City of Springboro
320 West Central Avenue, Springboro, Ohio 45066
Planning Commission Meeting
Wednesday, May 12, 2021
I.

Call to Order
Chairperson Becky Iverson called the Springboro Planning Commission Meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. by video
conference.
Present: Becky Iverson, Chair, Chris Pearson, Vice-Chair, Mark Davis, Robert Dimmitt, Steve Harding, Mike
Thompson, and John Sillies.
Staff: Chris Pozzuto, City Manager; Dan Boron, City Planner; Elmer Dudas, Development Director; Chad Dixon,
City Engineer, Ann Burns, Planning Commission Secretary.
Also present were Larry Dillin, Dillin Development/Easton Farm Partners, Brandon Rose of Ferguson
Construction, and Doug Lucas and Eric Derr with the Tooling Zone.

II. Approval of Minutes
A. April 14, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes
Ms. Iverson asked for corrections or additions to the minutes.
There were none.
Mr. Thompson motioned to approve the April 14, 2021 Planning Commission minutes as submitted. Mr.
Davis seconded the motion.
Vote: Harding, yes; Davis, yes; Sillies, yes; Dimmitt, yes; Iverson, yes; Pearson, yes; Thompson, yes
(7-0)
III.

Agenda Items
A. Final Approval
Site Plan Review, 285 South Pioneer Drive, Tooling Zone, building addition
Background Information
This agenda item is a request for site plan review approval for an addition to the existing building that
houses The Tooling Zone located at 285 South Pioneer Drive. As indicated in the submitted plans, the
applicant for the property and business owner, Ferguson Construction, is seeking approval to construct an
11,400-square foot addition to the existing 37,180-square foot structure. The addition will be located on
north side of the property on the rear/east side of the existing building in a portion of the property currently
used for parking and circulation and building access.
The 3.1668-acre subject property has vehicular access by way of an easement to South Pioneer Drive to
the west through property owned and occupied by Nations Roof. The property also has frontage onto West

Factory Road on the east side of the property, however no access is available to the roadway. The majority
of the property is located in the City of Springboro, however a 30-foot strip of land on the east side of the
property is located in Franklin Township. The east property line coincides with the boundary between
Springboro/Franklin Township on the west, and Clearcreek Township to the east.
Adjacent property to the northwest, west, and south have frontage and/or vehicular access from South
Pioneer Drive and include Numed Pharma (265 South Pioneer), Nations Roof (275 South Pioneer), and a
multi-tenant building located at 295-333 South Pioneer Drive. To the northeast is Master’s Touch Lawn Care
located at 2754 West Factory Road, and to the east are single-family residences on the east side of West
Factory Road, all in Clearcreek Township.
The subject property is zoned ED, Employment Center District, a designation that permits light
manufacturing, office, warehouse/distribution, and a number of other uses. The existing and proposed use
are permitted in the ED District. The ED District also includes adjacent property to the north, west, and
south. Property to the east located in Franklin Township is zoned R2, Two-Family Residential Zone, a
zoning category that permits residential development up to three units per acre, as well as other uses. Rural
Residence District; property to the east in Clearcreek Township is zoned SR-1, Suburban Residence Zone,
a zoning category that permits residential development up to two units per acre when connected to a central
sanitary sewer system, as well as other uses.
This item was reviewed on a preliminary basis at the April 14th Planning Commission meeting at which time
the item was authorized for placement on a future agenda for formal approval.
Staff Recommendation
City staff recommends APPROVAL of the site plan for 285 South Pioneer Drive subject to compliance with
the following comments:
1. For the 25-foot multiuse easement, provide easement document for review by City staff and eventual
recording at Warren County Recorder’s office.
2. Provide revised final plan set incorporating staff comments and signed by owner or duly authorized
officer.
3. The following comments have been forwarded by the Clearcreek Fire District:
a. The Clearcreek Fire District utilizes the provisions from the Ohio Fire Code and the Building
Code. All plans, alterations to plans are required to meet the Ohio Fire Code. Omission by the
author and/or the Fire Official of any detail does not eliminate the requirement for compliance
with the Ohio Fire and Building Code.
b. All test and inspections will be scheduled through the Building Department.
c. A fire extinguisher plan must be submitted and approved by the fire district. Placement and
installation must be completed prior to the final inspection.
Discussion
Mr. Boron reviewed the background and staff comments explaining that the Tooling Zone is building an
11,400 Sq. Ft. addition to their existing 37,000 Sq. Ft. building. The addition is considered a permitting use
and meets all zoning requirements. There are minimal staff comments and this addition is being
recommended for approval.
Mr. Rose noted that they are in agreement with all the staff comments.

Ms. Iverson asked for a motion for approval of the Site Plan, 285 South Pioneer Drive, Tooling Zone, building
addition
Mr. Harding motioned to approve. Mr. Thompson seconded the motion.
Vote: Davis, yes; Sillies, yes; Dimmitt, yes; Iverson, yes; Pearson, yes; Thompson, yes;
Harding, yes; (7-0)
B. Preliminary Review
Rezoning, Easton Farm, 605 North Main Street, from R-1, Estate-Type Residential District, to PUDMU, Planned Unit Development-Mixed Use, retail and residential development
C. Preliminary Review
General Plan, Easton Farm, 605 North Main Street, from R-1, Estate-Type Residential District, to
PUD-MU, Planned Unit Development-Mixed Use, retail and residential development
Background Information
These agenda items are based on a request filed by Easton Farm Partners, Springboro, seeking rezoning
and general plan approval for the Easton Farm, 103.31-acre located at 605 North Main Street. The applicant
is requesting rezoning and general plan approval under the City’s Planned Unit Development (PUD) process
from R-1, Estate-Type Residential District, to PUD-MU, Planned Unit Development-Mixed Use. The
applicant proposes to develop a mix of commercial, single-family and multi-family residential development.
While included in the PUD-MU rezoning, the applicant proposes to retain the 16.82-acre historic farmstead
located on the west side of the property.
The proposed rezoning/general plan appears as two separate items on the Planning Commission work
session agenda. The first stage of the PUD process, rezoning and general plan review and approval, will
involve two separate recommendations to City Council, and later two separate pieces of legislation
considered by City Council.
These agenda items appeared on the March 10th and April 14th Planning Commission agenda for
preliminary review. As with the two previous reviews, no formal approval has been requested or will be
made at the May 12th Planning Commission meeting. The applicants have submitted a submission
summary, use exhibit, revised general plan drawing set (sheets C3.0 through sheet C5.2), a revised
illustrative plan, and a revised design guidelines booklet for the May 12th review by Planning Commission.
The background information below and staff comments reflect the changed plans.
The subject property is located southwest of the intersection of Anna Drive/Lytle-Five Points Road and
North Main Street. The subject property is presently farmed and includes two single-family residential units
on the west side of the property within a historic farmstead. Vehicular access is presently provided by a
single driveway from North Main Street.
The subject property is presently zoned R-1, Estate-Type Residential District. The R-1 District allows
residential development at a density of 2 dwelling units per acre on 20,000 square foot lots. The R-1 District
was applied to this property in 2015 as part of the implementation of the current Planning & Zoning Code.
The Easton Farm was annexed into the City of Springboro in 1980. The earliest found zoning map since
annexation dates to 1992. It indicates that the Easton Farm, along with what is now Village Park and
Settlers Walk were zoned TR-1, Township Zoning District, a zoning district that allowed for annexed
property to be incorporated into the City will continuing to enjoy the same development standards as
Clearcreek Township in this case (Franklin Township was the source for other annexation in the western

portion of Springboro and those properties originally in Franklin Township were also designated TR-1 after
annexation). This caretaker zoning category was applied to all annexed property through the late 1990s. In
2015 the township zoning category was eliminated so that all future development activity was under the
jurisdiction of the City of Springboro’s Planning and Zoning Code. The TR-1 district allows residential
development at the rate of 2 dwelling units per acre.
The applicant has requested rezoning to PUD-MU, Planned Unit Development-Mixed Use, with three
components: mixed-use, multi-family, and residential indicated on sheet C3.0 in the submitted materials.
Rezoning together with general plan review and approval are the first step in the three-step PUD review and
approval process. Approval by both Planning Commission and City Council are required. Final development
plan, similar to the City’s site plan review process, review and approval by Planning Commission is the
second stage in the process. Final development plan may be submitted in a number of sections in
conjunction with a site’s incremental development. Record plan review and approval by both Planning
Commission and City Council is the last step in the PUD approval process, this allowing for the subdivision
of lots and the dedication of right-of-way and open spaces. As with final development plans, record plans
may be submitted in a number of sections as the development is completed.
Adjacent land uses include single-family residential development to the northwest within the Hunter Springs
subdivision that includes homes on Deer Trail Drive. Open space in the form of the City of Springboro’s
Gardner Park, office and retail development to the north within the Village Park PUD-MU, Planned Unit
Development-Mixed Use, retail development to the northeast within the Marketplace of Settlers Walk
shopping center, a part of the Settlers Walk PUD, northeast of the intersection of Lytle-Five Points Road and
North Main Street; retail and office development to the east on the east side of North Main Street; and retail
and office development to the south including a day care facility and real estate office. To the south,
residential development including condominiums within Springbrook Commons/Spice Rack subdivision, and
the City of Springboro’s North Park. To the west is single-family residential within the Tamarack Hills and
Royal Tamarack subdivisions.
Adjacent zoning includes to the north R-2, Low-Density Residential District corresponding to the Hunter
Springs subdivision, and PUD-MU corresponding to the Village Park development. PUD to the northwest
associated with the Settlers Walk PUD. LBD, Local Business District, O, Office District, and O-R, OfficeResidential District, to the east associated with the existing pattern of retail and office development. O-R
District to the south, and transitioning to PUD and R-3, Medium-Density Residential District, associated to
the condominium development to the south, and then transitioning to R-2 District corresponding to the
single-family area along Tamarack Trail and into North Park. This R-2 District pattern continues to the west
and the Tamarack Hills/Royal Tamarack subdivisions.
The Springboro Land Use Plan, adopted by City Council in April 2009, includes recommendations for the
long-range development of the community. It is divided into 16 policy areas that make specific
recommendations for smaller portions of the community and are grouped together because of proximity,
land use patterns, date of development and other general characteristics. Policy Area #3, North SR 741
Corridor, includes the subject area and land including Hunter Springs, Village Park, the non-residential
portions of Settlers Walk and retail/office areas on east side of North Main Street. Preferred Land Uses
identified in the plan include convenience retail, personal service, retail uses limited to a maximum of 75,000
square feet in floor area, among other uses. Residential development is preferred at an overall density of 68 dwelling units per acre.
The general plan, which has been revised for the May 12th meeting, includes the following elements:

•

A 14.01-acre mixed use commercial component on the northeast corner of the property fronting North
Main Street. This component includes the following:
o A 113-unit independent living facility.
o Outparcels for a fire station, restaurants and other retail facilities totaling 16,800 square feet.
o Two commercial buildings including 37,900 square feet of space.

•

A 9.99-acre multi-family residential component on the southeast corner of the property fronting North
Main Street that includes multiple buildings including 270 apartments, a 9,500-square foot restaurant,
and 2.82 acres of open space comprised of a storm water detention ponds.

•

A 79.32-acre residential component covering the remainder of the property including the following:
o Retaining the farmstead including 2 homes and the preserving of farm buildings.
o 48 townhomes.
o 224 single-family lots most served by garages accessed by private drives. The site of lots
proposed for this large area ranges from large lots adjacent to the Hunter Springs
neighborhood on the north end of the component to smaller lots to the south.
o 127.24 acres of open space including two small parks, storm water detention ponds, a linear
park, an expansion of North Park, and a town green-type open space abutting the mixed use
and multi-family residential component.

For proposed residential development areas, a gross density of 6.05 dwelling units per acre (540 dwelling
units on 89.31 acres) is proposed. This calculation does not include units in the independent living facility.
Those units are not typically included in residential development calculations.
The following table provides a summary of numerical changes to the Easton Farm proposal since the last
time it was reviewed by the Planning Commission on March 10th:
Table 1. Comparison of March 10th and May 12th Proposals for Easton Farm
March 10th Proposal
Current Proposal
Mixed Use Component
18.75 acres
14.01 acres
Multi-Family Component
10.12 acres
9.99 acres
Residential Component
74.40 acres
79.32 acres
Overall Site
103.27 acres
103.32 acres
Dedicated Open Space
15.82 acres
20.06 acres
Dwelling Units
Single-Family Residential 233 units
224 units
Townhomes
18 units
48 units
Apartments
324 units
270 units
Total Dwelling Units
577 dwelling units
540 dwelling units
Development Density by Area
Single-Family+Townhouse 4.36 dwelling units/acre
4.26 dwelling units/acre
Multi-Family
32.02 dwelling units/acre
27.03 dwelling units/acre
Overall Density
6.83 dwelling units/acre
6.05 dwelling units/acre
Maximum Building Height
4 stories
3 stories
Parking Spaces in
Yes
No
Structure?
Source: Easton Farm Partners

Access to the proposed development would be provided by an extension of the existing Anna Drive through
the development south to Tamarack Trail near the entrance to North Park, an extension of Fox Trail Drive
from the Hunter Springs subdivision south into the interior of the site, and an access point onto North Main
Street from the proposed Easton Farm Boulevard.
Staff Comments
City staff has the following comments regarding the proposed rezoning/general plan application reviewed at
the March 10th Planning Commission meeting:
1. Rename the mixed-use component of the PUD to commercial to avoid confusion with the overall
rezoning request, and include private residential areas in residential acreage calculations.
2. Revise general plan documents for the next review to include the following for each component area:
design and development standards including but not limited to setbacks and/or build-to lines, building
heights, dwelling unit minimum sizes, minimum/maximum building sizes, maximum lot coverage, and a
list of land uses proposed for each component area based on conventional zoning districts. This applies
to the private residences as well. Please see examples provided previously by City staff from Village
Park PUD-MU and forthcoming example from The Springs PUD. This comment includes the proposed
uses of the two private residents included in the PUD.
3. While the volume of open space was increased as recommended by City staff since the March 10th
review, changes to the component boundaries necessitates an additional 2.26 acres of open space to
meet 25% minimum open space requirement for residential PUDs (89.31 residential development acres
x 25% = 22.33 acres required; 20.06 acres provided).
4. Indicate who will manage open spaces and private roads proposed in the development on general plan
exhibits.
5. For trails proposed on common areas, if any, include no restrictions for their use by any person with the
exception of areas specifically set aside for the members of an association such as pool areas.
6. The trail along Anna Drive to be designed to meet AASHTO minimum standards for pavement widths,
side clearance, minimum turning radii, street crossing standards, etc.
7. City to review traffic circle at the Tamarack intersection.
8. Remove 4-story designation for the apartment buildings from the general plan.
9. Sidewalks (or trail) to be located on all public streets, both sides.
10. Final locations of Central mailbox units (mail kiosks) will be reviewed by the City and Post Office and
placed accordingly.
11. Road name proposals to be reviewed by City Engineer in consultation with the police and fire
departments. Change the name of Red Hawk View to Easton Farm Boulevard, as Easton Farm
Boulevard is continuous throughout.
12. Clarify what is proposed Common Area H. Is Noel Drive to extend into the park and through to Easton
Farm Boulevard?
13. Traffic Study currently under review. To be approved prior to final approval of General Plan/Rezone by
planning commission.
14. Provide a tee-turn around for alley 4. Private alley name designations to be worked out with developer.
15. Right-of-way along North Main Street to be dedicated per city specifications.
16. No construction access permitted from Tamarack Trail or Fox Trail Drive.
17. Utility easements are to be per city specifications, and not within the right of way, and not as shown on
general plan or in design guidelines. In general, a 10’ wide utility easement shall be provided on both
sides of all public roads, as well as required for the utilities along any alleys. Remove the easement
language from the guidelines and general plan typical sections.
18. Indicate proposed phasing including road connections and other improvements with surrounding
developments.

19. Engineering design details to be reviewed at the Final Development Plans stage, including but not
limited to utility design, storm water management plan including detention/retention design, and
roadway design.
20. Road intersections to be at 90 degree angles, including Eason Farm Blvd and Anna Drive.
21. HOA documents need to be created for review.
22. The Clearcreek Fire District has submitted the following comment: Pursuant to Section 105.4.3 and
105.4.4 of the 2017 Ohio Fire Code, It shall be the responsibility of the applicant to ensure that the
construction documents include all of the fire protection requirements and the shop drawings are
complete and in compliance with the applicable codes and standards. Construction documents
reviewed by the fire code official in accordance with paragraph (D)(2)(a)(104.2.1) of this rule or
construction documents approved with the intent that such construction documents comply in all
respects with the code. Review and approval by the fire code official shall not relieve the applicant of
the responsibility of compliance with this code.
City staff has the following comments regarding the proposed design guidelines booklet, as revised for the
May 12th Planning Commission meeting, included in the rezoning/general plan submission:
1. City staff recommends a review with applicants on the intent of the design guidelines. Are they
covenants or are these intended to be incorporated into the general plan approval?
2. Page 10-11, Remove utility easements language from document. Easements are to be per city
specifications.
3. For landscaping provisions on page 19, provide cross reference to City requirements in Chapter 1280,
Landscaping.
4. Page 22, for exterior lighting, provide cross reference to City requirements in Chapter 1273, Exterior
Lighting and that these design guidelines will meet or exceed those of the Chapter. This is typical for all
cross-references identified in these comments.
5. Page 23, 8. (a) – Prohibit the use of chain-link fencing with inserted slats, or plastic coated walls and/or
support wood posts all together.
6. Page 27 (d) – Increase the minimum setback for off street parking along SR 741 to 35 feet.
7. Provide Public Access Easements and utility easements over alleys. Details to be worked out at a later
date.
8. Page 29, 12(b) – Include cross reference to meet or exceed Sign Code, Chapter 1281.
9. For the table on page 31, for residential areas, provide a table showing minimum setbacks, minimum lot
size (SF), minimum lot width, and minimum dwelling size for each housing/lot type.
10. For the same table, Footnote 1 states front porch encroachment up to 5 feet maximum is permitted.
This should be removed and the table should reflect actual need/want. For which residential area does
footnote 1 relate? Also, setbacks are measured to the overhang, and not face of building or garage.
Revise accordingly.
11. Page 33-34, 10. (a) – Prohibit the use of chain link, barbed wire, or plain wire mesh, or roughtextured/timber or “fortress style” wood fences.
12. Beginning on page 34, explain Residential Typologies beginning on this page. Are these going to be
supported by other design metrics?
13. Page 42 – Increase trail width from 8 feet to minimum of 10 feet.
14. Reviews and approvals are referenced throughout the document. Is the intent for these to be
approved by City staff? Or the Planning Commission through the PUD review and approval
process?
The information contained in this report is based on material provided to the City of Springboro as of Thursday, May
6, 2021 at 12:00 p.m.

Discussion:
Ms. Iverson reviewed the order of speakers, noting that we are still in the preliminary review process and
there would be no vote on this item tonight. First the City Manager, Chris Pozzuto, will provide a statement
followed by Dan Boron, the Dillin-Borror team, the 14 registered speakers and then the Planning
Commission members. Ms. Iverson noted that there were additional e-mails received to submit comments
on the development, 15 were in support and 17 were opposed.
Mr. Pozzuto stated the he would like to focus on the information regarding the City review process and
some incorrect information that has been spreading throughout the community, primarily through social
media. He first reviewed the 5 criteria used by the city when reviewing a development application. They are
the zoning code, master plan, public meetings, existing infrastructure and property rights. The zoning code
and master plan are policy document used when considering zoning and future development as well as the
legal aspects. Mr. Pozzuto explained that all property owners have the right to have a property developed
and the City cannot force the owners to keep it a farm.
Mr. Pozzuto addressed comments that the City’s water and sewer systems could not handle a new
development. He stated that the City’s wastewater system can handle 4 million gallons per day (GPD), and
currently treats 2.2 million GPD therefore, it is capable of handling this development.
Mr. Pozzuto also addressed traffic concerns explaining that currently, SR741 is designed to accommodate
37,000 vehicles per day and currently it has 19,000 per day at peak times.
Mr. Pozzuto referenced a comment regarding apartments in Springboro which stated 92.3% of citizens do
not want apartments according to a 2020 survey. He clarified that the actual question was “In future
developments, which of the following types of housing would you like to see? (Select all that apply)”. Various
housing types were listed and chosen. Because apartments were not selected as many times as other
choices – does not necessarily mean people are absolutely opposed to them. It may or it may not, and is a
matter of interpretation.
Mr. Pozzuto stated there have been numerous questions about the impact to the schools. While the City
cannot officially comment on impact of any development to the schools, because the City is not in charge of
the schools, he has reached out to the Business Manager and Superintendent to ask the question about
potential impact to the schools from this development. The schools had a company called Power Schools
conduct an analysis on this development and the schools have been informed that this development could
potentially add 200 students to the school district over a 10-year period. The Superintendent stated that all
of the elementary aged students would attend Dennis Elementary and the school district can handle this
amount of new students under current conditions. He also addressed questions regarding changes to the
plan after it is approved. He clarified that any future changes proposed by the developer must be approved
by the City.
Mr. Pozzuto stressed that the City is taking all comments, both proponent and opponent, into consideration
and working hard to develop the best plans possible. After reviewing and analyzing all comments of the
concerned residents, the applicant has been asked to make the following changes to the plan:
•
•
•
•
•

Reduce the heights of the apartments to no taller than 3-stories;
Reduce the number of units of the apartments;
Remove the Assisted Living area from the plan;
Remove the parking garage;
Lower the Density;

•

Donate or provide more acreage for the expansion of North Park and provide more open space
within the plan;

Mr. Pozzuto understands that not everyone will be happy with the development, but encouraged residents to
reach out by phone or e-mail to staff for information and do not rely solely on social media for information.
He noted that the majority of staff are also residents and strive to find a balance between protecting property
owner rights, continue to listen to ALL residents, and to continue to have the best community that we can,
now and in the future.
Mr. Boron provided his phone number and e-mail address and encouraged anyone which questions or
concerns to contact him during normal business hours.
Mr. Boron provided some background information on the existing Land Use Plan, the existing zoning, the
PUD process, changes to the plan since the April meeting and the overall process of PUD approval.
Mr. Boron reviewed zoning of the property explaining that the property was annexed into the community in
1980 prior to being incorporated as a City, therefore, was a village at the time. According to records, the
property was zone Township R-1, or (T)R-1, which acts as a holding zoning district, which was established
by the City to welcome annexed property into the City. Annexed property was given this zoning to allow
property owners the same rights and development standards that they had in the township. Mr. Boron
explained the changes and re-classifications to the Zoning Code and Zoning Map that happened as part of
the 2015 Planning and Zoning Code update, which included all (T)R-1 zoning to change to R-1, Estate-Type
Residential District, which allows 2 units per acre.
Mr. Boron also explained how the Land Use Plan was updated in 2009, which replaced what was known as
the Comprehensive Land Use Master Plan, which was adopted in 1998. He reviewed how the plan is used
daily by many on City staff as well as Council and Planning Commission. The 2009 update was necessary
due to the increasing population. This documents helps to determine the future development pattern of the
community as well as the long range utility and transportation needs. The document us currently being
updated this year, as it is updated typically every 10 years. Mr. Boron provided further detail on the land use
plan and how it provides recommendations that impact zoning decisions. He noted that the 2009 plan is the
document that defined density for future development, which is 6 to 8 units per acre for the Easton Farm
and vicinity. Mr. Boron also reviewed the specifics of a Planned Unit Development (PUD).
Mr. Boron addressed the issue of independent living facilities, of which there are currently none in the City of
Springboro. These facilities are treated the same as assisted living, senior housing, and convalescent care
facilities, including memory care units. These uses are typically considered as business use and the City
does not include them in the calculation of residential uses in regard to density. Staff has also checked with
numerous neighboring communities such as Kettering, Miamisburg, Vandalia and Huber Heights, who all
treat these facilities in the same light and do not count them as a residential units for the purposes of density
calculations.
Mr. Boron further reviewed the three steps of the PUD process which are rezoning, or reclassification of the
property’s list of permitted uses, general plan, final development plan, and record plan. He provided
examples of other properties that were re-zoned at the time of development such as Settlers Walk, The
Springs and Village Park.
Mr. Boron reviewed the next steps of the process should it move forward. The Planning Commission
recommendation will be forwarded to City Council, where a public hearing will be conducted followed by
three readings of the ordinance. The next step will be for the developer to seek approval of a final
development plan, which could be done in multiple sections, or phases, due to the size of the development.

Mr. Boron explained that the last step is the record plan where the subdivision of property, dedication of
right-of-way, dedication of open space, and identification of easements occur.
Mr. Boron highlighted the changes that have been made to the plan since the March 10th meeting.
•
•
•
•
•

Current dwelling units are 270 apartments, 224 Single Family, 48 townhomes, which reflects a
reduction of 33 Units and
Open space has been increase by 5 Acres, increasing from 15.82 to 20.06.
Residential development density has dropped from 6.83 to 6.05 Dwelling Units/acre
Building heights have been reduced to a 3 story maximum
There is no parking structure

Ms. Iverson thanked Mr. Boron, and introduced Mr. Larry Dillin to address the Commission.
Mr. Dillin stated that he will also focus on the changes that Mr. Boron reviewed. He shared a slide show
which illustrated the changes in the previous development plans from 2008 and 2017 compared to this
current plan. He explained the use of the integrated street grid that will promote walkability and reviewed the
location of the commercial sites along SR 741. Mr. Dillin showed the slides that show the changes in the
dwelling units, the open space, the building height and the removal of the parking structure. He reviewed
how he has worked closely with the Borror group and shared the plans to maintain the quality of the plan
while reducing the apartments to 3 story.
Mr. Dillin also shared an updated virtual video of the development as well as some renderings that show the
design standards of both indoor and outdoor space.
Ms. Iverson thanked him for his presentation. She announced the first speaker.
Mr. Kevin Smith of 55 Rustic Brook Court voiced his opposition to the plan. He circulated a petition in his
neighborhood, and 90% of the 49 signatures were also opposed. He expressed concerns regarding the
schools, the traffic, the density and the overcrowding of North Park. He believed the zoning should remain
R-1 and feels the proposed residential lots are too small and he requested that the Planning Commission
address their concerns. His statement is provided as part of this record.
Ms. Maria Dershem of 24 Deer Trail Drive shared her concerns regarding the plan. She thanked the 850
residents who signed the petition opposing this development. She shares all of the concerns that have
already been mentioned. Ms. Dershem explained that her house sits 30 feet from the property line, so
homes going into this development behind her could be 50 feet from her back door. She stated that this
development will be a drastic change to the neighborhood that they have loved for 18 years, and the Fox
Trail Drive connection will allow more access and increase traffic. This additional access will result in a loss
of safety and security that they currently feel on their street. Her statement is provided as part of this record.
Mr. Dustin Dershem of 24 Deer Trail Drive expressed his opposition to the Easton Development. His major
concerns are density, traffic and also opening up the connection at Deer Trail. He disagrees that the
development is being promoted for walkability and outdoor dining since Ohio weather does not support this
for half the year. Mr. Dershem does not feel that this proposal is best for the City of Springboro.
Mr. Rod Knight of 201 Deer Trail Drive expressed his concerns and opposition of the development. He did
not agree with the alleys behind some of the homes, noting they would promote crime. He expressed
concerns about the traffic on SR 741 and the east west crossing will be dangerous. Mr. Knight did not agree
with the Deer Trail connection noting this would cause increased speeding traffic.

He questioned how many businesses have really been contacted about locating in the development. Mr.
Knight had concerns about the density stating this was too many units in this development.
Mr. Rod Bradshaw of 160 Deer Trail Drive referred to the petition opposing the development with 850
signatures, asking it will be taken into consideration by the Planning Commission and Council. He voiced
concerns about the density, and questioned why the independent living was not included in the calculation.
Mr. Bradshaw did not believe the plans showed 25% open space, and did not feel that the 50 foot liner park
was much of a park. He was concerned about Deer Trail Drive being used as a cut through if that
connection is opened. He also questioned if these comments made are ever addressed by the Planning
Commission.
Ms. Iverson stated that the Commission and the developer is prepared to stay late to address concerns
tonight.
Mr. Don Cummings of 173 Deer Trail Drive thanked all the residents who signed the petition and also the
other speakers. He expressed his anger with this plan and the fact that the comments and concerns are
being ignored. Mr. Cummings does not agree with the Deer Trail Drive connection stating there will be an
overwhelming increase in traffic which will result in safety issues. He feels that many of the concerns have
not been addressed, and perhaps they would be if these meetings could be in person instead of a zoom
call. Mr. Cummings disagreed with many of the statements made by the City Manager, especially the traffic
numbers for 741. He noted that Ms. Iverson questioned the density back in 2017 of 6-8 Units per acre.
Ms. Iverson noted that Mr. Dillin will be addressing these questions later in the meeting.
Mr. Brian Poplin of 216 Deer Trail Drive noted that he is not in opposition of the development, but did share
concerns about the density, setbacks and the traffic. He suggested that a connection on Tamarack Trail
would alleviate the traffic concerns for Deer Trail. His statement is provided as part of this record.
Mr. Steve Houston of 208 Deer Trail Drive stated that he has lived here since 1988 and has enjoyed living
near the farm. He expressed his disappointment that the same conversation keeps occurring with the
developer as in the past. He shared concerns regarding density, appearance, zoning and the size of the
lots. Mr. Houston noted it may not hurt property values, but feels it will hurt the quality of life. He agreed that
the Tamarack connection could help with the traffic issue on Deer Trail Drive. He shared suggestions to use
more than 5 acres to expand North Park, and possibly some organic farming in this area.
Ms. Linda Nelson of 221 Deer Trail Drive noted that several of her questions have been addressed, but did
have a few concerns. She expressed concerns about the actual acreage and the density and the use of
green space. She feels it is abuse of zoning and is very concerned about Deer Trail Drive becoming an
arterial road if it is opened up. She stated they are safe and happy on their street and feels a PUD will
forever change the feel of their subdivision. Residents have always known it could be developed, but want
to see it developed properly.
Mr. Justin Weidle of 164 Deer Trail Drive stated that he is not in full opposition of the development and feels
the Dillin/Borror team has done a great job of developing a very attractive proposal. He did expressed
concerns regarding density, and does not agree with the calculations. He feels the independent living should
be considered and including the 16 acres for the homestead is misleading. Mr. Weidle noted his calculation
for density would be closer to 9 units per acre, which is actually more than the proposal in 2017. He also
expressed concerns about green space, speeding and safety if the Fox Trail Drive connection is not
completed. Mr. Weidle thanked the staff and the development team for all their work on this project.

Mr. David Beckman of 168 Deer Trail Drive confirmed that he was permitted to use his wife’s 5 minutes, and
the Commission did grant this. Mr. Beckman reviewed numerous points that have been presented to
promote this development such as variety of housing, attracting young professionals, a great destination
and the fact that it is a growing community. He expressed disagreement with many of these points and feels
they are not accurate or valid reasons to support this development. Mr. Beckman shared concerns
regarding density, aggressive growth, overcrowded schools and apartments, and feels these concerns are
not being addressed. He stated that the rezoning request likely violates Section 1266.03 of the codified
ordinances, noting that the PUD should not exceed 2 units/acre. He feels the apartments will create a more
transient community and reduce support for school levies. Mr. Beckman stressed that this is not the right
plan for this property and should not come at the expense or welfare of the existing residents. His statement
is provided as part of this record.
Mr. Jim Milthaler of 132 Deer Trail Drive stated that they are very happy to be living on Deer Trail Drive next
to this farm, and are close to many amenities and businesses. He expressed concerns about this
development and feels it does not belong in the middle of an R-1 residential area. Mr. Milthaler shared
additional concerns about the density, apartments, traffic and pollution. He suggested that Fox Trail Drive
could be restricted to bikes, pedestrians an emergency vehicles only. He hopes everyone can work together
to maintain light growth, R-1 zoning and light commercial along SR 741. He thanked the development team
for the changes that have been made.
Ms. Iverson thanked the guests for all their comments, and reassured them, as well others who only
submitted written comments, that the Planning Commission does review them and take them all into
consideration.
Ms. Iverson address comments that were made by her back in 2017 regarding the density of the plan being
no more than 6-8 units/acre. She clarified that at that time, she misunderstood the density issue, and at this
time, she is neither supporting nor opposing the current plan. She also noted that her bigger issue with the
2017 plan was the location of the apartments and the vagueness of the plan. Ms. Iverson also reiterated that
the plan was withdrawn by the developer before it ever came up for a vote.
Ms. Iverson stated that the Planning Commission members are also residents and are just as concerned
about the development. She opened the meeting up to comments from the Planning Commission members.
Mr. Davis asked for clarification on the cut through to Tamarack Trail which was referenced several times
tonight.
Mr. Boron first clarified that the farmstead is open space and is included in the PUD. He explained that the
existing property owner has objected to the connection in that area of Tamarack where they continue to live.
He stated that the road is stubbed and the cost associated with making that connection are significant. The
connection between Foliage and North Park does exist for a bike trail, however, the full connection would
involve many engineering challenges.
Mr. Dudas confirmed that there would be many challenges, and they feel the other 4 connections to the
development are sufficient.
Mr. Harding assured the citizens they are listening to the concerns about the Deer Trail Drive connection.
He pointed out that one of the issues with the 2017 proposal was the location of the 4 story apartments on
the back of the property near Deer Trail. Mr. Harding asked about the possibility of not opening the access
at Fox Trail Drive, and keeping it closed off.
Mr. Boron confirmed that Fox Trail could remain a stub, but could require some additional traffic study.

Ms. Iverson agreed that this could help address some of the concerns on Deer Trail Drive.
Mr. Sillies stated he was in agreement with this, and thanked Mr. Dillin for the updated video. He also asked
for further consideration on the 40 foot setbacks for the homes adjacent to Deer Trail Drive.
Ms. Iverson also asked for clarification that the PUD would allow them to make that change.
Mr. Boron explained that a 40 foot setback is an R-1 District setback, which assumes a very large lot. The
lots that are being proposed are somewhat of a mix between the lot sizes on Deer Trail Drive, which are
zoned R-2 District, and the existing R-1 District zoning on the site. He also noted the required buffer area
which is defined in the Land Use Plan. One example of this buffer area is the Sawgrass Pointe
development. Mr. Boron stated he will work closely with the Planning Commission, staff, property owners
and the developer to resolve this issue.
Mr. Sillies also questioned if the property owners are willing to reduce their acreage in order to meet the
25% open space.
Mr. Pearson expressed agreement to this suggestion.
Mr. Dillin apologized for a miscalculation of the open space, noting that they did have a conversation with
the property owners and will be presenting a plan to trim their acreage a little more in order to comply with
the open space requirement. Mr. Dillin also thanked Ms. Dershem for bringing the setback issue to their
attention and the team will be reviewing this and plan to come back with a proposed solution.
Mr. Harding asked for clarification on the zoning and setbacks on the existing Deer Trail Drive lots.
Mr. Boron explained they are zoned R-2 District with a 25-foot. rear setback which are established by the
Planning and Zoning Code. He also wanted to address the comment about falling short of the green space
requirement. He did not recall any reference or request to waive this requirement, and believed it to be an
honest mistake on the part of Mr. Dillin and his team.
Mr. Pearson asked if there were sidewalks in front of the alley-fed units, and is there parking in front.
Mr. Dillin confirmed there are sidewalks and there is also designated parking along the streets for visitor
parking.
Mr. Dimmitt noted he did not agree that the independent living is not calculated in the density, and also
asked if the homestead was included in the density calculation in the 2017 plan.
Mr. Boron explained it was not counted in the units per acre, nor was in counted in the PUD.
Mr. Dimmit asked if the quality of the plan has been reduced with the change to 3 story apartments.
Mr. Borror explained how they redesigned the buildings by eliminating the parking garage and moving a
restaurant site which allowed them to have the budget to maintain all of the amenities that were originally
planned.
Ms. Iverson asked for more detail on the parking for the apartments.
Mr. Borror explained they have allowed 1-½ cars per unit, which meets all required codes.

Mr. Sillies asked if there would be any car charging stations.
Mr. Borror stated there are plans for charging stations with the next 2 years.
There was addition discussion and review of the details of the development including parking, alleys and
green space
Mr. Pearson asked if retention ponds can be counted as green space.
Mr. Boron confirmed that yes, it is permitted, explaining that of the 20.06 acres, 54% are in dedicated open
space parks and the remainder is in retention, which is permitted in the code. He also noted that the quality
of the open space is superior to the 2017 plan, where much of the green space was in between buildings.
Mr. Harding asked for another review of the total acreage and how the density is calculated.
Mr. Boron reviewed that the property is a total of 103 acres, which does not include the mixed use piece for
the open space requirement. The residential portion is 89.31 acres of which 69.25 acres is developed, 20.06
acres remaining as open space. If you divide 20.06 into 89.31 = 22.33% of open space, which falls short of
the 25% minimum requirement.
The development density is calculated by the 542 dwelling units divided into 89.31 acres, or 6.05 units/acre.
Mr. Boron further explained that if you remove the 16 acre homestead from the calculation, the density
would be at 7.34 units/acre.
Ms. Iverson asked Mr. Dillin for some detail on the market research.
Mr. Dillin referred the question to Mr. Borror who has done a lot of study on the multi-family market.
Mr. Borror explained that they are confident there is a market for the multi-family units and have performed
both multi- and single-family studies. They feel the studies show a significant need for the apartments and
they are willing to take the risk.
Mr. Dillin also noted they have performed third party market analysis which supports the need for the
independent senior living facilities and the appeal of the full service amenities such as meal plans and
transportation services.
Mr. Sillies agreed this could be a good facility for Springboro.
Ms. Iverson thanked the developer for their updates, and feels that many of the questions and concerns
have been addressed. She wanted to confirm that the members were comfortable with the density issue,
and the increased green space from the Hall’s homestead property.
Mr. Thompson was curious why the assisted living facility is not counted in density, but if that is standard
practice, he is OK with that. He is also thinks the added green space from the Hall’s portion of the property
is positive, and will be anxious to see the revised plan.
Mr. Sillies noted he was OK with the numbers as long as it is consistent with the Master Plan, which it
appears to be.

Mr. Pearson stated he was not happy with the plan back in 2017, but the density and the reduction to a 3
story apartment building are positive changes to this plan.
Mr. Pearson stated that he agrees with these positive changes and can see the vision of the development.
He also thinks the issue of overcrowding schools should not be an issue with the estimate of only 200
students over 10 years.
Mr. Davis compared the changes to the 2107 plan and feels the numbers fall within requirements of a mixed
use development, and was glad to see the setback issue addressed.
Mr. Dimmit agreed that if the density is between 6-8 units per acre it stays in compliance with the
requirements. He did question if the City will have any control of the Hall’s homestead portion of the property
should they sell or want to develop it in the future.
Mr. Boron explained that since it is part of the PUD, the Planning Commission has the control to address the
plans as part of the PUD review process. If there is a major change, it will also be required to go back to the
Planning Commission as well as the public hearing process, which includes notification of nearby property
owners.
Ms. Iverson asked if the City could have the option to purchase if it should go up for sale, for a possible
expansion of North Park.
Mr. Boron confirmed that was correct.
Ms. Iverson stated these changes all seem positive, the new virtual video was very helpful, noting that the
apartments could be a good alternative with the housing market right now.
Mr. Boron noted that staff will need direction on the lot sizes and appearance of the rear lots along Deer
Trail, on the north side of Red Hawk, due to the changes in the setbacks.
Mr. Sillies asked if a pedestrian bridge across 741 could be a possibility in the future.
Mr. Boron can look into this.
Mr. Thompson noted there appeared to be some locations where sidewalks are missing, and asked if that
impacts the calculation of the green space.
Mr. Boron explained that they do not.
Mr. Thompson would like to see the sidewalks in the missing locations on the rear lots near Fox Trail, Avery
and Red Hawk.
Mr. Dillin confirmed there will be a trail around the pond and sidewalks within the lots.
Mr. Dillin noted they will be working on improving the rear lots with the revised setback and will coordinate a
discussion with staff.
IV. Guest Comments
There were no guest comments.

V. Planning Commission and Staff Comments
Mr. Boron stated that next meeting is scheduled for June 9, and look forward to moving ahead with this
process.
Adjournment
Ms. Harding motioned to adjourn the May 12, 2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting at 9:06 p.m. Mr. Pearson
seconded the motion.
Vote: Sillies, yes; Dimmitt, yes; Iverson, yes; Pearson, yes; Harding, yes; Thompson, yes; Davis, yes. (7-0)

________________________________________
Becky Iverson, Planning Commission Chairperson

_______________________________________
Dan Boron, Planning Consultant

____________________________________
Ann Burns, Planning Commission Secretary

DAVID BECKMAN STATEMENT-5-12-2021
Over the last few months I’ve heard the following arguments in support of the development,
some I’ve also heard in these planning meetings:
● The sellers are great people and have contributed so much to the city, they should be
able to do what they want with their land.
● People can do what they want with their land, no one can tell them what to do. Don’t
tread on anyone.
● We need young professionals
● We need more housing variety
● It is going to develop eventually
● The developer has made so many compromises, it is going to be great
● It is going to have such great amenities
● The development is going to be such high quality and so beautiful
● We have a great vision for Springboro
● This is going to create a destination and make a statement
● This is a growing city and we need to keep growing
● And lastly, I’ve found there are individuals that support the plan because they stand to
benefit or profit from the development (such as a business owner or realtor)
All of these points are either not accurate or valid reasons to support this development. I”ll
address each one: This process is about the plan, not the sellers. We respect the seller’s right
to sell their land and we know it will be developed. We expect it to be developed as it is zoned that is only fair to the residents that have invested in their lives in the surrounding
neighborhoods. We all know the city and residents have a voice in what development goes on
any land - it is why we are here today. Market research proves young professionals want single
family homes, not apartments. 9.3% of Springboro’s housing market is already multifamily rental
units. We have variety. While this land will develop, as the planning commission stated in 2017,
it has to be the right plan, and this isn’t the right plan. The developer’s compromises are
marginal - just a 4% reduction in density which remains 41% greater than the 2017 plan and
380% greater than current zoning. There are no significant or unique amenities in this plan that
will benefit the city or existing residents. The quality of the development is important, but not
relevant to a density or zoning discussion. The city of Springboro is already a destination - it is
the 5th best rated city in Ohio. What the city is doing is working - we don’t need to change our
city’s identity by creating a destination development. The city is, in fact, a slowly growing city.
This plan would create more new housing than the last 14 years of growth in Springboro.
Springboro’s small town charm is what brought many current residents here in the first place.
We’ve demonstrated the city does not want this type of growth and density.
●

●

Over 700 residents and growing, nearing referendum strength, have signed a community
wide petition opposing this rezoning and plan. We have canvassed only 5% of the city’s
households and only scratched the surface of the opposition to this plan. An average of
90% of contacted households throughout the city oppose this plan.
Five surveys over the last 12 years from 3,266 residents show that over 90% of the city
does not want aggressive growth. These surveys include more residents than the total

●

●

city voters in the school levy this month. If fewer residents can determine the tax rate for
the city, why would we not listen to more residents' wishes through surveys? To date, the
planning commission has listened. Growth has been slow and steady, evident by a low
number of annual building permits. Why stop listening now?
The first land use plan survey in late 2020 showed 92.3% of respondents don’t want
apartments. Over 76% want single family homes. How can this overwhelming feedback
be ignored especially since this is feedback for the new master land use plan.
In May 2021 the second Master Plan survey results revealed that residents want the city
to protect our parks, protect our schools, limit growth and control traffic and provide
housing selection, mostly single family, townhomes and senior living, but not apartments.
This development plan is the opposite of what the community wants in every way
possible.

We’ve demonstrated the data doesn’t support this growth, density or rezoning:
●

●

●

●

●

The planning commission clarified in 2017 the density definitions in the land use plan by
stating that any single area is not allowed to have over 6-8 units per acre. This plan has
27 unit/acres and 11 unit/acre sections and none of the governing documents have
changed since 2017. Why is this plan seemingly exempt from these rules?
This rezoning request very likely violates section 1266.03 of the codified ordinances,
Paragraph (B) states that "A PUD shall not exceed the gross density permitted in the
conventional zoning district on which it is based for the portion of the PUD." The zoning
upon which it is based is R-1 @ 2 units/acre, therefore the density of the PUD should not
exceed 2 units/acre. There are exceptions to this rule listed, but this development does
not have any extraordinary qualities or circumstances to qualify for any of the
exceptions.
71 out of the 103 total acres (69%) in the parcel is surrounded on its perimeter by R-2
housing, R-2 zoned R-1 housing, and city owned park land. This parcel is firmly
ingrained in residential neighborhoods. The land use plan requires conformance with
existing housing stock and the city code requires PUD density, as I stated before, to not
exceed the density of the zoning district on which it is based. Therefore, at a minimum,
the western-most 71 acres of the development should remain R-1 and we should only be
debating a PUD-MU on roughly 30 acres to the east along 741. This is in line with how
existing land is developed up and down 741 and fair to surrounding neighborhoods.
The density calculation submitted by the developer is incorrect and violates Springboro’s
code, which states: "All densities are to be determined on the basis of gross dwelling
units per acre, excluding such acreage as is used for nonresidential purposes." If
calculated correctly, the actual density is 8.93 units per acre. This density not only
violates current zoning and my previous point above about PUD density, it exceeds the
land use plan even if we exclude the 2017 clarifications.
Market research by the National Association of Realtors, the gold standard in realty data,
shows that young professionals aren’t buying apartments. They were 6-10 years ago but
times have changed and millennials are growing up. They want single family homes and
have been the largest home buying demographic for the last six years. The pandemic

has accelerated this trend. If the city wants to attract young professionals, build quality
houses in quality neighborhoods. The developer keeps quoting market research - well,
where is it? How could it differ from the national authority in housing market data?
We’ve demonstrated existing residents won’t benefit. There aren’t any amenities to justify the
cost and decreases resident’s general welfare.
●

●

●

●

●

The increase and traffic and thoroughfare in adjacent neighborhoods will reduce quality
of life, safety and general welfare for existing residents and will turn these local
secondary roads into local primary roads. The traffic from this development should be
contained in this development. If all stub streets won’t be connected, then none should
have to be connected or should only be for emergencies. Why should existing residents
suffer a reduction in health, safety and general welfare for the traffic from this
development?
Increasing the population of the city by over 8% on 1.4% of the city’s land is a recipe for
congestion and runs contrary to the planning commission’s charter of “avoidance of
congestion in the streets” and will compound existing congestion along the 741 corridor.
The plan includes no amenities for existing residents. The plan only offers traffic, noise,
congestion, crowded parks and schools. 5 acres of additional park space for an
estimated 1200 more people is a drop in the bucket. North park will be over-crowded.
The problem isn’t just how much green space there is, it is the density of folks that will
use that greenspace. How is this beneficial to the general welfare of existing residents?
Apartments will create a more transient community, reducing local school levy support,
creating more challenges in the classroom and changing the fabric of a community with
nearly 90% home ownership. Higher density development = more kids in the classroom
than a normal density development. The schools are deficit spending, the class size will
only get larger, we are already the 7th-to-last in student spending in the State of Ohio this all adds up to the detriment of existing residents.
Most people moved here for the small town feel, the good schools, or the spacious and
safe neighborhoods, according to community surveys. I did too. This development is
none of that. This development will hurt residents who have invested their lives and their
life savings into this city. It will change the character of the city. It’ll create a city within a
city. This is an inflection point and your decision will determine the look and feel of this
city for generations to come and the plight of existing residents.

The planning commission's purpose, per section 1240.03 of the city code, is to "protect and
preserve the health, safety and general welfare of the community" and to ensure "beneficial
development of the community", "the avoidance of congestion in the streets" and to "protect and
conserve the value of land throughout Springboro and the value of buildings." This plan fails on
all accounts. We have demonstrated this plan will reduce the safety in adjacent communities
and negatively impact the welfare of the community's existing residents. This plan does not
include any significant amenities in quantity or quality that are beneficial to the community. This
plan will create congestion in the streets and exponentially increase thoroughfare to existing
neighborhoods. Lastly, this development with its impact on congestion, traffic, safety and

character will harm the value of homes and land for all residents near the development. A vote
for this plan violates the very tenets the planning commission was created to protect and
preserve.
Are you listening to us? We’ve demonstrated this is still not the right plan. This land will
eventually be developed, but it shouldn't come at the expense or the welfare of existing
residents and the character of the city. A vote for this rezoning is a vote against the thousands of
taxpaying residents who have consistently voted against high density growth, it is a vote against
over seven hundred residents, and growing, across the city petitioning for you preserve the
character of our city and uphold the city’s zoning and it is a vote in contrast to many of the very
tenets this planning commission was created to uphold per the city code. I respectfully request
you deny this rezoning.

