for the erection of structures accessory to conservation, agriculture or non-commercial recreation subject to review by the BZC, and holds that any restrictions on the established open space shall be memorialized in the conservation easement.
The applicant is proposing a total of 42.519 acres of open space.  Included in this area is a wooded area with some steep slopes west of the proposed lot area containing a 24.939 acre park purchase area and an 8.368 acre area that would be retained by the owner and protected by conservation easement that would not permit public use.  Details of the park purchase area are yet to be determined so this park area would also be retained by the property owner and protected by conservation easement held by the Washington Township Park District.  The Park District would have an option to purchase the land (they intend to pursue a grant to purchase the property) at some point in the future.  The Bellbrook Sugarcreek Park District also has an interest in acquiring the property; it could end up being a cooperative purchase by both park districts.  
Also included in the open space set aside is 9.212 acres within the lot area (see attached open space exhibit).  The 0.844 acres (0.688 acres qualified) on the east side of the realigned Wilmington Dayton Road would not qualify as open space, bringing total open space to 41.675 or 50%.  Staff did request and the applicant’s engineer did quantify area of open space set-aside that would be disqualified pursuant to 6.04 C. 3 and 4.  This disqualified open space areas total 1.237 acres and are being provided as an additional amenity to the neighborhood.  Staff notes that the retention ponds must be maintained in accordance with Article 7.08.  The open space included in the lot area will be maintained by a Homeowner’s Association (all open space areas in the lot area, as well as the lots themselves, are intended to be maintained by the HOA).
Regarding the portion of 0.844 acre open space area 104 at the southeast corner of the realigned Wilmington Dayton Road and Conference Road connection, it might make the most sense for this area to be deeded over to the Moore’s (owners of property on the east side of Wilmington Dayton Road directly across from the proposed subdivision) subject to their acceptance, as opposed to having it held by the HOA.  The property owner would like the portion of the 0.844 acre open space area at the northwest corner of the realigned Wilmington Dayton Road and Conference Road connection to be permitted to be deeded over to the All Saints Church.  The five parcels surrounding the Bellbrook Lion’s Club would be combined creating one u-shaped parcel around the Lion’s Club property.  

Details of the proposed conservation easements have been requested from the developer, but have not been received.

· Section 6.04 C. 7. Requires the establishment of a HOA to permanently maintain all open space and common areas not dedicated to and owned by the Township, County, State or Park District.  It also requires that HOA agreements be submitted to the Board of Trustees for approval prior to the issuance of any Zoning Certificates.  Copies of the proposed covenants, articles of incorporation, and bylaws of the HOA shall be submitted with said agreements (the abrogation of any duties required in this section is prohibited).   Finally, this section requires that the HOA maintain all open space in accordance with Township requirements and provides remedies for non-compliance.  
The applicant must submit all HOA agreements to the Township.  They will be included as part of the Final Development Plan submission.
· Section 6.05 A. establishes General Development Standards for R-PUCDs holding that lots shall be situated in locations least likely to block scenic vistas as seen from public roadways, requires lot areas not be reduced below 5,000 SF, requires a minimum lot width of 50’, and establishes specific standards for lots of less than 8,000 SF. 
All lots proposed are in excess of 5,000 SF (there are 6 lots under 10,000 SF and 9 lots over 17,000 SF with the smallest lot proposed being 9,450 SF or 0.22 acres and the largest lot proposed being 24,734 or .57 acres).  The minimum lot width of 50’ is exceeded in all cases and no lot is less than 8,000 SF requiring compliance with special standards.  The Zoning Commission will need to determine if the standard that lots be situated in locations least likely to block scenic vistas as seen from public roadways has been met.  
· Section 6.05 B. establishes Setback Requirements for R-PUCDs holding that a setback of 50’ shall be maintained along the perimeter of an R-PUCD District.  No structures or parking is permitted in this area and it is intended as a landscaped buffer.  The Zoning Commission may recommend a modification in the width or use of this buffer area when unique conditions warrant such modification.  This section further establishes a 100’ building setback from the right-of-way of an arterial or major collector street.  It requires a minimum of 60’ between the rear facades of any two homes, a minimum of 10’ between the side facades of any two homes, and a minimum front yard setback of 25’ with the face of any front loading garage setback 30’ from the street right-of-way.
The applicant has provided the required 50’ perimeter buffer (with landscaping planned where the removal of existing vegetation would be counterintuitive) as well as the 100’ setback from Wilmington Dayton Road.  The applicant has provided a proposed setback scheme (30’ front, 7.5’ side and 30’ rear) that meets the requirements of Section 6.05 B.

· Section 6.05 C. establishes General Site Development Standards for R-PUCDs holding that where dedicated open space exists on an adjacent parcel, the lots shall be situated such that the open space areas connect with similar areas on adjacent parcels or developments.  It further states that the development should work with existing hedgerows and trees lines, preserving as much of these natural features as possible.  It holds that structures and roadways shall be sited at forest edges or shall otherwise be designed to maximize the amount of contiguous forest intact.  It establishes that buffering, through the use of existing vegetation or the creation of such with grading and native vegetation, shall be situated within the proposed project reducing the visibility of the development along rural roads and between agricultural uses and the project.  It holds that buildings and roads shall be designed to promote a sense of community within the subdivision noting that this can be achieved by creating focal points such as parks, and achieving appropriate spatial relationships among buildings and with open space, roads, and adjacent properties and activities.  Finally, it calls for the inclusion of a pedestrian circulation system designed to ensure that pedestrians can walk safely and easily through the development.  It notes that the pedestrian circulation system shall provide connections between properties and activities or special features within the restricted open space system and need not always be located along streets (subject to waiver of sidewalks by the Greene County RPCC).
Staff notes that the applicant has situated the open space proposed adjacent to the existing park located to the north of the development site.  The applicant has worked with exiting hedgerows and tree lines, placing the lot area primarily on the ground that is currently farmed.  The creek corridor is being placed in open space, preserving the tree line that runs north south through the lot area of the proposed development.  The wooded area located along the property’s southern property line (adjacent to lots fronting on Gerhardt Circle) will be preserved via a no cut easement (proposed at 10’).  The development appears to have been designed to maximize the amount of contiguous forest left intact (again the lot area has been placed primarily on the ground that is currently farmed).  The applicant does intend to utilize buffering and open space to reduce the visibility of the development along Wilmington Dayton Road.  Staff notes that the location of the ponds does appear to somewhat limit the ability to buffer the development from the road.  Staff notes that the Zoning Commission will need to discuss whether the goal of the promotion of a sense of community has been achieved by the creation of focal points such as parks and achieving appropriate spatial relationships among buildings with open space, roads and adjacent properties and activities.  It does not appear that any pedestrian access is proposed inside the park purchase area at this time.  The Zoning Commission will also need to discuss whether the proposed standard sidewalk network provides connections between properties and activities or special features within the restricted open space system as required in R-PUCD Districts.
· Section 6.06 D. establishes the approval criteria for a preliminary development plans as follows: 
The R-PUCD application and preliminary development application are consistent with the recommendations of the Sugarcreek Township Long-Range Land Use Plan and the requirements of this Resolution.
· The subject property is in Planning Area 3: Sugarcreek Reserve.  The applicable Planning Area Recommendations were addressed above.
The internal streets and primary and secondary roads that are proposed properly interconnect with the surrounding existing road network, as determined by the Greene County Engineer’s Office.  
· Access to the development is via Wilmington Dayton Road, which is designated as a Principal Collector on the Greene County Thoroughfare Plan.  It is currently a two-lane road with an almost 90-degree bend at the north side of the property and a 90-degree turn at the intersection with Conference Road.  The Greene County Thoroughfare Plan recommends bringing Wilmington Dayton Road south through the property and lining up with existing Wilmington Dayton Road south of Conference Road, thus eliminating the two jogs.  The applicant’s proposal includes dedication of right-of-way for the realignment of Wilmington Dayton Road attempting to meet with objective outlined in the Greene County Thoroughfare Plan.  The Thoroughfare Plan calls for bringing Wilmington Dayton Road through this property from the curve to the north and joining Wilmington Dayton somewhere along the eastern edge of the rezoning site.  The applicant originally proposed a realignment with a 35 mph design speed.  They have since revised the plan and incorporated a proposed realignment with a 40 mph design speed (the RPCC Executive Committee initially advocated for a 45 mph design speed but approved the redesigned plan as submitted).  Two access points into the development site are proposed (a change from the initial plan which included only one access point), one approximately 500’ from the rezoning area’s southern boundary and one approximately 170’ from the rezoning area’s northwest corner. Ideally, the GCEO will seek funding to realign Wilmington Dayton Road and improve the intersection of Wilmington Dayton and Centerville Roads in conjunction with construction of the subdivision.  
· The applicant has coordinated with the Greene County Engineer and completed a traffic impact study based on an initially submitted plan (with a speed of 35 mph on a redesigned Wilmington Dayton Road and one development entrance).  The applicant did have that TIS updated to reflect the plan redesign currently under review (with a speed of 40 mph on a redesigned Wilmington Dayton Road and two development entrances).  The results of the study are as follows:
Relocated Intersection of Wilmington Pike and Conference Road:

Eastbound left-Length=225’
Development’s North Access at Wilmington Pike:

Eastbound Right-Length=175’
Northbound Left-Length=175’
Development’s South Access at Wilmington Pike:
Northbound Left-Length=285’

The study looked at three scenarios:

1.)  No development, no Wilmington Dayton realignment or what happens if nothing is built.

2.)  Full development build-out, no Wilmington Dayton realignment or what happens in 20 years if the development IS built WITHOUT a new alignment. 

3.)  Full development build-out and Wilmington Dayton realignment or what happens in 20 years if the development IS built WITH a new alignment.
The study found that delays at the Wilmington Dayton/Conference Road intersection are expected to decrease if Wilmington Dayton is realigned and delays at the development’s proposed access points are expected to be miniscule or non-existent for vehicles not going to or coming from the proposed development.  It found that delays at the Wilmington Dayton/Centerville Road intersection are expected to increase by about the same magnitude regardless of whether realignment occurs.
Staff notes the while realignment addresses any concern with respect to impact at the Wilmington Dayton/Conference Road intersection, the development will also have an impact at the Wilmington Dayton/Centerville Road intersection.   Delays there with no development, no alignment are reported as follows:
-16.2 AM and 46.9 PM in 2019
-53.3 AM and 188.8 PM in 2039  
With no development, no realignment we would expect level of service to go from C(F in the AM and from E(F in the PM.  
Delays there with full build out and no realignment are reported as follows:
-16.2 AM and 46.9 PM in 2019

-62.4 AM and 232.9 PM in 2039

With full development, no realignment as well as full development, realignment we saw level of service go from C(F in the AM and from E(F in the PM as was seen in the no development, no realignment scenario.  It should be noted that seconds per vehicle did increase 9.1 seconds (or 17%) in the AM and 44.1 seconds (or 23%) in the PM in the full build out scenario versus the no build, no realignment scenario.  Likewise they increased 9.3 seconds (or 17%) in the AM and 33.8 seconds (or 18%) in the full development, realignment scenario versus the no build, no realignment scenario.  
The GCEO has noted that the the F level of service equates to greater than 50 seconds per vehicle at an unsignalized intersection.  In the no development, no realignment scenario we see a level of service of F with a 188.8 second wait time.  188 seconds compared to 222 or 232 seconds are both bad and the GCEO would not differentiate between the two.
Staff notes that the proposed left turn lane into the development’s south access will need to be adjusted prior to submission of a Final Development Plan to address any potential conflict with the driveway at the Kreighbaum residence located on the east side of Wilmington Dayton Road directly across from the development site.
The BZC may wish to consider a condition of approval to require that the development cannot begin prior to the beginning of the project to realign Wilmington Dayton and improve the intersection of Wilmington Dayton and Centerville Roads.
· The site will be accessible from public roads that are generally adequate to carry the traffic that will be imposed upon them by the proposed development and the streets and driveways on the site will be adequate to serve the residents or occupants of the proposed development, as determined by the Greene County Engineer’s Office.  
· See comments above.
· The proposed development will not impose an undue burden on public services and facilities such as fire and police protection, the transportation network, the school system, and the water and sewer services.

The Fire Department has reviewed the plan submitted and provided comments.  Comments from the Greene County Department of Sanitary Engineering are forthcoming.  
· The minimum common open space areas have been designated and shall be duly conveyed or deeded to a legally established homeowners, where applicable, or have been addressed in a form established in Section 6.05 C. 2.

· Included in the open space area is a wooded area with steep slopes west of the proposed lot area containing a 24.939 acre park purchase area and an 8.368 acre area that would be retained by the owner and protected by conservation easement that would not permit public use.  As details of the park purchase area are yet to be determined, this area would too be protected by conservation easement held by the Washington Township Park District and they would have an option to purchase the land (they intend to pursue a grant to purchase the property).  The Bellbrook Sugarcreek Park District also has an interest in acquiring the property; it may end up as a cooperative purchase effort between the two entities.  Staff has requested a copy of the proposed conservation easement.  Open space located within the proposed lot area will be owned and maintained by a neighborhood HOA (as well all lot areas themselves given the nature of the patio home development).  Please see discussion on the 0.844 area shown as open space that would be disqualified, above.
· The location and arrangement of residential and accessory structures, parking areas, walks, pedestrian ways, lighting and appurtenant facilities shall be compatible with the surrounding land uses. Any part of a R-PUCD not used for residential and accessory structures or access ways shall be landscaped or otherwise improved and identified with proposed uses unless specified as part of an open space land in accordance with Section 6.05 C. as approved by the BZC.

· At the time of submission of the Final Development Plan, the applicant will be required to submit detailed landscaping plans, signage and photometric plans (if applicable).  Staff notes that a lighting district will not be permitted.
· The preliminary development application has been transmitted to, and comments have been received from, all other agencies and departments charged with responsibility of review.

· The Preliminary Development Plan has been reviewed by the Greene County Regional Planning and Coordinating Commission, the Sugarcreek Township Fire Department, the Greene County Engineer’s Office, the Greene County Department of Sanitary Engineering and the Greene Soil and Water Conservation District.

· Sanitary Engineering comments are forthcoming.  RPCC and Fire Department comments were addressed above.  GCEO comments are forthcoming.
· The Greene Soil and Water Conservation District comments are forthcoming.  

Staff Comments:

The approval process for Planned Unit Developments is two-part.  The Map Amendment and Preliminary Development plan are approved first and then the more detailed Final Development plan is submitted for review and approval.  Public Hearings with notice with both the Zoning Commission and Board of Township Trustees are part of each process.  
Staff recommends the following as conditions of approval relative to the Preliminary Development Plan should the Zoning Commission’s move to recommend approval of the applicant’s requests:
1. Final design shall be subject to approval of the Greene County Engineer’s Office.

2. Final design shall be subject to approval of the Greene County Department of Sanitary Engineering.

3. The development shall comply with the recommendations of the Soil and Water Conservation District.

4. Final design shall be subject to approval of Sugarcreek Township Fire Department.  

5. The use of vinyl and aluminum siding shall be prohibited.  Vinyl and/or aluminum may be used for gables and other decorative architectural features as approved by the Director of Planning and Zoning.

6. Home sizes, as proposed by the applicant, will be required to be included within the HOA Documents submitted for approval at the Final Development Plan stage.  Final Development Plan approval will be conditioned upon these square footages, as proposed by the applicant, being met.
7. Detailed elevations will be presented and reviewed during the Final Development Plan stage. 
8. Prior to approval of the Final Development Plan, the applicant and Sugarcreek Township and/or Greene County shall enter into a predevelopment agreement outlining the developer’s responsibilities and Sugarcreek Township’s and/or Greene County’s responsibilities with respect to the realignment of Wilmington Dayton Road/modifications to the intersection of Centerville and Wilmington Dayton Roads.
9. Any widening necessary is to occur on the development side of the road (or within existing or proposed road right-of-way).  

10. The applicant may provide street lighting outside of the public right-of-way pursuant to the township’s requirements.  A lighting plan shall be submitted for review and approval during the Final Development Plan stage.  A lighting district will not be permitted.

11. The landscaping plan submitted for approval with the Final Development Plan shall be consistent with the requirements of Article 10.     
12. Retention ponds must meet the requirements of Section 7.08.
13. The location of the left turn lane into the development shall be adjusted to avoid any conflict with Adrienne Kreighbaum’s existing driveway.
14. The rear yard setback for lot 91 shall be adjusted to meet the 30’ rear yard setback, as well as the 100’ setback from Wilmington Dayton Road.

15. The 2.5 acre lot owned by Peter Rammel Trustee (on the north side of realigned Wilmington Dayton Road) and the adjacent triangle shaped parcel created as a byproduct of the proposed development shall be combined prior to recording the subdivision (this triangle parcel shall not constitute an independent building lot as it does not meet the E District standards).

16. Open space area 104 located at the southeast corner of the realigned Wilmington Dayton and Conference Roads shall be permitted to be deeded over to the Craig and Mary Moore (or their heirs or assigns) subject to combination with 2788  Wilmington Dayton Road and subject to their acceptance or it will otherwise be held by the HOA as open space.   
17. Open space area 104 located at the northwest corner of the realigned Wilmington Dayton and Conference Roads shall be permitted to be deeded over to the All Saints Church subject to their acceptance.  The 5 parcels owned by All Saints Church will be required to be combined creating one u-shaped parcel surrounding the Lion’s Club.  As part of this allowance, the developer must include a plan to address the condition of the existing All Saints parking area (specifically the hill side adjacent to Wilmington Dayton Road) as part of the review of the Final Development Plan. 
Cara K. Tilford, AICP

Director of Planning and Zoning
