Agenda
City of Springboro Planning Commission Meeting
Wednesday, May 12, 2021, 6:00 p.m.
PUBLIC NOTICE:
Per Ohio Substitute House Bill 404 made effective November 22, 2020 in response to the COVID-19 state
of emergency (Sec. 12), Section 12(A), the Springboro Planning Commission will conduct its Wednesday,
May 12, 2021 Meeting via video conference at 6:00 p.m. EDT. Visit the City of Springboro website at
https://www.cityofspringboro.com/CivicAlerts.aspx?CID=6,1 for a link to connect to the meeting.
I.

Call to Order

II.

Approval of Minutes
A. April 14, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting

III.

Agenda Items
A. Final Approval, Site Plan Review, 285 South Pioneer Boulevard, The Tooling Zone, building
addition
B. Preliminary Review, Rezoning, 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
C. Preliminary Review, General Plan, Easton Farm, 605 North Main Street, from R-1, EstateType Residential District, to PUD-MU, Planned Unit Development-Mixed Use, retail and
residential development

IV.

Guest Comments

V.

Planning Commission and Staff Comments

VI.

Adjournment

Background Information & Staff Comments
City of Springboro Planning Commission Meeting
Wednesday, May 12, 2021, 6:00 p.m.
PUBLIC NOTICE:
Per Ohio Substitute House Bill 404 made effective November 22, 2020 in response to the COVID-19 state
of emergency (Sec. 12), Section 12(A), the Springboro Planning Commission will conduct its Wednesday,
May 12, 2021 Meeting via video conference at 6:00 p.m. EDT. Visit the City of Springboro website at
https://www.cityofspringboro.com/CivicAlerts.aspx?CID=6,1 for a link to connect to the meeting.
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, TwoFamily 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.
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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.

B. Preliminary Review
Rezoning, 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
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, singlefamily 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
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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 PUDMU, 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.
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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, Office-Residential 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, MediumDensity 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 6-8 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.
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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).
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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.
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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.
23. 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.
24. 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.
9. 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.
10. Beginning on page 34, explain Residential Typologies beginning on this page. Are these going
to be supported by other design metrics?
11. Page 42 – Increase trail width from 8 feet to minimum of 10 feet.
12. 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.

May 12, 2021

City of Springboro Planning Commission Meeting
Background Information & Staff Recommendations

Page 7

City of Springboro
320 West Central Avenue, Springboro, Ohio 45066
Planning Commission Meeting
Wednesday, April 14, 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, Brent Given, Dan
Weaver and Brandon Rose of Ferguson Construction, and Doug Lucas and Eric Derr with the
Tooling Zone.

II. Approval of Minutes
A. March 10, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes
Ms. Iverson asked for corrections or additions to the minutes.
There were none.
Mr. Harding motioned to approve the March 10, 2021 Planning Commission minutes as
submitted. Mr. Pearson seconded the motion.
Vote: Harding, yes; Davis, yes; Sillies, yes; Dimmitt, yes; Iverson, yes; Pearson, yes;
Thompson, yes (7-0)
III. Agenda Items
Preliminary Review
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.
April 14, 2021
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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.
Staff Comments
City staff has the following comments regarding the site plan review application:
1. Setbacks and other design and development standards for the proposed addition to be
set at the time of site plan review approval by Planning Commission as provided for in the
ED District.
2. Provide a 25-foot multiuse easement along the east end of the property abutting West
Factory Road.
3. Indicate how the proposed building exterior matches or compliments the existing building.
4. Following preliminary review by Planning Commission, provide specifications for proposed
lighting. Also indicate if proposed lighting complies with maximum 3500° Kelvin colortemperature standard.
5. Provide a separate storm water pollution prevention plan.
6. Elevations and contours shall be based upon USGS datum and identify benchmark
utilized.
7. Storm water calculations currently under review.
8. Provide revised final plan set incorporating staff comments and signed by owner or duly
authorized officer.
9. Dimension parking lot from lot line.
10. Provide proposed sanitary sewer and water lateral information, if any.
11. Clearcreek Township Fire District has no comments at this time.
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Discussion:
Mr. Boron reviewed the background and staff comments, explaining that the Tooling Zone has
requested an 11,400 Sq. ft. addition to their existing building located behind Nations Roofing at
285 South Pioneer Boulevard. He explained that this request is for a small addition in the
northeast of the property, it is a permitted use, and setbacks have been met.
Mr. Rose stated that they have reviewed and are fine with the staff comments, but did request
further details on the 25-foot easement along the east end of the property and ensure there
would not be losing any pavement or parking spots.
Mr. Boron explained that there was no intention of removing any parking or pavement and this
easement was also requested of other property owners along West Factory Road for use in
the development of a portion of an off-road multi-use trail from E. Milo Beck Park to
Community Park. This was included as part of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan that was
adopted in July, 2020.
Mr. Harding felt the application was straight-forward and was confident the applicant would
work with city staff to solve any other questions.
Mr. Pearson asked for clarification that there are sufficient parking spots for the addition.
Mr. Lucas and Mr. Boron stated there was sufficient parking.
Mr. Boron explained that this item will come back to the May Planning Commission meeting for
formal approval, however, the applicant could apply for a footer/foundation permit to get the
project started if desired.
B. Preliminary Review
Rezoning, 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
C. 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, singlefamily 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.
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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 Planning Commission agenda for preliminary
review. As with the March 10th review, no formal approval has been requested or will be made at
the April 14th Planning Commission meeting. The applicants have submitted a revised design
guidelines booklet for the April 14th review by Planning Commission. The background information
below and staff comments reflect that change, however comments regarding the general plan map
and other details remain largely the same from the March 10th meeting review. City staff
anticipates that the applicants will submit revised plans for a future Planning Commission meeting,
as early as the May 12th meeting.
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 applicant has requested rezoning to PUD-MU, Planned Unit Development-Mixed Use, with
three components: mixed-use, multi-family, and residential indicated on sheet C1.0 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.
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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, Office-Residential 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 6-8 dwelling units per
acre.
The applicant’s General Plan concept drawing proposes the following:
• An 18.75-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 An 84,400-square foot assisted living/memory care 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 10.12-acre multi-family residential component on the southeast corner of the property
fronting North Main Street that includes multiple buildings including 324 apartments, a
9,500-square foot restaurant, and 3.0 acres of open space comprised of storm water
detention ponds.
• A 74.40-acre residential component covering the remainder of the property including the
following:
o Retaining the historic farmstead including 2 homes and preserving most farm
buildings.
o 24 townhomes.
o 251 single-family lots most of that are 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 12.82 acres of open space including two small parks, storm water detention
ponds, a linear park, and a town green-type open space abutting the mixed use
and multi-family residential component.
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For proposed residential development areas, a gross density of 6.83 dwelling units per acre (577
dwelling units on 84.52 acres) is proposed.
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 or other to avoid confusion
with the overall rezoning request, and provide a component to address historic farmstead
design/development standards and proposed permitted uses.
2. Revise full-color illustrative plan to match b/w plan proposal.
3. Revise the submittal for the next review to include the following for each component area:
design and development standards including but not limited to setbacks, building heights,
dwelling unit sizes, lot coverage, and a list of land uses proposed for each component
area. As a companion to this information, provide a color-coded version of the general
plan.
4. Easton farmstead is listed as open space. Unless the farm is available for use as common
space it should not be included in the calculation.
5. An additional 5.47 acres of open space is needed to satisfy the 25% minimum open space
requirement for residential PUDs.
6. Indicate who will manage open spaces proposed in the development.
7. 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.
8. The trail along Anna Drive to be designed to meet minimum standards for width, turning
radius, and to avoid obstructions.
9. City to review Anna Drive extension to intersection with Tamarack Trail and North Park
entrance.
10. Indicate proposed phasing including road connections and other improvements with
surrounding developments.
11. Provide typical plans for buildings indicating materials, and other details for each
component in order to determine concurrence between general plan’s concept and
specific building plans when final development plans are prepared for review and approval
by the Planning Commission.
12. Sidewalks (or trail) to be located on all streets, both sides. This should be verified. The
general plan is difficult to tell and a statement would address it.
13. Central mailbox units need to be located on general plan (and approved by the post
office). Include this information in the design guidelines.
14. Flag lots not permitted (lots off of cul-de-sac on Red Hawk View). Remove flag lots or
extend roadway.
15. Road name proposals to be reviewed by City Engineer in consultation with the police and
fire departments.
16. Anna Drive to extend off of existing Anna Drive, and not relocated as shown.
17. Provide Noel Drive typical section.
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18. Add a possible roundabout at the Tamarack Trail connection.
19. Traffic Study to be submitted for review and approved prior to final approval of General
Plan/Rezone by planning commission.
20. Right-of-way along North Main Street to be dedicated per city specifications.
21. No construction access permitted from Tamarack Trail or Fox Trail Drive.
22. 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.
23. Road intersections to be at 90 degree angles.
24. HOA documents need to be created for review.
25. The Clearcreek Fire District has no comments at this time.
City staff has the following comments regarding the proposed design guidelines booklet, as
revised for the April 14th 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 8, in the table, the minimum open space is 25% for the residential portion only.
3. Page 10-11, utility easements are to be located outside of the right-of-way in a 10-foot
utility easement, and not within the proposed right-of-way. (page 10, (c); page 11 (e)).
4. Page 13, for loading/unloading provisions, cross-reference City Code Section 660.19 for
hours of operation for non-residential areas. Design standards may be more restrictive, if
desired.
5. Page 14, explain proposed open space area requirements. Are these setbacks?
6. Page 16, (e) Building Materials – Prohibit the use of plywood, unadorned corrugated
siding, vinyl siding and plastic panels all together.
7. Page 18, (i) - Clarify Enclosed unoccupied building elements vs purely decorative
unoccupied elements.
8. For landscaping provisions on page 19, provide cross reference to City requirements in
Chapter 1280, Landscaping.
9. Page 22, for exterior lighting, provide cross reference to City requirements in Chapter
1273, Exterior Lighting.
10. 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.
11. Page 26, Are the proposed parking standards intended to supersede those of the City?
12. Page 27 (d) – Increase the minimum setback for off street parking along SR 741
13. Provide Public Access Easements over service ways.
26. For the table on page 31, define in a map where Village Center, Neighborhood Lane, etc.,
are in this proposal.
27. For the same table, for residential areas, provide a table showing minimum setbacks,
minimum lot size (SF), minimum lot width, and minimum dwelling size for each type.
28. 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?
14. Page 33, 11. (a) – Prohibit the use of chain link, barbed wire, or plain wire mesh, or roughtextured/timber or “fortress style” wood fences.
15. Beginning on page 34, explain Residential Typologies beginning on this page. Are these
going to be supported by other design metrics?
16. Page 42 – Increase trail width from 8 feet to 10 feet.
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The information contained in this report is based on material provided to the City of Springboro
as of Monday, April 5, 2021 at 5:00 p.m.
Discussion:
Ms. Iverson noted that there would be no vote on this agenda item tonight, and she shared the
order of speakers. Staff would present background first, the developer will give their presentation,
the 11 registered citizen will speak and then Planning Commission members will provide any
comments they have.
Mr. Boron explained the comments are based on the general plan and illustrative plan that were
submitted at the March 10th meeting. He noted that revised design standards were submitted for
this month’s meeting, and the applicant intends to present an updated general plan and illustrative
plan at the May 12th meeting or some other future meeting. He reviewed background information
on the proposed MU PUD development that includes single-family, multi-family, and commercial
uses components. The proposal also includes plans for the family to keep the farm and 2 homes in
the rear of the property.
Mr. Boron further explained the 3 steps involved in a PUD which are rezoning and general plan
approval, final development plan and the record plan. He also reviewed the land use plan that was
adopted in 2009 by City Council that includes 16 policy areas which make specific
recommendations for the development those areas of the community.
Mr. Dillin explained that the team wanted to take a step back and share information on some other
similar projects they have developed as well as others that inspired the design of Easton Farm. He
shared a video featuring the City of Perrysburg and the Levis Commons that was developed in
their community by Mr. Dillin and others.
Mr. Dillin also shared videos on two other developments, Norton Commons in Prospect, Kentucky
outside Louisville, and Baldwin Park in Orange County, Florida near Orlando.
Mr. Dillin shared that the Levis Commons was his first master plan community and it has been
successful and sustained itself for 20 years. He explained that it is their goal to create sustainable
developments. The Easton Farm should complement the community and the mixed use plan helps
create walkability. He explained how density is necessary to create amenities and shared the
importance of the multi-family component. Mr. Dillin shared their commitment to create and enforce
design standards which will be the right size to create a good balance with the existing community.
He stated that the Borror Group is the right partner to bring their experience in the multi-family
component for a successful development.
Mr. Dillin then showed a virtual drive-through video of the proposed Easton Farm, starting at the
north end of the site, highlighting the commercial sites, the independent living building, the outdoor
amenities, the multi-family buildings and the single family units. He explained that is a fully
integrated design analyzed to work together across the site.
Ms. Iverson welcomed the 11 citizens who registered to speak, beginning with Mr. Kevin Smith of
55 Rustic Brook Court.
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Mr. Smith shared his opposition to the prosed plan for Easton Farm, specifically the apartment
building. He shared concerns about the overcrowding of North Park, the additional traffic,
overstressing the water system and the impact on the schools. He referenced a petition that was
circulated in Sycamore Springs where 46 out of 49 people opposed the plan. Mr. Smith stated at
Springboro is a nice place to live and he feels that this plan will not be of value to the community.
He sated he was mostly opposed to the apartment building and the high turnover it could bring.
Mr. David Beckman of 168 Deer Trail Drive read a prepared statement opposing the proposed plan
for Easton Farm. He shared concerns about the density of the development and how it is not in the
spirit of the original zoning or land use plan. He felt that more people would rather see single family
homes to preserve the small town character. His statement is provided as part of this record.
Mr. Dustin Dershem of 224 Deer Trail Drive read his prepared statement sharing his concerns
about the proposed development of Easton Farm. He felt this was not in the best interest of the
residents and the plan would affect the schools, increase traffic as well as the nature area of the
park. Mr. Dershem shared concerns about moving ahead with this monster plan and asked that the
integrity of Springboro be considered.
Mr. Ron Sweeney of 8002 Country Brook Court spoke as a nearby business at Coldwell Banker
real estate office. He shared data of the reduced housing market and how this drives up the prices
of homes. He believes the density provides the housing that is needed in the area which is
important to the vitality and enhancement of the community.
Mr. Rod Knight of 201 Deer Trail Drive spoke in opposition of the plan. He referred to the virtual
video that was shown, stating he did not see any bikes or pedestrians. He shared concerns about
the increased traffic, the crime that the proposed alleys could bring as well as theft and vandals. He
stated there were already concerns with speeding traffic on Deer Trail Drive and this will create
even more problems.
Mr. Brian Poplin of 216 Deer Trail Drive stated he is fine with some development, but shared his
concerns about portions of the proposed plan for Easton Farm, specifically the 4 story apartments.
He feels it is too tall and would look out of place and does not belong in Springboro. He also
shared concerns about the lot setback, especially on the Red Hawk View, that would essentially
place the $700,000 homes right on top of his property. He suggested these lots could be shifted by
half, so they are not so close to the existing houses.
Mr. Don Cummins of 173 Deer Trail Drive thanked the Planning Commission for the opportunity to
speak. He shared his opposition of the plan for Easton Farm, and referred to a petition with over
220 people also opposing the plan. He explained that he has lived on Deer Trail Drive for 6 years
and are now faced with losing the life they have created in this community. He shared concerns
about the 4-story apartment building, impact on traffic, and the density of the plan.
Mr. Justin Weidle of 164 Deer Trail Drive, shared results of the research he performed on the
existing developments that Mr. Dillin was involved in. He compared the density of the proposed
Easton Farm plan to the density of the Norton Commons, and Easton would have 4.44 times more
apartments per acre, and feels the same amenities would not happen in Springboro because the
scale is so different. He shared additional data on Baldwin Park as well as other rental units that
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Borror is involved in. Mr. Weidle did not believe this density was needed in Springboro. His
statement is provided as part of this record.
Mr. Rod Bradshaw of 160 Deer Trail Drive stated he has lived here since 2000 and is opposed to
the development plan. He was attracted to Springboro by the excellent schools, managed growth,
small town feel and historic downtown. He was appalled at the plan that was proposed in 2017,
and now the new proposal is even larger with a higher density. Mr. Bradshaw does not understand
why the 3 and 4 story apartment buildings are being considered because they will not fit the
character of the surrounding neighborhoods.
Ms. Jill Ohs of 156 Deer Trail Drive shared her opposition of the proposed plan. She shared
concerns about a 3 or 4 story building looking down on a 50 ft. tall single family unit. This does not
fit the character of Springboro and is not what Springboro wants or needs. Ms. Ohs feels that
Springboro already has many of these retail and restaurant locations nearby, they are not
necessary and will take away from our local small businesses.
Ms. Linda Nelson of 221 Deer Trail Drive shared her concerns about the proposed development
plan, specifically the business competition and the increased traffic. She feels this plan will create
dangerous situations for multiple subdivisions. Ms. Nelson stated that Springboro is a successful
bedroom community and the zoning creates these home-feel neighborhoods. She feels that when
this is lost, the quality of life is compromised. Any revenue the owners or developers may gain will
be at the expense of current and future residents. She urged the Planning Commission to do their
homework and develop the property appropriately.
Ms. Iverson thanked everyone for their comments and reminded all in attendance there will not no
votes taken on this tonight.
Mr. Harding wanted to clarify for those participating in the meeting that once the Planning
Commission completes its process, there will be a recommendation forwarded to City Council
which will then require a public hearing and three readings, so it will not be a quick process.
Mr. Boron stated this was correct, explaining that the Planning Commission is an advisory board
and City Council will be taking a vote after reviewing the recommendation from this Planning
Commission. The Council process also includes 3 readings of the ordinance in order to become
law.
Mr. Harding asked for clarification how the land use plan is related to the rezoning process.
Mr. Boron explained that the land use plan is a policy document used by City Council, Planning
Commission, and City staff to help make decisions when reviewing developments and projects like
the one before us today. It is also used by City staff to identify the long range capacity of our sewer
and water systems to serve the density at a build-out state. Mr. Boron reviewed other situations
when the land use plan is useful in making planning decisions. He also explained that the zoning
code is the law when it comes to land use and development, but it does not necessarily have to
match what the land use plan recommendations state.
Ms. Iverson asked if the land use plan is what caused the zoning to change for many of the
neighborhoods.
Mr. Boron confirmed that is correct, and staff tries to update the land use plan every 10 years.
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Mr. Davis wanted to clarify the number units since they are removing the assisted living facility.
Mr. Boron explained that there is a total of 575 Units, that includes 324 apartments and the
remainder are single family residences and town homes, so the density remains at 6.83 Units per
acre. He noted that the assisted living units were not include in that density.
Mr. Sillies confirmed that the independent will remain, and are being counted in the density?
Mr. Dimmitt noted that his calculation is a density of 8.4 units per acre if you are counting the
independent living.
Mr. Boron stated that staff has not been counting the independent living in the density calculations.
Mr. Dillin noted that senior living facilities are not normally counted when calculating density.
Mr. Sillies felt that the independent living is different that assisted living where the residents could
still have cars and be moving about, the same as an apartment. He also thanked the applicant for
the video which was helpful in visualizing the taller apartment buildings. He also thanked the
citizens for their comments, and noted the importance of a decision on the 4 story apartment
buildings.
Mr. Pearson explained that he recently observed the taller apartment buildings at Austin Landing
which can be somewhat imposing however, just because our City does not currently have them,
does necessarily mean that we should never have them, and that is a decision that we need to get
comfortable with.
Ms. Iverson noted the importance of following what the code and land use plan dictates and
respect the aesthetics of the development.
Mr. Davis stated this development would be looked at differently if it was at Austin South, but it is
right here in the middle of Springboro.
Mr. Thompson noted that he never looked at Springboro as a single unit and there is a variety of
areas such as the old district (Historic District), activity on the east side of SR 741 as well as
development on the west side of the city in areas off of SR 73. He feels that there are many standalone areas that comprise Springboro. Mr. Thompson added that the addition of new apartments
may not be a terrible idea to bring young professional residents to the area, especially with the
rising costs of the housing market.
Mr. Harding stated he was glad to see the public comments and was anxious to see the updated
plans with any changes and suggestions that have been discussed.
Mr. Dillin stated that they are anxious to deliver the changes to the plan and the engineers and
project managers are incorporating these changes. He sees no problems with addressing the staff
comments and plan to be ready with all the modifications, including the removal of the memory
care unit, as well as an artist rendering. They do feel that there is demand that warrants the
inclusion of the independent living units.
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Ms. Iverson thought the videos were helpful, and perhaps they can expand the video of the driving
tour of Easton Farm.
Mr. Dillin stated the design team can work on that, noting that the residential sections were specific
designs created by the virtual reality technicians as opposed to the architecture for the independent
living and the multi-family buildings
Mr. Thompson asked what happens to the plan if there is no 4 story apartment building.
Mr. Dillin explained that they see an opportunity for the multi family concept, but have learned from
Mr. Borror, that there is a possibility of a 3 story walk up. This is a totally different design concept
that also speaks to quality, character and safety. These type of structures can also generate
enough income to provide the desired amenities such as a gym, pool and theatre room. Mr. Dillin
stated this can still attract a higher income demographic and is important to the development.
Ms. Iverson thanked Mr. Dillin and the Commission members for all the work and comments that is
necessary to achieve the best product for the community.
IV. Guest Comments
There were no guest comments.
V. Planning Commission and Staff Comments
Mr. Boron clarified for new attendees on the call that when the Easton Farm Plan was presented
back in 2017, the Planning Commission did not reject the plan, the applicant withdrew the
application before it came up for a vote by Planning Commission.
Mr. Davis felt that at first, the 2017 plan did have an impact on this current plan, but now he looks
at it differently.
Mr. Boron reported that the next meeting is Wednesday, May 12, 2021 with the submission
deadline being Friday, April 23rd. He did expect that the Tooling Zone and the Easton Farm would
be back on the Agenda.
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Adjournment
Ms. Harding motioned to adjourn the April 14, 2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting at 8:25 p.m.
Mr. Davis 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
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12 APR 2021
David Beckman 14 APR 2021 Planning Commission Meeting Speech (Draft)
The proposed development plan remains a very dense proposition. This type of dense, high
growth development is exactly the opposite of what community surveys show Springboro
residents want. First, there are a lot of numbers out there, so let me run through them quickly.
The 2017 plan was for 463 units, the 2021 plan is for 690 units - including independent living
because those are apartments for seniors. Both plans claim to be just under 7 units per acre on
average. In 2017 the planning commission stated “we don’t want any one area to be more than
6-8 units per acre, not an average”. This 6-8 units per acre number is derived from the land use
plan. In 2017 the most dense area was 16.82 units per acre. In 2021 the most dense area is 32
units per acre. That’s double the density - double what was already considered too high in 2017.
75% of the 2021 proposal exceeds 8 units per acre. 100% of the development exceeds R-1
zoning of 2 units per acre, with the closest area being 3.22 units per acre. The 2021 plan is not
meeting the spirit of the original zoning or the land use plan.
So, those are the numbers - now what does the community think about growth and density?
There have been 5 community surveys since 2012, including one just last year in 2020, and the
first survey for the ongoing master land use plan revision, also in 2020. These six survey results
comprise 2908 responses which is over 16% of Springboro’s population over the course of time,
making this a solid data set. In every single survey nearly 90% or more of respondents want
moderate to no growth in the city. No growth is unlikely, but this sentiment speaks so much to
what makes residents happy here in Springboro. Folks like it the way it is and want to see smart
planning and slow growth. So if we are going to grow, what do people want to see built?
According to the 2020 master plan survey, 92.3 percent of residents want something other than
apartments. 76.5% of residents want single family homes. A quick look at demographic trends in
home buying confirms single family homes are the dwelling of choice for all age ranges. And
that’s not all the surveys said. Survey after survey, like clockwork, residents say the same
things: we want good parks, nice neighborhoods, limited population growth, preservation of the
small town character of the city and investment in amenities for existing residents.
Planning commissioners, I implore you to review the history, honor the zoning and master plan
and listen to the community, by denying this rezoning.

12 APR 2021
To: Springboro Planning Commission and Springboro City Council
From: David Beckman, on behalf of Hunter Springs Residents
Addendum #1
Submission for the 14 April 2021 Planning Commission Meeting

Scope Note
This addendum is an expansion to the analysis submitted for the 10 March
2021 planning commission, originally authored on 8 March 2021, and found
at the end of this submission. All planning commission and city council
members are encouraged to read this document (Addendum + original
submission) and it’s attachment (October 2017 Planning Commission Meeting
minutes) in full. Since no substantive changes have been made to the 2021
proposed development all facts and key points stated in the original 8 March
2021 submission still apply to the plan submitted for the 14 April 2021
meeting. This addendum will reference this “original submission”, dated 8
March 2021 and found at the end of this addendum when necessary for
brevity.
Throughout this document, and in order to provide direct feedback to
statements and plans presented in the 10 March 2021 planning meeting, the
developers of the proposed 2021 Easton Farm plan, Dillon and Borror, will be
referred to as “the developers”.

1.0 Summary
The 2021 Easton Farm Development plan is a high density and high growth plan that does not align
with community desires, does not capitalize on market housing trends, provides little tax benefit
and a significant service burden on city infrastructure, and no amenities to existing residents. With
no significant revisions for the 14 April 2021 planning meeting, denial of this plan is still
recommended. The following key points are in addition to the original submission on 8 March 2021
(attached below):
● The 2021 plan has the same key pitfalls as the 2017 plan - density and building height. The
2021 plan is nearly 50% more dense than the 2017 plan and has numerous three and four
story buildings, conflicting with planning commission comments in 2017 stating a need for
less density and lower building height.
● Community survey results stand in stark contrast with the goals and impact of the 2021
development plan. Springboro residents want to see less dense single family home
neighborhoods, preservation of the small town feel and small and manageable impact on
schools. These surveys contained responses from the equivalent of 16% of Springboro’s
population over 12 years, providing a diverse data set with a consistent message from a large
portion of the city’s residents.
● The need for high density townhomes and apartments is unproven and not supported by
current market trends. The young professional and empty nester target demographics are
primarily interested in single family housing. Construction of a large tract of apartments
would run contrary to home buying trends for all target age groups.
● One of the developers (Borror Group) has a mottled history of financial, predatory lending,
quality, and construction issues. While potentially resolved, it is in the city’s best interest to

investigate these issues closely and make an informed decision.
● The plan calls for an estimated 8.3% increase in the city’s population but only a 2.8%
project increase in revenue, dropping to 2.1% if existing police officer ratios are maintained.
This is not a self sustaining community and will likely become a net negative draw on the
city’s resources as the development ages.
The 2017 Easton Farm Development Plan
In 2017, the owners of Easton Farm partnered with a different developer to
propose a similar mixed use plan. The plan was ultimately withdrawn by the
developer amidst rumors the planning commission was going to recommend
rejection of the plan. The 2017 plan was similar to the 2021 plan in that it had
single family homes, townhomes, and apartments, four story buildings, high
density, traffic flow concerns, and much more. All of these same issues
remain in the 2021 plan. The 2021 plan is more dense, has more apartments,
still has four story buildings and presents even greater infrastructure and
traffic challenges. In October 2017 the planning commission made many key
points of opposition to the 2017 plan concerning density and building height
that remain key pillars of concern in the 2021 plan. These comments are
referenced throughout this addendum. Since 2017 there have been no changes
in Springboro’s zoning or the land use plan, meaning the same density
concerns from 2017 are valid in 2021 and based on the same governing
documents. The October 2017 meeting minutes have been provided with this
submission for thorough review and reference.

2.0 Density
In the original submission (see submission dated 8 March 2021 after this addendum) density was
highlighted as a key issue. The density of the 2021 plan remains an order of magnitude greater
(nearly 50% more dense - see original submission) than the 2017 plan and much greater than
current zoning allows. For example, the highest density for an area in the 2017 plan was 16.82 u/ac
for the multi-family section, while the 2021 plan has a density of 32 u/ac for the multi-family
section - twice as dense! The developers highlight the alignment of the overall density of the 2021
proposal with the Springboro land use plan aim of 6-8 units per acre on the Easton Farm property.
In 2017, this same reasoning was attempted by the developer. Following are excerpts of the
planning commission’s response and ruling on the subject (Mr. Copfer was the developer, all others
are planning commission members):

In 2017 the planning commission stated no single area can exceed 6-8 units per acre, per area.
Highlighted in yellow in Table 1, 75% of the proposed development in the 2021 plan clearly
violates the 6-8 unit per acre per area definition stated in 2017. Table 1 does not include the
independent living area which also has a high density, very likely greater than 8 units per acre
(density not listed in plan).

Dwelling Type

Number of units

Density

Single Family - 110’
lot

13

3.16 u/ac

Single Family - 50’ lot

128

7.14 u/ac

Single Family - 31’ lot

98

11.11 u/ac

Townhomes

18

18 u/ac ??

Apartments

324

32.0 u/ac

Comment

Density not listed

Table 1: Density by Dwelling Type, 2021 Easton Farm Proposal

3.0 Building height
Three and four story buildings along SR741 are not consistent with the character of Springboro, as
detailed in the original submission below. Additionally, the proposed plan shows the four story
apartment buildings with peaked roofs, likely adding ten+ feet to the overall height and pushing the
overall height closer to five stories. The topography of the Easton Farm property is such that the
land elevation increases west of SR741 and buildings on that land would reside higher than SR741
and existing comparable units south and east of the Easton Farm. These elevation characteristics
will further emphasize the size and girth of the three and four story buildings. Four and even three
story buildings proposed in the Easton Farm development would tower over nearby neighbors. The
R-3 condos of the Springbrook development are below grade, as are the professional office
buildings east of SR741.
In the previous attempt to develop Easton Farm in 2017, five members of the planning commission
expressed concern with the four story buildings, and even three stories, asking the developer to
reduce the number of stories to as low as two stories. The following are excerpts from the October
2017 planning commission meeting notes:

The response from the developer in 2017 was the same as on 10 March 2021: a reduction in the
number of floors would reduce the margin for the provision of amenities and result in withdrawal of
the plan. In short, the developer is trading higher density, which harms existing residents through
traffic, building size and deviation from zoning, for “amenities” which are only available to future
inhabitants of the development and will not benefit existing city residents. It is a lose/lose
proposition for existing residents. For more information on amenities including the planning
commission’s views in 2017, see section 8.0 in the addendum.
In 2018 a survey on the development of Wright Station revealed the most negative survey response
was in response to the question “Do you like the potential for a 3-story building at this location?”.
35% of respondents did not like the potential for a three story building while 22% of the surveyed
provided no opinion.

4.0 Housing Trends and Demographics
In the 10 March 2021 meeting (and in 2017) the developers stated the apartments and high density
housing is focused on two market trends 1) young professionals and 2) empty nesters / downsizing
seniors. Although the developers did not present any market research, according to reliable data
from the National Association of Realtors (NAR), the authority on house sales, both of these
underlying premises are false and not supported by current housing trends. A large investment by
a city in apartment or townhome properties would be contrary to all current market trends.
The single family home, the bedrock of Springboro housing inventory, remains the most sought
after investment across all ages and incomes.
Young Professionals: Millennials, aged 22-40 years, are the “young professional” facet of society

and are the largest generation in history. It has been a popular stereotype for the better part of a
decade that young professionals, who are by definition the millennial generation, are a generation of
renters who don’t want to own homes. This rental trend was true, in the late 2000s and early 2010s,
but it is now a false stereotype that is not supported by factual data. As millennials have aged, the
trend has changed. According to the NAR:
Millennial buyers 22 to 30 years (Younger Millennials) and buyers 31 to 40 years (Older
Millennials) continue to make up the largest share of home buyers at 37%: Older Millennials
at 23% and Younger Millennials at 14% of the share of home buyers. Millennials have been the
largest share of buyers since the 2014 report. [emphasis added]

Figure 1: Generational Trends in Home Buying
The data shows young professionals are the largest home buying generation in the market and
have been for six years straight, as shown in Figure 1 (note the millennials are broken into two
groups). The developer’s argument that young professionals desire apartments is a relic concept based
on old data and its resulting stereotypes. Furthermore, in the 6.5 years it will take to complete this
development the following facts will hold true 1) Millennials will remain the largest segment of the
population and will remain so for the foreseeable future and 2) Young millennials will be 6.5 years older
further increasing the market share for home buying past 40% of the market. Please review the 2021
NAR report to view the current market trends.
Furthermore, young professionals want to buy single family homes over townhomes, condos or
apartments. Figure 2 demonstrates millennial’s preference for single family homes: between 81 and
88% of millennials purchased single family homes over condos or townhomes.

Figure 2: Types of homes purchases
NAR data has established that millenials/young professionals are the largest generation in history,
buying the largest share of homes on the market (37% of the market) and prefer single family homes
nearly 9:1 over townhomes and condos. So, where are all of these homes located? Figure 3, shows the
location of homes purchased with over 50% of millennials buying homes in a suburb and a combined
70% of millennials purchasing homes in a suburb/subdivision or small town, such as Springboro. It is
also notable that when grouped together, there is little statistical difference between generations: 70% or
greater of all generations prefer suburbs or subdivisions or a small town over other options.

Figure 3: Location of Homes Purchase by Generation
Springboro is a bedroom community largely composed of single family homes. The city’s residents have

a home ownership rate near 90%. Residents move here for the schools, they move here to buy a single
family home in a small town or subdivision and establish their families and live a peaceful life. Be
cautious of any attempt to use “market research” to debunk the relevance of single-family home
dominant bedroom communities, such as Springboro, in today’s housing market. Single Family
homes are what all generations of buyers desire based on authoritative reporting by the NAR.
Market trend analysis supports Springboro making no change in its winning formula of housing
inventory (primarily single family homes). Investing in high turnover rental units is the opposite
of the market trend and is not advisable.
Empty Nesters: Generally over 50 years old, empty nesters and downsizing seniors are another
demographic the developers desire to accommodate with the Easton Farm proposal. Again, as shown in
Figure 4, market trends support single family homes with between 62% and 79% of all buyers over 50
years of age buying a single family home and over 70% of buyers purchasing in a small town or
subdivision. This market research strongly refutes the concept that empty nesters desire apartment,
condo or townhome dwellings.

Figure 4: Senior Housing Trends
Lastly, it is important to look at the factors really driving housing trends. Figure 5 shows that across
all generations the desire for space is consistent, which in turn determines the size and type of
dwelling purchased. Three bedrooms is the driving factor in over 80% of all home purchases while
two baths is preferred by over 60% of homebuyers. This data highlights an important fact: buyers
want space - the type of space not available in apartments or townhomes.

Figure 5: Bedroom and Bathrooms in Home Purchases

5.0 Community Views on Growth, Density and Apartments
Community views on high density growth are overwhelmingly negative, as detailed in section 3.0
in the original submission below. More recently available data reinforce these views as detailed in
Table 2.

Percent of
Residents
Wanting
Moderate or No
Growth

Percent of
Residents
opposed to
apartments

Number of
Residents
Surveyed

Year

Survey

2008

2008 Community
Survey

92.00%

Not surveyed

819

2011

2011 Community
Survey

89.00%

Not surveyed

518

2014

2014 Community
Survey

94.00%

Not surveyed

414

2017

2017 Community
Survey

90.00%

Not surveyed

385

2020

2020 Community
Survey

90.00%

Not surveyed

342

2020

Master Land Use No number given.
92.3%
430
Plan Survey #1
Feedback:
Limiting the
amount of new
housing and thus
population
growth.”
Table 2: Springboro Resident Opinions on Growth

In summary, six surveys over the last 12 years, two which are within the last two years, surveying
2908 Springboro residents over time (roughly 16.1% of 2021 population, if participants are unique)
show a 90% preference for low to moderate growth and when specifically asked to identify housing
types that should be built in Springboro, 92% of respondents opposed apartments. Approval of the
2021 Easton Farm development proposal would conflict with the wishes of nearly 9 out of
every 10 Springboro citizens. Approval of this plan would not be representative of the wishes of
the residents of Springboro, who empower a representative government.

6.0 The Need for Development vs. Community Benefits
What do residents want to see in their city? Why do we need this development? Does this
development benefit the city and its residents? These three questions should be the ultimate litmus
test for any new development and the proposed development fails to adequately address any of
these questions.
What do residents want in their city? In section 5.0, above, community views on growth are
documented. Community surveys provide the best insight into resident desires and while each
survey does not have the same questions, each survey does have a freeform comment section.
Analysis of each survey reveals common themes that residents took time to highlight and these
themes run counter to the proposed 2021 development plan. Consistently, across all years and
across all available surveys, as shown in Table 3, residents want to maintain the small town feel of
Springboro, oppose rapid development and ensure support for the strong schools that motivate folks
to move here in the first place. The data clearly shows what Springboro residents want - and the
2021 Easton Farm proposal is not it.

Voiced
Want city to
Like
Like city
opposition to
maintain small
Springboro neighborhood
rapid
town feel
School District / quality of life
development

Year

Survey

2008

2008 Community
Survey

✓

✓

✓

✓

2009

2009 Land Use
Plan Survey

✓

✓

✓

✓

2011

2011 Community
Survey

✓

✓

✓

✓

2014

2014 Community
Survey

✓

✓

✓

✓

2017

2017 Community
Survey

✓

✓

✓

✓

2018

Wright Station
Survey

N/A, but three
story bldgs
opposed

✓

N/A

N/A

2020

2020 Community
Survey

✓

✓

✓

2020

2020 Land Use
✓
✓
✓
Plan Survey #1
Table 3: Top write-in comments in community surveys

✓

Why do we need this development? The developer has failed to produce any market research
supporting a need for this development. All recent past, current and future housing trends as
discussed in section 4.0 do not support the development of high density apartments and townhomes
as proposed in the 2021 Easton Farm development plan. Similarly, a low inventory of apartments or
other rental units in the City of Springboro, when compared to surrounding cities, is not proof of a
detriment, it is simply a reflection of smart planning in line with community desires. The developers
posit that a low number of luxury apartments in Springboro indicates unmet demand is unproven
and is not supported by market research or current housing trends. In other words, a limited supply
is not necessarily indicative of unmet demand. A limited supply is also a reflection of the character
of a city and the type of residents (less transient) that a city desires. Currently, 9.3% of Springboro’s
dwellings are multi-family units which provides opportunity for diversity while also leaving
Springboro with one of the highest home ownership rates in the greater Dayton region. This high
ownership rate is what contributes to all of the top rated areas in community surveys: small town
feel, quality of life, and nice neighborhoods. In contrast, 58% of the 2021 Easton Farm proposal are
rental units. The 2021 Easton Farm development plan is a sharp deviation from the norm in
Springboro and conflicts with community views on growth and the type of housing inventory
desired by residents already invested in the city.
Does this development benefit the city and its residents? All developments should provide some
material benefit to the city. This concept is especially true for PUD-MU developments because the
“amenities” are often cited as the reason high density developments would be allowed. The
amenities must benefit the city as whole, not just potential future residents. In 2017, the planning
commission made this clear:

The developers for the 2021 plan have, similarly, promised amenities - but only for future residents.
Similar to the 2017 plan, the 2021 plan offers small pocket parks, a bike path and open-air retail and
dining. These amenities, for the following reasons, are not enough to benefit existing residents in
the City of Springboro and justify the high density desired in the 2021 proposed development plan.
1. The small pocket parks, “linear parks” and green space areas do not provide any new
added value to the park system the city already enjoys. These small parks are akin to
the neighborhood playgrounds found in Settlers Walk and elsewhere and do not
provide the space, amenities or access to make them a unique attraction for existing
residents. An example of a better executed (not perfect), value-added PUD is the
Village Park/Gardner Park area. The concentration of green space for the PUD into a
larger area (Gardner Park) creates a unique amenity for the city of Springboro.
Gardner Park is 16 acres out of an 80 acre PUD, or roughly 20%. A 25% green space
requirement stands for PUD-MU developments. The small pocket parks in the 2021
plan will not offset the demand for the larger venue of North Park, nor will they
likely have the capacity to accommodate the large number of people in the 2021
plan. To truly provide an amenity for every single resident of Springboro and align
with requirements for PUD-MU zoning at the 6-8 units per acre desired in the land
use plan and also to qualify as providing amenities for every resident in Springboro,
the developer would have to set aside a nearly 26 acre park of nearly all contiguous
land. For the PUD to justify higher density beyond the planned 6-8 u/ac per area an
even larger park or other amenity (pool, community center, nature preserve, etc)
should be required.
Even in 2009, city planners and residents recognized the park system is short on land
in comments in the 2009 Springboro Land Use Plan. Aside from the small Kacie
Jane Park (which is excellent, but limited in its space and offerings), no significant
park land in northern Springboro has been introduced since the creation of the 2009
land use plan.
2. A bike path is a minimal investment by a developer that aligns with Springboro’s
long term plans. Bike paths are also a selling point for developers - not just a
detriment required by the city and, as such, the inclusion of a bike path is a mutual
benefit that should not be considered significant enough to be a community amenity
capable of justifying higher density. Most neighborhoods have sidewalks or bike
paths as a standard feature and is generally not considered an above-and-beyond
amenity.
3. Retail and Dining is not a unique amenity for all residents in the City of Springboro
for the following reasons: 1) dining is a high margin development for the developer
and building operator and tax benefit for the City of Springboro - it is not in the same
category as a park or public service that will provide a quality of life improvement
for existing residents, 2) Springboro already has open air and traditional dining
options that remain vacant and in development a Wright Station and the Dorothy
Lane Market business area, and 3) Developers like to promise great things that often
fall through. The city has experienced this last point before with Settlers Walk,
Village Park and other PUD - we should learn from our history. When Settlers Walk

was developed in the last 1990s and early 2000s the developer, Ron Coffman,
promised high end restaurants too - Montgomery Inn and Milanos were specifically
mentioned - and neither materialized. Instead, outlots remained vacant for nearly 20
years. High end restaurants do not have a good track record in Springboro despite
developer promises - Encore Cafe did not survive more than a couple years and as
recently as 2019 Meadowlark and Wheatpenny owners pulled plans to bring a high
end craft restaurant to Springboro due to tenant cost. Graeter’s ice cream pulled out
due to high rent compared to sales. With thousands of homes in Settlers Walk there is
more than enough population to support at least one high-end restaurant, but all have
failed. Why will the 2021 Easton Farm proposal be any different? How will tenants
be able to afford the high rental fees, which will likely be higher than the Settlers
Walk Marketplace and Village Park - already deemed high by tenants. Village Park
outlots have largely remained vacant since 2004, falling well short of promises and
overestimating market demand and arguably creating a level of blight in the city.
How will the city ensure it doesn’t make these same mistakes again? (see section 8.0
of the addendum for planning commission comments on the difficulties and failures
of PUD developments in Springboro).

7.0 The Developers
It is in the best interest of the city to be familiar with the developers associated with the 2021
Easton Farm proposal: Dillon Corporation and Borror Group.
Dillon Corporation, after recovering from an early bankruptcy, appears to have established a good
reputation as a developer.
Borror Group, which would likely be responsible for the construction and management of housing
and multifamily units, does not have a good reputation. Investigation of the Borror Group reveals a
current rating of a “D” with the Better Business Bureau (BBB) and a 1 out of 5 review rating. In
fact, the BBB noticed so many complaints that it sent a letter to the Borror Group on 4/23/2019
encouraging the company to address the complaints of its clients. Borror Group did not respond.
Borror is the founder of Dominion Homes, a once embattled home builder that was taken private in
2008 after threatening to be delisted from the stock market after its valuation tanked. Several
lawsuits against Dominion Homes, of which Borror is CEO, accuse it of abandoning construction
projects and predatory lending tactics.
Additionally, Borror Group has also been found making campaign finance donations to Columbus
City Council to influence development in Columbus, OH.
While Borror Group’s past issues may not be a reflection of the future, it is recommended the City
of Springboro become familiar with the developer’s history to make an informed decision on this
development.
For more information, please see the following references:
1) https://www.bbb.org/us/oh/columbus/profile/property-management/borror-0302-70071555
2) https://www.bizjournals.com/columbus/stories/2008/01/14/daily31.html
3) https://casetext.com/case/oro-capital-advisors-llc-v-borror-constr-co-1?fbclid=IwAR0nRrlck
9v1Rs2t-qGSkTO71LV3EpQtQ4MA6GGBT5X9LSXfynOqPG6Zt90
4) https://law.justia.com/cases/ohio/tenth-district-court-of-appeals/2008/2008-ohio-24.html
5) https://caselaw.findlaw.com/oh-court-of-appeals/1199526.html?fbclid=IwAR0BAu_269GTo
gsGDY1FKHoz06Dyyuvwls1ypWPTC1CUr8nnaE-X-qywue0

6) https://www.columbusnavigator.com/columbus-campaign-donations-from-developers/
7) https://www.bizjournals.com/columbus/news/2019/03/15/why-a-prominent-columbus-devel
oper-and-an-nba-all.html
8) https://www.bizjournals.com/columbus/stories/2006/02/20/daily11.html?page=all

8.0 Miscellaneous
-

-

-

According to comments in the 2009 Land Use Plan, Springboro has an
impact/park/recreation fee for new developments. What is this fee and can it be levied on the
Easton Farm development to create more park land and/or reduce the impact on nearby
residents?
Has the City of Springboro considered creating a tax incremental financing (TIF) agreement
to better control the development of Easton Farm instead of relying on a large profit
development?
During review of the 2009 Land Use Plan the city acknowledged the downside of PUD and
how they are often failures and fraught with changes. With these document issues and the
remaining open space for development in Village Park, oft-vacant store fronts in the
Dorothy Lane Marketplace, commitment to maintaining the relevance and competitiveness
of downtown businesses, economic downtown leading to vacancies at Austin Landing and
the ongoing development of Wright Station, why does a PUD-MU development make sense
from a business perspective for the city? The following comments by the planning
commission are from the 2009 Springboro Land Use Plan:

The 2021 Plan includes the entire Easton Farm parcel in the rezoning application. It is
recommended the city require the developer to make a connection between Tamarack Trail
(the stub street in the Royal Tamarack subdivision, not the street feeding into North Park).
This connection would alleviate the traffic congestion to surrounding neighborhoods and
provide a connection to the arterial Clearcreek-Franklin Road. It is a detriment to the city
and local neighborhoods to not connect all local streets and it is wise to include this cost in
the development (a bridge will be required to Tamarack Trail and the city will likely not
want to pay for it later - and if it is not developed as part of this development it may never
be developed).

Figure 6: Easton Farm Connecting Roads
-

-

Financial estimates reveal the City of Springboro stands to make approximately $596K per
year in property and income tax from the proposed Easton Farm development, including
workers associated with businesses and residents. This would increase in the city’s budget
by 2.8%. The city uses this budget to maintain quality of life, safety and infrastructure for
the city. The estimated 1500 residents of the 2021 Easton Farm plan would increase the
city’s population 8.3%. To maintain the current ratio of officers to residents for community
service, the police force would require two more officers - Springboro’s average officer
salary is $71,000 + pension and benefits. After the purchase of more patrol vehicles,
maintenance would be required, likely requiring $160K/yr in officer salaries
(pension/benefits separate) and vehicle maintenance. This leaves $436K/yr in income for the
city to use for maintenance and infrastructure - or just enough to pay the salaries and
contractual obligations of some of the city’s senior employees. This income isn’t nearly
enough to make this development sustainable financially - an 8.3% increase in population
but only a 2.8% increase in income (2.1% after accounting for the necessary permanent
increase in police officers). Not included in this analysis is the cost for snow removal,
infrastructure upgrades for water processing to support this large development, road repair
and replacement over time and increased wear and tear across the city on roads, parks,
schools, etc - all which must be funded by the remaining income. In conclusion, the density
of this proposed development is not a tax windfall for the city - the non-sustaining nature
(less tax income than population growth) of this development will erode the relative
finances per capita available for infrastructure, personnel and maintenance while
simultaneously increasing demands for public infrastructure and city services.
Closely related to police and city services is expected crime growth with this development.
According to the United States Bureau of Justice parking garages and lots are a high crime
environment - nearly 10% of all crimes - and this development will introduce the first
parking garage in the city opening the door to a new hotspot for crime. High density land
use is directly correlated with higher crime in justice studies. Once such study in
Criminology concluded, “There seems to be something about (high-density residential) units

-

-

-

-

that is associated with all types of serious violent crime, even controlling for the other
factors in the model. Apparently, high-density housing units promote serious violent crime."
So, not only is higher density housing more likely to have more crime, it will increase the
number of incident calls to police and affect the response time and availability city-wide for
existing residents.
The city should consider if the increase in population and density that is proposed in this
development would spur interest in an expansion of the Dayton Regional Transit Authority
(RTA) bus system down into Springboro. Currently, the closest RTA route is at Austin
Landing and it is not likely Springboro residents want the bus route to be extended.
Additionally, it is not clear that a city can successfully refuse a bus route - Beavercreek tried,
and failed, to prevent RTA’s expansion in the City of Beavercreek.
The majority of single family home lot sizes in the 2021 plan are dense and the 31’ lots will
create an urban feel found nowhere else in the city. Analysis of existing single family home
lots in the City of Springboro reveals 49’ is the narrowest lot, found in portions of Settlers
Walk and in historic downtown Springboro. At 31’, the proposed lots in the 2021 plan will
create an urban environment more dense than downtown Springboro and unlike anything
else in Springboro. A 31’ x 125’ lot is equivalent to 0.08 acres or 11.1 units per acre. To put
this in perspective, the townhomes proposed in the 2017 plan were 12.5 units per acre.
These 31’ lots are very small and very dense and will create a big-city like feel in our small
town.
It is true the “estate lots” in the 2021 plan at 110’ wide match the width of the lots of the
homes on Deer Trail Dr. However, at 125’ deep the estate lots are at least 25’ more shallow
than Deer Trail lots. The homes on these lots are proposed to be an average of 1000 square
feet larger than the Deer Trail homes they border. The estate homes will be homes 33%
larger on lots 17% smaller compared to Deer Trail homes.These large homes on small lots
will feel like they are built right on top of the Deer Trail homes.
What does the community want? Residents want slow growth, smart development that
preserves the small town feel of the city they call home, they want limited impact on
schools, and more improvement to enhance the quality of lives for existing residents.
Residents don’t want more traffic headaches, they want to support and enhance our park
system and preserve our infrastructure. Consider these points, directly from the residents of
this city, as the guiding principles when deciding on any and all future developments. These
two pages from the 2020 Master Plan Survey #1, sum it up quite well:

ever happen.
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08 MAR 2021
To: Springboro Planning Commission
From: David Beckman, on behalf of Hunter Springs Residents

2021 Easton Farm Proposal: High Density, Aggressive Growth
Plan Conflicts With Zoning and Community Views on Growth
1. Summary
The 2021 Easton Farm development proposal (hereafter referred to as "the 2021 plan") is a high
density, rapid growth vision that clashes with current zoning and community opinion on growth
while also contrasting heavily with the current culture and identity of the Springboro Community.
In 2017, a similar plan was recommended for denial by the planning commission due to high
density rates as well as a mismatch with surrounding development patterns. The 2021 plan is more
dense, has less open space, is more uniformly urban and will create more traffic than the 2017 plan.
This analysis shows the 2021 plan represents aggressive growth, requests a drastic change in zoning
and is incongruous with the existing community's culture and, as such, denial of this plan is strongly
recommended.
● In 2017, the Springboro Planning Commission recommend the less dense 2017 plan for
denial because its "densities exceed those identified in the city’s land use plan and the
proposed development is not consistent with development patterns of this portion of the
community".
● The Easton Farm parcel is zoned R-1, low density housing at 2 units per acre designed to
"stabilize, protect and encourage the residential character of the district", according to
Springboro's codified ordinances. Existing Springboro residents moved here expecting the
spirit of this zoning would be upheld into the future to maintain the look and feel of the city
in which they invested.
● The 2021 plan is more dense and has a total of at least 224 more living units (nearly 50%
more!) than the 2017 plan, exacerbating documented density concerns.
● The 2021 plan has 5 acres less open space than the 2017 plan which, combined with higher
total unit volume, will likely contribute to overcrowding of nearby parks and a crowded
urban-like atmosphere.
● Five community surveys spanning over 12 years document that over 90% of Springboro
residents want moderate to no growth, in direct conflict with the 2021 plan's aggressive
growth proposal.
● Over 90% of Springboro residents are homeowners, judging from community surveys.
Construction of the 2021 plan would fundamentally change the fabric of the Springboro
demographic.
● A variety of other quality of life concerns will result from this type of development and have
a detrimental effect on the greater community. These concerns include: traffic, schools,
parks, safety, more transient and less community invested inhabitants, out-of-place building
heights, and a change in character that will erode Springboro's small-town aura.

2. Zoning and Density
The Springboro Planning Commission recommended the 2017 Easton Farm plan for denial based,
primarily, on density concerns:
"The proposed residential development densities exceed those
identified in the city’s land use plan and the proposed development
is not consistent with development patterns of this portion of the
community, specifically the relationship of proposed higher density
multi-family residential to existing lower density residential
neighborhoods."
-- Springboro Planning Commission reasoning for
recommending denial of the 2017 Easton Farm Plan
These same concerns remain. As documented in Table 1 the 2021 plan is more dense and has more
(nearly 50%) total residential units. Note, in this analysis independent living is considered a
residential unit because residents will live there. Even after removing the independent living units
from consideration, the 2021 plan has at least 114 (or 25%) more residential units than the 2017
plan.
Reference

2017
Easton
Farm Plan

2021
Easton
Farm Plan

Single
Family
Homes

Multi
Family
Units

Indepedent
Living

Total Units

Comments

107

356

N/A

463

This plan was recommended
for denial due to density
concerns.

253 or
275

324

110 or 113

690 or 712

This plan has 224 or 249 more
units, or 48%/54% more units
than the 2017 plan. There are
150% more single family
homes – homes that are more
likely to have a higher number
of inhabitants than
multi-family units. Thus it is
reasonable to expect with
more units and more
inhabitants traffic and density
will be higher than the 2017
plan.
NOTE: the multiple values in
the columns are due to errors
in the submitted development
plan. Page 11 and page 54 of
the plan provide differing unit
numbers.

Table 1: Comparison of Recent Easton Farm Development Plans by Unit Type and Volume

This density in the 2021 plan is not only higher than the 2017 plan, but continues to exceed the
current R-1 zoning for the Easton parcel of 2 units per acre. Table 2 shows the density of the Easton
Farm plans compared to current zoning, which can also be viewed in Graphic 1.

Reference

Overall Density

Comments

2017 Easton Farm
Plan

6.66 u/ac

Recommended by city for denial due to high
density, withdrawn plan (25OCT2017) density
cited.

2021 Easton Farm
Plan

6.83 u/ac, as listed

This plan has a higher density than the 2017
plan.

OR
7.08 u/ac, based on 599 unit
total on page 11 of the plan
(not including independent
living units)

Current Easton
Farm Zoning

2.0 u/ac

NOTE: The submitted plan density calculation
may be inaccurate. The 6.83 u/ac calculation is
based on 577 units, but page 11 of the 2021 plan
(reference 8) states there are 599 units not
including the independent living units. Page 54
of the plan states there are 577 units not
including independent living. It is unclear which
number is accurate. If independent living units
are included, the density is likely even higher.
Current zoning is well below the proposed
density.

Table 2: Comparison of Recent Easton Farm Development Plans to Current Zoning

Graphic 1: Current Zoning per Springboro Zoning Map
The Easton Farm land is zoned R-1, which carries a maximum density of 2.0 units per acre. The
intent of R1, as stated in Springboro's codified ordinances is: "to stabilize, protect and encourage
the residential character of the district and prohibit activities not compatible with a low density
residential neighborhood. Development is limited to single-family dwellings plus Public Uses
and Quasipublic Uses". All residents living in the vicinity of the Easton Farm have moved here with
the expectation that the R-1 zoning set forth in Springboro's zoning would be honored as R-1 into
the future. We have chosen to make our most expensive investment – our homes – and invest our
livelihood through taxes and trust in this city. Changing the zoning by converting this parcel into
Planned Use Development – Mixed Use (PUD-MU) to enable this construction would break this
trust and set a concerning precedent for all residents in the city.
Closely related to community, but a component enabled by zoning changes are buildings with three
or more stories. Even when the tallest buildings are located closer to state route (SR) 741 three or
more stories will feel like they are towering over surrounding residential neighborhoods such a
Tamarack Trail – it would feel like they are on the edge of a city. As an example, see the way the
Village Park townhomes tower over the back yards of the eastern most residents of Deer Trail
Drive. These are only three stories. Four would be worse and would mean the towering feeling is
applicable over farther distances. The proposed three and four story buildings would look out of
place along SR 741 and change the character of the corridor. There is no precedent for a 3 or four

story buildings along this corridor. Construction of buildings this height would permanently change
the atmosphere along SR 741 and compromise the low-rise small time feeling throughout
Springboro.
An important aspect of a development plan that is open (green) space. Open space is inversely
related to density and the total volume of developed land. The 2021 plan has less open space than
the 2017 plan by 5 acres which, when combined with high density multi-family housing and 31'
residential lots, will likely make this development feel very dense and urban.
Comparison of Open Space in Easton Farm Develoment Plans
Reference Plan

Open space (acres)

Comments

2017 Easton Farm Plan

20.76

This plan was recommend for
denial by the planning
commission in 2017.

2021 Easton Farm Plan

15.66

The 2021 plan has less open
green space than the 2017
plan owing to the density and
land use volume of the
development.

3. Community
Community surveys provide insight into what the city is doing well and where the community
would like to see the city go in the future. Table 3 tabulates these views and compares them with
actual observed growth through new construction permits. It is overwhelming clear through 12
years of community surveys that over 90% of the city's residents want moderate or no growth. In
other words: they like things how they are. The rate of construction reflects this view and also
reflects a culmination of good zoning and smart planning in line with the community's desires. If
the Easton Farm plan is approved there will be an explosion of development creating more new
housing units than all new construction in Springboro over the last 14 years (estimating 56 homes in
2020)! This amount of construction could not be categorized as moderate to no growth, this is
aggressive growth. This volume of construction along with the traffic and congestion it will create
will remove the small town feel that motivated current residents to move here in the first place and
is a reason residents like living in Springboro.

Percent of
Single Family Home
Residents Wanting
Year New Construction
Moderate or No
Permits
Growth

Comment

2008

12

92.00%

Per 2008 Community
Survey

2009

19

---

No survey conducted

2010

25

---

No survey conducted

2011

24

89.00%

Per 2011 Community
Survey

2012

67

---

No survey conducted

2013

95

---

No survey conducted

2014

65

94.00%

Per 2014 Community
Survey

2015

67

---

No survey conducted

2016

61

---

No survey conducted

2017

70

90.00%

Per 2017 Community
Survey

2018

54

---

No survey conducted

2019

56

---

No survey conducted

2020

49 (Mar-Dec)

90.00%

Per 2020 Community
Survey

Table 3: Comparison of Springboro Development with Community Views on Growth Preferences
This plan appears to be creating a small city within the city of Springboro. Certain features such as
a two-story parking garage, street side parallel parking and very narrow 33' lots are only found in
cities or dense urban inspired mixed used developments such as Austin Landing. We already have
an Austin Landing just one mile north on 741 and Austin Landing South will create more
multi-family housing in a city-like environment.This type of development near residents in the
small town of Springboro is completely the opposite of community views on growth and the current
R-1 zoning of this property.
The city of Springboro is where people buy a home in which they will raise a family or retire. Over
90% of Springboro residents are homeowners, according to community surveys. This makes
Springboro very unique compared to many surrounding cities and likely contributes greatly to the
small town feel community so many residents cherish. Table 4 displays the large percentage of
homeowners in the community. Creation of hundreds of rental units (more than all new homes
constructed in the last 6 years) would create a change in the very fabric of the city. It is more likely
a homeowner will be more invested in a city's future and more likely to reside in Springboro long
term, contributing positively to the small town culture of the city.
Year

Percent of Home
Ownership, based on
community surveys

2008

96.00%

2009

no survey

2010

no survey

2011

94.00%

2012

no survey

2013

no survey

2014

96.00%

2015

no survey

2016

no survey

2017

95.00%

2018

no survey

2019

no survey

2020

94.00%

Table 4: Percent of Springboro Residents That Are Homeowners, Based on Community Surveys

4.0

Quality of Life Concerns

4.1 Traffic
4.1.1. Traffic concerns fall into two broad categories: road congestion and throughfare. A
development of this size and density will place many new vehicles on SR 741. Additionally,
the connectivity to existing residential neighborhoods will lead to increased throughfare.
4.2.1. Low density single family housing, in accordance with current zoning, would
exponentially lower the traffic impact.
4.1.2. Six hundred eighty seven units (687) with an estimated two cars per unit will place 1374
new vehicles on SR 741. This would result in over 2500 new vehicle trips a day if each
vehicle conducts only one round trip a day. Since most people make more than one trip of a
day this number is a low estimate. This figure does not include employees, customers or
visitors. Congestion on SR741 will increase significantly and the creation of a new light on
SR 741 @ Easton Farm Blvd will slow traffic throughout the SR 741 corridor.
4.1.3. Thoroughfare is a reality. It is human nature to seek the fastest distance between two
points. While it is difficult to quantify thoroughfare it will be significant and will increase
noise, reduce safety for children at play and lower quality of life in surrounding
neighborhoods, particularly Deer Trail Drive. When motorists cut through a neighborhood
they are less likely to follow the speed limit than residents of that neighborhood and less
likely to drive through as if they lived there. As the high density of the development
congests SR 741, motorists will find access through Deer Trail Drive and Tamarack Trail to
be a favorable alternatives that allow motorists to bypass 741 congestion (along with
multiple stop lights) and congestion associated with transiting access roads in the eastern
most portion of the 2021 plan. Thoroughfare from Pennyroyal Drive to Deer Trail Drive to
Paddock Trail/Village Park Blvd is already common and an easy example showing that
motorists will always find the fastest way to their destination. Tamarack Trail residents can
surely relate: thoroughfare between SR 741 and SR 73/North Park creates a constant high
volume of traffic that would only worsen with the 2021 plan. The proposed on-street parking
in the 2021 plan will slow down motorists as well, leaving them to seek an easy way to
reach the western portion of the development. In short, thoroughfare is a significant concern
and expected side effect from high density, high congestion development that will have an
outsize impact on the surrounding neighborhood's safety and quality of life. It is unrealistic
to expect 687 units worth of traffic to flow orderly to the East and transit only the two SR
741 access points.
4.2 Schools
4.2.1. Springboro schools are crowded and the budget is low (601st out of 608 school districts
in Ohio in spending per pupil). The Springboro school system is in re-occuring annual

deficit spending pattern. A new levy is needed and planned but passage is uncertain. The
school district's average teacher to student ratio is 24:1 (some classes exceed 27 students!)
which is much higher than the Ohio average of 18:1. Our school district can't afford or
handle a large influx of students from this development, especially if factoring in the
growing influx of students from new communities in Clearcreek Township. Low density
single family housing, in accordance with current zoning, would lower the burden on our
schools.
4.3 Parks
4.3.1. Near the Easton Farm area there are two parks: North Park and Gardner Park. North Park
is the only park in Northwest Springboro with a playground. The high density of units and
low area of open space in the 2021 plan is problematic for the city's parks. North Park's
playground, tennis courts and walking trails are already crowded on nice days. Gardner
park's walking trails are already popular and increasingly crowded. While the easy access to
these parks from the proposed development is convenient for future inhabitants it will place
a lot of stress on two parks already nearing capacity on nice days. Simply put, there are too
many people and not enough park space. The open space proposed in this plan AND the
city's two parks are not enough to absorb another potential 1200 inhabitants.
4.4 Safety
4.4.1. Springboro's police force is exemplary and current residents want it to remain that way.
Six hundred and eighty seven more units, and likely 1200 more residents, living in close
quarters is a recipe for more calls to the police department. The building of this dense of a
development will require more police incident responses and patrols versus a lower density
development. 4.2.1. Low density single family housing, in accordance with current zoning,
would lower the burden on our police force.
4.5 A More Transient Community
4.5.1. Rental properties will create a more transient community. A more transient community is
not ideal for creating long term investments in the community like a homeowner might and
makes it harder to maintain a tight knit neighborly small town feeling, which is contrary to
an attractive quality residents positively rated in community surveys.
4.6 Changing Springboro's Character
4.6.1. The "city within a city" concept of the 2021 plan is a departure from Springboro's
existing character. The following features or outcomes are significant differences from the
city residents know and love:
Tall buildings along SR 741, creating a "skyline" and forever changing the small
town feel of Springboro
Small city size lots 31' in width creating a urban environment
A parking garage within city limits
Parallel parking along streets outside of downtown
Multi-family housing with hundreds of units
An increase of thousands of vehicle trips a day resulting in more congestion on
SR 741
Throughfare of surrounding neighborhoods, reducing safety, increasing noise and
reducing quality of life.
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