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Introduction 
Every community is dynamic in nature, whether experiencing a decline in population or facing ever-
expanding residential neighborhoods and business centers. Sugarcreek Township is no different in that 
there are numerous influences occurring in and around the township that have changed the community 
over the past and will continue to create forces that must be addressed. In order to plan for the future and 
to address the impacts of growth as they occur, Sugarcreek Township embarked upon an update to the 
2001 Sugarcreek Township Comprehensive Development Plan to ensure that the township has an up-to-
date plan with relevant land use, transportation and public facility elements.  
 
The core elements and goals of the 2001 plan, which were developed through an extensive planning effort, 
are fundamentally intact. The update was initiated to incorporate the desire of the township to take the 
goals one step further by providing for and encouraging the development of conservation subdivisions, 
which allow the same densities as a typical subdivision but where 50 percent or more of the site is 
preserved as open space. In particular, the township wants to strongly encourage conservation 
subdivisions in northern areas of the township where there are sufficient water and sewer services as well 
as significant pressure to develop large-scale housing developments. With this update, this plan will 
continue to serve as a guide for the public and the decision-making bodies of Sugarcreek Township. 
 
In 2001, the township adopted the original comprehensive development plan with several overarching 
goals based on significant public input. These goals, outlined below, continue today and remain the basis 
behind the comprehensive development plan update. 
 

 Retain the rural character of the township;  
 Manage the pace and quality of future 

development in accordance with all the other 
goals of this plan;  

 Protect key assets within the township;  
 Retain viable agriculture;  
 Provide viable strategies for the preservation of 

open space;  
 Manage transportation demands and conflicts;  
 Provide criteria and guidance for future 

infrastructure and public facility development;  
 Provide for the protection of important 

environmental and natural resources;  
 Plan for recreational areas; and  
 Protect the geographic integrity of Sugarcreek 

Township.  
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The fundamental concepts embodied in this plan are twofold. First, as development occurs in the coming 
20 years, the inherently attractive rural character of the township should be retained and protected. 
Second, development should be arranged to minimize the costs associated with the delivery of public 
services and capital investment in infrastructure, thereby protecting the interest of the taxpayer and the 
fiscal health of the township. 
 

Planning Influences 
Sugarcreek Township is located in the southwest corner of Greene County on the southeast fringe of the 
urbanized area surrounding Dayton. Over the last half century, the urbanized land area around Dayton has 
been steadily growing outward leading to increased development pressures on Sugarcreek Township 
 
While Dayton drives the regional growth that is now influencing Sugarcreek Township, Map 1 shows that 
the cities of Kettering, Centerville, and Bellbrook have the most immediate influence on the township. 
Several properties have been annexed to the Cities of Kettering and Centerville in the recent past with the 
most recent annexation activity occurring along Wilmington Pike, the township’s western border and 
primary nonresidential activity center.  
 
 

 
Map 1: Sugarcreek Township Vicinity Map 
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As a township in Ohio, Sugarcreek Township is bound by state statutes established in Title Five of the 
Ohio Revised Code (ORC). These statutes define the number of elected officials, the roles of the officials, 
and the authority of the township over zoning, cemeteries, local roads (primarily residential roads), and 
other jurisdictions. As it relates to this plan, Chapter 519 of the ORC allows the township to prepare plans 
and a zoning resolution to address development in the township but the authority for subdivision control, 
county roads, and utilities, all fall outside of the authority of the township. Even though a township has 
the authority to adopt township zoning regulations, ORC Section 519.02 limits these regulations by 
defining what and how townships can regulate land uses and buildings. For example, townships recently 
were given the authority to institute architectural guidelines for nonresidential uses, however, those 
regulations may not include regulations on exterior building materials. This has led to some difficulties in 
defining and controlling growth (beyond basic zoning of densities, uses, and bulk) to the fullest extent 
desired by the township but through the use of solid planning principles, the township continues to 
maintain high levels of service and a desired quality of life with the planning and zoning authority they 
currently maintain. 

History of Planning in Sugarcreek Township 
In 1954, Sugarcreek Township assumed the responsibility for administering its own planning and zoning 
functions as provided for in the ORC. The township trustees appointed a township zoning commission 
and the first township zoning resolution was adopted.  
 
In 1974, a Sugarcreek Township Comprehensive Plan was completed by the Miami Valley Regional 
Planning Commission. This plan addressed both the township and the City of Bellbrook. In that same 
year, the Bellbrook-Sugarcreek Township Park District was established. Since its establishment, the park 
district has acquired and developed 16 parks to date in addition to those parks developed by Greene 
County.  
 
In 1978, the Greene County Regional Planning and Coordinating Commission prepared and adopted 
Perspectives: Future Land Use Plan for Greene County. Over the years, this plan was amended to 
incorporate plans by reference that have been prepared and adopted by other jurisdictions in the county.  
 
Prior to 1986, Sugarcreek Township and Bellbrook had a joint fire 
department and a joint police department. In 1989, these services were 
separated so that the township would have full authority over its own fire 
and police services. 
 
In 2000, the Greene County Regional Planning Coordinating Commission 
adopted the Greene County Farmland Preservation Plan. The plan 
evaluates and identifies those areas of the county prime for preservation 
based on soils, lack of urban infrastructure, and unique natural resources. 
The plan identifies most of the southern portion of Sugarcreek Township 
as an area that should be preserved through a number of implementation 
strategies including agricultural districts, conservation easements, and 
clustered development. 
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In 2001, Sugarcreek Township prepared and adopted the Sugarcreek 
Township Comprehensive Development Plan that addressed 
development throughout the township as well as identifying 13 
distinct planning areas with individual planning policies. In 
conjunction with this plan, the township also undertook a major 
update of its zoning resolution to modernize the regulations and 
bring it in compliance with the new comprehensive development 
plan. 
 
In 2002, Greene County adopted an update to its land use plan. The 
update identifies twelve Planning Partnership Areas (PPA) including 
the Sugarcreek Township/City of Bellbrook PPA. These PPAs were 
established to promote cooperative planning between local 
communities and the county while also allowing for a more 
individualized planning approach. The plan highlights the critical 
need to protect the natural resources of Sugarcreek Township and 
discourages the expansion of infrastructure in the southern portion of 
the township to minimize new development in the rural areas. 
 
In 2005, there was a referendum to prepare a study that would evaluate the potential merger of Sugarcreek 
Township and the City of Bellbrook. The referendum was narrowly defeated by 22 votes so the 
cost/benefit study for the merger was not undertaken. Another merger study referendum could be 
initiated in three years from the date of the failed referendum in accordance with ORC Section 709.46. 
 
In the preparation of this plan update, Sugarcreek Township recognizes the Greene County Farmland 
Preservation Plan and the 2002 Greene County Land Use Plan as being consistent with the overall goals of 
Sugarcreek Township as established in this plan. 
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Planning Foundation 
A key component of any comprehensive planning strategy should be an understanding of how the 
community has grown and developed into the community that it is and how the community wants to grow 
in the future. Accomplishing this task means evaluating how the township has grown through an inventory 
of the existing conditions. This creates a foundation for which the township can base decisions on what 
policies are adequate and what policies should be refined or changed. 

Existing Land Use 
An assessment of how the land is currently being used is an important piece of information that must be 
evaluated in any land use planning effort. Property information and aerial photography available from the 
Greene County Auditor’s Office along with input from staff helped establish an updated existing land use 
map (Map 1). This map classified property in Sugarcreek Township within the following land use 
categories:  
 

 Agriculture/Undeveloped properties are areas of the township that are maintained as farmland, 
either crops or for the raising of livestock, or are properties that are not currently used for any 
use listed below. Large residential properties with over ten acres also fall within this category 
due to the potential for future development. 

 Single-Family Residential on 5 to 10 Acres are those properties with a single detached dwelling 
unit located on a single parcel. For the purposes of this plan, it was important to maintain a 
separate category for single-family residential uses located on large-lots. 

 Single-Family Residential uses include those properties with a single detached dwelling unit 
located on a single parcel. 

 Multi-Family Residential uses cover areas of the townships where there are multiple dwelling 
units, attached to one another, located on a single parcel. This category may include apartment 
buildings, townhomes, duplexes, two-family homes, and other attached housing. 

 Office uses include those establishments that provide executive, management, administrative, 
medical, dental, or professional services in either small or large-scale office buildings. 

 Commercial uses cover those areas of the township where there primary use is the provision of 
goods and services to the general public in a neighborhood or suburban commercial center. 

 Industrial uses include the manufacturing and production of goods and/or services with little 
to no commercial or office use related to the main industrial use. 

 Public/Institutional uses are properties and structures used for the provision of services related 
to the general public or institutions. These uses include religious places of worship, schools, 
government buildings, and other public uses. 

 Parks and Recreational uses are properties used for public open space and recreational uses 
such as playgrounds, ball fields, horse trails, and other local or regional park lands.  
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Table A and Map 2 illustrate the current distribution of land uses across the township. As part of the plan 
update process, there was a modification of the existing land use categories to clarify the existing land uses. 
Additionally, the updated existing land use map applies these categories to an entire parcel rather than just 
the area of a parcel used for the particular land use. While these changes do not allow for a straight 
comparison of existing land uses between 2001 and 2007, a general comparison shows that there has been 
an increase in residential development, particularly in the northern half of the township. Additionally, a 
comparison of the map also illustrates how annexation has impacted the township through recent 
annexations by Kettering and Centerville of over 380 acres along Wilmington Pike.  
 

Table A: Existing Land Use Distribution 

Land Use Acres % of Township 

Agriculture/Undeveloped 9,473 58.4% 

Single-Family Residential 5-10 Acres 1,755 10.8% 

Single-Family Residential 3,318 20.5% 

Multi-Family Residential 36 0.2% 

Commercial 134 0.8% 

Office 13 0.1% 

Industrial 59 0.4% 

Public/Institutional 325 2.0% 

Parks and Recreational 1,102 6.8% 

TOTAL 16,216 100.0% 
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Map 2: Existing Land Use
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Natural Resources 
While it appears that a vast majority of the township remains available for future development, there is a 
considerable amount of the community where natural features such as topography and floodplains pose 
constraints to future development. It is these natural resources, and the lack of infrastructure, that has thus 
far helped minimize the development pressure on the southern and eastern areas of the township and it is 
the existence of these natural resources that many residents find desirable. As such, the future growth of 
the township will be greatly influenced by the existence of topography, the Little Miami River, and the 
river’s related floodplains. 
 

Topography 

The attractive character of Sugarcreek Township is 
in large part created by its dramatic and varied 
landform. Map 3 illustrates the elevations that 
create the varied topography within the township. 
As illustrated in the map, the most prominent 
topographic features are the valleys of the Little 
Miami River and its various tributaries including 
the township’s namesake waterways, the Sugar 
Creek and Little Sugar Creek. Additionally, in 
several areas of the township, the topography 
creates opportunities for long views and vistas over 
the landscape, which only adds to the unique rural 
experience of the township. As has been 
established in past planning efforts, the township 
has determined that areas with a slope of 15 percent or more should be targeted for preservation given the 
prevalence of this steep of a slope around the Little Miami River, the Sugar Creek, the Little Sugarcreek, 
and many of the related tributaries. 
 

Soils  

Soil types within the Miami Valley and the township have had, and will continue to have, a significant 
impact on the intensity and placement of development. There is a significant presence of prime farmland 
soils in the township and throughout the county as is the presence of hydric (wet) soils. Suitability for on-
site wastewater systems is severely limited due to high clay contents. Development using septic systems 
can require significantly larger lots than those that utilize centralized sewer systems. While the Greene 
County Combined Health District reviews each site and system based on the individual characteristics of 
the site, a general rule of thumb is that on-site wastewater systems require as much as one and a half to 
two acres of land. This issue will remain a reality for most of the eastern and southern portions of the 
township where the topography makes the extension of sewer systems cost prohibitive. 
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Little Miami National and State Scenic River  

The most prominent physical landmark in Sugarcreek Township is the Little Miami River which runs 
north/south through the township. Designated by the Ohio Scenic River Program as the State’s first 
Scenic River in 1969 it was subsequently recognized as a National Scenic River in 1973. The river corridor 
is not only special to the state and nation as a scenic river but is a community asset to most Sugarcreek 
Township residents.  
 
As with most river corridors, the Little Miami River is surrounded on both sides by a significant area of 
100-year floodplain. These are areas where there is a one percent chance of flooding on an annual basis. 
Historically, the Little Miami River has experienced substantial flooding from time to time with major 
floods occurring in 1959 and again in 1963. For this reason, the county has established building and 
floodplain regulations that minimize the amount of development that may occur in the floodplain area to 
protect the safety of residents. The township also maintains floodplain overlay districts and the Little 
Miami River overlay for the purpose of protecting this sensitive riparian corridor. It is for all of these 
reasons that there is clear value in preserving the natural character of the floodplain area related to the 
Little Miami River.  
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Infrastructure 
Utilities 

While many people believe the interstate highway and 
roadways are what drive development, the true factor 
that influences where and how much development may 
occur are the utilities, and in particular sanitary sewers. It 
is the extension of the sewer, and to a lesser extent the 
extension of water lines, that allows increased densities 
and more intense land uses. Many communities are able 
to directly influence growth by controlling utilities. For 
example, many cities will not provide water or sewer 
service to a property unless it is annexed and falls under 
the control of the city. For townships, this is an unlikely 
scenario, as the control of utilities tends to fall under the 
realm of county or regional agencies. For Sugarcreek 
Township, the control of the sanitary sewer system, and 
some of the water system, fall under the jurisdiction of 
the Greene County Department of Sanitary Engineering. 
Other agencies, such as the City of Bellbrook and 
Montgomery County provide water service to the 
remainder of the township. Map 4 illustrates the 
locations of existing sewer lines as well as the area 
considered to be the urban service boundary for these 
utilities.  
 
The Greene County Department of Sanitary Engineering is currently in the process of improving the 
Sugarcreek Wastewater Treatment Plant in Spring Valley Township. Prior to the improvements, the 
township had considered a moratorium on development given the lack of treatment capacity for new 
development and an increased number of overflow events into the local streams. The improvements to the 
plant will increase the treatment capacity of the plant but will not change the urban service boundary 
because the improvement does not include the extension of any sewer lines. However, the improvements 
that were made were done in expectation of growth in the northern part of Sugarcreek Township and in 
Montgomery County. For the most part, the expanded treatment capacity will assist in the treatment 
service already provided to Montgomery County residents whose sanitary waste is treated by Greene 
County systems. The department does not have any plans to build sewer lines to expand the service area. 
However, if a private developer wanted to extend sewer lines, the developer could extend the lines 
provided they meet the standards of the county. The only reason the county would eventually build 
additional sewer lines in the area would be if they were required to expand the system as a mandate by the 
state. For this reason, the topography of land, and the ability to easily install gravity fed sewer lines, 
sanitary sewer service will largely be restricted to Planning Areas 1 through 4 and the western portion of 
Planning Area 5 (see page 33), Additionally, a small area south of Bellbrook in Planning Area 12 is also 
served by public systems. 
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Transportation Network 

Traffic patterns in Sugarcreek Township over recent years 
resemble those found in many growing urban fringe 
communities. Once rural roads that were not designed for 
constant traffic flows, are now required to carry a growing 
amount of traffic as suburban residential and commercial 
development creates a substantial increase in traffic. While 
commercial roads such as Wilmington Pike have been 
improved with development, there are still traffic choke 
points near the interstate and major intersections at peak 
hours of travel. With residential uses, there are often localized 
improvements to the transportation network to add turn lanes and deceleration lanes that affect a 
particular development but broader improvements to an entire road are often made when the road has 
very poor levels of service and after development has taken place. 
 
Complicating matters is the fact that the township has only 
minimal authority when it comes to transportation. The 
township is responsible for the maintenance and 
improvements on local roads that are typically the residential 
streets inside of developments. Greene County is responsible 
for maintaining and improving county roads, which include 
most of the larger “cross-township” connector and arterial 
roads including, but not limited to, Wilmington Pike, 
Feedwire Road, Little Sugarcreek Road, Centerville Road, 
Waynesville Road, Wilmington-Dayton Road, Steward Road, 
Lower Bellbrook Road, and others. The state of Ohio is 
responsible for State Route 725 and also assists the federal government in maintaining Interstate 675. 
Because of the multiple layers of responsibility, the township’s main method of encouraging various 
improvements is by working with the county, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission (MVRPC), 
and state to help plan for improvements. 
 

Planned Road Improvements 

MVRPC currently maintains a transportation plan for Greene, 
Miami, Montgomery, and Warren Counties. While the plan 
includes numerous long and short term projects, only the Clyo 
Road Connector project will have a significant impact on 
Sugarcreek Township. This connection will extend from the 
existing terminus of Clyo Road to Feedwire Road. 
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Sidewalks, Bikeways, and Trails 

In addition to roads and vehicular traffic, the transportation network also includes pedestrians and 
bicyclists. Planning and requiring sidewalks, bikeways, and trails has the same difficulties as road 
improvements due to the multiple agencies involved and the limited authority of the township. While the 
township can review sidewalks and trails as part of a planned development, they have little involvement in 
planning for additional sidewalks and trails unless they establish a special fund and plan for expanding 
trails. Like the road improvements, MVRPC does have a long-term plan for expanding bikeways and trails 
throughout the four counties it oversees including extending a north/south trail between Bellbrook Park 
to existing bike paths at Dayton-Xenia Road and creating an 
east/west trail along State Route 725 from Wilmington Pike 
east to the Little Miami Scenic River Bikeway in three 
different phases. 
 
MVRPC has recently embarked on a project to prepare ten 
local jurisdictional trail plans as part of the overall county 
bikeway plan. While the planning effort has yet to begin at 
the time of this update, one of the jurisdictional plans will 
be for the combined area of Sugarcreek Township and the 
City of Bellbrook. 
 

Planning Trends 
A key component of any comprehensive planning strategy is an understanding of the demographics of a 
community and a review of the general trends affecting its future. This type of analysis is useful in 
answering the following questions, which in turn provide the basis for making decisions during the 
development of the comprehensive plan.  

 How has the township grown in the past? 
 What are some of the changing trends, both in the township and across the nation, which 

might affect our future? 
 How might we grow in the future if these trends continue unchanged? 

 
The following sections provide a summary analysis of the demographic profile of Sugarcreek Township 
and the general analysis of trends. These trends can be used to evaluate the amount of additional land that 
may be “needed” over the next 20 years for both residential and nonresidential purposes. This analysis is 
important to the plan, because current trends may bring more or less growth than what the community 
wants in its future. The purpose of this analysis is to provide a foundation of knowledge of how much 
growth the township may anticipate in the future if current trends and development policies continue and 
is not reflective of any recommendations proposed as part of this plan. This analysis also allows the 
township to tailor planning tools that will guide any new growth toward the community’s vision of 
Sugarcreek Township in 2025. 
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Population and Housing 

As with most suburban communities, Sugarcreek Township has continued to grow in recent years, albeit at 
a much slower annual growth rate than in the 1990s. Table B illustrates the growth of Sugarcreek 
Township and surrounding communities between 1990 and 2005. 
 

Table B: Population Growth 1990-2005 

Community 
1990 

Population 
2000 

Population 
1990-2005 
AAGR* 

2005 
Population 

2000-2005 
AAGR* 

Greene County 137,195 147,886 0.75% 151,996 0.55% 
Beavercreek Township 1,850 2,868 4.48% 3,266 2.63% 
Sugarcreek Township 3,566 6,567 6.30% 6,813 0.74% 
Xenia Township 7,510 6,098 -2.06% 6,367 0.87% 
City of Beavercreek 33,544 37,984 1.25% 39,655 0.86% 
City of Bellbrook 6,450 7,009 0.83% 6,960 -0.14% 
City of Centerville 21,082 23,024 0.89% 23,162 0.12% 
City of Kettering 60,569 57,502 -0.52% 55,481 -0.71% 
City of Xenia 24,867 24,183 -0.28% 23,600 -0.49% 
*AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate 
 
In the 1990s, Sugarcreek Township witnessed fast paced growth with a average annual growth rate of over 
six percent. That rate slowed substantially in the 2000s when the average annual growth rate was less than 
one percent. This decline in the growth rate is likely caused by a number of factors including changes in 
local policy (e.g., increased lot size requirements, higher development standards), the impact of overall 
decreasing household sizes, and annexation (i.e., growth that is occurring in former territory of the 
township). 
 
While the Census provides a good estimate of population and population changes, local information such 
as building permit data provides an even more accurate estimate of how much growth is taking place in 
Sugarcreek Township. Information provided by the Greene County Building Department shows that there 
has been a fairly stable number of permits issued for single-family dwelling units over the last seven years. 
While the number of permits issued in 2006 was substantially lower, it is clear that the low growth rates 
illustrated in Table B above are unlikely to continue in the long-term. 
 
Given the information above, it is possible to forecast the potential future population of the township if it 
is assumed that the township will continue to grow in a manner similar to historic trends. Assuming that 
the township will continue to see an average of 70 housing units permitted or built on an annual basis, that 
trend would lead to a total of 4,110 housing units in 2025 (2,360 units in 2000), or an approximate 
township wide population of 11,400 people (2.78 persons per housing unit). This translates into an average 
annual growth rate of around two percent, which is a faster rate than in the most recent years but is far 
slower than the growth that occurred in the 1990s. It is also a rate reflective of actual building permit 
trends rather than strictly based on census estimates. 
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Residential Land Demand 

The land demand, or acreage that the growing population 
may require, is calculated by determining the amount of 
land necessary to accommodate the population and 
housing projected for the next 20 years if current 
development trends continue unabated. By applying an 
assumed development density to the projected number of 
new housing units, the result is the projected amount of 
land that will be demanded for the new development. 
This is an important analysis because if one assumes a 
rather low density of development, more land will be 
required while higher densities will actually decrease the 
amount of land that will need to be taken from the 
agricultural and rural base of Sugarcreek Township. 
 
Based on the population and housing projections 
discussed earlier, the township could see an additional 1,330 new housing units by 2025. The township’s 
current zoning allows residential densities of anywhere from one unit per five acres up to approximately 
two units per acre. Assuming that approximately 70 percent of new homes will be constructed in planned 
communities in the northern portion of the township, the township might see approximately 930 new 
homes in the areas served by water and sewer and another 400 units in the more rural areas. Once again, 
assuming that the homes in the northern part of Sugarcreek Township will development at a typical gross 
density of 1.5 units per acre and the more rural development at an average density of one unit per five 
acres, the new homes could demand approximately 2,620 acres as shown in Table C. 
 

Table C: Residential Land Demand by 2025 Under Current Trends 

Housing Type % of New Homes 
New Housing 

Units 
Assumed 

Gross Density
Residential 

Land Demand 
Suburban 70% 930 1.5 units/acre 620 acres 
Rural 30% 400 1 unit/5 acres 2,000 acres 
Total 100% 1,330 ------- 2,620 acres 

 
This scenario does not reflect the desired vision of the township for 2025. At the densities and ratios of 
development illustrated in Table C, a significant portion of the township’s land will be consumed by 
residential development with little resemblance to the once rural character of the township so desired by 
the township in the development of this plan and its update. As part of this update, it was determined that 
the more desirable outcome is to strongly encourage more residential development in the suburban areas 
where water and sewer service is available while discouraging development to the south in the rural areas 
of the township (illustrated in Table D).  
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Table D: Planned Residential Land Demand by 2025 

Housing Type % of New Homes 
New Housing 

Units 
Assumed 

Gross Density
Residential 

Land Demand 
Suburban 90% 1,197 1.5 units/acre 798 acres 
Rural 10% 133 1 unit/5 acres 665 acres 
Total 100% 1,330 ------- 1,463 acres 

 
The alternative scenario presented in Table D closely reflects the future vision of the township. The 
recommendations in this plan, as described in later sections, both promotes the above scenario as well as 
considers the ability of the township to accommodate the increase in development in targeted areas of the 
township. The land capacity analysis discussed on page 24 illustrates how there is sufficient land capacity 
within Planning Areas 1 through 5 to accommodate more than the 1,197 units planned for in the suburban 
areas of the township. 
 
 To help encourage the planned scenario, the township needs to identify incentives that will attract 
developers to the northern areas of the township where services are available. One method proposed by 
the township in the implementation section of this plan is the proposed revision of the existing zoning to 
allow for conservation subdivision design, which would only be permitted in certain areas of the township. 
This strategy lowers development costs by reducing the infrastructure costs through clustered lots that are 
easier to access with roads, water, and sewer, while at the same time providing density incentives for the 
development of conservation subdivisions.  

Related Housing Analyses 

In addition to the amount of residential development that has occurred or is projected to occur in the 
township, the community is also aware that there are changing trends in the type of housing that the 
township should be considering in an effort to accommodate a more diverse population. Two aspects of 
housing that were evaluated as part of this comprehensive development update were the age of 
householders and the value of housing in both the township and the region.  
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Age of Householders 
With improved health care, people are living longer and as such, there are a growing number of 
households where the householder is 65 years or older. Nationally, over 21 percent of households have a 
householder who is 65 years or older but in Sugarcreek Township, that ratio is only 12.5 percent (14.7 
percent when including the City of Bellbrook). Map 5 illustrates the percentage of householders who are 
65 years old or older in Montgomery and Greene Counties based on the 2000 Census.  

 
Map 5: Percentage of Households with Householder 65 Years + 
 
Sugarcreek Township maintains a low ratio of older householders due in part to the fact that Sugarcreek 
Township is considered a suburban community where development pressures have only recently 
increased. Those people who are moving into the area are most likely younger households moving outside 
of the Dayton urban area. As the township continues to mature, these younger households will age and 
will be looking for housing opportunities beyond the single-family detached home on a half-acre or larger 
lot. Additionally, older households will be in need of additional services such as senior service programs, a 
range of living options that will include independent living to nursing homes and assisted living facilities. 
Areas that currently have older householders now are generally located in city centers where there is closer 
access to shopping and other services. The demand for transportation, improved services, and a variety of 
housing options will continue to increase as the population in Sugarcreek Township and the immediate 
vicinity continues to age. 
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Value of Housing 
Another aspect of the housing stock that impacts the community is the overall value of housing. The value 
of housing in Sugarcreek Township is one of the highest in the Dayton region with a 2000 median value of 
$236,600 (see Map 6), almost double the national median value of $119,600. Locally, the communities of 
Sugarcreek Township and the City of Bellbrook saw an average sale price of $260,362 for an existing home 
in 2005 based on information from the Dayton Area Board of Realtors. This exceeded all other 18 
communities evaluated as part of the study. This information is pertinent to planning for the future in that 
it is a sign that the community may have a larger number of homes that are priced out of reach of much of 
the population. In order to afford a home that costs $250,000, a household will need an income of at least 
$80,000 depending on debt levels and interest rates. At that level of income, households are looking for 
move-up homes and luxury homes and there is likely a lack of starter homes targeted toward people who 
are just out of college and empty-nester homes for retirees and people whose children have moved out of 
the house. If Sugarcreek Township wants to create a community where people can live throughout all 
stages of their lives, there is a need to ensure that people of all income levels can find quality housing in a 
setting that fits within the vision of Sugarcreek Township in the future. 
 

 
Map 6: Median Housing Value (2000 Census) 
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Taxes 
As the township continues to grow, there will be a continued need to evaluate the fiscal health of the 
community, particularly given the fact that much of the new growth is likely to be residential. As identified 
in the previous comprehensive development plan, the 2000 ratio of agricultural and residential base 
valuation (value of property used for real estate taxation purposes) compared to commercial and industrial 
base valuation was approximately 75 percent agricultural and residential to 25 percent commercial and 
industrial. In 2002, the county completed its mandatory six-year reappraisal of properties and as of 2006, 
the ratio has decreased with 86 percent of the valuation taxed in the township coming from agricultural 
and residential uses and only 14 percent coming from commercial and industrial valuation. The county 
anticipates a significant change in values upon completion of the next reappraisal period in 2008 which will 
likely show even more tax valuation coming from agricultural and residential uses. As more homes are 
built in the township, and the value of homes continues to increase, there will be a continued trend toward 
more of the tax burden falling onto residential property owners. This is not at all unusual for townships in 
Ohio given the large size of a typical township and the fact that a significant portion of commercial and 
industrial growth tends to occur in cities and villages.  
 
Based on the above information, it will be important for the township 
to monitor growth and its impact on taxes. With increased population 
comes the need for increased services, particularly related to schools 
and township services. In general, most residential uses do not “pay for 
themselves” because for every one dollar a residential property owner 
pays in taxes, it costs more than one dollar to provide the various 
services paid for by those taxes (e.g., schools, roads, zoning, parks, 
etc.). This is not necessarily true for all homes because, depending on 
the type of housing, local tax rates, and cost of services, homes of 
certain values may be providing a sufficient amount of tax base to pay 
for services. This is why some communities consider creating a cost of 
services study in tandem with the evaluation of impact fees. These 
studies outline the cost of services, how those services are financed and 
maintained, and then compare these costs with the taxes paid by different housing types and housing 
values. Depending on the community and applicable taxes, the following are some general findings 
regarding residential uses and taxes: 

 Residential uses do not typically pay for themselves. 
 Building more residential uses will not necessarily lower tax rates. In fact, without 

supplementing the tax base with income taxes (not an option in townships), nonresidential 
development, impact fees, or similar tools, excessive residential development could possibly 
require increased residential tax rates. 

 Certain types of housing for older persons may not generate students to burden the school 
system but it can increase the burden on other services such as emergency medical services. 

 In a community such as Sugarcreek Township, which has a high residential land valuation, the 
tax burden will fall largely on the residents. 

 
 
 

If the township 
wants to truly 

understand the 
impact different 
types of housing 

have on the tax base, 
it will be necessary 

to complete a 
detailed cost of 
services study. 
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Based on the findings on the previous page, the township needs to take into understand the overall benefit 
of a development to the township tax base to ensure a long-term balance of housing so as to minimize the 
tax burden on the community. 
 
Sugarcreek Township currently has one of the highest tax rates in the state of Ohio, albeit not necessarily 
the highest. Table E illustrates the tax rates of a sampling of townships in and around the Dayton and 
Cincinnati region for 2006.  As the township grows, it will be important to identify other methods of 
providing services other than increased taxes (e.g., impact fees, joint service districts, etc.) to ensure overall 
fiscal responsibility. 
 

Table E: Sample of 2006 High Tax Townships in the Cincinnati-Dayton Region 

Township/Tax District 
Township 
Millage* 

Total Tax 
Rate 

Effective Tax 
Rate** 

Greene 
County 

Sugarcreek Township – Sugarcreek 
LSD*** 21.10 105.90 67.40 

Butler Township – Vandalia-Butler CSD 16.94 92.31 69.95 
Harrison Township – Dayton CSD 21.00 111.34 67.94 Montgomery 

County 
Washington Township – Centerville CSD 16.85 105.77 67.11 
Columbia Township – Mariemont CSD 14.76 137.76 70.45 
Delhi Township – Oak Hills LSD 26.34 95.57 53.10 Hamilton 

County 
Springfield Township – Finneytown CSD 20.30 129.87 74.74 

*Millage is the dollar amount paid per $1,000 of assessed property valuation. The assessed property value 
is calculated as 35% of the market value of the property as appraised by the county auditor. The township 
millage is money dedicated for township purposes. 
** The effective tax rate is the tax rate after a tax reduction factor is applied. It is the tax rate shown on 
your tax bill. 
***Sugarcreek Township has the highest tax rates in Greene County for the township millage, total tax 
rate, and effective tax rate and is not compared to other townships in Greene County. 
LSD – Local School District; CSD – City School District 

 

Planning Areas 
For the purpose of this plan, Sugarcreek Township was divided into 13 planning areas that largely follow 
the policy planning areas of the 2001 plan. These areas were created after evaluation of the characteristics 
of the area including land uses, development pressures, infrastructure, general character, and natural 
resources described in the previous sections. Map 7 illustrates the boundaries of the planning areas. 
Dividing the township into these areas allows for focused discussions of areas that have individual needs 
as well as to provide targeted recommendations that may only impact particular areas of the township. 
Each planning area is further illustrated and discussed in the comprehensive development plan 
recommendations starting on page 28. 
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Land Development Capacity 
The counterpart of the housing forecasts and land “demand” (page 16) is the land “capacity” or, in other 
words, how much new development could occur within the township. The initial land capacity analysis was 
based on existing zoning and natural resources followed by a second land capacity based on the land use 
recommendations of this plan. Land capacity is a simple calculation that takes 85 percent of the total area 
of agricultural lands, undeveloped properties, and large residential properties multiplied by the permitted 
zoning or plan density to provide an estimated number of housing units. The 85 percent ratio accounts for 
the general rule of thumb that approximately 15 percent of land is needed for streets and other public 
dedications. Because there are significant areas of the township where the land capacity is reduced by 
floodplains and steep slopes, which naturally limit development, there are two different land capacity 
scenarios that were evaluated as part of the planning process: 
 

 Land Capacity under Current Trends – This scenario assumes that all land with some 
potential for development, regardless of the existence of floodplains or slopes, develops to the 
maximum extent allowed by zoning. 

 Land Capacity as Planned – The final scenario illustrates the capacity that results when the 
plan recommendations in the following section are applied to the township including the lack 
of development in the floodplains and on steep slopes. This scenario assumes the maximum 
permitted residential densities (i.e., two units per acre when developed as a conservation 
subdivision) as described in the plan.  

 
Maps 8 and 9 on the following pages illustrates the land considered to have some potential for 
development which was used for the land capacity analysis. These maps also highlight those properties that 
are constrained by floodplains or slopes. Table F on the page following the maps illustrates the above two 
land capacity scenarios for each of the 13 planning areas, and for the township as a whole. It is important 
to note that Planning Area 2, the Wilmington Pike Commercial Corridor, contains the only land with some 
development potential that is currently zoned for commercial and office uses. The area is also the primary 
area where the comprehensive development plan recommends the future development of nonresidential 
uses. 
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Map 8: Land Capacity as Zoned
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Map 9: Land Capacity as Planned
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Table F: Residential Land Capacity Analysis (Housing Units) 

Area 

Potential 
Development 

Area* 
(Acres) 

Land Capacity 
Under Current 

Trends 
(Units) 

Capacity as 
Planned 
(Units) 

Planning Area 1: 675 West 24.5 21 42 
Planning Area 2: Wilmington Pike 
Commercial Corridor 113.9 All acreage is planned and zoned for 

nonresidential uses 
Planning Area 3: Little Sugarcreek 578.6 180 917 
Planning Area 4: South Feedwire 256.5 173 330 
Planning Area 5: South Alpha Bellbrook 851.1 170 740 
Planning Area 6: Sugar Valley 329.7 99 90 
Planning Area 7: Northwest Sugarcreek 975.6 173 147 
Planning Area 8: River Ridge 535.0 91 46 
Planning Area 9: Little Miami Corridor 785.0 250 0 
Planning Area 10: Berryhill 258.6 133 33 
Planning Area 11: South Waynesville Road 3,389.6 595 542 
Planning Area 12: Sugarcreek Reserve 524.4 178 89 
Planning Area 13: Southwest Sugarcreek 699.7 121 117 
Sugarcreek Township Total 9,322.2 2,184 3,094 
* The potential development area is the total area of land used for agricultural uses, undeveloped 
properties, and residential properties in excess of 10 acres (5 acres if access to sewer). This analysis is 
for planning purposes only and does not assume that all properties will develop or will sell for 
development. The analysis does not take into account private deed restrictions that may limit 
development. 
 
As described in the residential land demand section (pages 
17 and 18), it is evident that land in the township is 
currently zoned in such a way as to be able to theoretically 
accommodate the forecasted 1,330 new homes by 2025. 
This is the case even if the township assumes that no 
development will occur in the floodplain or on steep 
slopes (Land Capacity under Current Trends). However, 
this would require that almost all of the land in the 
township would have to be developed rather than 
encouraging increased densities in the north while 
protecting, to the maximum extent possible, the more 
rural areas to the east and south as envisioned by the 
planning recommendations (Land Capacity as Planned).  
 
 

By increasing the land capacity 
for development in the north, 
where adequate services are 

available, the pressure to 
develop the rural properties in 

the south will be reduced. 
Whereas if the ability to 

develop land in the north is 
limited, there will be more 
pressure to subdivide rural 

properties to meet the 
projected demand for housing. 
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Comprehensive Development Plan 

Overall Township Goals 
To be meaningful, the Sugarcreek Township Comprehensive Development Plan must be based on the 
desires and vision of the township’s citizens. Based on discussions with the advisory group charged with 
updating the comprehensive development plan, it was determined that the overall goals for the plan have 
not changed since the development of the 2001 plan. For this reason, the following goals continue to 
guide this plan, and the township, in developing the vision for the future of the community. 
 

 Retain the rural character of the township;  
 Manage the pace and quality of future development within the township in accord with the 

goals of this plan;  
 Protect key assets within the township;  
 Retain viable agriculture within the township;  
 Provide viable and continuing strategies for preserving open space;  
 Manage transportation demands and conflicts;  
 Provide criteria and guidance for the future infrastructure development;  
 Provide protection of important environmental resources;  
 Plan for recreational areas; and  
 Protect the geographic integrity of the township.  
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Planning Area 1: 675 West 
Existing Conditions 
• The 675 West Planning Area is located in the northwest corner of the 

township and has been significantly affected by annexation since the 
2001 plan. Both the cities of Kettering and Centerville have annexed 
large areas of this planning area, essentially creating three small 
subareas. The township has maintained the existing commercial center 
southeast of the Wilmington Pike and Feedwire Road intersection 
while the City of Centerville has annexed almost 270 acres of land to 
the north and south of this intersection and the City of Kettering has 
annexed 112 acres along Swigart Road, just west of I-675.  

• This planning area is almost completely built out with only a few small 
parcels still considered to have some development potential in the far 
northwestern corner of the planning area. 

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The existing commercial land uses at the intersection of Wilmington 

Pike and Feedwire Road should be maintained. 
• The remainder of the planning area should be used for single-family 

detached residential uses at a gross density not to exceed 1.0 dwelling 
unit per acre. 

• Parks, recreational uses, and large public/institutional uses or structures 
are also appropriate in this planning area due to the high density of 
development. 

• Should the recreational properties currently used by the Rollandia Golf 
Center be redeveloped, the appropriate use for these sites are single-
family detached residential uses with a gross density not to exceed 1.0 
dwelling unit per acre. 

• Developments with a maximum gross density of two units per acre 
may be considered only if the developer utilizes the planned 
development process in the development of a conservation 
subdivision.  

• This area is a priority area for conservation subdivisions where the 
township strongly encourages the clustering of lots to preserve 50 
percent or more of a site (see the Implementation Strategies). 

• The township strongly supports the plans to extend Clyo Road to the 
north to connect with Feedwire Road. In addition to this 
recommendation, the township would also support the eventual 
connection to Swigart Road through Brown Road and/or possibly a 
connection to a northbound on-ramp to Interstate 675 north of 
Feedwire Road. 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

198 Acres 

1.2% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
13.4% 

Single-Family Residential – 
31.6% 

Commercial – 15.4% 

Parks and Recreational – 
39.6% 

Land Capacity 

21 units as zoned 

42 units as planned 
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Planning Area 2: Wilmington Pike Commercial Corridor 
Existing Conditions 
• The Wilmington Pike Commercial Corridor is the predominant 

commercial and office area within the township and provides the vast 
amount of nonresidential land taxes in the entire community.   While 
there is a significant amount of developed land, there are also several 
large parcels that are currently undeveloped with the existing zoning 
providing for planned commercial or office uses that could almost 
double the amount of development in this planning area alone.  

• This planning area is currently the subject of plans to allow for the 
extension of Clyo Road to connect to Feedwire Road near Interstate 
675 to promote alternative connections and access to the existing 
congested transportation network.  

 

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area should continue to be for commercial 

and office uses with the commercial uses focused along the frontage of 
Wilmington Pike and the office uses located along the eastern edge of 
the planning area (as zoned in 2007).  

• Parks, recreational uses, and large public/institutional uses or structures 
are also appropriate in this planning area due to the high density of 
development. 

• The zoning resolution should be revised to include stronger 
architectural, landscaping, and buffering standards as permitted by 
recent revisions to the ORC statutes related to the purpose for 
township zoning. This will ensure a higher quality commercial corridor 
and proper compatibility with neighboring residential uses. 

• Mixed-use developments may be appropriate in this planning area 
provided that the developments do not include apartment buildings or 
other types of attached dwelling units. 

• The township strongly supports the plans to extend Clyo Road to the 
north to connect with Feedwire Road. In addition to this 
recommendation, the township would also support the eventual 
connection to Swigart Road through Brown Road and/or possibly a 
connection to a northbound on-ramp to Interstate 675 north of 
Feedwire Road. 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

340 Acres 

2.1% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
33.7% 

Single-Family Residential – 
10.6% 

Multi-Family Residential – 
9.9% 

Commercial – 30.5% 

Office – 3.8% 

Parks and Recreational – 7.5% 

Public or Institutional – 4.1% 

Land Capacity 

91.8 acres of commercial 

22.1 acres of office 
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Planning Area 3: Little Sugarcreek 
Existing Conditions 
• Beyond the commercial areas of Wilmington Pike, this is one of the two 

planning areas that have seen the most residential growth over the last 
decade and which is experiencing the biggest development pressures due to 
the area’s proximity to Beavercreek, Bellbrook, and the interstate. 

• While this planning area lies just east of Interstate 675, access to the 
interstate itself is limited to the interchange at Wilmington Pike or north at 
Indian Ripple Road. 

• The boundaries for this area were slightly altered in the 2007 update to 
follow roads and property lines to the east. 

• The most recent development in this planning area has been the 
construction of the new Bellbrook Junior High School and the large First 
Baptist Church complex on Swigart Road. 

• Residential uses in this area are currently located in a mix of small scale 
developments and on larger estate lots with some agricultural uses. 

• This planning area has sufficient access to both water and sewer service. 

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area should continue to be for single-family 

residential uses at a gross density not to exceed one unit per acre. 
Developments with a maximum gross density of two units per acre may be 
considered only if the developer utilizes the planned development process in 
the development of a conservation subdivision.  

• Parks, recreational uses, and large public/institutional uses or structures are 
also appropriate in this planning area due to the high density of 
development. 

• This area is a priority area for conservation subdivisions where the township 
strongly encourages the clustering of lots to preserve 50 percent or more of 
a site (see the Implementation Strategies). 

• Conservation of the Little Sugarcreek riparian corridor is strongly 
encouraged with a desire to see the corridor used as open space or for 
recreational uses. 

• Small-scale office uses and housing for older adults may be appropriate in 
this area north of Feedwire Road, east of Interstate 675, and southwest of 
the Little Sugar Creek. 

• The township strongly supports the plans to extend Clyo Road to the north 
to connect with Feedwire Road. In addition to this recommendation, the 
township would also support the eventual connection to Swigart Road 
through Brown Road and/or possibly a connection to a northbound on-
ramp to Interstate 675 north of Feedwire Road. 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

1,054 Acres 

6.5% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
54.9% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 10.7% 

Single-Family Residential – 
27.3% 

Public or Institutional – 7.1% 

Land Capacity 

180 units as zoned 

917 units as planned 
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Planning Area 4: South Feedwire 
Existing Conditions 
• Beyond the commercial areas of Wilmington Pike, this is one of the two 

planning areas that have seen the most residential growth over the last 
decade and which is experiencing the biggest development pressures due 
to the area’s proximity to Beavercreek, Bellbrook, and the interstate. 

• This area is largely built out with residential uses or is currently subject 
to planned development review. The majority of the development is 
residential subdivisions on lots smaller than one acre. 

• This planning area has sufficient access to both water and sewer service.  
 

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area should continue to be for single-family 

residential uses at a gross density not to exceed one unit per acre. 
Developments with a maximum gross density of two units per acre may 
be considered only if the developer utilizes the planned development 
process in the development of a conservation subdivision. 

• Parks, recreational uses, and 
large public/institutional uses 
or structures are also 
appropriate in this planning 
area due to the high density 
of development. 

• This area is a priority area for 
conservation subdivisions 
where the township strongly 
encourages the clustering of 
lots to preserve 50 percent or 
more of a site (see the Implementation Strategies). 

• Conservation of the Little Sugarcreek corridor riparian corridor is 
strongly encouraged with a desire to see the corridor used as open space 
or for recreational uses. 

• The township strongly supports the plans to extend Clyo Road to the 
north to connect with Feedwire Road. In addition to this 
recommendation, the township would also support the eventual 
connection to Swigart Road through Brown Road and/or possibly a 
connection to a northbound on-ramp to Interstate 675 north of 
Feedwire Road. 

 
 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

976 Acres 

6.0% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
30.5% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 3.8% 

Single-Family Residential – 
62.1% 

Public or Institutional – 3.6% 

Land Capacity 

173 units as zoned 

330 units as planned 
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Planning Area 5: South Alpha Bellbrook 
Existing Conditions 
• The South Alpha Bellbrook Planning Area, along with the Sugar Valley 

Planning Area, serve as the transition areas between the portion of the 
township that is witnessing the most development and is within the 
service boundaries for sewer to the more rural areas of the township 
with minimal utility service. 

• The boundaries for this area were slightly altered in the 2007 update to 
coincide with the floodplain boundaries along the Little Miami River 
Corridor and to follow roads and property lines to the west. 

• A significant portion of this area is developed for residential uses on 
large lots but there are also a large number of farms located east of 
South Alpha Bellbrook Road and north of Carpenter Road. 

• This planning area has sufficient access to water and only limited access 
to sewer service in the southwest corner of the planning area.  

 

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area should continue to be for agricultural 

uses or single-family residential uses at a gross density not to exceed 
one unit per five acres.  

• Large public/institutional uses or structures are not appropriate in this 
planning area due to the rural, large lot character of development. Parks 
and recreational uses with minimal structures may be appropriate if the 
use maintains the rural character of this planning area. 

• If sewers are introduced to the planning area, or portions of the 
planning area, the maximum gross density should not exceed one unit 
per acre where sewer is provided. 

• This area is a priority area for conservation subdivisions where the 
township strongly encourages the clustering of lots to preserve 50 
percent or more of a site (see the Implementation Strategies). 

• Development should be sited or clustered away from the roadway as 
much as possible to retain the rural character of the area. 

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

• The extension of sewers is strongly discouraged in this planning area. 
 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

1,583 Acres 

9.8% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
53.7% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 14.5% 

Single-Family Residential – 
21.3% 

Parks and Recreational – 3.1% 

Public or Institutional – 7.4% 

Land Capacity 

170 units as zoned 

740 units as planned 

 



2007 Comprehensive Development Plan Update 
 

COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT PLAN – 34 – 

Planning Area 6: Sugar Valley 
Existing Conditions 
• The Sugar Valley Planning Area, along with the South Alpha Bellbrook 

Planning Area, serve as the transition areas between the portion of the 
township that is witnessing the most development and is within the 
service boundaries for sewer to the more rural areas of the township 
with minimal utility service. 

• The boundaries for this area were slightly altered in the 2007 update to 
coincide with the floodplain boundaries along the Little Miami River 
Corridor. 

• This area is still predominately used for agricultural purposes with only 
a few large lot residential uses. 

• This planning area has access to water and very limited access to sewer 
service in the northwest corner of the planning area.  

 

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area should continue to be for agricultural 

uses or single-family residential uses at a gross density not to exceed 
one unit per five acres or one unit per 2.5 acres if zoned as such in 
2007. 

• Large public/institutional uses or structures are not appropriate in this 
planning area due to the rural, large lot character of development. Parks 
and recreational uses with minimal structures may be appropriate if the 
use maintains the rural character of this planning area. 

• If sewers are introduced to the planning area, or portions of the 
planning area, the maximum gross density should not exceed one unit 
per acre where sewer is provided. 

• This area is a priority area for conservation subdivisions where the 
township strongly encourages the clustering of lots to preserve 50 
percent or more of a site (see the Implementation Strategies). 

• Development should be sited or clustered away from the roadway as 
much as possible to retain the rural character of the area. 

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

• The extension of sewers is strongly discouraged in this planning area. 
 
 
 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

406 Acres 

2.5% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
83.2% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 3.7% 

Single-Family Residential – 
13.1% 

Land Capacity 

99 units as zoned 

90 units as planned 
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Planning Area 7: Northeast Sugarcreek 
Existing Conditions 
• The Northeast Sugarcreek Area is a mixture of farms, large lot 

subdivisions, and typical small lot residential subdivisions. It is also one 
of the more scenic planning areas given the topography and long vistas 
along the Little Miami River. 

• The boundaries for this area were slightly altered in the 2007 update to 
coincide with the floodplain boundaries along the Little Miami River 
Corridor. 

• This area is predominately used for single-family residential purposes 
with some small farming operations. 

• This planning area has limited access to water but does not have access 
to sewer service.  

 

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area should continue to be for agricultural 

uses or single-family residential uses at a gross density not to exceed 
one unit per five acres. 

• Large public/institutional uses or structures are not appropriate in this 
planning area due to the rural, large lot character of development. Parks 
and recreational uses with minimal structures may be appropriate if the 
use maintains the rural character of this planning area. 

• This area is NOT a priority area for conservation subdivisions. 
• Development should be sited away from the roadway as much as 

possible to retain the rural character of the area. 
• Major roadways in the area should be maintained in the current two-

lane configuration with minimal improvements made only for safety 
purposes.  

• The extension of sewers is strongly discouraged in this planning area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

2,067 Acres 

12.7% of Sugarcreek 
Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
47.4% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 22.4% 

Single-Family Residential – 
22.3% 

Parks and Recreational – 7.9% 

Land Capacity 

173 units as zoned 

147 units as planned 
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Planning Area 8: River Ridge 
Existing Conditions 
• River Ridge is almost completely built out with several large lot 

residential subdivisions known as River Ridge One and Two. While 
some of the remainder of the area is utilized for farming, a significant 
amount of the land is constrained by steep slopes that will minimize 
future development. 

• The boundaries for this area were slightly altered in the 2007 update to 
coincide with the floodplain boundaries along the Little Miami River 
Corridor. 

• This area is predominately used for single-family residential purposes 
with some small farming operations. 

• This planning area has limited access to water but does not have access 
to sewer service.  

 

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area should continue to be for agricultural 

uses or single-family residential uses at a gross density not to exceed 
one unit per five acres. 

• Large public/institutional uses or structures are not appropriate in this 
planning area due to the rural, large lot character of development. Parks 
and recreational uses with minimal structures may be appropriate if the 
use maintains the rural character of this planning area. 

• This area is NOT a priority area for conservation subdivisions. 
• Development should be sited away from the roadway as much as 

possible to retain the rural character of the area. 
• Major roadways in the area should be maintained in the current two-

lane configuration with minimal improvements made only for safety 
purposes.  

• The extension of sewers into this area is strongly discouraged in this 
planning area. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

1,457 Acres 

9.0% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
38.2% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 18.7% 

Single-Family Residential – 
41.5% 

Parks and Recreational – 1.6% 

Land Capacity 

91 units as zoned 

46 units as planned 
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Planning Area 9: Little Miami Corridor 
Existing Conditions 
• The Little Miami Corridor Planning Area encompasses the Little Miami 

River and its 100-year floodplain boundaries. This is one of the most 
treasured natural resources in the township due to its importance to the 
ecosystem, recreational use, and beauty. 

• The boundaries for this area were slightly altered in the 2007 update to 
coincide with the floodplain boundaries along the Little Miami River 
Corridor. 

• There is minimal development in this area due to the presence of the 
floodplain. Several lots along the river cross into the area but the 
structures are located in the adjacent planning areas. 

• This planning area does not have access to water or sewer service.  

Planning Area Recommendations 
• As previously described, the Little Miami River has been designated as 

a Scenic River by the State of Ohio and as a National Wild and Scenic 
River by the Federal Government, one of only 75 rivers in the nation 
to receive such designation. Thus, Sugarcreek Township bears a special 
responsibility in regulating what occurs in this area to ensure that this 
valuable resource is protected for future generations. 

• The principal use of this area should continue to be for agricultural or 
recreational uses. While residential uses are discouraged due to the 
floodplain, if development should occur, it should be limited to single-
family residential uses at a gross density not to exceed one unit per five 
acres. All other uses are inappropriate due to the floodplain. 

• This area is NOT a priority area for conservation subdivisions. 
• Development should be sited away from the river as much as possible 

to retain the natural character of the river corridor and to protect the 
riparian buffer area. At a minimum, there should be an undisturbed 
area at least 200 feet from the centerline of the river (on both sides) 
where vegetation should be protected and land disturbance strongly 
discouraged.  

• This planning area is an ideal area in which to pursue a policy of public 
acquisition for open space preservation and/or for recreational uses.  

• Major roadways in the area should be maintained in the current two-
lane configuration with minimal improvements made only for safety 
purposes. Bridges constructed across the Little Miami River should be 
given special design attention to ensure that they blend well into the 
natural environment. 

• The extension of sewers is strongly discouraged in this planning area. 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

1,143 Acres 

7.0% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
68.5% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 7.7% 

Single-Family Residential – 
4.8% 

Industrial – 3.3% 

Parks and Recreational – 
15.5% 

Public or Institutional – 0.2% 

Land Capacity 

250 units as zoned 

0 units as planned 
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Planning Area 10: Berryhill 
Existing Conditions 
• The Berryhill Planning Area serves as a high point between the Little 

Miami River and Sugar Creek, providing very impressive views of the 
river valley below. This area is completely surrounded by floodplains 
and is essentially an island, accessed by bridges across the river and 
creek. 

• The boundaries for this area were slightly altered in the 2007 update to 
coincide with the floodplain boundaries along the Little Miami River 
Corridor. 

• This area is still predominately used for agricultural uses with only a 
few property owners given the size of the planning area. 

• This planning area does not have access to water or sewer service.  

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The township would prefer to see this area continued to be used as 

farmland or remain undeveloped. For this reason, this is an area where 
the township should actively seek to purchase properties or 
development rights. 

• If development should occur, the principal use should continue to be 
recreational uses or for single-family residential uses at a gross density 
not to exceed one unit per five acres. 

• Large public/institutional uses or structures are not appropriate in this 
planning area due to the rural, large lot character of development. Parks 
and recreational uses with minimal structures may be appropriate if the 
use maintains the rural character of this planning area. 

• Development should be sited or clustered away from the river as much 
as possible to retain the natural character of the river corridor and to 
protect the riparian buffer area. At a minimum, there should be an 
undisturbed area at least 200 feet from the centerline of the river (on 
both sides) where vegetation should be protected and land disturbance 
strongly discouraged.  

• This area is a priority area for conservation subdivisions where the 
township strongly encourages the clustering of lots to preserve 50 
percent or more of a site (see the Implementation Strategies). It is 
preferable that the clustering of lots in this area be done to protect the 
vistas or viewsheds of the river valley. 

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

• The extension of sewers is strongly discouraged in this planning area. 
 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

288 Acres 

1.8% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
91.5% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 2.0% 

Single-Family Residential – 
6.5% 

Land Capacity 

133 units as zoned 

33 units as planned 
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Planning Area 11: South Waynesville Road 
Existing Conditions 
• The South Waynesville Road Planning Area is the largest agricultural 

areas of the township with the predominant use being active farmland. 
It is also the location of the township’s administrative offices. The 
northern boundaries for this area were slightly altered in the 2007 
update to coincide with the floodplain boundaries along the Little 
Miami River Corridor. 

• Residential uses in the area are located on large road frontage lots, 
primarily on Ferry Road, Middle Run Road, and Sears Road.  

• This planning area has limited access to water but does not have access 
to sewer service. There could be some possible sewer service to the 
north, near Bellbrook. 

 

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area 

should be for agricultural uses.  
• If development should occur, the 

principal use should be single-
family residential uses at a gross 
density not to exceed one unit per 
five acres. 

• Large public/institutional uses or structures are not appropriate in this 
planning area due to the rural, large lot character of development. Parks 
and recreational uses with minimal structures may be appropriate if the 
use maintains the rural character of this planning area. 

• The township should pursue a detailed planning study of this area to 
determine if the planned density of one unit per five acres should be 
decreased to one unit per ten acres or more and where conservation 
subdivisions or other rural preservation strategies should be 
encouraged in this area. 

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

• The township and/or the county should evaluate creating a pathway 
connection from the future park at the intersection of Centerville Road 
and Waynesville Road with the Sugarcreek Reserve Metropark. 

• The extension of sewers is strongly discouraged in this planning area. 
 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

4,134 Acres 

25.5% of Sugarcreek 
Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
54.7% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 6.0% 

Single-Family Residential – 
9.5% 

Industrial – 0.5% 

Public or Institutional – 0.7% 

Land Capacity 

595 units as zoned 

542 units as planned 
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Planning Area 12: Sugarcreek Reserve 
Existing Conditions 
• The Sugarcreek Reserve Planning Area is largely occupied by the 

Sugarcreek Reserve Metropark, providing natural areas and equestrian 
trails for the larger Dayton region. This area, along with the park, blend 
well with the equestrian based agriculture that occurs in the township. 

• While there are some small farms located in the area, much of the 
remainder of the planning area is occupied by a variety of housing 
ranging from multi-family residential uses to single-family residential 
uses on large lots. 

• Residential uses in the area are located on large road frontage lots, 
primarily on Ferry Road, Middle Run Road, and Sears Road.  

• This planning area has access to water services and some limited access 
to sewer service.  

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area should continue to be for agricultural 

uses or single-family residential uses at a gross density not to exceed 
one unit per five acres.  

• Large public/institutional uses or structures are not appropriate in this 
planning area due to the rural, large lot character of development. Parks 
and recreational uses with minimal structures may be appropriate if the 
use maintains the rural character of this planning area. 

• If sewers are introduced to the planning area, or portions of the 
planning area, the maximum gross density should not exceed one unit 
per acre where sewer is provided. 

• The township should pursue a detailed planning study of this area to 
determine if the planned density of one unit per five acres should be 
decreased to one unit per ten acres or more and where conservation 
subdivisions or other rural preservation strategies should be 
encouraged in this area. 

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

• The township and/or the county should evaluate creating a pathway 
connection from the future park at the intersection of Centerville Road 
and Waynesville Road with the Sugarcreek Reserve Metropark. 

• The township should work with the Five Rivers Metroparks to expand 
Sugarcreek Reserve. 

• The extension of sewers is strongly discouraged in this planning area. 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

1,475 Acres 

9.1% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
35.8% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 9.4% 

Single-Family Residential – 
14.8% 

Multi-Family Residential – 
0.2% 

Parks and Recreational – 
39.8% 

Public or Institutional – 0.1% 

Land Capacity 

178 units as zoned 

89 units as planned 
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Planning Area 13: Southwest Sugarcreek 
Existing Conditions 
• The Southwest Sugarcreek Planning Area is another large planning area 

that is still significantly used for agricultural purposes which the 
township would like to maintain.  

• Residential uses in the area are located on large road frontage lots, 
primarily on Wilmington-Dayton Road, Ferry Road, Middle Run Road, 
and Social Row Road.  

• This planning area has limited access to water but does not have access 
to sewer service.  

Planning Area Recommendations 
• The principal use of this area should be for agricultural uses.  
• If development should occur, the principal use should be single-family 

residential uses at a gross density not to exceed one unit per five acres. 
• Large public/institutional uses or structures are not appropriate in this 

planning area due to the rural, large lot character of development. Parks 
and recreational uses with minimal structures may be appropriate if the 
use maintains the rural character of this planning area. 

• The township should pursue a detailed planning study of this area to 
determine if the planned density of one unit per five acres should be 
decreased to one unit per ten acres or more and where conservation 
subdivisions or other rural preservation strategies should be 
encouraged in this area. 

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

• The extension of sewers is strongly discouraged in this planning area. 
 
 
 

PLANNING AREA SYNOPSIS 

Total Land Area 

1,096 Acres 

6.8% of Sugarcreek Township 

Existing Land Use 

Agriculture or Undeveloped – 
64.7% 

Single-Family Residential on 5 
to 10 Acres – 13.3% 

Single-Family Residential – 
17.1% 

Public or Institutional – 4.9% 

Land Capacity 

121 units as zoned 

117 units as planned 
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Public Facilities Plan 
Transportation 

Map 10 on the following page illustrates the transportation 
improvements that are currently included in MVRPC’s long-
range transportation plan detailed in the Planning Foundation 
section of this plan. Beyond these improvements, the township 
maintains two distinct roles in planning for the future of the 
transportation network. First, the township must maintain a high 
level of communication with the county, MVRPC, and state to 
ensure that the township is represented when decisions and 
plans are made for transportation improvements. With limited 
ability and funds to make improvements itself, the township 
should take on the role of lobbyist when it comes to larger scale 
transportation improvements. The second role the township has is reviewing and making 
recommendations or decisions on the layout of new local roads that will fall under the jurisdiction of the 
township. While the township is not formally involved in the actual subdivision approval (they are 
consulted for comments), Sugarcreek Township is seeing an increase in the number of planned 
developments where both the Board of Zoning Commission and Township Trustees do have authority 
over the layout of roads. In these cases, the township should be proactive at encouraging connectively 
both with roads and with sidewalks and trails. This does not mean that the township should take the 
extreme action of prohibiting cul-de-sacs but the township has the ability, through zoning and the planned 
development process, to require that large developments share one or more road connections and even 
require that trails and paths be connected. This ensures that there 
is a redundancy in the transportation network that is a starting 
point for minimizing traffic congestion caused by suburban 
growth. 
 
Other specific actions the township should take as part of this 
plan, as it relates to public facilities planning, are as follows: 
 

 As stated in a number of recommendations for 
individual planning areas, the township strongly 
supports the plans to extend Clyo Road to the north 
to connect with Feedwire Road. As part of this, the township should work with the county to 
evaluate the possibility of extending Clyo Road further north to Swigart Road through Brown 
Road or possibly connecting Clyo Road to a northbound on-ramp to Interstate 675 north of 
Feedwire Road. 

 The township should also work with the county to investigate ways to construct a bicycle 
facility that can be connected to the Little Miami Scenic Trail, which passes through Spring 
Valley Township. This state facility will ultimately extend from Cincinnati to Cleveland. 
Currently planning activities focus on connecting areas around Bellbrook north to Beavercreek 
and west toward Centerville. 
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 Through zoning, the township can minimize the number of driveway/curb cuts created by 

both residential and nonresidential uses. It is a well-established principle of traffic engineering 
that multiple access points onto a roadway both degrades its traffic-carrying capacity and 
increases safety hazards. Shared access points should be encouraged or required wherever 
possible.  

 Special attention should be given to the design of any bridges constructed crossing the Little 
Miami River. Rather than the typical concrete pier construction, arched stone faced structures 
should be considered.  

Parks 

The 2001 comprehensive plan briefly discusses parks and 
recreation and the importance of these uses to the community 
as a whole. In 1974, the City of Bellbrook and Sugarcreek 
Township established a joint Bellbrook-Sugarcreek Township 
Park District which owns and/or manages several parks in the 
township along with assisting in planning for the future of 
parks in the community. At this time, the park district owns or 
manages sixteen parks, some of which are located within the 
City of Bellbrook: 
 
Parks are often one of the key factors in what draws people to an area. A good park district provides a 
variety of recreational activities for the community and, in the case of Sugarcreek Township, this service is 
provided by the city, township, county, and the Five River Metroparks (which owns and maintains 
Sugarcreek Reserve). These agencies are in the best position to plan for the proper location and individual 
uses of new parks and thus a key recommendation of this plan is to continue to coordinate and participate 
in these agencies’ various park planning efforts. However, in an effort to provide a more quantitative goal 
for parks and recreation, this plan recommends that the township should strive to meet the national 
standards of ten acres of neighborhood and community park land for every 1,000 residents. With the 
current 140+ acres of parks operated by the local park district, the township and city currently meet this 
standard which many other communities have struggled to achieve. As the township and city continue to 
grow, it will be important to also continue to acquire and develop new park land to support that growth. 
This may be accomplished, in part, with impact fees in the long term if the township chooses to proceed 
with developing a cost of service study followed by an impact fee analysis which are described further in 
the implementation strategies section of this plan. 
 

Township Facilities 

The previous plan included a lengthy discussion on township facilities such as a new township hall 
(accomplished) and the urban service boundary (still exists and is illustrated in other maps). Currently, the 
township has plans to develop a new fire station at the intersection of Waynesville Road and Centerville 
Road to provide better response times to the southern areas of the township. The township continues to 
plan and expand for service as necessary to accommodate growth. The recommendations of this plan will 
help guide the township in deciding where new services such as fire stations should be located in 
anticipation of the planned growth.  
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Implementation Strategies 
As Sugarcreek Township continues to look toward the future, there is a continued need to look at 
capitalizing on land serviced by infrastructure and protecting the natural resources that are part of the 
community’s identity. Focusing on the strategies where the township has the most authority will increase 
the ability of the township to plan for and incorporate the recommendations of this plan. 
 
The purpose of this section of the plan is to provide a 
description of potentially suitable techniques for 
implementing this comprehensive development plan.  
 

Monitoring the Comprehensive 
Development Plan 
A comprehensive development plan is a long-term 
visionary document that looks at a planning horizon of 20 
years or more. This does not mean that the township 
should wait 20 years before reviewing and/or updating 
the plan. In fact, it is highly recommended that the township review the plan, in moderate detail, at least 
every five years due to the fact that major changes in infrastructure, the transportation system, 
development methods, and even changes in elected officials, state law or other regulations can have a 
significant impact on the recommendations of this plan. It may not be necessary to go through a long and 
intensive review process, but the township should take steps to involve the public in this review process to 
ensure that the goals and objectives are still relevant. The review should also identify major changes in 
infrastructure, transportation and trends that may change the recommendations of this plan. 
 

Involve the Public 
Sugarcreek Township should consistently involve the public in every affair of the township whether it is 
input for this comprehensive development plan or guidance on the design of new public buildings. Elected 
and appointed officials of the township, as well as hired staff, are responsible for a large population and 
public input helps assure that decisions are made in the best interest of those citizens. As the township 
continues to grow, public input will be a key ingredient in the process. 
 

Committees 
During the creation of the original 2001 plan and the update, the township utilized review committees to 
help work through issues and serve as a sounding board beyond the already established Board of Zoning 
Commission and Board of Trustees. These committees, which are often short term and serve a particular 
purpose are very useful at involving as many of the residents as possible in township government. In fact, 
the township created an open space committee based on recommendations from the original 2001 plan. 
For Sugarcreek Township, the best resource is to incorporate the use of committees wherever a special 
need or purpose arises that cannot be addressed by zoning alone. 
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Coordination and Communication 
This plan recognizes that agencies outside of the township regulate many elements of the community 
including sewers, water, transportation, and stormwater. In fact, the township is restricted in its 
participation in the subdivision review (not zoning) process, which is under the purview of the Greene 
County Regional Planning and Coordinating Commission. With so many agencies working in Sugarcreek 
Township, the township has the ability to serve as a coordinator and identify ways to make improvements 
in the community that will be more efficient and benefit the entire region. One of the simplest strategies 
for implementing many of the recommendations is to communicate with the appropriate agencies, inside 
and outside of the township, and inform them of township policy and the needs of the community. 
 

Zoning Amendments 
Along with plans themselves, zoning is the most basic of all planning tools used by Sugarcreek Township. 
Zoning can be used to accomplish the following: 

 Promote economic development by concentrating commercial and industrial properties in 
particular areas of the township. This concentration can help to prevent the overburdening of 
the market that can then work towards lowering vacancy rates and promoting the commercial 
or industrial core of the community. By concentrating uses such as commercial businesses 
together, zoning can help guide these developments into areas of the township best suited for 
the use because of adequate public facilities and infrastructure. 

 Encourage compact development with higher densities in areas served by infrastructure while 
discouraging development in areas with limited services. The township does not desire to see 
the development of the rural areas of Planning Areas 11, 12, and 13 into large 5-acre tract 
subdivisions and as such, there is a desire to reduce densities by requiring at least ten acres of 
land for a single home in the southern half of the township. 

 Create overlay districts to protect special areas or add more standards to an area where there 
are multiple underlying zoning districts. For example, the township is currently considering an 
overlay district to protect the riparian corridor along the Little Miami River that would require 
special setbacks and vegetation protection within a certain distance of the river, regardless of 
the underlying zoning district. 

 Protect existing residential neighborhoods by controlling densities and restricting the 
conversion of single-family homes into multi-family units or nonresidential businesses where 
such conversions are not desired. 

 Make sure the relationship between the district’s purpose and intent statements reflect the 
function and uses permitted in the district. 

 Require appropriate analyses for large public and institutional uses locating within residential 
neighborhoods so as to mitigate traffic, light, noise, and other impacts. This may be 
accomplished by developing a new district specifically for large uses that establish the 
minimum requirements including special buffers and a mandatory traffic impact study. 

 Separate incompatible uses with transitional zoning. An example of transitional zoning would 
be zoning land located between large commercial uses and residential homes for small-scale 
office space or multi-family residential uses. 
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 Require landscaping, signage, lighting, and adequate parking that will help improve the visual 
appearance of an area. 

 Create various levels of regulations from general to specific based on what the township and 
public wants for the community. General regulations may include standard requirements for 
lot area, lot width, or building height requirements. Other requirements for parking, 
landscaping, lighting and signage may address the impact a use has on the community.   

Communities are also using zoning as a method of encouraging appropriate development and 
redevelopment by moving more toward incentive-based zoning. In cases such as a planned unit 
development or in parking standards, the township could provide clear standards for increased densities or 
a waiver of certain standards if an applicant meets certain criteria. For example, the township could 
provide a certain percentage increase in housing density if a developer dedicates a neighborhood park 
within a housing development. Another example is if a developer places some of the required parking in 
the side or rear yards of a commercial development, the landscaping requirements may be reduced because 
the parking is less visible and it will force the building closer to the street. These are just a few examples of 
how incentives can work as a benefit for both the township and future developers or redevelopers of 
future uses. 
 

Limited Home Rule Township 
A long-term implementation option available to Sugarcreek Township is the option of changing to a 
Limited Home Rule Township (LHRT) based on the regulations in Chapter 504 of the Ohio Revised 
Code. With its current population, the question of whether to take this step has to be placed on the ballot 
for vote by the public. If the township’s population ever exceeds 15,000 residents, the township trustees 
may vote to become a LHRT. The following are some general advantages to becoming a LHRT: 

 The township may exercise all powers of local self-government as long as they do not conflict 
with general laws of the state or are specifically prohibited (see below). Many LHRTs are 
evaluating to what extent they can expand their zoning powers based on these provisions. 
Some feel that such provisions could open up the possibility of more detailed architectural 
review and similar standards that most feel are not available as a statutory township. Others are 
of the opinion that by becoming a LHRT, the township is more apt to be able to implement 
impact fees (discussed in another section of the implementation strategies). Many townships 
are waiting to see what case law comes out of court cases against LHRTs. 

 The board of township trustees has a broader scope of powers in the adoption of resolutions 
as it relates to the powers afforded the LHRT under the ORC. 

 The overall limit on indebtedness is increased from five percent (5%) to ten percent (10%) of 
the overall assessed value.  This increase allows the township more flexibility to funding 
improvements and services. 

 The township can establish building and housing codes provided they do not conflict with any 
county or state codes.  

 The township can provide sanitary sewer or water services. This advantage does not appear to 
be used by other LHRTs because of the costs of providing such services and the availability of 
regional services at a lower cost. 
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If the township chooses to move forward as a LHRT, it must hire a law director and provide for a police 
department. In the case of Sugarcreek Township, the provision of a police department is already 
addressed. 
 
In addition to the increase in authority for LHRTs, there are certain prohibitions. However, these 
prohibitions also apply to the standard form of township government. A LHRT cannot: 

 Enact taxes; 
 Create a criminal offense code or impose criminal penalties; 
 Establish subdivision regulations; 
 Establish road construction standards; 
 Create urban sediment rules; 
 Establish stormwater and drainage regulations; 
 Establish regulations for hunting, trapping, fishing, or possession and use of firearms; 
 Adopt building codes that differ from state and county codes; and 
 Increase, decrease or alter township authority in powers and duties of townships pertaining to 

agriculture and conservation of natural resources. 

Impact Fees – Cost of Service Study 
Impact fees are a special charge, or assessment, applied to new development to assist in providing the 
additional services necessary to serve the new development. For example, impact fees are often assessed 
for schools so that every new single-family home that may generate new demand for educational services 
helps pay for the demand it creates. The most common impact fees are those used for roads, parks, and 
schools but some communities use them for water systems, sewer systems, libraries, and recreation 
centers. The fees are used for the off-site construction and/or expansion of such facilities but are not used 
for the maintenance or operation of the facilities which are funded by the general tax structure of the 
applicable community. 
 
The ORC does not clearly state whether or not a township can implement impact fees. However, 
Hamilton Township in Warren County, Ohio currently completed the process of implementing such fees 
and many communities are watching to see if it will be challenged and thus clarify the ability of a township 
to use impact fees. A key difference is that Hamilton Township has adopted LHRT status (described 
above) which some believe gives the township a little more leeway than a statutory township. 
 
Impact fees are clearly a strategy that Sugarcreek Township should evaluate, however, it is important to 
note that there is a general process to follow when implementing impact fees. First, the community must 
decide what the impact fees will be used for and then must determine the demand new development will 
have on the subject facility. For example, to implement a parks impact fee, the township will need to do a 
very thorough study of the demand for parks caused by new housing. These studies, often referred to as a 
cost of services or cost of growth study, are very detailed and evaluate the demand based on the type of 
house (single-family unit or multi-family unit), size, and even location. In some cases, the impact fee may 
be waived or credits may be given if a developer creates a park as part of their development. 
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Once a study determines the impact and the related fees, a resolution is passed adopted the fees. The 
resolution not only establishes the general purpose of the fee and the actual fee itself but it also establishes 
that the studies must be updated on a regular basis as costs and demands tend to change over a certain 
period of time. 
 
The creation of impact fees can be very costly given that they are often challenged. This may be 
particularly true for the township given that state statutes and case law do not provide clear guidance for 
township. Should the township choose to move forward with impact fees, such step should be taken based 
on a solid understanding of the process and with legal review. 

Conservation Subdivisions 
Unlike typical residential subdivisions, which will normally consume the entire development parcel, 
conservation subdivisions rearrange and cluster housing lots, housing units, and roadways so as to set aside 
a substantial amount of the otherwise buildable property as permanently protected, quality greenspace. 
Typically, this approach trades a pattern of large suburban lawns with little or no usable neighborhood 
open space for more compact yards, supplemented by extensive open space flowing through the 
development. This open space is retained in perpetuity as greenways, trails, woodlands, pastures, or other 
uses that maintain scenic character, protect habitat value, and contribute to the quality of life for residents 
of the entire township. When properly planned, greenspace in conservation developments can become 
part of an interconnected township or region-wide greenspace network. The image below illustrates the 
concept of a conservation subdivision. The important thing to note about conservation subdivisions is that 
while the lots for each individual home may be smaller, there are still the same number of homes on the 
overall development site, maintaining the density of development regardless if it is subdivided as allowed 
by the basic zoning requirements (typical subdivision) or if developed as a conservation subdivision. 
 

 

Typical Subdivision Conservation Subdivision 
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Currently, the only method of developing a conservation subdivision in Sugarcreek Township is through 
the use of the planned development procedure, and more specifically, the Residential Planned Overlay 
District (R-POD). However, the R-POD was originally developed to address the more common type of 
planned developments found throughout Ohio whereby approximately 25 percent of a site is maintained 
as common open space and the remainder of the site is developed with housing on lots just slightly smaller 
than the minimum lot size requirement of the underlying district. Conservation subdivisions differ 
drastically in that they typically have over 50 percent of the total site protected as open space. 
 
 
Conservation subdivisions are encouraged in several of the planning areas identified in the plan. These 
areas are generally found in the northern portion of the township where water and sewer are available to 
serve the development. Conservation subdivisions may also be appropriate in the southern, more rural 
areas of the township following additional study to determine appropriate densities and development 
types. For areas where conservation subdivisions are encouraged, the following are the guidelines for how 
the concept should be implemented outside of this plan. 
 

Process of Review 

The township should revise the language of the R-POD to address conservation subdivisions. While a 
simple solution to make conservation subdivisions easier to develop would be to only require a site plan 
review with administrative approval, the planned development procedure encompassed by the R-POD 
affords some level of public input for property owners in the surrounding areas. Additionally, the planned 
development procedure also provides more flexibility for the township zoning commission and trustees to 
work with a developer in a design of the subdivision that will benefit all parties. 
 
It is a recommendation of this plan that the zoning resolution should be revised so that the only 
permissible planned developments will be conservation developments where a minimum of 50 percent of 
the property is protected as open space. Planned developments with smaller areas of open space should no 
longer be included as an option in the zoning resolution. 
 

Density of Development 

Because the R-POD is an overlay district, the overall gross density permitted as part of a conservation 
subdivision should be prescribed by the underlying zoning district with a maximum gross density as 
established by the plan recommendations for each planning area. It is important to note that there may be 
cases where the maximum gross density provided for in the planning area recommendations may not be 
achieved given the presence of floodplains and/or steep slopes. The following are policy 
recommendations regarding the determination of density that should be incorporated into the new R-
POD recommendations: 

 Land located within the 100-year floodplain or in areas with a slope of 15 percent or more shall 
not be used in calculating density or housing units in a conservation subdivision (i.e., only land 
outside of the floodplain or that is not constrained by steep slopes may be used in determining 
the number of housing units and/or calculating density). 
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 The township may  allow some land within the 100-year floodplain or that is constrained by 
steep slopes to be used in the calculation of density if it is an area that is not part of a scenic 
vista or corridor (e.g., steep topography that is not along the Little Miami River Corridor or 
tributary corridors), or does not contribute to the overall goal of protecting natural or 
environmental resources. This would be determined based on site visit/walk-through that 
would involve the township zoning commission and the developer/applicant. 

Open Space Preservation/Conservation 

In order to be considered for a conservation subdivision, a development should include a minimum of 50 
percent open space. The revision of the R-POD will need to include guidance as to what the township will 
count as open space, however, the following are some general guidelines for what should and should not 
qualify as open space: 
 
Qualifies as Open Space 

 Farm fields and meadows; 
 Forests and tree stands; 
 Playgrounds, tot lots, and other 

improved areas provided that they do 
not occupy more than five percent of 
the total open space and they are open 
to the general public of the township; 

 Lakes and ponds;  
 Scenic vistas and corridors, as 

determined by the zoning commission 
during a site visit; and 

 General open spaces that are not 
disqualified by the conditions below. 

 
Does Not Qualify as Open Space 

 Areas with any dimension less than 100 feet; 
 Floodplains and floodways; 
 Steep slopes with a slope of 18 percent or more; 
 Easements other than conservation easements or easements placed on septic systems that may 

extend into common open space as approved by the township; 
 Schools, churches, or other public dedication areas; 
 Buildings and structures such as clubhouses, community centers, and similar buildings that are 

enclosed and are only available for a fee or to the residents of the development; and 
 Streets, internal vehicular circulation drives, and/or parking areas.  
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Development Standards 

With the proposed cluster of lots, it will be necessary for the township to allow for smaller lot sizes in a 
conservation subdivision in an effort to preserve the maximum amount of open space. In order to ensure 
high quality developments under such situations, the following development standards should be required 
of new conservation subdivisions. 

 All homes should be within 100 feet open space preserved as part of the conservation 
subdivision. 

 Lot sizes should not be reduced below 5,000 square feet to allow for sufficient room for the 
home, yards, and accessory uses. Lots that are smaller than 8,000 square feet should have rear 
loaded garages. 

 All structures should be set back 50 feet from any boundary line of the development to ensure 
a transition between conservation subdivisions and existing development. 

 There should be at least 60 feet between the rear facades of any two homes and 10 feet 
between the side facades of any two homes. 

 If public sewer service is not available, the Greene County Health Department shall be 
required to approve any on-site wastewater disposal systems. 

 Vinyl or aluminum siding should be prohibited with the exception of when such materials are 
used for trim. 

 
 
 




