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INTRODUCTION 
 
Miami County is located in west-central Ohio in the northern portion of the Miami Valley 
Region.  Troy (the county seat) along with Piqua and Tipp City, compromise the three 
major urban areas in Miami County.  In addition, the county has twelve townships and 
nine villages.  The population of the county was 98,868 in 2000. 
 
West-central Ohio and Miami County’s physical landscape has largely been shaped by 
the north-south recession of prehistoric glaciers, the 1913 flood and the construction of 
the I-75 corridor through the center of the County.  Glacial activity deposited an 
abundance of fertile agricultural soils and large quantities of groundwater, sand and 
gravel resources in the County.  The devastating 1913 flood event left a legacy of flood 
control dams which today acts to limit development and preserve many scenic and 
recreational resources along the County’s river corridors.  Since the early sixties, the I-75 
corridor has been driving residential, commercial, and industrial development along the 
County’s central axis. 
 
A PLANNING PHILOSOPHY 
 
Miami County’s future growth will continue to be shaped by a variety of influences 
unique to the county.  This plan update attempts to recognize these influences and to 
serve as a resource for those involved in making land use management decisions.  The 
added benefit of this process will be to encourage the preservation of farmland; the 
efficient use of public infrastructure investment; a knowledgeable application of zoning, 
including the continuation of agriculturally-supportive zoning; and the managed 
expansion of urban areas with identifiable urban service area boundaries.  This effort will 
also discourage unnecessary duplication of public services.  The Ohio Farmland 
Preservation Task Force in their June 1997 report recommended these goals to Governor 
George Voinovich. 
 
Under the direction of the Board of Commissioners of Miami County, the Miami County 
Planning and Zoning Department was the lead agency in the development of the 1998 
plan, with assistance and input from a multitude of agencies and political subdivisions, 
especially the offices of the Miami County Engineer and Miami County Sanitary 
Engineer.  This effort is an update of the 1998 Comprehensive Plan document. 
 
PREVIOUS PLANNING EFFORTS 
 
The County has benefited from a legacy of land use management techniques and 
planning efforts over the past three decades.  As was commonly the practice in the 
1960’s, Miami County had “nuisance” zoning until 1972 whereupon a referendum vote 
supported the adoption of Countywide zoning for eight of twelve townships (the eastern 
four townships have township zoning).  Shortly thereafter, the Planning Commission 
adopted a set of land use “Planning Goals and Objectives” and modern subdivision 
regulations to guide development.  The County adopted a Thoroughfare Plan in 1974, 
which provided guidance on the development of the transportation network.  Also in the 

 



mid-70’s, two planning studies were conducted on high growth segments of the County:  
the Camp Troy area (the corridor between Tipp city and Troy) and the Piqua East area.  
The cities and villages adopted various land use planning documents over the course of 
this period as well. 
 
The Soil Survey of Miami County (initiated in the 60’s and formally released in 1978 by 
the US Dept. of Agriculture) has been a major source of information on the County’s soil 
characteristics and was a major reference source for the mapping contained in this 
planning document. 
 
The Planning Department initiated a county-wide mapping and land use inventory in 
1990 as the first steps in the planning process.  In 1991, Miami County adopted an Open 
Space Plan, which provides invaluable guidance to a variety of agencies charged with the 
mission of protecting and providing open space and recreational sites.  In 1993, the 
county instituted a planning effort that focused on select townships in need of water and 
sewer resources.  The Bethel Water and Sewer Master Plan was completed in 1995.  
Most recently in 2004 and 2005, Bethel Township developed a township strategic growth 
plan to focus exclusively on its future development goals.  A water and sewer master plan 
is still in the planning process for the Union and Monroe Township areas.  Planning 
efforts area have been underway for several years to recognize changing conditions and 
impacts from airport operations at the Dayton International Airport, located in 
Montgomery County.  Efforts have also been undertaken to evaluate the agriculture 
zoning process and the development of new subdivision and conservation development 
regulations.  
 
The Miami County Planning and Zoning Department has been proactive in developing 
community development and housing improvement studies and strategies over the past 
decade as a result of the federal housing funds made available to the county and cities.  
Strategic planning efforts by the Miami County Park District and other supportive 
agencies have expanded numerous county wide park holdings over the past decade 
including recreational trails along the Great Miami River.     
 
ORGANIZATION OF THE PLAN 
 
This planning document follows the same pattern as the 1998 Comprehensive Plan and is 
divided into two parts; Part 1 represents an inventory of existing conditions and growth 
trends.  It also contains a suitability analysis of physical constraints affecting the County.  
Part 2 establishes the goals, objectives and land use policies for future land use decisions.  
It also divides the unincorporated area into 58 planning areas that recognize the unique 
land use characteristics for each planning area.  The original 1998 Comprehensive Plan 
document identified 176 planning areas.  In order to reduce the number of planning areas 
and make them more consistent with census tracts\blocks and traffic zones (utilized in 
regional transportation planning studies) it was decided to consolidate these planning 
areas resulting in a smaller number.   
 

 



Map 11, the major mapping tool of this effort, provides an overall countywide 
comprehensive land use plan for the unincorporated area of Miami County. 
 
Every effort was made to incorporate and recognize planning principle and 
recommendations from individual political subdivisions.  While the inventory of existing 
land use conditions was based on 1990 land use surveys (to coincide with 1990 census 
data) every effort was made to accurately identify the corporate limits of the 
municipalities as of 2003.  Given the sporadic nature and limited frequency of 
annexations, there may be some areas presently incorporated that were originally part of 
the study area.  A “county” Transportation/Thoroughfare plan element (Map 12) is 
included in Part II that updates the 1974 Thoroughfare Plan.  This document is intended 
to be flexible in order to incorporate additional planning documents.  Transportation 
planning and programming of federal and state funds is also accomplished at the regional 
level with the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission serving as the lead agency.  
Space is provided at the end of this document to allow Miami County’s Open Space Plan 
and other plan documents to be added.   
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WHY PLAN 
 
Planning is undertaken to allow a community to step back, take a look at itself, and form 
ideas on its future.  A set of recommended actions is usually included, that the 
community can effectively use to achieve the desired end.  Periodic review of the 
community’s situation is necessary to identify its strengths and weaknesses and create a 
workable plan of action to “head off” undesirable trends before they lower the quality of 
life. 
 
Planning is done at many levels, from individual to municipal, township, county, 
regional, state and sometimes national levels.  Since World War II, planning efforts have 
even been attempted at a global level.  Planning efforts also vary in the time span or 
period covered.  This plan document for Miami County is intended to cover a 20-year 
time period but should be re-evaluated every five years to take into account change and 
economic conditions.  This plan was re-evaluated in-house by staff of the Miami County 
Planning and Zoning Department with assistance from the Miami Valley Regional 
Planning Commission staff.  The Miami County Planning Commission and Board of 
County Commission were utilized in evaluating the updated components of the plan.  
Public hearings to obtain public feedback and input were conducted in 2005 prior to plan 
adoption.  
 
Planning is an action continuously undertaken by communities, whether consciously or 
unconsciously.  Unconsciously, planning is often accomplished in small steps from code 
enforcement, capital improvement and financial decisions made by the community.  At 
periodic intervals, a community such as Miami County needs to take a step back and look 
at itself, where it fits into the region, what resources it has, and form a vision on what it 
wants to be. 
 
This Comprehensive Land Development Plan serves a number of purposes.  First, it 
represents a comprehensive attempt at gathering population, housing, economic and land 
use information in one place for the community to evaluate.  Secondly, it documents 
changes in its physical appearance and provides a historic reference to those changes.  
Since the mid 80’s, the County’s land use pattern has been altered significantly due to 
growth along the I-75 corridor and extension of water, sewer, gas and electric services.  
New and better information has also been made available since the last planning effort, 
including new aerial photography, soil studies and hydrologic studies.  This document 
incorporates and takes into account some of this new information.   
 
THE ROLE OF THE PLAN 
 
As shown in Figure 2-1, a standardized planning methodology is shown. This document 
follows this philosophy of inventory and analysis, problem and issue identification, 
development of goals and objectives, evaluating alternatives, developing implementation 
programs and policies and a re-evaluation and public feedback element.  Thus, this plan 
should not be viewed as an end statement for Miami County’s development pattern.  This 

 



document will provide assistance to the various planning boards, agencies, commissions, 
political subdivisions and citizens alike as a guide in directing future growth. 
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INTRODUCTION  
 
Population trends are significant factors affecting the land use pattern of communities, 
counties, and regions.  The number of people, their age, the living arrangements in which 
they place themselves, the types of swellings they choose to live in, and the places 
available to find employment all play in important role in how much land is needed to 
accommodate their choices.  This chapter reviews the pertinent trends in population 
growth and change affecting Miami County and its use of land.  Projected population 
trends will also be discussed. 
 
HISTORICAL TRENDS 
 
In the early part of the century, the railroad remained the major mode of transportation 
resulting in compact development patterns around towns.  Population increases during 
this period were limited primarily to incorporated areas.  After the car became more 
widespread as a means of transportation and highways were improved during the 1950’s, 
people began to move outward into the more accessible unincorporated areas once used 
for farming. 
 
Figure 3-1 illustrates the changes in the Miami county population between 1900 and 
2000.  There was a large increase in the total population of the County during the 1950-
1970 time period, assisted in part by construction of I-75 through Miami County, the 
increase brought about by the baby boom, and families beginning to move from central 
cities to small towns and suburban areas. 
 
The population of the Miami Valley Region remained somewhat stagnant during the 
period from 1970 -2000, although there was in increase in Miami County.  This period 
also witnessed a decline in the number of persons per household from previous decades.  
Miami County was one of the areas to experience an increase in population during this 
period because an adequate volume of new residential building was able to compensate 
for the decline in number of persons per household.  The continuing decentralization 
trend of metropolitan areas also contributed.  
 
Between 1990 and 2000, the Miami County population increased by 5,686, a growth of 
6.1%.  As shown in Figure 3-1, almost all of this population growth occurred in Tipp 
City, Troy, Concord Township and West Milton.  These primary growth areas constitute 
the northern edge of the Dayton Urbanized Area, particularly along the I-75 corridor.  
Secondary growth areas during the 1990s include Bethel Township, the unincorporated 
part of Newberry Township and Newton Township. 
 
Areas where population declined are primarily found outside the I-75 corridor.  They 
include Ludlow Falls, Potsdam, Bradford and Covington in western Miami County and 
Fletcher in eastern Miami County.  Fletcher, Ludlow Falls and Potsdam are villages 
without a central wastewater treatment system.  Bradford and Covington do not have easy 
access to I-75.   
 



FIGURE 3-1
POPULATION HISTORY
MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO

1900-2000 1990 - 2000 Average Yearly Change

Area 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 Number Percent 1950-1970 1970-2000

Bethel Township 1,596 1,550 1,570 1,634 1,712 2,421 3,335 4,284 4,709 4,812 4,927 115 2.4% 2.9% 0.5%
Brown Township 1,631 1,518 1,424 1,458 1,478 1,569 1,680 1,621 1,515 1,594 1,554 -40 -2.5% 0.2% -0.1%

Fletcher village 375 376 369 407 436 515 569 539 498 545 510 -35 -6.4% 0.2% -0.2%
Unincorporated Brown Township 1,256 1,142 1,055 1,051 1,042 1,054 1,111 1,082 1,017 1,049 1,044 -5 -0.5% 0.1% -0.1%

Concord Township 7,487 7,341 8,429 10,087 11,274 14,215 17,620 21,037 23,392 24,392 27,335 2,943 12.1% 2.0% 1.0%
Troy city 5,881 6,122 7,260 8,675 9,697 10,661 13,685 17,186 19,086 19,478 21,999 2,521 12.9% 2.4% 0.9%
Unincorporated Concord Townsip 1,606 1,219 1,169 1,412 1,577 3,554 3,935 3,851 4,306 4,914 5,336 422 8.6% 0.4% 1.3%

Elizabeth Township 1,124 1,078 1,065 1,099 1,108 1,161 1,433 1,456 1,661 1,620 1,620 0 0.0% 1.1% 0.4%
Huber Heights city (Pt.) na na na na na na na na na 10 35 25 250.0% na na
Lostcreek Township 1,146 1,135 1,058 1,133 1,116 1,190 1,243 1,409 1,523 1,534 1,633 99 6.5% 0.8% 0.5%

Casstown village 262 265 291 298 306 368 366 380 331 246 322 76 30.9% 0.2% -0.5%
Unincorporated Lostcreek Township 884 870 767 835 810 822 877 1,029 1,192 1,288 1,311 23 1.8% 1.3% 0.9%

Monroe Township 2,931 3,222 3,612 3,798 4,078 4,905 6,785 9,170 11,469 12,690 15,339 2,649 20.9% 3.2% 2.2%
Tipp City city na 2,038 2,426 2,559 2,879 3,304 4,267 5,090 5,595 6,027 9,221 3,194 53.0% 2.2% 2.7%
Unincorporated Monroe Township 2,931 1,184 1,186 1,239 1,199 1,601 2,518 4,080 5,874 6,663 6,118 -545 -8.2% 7.7% 1.7%

Newberry Township 4,869 5,126 5,562 4,831 5,073 5,678 6,230 6,598 6,517 6,460 6,490 30 0.5% 0.8% -0.1%
Bradford Village (Pt.) 762 1,175 1,503 1,115 1,064 1,281 1,288 1,240 1,172 1,111 1,034 -77 -6.9% -0.2% -0.6%
Covington village 1,791 1,848 1,885 1,807 1,945 2,172 2,473 2,575 2,610 2,603 2,559 -44 -1.7% 0.9% 0.0%
Unincorporated Newberry Township 2,316 2,103 2,174 1,909 2,064 2,225 2,469 2,783 2,735 2,746 2,897 151 5.5% 1.3% 0.1%

Newton Township 2,537 2,566 2,606 2,556 2,526 2,654 2,801 2,947 3,116 3,221 3,354 133 4.1% 0.5% 0.5%
Pleasant Hill village 557 571 682 746 738 940 1,060 1,025 1,051 1,066 1,134 68 6.4% 0.4% 0.4%
Unincorporated Newton Township 1,980 1,995 1,924 1,810 1,788 1,714 1,741 1,922 2,065 2,155 2,220 65 3.0% 0.6% 0.5%

Springcreek Township 1,422 1,342 1,304 1,321 1,224 1,560 1,810 2,123 1,864 1,883 1,826 -57 -3.0% 1.6% -0.5%
Staunton Township 1,184 1,034 1,316 1,694 1,211 1,348 1,585 1,882 2,054 2,040 1,992 -48 -2.4% 1.7% 0.2%
Union Township 4,309 4,459 4,271 4,437 4,457 5,726 7,370 9,413 10,222 10,331 10,222 -109 -1.1% 2.5% 0.3%

Laura village 378 302 243 271 317 380 526 464 501 483 487 4 0.8% 1.0% 0.2%
Ludlow Falls village na na 171 202 212 277 273 292 248 300 210 -90 -30.0% 0.3% -0.9%
Potsdam village na 227 185 240 229 241 282 311 289 250 203 -47 -18.8% 1.3% -1.2%
Union city (Pt.) na na na na na na na na na na 4 na na na na
West Milton village 904 1,207 1,256 1,388 1,439 2,101 2,972 3,696 4,119 4,348 4,645 297 6.8% 2.9% 0.9%
Unincorporated Union Township 3,931 2,723 2,416 2,336 2,260 2,727 3,317 4,650 5,065 4,950 4,677 -273 -5.5% 3.5% 0.0%

Washington Township* 13,169 14,676 16,211 17,253 17,375 18,882 21,009 22,402 22,339 22,595 22,541 -54 -0.2% 0.9% 0.0%
Piqua city* 12,172 13,388 15,044 16,009 16,049 17,447 19,219 20,741 20,480 20,612 20,738 126 0.6% 0.9% 0.0%
Unioncorporated Washington Township* 997 1,288 1,167 1,244 1,326 1,435 1,790 1,661 1,859 1,983 1,803 -180 -9.1% 0.8% 0.3%

MIAMI COUNTY 43,105 45,047 48,428 51,301 52,632 61,309 72,901 84,342 90,381 93,182 98,868 5,686 6.1% 1.6% 0.6%

* NOTE: Piqua detached from Washington Township in 1995.  For the purposes of this plan, the 2000 Washington Township total includes Piqua.
Source: US Decennial Census, 1900-2000.
Prepared By:  Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



Laura and Pleasant Hill are two villages in western Miami County that either increased or 
maintained their 1990 population, probably due to new wastewater treatment systems 
installed during the decade.  Casstown, a very small village in eastern Miami County, 
without central water or sewer, grew substantially during the 1990s.  Its growth can 
probably be attributed to the popularity of the Miami East School District. 
 
The 1990 population levels in Piqua/Washington Township and Elizabeth Township 
remained relatively the same over the decade.  The unincorporated parts of Monroe, 
Springcreek, Staunton, Union and Washington Townships had population losses most 
likely due in part to annexation as well as declining farm population. 
 
In summary, Miami County is still growing due to expansion of the Dayton Urbanized 
Area into the southern part of the County and the north-south I-75 corridor pulling 
growth northward through the middle of the county.  As shown in Figure 1, 
Troy/Concord Township and Tipp city/Monroe Township are the two areas having 
shown significant growth in both the 1950 – 1970 and 1970 – 2000 time periods.  In 
contrast, Bradford is the only area to have experienced population decline in both time 
periods, having peaked in 1960 and been substantially affected by railroad abandonment. 
 
Figure 3-2 shows population estimates generated by the Ohio Department of 
Development in cooperation with the US Census Bureau.  The estimates show Miami 
County gaining 728 people in the first two years after the Census.  The three areas with 
the highest estimated growth are unincorporated Union Township, Unincorporated 
Newton Township and the Troy/Concord Township area.  It is estimated that Piqua, 
Covington, Bradford and Fletcher lost population since the Census. 
 
 
POPULATION CHANGE FACTORS 
 
Figure 3-3 shows the factors generating population change between 1990 and 2000 in 
Miami County, other counties in the Miami Valley Region and the State of Ohio.  During 
the decade, Miami County had 12,607 births and 8,427 deaths, resulting in a natural 
increase of 4,180 persons.  Also during this period, 4,180 more persons moved into 
Miami County than moved out.  Natural increase and net migration into the county 
account for the population increase.  While all comparison areas experienced a positive 
natural increase, Miami, Warren, Champaign and Preble Counties were the only area 
counties to experience a positive net migration between 1990 and 2000.  Warren County 
had the highest in-migration due to its location between the Dayton and Cincinnati urban 
areas.  Montgomery and Clark Counties, both with large central cities, experienced 
significant net out-migration during the 1990s.  A large part of Miami County’s in-
migration is probably attributed to this continued suburbanization.   
 



FIGURE 3-2
POPULATION ESTIMATES

MIAMI COUNTY, TOWNSHIPS AND SELECTED AREAS
2000-2002

Census
Count Estimate Estimate Estimated

Change
Percent
Change

Area 4/1/2000 7/1/2001 7/1/2002 2000-2002 2000-2002
Bethel Township 4,927 4,958 4,989 62 1.26%
Brown Township 1,554 1,586 1,611 57 3.67%

Fletcher village 510 509 508 -2 -0.39%

Unincorporated Brown Township 1,044 1,077 1,103 59 5.65%

Concord Township 27,335 27,395 27,415 80 0.29%
Troy city 21,999 22,030 22,029 30 0.14%

Unincorporated Concord Townsip 5,336 5,365 5,386 50 0.94%

Elizabeth Township 1,620 1,650 1,675 55 3.40%
Huber Heights (Pt.) 35 49 52 17 48.57%
Lostcreek Township 1,633 1,663 1,688 55 3.37%

Casstown village 322 319 317 -5 -1.55%

Unincorporated Lostcreek Township 1,311 1,344 1,371 60 4.58%

Monroe Township 15,339 15,369 15,390 51 0.33%
Tipp City city 9,221 9,229 9,233 12 0.13%

Unincorporated Monroe Township 6,118 6,140 6,157 39 0.64%

Newberry Township 6,490 6,526 6,556 66 1.02%
Bradford Village (Pt.) 1,034 1,031 1,029 -5 -0.48%

Covington village 2,559 2,556 2,553 -6 -0.23%

Unincorporated Newberry Township 2,897 2,939 2,974 77 2.66%

Newton Township 3,354 3,402 3,439 85 2.53%
Pleasant Hill village 1,134 1,132 1,130 -4 -0.35%

Unincorporated Newton Township 2,220 2,270 2,309 89 4.01%

Piqua city 20,738 20,723 20,700 -38 -0.18%
Springcreek Township 1,826 1,856 1,878 52 2.85%
Staunton Township 1,992 2,000 2,022 30 1.51%
Union Township 10,222 10,288 10,337 115 1.13%

Laura village 487 489 491 4 0.82%

Ludlow Falls village 210 211 212 2 0.95%

Potsdam village 203 204 205 2 0.99%

Union City (Pt.) 4 9 10 6 150.00%

West Milton village 4,645 4,648 4,650 5 0.11%

Unincorporated Union Township 4,673 4,727 4,769 96 2.05%

Washington Township 1,803 1,823 1,844 41 2.27%

Darke County 53,309 53,044 52,966 -343 -0.64%
Greene County 147,886 148,746 149,964 2,078 1.41%
MIAMI COUNTY 98,868 99,288 99,596 728 0.74%
Montgomery County 559,062 555,939 554,470 -4,592 -0.82%
Preble County 42,337 42,468 42,680 343 0.81%
Miami Valley Region 901,462 899,485 899,676 -1,786 -0.20%
Ohio 11,353,140 11,389,785 11,421,267 68,127 0.60%

Source: US Decennial Census, 2000 and Ohio Department of Development Population Estimates, 2001-2002.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 3-3
POPULATION CHANGE FACTORS

MIAMI COUNTY AND SELECTED AREAS
1990-2000

Net
Migration

Natural
Increase

Population
Gain or LossBirths Deaths

Ohio -125,707 537,177 1,569,308 1,032,131 411,470

Auglaize 355 2,095 6,330 4,235 2,450

Champaign 1,356 1,396 4,902 3,506 2,752

Clark -5,776 4,317 19,902 15,585 -1,459

Clinton 3,284 2,039 5,448 3,409 5,323

Darke -1,423 1,791 7,136 5,345 368

Fayette 410 461 3,758 3,297 871

Greene -889 6,549 17,053 10,504 5,660

Madison 1,502 2,088 5,210 3,122 3,590

Mercer -806 2,687 6,196 3,509 1,881

Miami 1,460 4,180 12,607 8,427 5,640

Montgomery -45,308 29,590 82,835 53,245 -15,718

Preble 1,406 1,613 5,033 3,420 3,019

Shelby -657 3,538 7,136 3,598 2,881

Warren 30,508 10,540 19,401 8,861 41,048

Source: Ohio Department of Health, Vital Statistics, 1990-2000.
Ohio Department of Development, Office of Strategic Research, Migration Flows, 1990-2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



POPULATION DENSITY 
 
Figure 3-4 shows the density of each political subdivision in Miami County for both 1990 
and 2000.  Concord Township/Troy, Washington Township/Piqua and Monroe 
Township/Tipp City are the areas with highest density since each contains a large town.  
Brown, Lostcreek and Elizabeth Townships are the most sparsely populated parts of the 
County.  Casstown, Pleasant Hill, Troy and Covington have the highest densities of all 
municipalities.  Miami County as a whole increased in density from 228 to 243 persons 
per square mile, and also measured respectively as 0.36 and 0.38 persons per acre.  Its 
population density is slightly less than the State of Ohio as a whole. 
 
 
PERCENT OF POPULATION LIVING WITHIN INCORPORATED AREAS 
 
The incorporated/unincorporated population ratio trend in Miami County is shown in 
Figures 3-5 and 3-6.  It exhibits a trend similar to many counties found at the suburban 
edge of a large metropolitan area.  County-wide, the percent of population within 
incorporated areas steadily increased from 61.1% in 1910 to 67.1% in 1940.  During most 
of this period, residential growth clustered around the employment centers and the 
transportation network was less developed for commuting.  Reversing that trend, the 
percent of Miami County’s population within incorporated areas has dropped steadily 
between 1940 and 1990 to 61.3% of the total population.  This drop reflects a general 
dispersal of population from older built-up areas.  Substantial new housing has been built 
outside of municipalities because of the attractiveness of rural setting and the availability 
of public water supply and sanitary sewer.  Between 1970 and 1990 four municipalities 
lost population.  Of the eight that gained population, only Troy, Tipp City, and West 
Milton had any significant increase.  County-wide, the percent of population within 
incorporated areas increased 2.5% from 1990 to 2000, compared to a slight percentage 
drop the previous decade.  The greatest increase from 1990 to 2000 was in Monroe 
Township, increasing from 47.5% to 60.1%.  Concord, Union, Lostcreek and Newton 
Townships experienced only a moderate percentage increase.  Newberry Township 
experienced a decrease in percentage of incorporated population due to losses in both 
Bradford and Covington.  Figure 3-7 shows the breakdown on both a township basis and 
as a county whole. 
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FIGURE 3-6 
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FIGURE 3-4
POPULATION DENSITY

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO AND TOWNSHIPS
1990-2000

Persons
Per Acre

Persons Per
Square Mile

Acres
Per Person Acreage Square Miles

1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000
Bethel Township 0.21 0.22 137 142 4.7 4.5 22,400 22,157 35.0 34.6
Brown Township 0.08 0.08 53 51 12.1 12.4 19,328 19,347 30.2 30.2
Fletcher village 2.84 2.57 1,817 1,652 0.4 0.4 192 198 0.3 0.31
Concord Township 1.06 1.18 678 755 0.9 0.8 23,040 23,162 36.0 36.2
Troy city 3.50 3.54 2,239 2,268 0.3 0.3 5,568 6,208 8.7 9.7
Elizabeth Township 0.08 0.08 54 54 11.8 11.8 19,136 19,110 29.9 29.9
Huber Heights (Pt.) 0.08 0.13 50 84 12.8 7.7 128 269 0.2 0.4
Lostcreek Township 0.08 0.09 51 54 12.5 11.8 19,200 19,206 30.0 30.0
Casstown village 3.84 4.57 2,460 3,017 0.3 0.2 64 70 0.1 0.11
Monroe Township 0.64 0.78 412 501 1.6 1.3 19,712 19,584 30.8 30.6
Tipp City city 1.88 2.33 1,205 1,493 0.5 0.4 3,200 3,955 5 6.2
Newberry Township 0.24 0.24 151 153 4.2 4.2 27,328 27,155 42.7 42.4
Bradford Village (Pt.) 3.47 3.44 2,222 2,192 0.3 0.3 320 301 0.5 0.5
Covington village 4.07 3.48 2,603 2,221 0.2 0.3 640 736 1 1.2
Newton Township 0.12 0.13 77 80 8.3 8.0 26,880 26,688 42.0 41.7
Pleasant Hill village 3.33 3.77 2,132 2,393 0.3 0.3 320 301 0.5 0.5
Springcreek Township 0.12 0.13 75 81 8.5 7.9 16,064 14,374 25.1 22.5
Staunton Township 0.12 0.12 76 77 8.4 8.4 17,088 16,653 26.7 26.0
Union Township 0.33 0.33 212 211 3.0 3.0 31,232 31,034 48.8 48.5
Laura village 3.77 2.72 2,415 1,715 0.3 0.4 128 179 0.2 0.3
Ludlow Falls village 2.34 1.82 1,500 1,144 0.4 0.5 128 115 0.2 0.2
Potsdam village 0.78 0.69 500 442 1.3 1.5 320 294 0.5 0.5
Union City (Pt.) na 0.21 na 139 na 4.8 na 19 na 0.0
West Milton village 3.77 3.01 2,416 1,924 0.3 0.3 1,152 1,542 1.8 2.4
Washington Township* 1.11 0.12 708 77 0.9 8.3 20,416 14,925 31.9 23.3
Piqua city* 4.24 3.03 2,712 1,939 0.2 0.3 4,864 6,842 7.6 10.7
MIAMI COUNTY 0.36 0.38 228 243 2.8 2.6 261,888 260,506 409.2 407.0
Ohio 0.41 0.43 264 277 2.4 2.3 26,224,000 26,206,963 40,975.0 40,948.4
United States 0.10 0.12 64 80 10.0 8.0 2,265,614,720 2,263,950,080 3,540,023.0 3,537,422.0

* NOTE: Piqua detached from Washington Township in 1995.  1990 acreage includes Piqua.
Source:  US Decennial Census, 1990-2000.
Prepared By:  Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 3-7
PERCENT OF POPULATION WITHIN INCORPORATED AREAS

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO
1900-2000

Percent of Population in Incorporated Area
Area Incorporated Area 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

Bethel Township 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Brown Township Fletcher village 23.0% 24.8% 25.9% 27.9% 29.5% 32.8% 33.9% 33.3% 32.9% 34.2% 32.8%

Concord Township Troy city 78.5% 83.4% 86.1% 86.0% 86.0% 75.0% 77.7% 81.7% 81.6% 79.9% 80.5%

Elizabeth Township 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Huber Heights city (Pt.) na na na na na na na na na 100.0% 100.0%

Lostcreek Township Casstown village 22.9% 23.3% 27.5% 26.3% 27.4% 30.9% 29.4% 27.0% 21.7% 16.0% 19.7%

Monroe Township Tipp City city na 63.3% 67.2% 67.4% 70.6% 67.4% 62.9% 55.5% 48.8% 47.5% 60.1%

Newberry Township All Incorporated 52.5% 59.0% 60.9% 60.5% 59.3% 60.8% 60.4% 57.8% 58.0% 57.5% 55.4%

Bradford village (Pt.) 15.7% 22.9% 27.0% 23.1% 21.0% 22.6% 20.7% 18.8% 18.0% 17.2% 15.9%

Covington village 36.8% 36.1% 33.9% 37.4% 38.3% 38.3% 39.7% 39.0% 40.0% 40.3% 39.4%

Newton Township Pleasant Hill village 22.0% 22.3% 26.2% 29.2% 29.2% 35.4% 37.8% 34.8% 33.7% 33.1% 33.8%

Springcreek Township 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Staunton Township 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Union Township All Incorporated 29.8% 38.9% 43.4% 47.3% 49.3% 52.4% 55.0% 50.6% 50.5% 52.1% 54.3%

Laura village 8.8% 6.8% 5.7% 6.1% 7.1% 6.6% 7.1% 4.9% 4.9% 4.7% 4.8%

Ludlow Falls village na na 4.0% 4.6% 4.8% 4.8% 3.7% 3.1% 2.4% 2.9% 2.1%

Potsdam village na 5.1% 4.3% 5.4% 5.1% 4.2% 3.8% 3.3% 2.8% 2.4% 2.0%

Union City (Pt.) na na na na na na na na na na 0.0%

West Milton village 21.0% 27.1% 29.4% 31.3% 32.3% 36.7% 40.3% 39.3% 40.3% 42.1% 45.4%

Washington Township* Piqua city* 92.4% 91.2% 92.8% 92.8% 92.4% 92.4% 91.5% 92.6% 91.7% 91.2% 0.0%

Piqua city* na na na na na na na na na na 100.0%

Miami County Total Population 43,105 45,047 48,428 51,301 52,632 61,309 72,901 84,342 90,381 93,182 98,868

Miami County Incorporated Total 23,082 25,254 31,315 33,717 35,311 39,687 46,980 53,539 55,980 57,079 63,101

Percent Living in Incorporated Areas 53.5% 56.1% 64.7% 65.7% 67.1% 64.7% 64.4% 63.5% 61.9% 61.3% 63.8%

* NOTE: Piqua detached from Washington Township in 1995.
Source: US Decennial Census, 1900-2000.
Prepared By:  Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



AGE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The age profile of a population influences the labor supply, the need for education 
facilities, types of social services and demand for various housing types within a 
community.  Figure 3-8 shows Miami County’s age-sex pyramid in both 1990 and 2000, 
for another perspective on the age distribution pattern in the county.  Figure 3-9 provides 
a look at the pattern of age distribution for the Miami County population between 1970 
and 2000. 

FIGURE 3-8 
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FIGURE 3-9
AGE DISTRIBUTION

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO
1970-2000

Age Bracket 1970 1980 1990 2000 1990-2000
Number Pct. Of Total Number Pct. Of Total Number Pct. Of Total Number Pct. Of Total Number Pct. Change

Total Population 84,342 100.0% 90,381 100.0% 93,182 100.0% 98,868 100.0% 5,686 6.1%
< 5 7,748 9.2% 6,604 7.3% 6,555 7.0% 6,325 6.4% -230 -3.5%

5 to 9 8,693 10.3% 7,444 8.2% 7,173 7.7% 7,042 7.1% -131 -1.8%
10 to 14 9,215 10.9% 7,914 8.8% 7,067 7.6% 7,553 7.6% 486 6.9%
15 to 19 7,316 8.7% 8,098 9.0% 6,857 7.4% 7,223 7.3% 366 5.3%
20 to 24 5,788 6.9% 7,017 7.8% 5,746 6.2% 5,036 5.1% -710 -12.4%
25 to 34 11,118 13.2% 13,889 15.4% 14,316 15.4% 12,319 12.5% -1,997 -13.9%
35 to 44 9,878 11.7% 11,491 12.7% 14,303 15.3% 15,738 15.9% 1,435 10.0%
45 to 54 9,654 11.4% 9,583 10.6% 10,955 11.8% 14,469 14.6% 3,514 32.1%
55 to 64 7,117 8.4% 8,756 9.7% 8,468 9.1% 10,067 10.2% 1,599 18.9%

65+ 7,815 9.3% 9,585 10.6% 11,742 12.6% 13,096 13.2% 1,354 11.5%
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Source: US Decennial Census, 1970-2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 3-10
COMPARATIVE AGE DISTRIBUTIONS

MIAMI COUNTY, DAYTON MSA AND OHIO
2000

Age Bracket MIAMI COUNTY DAYTON MSA STATE OF OHIO
Number Pct. Of Total Number Pct. Of Total Number Pct. Of Total

Total Population 98,868 100.0% 950,558 100.0% 11,353,140 100.0%
< 5 6,325 6.4% 61,576 6.5% 754,930 6.6%

5 to 9 7,042 7.1% 66,020 6.9% 816,346 7.2%
10 to 14 7,553 7.6% 67,451 7.1% 827,811 7.3%
15 to 19 7,223 7.3% 70,354 7.4% 816,868 7.2%
20 to 24 5,036 5.1% 64,903 6.8% 728,928 6.4%
25 to 34 12,319 12.5% 123,134 13.0% 1,519,894 13.4%
35 to 44 15,738 15.9% 146,012 15.4% 1,805,316 15.9%
45 to 54 14,469 14.6% 133,017 14.0% 1,566,384 13.8%
55 to 64 10,067 10.2% 89,544 9.4% 1,008,906 8.9%

65+ 13,096 13.2% 128,547 13.5% 1,507,757 13.3%
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Source: US Decennial Census, 2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



Two trends are evident, since 1970 – the decrease in percentage of the population under 
35 and the continued increase in the population over 35.  As life spans continue to 
increase, this trend will likely continue.  Social services and housing types to fit the needs 
of the over 65 segment of the population will continue to be important as the baby 
boomers reach that age bracket between 2010 and 2030.  As shown in Figure 3-10, 
Miami County has a lower percentage of 20 – 34 year old persons and a higher 
percentage of both 10 – 14 and 45 – 64 year old persons than either the Dayton MSA or 
Ohio.  This shows Miami County has attracted older families with early-teen children, 
those most likely to be buying their second or third house. 
 
 
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The household formation rate continued to be higher than the population growth rate 
(11.2% as opposed to 6.1%) between 1990 and 2000.  The number of Miami County 
households increased by 3,878 during the decade.  As shown in Figures 3-11 and 3-12, 
household characteristics also continue to change.  While there has been an increase in 
the number of all types of households, the percentage of married couples dropped while 
both single-parent and non-family households gained as a percentage of total households.  
These trends have resulted in significant drop in average household size from 3.15 
persons in 1970 to 2.54 persons in 2000, although the decrease has slowed somewhat 
since 1980.  Figures 3-13 and 3-14, show Miami County with higher percentages of 
family and married couple households and lower percentages of single-parent or non 
family households than either the Dayton MSA or Ohio.  These factors also contribute to 
a higher number of persons per household for Miami County. 
 
Figure 3-11 shows the group quarters population increased dramatically between 1990 
and 2000, increasing by 563 persons or 67.3%.  The two most significant factors include 
a 190 person increase in nursing homes and a 187 person increase in correctional 
institutions.  Expansion of other group quarters such as residential group homes and 
medical facilities also contributed to the increase. 
 
Figure 3-11 also shows the number of children living in married couple families 
decreased by 5.9% between 1990 and 2000, despite a 2.6% gain in persons under age 18.  
Meanwhile, there was a 41% increase in the number of children living within single-
parent families and a 19.4% increase in children not living with their parents.  As shown 
in Figure 3-13, Miami County has higher percentages of children living with their parents 
and living in a married couple family and lower percentage of children in single-parent 
families and not living with parents than either the Dayton MSA or Ohio.   
 
Figure 3-13 also shows the elderly in Miami County are living in various family 
structures in similar proportion to the elderly in the Dayton MSA and Ohio as a whole.  
Between 1990 and 2000, there was a slight drop in elderly persons living alone and an 
increase in those living in group quarters, probably attributed to the opening of a few new 
assisted living homes in the County. 



FIGURE 3-11
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO
1970-2000

1970 1980 1990 2000 1990-2000

Number Percent
of Total Number Percent

of Total Number Percent
of Total Number Percent

of Total Number Percent
Change

Household Type
Total Households 26,571 100.0% 31,968 100.0% 34,559 100.0% 38,437 100.0% 3,878 11.2%
Family Households 22,296 83.9% 25,175 78.8% 26,437 76.5% 27,943 72.7% 1,506 5.7%
  Married Couple 20,344 76.6% 22,079 69.1% 22,445 64.9% 22,852 59.5% 407 1.8%
  Single Female Head 1,507 5.7% 2,418 7.6% 3,017 8.7% 3,718 9.7% 701 23.2%
  Single Male Head 445 1.7% 678 2.1% 975 2.8% 1,373 3.6% 398 40.8%
Non-Family Households 4,275 16.1% 6,793 21.2% 8,122 23.5% 10,494 27.3% 2,372 29.2%
  One Person 4,022 15.1% 6,095 19.1% 7,270 21.0% 8,909 23.2% 1,639 22.5%
    Male 2,087 6.5% 2,707 7.8% 3,751 9.8% 1,044 38.6%
    Female 4,008 12.5% 4,563 13.2% 5,158 13.4% 595 13.0%
  Two+ Persons 253 1.0% 698 2.2% 852 2.5% 1,585 4.1% 733 86.0%
Household Population 83,802 89,720 92,346 97,469 5,123 5.5%
Persons per Household 3.15 2.81 2.67 2.54 -0.13 -4.9%
Group Quarters Population
Total 540 100.0% 661 100.0% 836 100.0% 1,399 100.0% 563 67.3%
  Institutional 377 69.8% 637 96.4% 804 96.2% 1,255 89.7% 451 56.1%
  Other 163 30.2% 24 3.6% 32 3.8% 144 10.3% 112 350.0%
Children and Family Structure
Total Children (under age 18) 30,490 100.0% 27,064 100.0% 24,992 100.0% 25,638 100.0% 646 2.6%
Living with Parents 28,881 94.7% 25,482 94.2% 23,412 93.7% 23,752 92.6% 340 1.5%
  Married Couple Families 26,798 87.9% 22,311 82.4% 19,723 78.9% 18,551 72.4% -1,172 -5.9%
  Single Parent Families 2,083 6.8% 3,171 11.7% 3,689 14.8% 5,201 20.3% 1,512 41.0%
Not Living with Parents 1,609 5.3% 1,582 5.8% 1,580 6.3% 1,886 7.4% 306 19.4%
Elderly and Family Structure
Total Persons Age 65+ 7,815 100.0% 9,585 100.0% 11,742 100.0% 13,096 100.0% 1,354 11.5%
Living in Familes 5,135 65.7% 6,064 63.3% 7,424 63.2% 8,388 64.1% 964 13.0%
  Head of Family 2,743 35.1% 3,275 34.2% 4,057 34.6% 4,583 35.0% 526 13.0%
  Spouse/Other Relative 2,392 30.6% 2,789 29.1% 3,367 28.7% 3,805 29.1% 438 13.0%
Living Outside of Families 2,680 34.3% 3,521 36.7% 4,318 36.8% 4,708 35.9% 390 9.0%
  Living Alone 2,809 29.3% 3,480 29.6% 3,668 28.0% 188 5.4%
  Multi-Person Household 202 2.1% 192 1.6% 235 1.8% 43 22.4%
  Group Quarters 288 3.7% 510 5.3% 646 5.5% 805 6.1% 159 24.6%

Source: US Decennial Census, 1970-2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 3-12
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO
1970-2000
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FIGURE 3-13
COMPARATIVE HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

MIAMI COUNTY, DAYTON MSA AND OHIO
2000

MIAMI COUNTY DAYTON MSA STATE OF OHIO

Number Percent
of Total Number Percent

of Total Number Percent
of Total

Household Type
Total Households 38,437 100.0% 379,626 100.0% 4,445,773 100.0%
Family Households 27,943 72.7% 253,328 66.7% 2,993,023 67.3%
  Married Couple 22,852 59.5% 190,929 50.3% 2,285,798 51.4%
  Single Female Head 3,718 9.7% 48,033 12.7% 536,878 12.1%
  Single Male Head 1,373 3.6% 14,366 3.8% 170,347 3.8%
Non-Family Households 10,494 27.3% 126,298 33.3% 1,452,750 32.7%
  One Person 8,909 23.2% 105,943 27.9% 1,215,614 27.3%
    Male 3,751 9.8% 45,183 11.9% 514,596 11.6%
    Female 5,158 13.4% 60,760 16.0% 701,018 15.8%
  Two+ Persons 1,585 4.1% 20,335 5.4% 237,136 5.3%
Household Population 97,469 921,854 11,054,019
Persons per Household 2.54 2.43 2.49
Group Quarters Population
Total 1,399 100.0% 28,704 100.0% 299,121 100.0%
  Institutional 1,255 89.7% 12,006 41.8% 172,368 57.6%
  Other 144 10.3% 16,698 58.2% 126,753 42.4%
Children and Family Structure
Total Children (under age 18) 25,638 100.0% 235,329 100.0% 2,888,339 100.0%
Living with Parents 23,752 92.6% 213,406 90.7% 2,632,157 91.1%
  Married Couple Families 18,551 72.4% 149,998 63.7% 1,920,229 66.5%
  Single Parent Families 5,201 20.3% 63,408 26.9% 711,928 24.6%
Not Living with Parents 1,886 7.4% 21,923 9.3% 256,182 8.9%
Elderly and Family Structure
Total Persons Age 65+ 13,096 100.0% 128,547 100.0% 1,507,757 100.0%
Living in Familes 8,388 64.1% 80,157 62.4% 937,934 62.2%
  Head of Family 4,583 35.0% 43,997 34.2% 512,954 34.0%
  Spouse/Other Relative 3,805 29.1% 29,512 23.0% 424,980 28.2%
Living Outside of Families 4,708 35.9% 48,390 37.6% 569,823 37.8%
  Living Alone 3,668 28.0% 37,310 29.0% 446,396 29.6%
  Multi-Person Household 235 1.8% 2,376 1.8% 28,547 1.9%
  Group Quarters 805 6.1% 8,704 6.8% 94,880 6.3%

Source: US Decennial Census, 2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 3-14
COMPARATIVE HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

MIAMI COUNTY, DAYTON MSA AND OHIO
2000
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POPULATION FORECAST 
 
The population forecast is a fundamental tool, vital to the planning process, useful to the 
governing body in projecting housing and community service needs, and to business to 
better determine the market labor force.  Factors generally evaluated in the population 
forecast include: age-sex characteristics, migrations patterns, and socioeconomic 
conditions.  At best, it is at best an exercise of anticipating local and regional influences 
that may affect birth rates, death rates, and the movement of people.  Variations in 
regional and county-wide migration tend to influence smaller areas.   
 
The Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission has prepared township population 
forecasts for the period of 2000-2030 based upon county population projections prepared 
by the Ohio Department of Development.  Figure 3-15 shows Miami County is projected 
to grow by approximately 9,000 persons between 2000 and 2030.  The county total for 
each forecast year was distributed by township, based upon historic growth patterns and 
only slight changes in current trends.  The townships were grouped into high, moderate 
and low growth categories for the distribution.  Figures 3-16 and 3-17 show the estimated 
distribution by township.  No major shifts in growth patterns are expected within the 
planning period.  In the strongest growth corridor, Concord and Monroe Townships are 
expected to receive about two-thirds of the County’s population increase.  Moderate 
growth areas composed of Bethel, Washington and Union Townships are expected to 
capture about one-fourth of the population increase.  Slower-growing areas in the 
remainder of the County are likely to account for the remaining one-tenth of the increase. 
 

FIGURE 3-15 
Population Forecast for Miami County 
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FIGURE 3-16 

Population Forecasts for Large Townships in Miami County
1990-2030
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FIGURE 3-17 
Population Forecasts for Small Townships in Miami County
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CHAPTER IV 
Economic Trends 
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RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF SELECTED ECONOMIC SECTORS 
 
Figure 4-1 shows the relative importance of selected economic sectors in Miami County 
compared with the State of Ohio.  These sectors include manufacturing, wholesale trade, 
retail trade, agriculture and selected services.  Manufacturing is important to both Ohio 
and Miami County.  It accounted for the highest percentage of receipts for the five 
selected sectors in 1982, 1987 and 1992.  While, the reliance on manufacturing in Miami 
County has traditionally been greater than in Ohio, wholesale trade became the most 
significant sector in 1997.  Miami County also has a stronger reliance on retail trade and 
agriculture than Ohio, and historically a lesser reliance on wholesale trade until 1997.  
The Meijer distribution center and significant expansion of the Dayton urbanized area 
into southern Miami County have been significant factors in this change.  Historically, 
Miami County has also been less reliant on selected services than Ohio.  Miami County 
increased its share of Ohio’s manufacturing, wholesale trade and retail trade sectors 
between 1992 and 1997. 
 
 
AGRICULTURAL TRENDS 
 
Figure 4-2 shows the total number of farms in Miami County decreased significantly 
from 1949 to 2002.  The greatest decrease, 423 farms, occurred between 1959 and 1964, 
about the same time as Interstate 75 was completed through the County.  While the 
number of farms decreased significantly from 1949 to 2002, the number of farm acres 
decreased at a lesser rate.  This resulted in a drop in the number of acres in farms from 
234,140 acres to 184,028. 
 

FIGURE 4-2 
MIAMI COUNTY OHIO 

Year Number 
of Farms 

Acres 
in Farms 

Average 
Size 

of Farm 
(in Acres) 

Number
of Farms 

Acres 
in Farms 

Average 
Size 

of Farm 
(in Acres) 

1949 2,527 234,140 92.7 199,359 20,969,411 105.2
1954 2,253 223,476 99.2 177,074 19,991,586 112.9
1959 1,938 220,429 113.7 140,353 18,506,796 131.9
1964 1,515 216,573 143.0 120,381 17,619,167 146.4
1969 1,715 224,071 130.7 111,332 17,111,459 153.7
1974 1,311 200,975 153.3 92,158 15,668,238 170.0
1978 1,293 204,347 158.0 95,937 16,090,902 167.7
1982 1,224 196,508 160.5 86,934 15,404,054 177.2
1987 1,133 209,643 185.0 79,277 14,997,381 189.2
1992 1,017 200,405 197.1 70,711 14,247,969 201.5
1997 983 192,376 196.0 68,591 14,103,085 206.0
2002 1,071    184,028  172.0 77,797 14,583,435 187.0

 
The average farm size increased from almost 93 to 196 acres between 1949 and 1997, 
and dropped slightly in 2002.  As shown in Figure 4-3, Miami County farms have 
typically been smaller than the State average. 

 



FIGURE 4-3

NUMBER OF FARMS
MIAMI COUNTY 
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FIGURE 4-4
TRENDS IN USE OF FARMLAND (IN ACRES)

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO
1949-1997

1949 1954 1959 1964 1969 1974 1978 1982 1987
TOTAL CROPLAND 185,708 179,949 178,991 179,176 188,977 171,715 176,684 170,539 189,292

Harvested 158,188 157,851 157,395 156,235 142,440 155,754 163,738 161,253 163,722
Used for Pasture or Grazing 21,135 18,448 14,348 10,319 12,924 11,226 7,482 5,882 4,385
Other 6,385 3,650 7,248 12,622 33,613 4,735 5,464 3,404 21,185

TOTAL WOODLAND 17,116 14,942 12,921 13,488 12,937 11,494 10,822 10,462 8,685
Pastured* 11,470 9,421 7,117 5,847 5,042 3,736 3,355 1,911 1,953
Not Pastured* 5,646 5,521 5,804 7,641 7,895 7,758 7,467 8,551 6,732

OTHER LAND 31,316 28,585 28,517 23,884 22,157 17,766 16,841 15,507 11,666
Land in House Lots, Ponds,
     Roads, Wasteland, etc. 15,851 14,684 15,340 13,511 13,660 12,578 11,810 11,373 8,792

Pastured & Rangeland
     (Not Cropland or Woodland) 15,465 13,901 13,177 10,373 8,497 5,188 5,031 4,134 2,874

TOTAL LAND IN FARMS 234,140 223,476 220,429 216,548 224,071 200,975 204,347 196,508 209,643

1949 1954 1959 1964 1969 1974 1978 1982 1987
TOTAL LAND IN FARMS 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
  TOTAL CROPLAND 79.3% 80.5% 81.2% 82.7% 84.3% 85.4% 86.5% 86.8% 90.3%

  Harvested Cropland 67.6% 70.6% 71.4% 72.1% 63.6% 77.5% 80.1% 82.1% 78.1%
  Used for Pasture or Grazing 9.0% 8.3% 6.5% 4.8% 5.8% 5.6% 3.7% 3.0% 2.1%
  Other Cropland 2.7% 1.6% 3.3% 5.8% 15.0% 2.4% 2.7% 1.7% 10.1%

  TOTAL WOODLAND 7.3% 6.7% 5.9% 6.2% 5.8% 5.7% 5.3% 5.3% 4.1%
  Pastured Woodland 4.9% 4.2% 3.2% 2.7% 2.3% 1.9% 1.6% 1.0% 0.9%
  Non-pastured Woodland 2.4% 2.5% 2.6% 3.5% 3.5% 3.9% 3.7% 4.4% 3.2%
TOTAL PASTURE OR GRAZING 
LAND 20.5% 18.7% 15.7% 12.3% 11.8% 10.0% 7.8% 6.1% 4.4%

  Cropland 9.0% 8.3% 6.5% 4.8% 5.8% 5.6% 3.7% 3.0% 2.1%
  Woodland 4.9% 4.2% 3.2% 2.7% 2.3% 1.9% 1.6% 1.0% 0.9%
  Other Pasture or Grazing Land 6.6% 6.2% 6.0% 4.8% 3.8% 2.6% 2.5% 2.1% 1.4%

LAND IN HOUSE LOTS, PONDS, 
ROADS, WASTELAND, ETC. 6.8% 6.6% 7.0% 6.2% 6.1% 6.3% 5.8% 5.8% 4.2%

*NOTE: Not available from Census of Agriculture.  Estimated by MVRPC from statistics on farms with sales of $2,500 or more.
Source: US Census of Agriculture, 1949-1997.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



Figure 4-4 shows the total number of acres of harvested cropland, pastured land and other 
farm land from 1949 to 2002.  While the number of farms has declined to 983 in 2002 
and total land in farms has also been decreasing, the result has been more than doubling 
of the average farm size since 1949.  As shown in Figures 4-5 and 4-6, about the same 
amount of cropland has been harvested during the same period.  This is possible because 
land once used for pasture or grazing has been converted to cropland as livestock farming 
methods have changed from pasturing livestock to using enclosed feed and livestock 
methods.  Figure 4-4 shows cropland for pasture and grazing and pastured woodland both 
decreased in acreage, but non-pastured woodland on farms has increased from 1949 to 
2002.  Over the years, farm features such as housing lots, ponds, roads, wasteland and 
other pastured and rangeland have decreased significantly in Miami County as well. 

 
FIGURE 4-5 

Total Acres in Farms and Harvested Cropland
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FIGURE 4-6 
Farmland Use Trends in Miami County

1949-2002
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FIGURE 4-7
MARKET VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS SOLD

MIAMI COUNTY AND OHIO
1982-1997

c

MIAMI COUNTY OHIO
Sales ($000) Percent of Total Sales Miami County Percent of Ohio

1982 1987 1992 1997 1982 1987 1992 1997 1982 1987 1992 1997

CROPS $34,175 $36,919 $46,481 $49,881 62.9% 67.0% 74.7% 77.8% 1.8% 2.1% 2.1% 1.8%
All Grains $29,117 $28,675 $37,380 $45,794 53.6% 52.0% 60.1% 71.4% 1.9% 2.1% 2.2% 2.1%

Soybeans $13,173 $14,793 $16,982 $21,669 24.3% 26.8% 27.3% 33.8% 2.0% 2.2% 2.3% 2.0%
Corn $13,284 $12,055 $17,982 $22,090 24.5% 21.9% 28.9% 34.5% 1.8% 2.2% 2.4% 2.4%
Wheat $2,545 $1,627 $2,323 $2,019 4.7% 3.0% 3.7% 3.1% 1.8% 1.5% 1.5% 1.1%
All Other Grains $115 $200 $73 $16 0.2% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 0.4% 0.1%

Tobacco $307 (D) $0 $0 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Fruits, Nuts, and Berries $502 $246 (D) (D) 0.9% 0.4% 1.9% 0.9%
Nursery & Greenhouse Products $2,441 $6,100 $6,758 $2,322 4.5% 11.1% 10.9% 3.6% 1.7% 2.9% 2.3% 0.6%
Hay, Silage & Field Seeds $377 $612 $521 $1,111 0.7% 1.1% 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 1.3% 0.7% 1.5%
All Other Crops $1,431 $1,286 $1,822 (D) 2.6% 2.3% 2.4% 1.7% 1.3% 1.8%

LIVESTOCK, POULTRY
& THEIR PRODUCTS $20,146 $18,217 $15,749 $14,216 37.1% 33.0% 25.3% 22.2% 1.3% 1.1% 0.9% 0.8%

Hogs & Pigs $8,489 $7,800 $6,374 $5,284 15.6% 14.1% 10.2% 8.2% 2.3% 2.0% 1.9% 1.4%
Poultry & Poultry Products $1,367 $678 $596 (D) 2.5% 1.2% 1.0% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2%
Dairy Products $2,425 $4,064 $4,127 $3,235 4.5% 7.4% 6.6% 5.0% 0.4% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6%
Cattle & Calves $7,306 $5,304 $4,227 $3,912 13.4% 9.6% 6.8% 6.1% 1.9% 1.2% 1.0% 1.1%
Sheep, Lambs & Wool $151 $246 $87 (D) 0.3% 0.4% 0.1% 1.2% 1.6% 1.0%
All Other Livestock & Poultry Produ $408 $125 $338 $499 0.8% 0.4% 0.5% 0.8% 1.1% 0.3% 0.9% 0.9%

TOTAL SALES $54,321 $55,136 $62,230 $64,097 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.4%

(D) = Withheld to avoid disclosing data for individual farms; data are included in broader categories.
Source: US Census of Agriculture, 1982-1997.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commssion, 2003.



Figure 4-7 shows the total market value for agricultural products in Miami County for 
1982 to 1997 along with a comparison to Ohio.  Figures 4-8 and 4-9 show the share of 
each commodity related to all agricultural products sold.  Crops, especially corn and 
soybeans, account for the majority value of sales.  As a combined group, the market value 
of all grains increased over 15% during the period.  Hogs and pigs represent the largest 
percentage of livestock products sold.  Cattle/calves and dairy products are also 
significant livestock products in Miami County.  Nursery and greenhouse products have 
fluctuated between 11.1% and 3.6% of sales during the 1982-1997 period.  Wheat and 
poultry/poultry products are the other notable agricultural products in Miami County. 
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EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 
 
Figure 4-10 shows the high school graduation rate of 82.7% for Miami County residents 
over 25 years of age is slightly below the Dayton MSA and Ohio rates, but above the 
national rate.  It also shows that Miami County’s graduation rate increased about six 
percent from 1990 to 2000.  While Miami County is on par in the percent of high school 
graduates, its 16.3% of residents age 25 or over with a bachelor’s degree or higher level 
of education is well below the Dayton MSA, Ohio and USA rates.  However, Miami 
County did see an increase from the 14.1% rate in 1990.  Monroe Township had the 
highest percentage of adults who graduated from high school, followed by Staunton 
Township and Lostcreek Township. 

FIGURE 4-10 
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

 
 

As shown in Figure 4-10,  Monroe Township had the highest percentage of adults with a 
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75 corridor and the Dayton Urbanized Area. 
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LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION  
 
As shown in Figure 4-11, the labor force participation rates, by all persons 16 or more 
years of age in Miami County, was higher than the Dayton MSA, Ohio and the USA in 
both 1990 and 2000.  In 2000, both the male and female participation rates for Miami 
County were higher than the compared areas.  Monroe, Springcreek, Brown and Union 
Townships have the highest overall and female participation rates in 2000.  Brown, 
Bethel and Washington Townships have the highest participation rates by males in 2000.  
Generally, there has been a slight decrease in the participation rate by males, probably 
influenced in part by aging of the population and the increased presence of females in the 
workplace. 
 

FIGURE 4-11 
LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION PERCENTAGE RATE 

PERSONS 16 YEARS AND OLDER 
 

    TOTAL    MALE   FEMALE 

Jurisdiction   1990 2000   1990 2000   1990 2000 

Bethel Twp   65.9 64.7  79.6 73.1  54.6 56.5

Brown Twp   68.9 70.7  77.8 73.7  59.4 67.6

Concord Twp   66.6 68.6  75.9 74.3  58.2 63.4

Elizabeth Twp   65.2 68.9  73.8 79.5  56.1 58.3

Lostcreek Twp   75.1 68.3  84.2 74.7  66.8 62.3

Monroe Twp   72.6 71.7  83.3 77.8  62.5 65.8

Newberry Twp   66.9 68.2  77.8 76.1  56.6 60.9

Newton Twp   67.6 68.6  78.8 78.5  56.9 59.0
Springcreek 
Twp   71.5 71.4  75.3 76.9  67.8 65.1

Staunton Twp   73.0 67.7  80.3 76.9  65.7 59.7

Union Twp   63.7 70.4  77.0 76.1  51.6 65.0
Washington 
Twp   64.0 64.4  75.0 69.2  54.6 59.4

MIAMI 
COUNTY   66.9 68.7  77.4 75.6  57.3 62.2

Dayton-
Springfield MSA   64.7 64.9  75.2 71.2  56.5 59.3

Ohio   65.5 64.8  79.9 71.7  56.0 58.5

United States   65.3 63.9  74.4 70.7  56.8 57.5

 
 

 



INDUSTRY OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS 
 
This discussion will be split into two parts, since Census 2000 data is not directly 
comparable to previous years due to changes in industry classifications in 1997.  Figure 
4-12 and 4-13 show the percent of employed residents by industry sector for Miami 
County between 1960 and 1990, and a comparison with the Dayton MSA, Ohio, the USA 
and townships in 1990.  Since 1960 employment by Miami County residents has steadily 
increased in the services sector, especially health, education and other professions, and in 
the finance/insurance/real estate sector.  The retail trade sector, wholesale trade sector 
and the transportation/communication/utilities sector have all increased overall, but not 
steadily since 1960.  The agriculture, manufacturing and public administration sectors 
have all steadily declined.  The percentage of Miami County residents working in the 
manufacturing sector dropped dramatically between 1980 and 1990. 
 
Figures 4-14 and 4-15 compare the percent of employed workers by industry sector for 
Miami County, Dayton MSA, Ohio, the USA and townships in 2000.  At 29.4%, Miami 
County still has the highest percentage of residents working in manufacturing compared 
to other sectors.  It also has a higher percentage of residents working in manufacturing 
compared to all other areas surveyed, the closest being the Ohio at 20%.  In 2000, the 
educational, health and social services sector and the retail trade sector are also 
significant, employing 15.8% and 11.7% of Miami County residents, respectively.  The 
arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and food services sector and the 
professional, scientific, management, administrative and waste management services 
sector, both new classifications, employ 6.7% and 6.8% of Miami County residents, 
respectively.  These percentages are significantly less than that of the Dayton MSA, Ohio 
or the USA. 
 
Figure 4-15 shows employment in the agricultural, forestry, fishing and hunting and 
mining sector is significantly more important in Lostcreek, Elizabeth and Brown 
Townships than other areas.  Figure 4-13 shows this was also the case in Lostcreek, 
Elizabeth, Newton and Brown Townships in 1990.  Other significant employment sector 
concentrations include the construction sector in Bethel Township, public administration 
sector in Elizabeth Township and the wholesale trade sector in Monroe Township.  With 
Troy as the county seat, Concord Township had 38.1% of the Miami County residents 
working in the public administration sector in 2000.  Bethel Township had a strong 
concentration of residents working in the public administration sector in 1990, but not in 
2000, probably due to declining employment at WPAFB.  Monroe Township had the 
strongest concentration of residents working in the information sector in 2000, a sector 
that is probably going to be significant over the next twenty years.  Springcreek and 
Staunton Townships had a strong concentration of residents working in the education 
sector in 1990, but have not maintained that concentration in 2000. 
 
 

 



FIGURE 4-12
INDUSTRY OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS
MIAMI COUNTY AND SELECTED AREAS

1960-1990

Percent
Miami County

(Number)
Miami County

(Percent)
Dayton

MSA Ohio USA

1960 1970 1980 1990 1960 1970 1980 1990 1990 1990 1990
Agriculture, Forestsry, Fisheries, & Mining 1,749 1,141 1,249 1,404 6.3 3.4 3.1 3.1 1.4 2.3 3.3
Construction 1,355 1,608 1,798 2,156 4.9 4.8 4.5 4.8 4.7 5.2 6.2
Manufacturing 11,933 14,999 16,894 15,204 43.3 45.0 42.5 33.8 22.8 23.1 17.7

Durable Goods 8,182 11,271 13,026 11,581 29.7 33.8 32.8 25.7 16.7 15.9 10.7
Non-Durable Goods 3,751 3,728 3,868 3,623 13.6 11.2 9.7 8.1 6.0 7.3 7.0

Transportation, Communication & Utilities 1,330 1,596 1,792 2,704 4.8 4.8 4.5 6.0 5.6 6.4 7.1
Wholesale Trade 583 804 1,325 1,424 2.1 2.4 3.3 3.2 3.6 4.4 4.4
Retail Trade 3,720 5,168 5,920 7,423 13.5 15.5 14.9 16.5 17.7 17.6 16.8
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 785 993 1,357 1,893 2.8 3.0 3.4 4.2 4.9 5.8 6.9
Services 4,285 5,723 8,152 11,487 15.6 17.2 20.5 25.5 32.6 31.4 32.7

Business & Repair 502 597 1,069 1,807 1.8 1.8 2.7 4.0 4.9 4.3 4.8
Personal, Entertainment & Recreation 1,399 1,344 1,290 1,353 5.1 4.0 3.2 3.0 3.5 3.6 4.6
Professional & Related 2,384 3,782 5,793 8,327 8.7 11.4 14.6 18.5 24.2 23.4 23.3

Health 516 1,329 2,221 3,345 1.9 4.0 5.6 7.4 9.6 9.2 8.4
Education 1,052 1,785 2,427 3,053 3.8 5.4 6.1 6.8 8.4 8.2 8.3
Other 816 668 1,145 1,929 3.0 2.0 2.9 4.3 6.4 6.0 6.6

Public Administration 1,151 1,268 1,268 1,298 4.2 3.8 3.2 2.9 6.7 3.8 4.8
Industry Not Reported 653 0 0 0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL 27,544 33,300 39,755 44,993 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: US Decennial Census, 1960-1990.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 4-13
INDUSTRY OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO AND TOWNSHIPS
1990

PERCENT OF
TOWNSHIP

Bethel Brown Concord Elizabeth Lostcreek Monroe Newberry Newton Springcreek Staunton Union Washington Miami
County

No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
Agriculture, forestry,
fisheries and mining 81 3.3 39 5.2 300 2.6 72 9.4 83 10.0 159 2.3 138 4.5 130 8.5 27 2.6 53 4.8 161 3.3 161 1.6 1,404 3.1

Construction 128 5.3 36 4.8 449 3.8 32 4.2 89 10.7 306 4.5 223 7.4 86 5.6 28 2.7 96 8.7 326 6.8 357 3.5 2,156 4.8
Manufacturing 702 28.8 288 38.2 4,051 34.5 269 35.2 240 28.9 2,178 32.1 1,108 36.5 423 27.6 336 32.6 364 32.9 1,427 29.6 3,818 37.6 15,204 33.8

Durable Goods 614 25.2 235 31.2 3,075 26.2 198 25.9 201 24.2 1,691 24.9 778 25.6 341 22.2 255 24.8 295 26.6 1,132 23.5 2,766 27.3 11,581 25.7
Non-Durable Goods 88 3.6 53 7.0 976 8.3 71 9.3 39 4.7 487 7.2 330 10.9 82 5.3 81 7.9 69 6.2 295 6.1 1,052 10.4 3,623 8.1

Transportation,
Communication and Utilities 170 7.0 30 4.0 530 4.5 39 5.1 51 6.1 640 9.4 173 5.7 123 8.0 83 8.1 43 3.9 361 7.5 461 4.5 2,704 6.0

Wholesale Trade 59 2.4 31 4.1 291 2.5 6 0.8 20 2.4 269 4.0 119 3.9 54 3.5 49 4.8 15 1.4 196 4.1 315 3.1 1,424 3.2
Retail Trade 372 15.3 125 16.6 1,887 16.1 79 10.3 99 11.9 1,039 15.3 478 15.8 210 13.7 156 15.1 180 16.2 801 16.6 1,997 19.7 7,423 16.5
Finance, Insurance
and Real Estate 83 3.4 36 4.8 534 4.5 15 2.0 19 2.3 306 4.5 118 3.9 73 4.8 53 5.1 37 3.3 219 4.5 400 3.9 1,893 4.2

Services 617 25.3 162 21.5 3,380 28.8 227 29.7 212 25.5 1,632 24.1 605 19.9 396 25.8 278 27.0 288 26.0 1,217 25.2 2,473 24.4 11,487 25.5
Business and Repair 148 6.1 53 7.0 497 4.2 36 4.7 30 3.6 278 4.1 89 2.9 74 4.8 27 2.6 17 1.5 187 3.9 371 3.7 1,807 4.0
Personal, Entertainment and 
Recreation 48 2.0 23 3.1 337 2.9 25 3.3 23 2.8 183 2.7 83 2.7 52 3.4 37 3.6 21 1.9 186 3.9 335 3.3 1,353 3.0

Professional and Related 421 17.3 86 11.4 2,546 21.7 166 21.7 159 19.2 1,171 17.3 433 14.3 270 17.6 214 20.8 250 22.6 844 17.5 1,767 17.4 8,327 18.5
Health 136 5.6 42 5.6 1,006 8.6 52 6.8 39 4.7 454 6.7 173 5.7 104 6.8 85 8.3 85 7.7 324 6.7 845 8.3 3,345 7.4
Education 170 7.0 31 4.1 946 8.0 75 9.8 110 13.3 409 6.0 138 4.5 108 7.0 116 11.3 114 10.3 294 6.1 542 5.3 3,053 6.8
Other 115 4.7 13 1.7 594 5.1 39 5.1 10 1.2 308 4.5 122 4.0 58 3.8 13 1.3 51 4.6 226 4.7 380 3.7 1,929 4.3

Public Administration 223 9.2 6 0.8 331 2.8 25 3.3 17 2.0 253 3.7 72 2.4 40 2.6 20 1.9 32 2.9 112 2.3 167 1.6 1,298 2.9
TOTAL 2,435 100.0 753 100.0 11,753 100.0 764 100.0 830 100.0 6,782 100.0 3,034 100.0 1,535 100.0 1,030 100.0 1,108 100.0 4,820 100.0 10,149 100.0 44,993 100.0

PERCENT OF
COUNTY

Bethel Brown Concord Elizabeth Lostcreek Monroe Newberry Newton Springcreek Staunton Union Washington Miami
County

No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
Agriculture, forestry,
fisheries and mining 81 5.8 39 2.8 300 21.4 72 5.1 83 5.9 159 11.3 138 9.8 130 9.3 27 1.9 53 3.8 161 11.5 161 11.5 1,404 3.1

Construction 128 5.9 36 1.7 449 20.8 32 1.5 89 4.1 306 14.2 223 10.3 86 4.0 28 1.3 96 4.5 326 15.1 357 16.6 2,156 4.8
Manufacturing 702 4.6 288 1.9 4,051 26.6 269 1.8 240 1.6 2,178 14.3 1,108 7.3 423 2.8 336 2.2 364 2.4 1,427 9.4 3,818 25.1 15,204 33.8

Durable Goods 614 5.3 235 2.0 3,075 26.6 198 1.7 201 1.7 1,691 14.6 778 6.7 341 2.9 255 2.2 295 2.5 1,132 9.8 2,766 23.9 11,581 25.7
Non-Durable Goods 88 2.4 53 1.5 976 26.9 71 2.0 39 1.1 487 13.4 330 9.1 82 2.3 81 2.2 69 1.9 295 8.1 1,052 29.0 3,623 8.1

Transportation,
Communication and Utilities 170 6.3 30 1.1 530 19.6 39 1.4 51 1.9 640 23.7 173 6.4 123 4.5 83 3.1 43 1.6 361 13.4 461 17.0 2,704 6.0

Wholesale Trade 59 4.1 31 2.2 291 20.4 6 0.4 20 1.4 269 18.9 119 8.4 54 3.8 49 3.4 15 1.1 196 13.8 315 22.1 1,424 3.2
Retail Trade 372 5.0 125 1.7 1,887 25.4 79 1.1 99 1.3 1,039 14.0 478 6.4 210 2.8 156 2.1 180 2.4 801 10.8 1,997 26.9 7,423 16.5
Finance, Insurance
and Real Estate 83 4.4 36 1.9 534 28.2 15 0.8 19 1.0 306 16.2 118 6.2 73 3.9 53 2.8 37 2.0 219 11.6 400 21.1 1,893 4.2

Services 617 5.4 162 1.4 3,380 29.4 227 2.0 212 1.8 1,632 14.2 605 5.3 396 3.4 278 2.4 288 2.5 1,217 10.6 2,473 21.5 11,487 25.5
Business and Repair 148 8.2 53 2.9 497 27.5 36 2.0 30 1.7 278 15.4 89 4.9 74 4.1 27 1.5 17 0.9 187 10.3 371 20.5 1,807 4.0
Personal, Entertainment and 
Recreation 48 3.5 23 1.7 337 24.9 25 1.8 23 1.7 183 13.5 83 6.1 52 3.8 37 2.7 21 1.6 186 13.7 335 24.8 1,353 3.0

Professional and Related 421 5.1 86 1.0 2,546 30.6 166 2.0 159 1.9 1,171 14.1 433 5.2 270 3.2 214 2.6 250 3.0 844 10.1 1,767 21.2 8,327 18.5
Health 136 4.1 42 1.3 1,006 30.1 52 1.6 39 1.2 454 13.6 173 5.2 104 3.1 85 2.5 85 2.5 324 9.7 845 25.3 3,345 7.4
Education 170 5.6 31 1.0 946 31.0 75 2.5 110 3.6 409 13.4 138 4.5 108 3.5 116 3.8 114 3.7 294 9.6 542 17.8 3,053 6.8
Other 115 6.0 13 0.7 594 30.8 39 2.0 10 0.5 308 16.0 122 6.3 58 3.0 13 0.7 51 2.6 226 11.7 380 19.7 1,929 4.3

Public Administration 223 17.2 6 0.5 331 25.5 25 1.9 17 1.3 253 19.5 72 5.5 40 3.1 20 1.5 32 2.5 112 8.6 167 12.9 1,298 2.9
TOTAL 2,435 5.4 753 1.7 11,753 26.1 764 1.7 830 1.8 6,782 15.1 3,034 6.7 1,535 3.4 1,030 2.3 1,108 2.5 4,820 10.7 10,149 22.6 44,993 100.0

* Includes part of the city of Huber Heights
Source: US Decennial Census, 1990.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 4-14
INDUSTRY OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS

MIAMI COUNTY AND SELECTED AREAS
2000

Miami County Dayton
MSA Ohio USA

Number Percent Percent Percent Percent

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 630 1.2% 0.5% 1.1% 1.9%

Construction 2,977 5.9% 5.4% 6.0% 6.8%

Manufacturing 14,910 29.4% 19.1% 20.0% 14.1%

Wholesale trade 1,872 3.7% 3.2% 3.6% 3.6%

Retail trade 5,926 11.7% 12.0% 11.9% 11.7%

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 2,649 5.2% 4.8% 4.9% 5.2%

Information 702 1.4% 2.3% 2.4% 3.1%

Finance, insurance, real estate and rental and leasing 2,023 4.0% 5.0% 6.3% 6.9%

Professional, scientific, management, administrative,
and waste management services 3,416 6.7% 9.0% 8.0% 9.3%

Educational, health and social services 8,040 15.8% 20.8% 19.7% 19.9%

Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation
and food services 3,437 6.8% 7.5% 7.5% 7.9%

Other services (except public administration) 2,247 4.4% 4.4% 4.5% 4.9%

Public administration 1,910 3.8% 5.9% 4.1% 4.8%

TOTAL 50,739 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
NOTE: Classifications revised from Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system to North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) system in 
1997.

Source: US Decennial Census, 2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 4-15
INDUSTRY OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO AND TOWNSHIPS
2000

PERCENT OF
TOWNSHIP

Bethel Brown Concord Elizabeth Huber
Heights Lostcreek Monroe Newberry Newton Piqua

city Springcreek Staunton Union Washington Miami
County

No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
Agriculture, forestry,
fishing and hunting
and mining

11 0.4 39 4.8 26 0.2 58 6.9 0 0.0 66 7.8 32 0.4 73 2.3 68 4.0 23 0.2 37 3.6 57 5.8 116 2.1 24 2.7 630 1.2

Construction 248 10.0 40 4.9 656 4.7 69 8.2 0 0.0 42 5.0 447 5.5 204 6.3 157 9.1 497 4.9 61 5.9 49 5.0 449 8.2 58 6.5 2,977 5.9
Manufacturing 638 25.7 272 33.3 4,359 31.1 197 23.3 8 47.1 246 29.1 1,934 23.6 1,116 34.4 442 25.7 3,257 32.0 359 34.8 291 29.7 1,475 27.1 316 35.5 14,910 29.4
Wholesale trade 88 3.5 19 2.3 413 2.9 17 2.0 0 0.0 38 4.5 430 5.2 114 3.5 70 4.1 446 4.4 34 3.3 38 3.9 109 2.0 56 6.3 1,872 3.7
Retail trade 255 10.3 121 14.8 1,454 10.4 69 8.2 0 0.0 95 11.3 979 11.9 399 12.3 214 12.5 1,465 14.4 71 6.9 90 9.2 597 11.0 117 13.1 5,926 11.7
Transportation
and warehousing
and utilities

120 4.8 46 5.6 613 4.4 48 5.7 0 0.0 32 3.8 619 7.5 155 4.8 74 4.3 378 3.7 64 6.2 60 6.1 407 7.5 33 3.7 2,649 5.2

Information 31 1.2 6 0.7 194 1.4 8 0.9 0 0.0 4 0.5 175 2.1 52 1.6 14 0.8 99 1.0 6 0.6 27 2.8 86 1.6 0 0.0 702 1.4
Finance, insurance,
real estate and
rental and leasing

117 4.7 33 4.0 590 4.2 50 5.9 0 0.0 40 4.7 287 3.5 93 2.9 74 4.3 465 4.6 40 3.9 27 2.8 200 3.7 7 0.8 2,023 4.0

Professional, scientific,
management,
administrative and
waste management services

193 7.8 24 2.9 927 6.6 63 7.4 0 0.0 36 4.3 771 9.4 168 5.2 101 5.9 566 5.6 105 10.2 49 5.0 373 6.9 40 4.5 3,416 6.7

Educational, health
and social services 329 13.2 98 12.0 2,581 18.4 150 17.7 0 0.0 168 19.9 1,329 16.2 460 14.2 310 18.1 1,339 13.1 114 11.0 154 15.7 854 15.7 154 17.3 8,040 15.8

Arts, entertainment,
recreation, accommodation
and food services

161 6.5 67 8.2 1,036 7.4 12 1.4 0 0.0 21 2.5 600 7.3 148 4.6 60 3.5 781 7.7 46 4.5 76 7.7 405 7.4 24 2.7 3,437 6.8

Other services
(except public administration) 144 5.8 31 3.8 462 3.3 26 3.1 9 52.9 16 1.9 373 4.5 132 4.1 57 3.3 599 5.9 53 5.1 29 3.0 266 4.9 50 5.6 2,247 4.4

Public administration 149 6.0 21 2.6 727 5.2 79 9.3 0 0.0 40 4.7 224 2.7 127 3.9 76 4.4 271 2.7 42 4.1 34 3.5 108 2.0 12 1.3 1,910 3.8
TOTAL 2,484 100.0 817 100.0 14,038 100.0 846 100.0 17 100.0 844 100.0 8,200 100.0 3,241 100.0 1,717 100.0 10,186 100.0 1,032 100.0 981 100.0 5,445 100.0 891 100.0 50,739 100.0

PERCENT OF
COUNTY

Bethel Brown Concord Elizabeth Huber
Heights Lostcreek Monroe Newberry Newton Piqua

city Springcreek Staunton Union Washington Miami
County

No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
Agriculture, forestry,
fishing and hunting
and mining

11 1.7 39 6.2 26 4.1 58 9.2 0 0.0 66 10.5 32 5.1 73 11.6 68 10.8 23 3.7 37 5.9 57 9.0 116 18.4 24 3.8 630 100.0

Construction 248 8.3 40 1.3 656 22.0 69 2.3 0 0.0 42 1.4 447 15.0 204 6.9 157 5.3 497 16.7 61 2.0 49 1.6 449 15.1 58 1.9 2,977 100.0
Manufacturing 638 4.3 272 1.8 4,359 29.2 197 1.3 8 0.1 246 1.6 1,934 13.0 1,116 7.5 442 3.0 3,257 21.8 359 2.4 291 2.0 1,475 9.9 316 2.1 14,910 100.0
Wholesale trade 88 4.7 19 1.0 413 22.1 17 0.9 0 0.0 38 2.0 430 23.0 114 6.1 70 3.7 446 23.8 34 1.8 38 2.0 109 5.8 56 3.0 1,872 100.0
Retail trade 255 4.3 121 2.0 1,454 24.5 69 1.2 0 0.0 95 1.6 979 16.5 399 6.7 214 3.6 1,465 24.7 71 1.2 90 1.5 597 10.1 117 2.0 5,926 100.0
Transportation
and warehousing
and utilities

120 4.5 46 1.7 613 23.1 48 1.8 0 0.0 32 1.2 619 23.4 155 5.9 74 2.8 378 14.3 64 2.4 60 2.3 407 15.4 33 1.2 2,649 100.0

Information 31 4.4 6 0.9 194 27.6 8 1.1 0 0.0 4 0.6 175 24.9 52 7.4 14 2.0 99 14.1 6 0.9 27 3.8 86 12.3 0 0.0 702 100.0
Finance, insurance,
real estate and
rental and leasing

117 5.8 33 1.6 590 29.2 50 2.5 0 0.0 40 2.0 287 14.2 93 4.6 74 3.7 465 23.0 40 2.0 27 1.3 200 9.9 7 0.3 2,023 100.0

Professional, scientific,
management,
administrative and
waste management services

193 5.6 24 0.7 927 27.1 63 1.8 0 0.0 36 1.1 771 22.6 168 4.9 101 3.0 566 16.6 105 3.1 49 1.4 373 10.9 40 1.2 3,416 100.0

Educational, health
and social services 329 4.1 98 1.2 2,581 32.1 150 1.9 0 0.0 168 2.1 1,329 16.5 460 5.7 310 3.9 1,339 16.7 114 1.4 154 1.9 854 10.6 154 1.9 8,040 100.0

Arts, entertainment,
recreation, accommodation
and food services

161 4.7 67 1.9 1,036 30.1 12 0.3 0 0.0 21 0.6 600 17.5 148 4.3 60 1.7 781 22.7 46 1.3 76 2.2 405 11.8 24 0.7 3,437 100.0

Other services
(except public administration) 144 6.4 31 1.4 462 20.6 26 1.2 9 0.4 16 0.7 373 16.6 132 5.9 57 2.5 599 26.7 53 2.4 29 1.3 266 11.8 50 2.2 2,247 100.0

Public administration 149 7.8 21 1.1 727 38.1 79 4.1 0 0.0 40 2.1 224 11.7 127 6.6 76 4.0 271 14.2 42 2.2 34 1.8 108 5.7 12 0.6 1,910 100.0
TOTAL 2,484 4.9 817 1.6 14,038 27.7 846 1.7 17 0.0 844 1.7 8,200 16.2 3,241 6.4 1,717 3.4 10,186 20.1 1,032 2.0 981 1.9 5,445 10.7 891 1.8 50,739 100.0

NOTE: Classifications revised from Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system to North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) system in 1997.

Source: US Decennial Census, 2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 4-16
OCCUPATION OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS
MIAMI COUNTY AND SELECTED AREAS

1980-1990

1980 1990 CHANGE
1980-1990 1990

Number Pct. Number Pct. Number Pct. Miami 
County

Dayton
MSA Ohio USA

Managerial and professional specialty 7,549 19.0 10,340 23.0 2,791 37.0 23.0 27.9 24.8 26.4

Executive, administrative, and managerial 3,674 9.2 5,070 11.3 1,396 38.0 11.3 12.8 11.4 12.3

Professional specialty occupations 3,875 9.7 5,270 11.7 1,395 36.0 11.7 15.2 13.3 14.1

Technical, sales, and administrative support 10,840 27.3 13,074 29.1 2,234 20.6 29.1 31.5 31.0 31.7

Technicians and related support 995 2.5 1,507 3.3 512 51.5 3.3 4.0 3.7 3.7

Sales 3,595 9.0 4,774 10.6 1,179 32.8 10.6 11.2 11.4 11.8

Administrative support, including clerical 6,250 15.7 6,793 15.1 543 8.7 15.1 16.3 16.0 16.3

Service 4,607 11.6 4,880 10.8 273 5.9 10.8 12.8 13.1 13.2

Private household 173 0.4 107 0.2 -66 -38.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5

Protective service 396 1.0 393 0.9 -3 -0.8 0.9 1.4 1.5 1.7

Service, except protective and household 4,038 10.2 4,380 9.7 342 8.5 9.7 11.2 11.4 11.0

Farming, forestry and fishing 1,012 2.5 994 2.2 -18 -1.8 2.2 1.1 1.7 2.5

Precision production, craft and repair 5,745 14.5 5,983 13.3 238 4.1 13.3 10.8 11.6 11.3

Operators, fabricators and laborers 10,002 25.2 9,722 21.6 -280 -2.8 21.6 15.8 17.9 14.9

Machine operators, assemblers and inspectors 6,609 16.6 5,572 12.4 -1,037 -15.7 12.4 8.4 9.0 6.8

Transportation and material moving 1,656 4.2 1,914 4.3 258 15.6 4.3 3.7 4.4 4.1

Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers and laborers 1,737 4.4 2,236 5.0 499 28.7 5.0 3.7 4.4 3.9

TOTAL 39,755 100.0 44,993 100.0 5,238 13.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: US Decennial Census, 1980-1990.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 4-17
OCCUPATION OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS
MIAMI COUNTY AND SELECTED AREAS

2000

2000 2000

Number Pct. Miami 
County

Dayton
MSA Ohio USA

Management, professional and related 14,752 29.1 29.1 32.8 31.0 33.6
Management, business and financial operations 6,649 13.1 13.1 12.5 12.3 13.5
Professional and related 8,103 16.0 16.0 20.3 18.6 20.2

Service 6,510 12.8 12.8 14.6 14.6 14.9
Healthcare support 967 1.9 1.9 2.4 2.2 2.0
Protective service 710 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.8 2.0
Food preparation and serving related 2,646 5.2 5.2 5.3 5.2 4.8
Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance 1,373 2.7 2.7 3.0 3.0 3.3
Personal care and service 814 1.6 1.6 2.3 2.4 2.8

Sales and office 12,926 25.5 25.5 26.3 26.4 26.7
Sales and related 5,373 10.6 10.6 10.7 10.8 11.2
Office and administrative support 7,553 14.9 14.9 15.6 15.6 15.4

Farming, fishing, and forestry 283 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.7
Construction, extraction and maintenance 4,064 8.0 8.0 7.9 8.7 9.4

Construction & extraction 2,144 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.9 5.5
Installation, maintenance and repair 1,920 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.9

Production, transportation and material moving 12,204 24.1 24.1 18.1 19.0 14.6
Production 8,335 16.4 16.4 11.8 11.8 8.5
Transportation and material moving 3,869 7.6 7.6 6.4 7.2 6.1

TOTAL 50,739 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

NOTE: Classifications revised from 1980 to 1998 version of the Standard Occupational Classification Manual.

Source: US Decennial Census, 2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 4-18
OCCUPATION OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS
MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO AND TOWNSHIPS

1990

PERCENT OF
TOWNSHIP

Bethel*
Township

Brown
Township

Concord
Township

Elizabeth
Township

Lostcreek
Township

Monroe
Township

Newberry
Township

Newton
Township

Springcreek
Township

Staunton
Township

Union
Township

Washington
Township

Miami
County

No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Managerial & Professional Specialty 610 25.1 81 10.8 3,514 29.9 191 25.0 150 18.1 1,778 26.2 466 15.4 312 20.3 266 25.8 265 23.9 979 20.3 1,728 17.0 10,340 23.0
Executive, Administrative & 
Managerial 322 13.2 53 7.0 1,610 13.7 78 10.2 67 8.1 914 13.5 247 8.1 148 9.6 121 11.7 110 9.9 495 10.3 905 8.9 5,070 11.3

Professional Specialty 288 11.8 28 3.7 1,904 16.2 113 14.8 83 10.0 864 12.7 219 7.2 164 10.7 145 14.1 155 14.0 484 10.0 823 8.1 5,270 11.7
Technical, Sales & Administrative 
Support 631 25.9 223 29.6 3,237 27.5 204 26.7 281 33.9 2,323 34.3 807 26.6 374 24.4 318 30.9 356 32.1 1,424 29.5 2,896 28.5 13,074 29.1

Technical & Related Support 106 4.4 15 2.0 449 3.8 26 3.4 38 4.6 214 3.2 60 2.0 40 2.6 25 2.4 50 4.5 199 4.1 285 2.8 1,507 3.3
Sales 196 8.0 99 13.1 1,083 9.2 36 4.7 51 6.1 876 12.9 273 9.0 111 7.2 142 13.8 98 8.8 532 11.0 1,277 12.6 4,774 10.6
Administrative Support, including 
Clerical 329 13.5 109 14.5 1,705 14.5 142 18.6 192 23.1 1,233 18.2 474 15.6 223 14.5 151 14.7 208 18.8 693 14.4 1,334 13.1 6,793 15.1

Services 200 8.2 79 10.5 1,477 12.6 67 8.8 68 8.2 469 6.9 333 11.0 155 10.1 92 8.9 93 8.4 478 9.9 1,369 13.5 4,880 10.8
Private Household 0 0.0 0 0.0 23 0.2 0 0.0 3 0.4 0 0.0 12 0.4 9 0.6 6 0.6 0 0.0 18 0.4 36 0.4 107 0.2
Protective Services 8 0.3 0 0.0 186 1.6 5 0.7 6 0.7 22 0.3 19 0.6 3 0.2 7 0.7 6 0.5 37 0.8 94 0.9 393 0.9

Farming, Forestry & Fishing 99 4.1 37 4.9 173 1.5 69 9.0 73 8.8 96 1.4 112 3.7 100 6.5 17 1.7 42 3.8 107 2.2 69 0.7 994 2.2

Precision Production, Craft & Repair 457 18.8 140 18.6 1,253 10.7 110 14.4 131 15.8 918 13.5 438 14.4 248 16.2 81 7.9 180 16.2 902 18.7 1,125 11.1 5,983 13.3

Operators, Fabricators & Laborers 438 18.0 193 25.6 2,099 17.9 123 16.1 127 15.3 1,198 17.7 878 28.9 346 22.5 256 24.9 172 15.5 930 19.3 2,962 29.2 9,722 21.6
Machine Operators, Assemblers &
Inspectors 242 9.9 137 18.2 1,260 10.7 53 6.9 39 4.7 636 9.4 528 17.4 180 11.7 142 13.8 90 8.1 463 9.6 1,802 17.8 5,572 12.4

Transportation & Material Moving 93 3.8 37 4.9 351 3.0 37 4.8 52 6.3 244 3.6 166 5.5 107 7.0 69 6.7 48 4.3 252 5.2 458 4.5 1,914 4.3

Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, 
Helpers & Laborers 103 4.2 19 2.5 488 4.2 33 4.3 36 4.3 318 4.7 184 6.1 59 3.8 45 4.4 34 3.1 215 4.5 702 6.9 2,236 5.0

TOTAL 2,435 100.0 753 100.0 11,753 100.0 764 100.0 830 100.0 6,782 100.0 3,034 100.0 1,535 100.0 1,030 100.0 1,108 100.0 4,820 100.0 10,149 100.0 44,993 100.0

PERCENT OF
COUNTY

Bethel*
Township

Brown
Township

Concord
Township

Elizabeth
Township

Lostcreek
Township

Monroe
Township

Newberry
Township

Newton
Township

Springcreek
Township

Staunton
Township

Union
Township

Washington
Township

Miami
County

No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Managerial & Professional Specialty 610 5.9 81 0.8 3,514 34.0 191 1.8 150 1.5 1,778 17.2 466 4.5 312 3.0 266 2.6 265 2.6 979 9.5 1,728 16.7 10,340 100.0
Executive, Administrative & 
Managerial 322 6.4 53 1.0 1,610 31.8 78 1.5 67 1.3 914 18.0 247 4.9 148 2.9 121 2.4 110 2.2 495 9.8 905 17.9 5,070 100.0

Professional Specialty 288 5.5 28 0.5 1,904 36.1 113 2.1 83 1.6 864 16.4 219 4.2 164 3.1 145 2.8 155 2.9 484 9.2 823 15.6 5,270 100.0
Technical, Sales & Administrative 
Support 631 4.8 223 1.7 3,237 24.8 204 1.6 281 2.1 2,323 17.8 807 6.2 374 2.9 318 2.4 356 2.7 1,424 10.9 2,896 22.2 13,074 100.0

Technical & Related Support 106 7.0 15 1.0 449 29.8 26 1.7 38 2.5 214 14.2 60 4.0 40 2.7 25 1.7 50 3.3 199 13.2 285 18.9 1,507 100.0
Sales 196 4.1 99 2.1 1,083 22.7 36 0.8 51 1.1 876 18.3 273 5.7 111 2.3 142 3.0 98 2.1 532 11.1 1,277 26.7 4,774 100.0
Administrative Support, including 
Clerical 329 4.8 109 1.6 1,705 25.1 142 2.1 192 2.8 1,233 18.2 474 7.0 223 3.3 151 2.2 208 3.1 693 10.2 1,334 19.6 6,793 100.0

Services 200 4.1 79 1.6 1,477 30.3 67 1.4 68 1.4 469 9.6 333 6.8 155 3.2 92 1.9 93 1.9 478 9.8 1,369 28.1 4,880 100.0
Private Household 0 0.0 0 0.0 23 21.5 0 0.0 3 2.8 0 0.0 12 11.2 9 8.4 6 5.6 0 0.0 18 16.8 36 33.6 107 100.0
Protective Services 8 2.0 0 0.0 186 47.3 5 1.3 6 1.5 22 5.6 19 4.8 3 0.8 7 1.8 6 1.5 37 9.4 94 23.9 393 100.0

Farming, Forestry & Fishing 99 10.0 37 3.7 173 17.4 69 6.9 73 7.3 96 9.7 112 11.3 100 10.1 17 1.7 42 4.2 107 10.8 69 6.9 994 100.0

Precision Production, Craft & Repair 457 7.6 140 2.3 1,253 20.9 110 1.8 131 2.2 918 15.3 438 7.3 248 4.1 81 1.4 180 3.0 902 15.1 1,125 18.8 5,983 100.0

Operators, Fabricators & Laborers 438 4.5 193 2.0 2,099 21.6 123 1.3 127 1.3 1,198 12.3 878 9.0 346 3.6 256 2.6 172 1.8 930 9.6 2,962 30.5 9,722 100.0
Machine Operators, Assemblers &
Inspectors 242 4.3 137 2.5 1,260 22.6 53 1.0 39 0.7 636 11.4 528 9.5 180 3.2 142 2.5 90 1.6 463 8.3 1,802 32.3 5,572 100.0

Transportation & Material Moving 93 4.9 37 1.9 351 18.3 37 1.9 52 2.7 244 12.7 166 8.7 107 5.6 69 3.6 48 2.5 252 13.2 458 23.9 1,914 100.0

Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, 
Helpers & Laborers 103 4.6 19 0.8 488 21.8 33 1.5 36 1.6 318 14.2 184 8.2 59 2.6 45 2.0 34 1.5 215 9.6 702 31.4 2,236 100.0

TOTAL 2,435 5.4 753 1.7 11,753 26.1 764 1.7 830 1.8 6,782 15.1 3,034 6.7 1,535 3.4 1,030 2.3 1,108 2.5 4,820 10.7 10,149 22.6 44,993 100.0

* NOTE: Bethel Township numbers iInclude part of the city of Huber Heights (30 persons)
Source: US Decennial Census, 1990.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 4-19
OCCUPATION OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS

MIAMI COUNTY AND TOWNSHIPS
2000

PERCENT OF TOWNSHIP
Bethel*

Township
Brown

Township
Concord
Township

Elizabeth
Township

Lostcreek
Township

Monroe
Township

Newberry
Township

Newton
Township Piqua city Springcreek

Township
Staunton
Township

Union
Township

Washington
Township

Miami
County

No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Management, professional
and related 775 31.0 165 20.2 4,778 34.0 326 38.5 298 35.3 2,879 35.1 786 24.3 488 28.4 1,954 19.2 322 31.2 263 26.8 1,383 25.4 335 37.6 14,752 29.1

Management, business
and financial operations 379 15.2 67 8.2 2,089 14.9 177 20.9 132 15.6 1,270 15.5 407 12.6 216 12.6 940 9.2 180 17.4 111 11.3 545 10.0 136 15.3 6,649 13.1

Professional and related 396 15.8 98 12.0 2,689 19.2 149 17.6 166 19.7 1,609 19.6 379 11.7 272 15.8 1,014 10.0 142 13.8 152 15.5 838 15.4 199 22.3 8,103 16.0
Service 275 11.0 107 13.1 1,769 12.6 53 6.3 61 7.2 941 11.5 433 13.4 236 13.7 1,542 15.1 138 13.4 134 13.7 762 14.0 59 6.6 6,510 12.8

Healthcare support 24 1.0 4 0.5 353 2.5 7 0.8 16 1.9 84 1.0 62 1.9 30 1.7 199 2.0 20 1.9 19 1.9 130 2.4 19 2.1 967 1.9
Protective service 6 0.2 2 0.2 269 1.9 2 0.2 9 1.1 58 0.7 69 2.1 20 1.2 108 1.1 23 2.2 15 1.5 114 2.1 15 1.7 710 1.4

Food preparation and serving related 143 5.7 36 4.4 661 4.7 22 2.6 19 2.3 461 5.6 147 4.5 79 4.6 639 6.3 22 2.1 57 5.8 352 6.5 8 0.9 2,646 5.2
Building and grounds cleaning
and maintenance 77 3.1 39 4.8 287 2.0 15 1.8 5 0.6 162 2.0 120 3.7 68 4.0 367 3.6 68 6.6 38 3.9 115 2.1 12 1.3 1,373 2.7

Personal care and service 25 1.0 26 3.2 199 1.4 7 0.8 12 1.4 176 2.1 35 1.1 39 2.3 229 2.2 5 0.5 5 0.5 51 0.9 5 0.6 814 1.6
Sales and office 687 27.5 216 26.4 3,468 24.7 198 23.4 219 25.9 2,268 27.7 757 23.4 410 23.9 2,693 26.4 258 25.0 251 25.6 1,292 23.7 209 23.5 12,926 25.5

Sales and related 296 11.8 133 16.3 1,347 9.6 96 11.3 100 11.8 947 11.5 283 8.7 169 9.8 1,296 12.7 88 8.5 85 8.7 473 8.7 60 6.7 5,373 10.6
Office and administrative support 391 15.6 83 10.2 2,121 15.1 102 12.1 119 14.1 1,321 16.1 474 14.6 241 14.0 1,397 13.7 170 16.5 166 16.9 819 15.0 149 16.7 7,553 14.9

Farming, fishing, and forestry 34 1.4 11 1.3 62 0.4 0 0.0 3 0.4 16 0.2 21 0.6 0 0.0 31 0.3 0 0.0 26 2.7 60 1.1 19 2.1 283 0.6
Construction, extraction
and maintenance 272 10.9 76 9.3 719 5.1 95 11.2 70 8.3 570 7.0 305 9.4 196 11.4 847 8.3 86 8.3 112 11.4 650 11.9 66 7.4 4,064 8.0

Construction & extraction 141 5.6 34 4.2 438 3.1 49 5.8 56 6.6 287 3.5 145 4.5 125 7.3 374 3.7 47 4.6 61 6.2 365 6.7 22 2.5 2,144 4.2
Installation, maintenance
and repair 131 5.2 42 5.1 281 2.0 46 5.4 14 1.7 283 3.5 160 4.9 71 4.1 473 4.6 39 3.8 51 5.2 285 5.2 44 4.9 1,920 3.8

Production, transportation
and material moving 458 18.3 242 29.6 3,242 23.1 174 20.6 193 22.9 1,526 18.6 939 29.0 387 22.5 3,119 30.6 228 22.1 195 19.9 1,298 23.8 203 22.8 12,204 24.1

Production 365 14.6 177 21.7 2,242 16.0 107 12.6 147 17.4 870 10.6 683 21.1 258 15.0 2,180 21.4 167 16.2 118 12.0 897 16.5 124 13.9 8,335 16.4
Transportation and
material moving 93 3.7 65 8.0 1,000 7.1 67 7.9 46 5.5 656 8.0 256 7.9 129 7.5 939 9.2 61 5.9 77 7.8 401 7.4 79 8.9 3,869 7.6

TOTAL 2,501 100.0 817 100.0 14,038 100.0 846 100.0 844 100.0 8,200 100.0 3,241 100.0 1,717 100.0 10,186 100.0 1,032 100.0 981 100.0 5,445 100.0 891 100.0 50,739 100.0

PERCENT OF COUNTY
Bethel*

Township
Brown

Township
Concord
Township

Elizabeth
Township

Lostcreek
Township

Monroe
Township

Newberry
Township

Newton
Township Piqua city Springcreek

Township
Staunton
Township

Union
Township

Washington
Township

Miami
County

No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Management, professional
and related 775 5.3 165 1.1 4,778 32.4 326 2.2 298 2.0 2,879 19.5 786 5.3 488 3.3 1,954 13.2 322 2.2 263 1.8 1,383 9.4 335 2.3 14,752 100.0

Management, business
and financial operations 379 5.7 67 1.0 2,089 31.4 177 2.7 132 2.0 1,270 19.1 407 6.1 216 3.2 940 14.1 180 2.7 111 1.7 545 8.2 136 2.0 6,649 100.0

Professional and related 396 4.9 98 1.2 2,689 33.2 149 1.8 166 2.0 1,609 19.9 379 4.7 272 3.4 1,014 12.5 142 1.8 152 1.9 838 10.3 199 2.5 8,103 100.0
Service 275 4.2 107 1.6 1,769 27.2 53 0.8 61 0.9 941 14.5 433 6.7 236 3.6 1,542 23.7 138 2.1 134 2.1 762 11.7 59 0.9 6,510 100.0

Healthcare support 24 2.5 4 0.4 353 36.5 7 0.7 16 1.7 84 8.7 62 6.4 30 3.1 199 20.6 20 2.1 19 2.0 130 13.4 19 2.0 967 100.0
Protective service 6 0.8 2 0.3 269 37.9 2 0.3 9 1.3 58 8.2 69 9.7 20 2.8 108 15.2 23 3.2 15 2.1 114 16.1 15 2.1 710 100.0

Food preparation and serving related 143 5.4 36 1.4 661 25.0 22 0.8 19 0.7 461 17.4 147 5.6 79 3.0 639 24.1 22 0.8 57 2.2 352 13.3 8 0.3 2,646 100.0
Building and grounds cleaning
and maintenance 77 5.6 39 2.8 287 20.9 15 1.1 5 0.4 162 11.8 120 8.7 68 5.0 367 26.7 68 5.0 38 2.8 115 8.4 12 0.9 1,373 100.0

Personal care and service 25 3.1 26 3.2 199 24.4 7 0.9 12 1.5 176 21.6 35 4.3 39 4.8 229 28.1 5 0.6 5 0.6 51 6.3 5 0.6 814 100.0
Sales and office 687 5.3 216 1.7 3,468 26.8 198 1.5 219 1.7 2,268 17.5 757 5.9 410 3.2 2,693 20.8 258 2.0 251 1.9 1,292 10.0 209 1.6 12,926 100.0

Sales and related 296 5.5 133 2.5 1,347 25.1 96 1.8 100 1.9 947 17.6 283 5.3 169 3.1 1,296 24.1 88 1.6 85 1.6 473 8.8 60 1.1 5,373 100.0
Office and administrative support 391 5.2 83 1.1 2,121 28.1 102 1.4 119 1.6 1,321 17.5 474 6.3 241 3.2 1,397 18.5 170 2.3 166 2.2 819 10.8 149 2.0 7,553 100.0

Farming, fishing, and forestry 34 12.0 11 3.9 62 21.9 0 0.0 3 1.1 16 5.7 21 7.4 0 0.0 31 11.0 0 0.0 26 9.2 60 21.2 19 6.7 283 100.0
Construction, extraction
and maintenance 272 6.7 76 1.9 719 17.7 95 2.3 70 1.7 570 14.0 305 7.5 196 4.8 847 20.8 86 2.1 112 2.8 650 16.0 66 1.6 4,064 100.0

Construction & extraction 141 6.6 34 1.6 438 20.4 49 2.3 56 2.6 287 13.4 145 6.8 125 5.8 374 17.4 47 2.2 61 2.8 365 17.0 22 1.0 2,144 100.0
Installation, maintenance
and repair 131 6.8 42 2.2 281 14.6 46 2.4 14 0.7 283 14.7 160 8.3 71 3.7 473 24.6 39 2.0 51 2.7 285 14.8 44 2.3 1,920 100.0

Production, transportation
and material moving 458 3.8 242 2.0 3,242 26.6 174 1.4 193 1.6 1,526 12.5 939 7.7 387 3.2 3,119 25.6 228 1.9 195 1.6 1,298 10.6 203 1.7 12,204 100.0

Production 365 4.4 177 2.1 2,242 26.9 107 1.3 147 1.8 870 10.4 683 8.2 258 3.1 2,180 26.2 167 2.0 118 1.4 897 10.8 124 1.5 8,335 100.0
Transportation and
material moving 93 2.4 65 1.7 1,000 25.8 67 1.7 46 1.2 656 17.0 256 6.6 129 3.3 939 24.3 61 1.6 77 2.0 401 10.4 79 2.0 3,869 100.0

TOTAL 2,501 4.9 817 1.6 14,038 27.7 846 1.7 844 1.7 8,200 16.2 3,241 6.4 1,717 3.4 10,186 20.1 1,032 2.0 981 1.9 5,445 10.7 891 1.8 50,739 100.0
* NOTE: Bethel Township numbers include part of the city of Huber Heights (17 persons)

NOTE: Classifications revised from 1980 Standard Occupational Classification Manual to 1998 Standard Occupational Classification Manual.
Source: US Decennial Census, 2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



OCCUPATION OF EMPLOYED RESIDENTS 
 
This discussion will be split into two parts, since Census 2000 data is not directly 
comparable to previous years due to changes in occupational classifications in 1998.  
Figures 4-16 and 4-17 show the percent of employed residents by occupation for Miami 
County in 1980 and 1990 and the Dayton MSA, Ohio, the USA and townships in 1990.  
The 2000 occupation data is shown in Figures 4-18 and 4-19.  In 1990, 29.1% of 
employed Miami County residents worked in technical, sales and administrative support 
occupations, followed by 23.0% in managerial and professional specialty occupations and 
21.6% in the operators, fabricators and laborers classification. The percentage of Miami 
County residents working in managerial and professional specialty occupations and the 
technical, sales and administrative support occupations was similar but slightly lower as 
compared to the Dayton MSA, Ohio and the USA in 1990 and also for similar categories 
in 2000.  On the other hand, Miami County residents had a stronger concentration within 
both the precision production, craft and repair category and the operators, fabricators and 
laborers category in 1990 and the production, transportation and material moving 
category in 2000 as compared to the Dayton MSA, Ohio and the USA. 
 
Figures 4-17 and 4-19 examine 1990-2000 occupational trends at the township level.  
Bethel, Brown and Staunton Townships maintained a significant concentration of 
residents working in farming occupations in both 1990 and 2000.  Elizabeth, Lostcreek, 
Newton and Newberry Townships all had a significant concentration in 1990 but not in 
2000.  Union Township had a higher percentage in farming occupations in 2000 than in 
1990.  Concord Township maintained a concentration of residents employed in 
managerial and professional specialty occupations over the 1990s decade.  The Piqua and 
Washington Township area had a concentration in the production occupations and the 
transportation and material moving occupations in both 1990 and 2000. 
 
 
TRENDS IN EMPLOYMENT BY MAJOR INDUSTRY TYPE 
 
Figure 4-20 shows the number of jobs in the county as opposed to the previous Census 
data regarding the industry residents are employed in. 
 

FIGURE 4-20 
TREND IN TOTAL EMPLOYMENT IN MIAMI COUNTY 
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Figure 4-21 shows the 1980-2000 trend in manufacturing employment.  Even though it 
has been the County’s largest employment sector, about 500 jobs have been lost since 
1980.  Manufacturing as a percent of total private sector jobs continues to decrease in 
Miami County.  While the County decreased about 15% from 1980 to 2000, 
manufacturing jobs in the State of Ohio only dropped about 10% during the same period.  
Miami County has continued to maintain 1.4% of Ohio’s manufacturing employment 
through most of the 1990s. 

FIGURE 4-21 
Manufacturing as a Percent of Total 
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Figure 4-22 shows that wholesale trade as a percent of total private sector jobs continues 
to increase in Miami County climbing about 2.5% from 1980 to 2000.  Wholesale trade 
employment for the State of Ohio stayed almost the same for the same period.  During 
the 1990s, Miami County has increased its share of Ohio’s wholesale trade employment 
from 0.5% to 0.9%. 
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Figure 4-23 shows that retail trade as a percent of total private sector jobs increased about 
three percent in Miami County from 1980 to 2000 while increasing only about one-half 
of one percent for the State of Ohio during the same period.  The most dramatic jump 
occurred in 1987-1988 when the retail area west of I-75 along State Route 41 in Troy 

 



began to grow.  Miami County has maintained its share of Ohio’s retail trade 
employment at 0.9% through most of the 1990s. 
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Retail Trade as a Percent of Total 
Private Sector Employment

16%

17%

18%

19%

20%

21%

22%

19
80

19
81

19
82

19
83

19
84

19
85

19
86

19
87

19
88

19
89

19
90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

Miami Co.

Ohio

 
 
Figure 4-24 shows services gained the most jobs between 1980 and 2000, about 6,000, 
and experienced a steady increase throughout the period until 1995.  Since then service 
sector jobs have remained somewhat steady.  Miami County maintained its 0.7% share of 
Ohio’s services employment through most of the 1990s, but dropped to 0.6% in 2000. 
 

FIGURE 4-24 
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Figure 4-25 shows that the finance, insurance and real estate sector fluctuated as a 
percent of total private sector jobs in Miami County between 1980 and 2000, but 
decreased less than one percent overall during that period.  Finance, insurance and real 
estate in the State of Ohio increased less than one percent for the same period.  Miami 
County maintained its 0.6% share of Ohio’s finance, insurance and real estate 
employment through most of the 1990s. 
 

 



FIGURE 4-25 
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate as a Percent of Total 
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Figure 4-26 shows Miami County employment in all the remaining industry sectors, 
except farming which lost about 500 jobs, showed moderate increases between 1980 and 
2000.  Overall, government employment in Miami County has also been steady.  Local 
government employment continues to be the major employer among all four government 
categories, increasing from about 3,700 to 4,500 workers during the twenty year period.  
Federal civilian employment gained only slightly, while State Government and military 
jobs dropped by 11 and 16, respectively.  State government continues to be the smallest 
employer among the four government categories in Miami County. 
 
COMMUTING PATTERNS 
 
Figure 4-27 shows the number of Miami County residents working within Miami County 
increased by 1,650, or 5.6% between 1990 and 2000.  The most significant commuting 
county to Miami County is Montgomery County.  The number of Miami County 
residents working in Montgomery County increased by 1,460, or 14.7% during the 1990s.  
The number of Montgomery County residents working in Miami County increased even 
more, a total of 1,583 or a 50.4% jump. 
 
Shelby County, Greene County and Darke County are the next most important 
commuting counties.  Shelby County residents are the fourth highest percentage of in-
commuters to Miami County, but increased only by 2.4% between 1990 and 2000.  
Conversely, the number of Miami County residents working in Shelby County increased 
by 855, a 54% jump, to 2,438 in 2000.  Greene County was the fourth most common 
commuting destination for Miami County residents, increasing by 799, a 111.7%jump, to 
1,514 commuters in 2000.  Miami County had 2,429 in-commuters from Darke County 
and 813 out-commuters to Darke County in 2000.  Both number represent significant 
increases, especially the 85.6% jump in-commuters between 1990 and 2000. 
 
These trends show that Miami County has been building both a residential and an 
employment base.  The availability of industrial and commercial jobs as well as a variety 
of home locations adds to the stability of the County, and the Miami Valley region as a 
whole. 

 



FIGURE 4-26
NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES BY MAJOR INDUSTRY TYPE

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO
1969-2000

Page 1 of 2

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Farm 1,849 1,777 1,749 1,855 1,771 1,753 1,776 1,676 1,606 1,592 1,532

Nonfarm 40,176 39,075 36,503 36,793 38,499 40,460 41,792 43,625 44,023 45,624 44,879

Private 35,796 34,903 32,525 32,752 34,443 36,418 37,670 39,452 39,807 41,311 40,401

Ag Services, Forestry, Fishing & Other* 251 242 260 270 292 317 310 360 336 304 334

Mining 136 143 128 125 159 188 189 207 184 146 152

Construction 1,741 1,656 1,406 1,498 1,611 1,751 2,012 2,093 2,162 2,253 2,107

Manufacturing 15,868 14,893 13,429 13,237 13,944 14,637 14,972 15,439 15,401 16,049 14,948

Transportation & Public Utilities 979 950 778 773 779 753 761 877 831 885 914

Wholesale Trade 820 850 760 789 836 838 907 984 1,221 1,217 1,335

Retail Trade 6,536 6,510 6,251 6,043 6,477 7,001 7,236 7,555 8,137 8,420 8,330

Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 2,258 2,255 2,097 2,104 2,205 2,139 2,217 2,165 2,004 2,076 1,944

Services 7,207 7,404 7,416 7,913 8,140 8,794 9,066 9,772 9,531 9,961 10,337

Government & Gov't Enterprises 4,380 4,172 3,978 4,041 4,056 4,042 4,122 4,173 4,216 4,313 4,478

Federal, civilian 230 219 211 206 213 223 233 235 233 231 235

Military 273 301 318 315 310 322 335 352 354 351 340

State & Local 3,877 3,652 3,449 3,520 3,533 3,497 3,554 3,586 3,629 3,731 3,903

State Government 140 146 145 147 137 129 125 124 124 119 118

Local Government 3,737 3,506 3,304 3,373 3,396 3,368 3,429 3,462 3,505 3,612 3,785

Total (full-time and part-time) 42,025 40,852 38,252 38,648 40,270 42,213 43,568 45,301 45,629 47,216 46,411
* Other = Jobs held by US residents employed by 
international organizations and foreign embassies and 
consulates in the US.

NOTE: Includes all full-time and part-time employees working in Miami County.
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Table CA25, 2002.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 4-26
NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES BY MAJOR INDUSTRY TYPE

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO
1969-2000

Page 2 of 2

Farm

Nonfarm

Private

Ag Services, Forestry, Fishing & Other*

Mining

Construction

Manufacturing

Transportation & Public Utilities

Wholesale Trade

Retail Trade

Finance, Insurance & Real Estate

Services

Government & Gov't Enterprises

Federal, civilian

Military

State & Local

State Government

Local Government

Total (full-time and part-time)
* Other = Jobs held by US residents employed by 
international organizations and foreign embassies and 
consulates in the US.

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
1,456 1,406 1,434 1,375 1,329 1,284 1,307 1,317 1,329 1,339

44,962 45,873 48,173 51,211 52,494 53,564 54,891 55,416 54,688 55,119

40,580 41,462 43,690 46,541 47,775 48,734 50,039 50,537 49,736 49,985

380 386 428 447 499 514 582 (D) (D) (D)

139 129 113 111 118 107 110 (D) (D) (D)

2,206 2,257 2,353 2,572 2,607 2,719 2,780 2,798 2,822 2,857

14,147 14,085 14,568 15,045 15,386 15,653 15,868 15,828 15,341 15,366

916 896 939 976 1,060 1,209 1,284 1,336 1,297 1,367

1,390 1,489 1,674 1,990 2,208 2,205 2,187 2,269 2,737 2,865

8,252 8,644 9,119 9,890 9,969 10,405 10,508 10,713 10,769 10,663

1,994 2,003 2,070 2,538 2,381 2,528 2,767 2,950 2,740 2,898

11,156 11,573 12,426 12,972 13,547 13,394 13,953 13,911 13,251 13,165

4,382 4,411 4,483 4,670 4,719 4,830 4,852 4,879 4,952 5,134

210 206 205 215 226 226 225 226 231 252

338 333 307 286 278 264 263 254 250 257

3,834 3,872 3,971 4,169 4,215 4,340 4,364 4,399 4,471 4,625

130 138 136 134 133 127 124 129 123 129

3,704 3,734 3,835 4,035 4,082 4,213 4,240 4,270 4,348 4,496

46,418 47,279 49,607 52,586 53,823 54,848 56,198 56,733 56,017 56,458

NOTE: Includes all full-time and part-time employees working in Miami County.
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Table CA25, 2002.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 4-27
COUNTY-TO-COUNTY COMMUTING PATTERNS FOR MIAMI COUNTY

1990-2000

COUNTY OF WORK
MIAMI COUNTY RESIDENTS

Workers 16+ Years Old
Living in

Miami County

1990 2000 1990-2000 Change
Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

44,027 100.0% 49,799 100.0% 5,772 13.1%

Miami Co. OH 29,525 67.1% 31,175 62.6% 1,650 5.6%
Montgomery Co. OH 9,908 22.5% 11,368 22.8% 1,460 14.7%
Shelby Co. OH 1,583 3.6% 2,438 4.9% 855 54.0%
Greene Co. OH 715 1.6% 1,514 3.0% 799 111.7%
Clark Co. OH 676 1.5% 882 1.8% 206 30.5%
Darke Co. OH 438 1.0% 813 1.6% 375 85.6%
Champaign Co. OH 258 0.6% 426 0.9% 168 65.1%
Hamilton Co. OH 116 0.3% 142 0.3% 26 22.4%
Preble Co. OH 47 0.1% 130 0.3% 83 176.6%
Auglaize Co. OH 95 0.2% 126 0.3% 31 32.6%
Butler Co. OH 92 0.2% 95 0.2% 3 3.3%
All Other Counties 574 1.3% 690 1.4% 116 20.2%

COUNTY OF RESIDENCE
MIAMI COUNTY WORKERS

Workers 16+ Years Old
Working in

Miami County

1990 2000 1990-2000 Change
Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

39,372 100.0% 44,378 100.0% 5,006 12.7%

Miami Co. OH 29,525 75.0% 31,175 70.2% 1,650 5.6%
Montgomery Co. OH 3,139 8.0% 4,722 10.6% 1,583 50.4%
Darke Co. OH 1,863 4.7% 2,429 5.5% 566 30.4%
Shelby Co. OH 1,857 4.7% 1,902 4.3% 45 2.4%
Clark Co. OH 894 2.3% 1,240 2.8% 346 38.7%
Champaign Co. OH 635 1.6% 827 1.9% 192 30.2%
Greene Co. OH 260 0.7% 522 1.2% 262 100.8%
Auglaize Co. OH 134 0.3% 200 0.5% 66 49.3%
Preble Co. OH 95 0.2% 182 0.4% 87 91.6%
Hamilton Co. OH 47 0.1% 120 0.3% 73 155.3%
Logan Co. OH 83 0.2% 117 0.3% 34 41.0%
All Other Counties 840 2.1% 942 2.1% 102 12.1%

Source: US Census, Census Transportation Planning Package, County-to-County Worker Flow Files, 1990-2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



INCOME TRENDS 
 
Figure 4-28 shows that the median family, median household and per capita income for 
Miami County have risen from lower than those for Dayton MSA, Ohio and United 
States in 1979 to higher than all of them in 1999.  The suburbanization spreading 
northward from the Dayton Urbanized Area has brought higher relative income levels 
with it.  Among the townships, Monroe, Washington, Elizabeth, Bethel, and Staunton 
have the highest median family income.  All but Washington also had the highest median 
household income in 1999.  Concord Township has a relatively high median family 
income, but lower median household income.  Monroe, Bethel and Springcreek 
Townships had the highest per capita income in 1999.  Figure 4-28 shows the western 
parts of Miami County have remained below the median incomes and the southern and I-
75 corridor have attracted higher incomes. 
 
Figure 4-28 also shows income figures in constant dollars, reducing the effect of inflation 
on comparisons between different Census years.  Bethel and Brown Townships have seen 
a reduction in both median family and household incomes between 1989 and 1999, when 
adjusted for inflation.  Concord Township saw a decline in median household income and 
Elizabeth Township experienced a slight drop in per capita income. 
 
Washington Township had the highest overall gain in median family and household 
incomes and per capita income primarily because Piqua detached from the township 
between Census years.  Newton and Elizabeth Townships also saw significant increases 
in median family and household income when adjusted for inflation.  Brown Township 
had the highest gain in per capita income between 1989 and 1999, a 27.6% gain when 
adjusted for inflation.  This information shows that while those in the western townships 
and northeastern corner of the county generally have lower incomes, there has been a 
gain. 
 

 



FIGURE 4-28
MEDIAN FAMILY, HOUSEHOLD AND PER CAPITA INCOME

MIAMI COUNTY, TOWNSHIPS AND SELECTED AREAS
1979-1999

Median Family Income Median Household Income Per Capita Income

1979 1989 1999 % Change
1989-1999 1979 1989 1999 % Change

1989-1999 1979 1989 1999 % Change
1989-1999

C
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Bethel Twp. $24,912 $45,657 $59,327 29.9 $23,497 $41,019 $53,917 31.4 $8,176 $17,639 $24,605 39.5
Brown Twp. $18,314 $34,542 $44,327 28.3 $16,512 $32,875 $42,125 28.1 $6,421 $11,697 $20,046 71.4
Concord Twp. $20,504 $37,069 $52,010 40.3 $17,502 $31,931 $42,296 32.5 $7,303 $14,363 $22,071 53.7
Elizabeth Twp. $22,283 $36,292 $60,139 65.7 $21,337 $35,500 $56,667 59.6 $6,799 $16,895 $22,555 33.5
Lostcreek Twp. $20,848 $38,125 $55,857 46.5 $19,655 $35,000 $52,500 50.0 $6,865 $14,743 $22,654 53.7
Monroe Twp. $23,341 $41,669 $62,227 49.3 $20,872 $37,281 $52,534 40.9 $8,019 $16,203 $25,734 58.8
Newberry Twp. $19,509 $32,747 $47,857 46.1 $16,943 $28,556 $43,250 51.5 $5,971 $12,517 $18,805 50.2
Newton Twp. $19,418 $32,305 $52,316 61.9 $17,426 $29,945 $49,324 64.7 $6,705 $12,390 $19,346 56.1
Springcreek Twp. $22,917 $38,750 $54,722 41.2 $20,781 $35,900 $48,088 33.9 $7,408 $15,629 $23,536 50.6
Staunton Twp. $23,551 $42,464 $59,145 39.3 $22,188 $39,937 $55,893 40.0 $7,879 $14,435 $22,403 55.2
Union Twp. $20,718 $35,062 $47,917 36.7 $18,506 $31,483 $44,894 42.6 $7,182 $13,574 $21,389 57.6
Washington Twp. $18,176 $29,335 $60,189 105.2 $15,618 $25,461 $46,705 83.4 $6,530 $11,744 $20,743 76.6
MIAMI COUNTY $20,403 $35,898 $51,169 42.5 $17,861 $31,425 $44,109 40.4 $7,102 $13,896 $21,669 55.9
Dayton- Springfield MSA $20,976 $35,999 $50,965 41.6 $18,013 $30,472 $41,550 36.4 $7,512 $14,087 $21,598 53.3
State of Ohio $20,910 $34,351 $50,037 45.7 $17,755 $28,706 $40,956 42.7 $7,286 $13,461 $21,003 56.0
United States $19,908 $35,223 $50,046 42.1 $16,841 $30,056 $41,994 39.7 $7,298 $14,420 $21,587 49.7

Median Family Income Median Household Income Per Capita Income

1979 1989 1999 % Change
1989-1999 1979 1989 1999 % Change

1989-1999 1979 1989 1999 % Change
1989-1999
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Bethel Twp. $57,167 $61,342 $59,327 -3.3 $53,920 $55,111 $53,917 -2.2 $18,762 $23,699 $24,605 3.8
Brown Twp. $42,026 $46,409 $44,327 -4.5 $37,891 $44,169 $42,125 -4.6 $14,735 $15,715 $20,046 27.6
Concord Twp. $47,052 $49,804 $52,010 4.4 $40,163 $42,901 $42,296 -1.4 $16,759 $19,297 $22,071 14.4
Elizabeth Twp. $51,134 $48,760 $60,139 23.3 $48,963 $47,696 $56,667 18.8 $15,602 $22,699 $22,555 -0.6
Lostcreek Twp. $47,841 $51,223 $55,857 9.0 $45,104 $47,024 $52,500 11.6 $15,754 $19,808 $22,654 14.4
Monroe Twp. $53,562 $55,984 $62,227 11.2 $47,896 $50,089 $52,534 4.9 $18,402 $21,770 $25,734 18.2
Newberry Twp. $44,769 $43,997 $47,857 8.8 $38,880 $38,366 $43,250 12.7 $13,702 $16,817 $18,805 11.8
Newton Twp. $44,560 $43,403 $52,316 20.5 $39,989 $40,233 $49,324 22.6 $15,386 $16,647 $19,346 16.2
Springcreek Twp. $52,589 $52,063 $54,722 5.1 $47,688 $48,233 $48,088 -0.3 $17,000 $20,998 $23,536 12.1
Staunton Twp. $54,044 $57,052 $59,145 3.7 $50,916 $53,657 $55,893 4.2 $18,080 $19,394 $22,403 15.5
Union Twp. $47,543 $47,107 $47,917 1.7 $42,467 $42,299 $44,894 6.1 $16,481 $18,237 $21,389 17.3
Washington Twp. $41,710 $39,413 $60,189 52.7 $35,840 $34,208 $46,705 36.5 $14,985 $15,779 $20,743 31.5
MIAMI COUNTY $46,820 $48,231 $51,169 6.1 $40,987 $42,221 $44,109 4.5 $16,297 $18,670 $21,669 16.1
Dayton- Springfield MSA $48,135 $48,366 $50,965 5.4 $41,336 $40,941 $41,550 1.5 $17,238 $18,927 $21,598 14.1
State of Ohio $47,984 $46,152 $50,037 8.4 $40,744 $38,568 $40,956 6.2 $16,720 $18,086 $21,003 16.1
United States $45,684 $47,324 $50,046 5.8 $38,646 $40,382 $41,994 4.0 $16,747 $19,374 $21,587 11.4

Constant Dollar based upon US Dept. of Labor's 2002 Consumer Price Index.  (1979 = 72.6, 1983 = 100.0, 1989 = 124.0 and 1999 = 166.6.
Source: US Decennial Census, 1980-2000.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



CHAPTER V 
Housing Trends 
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HOUSING INVENTORY 
 
Figure 5-1 illustrates the growth in total number of housing units in Miami County 
between 1950 and 2000.  Over the 40-year period, the housing stock approximately 
doubled, increasing by 21,230 units to a total of 40,554 in 2000.  During the 1990-2000 
decade, Miami County experienced a gain of 4,569 housing units.  It was the second 
highest decade increase since 1950, surpassed only by the 1970-1980 period. 
 
Figure 5-1 also shows the housing stock has stayed ahead of household formation by 
about 1,500 to 2,000 units over the last two decades.  Miami County does not have a 
significant number of seasonal or migration housing.  Approximately 95% - 96% of the 
housing stock consists of occupied year round units, putting the vacancy rate at about 
4%-5% of the total housing stock. 
 

FIGURE 5-1 
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HOUSING TENURE 
 
Figure 5-2 shoes a rise from 63.3% to 74.9% in home ownership in Miami County 
between 1950 and 1980.  This trend has reversed since 1980, dropping the home 
ownership rate to 72.3% in 2000.  Because of the housing growth that has occurred, the 
number of both owner and renter housing has continuously risen since 1950.  Despite the 
20-year decline in home ownership rate, Miami County continues to have a higher home 
ownership rate than either the Dayton MSA or Ohio. 
 

FIGURE 5-2 

Home Ownership Rate
 1950 to 2000
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NUMBER OF UNITS IN STRUCTURE 
 
Figure 5-3 shows the trends in the number of housing units in various types of structures 
from 1950 to 2000.  The most prevalent type within Miami County is single unit detached 
housing, accounting for 77.7% of all housing units.  Over the 50-year span shown, this 
type of structure has ranged from 75.4% to 82% of housing.  In Miami County, there has 
been a slight continuous drop in the share of single detached units since 1970.  A large 
growth of single-unit attached housing occurred between 1990 and 2000, a 78% increase.  
A slight decrease in 2-unit structures occurred over the same decade, probably caused in 
part by increased financial access to single-family housing due to lower mortgage rates.  
There has also been growth in structures housing three or more units during the 1990s.  
The number of mobile homes decline by about 20% over the last decade. 
 

 



FIGURE 5-3 
Number of Units in Housing Structure, Excluding Single-Family Detached

Miami County - 1980-2000
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AGE OF HOUSING STOCK 
 
In 2000, Miami County had a higher amount of housing both less than 10 years old and 
over 60 years old than either the Dayton MSA and Ohio.  As shown in Figure 5-4, it also 
had a much larger percentage of housing over 60 years old than the nation.  One of the 
significant factors is the extremely high percentage of housing over 60 years old in Piqua.  
In 2000, more than 38% of its housing stock was in this age bracket.  Growth in Tip City 
and Troy in the 1990s helped to increase Miami County’s percentage of housing less than 
10 years old.  About half of the county’s housing stock is more than 40 years old.  Older 
homes usually require updating of features to keep them attractive to new owners of 
renters. 
 

FIGURE 5-4 
Age of Housing Stock in 2000
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FIGURE 5-5 
Age of Housing Stock in 2000
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NUMBER OF ROOMS AND OVERCROWDING 
 
In 2000, Miami County’s housing stock has a greater share of units with six or more 
rooms than the Dayton MSA, Ohio or the nation.  This is illustrated in Figure 5-6.  One 
of the factors contributing to this is a combination of older farm dwellings and the 
increased construction of new housing units during the 1990s, a period where larger 
homes were accessible to more households due to lower mortgage rates and a plentiful 
supply of vacant build-able land.  Of the 4,569 additional housing units created during the 
1990s, 1,976 had 8 or more rooms. 
 

FIGURE 5-6 
Percent of Housing Units by Number of Rooms in 2000

Miami County and Selected Areas
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Only a very small percentage of housing units in Miami County are classified as 
overcrowded, having more than one person per room.  As shown in Figure 5-7, only 363 
units, about one percent of the housing stock, is overcrowded.  Since 1950, overcrowding 

 



has been reduced due to more rooms per housing unit and decreases in household size.  
Of the overcrowded housing, Miami County has a higher percentage of the most 
overcrowded, those with 1.51 or more persons per room, than the Dayton MSA or Ohio. 
 

FIGURE 5-7 
Percent of Housing Overcrowded
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HOUSING MOBILITY 
 
Typically, about one half of the housing units in an area have occupants that have resided 
in the unit less than 5 years.  As shown in Figure 5-8, 44.3% of Miami County’s housing 
fits this scenario, slightly less than Ohio, the nation and the Dayton MSA. Miami County 
also has a higher percentage of housing with residents living more than 11 years in the 
same unit. 

FIGURE 5-8 
Housing Mobility - Years in Current Unit
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HOUSE HEATING FUEL TREND 
 
Figure 5-9 shows the 50-year trend in types of fuel used for heating Miami County’s 
housing.  Coal or coke heated more than 50% of the housing stock in 1950 and utility gas 
was used in about 30% of the units.  In 2000, utility gas heats 57.2% of the housing units 
in the county, with electricity heating 24.4% of the housing stock.  Bottled, tank or LP 
gas and fuel oil, kerosene, etc. heated 9.5% and 7.4% of Miami County housing units in 
2000.  Figure 5-9 also shows utility gas has been the most used fuel since 1960, but has 
declined slightly due to the growth in electrical and bottled, tank or LP gas.  Coal has all 
but disappeared as a fuel by 1970 and fuel oil, kerosene, etc. have declined since 1970.  
Other fuels have played a very minor role in Miami County.  Wood has been the most 
prevalent of these other fuels, but has declined in use since its peak in popularity during 
the 1980s.  Only a handful of housing units in the county used solar energy in 1990 or 
2000. 
 

FIGURE 5-9 

House Heating Fuel Trend
1950-2000
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CHAPTER VI 
Land Use Trends 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Inventory and analysis of the existing land use pattern provides a base of data for 
generation of r the future land development plan.  Maps and charts illustrating the 
existing land use pattern assist in the discussion of many everyday issues regarding 
community development.  Improvements to utility services and transportation networks 
are planned according to the types and density of development as expected within their 
service areas.  Land use information provided by such an inventory is also often used in 
policy analysis. 
 
A land use inventory of the unincorporated area of Miami County was completed in 2003 
by the Miami County Planning and Zoning Department and the Miami Valley Regional 
Planning Commission.  The Miami County Auditor’s land use code attribute for each 
parcel was examined and each parcel was then classified into a more generalized 
planning-oriented land use classification system.  MVRPC digitized the information into 
its GIS to allow plotting of maps and tabulation of acreage. 
 
LAND USE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 
 
For the purposes of this land development plan, land uses were classified into 15 general 
categories as follows: 
 

Large Lot Residential: One-family residential structures located on land parcels 
five (5) or more, but less than ten (10), acres in size.  Parcels ten (10) acres or 
more in area which contained a singe-family residence were classified as 
agricultural. 
 
Single Family Residential: One-family residential structures located on land 
parcels less than five (5) acres in size. 
 
Multi-Family Residential: Property containing residential structures housing two 
or more household units and/or apartment complexes, regardless of lot area. 
 
Mobile Home Residential: Property containing residential structures defined by 
the US Department of Housing & Urban Development as mobile homes. 
 
Other Residential: Property containing all other residential properties not 
described within the residential categories above. 
 
Industrial and Utilities: Property used by manufacturing and assembly operations 
of a relatively clean nature and public utility facilities. 
 
Mineral Extraction: Property used for the extraction of rock, sand, gravel, or other 
mineral. 
 
Institutional: Property used for schools, churches, cemeteries and public facilities. 

 



 
Recreational: Property used for public or private parks, nature preserves, 
campgrounds, private recreation clubs, golf courses, country clubs, private sports 
fields, swimming pools, baseball fields, etc.  
 
General Agricultural Land Use: All vacant and agricultural property outside of 
municipal corporations, including areas under water.  For the purposes of this 
report, railroad and highway rights-of-way were not broken out of this category. 
 
Municipal: All property located within municipal corporation boundaries, 
regardless of use. 
 

OVERALL COUNTY 2003 LAND USE PATTERN 
 
Figure 6-1 shows the acreage totals by land use category for Miami County and all 
twelve townships.  Figures 6-2 and 6-3 show the percent of total acres for each land use 
category as a percent of each township and the county, respectively. 
 
The general character of land use within Miami County is still predominantly 
agricultural.  The undeveloped portion of the County, which is primarily agricultural, 
encompasses 191,619 acres (73.0% of the County).  Generally, the more undeveloped 
areas are found in the eastern and northern sections of the County. Development has 
concentrated along the Great Miami River Corridor and has also scattered throughout the 
southeastern and southwestern corners of the County. 
 
As shown by Figure 6-1, residential land uses occupy 36,512 acres, representing 
approximately 77.4% of the developed land acreage within Miami County outside of 
municipal boundaries.  This acreage has been almost evenly split between rural and 
suburban single-family residential lots.  These residential uses are found primarily in 
scattered clusters, including many strip developments along the County’s major road 
network.  These clusters are more numerous in the southern third of the County.  The 
most intensely developed urban/suburban residential cluster runs along the I-75 corridor 
north from the Montgomery County line, west of Tipp City, and up to the southern 
corporation boundary of Troy. 
 
Multi-family residential uses account for only a very small portion of the unincorporated 
portion of the County.  A few mobile home parks account for most of the acreage.  
Except for a few areas in Monroe Township, the absence of central water and sewer 
services outside of the municipal boundaries contributes to the lack of multifamily 
development. 
 
Commercial land uses occupy 2,064 acres within the unincorporated portion of Miami 
County, representing 4.3% of the total developed area.  The largest concentrations of 
commercial development are found along County Road 25-A north of the I-75 
interchange, along County Road 25-A south of Troy, along County Road 25-A north of 
Troy, along US Route 36 west of Piqua, and in Bethel Township near the intersection of 

 



FIGURE 6-1
2003 EXISTING LAND USE IN ACRES

MIAMI COUNTY AND TOWNSHIPS
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Bethel Twp. 1,681 3,684 38 683 6,086 142 141 15 156 490 1,077 1,567 0 7,951 13,666 967 22,584

Brown Twp. 233 745 0 181 1,159 70 19 4 23 30 159 189 0 1,441 17,793 185 19,419

Concord Twp. 564 1,693 17 245 2,519 638 116 18 134 801 89 890 2 4,183 12,152 5,743 22,078

Elizabeth Twp. 1,199 754 0 478 2,431 27 0 2 2 80 0 80 0 2,540 16,685 0 19,225

Lostcreek Twp. 983 1,027 0 385 2,395 8 0 0 0 60 0 60 0 2,463 16,612 73 19,148

Monroe Twp. 1,081 2,251 57 655 4,044 197 191 79 270 219 118 337 50 4,898 10,557 4,412 19,867

Newberry Twp. 1,385 1,610 17 391 3,403 261 238 8 246 276 225 501 83 4,494 21,783 1,073 27,350

Newton Twp. 1,180 1,261 0 467 2,908 41 60 0 60 208 166 374 142 3,525 23,128 279 26,932

Springcreek Twp. 486 936 14 146 1,582 226 117 0 117 179 390 569 435 2,929 11,443 2,962 17,334

Staunton Twp. 756 898 20 457 2,131 128 3 8 11 318 85 403 433 3,106 13,713 1,418 18,237

Union Twp. 1,896 3,053 43 1,307 6,299 60 17 0 17 749 247 996 179 7,551 21,406 2,099 31,056

Washington Twp. 383 844 11 317 1,555 266 21 0 21 244 20 264 0 2,106 12,681 4,321 19,108

MIAMI COUNTY 11,827 18,756 217 5,712 36,512 2,064 923 134 1,057 3,654 2,576 6,230 1,324 47,187 191,619 23,532 262,338

NOTE 1: Other residential includes mobile homes and one acre for each farm residential, as well as other residential uses not otherwise specified.
NOTE 2: Church and cemetery uses are included in Instituional category.
NOTE 3: General agriculture property and vacant land aggregated into Total Undeveloped category.

Source: Miami County Auditor 2003 Parcel Base Map, generalization of land use codes by MVRPC.
             Uses spot checked with 2002 orthophotos.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 6-2
2003 EXISTING LAND USE BY CATEGORY - ACREAGE AS PERCENT OF TOWNSHIP TOTAL

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO AND TOWNSHIPS
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Bethel Twp. 7.4% 16.3% 0.2% 3.0% 26.9% 0.6% 0.6% 0.1% 0.7% 2.2% 4.8% 6.9% 0.0% 35.2% 60.5% 4.3% 100.0%

Brown Twp. 1.2% 3.8% 0.0% 0.9% 6.0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.8% 1.0% 0.0% 7.4% 91.6% 1.0% 100.0%

Concord Twp. 2.6% 7.7% 0.1% 1.1% 11.4% 2.9% 0.5% 0.1% 0.6% 3.6% 0.4% 4.0% 0.0% 18.9% 55.0% 26.0% 100.0%

Elizabeth Twp. 6.2% 3.9% 0.0% 2.5% 12.6% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 13.2% 86.8% 0.0% 100.0%

Lostcreek Twp. 5.1% 5.4% 0.0% 2.0% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 12.9% 86.8% 0.4% 100.0%

Monroe Twp. 5.4% 11.3% 0.3% 3.3% 20.4% 1.0% 1.0% 0.4% 1.4% 1.1% 0.6% 1.7% 0.3% 24.7% 53.1% 22.2% 100.0%

Newberry Twp. 5.1% 5.9% 0.1% 1.4% 12.4% 1.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.9% 1.0% 0.8% 1.8% 0.3% 16.4% 79.6% 3.9% 100.0%

Newton Twp. 4.4% 4.7% 0.0% 1.7% 10.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.8% 0.6% 1.4% 0.5% 13.1% 85.9% 1.0% 100.0%

Springcreek Twp. 2.8% 5.4% 0.1% 0.8% 9.1% 1.3% 0.7% 0.0% 0.7% 1.0% 2.2% 3.3% 2.5% 16.9% 66.0% 17.1% 100.0%

Staunton Twp. 4.1% 4.9% 0.1% 2.5% 11.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 1.7% 0.5% 2.2% 2.4% 17.0% 75.2% 7.8% 100.0%

Union Twp. 6.1% 9.8% 0.1% 4.2% 20.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 2.4% 0.8% 3.2% 0.6% 24.3% 68.9% 6.8% 100.0%

Washington Twp. 2.0% 4.4% 0.1% 1.7% 8.1% 1.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 1.3% 0.1% 1.4% 0.0% 11.0% 66.4% 22.6% 100.0%

MIAMI COUNTY 4.5% 7.1% 0.1% 2.2% 13.9% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 1.4% 1.0% 2.4% 0.5% 18.0% 73.0% 9.0% 100.0%

NOTE 1: Other residential includes mobile homes and one acre for each farm residential, as well as other residential uses not otherwise specified.
NOTE 2: Church and cemetery uses are included in Instituional category.
NOTE 3: General agriculture property and vacant land aggregated into Total Undeveloped category.

Source: Miami County Auditor 2003 Parcel Base Map, generalization of land use codes by MVRPC.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



FIGURE 6-3
2003 EXISTING LAND USE BY CATEGORY - TOWNSHIP ACREAGE AS PERCENT OF COUNTY TOTAL

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO AND TOWNSHIPS
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Bethel Twp. 14.2% 19.6% 17.5% 12.0% 16.7% 6.9% 15.3% 11.2% 14.8% 13.4% 41.8% 25.2% 0.0% 16.8% 7.1% 4.1% 8.6%

Brown Twp. 2.0% 4.0% 0.0% 3.2% 3.2% 3.4% 2.1% 3.0% 2.2% 0.8% 6.2% 3.0% 0.0% 3.1% 9.3% 0.8% 7.4%

Concord Twp. 4.8% 9.0% 7.8% 4.3% 6.9% 30.9% 12.6% 13.4% 12.7% 21.9% 3.5% 14.3% 0.2% 8.9% 6.3% 24.4% 8.4%

Elizabeth Twp. 10.1% 4.0% 0.0% 8.4% 6.7% 1.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 2.2% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 5.4% 8.7% 0.0% 7.3%

Lostcreek Twp. 8.3% 5.5% 0.0% 6.7% 6.6% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 5.2% 8.7% 0.3% 7.3%

Monroe Twp. 9.1% 12.0% 26.3% 11.5% 11.1% 9.5% 20.7% 59.0% 25.5% 6.0% 4.6% 5.4% 3.8% 10.4% 5.5% 18.7% 7.6%

Newberry Twp. 11.7% 8.6% 7.8% 6.8% 9.3% 12.6% 25.8% 6.0% 23.3% 7.6% 8.7% 8.0% 6.3% 9.5% 11.4% 4.6% 10.4%

Newton Twp. 10.0% 6.7% 0.0% 8.2% 8.0% 2.0% 6.5% 0.0% 5.7% 5.7% 6.4% 6.0% 10.7% 7.5% 12.1% 1.2% 10.3%

Springcreek Twp. 4.1% 5.0% 6.5% 2.6% 4.3% 10.9% 12.7% 0.0% 11.1% 4.9% 15.1% 9.1% 32.9% 6.2% 6.0% 12.6% 6.6%

Staunton Twp. 6.4% 4.8% 9.2% 8.0% 5.8% 6.2% 0.3% 6.0% 1.0% 8.7% 3.3% 6.5% 32.7% 6.6% 7.2% 6.0% 7.0%

Union Twp. 16.0% 16.3% 19.8% 22.9% 17.3% 2.9% 1.8% 0.0% 1.6% 20.5% 9.6% 16.0% 13.5% 16.0% 11.2% 8.9% 11.8%

Washington Twp. 3.2% 4.5% 5.1% 5.5% 4.3% 12.9% 2.3% 0.0% 2.0% 6.7% 0.8% 4.2% 0.0% 4.5% 6.6% 18.4% 7.3%

MIAMI COUNTY 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

NOTE 1: Other residential includes mobile homes and one acre for each farm residential, as well as other residential uses not otherwise specified.
NOTE 2: Church and cemetery uses are included in Instituional category.
NOTE 3: General agriculture property and vacant land aggregated into Total Undeveloped category.

Source: Miami County Auditor 2003 Parcel Map, generalization of land use codes by MVRPC.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2003.



US Route 40 and State Route 202.  Other commercial uses are primarily scattered along 
the major road network. 
 
Industrial and mineral extraction land uses occupy 2,381 acres, or 13.2% of the 
developed land outside of municipal boundaries within Miami County.  They are 
scattered with the largest concentration along State Route 202 north of the Montgomery 
County Line. 
 
Public and semi-public uses occupy 6,230 acres, representing 13.2% of the developed 
land outside of municipal boundaries within Miami County.  They are scattered with the 
larges concentration along State Route 202 north of the Montgomery County Line. 
 
Municipalities occupy 23,532 acres, approximately 9.0% of the area of Miami County.  
The cities of Piqua, Troy and Tipp City account for almost three-fourths of the total 
municipal acreage. 
 
 
LAND USE ABSORPTION RATE 
 
The land absorption rate is the number of acres of land used for a particular purpose for a 
given population.  Knowledge of the land absorption rate is needed in order to project the 
amount of land needed for various uses in the future.  The land absorption rate for the 
unincorporated part of Miami County has been calculated from the amount of acreage 
reported in the 2003 land use survey and the 2003 population estimates from the US 
Bureau of the Census.  Unfortunately, little information is currently available about the 
history of the land absorption within for Miami County because of a lack of past land use 
information  Generally speaking, most of the Miami Valley Region has experienced an 
increase in the amount of land used per person since the 1940s. 
 
Many factors play a role in the rate of land absorption.  Household size, choice of 
housing type, and the availability of public utility services affect the residential land 
absorption rate.  Household size has been decreasing, causing more housing units to be 
built for an equal population size.  Suburban and rural housing, with large lots sizes for 
landscaping and/or on-site water and sewer systems, has been the choice over small and 
compact central city lots.  New commercial uses have been locating in one-story 
shopping centers and “big box” buildings, both with landscaping and large parking areas, 
rather than compact centers in urban areas which are available to pedestrians.  Industrial 
uses have also located on the fringe of urban areas where relatively cheap land has 
allowed more expansive horizontal layouts with landscaping and parking.  Also, 
expansive outdoor public and semi-public uses such as golf courses, churches, schools, 
and government service centers have been built to accommodate our increasing leisure, 
social, educational, and service needs.  This trend to locate in more spacious surroundings 
than in the past and a need for additional recreational land will maintain the demand for a 
substantial amount of additional land to develop. 
 

 



As shown, in Figure 6-4, the total developed land absorption rate in Miami County in 
2003 was 821 acres per 1,000 persons.  Residential land use accounted for 537 acres or 
65% of the rate, followed by 166 acres per 1,000 persons for public and semi-public land 
uses.  Commercial and industrial uses had the lowest absorption rates at 55 acres per 
1,000 persons and 28 acres per 1,000 persons, respectively.  The 2003 absorption rate for 
the entire incorporated area of municipalities, including both developed and undeveloped 
land, was 373 acre per 1,000 persons. 
 

FIGURE 6-4 
MIAMI COUNTY LAND ABSORPTION RATE IN 2003 

 
  Acres 

Residential 537 
Commercial 55 
Industrial 28 
Public & Semi-Public 166 
Mineral Extraction 35 
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Total Developed 821 
Municipal 373 
(Land absorption rate expressed in acres per 1,000 persons) 

 
 
PROJECTED LAND USE FOR MIAMI COUNTY 
 
The projected growth in developed acreage within Miami County for this study is based 
upon the 2003 land absorption rate applied to the projected population increase.  As 
discussed previously, additional developed land will be needed even in areas where little 
or no population change is expected over the study period due to an expected 
continuation in the decline in household size and increase in the amount of land 
consumed for non-residential purposes.  The trend could be somewhat moderated, 
however, if a larger percentage of the growth within Miami County occurs within and at 
the edge of urban areas that have water and sewer services available.  On the other hand, 
if a substantial amount of growth is unexpectedly forced into unserviced rural areas, there 
will be a need for greater acreage than projected for the developed land use categories, 
due to health and sanitation requirements. 
 
Figure 6-5 also shows the projected land use acreage by category for Miami County and 
each township for the period between 2003 and 2030 in 5-year increments.  It also shows 
the total amount of additional acreage by category projected between 2003 and 2030.  A 
total of 2,101 additional acres of developed land is expected to be needed in the 
unincorporated area of Miami County within the planning period.  If present trends of 
annexation, land absorption by municipalities, and percent of population within 
incorporated areas continue, a total of 1,681 acres of land is projected to be annexed into 
municipalities by the year 2030. 
 

 



FIGURE 6-5
LAND ABSORPTION RATE IN 2003 AND PROJECTED ACREAGE NEEDS 2005-2030

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO

PROJECTED ACREAGE TOTALS USING 2003 ABSORPTION RATE
2003 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Residential 20,165 19,599 20,104 20,361 20,747 20,815 20,972
Commercial 2,064 2,006 2,058 2,084 2,124 2,131 2,147
Industrial 1,057 1,027 1,054 1,067 1,088 1,091 1,099
Public & Semi-Public 6,230 6,055 6,211 6,290 6,410 6,431 6,479
Mineral Extraction 1,324 1,287 1,320 1,337 1,362 1,367 1,377
Total Developed 30,840 29,974 30,746 31,139 31,730 31,834 32,075
Municipal 23,532 23,989 24,607 24,921 25,395 25,478 25,670
Municipal & Developed 54,372 53,963 55,354 56,060 57,125 57,312 57,745

PROJECTED ACREAGE INCREASE 2005-2030
ACRES

2005-2030
SQ. MILES2005-2010 2010-2015 2015-2020 2020-2025 2025-2030

Residential 505 257 387 68 157 1,373 2.15
Commercial 52 26 40 7 16 141 0.22
Industrial 26 13 20 4 8 72 0.11
Public & Semi-Public 156 79 119 21 49 424 0.66
Mineral Extraction 33 17 25 4 10 90 0.14
Total Developed 772 393 591 104 241 2,101 3.28
Municipal 619 314 473 83 192 1,681 2.63
Municipal & Developed 1,391 706 1,065 187 433 3,782 5.91

NOTE 1 : Residential acreage includes only residential sites 5 acres or less in size.
NOTE 2: 2003 Land Absorption Rate used through projection period.
NOTE 3: Incorporated-Unincorporated shares of total county population in 2000 Census used through projection period.

Prepared For: Miami County Planning Commission, 2004.
Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2004.
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Modern man has a responsibility to guarantee that future growth and development 
respects the natural processes that have shaped our continent and provided its abundant 
natural resources.  Our society did not evolve out of North America’s geologic and 
historic past.  It grew from the actions of immigrants who saw the continent as a 
wilderness to be conquered.  With technological progress, this pioneering spirit has 
evolved from an ability to conquer the wilderness itself to the ability to conquer the 
natural processes shaping the environment.  Man has become an agent of ecological 
change, having the ability to influence almost any natural process.  A modern planning 
effort must recognize how these natural processes function, as well as man-made 
systems, and seek ways to insure development occurs in harmony with them.  Miami 
County, located at the northern edged of the Dayton Metropolitan Area has entered an era 
where conscious decisions on the future use of large areas of the county can still be made 
before the transportation network and land costs start to limit choices. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Development suitability analysis is the process used to provide a framework in which 
decisions about future land uses and infrastructure improvements can be evaluated.  To 
be able to keep the analysis process manageable, Miami County is divided into planning 
areas.  Each planning area is then evaluated regarding a number of factors that 
significantly affect is capability to support various land uses.  In some cases, the factors 
may point to keeping an area rural, agricultural, or otherwise undeveloped in terms of 
urban uses.  In others, there may be acceptable factors for supporting rural residential, 
suburban, or urban development.  A third possibility involves planning areas which are 
appropriate for two or more land use types, or for any use.  The future use of these 
planning areas will likely be influenced by how early or late in the planning period they 
are ready to develop, and the desires of Miami County for the type of development in 
such areas.  The suitability analysis looks at suitability for various types of rural, urban, 
or suburban uses, depending upon their individual location requirements. 
 
The six general categories of factors to be considered in the Miami County Land 
Development Plan are: Natural Resources, Soil Suitability for Development, Access to 
Major Street Network, Availability of Utilities, Land Use Considerations & Regulations, 
and Groundwater Resources.  The individual factors under each category are explained in 
more detail later in this part of the Miami County Land Development Plan.  The factors 
affecting each planning area are shown in detail in the tables at the end of this part of the 
plan. 
 
DELINEATION OF PLANNING AREAS 
 
In order to assess the suitability of a designated area for particular land uses, an inventory 
and analysis of the factors to be considered in the analysis is necessary.  Conducting a 
suitability analysis and presenting recommendations on a county-wide or other very large 
scale area is impractical due to the wide variation of conditions.  For the purposes of 

 



allowing more accurate and detailed recommendations, the unincorporated portion of 
Miami County has been divided into 48 planning areas.  An attempt was made to respect 
the boundaries of the 176 planning areas from the 1998 plan, census tracts, census blocks, 
2003 municipal boundaries and 2003 existing land use.  Each planning area has a 
distinctive character and is bounded by significant physical features as roads, railroads, 
rivers, and other significant physical features where possible. 
 
The 48 planning areas range in size from 532 acres to 21,566 acres.  The smaller planning 
areas are usually located adjacent to and surrounding the municipalities where land use 
patterns are more varied.  The larger planning areas are found in portions of the County 
almost exclusively agricultural in nature, remote from municipalities with urban services 
available, and having a consistent rural character.  All of Bethel Township was 
designated a single planning area to coordinate with its recent land use planning effort.  
The planning areas are shown on Map 7.1, and a brief description of each planning are is 
included in the land use recommendations in Part 2, Chapter XI. 
 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
Prime Farmland 
 
Located in the fertile Miami Valley Region, Miami County contains some of the richest 
and most productive cropland in Ohio.  It is important to note that when prime farmland 
is lost to other land uses, pressures are placed upon the farming community to cultivate 
marginal lands that tend to be more erodible, drought-prone, and less productive.  
Cultivation of these marginal lands results in higher costs to the farming community and 
society as a whole in order to maintain the productivity levels formerly obtained on prime 
farmlands.  Figure 7-1 indicates the soils classified as prime farmland where drained 
according to the Soil Survey of Miami County, Ohio.  Map 7.2 shows the location of 
naturally prime farmland and prime farmland where drained within Miami County. 
 
Soils considered naturally prime farmland are level or nearly-level and are not highly 
erodible.  During the growing season, the soils are typically well drained are not 
frequently flooded.  The level of acidity or alkalinity is acceptable for healthy crop 
production.  The soil is also permeable to water and air with few or no rocks found within 
its composition.  As shown in Figure 7-2, approximately 30% (70,543 acres) of the 
unincorporated area of the County is considered naturally prime farmland. 
 
Mineral Resources 
 
The primary mineral resources found within Miami County are limestone, sand, and 
gravel.  The importance of knowing the locations of these resources in land use planning 
is the fact they can only be mined where they are located.  They cannot be moved like 
other land uses.  Development over areas where these resources are located will preclude 
their use at a later time, unless relocation of the overlying land uses is accomplished. 
 

 



Figure 7-1 indicates the soils which are a probable source of sand and gravel and soils 
having a shallow depth to bedrock, according to the Soil Survey of Miami County, Ohio.  
As shown in Figure 7-2, approximately 6% (15,299 acres) of the unincorporated area of 
the County has soils that were formed form glacial outwash and are considered a 
probable source of sand and gravel.  The limestone bedrock underlying the County is best 
accessible for quarrying where glacial deposits are thin enough to make extraction 
feasible.  Also shown in Figure 7-2, approximately 10% (23,599 acres) of the 
unincorporated area of the County has soils with bedrock less than six feet from the 
surface.  Map 7.2 illustrates the location of areas where these mineral resource potential – 
soils that are a probable source of sand and gravel, and soils with a shallow depth to 
bedrock. 
 
 
SOIL SUITABILITY FOR DEVELOPMENT 
 
The type of soil has a significant impact on the techniques and cost of construction that 
are implemented on a property.  The suitability of a soil type is a good indicator of the 
overall feasibility of such uses in an area.  The Soil Survey of Miami County, Ohio was 
used as a guide in determining the suitability of each soil type for development for this 
plan.  The major factors used in this determination are listed below, along with an 
explanation of the usual type of effects each has on residential and/or 
commercial/industrial development.  Map 7.3 shows the location where individual types 
of physical development constraints of the soils are located within Miami County.  Map 
7.4 shows the overall suitability rating of the soils for development. 
 
Flood Hazard 
 
Flood plains present severe limitations for development because they must employ costly 
building and landscape measures to insure that destructive damage does not occur to 
structures and property during a flood event.  Flood hazard insurance for developments 
within flood plains can be expensive or even unavailable to property owners.  Two flood 
hazard indicators have been used in the development suitability assessment for Miami 
County: 1) alluvial soils shown on Figure 7-1 which are formed over time by periodic 
flooding according to the Soil Survey of Miami County, Ohio; and 2) flood hazard areas 
designed under the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) flood insurance 
program.  Both indicators were used because they do not have the same boundaries.  
Within the unincorporated area of Miami County, approximately 5% (12,769 acres) has 
alluvial soils and approximately 11% (26,371 acres) has a FEMA flood hazard area 
designation, as shown in Figure 7-2. 
 
Miami County is also influenced by a third flood protection program, that of the Miami 
Conservancy District (MCD).  MCD is the local agency responsible for a system of dams 
and retarding basins within the Great Miami River basin.  Both Taylorsville Dam on the 
Great Miami River and Englewood Dam on the Stillwater River are located in 
Montgomery County, but their retarding basins affect large areas within Miami County.  
The flood hazard areas of these retarding basins are derived from spillway elevations of 

 



the dams and are represented in the FEMA flood insurance study for Miami County.  The 
spillway elevation of the Englewood Dam is 876 feet above mean sea level and the 
spillway elevation of the Taylorsville Dame is 818 feet above mean sea level.  In 
addition, MCD has district flood easements that flood insurance study.  MCD has 
indicated that as land is subdivided, the boundary of such easements is changed to more 
closely match property lines with the flood hazard area of each retarding basin.  
Development is permitted as long as it is above the spillway elevation.  Figures 7-1 and 
7-2 indicate those planning areas having a flood hazard soil and/or FEMA-designated 
flood plain. 
 
Soil Bearing Strength 
 
The bearing strength of soil is an important determining factor of land development 
potential.  Soils having a low bearing strength are not recommended for development 
because they do not provide adequate foundation support for buildings and other 
structures.  This inadequate support is caused by compression and settlement of the 
underlying organic matter within the soil, causing cracking and tilting to an out-of-plumb 
condition.  Individual structures will probably require expensive special subgrade 
construction techniques to minimize foundation cracks and leaning of the structure.  
Figure 7-1 indicates the soils which have a low bearing strength according to the Soil 
Survey of Miami County, Ohio.  Soils with low bearing strength comprise 0.9% (2,073 
acres) of the unincorporated area of Miami County, as shown on Figure 7-2.  Figures 7-1 
and 7-2 indicate those planning area having soils with poor bearing strength. 
 
Depth to Bedrock 
 
The depth to bedrock is the distance from the surface of the soil to the rock layer.  
Bedrock close enough to the surface to be encountered during construction will increase 
cost by affecting construction techniques, maintenance, and service of buildings and 
utility services.  Blasting or other expensive excavation techniques will also be required.  
On-site sewage disposal in areas of shallow bedrock has a very high potential to 
contaminate groundwater.  A shallow soil depth provides an inadequate medium for 
sufficient wastewater filtration before it encounters the cracks and crevasses of the 
bedrock, and on-site leaching systems are often prohibited within such areas by health 
authorities.  Figure 7-1 indicates the soils which have a shallow depth to bedrock, usually 
five feet or less, according to the Soil Survey of Miami County, Ohio.  As shown in 
Figure 7-2, soils with a shallow depth to bedrock comprise 9.9% (23,599 acres) of the 
unincorporated area of Miami County.  Figures 7-1 and 7-2 indicate those planning areas 
having soils with a shallow depth to bedrock. 
 
Natural Drainage 
 
Soils with poor natural drainage characteristics (a seasonal high water table and/or slow 
permeability) present moderate to severe limitations for both rural and urban 
development.  Such soil require additional development expense to insure storm runoff 
does not pond in a manner to cause damage and high water tables do not become a 

 



nuisance or hazard to structures.  Water seepage into basements and utility lines, as well 
as foundation heaving during freeze/thaw conditions, are the primary concerns.  When 
development occurs on soils with poor natural drainage, the installation of a system must 
also be available within a reasonable distance.  On-site wastewater disposal systems will 
require lowering the water table with curtain drains around the leach field and often 
require additional length of leach line. 
 
The limitations mentioned above are less serious for soils rated as “somewhat poorly 
drained”.  Those soils rated “very poorly drained”, however, pose much more of a 
problem to develop and often require a more extensive drainage system.  In Miami 
County, the soils listed in the Soil Survey of Miami County, Ohio as “very poorly 
drained” are also classified as “hydric” soils.  Hydric soils are formed from water-related 
processes such as flooding, ponding, and/or a water table at or near the surface for 
significant periods throughout the year.  Hydric soils are also good indicators of 
conditions favorable for wetlands. 
 
Figure 7-1 indicates the soils which are somewhat poorly drained and very poorly drained 
according to the Soil Survey of Miami County, Ohio.  As shown in Figure 7-2, somewhat 
poorly drained areas are very poorly drained areas represent, respectively, 40.9% (97,446 
acres) and 15.7% (37,512 acres) of the unincorporated area of Miami County.  Figures 7-
1 and 7-2 indicate those planning areas with somewhat poorly drained and/or very poorly 
drained (hydric) soils. 
 
Slopes 
 
The influence of slope on drainage, erosion, and provision of adequately-sized flat areas 
is important to land use planning.  Farming practices such as row crops require relatively 
flat land with either good natural drainage or the ability to provide relatively inexpensive 
artificial drainage.  Undulating to rolling topography makes a good background for 
residential development.  Large flat areas are needed for many modern industrial or 
commercial developments.  Steep slopes are usually part of a high-quality recreation area 
or natural preservation site.  Figure 7-1 indicates the slope range for each soil type 
according to the Soil Survey of Miami County, Ohio. 
 
Slopes less than 6% represent level to gently undulating topography and do not present a 
limitation to urban or rural development, as long as there is good natural drainage or an 
adequate artificial drainage system can be provided.  Large scale development such as 
industrial structures or commercial shopping centers can minimize earth-moving costs by 
locating on level ground.  As shown in Figure 7-2, approximately 92% (218,482 acres) of 
the unincorporated area of Miami County has soils with slopes of less than 6%. 
 
Slopes between 6% and 12% represent undulating to rolling topography.  These areas 
provide an excellent backdrop for residential development because adequate drainage can 
be provided and changes in elevation make each home site more unique.  Slopes within 
this range are less desirable for large scale commercial/industrial development due to 

 



increased earth-moving costs.  Approximately 5% (11,493 acres) of the unincorporated 
area of Miami County has slopes between 6% and 12%, as shown in Figure 7-2. 
 
Slopes with a natural grade greater than 12% are considered steep and present and 
development constraint due to the additional costs associated with properly stabilizing 
foundations and streets.  Added costs for erosion control during the development period 
are also encountered.  Steep slopes also present unfavorable conditions for on-site 
wastewater disposal in rural developments, often resulting in surfacing of leachates prior 
to adequate filtration.  These areas are usually good for open spaces uses and natural 
preservation areas because of scenic potential.  Steep slopes comprise only 2.3% (5,457 
acres) of the unincorporated acreage in Miami County, as shown in Figure 7-2.  Figures 
7-1 and 7-2 indicate the amount of each slope category within each planning area. 
 
Development Suitability of Soils 
 
Suitability analysis compares the opportunities for specific types of development.  For 
this study, physical suitability of soils found within Miami County for both residential 
and commercial/industrial development are considered.  Factors used to assign a physical 
suitability rating for the soils are flood hazard, bearing strength, depth to bedrock, natural 
drainage characteristics, and slope.  The interrelationships of these factors help to 
determine the physical desirability of a given site for residential and/or 
commercial/industrial development.  Both the residential and the commercial/industrial 
development suitability was determined using the factors shown in Figure 7-2.  Figures 7-
1 and 7-2 indicate the amount of each planning area within each soil development 
suitability category. 
 

Prime Rating 
A prime suitability rating for residential development requires slopes less than 
12% adequate bearing strength, good natural drainage, adequate depth to bedrock, 
and no flood hazard.  Similar ratings apply for commercial/industrial 
development, except only slopes less than 6% are included.  As shown in Figure 
7-2, prime residential areas occupy approximately 20% (46,965 acres) and prime 
commercial/industrial areas occupy about 16% (37,808 acres) of the 
unincorporated area of Miami County. 
 
Suitable Rating (improvements needed to overcome constraints) 
 
A suitable rating for residential development requires slopes less than 12%, 
adequate bearing strength, and no flood hazard.  These areas have constraints 
requiring moderately extensive efforts to insure adequate subsurface drainage and 
to prevent frost-heave where bedrock is less than five feet from the surface.  As 
shown in Figure 7-2, areas rated as suitable occupy about 11% (25,281 acres) of 
the unincorporated area of Miami County.  Similar ratings apply to 
commercial/industrial uses, except that slopes in excess of 6% are not included.  
Areas with a suitable rating for commercial/industrial uses occupy 10.1% (24,101 
acres) of the unincorporated area of Miami County. 

 



 
Marginal Rating (improvements needed to overcome constraints) 
 
Areas rated as marginal for residential development have slopes less than 12%, 
adequate bearing strength, and no flood hazards.  However, the very poor natural 
drainage characteristics of soils within these areas cause wetness problems of a 
more severe nature than those ranked suitable.  More extensive drainage 
corrections such as grading of building sites and artificial drainage installations 
are required for these areas before they can be made suitable for development.  
Areas rated as marginal for residential development occupy 59.8% (142,621 
acres) of the unincorporated area of Miami County has areas rated as marginal, as 
shown in Figure 7-2. 
 
Similar ratings apply to commercial/industrial uses, except that areas rated as 
prime or suitable for residential development and having slopes between 6%-12% 
are rated as marginal.  Extensive earth-moving for large structures and parking 
lots makes those areas less suitable.  Areas with a marginal rating regarding 
commercial/industrial uses occupy about 64% (153,543 acres) of the 
unincorporated area of Miami County, as shown in Figure 7-2. 
 
Not Recommended 
 
Areas not recommended for either residential or commercial/industrial 
development possess one or more of the following characteristics: a flood hazard, 
low bearing strength, and/or slope greater than 12%.  Development should not be 
located within an area having this rating unless adequate, and usually 
prohibitively expensive, measures are undertaken to overcome the hazard.  As 
shown in Figure 7-2, areas not recommended for development occupy 9.4% 
(22,510 acres) of the unincorporated area of Miami County. 
 
ACCESS TO MAJOR STREET NETWORK 
 
The type of street abutting a property exercises a determining influence on how 
intensely it may develop without creating undue congestion or safety hazards.  
Thoroughfares are broken into functional classifications with respect to the 
function they serve within the overall transportation network.  Traffic volumes 
and intensity, continuity of travel movement, the proportion of through traffic to 
local traffic, and the number of necessary access points to other thoroughfares and 
adjacent land all play key roles in the design of each segment of the thoroughfare 
network.  The functional classification system used for this suitability analysis is 
based upon Volume 20, Appendix 12 of the Highway Planning Program Manual 
(Revised March 1989) prepared by the Federal Highway Administration, US 
Department of Transportation. 
 
A brief description of the transportation importance of each classification of 
thoroughfare is provided.  For a more detailed description, including a listing of 

 



all thoroughfares within each classification, refer to Part VII – Transportation 
Plan of the Miami County Comprehensive land Development Plan.  Figures 7-1 
and 7-2 indicate which of the following classifications of thoroughfares are 
located within or along the edge of each planning area. 
 
Principal Rural Arterial – Interstate 
Principal Urban Arterial – Interstate 
Principal Urban Arterial – Freeway & Expressway  
 
This classification includes both rural and urban segments of the interstate system.  
Interstate Route 75 is the only thoroughfare in Miami County within this 
classification.  There is presently neither a freeway nor an expressway 
thoroughfare within Miami County. 
 
Principal Rural Arterial – Other Principal Rural Arterial 
Principal Urban Arterial – Other Principal Urban Arterial 
 
The principal arterial system is system of streets and highways which can be 
identified as unusually significant to the area in terms of the nature and 
composition of travel it serves.  Their importance is primarily toward 
accommodating travel movements passing through both rural and urban areas, 
and major movements within urbanized areas.  Principal arterials serve the major 
centers of activity of a metropolitan area, the highest traffic volume corridors, and 
the longest trip desires.  The system should be integrated internally within urban 
areas and major rural connections should be coordinated. 
 
Minor Rural Arterial 
Minor Urban Arterial 
 
The minor arterial thoroughfare system links cities, larger towns, and other major 
traffic generators that are capable of attracting travel over similarly long 
distances.  Minor rural arterials should be designed to provide for relatively high 
overall travel speeds with minimum interference to through movements.  In urban 
areas, minor arterials provide service to trips of moderate length at a somewhat 
lower level of travel mobility than principal arterials, thus placing more emphasis 
on land access than the higher system.  Minor urban arterials may carry local bus 
routes and provide intra-community continuity, but ideally should not penetrate 
identifiable neighborhoods. 
 
Major Rural Collector 
Urban Collector 
 
Major rural collectors provide service to traffic generators of intra-county 
importance, such as consolidated schools, shipping points, county parks, 
important mining and agricultural areas, etc.  They link these places with nearby 
larger towns or cities, or with routes of higher classification.  Major rural 

 



collectors also serve the more important intra-county travel corridors.  The urban 
collector street system provides both land access service and traffic circulation 
within residential neighborhoods, and commercial and industrial areas.  They may 
penetrate residential neighborhoods, distributing trips from the arterials through 
the area to the ultimate destination and, conversely, collecting traffic from local 
streets in residential neighborhoods and channeling it into the urban arterial 
system. 
 
Minor Rural Collector 
 
Minor rural collectors primarily serve intra-county travel and constitute those 
routes on which predominant travel distances are shorter than on arterial route, 
regardless of traffic volume.  They collect traffic for local roads and bring all 
developed areas within a reasonable distance of a collector road.  They should 
also provide service to the smaller communities and link the locally important 
traffic generators with their rural hinterland. 
 
Local Roads Only 
 
Local roads have a primary function to service abutting properties rather than 
providing through trip capacity.  They have the smallest cross-section width and 
often allow on-street parking.  Street segments are numerous and normally short 
in length to discourage through movements.  All roads not listed under one of the 
four previous classifications are considered local streets.  If a planning area is not 
served by any of the higher classifications, it is indicated in this column. 
 
 
AVAILABILITY OF UTILITIES 
 
The provision of public utility services such as water supply and sanitary sewer 
service is closely linked with higher intensity and urban types of development 
which are found within the land use pattern.  Utility services affect the density at 
which development may occur by allowing much higher densities than may 
otherwise be permitted without endangering the public health.  This impact can be 
readily observed by comparing the existing land use pattern to areas served with 
existing public water and wastewater systems within Miami County.  Figures 7-1 
and 7-2 identify the availability of water service and sewer service in each 
planning area.  If a planning area is said to have water and/or sewer “available” 
the service must extend into the planning area itself or along streets bordering the 
planning area.  For the purposes of this study, a planning area is said to have 
utilities “available with extension” if water or sewer lines are no further than 
1,000 feet away for existing utilities and there are no significant barriers to such 
extensions.  “Significant constraint” identifies planning areas whose boundary lies 
more than 1,000 feet from existing water and sewer lines or where significant 
barriers such as freeways, rail lines, rivers or other similar features would make 
such connections extremely expensive.  Figures 7-1 and 7-2 indicate the 

 



availability of utilities to each planning area.  Map 7.5 shows the availability of 
such services within Miami County. 
 
LAND USE CONSIDERATIONS AND REGULATIONS 
 
General Land Use Patterns 
 
The development pattern of a community is shaped by many factors, the most 
powerful being the existing land use configuration upon which future 
development is added.  This information is useful for identifying strengths and 
weaknesses of the community’s development pattern and for projecting future 
land use needs.  Figures 7-1 and 7-2 indicate the general existing land use pattern 
of each planning area.  Of the 48 planning areas within Miami County, 36 were 
still generally agricultural in character. 
 
Airport Noise and Flight Zones 
 
Airports offer a tremendous economic asset to the community, linking it to distant 
markets around the globe.  While airports have usually been initially located in 
sparsely populated areas, their economic function tends to exert a pull on a variety 
of land uses to locate in close proximity.  As more development occurs around the 
airport, especially residential development, complaints increase about noise from 
aircraft.  Unless some control over land use and building construction is 
maintained, future growth of the airport facility will probably be limited. 
 
Although there are also smaller airports in Miami County, the primary are 
affected by airport noise is located in south-central Miami County near the James 
M. Cox Dayton International Airport in Montgomery County.  The airport is a 
large passenger, cargo, and general aviation facility.  Air freight has been a 
significant portion of airport operations in the past.  The City of Dayton operates 
the airport and has completed a noise compatibility study, including noise 
contours.  The 65 decibel noise contour is the maximum noise level recommended 
by the Federal Aviation Administration as compatible without restrictions on land 
use and structures. 
 
For the purposes of the Miami County development suitability analysis, areas 
within the 1997 noise contour of 65 decibels were identified.  Figures 7-1 and 7-2 
indicate those planning areas within airport noise flight zones.  Two planning 
areas lie within the airport noise zone. 
 
Percent Already Developed 
 
The extent to which a planning area is already developed has a large influence on 
its future use.  Areas where a great deal of development has already taken place 
will likely limit the options for future types of land use that are perceived as 
incompatible.  The percent of acreage by each land use type, excluding agriculture 

 



and significant woodland, was deducted from the total acreage for each planning 
area.  This can be useful to compare with previous years where information is 
available, and to project or identify trends in development.  According to the 2003 
survey done by MVRPC and the Miami County Planning and Zoning Department, 
approximately 20% or 48,797 acres of the unincorporated part of Miami County 
has already developed into land uses which will affect its use in the foreseeable 
future.  Both the least developed (those with 0%) and most developed (those 
with>50%) planning areas are located on the edges of urban areas.  This situation 
is primarily a function of location, where smaller divisions of land are more 
common and more diverse in nature due to development sprawl.  Figures 7-1 and 
7-2 indicate the portion of each planning area already developed. 
 
Predominant Zoning Types 
 
Zoning is a means of implementing plans for future land use.  Areas are 
designated as certain zoning classifications after deliberation by local planning 
and zoning boards and legislative actions by local County, Township, or 
municipal officials.  Identifying the predominant zoning types in each area is a 
good indicator of future land use.  Miami County has zoning jurisdiction in 8 of 
12 townships.  Bethel, Elizabeth, Lostcreek, and Brown Townships have adopted 
individual township zoning resolutions.  The predominant zoning type in the 
unincorporated area of Miami County is agriculture, with most of the planning 
areas still predominantly zoned as such.  Figures 7-1 and 7-2 indicate the 
predominant zoning type within each planning area. 
 
 
GROUND WATER RESOURCES 
 
Groundwater Pollution Potential (DRASTIC) 
 
The vulnerability of an area to contamination is a combination of hydrogeologic 
factors, man-made influences, and sources of contamination in an area.  The 
system chosen for the implementation of a ground water pollution potential 
mapping program in Ohio, DRASTIC, was developed by the National Water Well 
Association for the United States Environmental Protection Agency.  The 
DRASTIC mapping system allows the pollution potential of an area to be 
evaluated systematically using existing information on hydrogeologic factors 
which influence ground water pollution potential – Depth to water, net Recharge 
Aquifer media, Soil media, Topography, Impact of the vadose zone (zone 
between the surface and water table) media, and hydraulic Conductivity.  A 
simplified ranking of high, medium, and low pollution potential has been 
developed for the purposes of this suitability analysis.  DRASTIC rankings of 160 
or higher are designated as high pollution potential.  Generally, Miami County has 
two north-south corridors rated as high pollution potential with most of the rest of 
the county rated as medium pollution potential.  The two corridors follow the 

 



Great Miami River and Stillwater River.  Figures 7-1 and 7-2 show how much of 
each planning area falls under each of the three categories. 
 
Primary Aquifer 
 
A fraction of the water that falls upon the land surface infiltrates into the soil and 
percolates downward through the open pore spaces between the soil and rock 
particles.  Eventually this water reaches the water table below which is a saturated 
zone where all the pore spaces are filled with water.  The water in this zone is 
called groundwater.  A soil or rock formation that is capable of storing, 
transmitting, and yielding groundwater to wells is called an aquifer.  Primary 
aquifers serve as underground reservoirs from which quantities of groundwater 
can normally be withdrawn to support substantial development.  In the Miami 
Valley Region, primary aquifers can be divided hydrogeologically into two 
groups: Sand and Gravel Aquifers and Bedrock Aquifers.  Figures 7-1 and 7-2 
indicate which type of primary aquifer, or both, that may be found in a planning 
area. 
 

Sand and Gravel Aquifers: The sand and gravel aquifers consist 
primarily of glacial sand and gravel deposits filling ancient bedrock 
valleys.  In most cases, these buried valleys underlie the region’s major 
present-day river and stream valleys.  The saturated buried valley sand and 
gravel deposits are extremely permeable and regionally connected, 
allowing for the transmission and storage of vast amounts of groundwater.  
As a result, these deposits are highly vulnerable to contamination.  The 
sand and gravel aquifer deposits are intermittently separated by 
discontinuous zones of clay and clay-rich till which complicate 
groundwater flow patterns on a local level.  Much of the recharge to the 
buried valley aquifers occurs through stream infiltration from the 
overlying rivers and streams.  A second type of sand and gravel aquifer 
found in Miami County is composed of mixtures of sand, gravel, clay, and 
till terrain.  Because of the greater variety of deposits, their distribution, 
and the wide variations in their hydraulic capabilities, the upland aquifers 
are generally less connected in terms of regional groundwater movement.  
They are, however, still highly sensitive to contamination.   
 
Bedrock Aquifers: The bedrock aquifers that underlie Miami County are 
mainly composed of fractured limestone formations that are capable of 
storing and yielding varying amounts of groundwater.  Groundwater is 
most often found in fractures in the bedrock.  The pollution potential of 
bedrock aquifers varies depending upon the thickness and type of material 
overlying the bedrock.  Shallow depth to such bedrock and overlying 
material of sand and gravel greatly increase the pollution potential.  
Groundwater production and recharge of bedrock aquifers is generally less 
than sand and gravel aquifers within Miami County. 
 

 



Groundwater Yield Range 
 
Knowledge of groundwater yields allows the community the opportunity to 
protect potentially important future sources of water within Miami County.  
Conversely, it allows the community to know in advance the public water supply 
may be required in areas where yields do not match expected demands.  Future 
development in planning areas located over higher yield areas should be 
compatible with goals of preserving both the quantity and quality of the supply 
for future generations.  The groundwater yield ranges in each planning area have 
been identified from the 1984 Groundwater Resources Map of Miami County 
published by the Ohio Department of Natural Resources.  The ranges are 
explained below. 
 

500 to 1,000 GPM: Permeable sand and gravel deposits beneath 
floodplain of Miami River.  Properly constructed 
large diameter drilled wells may yield in excess of 
1,000 gallons per minute at depths of 95 to 150 feet. 

 
100 to 500 GPM: Regionally extensive, thick permeable deposits of 

sand and gravel.  Extensive test drilling is 
recommended to locate coarse deposits at depth 
ranging from 40 to 155 feet. 

  And/or 
 Relatively shallow, permeable deposits of sand and 

gravel adjacent to Miami River.  Potential yields of 
as much as 300 gallons per minute may be projected 
for properly constructed wells developed at depths 
of less than 75 feet. 

 
≤ 75 GPM: Niagaran limestone aquifer beneath glacial drift of 

variable thickness.  Wells range from 40 to 235 feet 
deep, although average well is less than 90 feet 
deep. 

 
5 to 20 GPM: Relatively shallow, basal Silurian limestone aquifer 

yields as much as 20 gallons per minute at depths of 
less than 100 feet.  Deeper drilling to the non-water-
bearing Ordovician shaly limestone is not 
recommended. 

  And/or 
 Ground water obtained from thin, not extensive, 

sand and gravel deposits interbedded with relatively 
thick layer of clay till.  Wells are developed at 
depths of less than 80 feet and deeper drilling into 
underlying bedrock may be non-productive. 

 

 



3 to 10 GPM: Thin to exceptionally thick unconsolidated deposits 
above thin limestone and shaley limestone bedrock.  
Thin layers of permeable sand and gravel may be 
encountered at average depths of less than 115 feet.  
However, deeper drilling to as much as 285 feet 
may encounter silty sand with meager to no usable 
groundwater supplies. 

  And/or 
 Relatively thin layers of sand and gravel 

interbedded with clayey till.  Domestic supplies 
should be available.  Deeper drilling into underlying 
impervious bedrock is not recommended. 

 
< 2 GPM: Clayey till usually less than 10 feet thick overlying 

non-water-bearing Ordovician shaley limestone 
bedrock.  Meager supplies are developed, with 
cisterns and or additional storage necessary to 
maintain daily water requirements. 

 
Figures 7-1 and 7-2 indicate which of the groundwater yield ranges can be found 
within each planning area. 
 
 
Groundwater Protection 
 
The Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission adopted A Groundwater 
Protection Strategy for the Miami Valley Region in 1994 as part of the Areawide 
Water Quality Management Plan for Darke, Greene, Miami, Montgomery, and 
Preble Counties.  The strategy identified the water supplies and groundwater 
resources of the region, and established various types of groundwater protection 
areas.  The protection areas were based upon the use and vulnerability of the 
groundwater within various areas of the region. 
 

Water Supply Site (Well Field) Modern urban development is dependent 
upon public community water supplies.  Knowledge of where these 
supplies are located and the types of land uses which pose greater risks for 
contamination to them is important.  Figures 7-1 and 7-2 indicate whether 
a well field of a public community water supply is located within a 
planning area. 
 
Well Field Protection Areas: Well field protection areas were established 
within the Regional Groundwater Protection Strategy to identify the most 
important areas for groundwater protection.  Information concerning site-
specific hydrology, well configuration, and pumping patterns was used to 
delineate Priority 1 Drinking Water Protection Areas (DWPAs) 
surrounding each public community water supply site.  Depending upon 

 



the level of information available, one or a combination of techniques was 
used to define each protection area encompassing a general 3-year time-
of-travel zone.  These techniques included the use of arbitrary fixed radii 
(circles), hydrogeologic mapping, and both manual and computerized 
analytical groundwater flow modeling based upon groundwater travel-
times.  Because Ohio EPA standards for 1-year and 5-year time-of-travel 
zones were adopted after the Regional Strategy, the Strategy’s Priority 2 
(10-year time-of-travel zones) were not included as well field protection 
areas in this suitability analysis.  Since the development of the Regional 
Strategy, several communities have developed more detailed well head 
protection areas.  In such cases, the community study is used in place of 
the Priority 1 DWPA.  Figures 7-1 and 7-2 indicate those planning areas 
having all or part of either a Priority 1 DWPA or a community wellhead 
protection areas.  About 11% of the planning areas within the 
unincorporated part of Miami County have some portion included within a 
well field protection area. 
 
Resource Protection Areas: Within the Regional Strategy, Resource 
Protection Areas (RPAs) were delineated as those key recharge areas and 
high sensitivity areas into both the Buried Valley and Upland Areas not 
included in Priority 1 DWPAs or community wellhead protection areas.  
RPAs contain the groundwater resources that both recharge existing well 
field pumping areas and are most likely to be pumped for future 
community water supplies.  Knowledge of their resource potential and 
vulnerability to contamination is essential to land use planning. 
 
Other Protection Areas: For the purposes of this suitability analysis, 
Other Protection Areas (OPAs) are defined as the balance of Miami 
County not included in Priority 1 DWPAs, Community Wellhead 
Protection Areas, and RPAs.  These OPAs are not likely sources of large 
public water supplies and are generally less sensitive to groundwater 
contamination than other parts of Miami County.  They are, however, still 
important sources of water supply for individuals and small communities. 

 
MVRPC Water Quality Planning Area 
 
For water quality planning purposes, the Miami Valley Regional Planning 
Commission has divided the region into five basins.  Factors used in determining 
the basin boundaries included surface water drainage, size and political 
boundaries.  The three basins in which portions of Miami County are located are 
known as the Upper Great Miami River Basin, Stillwater River Basin, and Lower 
Great Miami River Basin.  Most of the planning areas within the unincorporated 
part of Miami County fall within the Upper Great Miami River Basin.  Figures 7-
1 and 7-2 indicate how much of each planning area is located in each basin. 

 



FIGURE 7-1
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY ACRES

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

1 13,214 1,227 481 11,669 1,544 125 532 593 22 44 0 24 191
2 5,192 1,626 653 4,150 1,042 45 388 351 24 19 60 34 117
3 1,525 1,004 400 1,147 378 38 110 133 4 9 36 1 0
4 4,092 1,957 770 3,249 843 21 237 326 21 8 144 52 75
5 2,192 1,051 381 1,448 744 79 98 193 28 182 138 19 5
6 5,281 3,037 1,279 4,085 1,196 184 312 422 25 16 0 137 59
7 1,942 504 200 1,573 369 0 15 157 16 5 8 85 0
8 3,472 1,999 966 1,975 1,497 0 155 378 61 219 188 42 301
9 5,766 877 356 5,243 523 95 56 218 0 119 9 12 0
10 1,849 1,474 580 1,677 172 2 0 39 5 64 0 0 21
11 5,716 625 245 5,305 411 0 165 202 20 0 0 15 0
12 5,112 1,207 418 3,908 1,204 74 167 348 1 8 357 75 114
13 3,696 775 296 3,159 537 48 83 191 10 0 12 21 160
14 10,407 771 288 9,807 599 93 91 341 30 27 2 7 0
15 5,092 484 193 4,760 332 0 58 211 1 43 9 1 0
16 4,595 674 254 4,331 264 0 99 164 0 0 0 2 0
17 3,211 415 150 2,824 388 54 176 123 0 0 0 34 0
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          Acres of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY ACRES
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18 11,290 1,202 455 9,475 1,815 288 708 741 42 8 0 23 0
19 9,718 3,143 1,289 7,859 1,859 102 498 561 11 118 438 7 0
20 839 527 204 488 351 72 21 68 1 2 0 156 7
21 1,372 2,052 907 196 1,176 0 34 68 5 218 95 355 59
22 3,698 548 232 3,453 244 0 127 63 20 15 11 5 0
23 3,152 2,868 1,138 2,887 265 26 110 114 0 0 0 13 0
24 1,434 1,695 781 1,018 416 185 103 61 29 0 0 38 0
25 3,613 5,507 2,254 2,880 732 98 151 397 6 70 0 2 0
26 4,515 5,470 2,024 2,060 2,454 77 142 1,050 25 314 13 429 51
27 4,797 958 435 4,168 629 48 133 211 30 8 8 42 135
28 7,242 1,528 575 6,055 1,186 60 499 323 231 0 2 69 0
29 11,991 1,587 590 10,616 1,375 143 701 431 44 27 0 12 0
30 5,515 1,093 418 5,093 422 58 122 196 21 1 0 19 0
31 8,499 1,897 698 7,429 1,070 175 405 330 18 4 0 23 112
32 8,763 2,024 730 7,427 1,336 148 522 547 32 6 0 7 69
33 3,920 858 334 3,205 715 0 132 194 13 0 201 5 166
34 4,787 1,489 557 3,752 1,035 279 265 416 32 16 3 6 0

          Acres of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
          Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2004. Page 2 of 24         



FIGURE 7-1
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35 8,034 2,382 958 6,022 2,012 172 568 945 113 8 177 21 0
36 7,431 1,242 491 5,804 1,627 126 403 505 43 4 1 475 62
37
38 1,997 4,463 1,806 1,138 859 277 161 142 1 22 10 83 130
39 6,670 3,541 1,498 4,618 2,052 243 498 1,039 34 4 3 135 84
40 3,630 1,198 449 3,117 512 157 192 121 6 30 0 5 0
41 4,681 2,519 929 3,195 1,486 166 459 635 67 35 10 10 118
42 532 3,119 1,319 143 389 0 39 134 29 47 3 62 0
43 603 1,287 491 291 313 79 16 51 0 0 160 3 0
44 1,156 2,051 780 543 614 0 117 383 2 19 8 51 0
45 1,473 1,370 498 931 542 50 108 304 31 5 20 6 0
46 1,268 2,210 850 482 786 75 108 473 36 19 3 42 0
47 1,991 2,378 924 1,557 434 1 42 102 11 37 126 37 1
48 21,566 5,027 1,973 13,522 8,044 555 1,681 3,686 166 68 156 490 1,150

MIA 238,532 86,940 34,497 189,736 48,797 4,518 11,810 18,682 1,369 1,867 2,409 3,194 3,188

          Acres of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
          Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2004. Page 3 of 24         



FIGURE 7-1
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY ACRES

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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2 5,192
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6 5,281
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17 3,211

PL
AN

N
IN

G
 A

R
EA

TO
TA

L 
AC

R
EA

G
E

12,606 373 14 9 206 11,403 0 0 116 0 0 1,691 1
4,349 230 6 0 586 3,434 0 59 52 0 0 1,642 0
1,422 64 3 4 0 1,058 0 190 0 6 0 147 117
3,337 204 1 15 530 2,986 0 9 5 18 1,065 0
1,914 142 7 18 108 1,694 0 173 20 4 61 200 35
4,921 334 0 2 9 2,819 0 1,318 315 0 22 769 0
1,266 189 2 20 459 815 0 175 0 0 0 935 0
2,188 548 2 96 519 399 0 1,566 7 32 301 1,137 0
5,523 154 44 32 0 4,139 0 1,262 0 97 120 144 0
1,670 34 1 1 67 3 0 918 0 41 24 231 621
5,574 142 0 0 0 4,875 0 424 12 0 0 399 0
4,489 254 0 98 174 3,125 0 439 2 0 639 882 0
3,640 49 1 6 0 2,898 0 0 0 0 0 789 0

10,284 107 5 11 0 9,789 32 0 0 0 32 546 0
4,933 93 40 26 0 4,632 75 0 0 0 34 335 0
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8,753 370 3 6 520 7,399 0 707 13 18 147 1,032 0

433 95 1 2 308 0 0 456 83 1 35 261 0
463 143 0 77 631 1 0 220 330 85 131 396 205

3,601 53 5 0 0 2,587 0 188 0 0 283 220 420
2,887 217 2 9 0 2,448 0 278 6 0 31 309 0
1,384 47 3 0 0 933 0 449 0 0 0 52 0
2,880 203 1 8 0 2,544 0 897 0 0 0 137 0
2,393 1,135 32 60 695 1,107 0 1,789 12 76 47 1,392 71
2,001 197 1 2 2,564 952 0 519 9 0 0 3,313 0
6,866 375 1 0 0 6,285 0 3 24 0 0 915 0

11,584 393 0 13 0 8,717 0 0 53 0 0 3,196 0
5,316 191 2 4 1 5,097 0 160 22 0 0 234 0
7,910 184 4 5 395 6,785 0 74 0 0 0 1,640 0
7,527 300 4 3 929 6,720 0 96 0 0 0 1,931 0
2,952 98 3 0 868 2,396 0 77 0 0 0 1,317 125
4,512 249 2 8 0 3,794 0 325 9 9 8 605 0
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

1 13,214 1,227 481 88.3% 11.7% 0.9% 4.0% 4.5% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 1.4%
2 5,192 1,626 653 79.9% 20.1% 0.9% 7.5% 6.8% 0.5% 0.4% 1.1% 0.7% 2.2%
3 1,525 1,004 400 75.2% 24.8% 2.5% 7.2% 8.7% 0.2% 0.6% 2.4% 0.0%
4 4,092 1,957 770 79.4% 20.6% 0.5% 5.8% 8.0% 0.5% 0.2% 3.5% 1.3% 1.8%
5 2,192 1,051 381 66.1% 33.9% 3.6% 4.5% 8.8% 1.3% 8.3% 6.3% 0.9% 0.2%
6 5,281 3,037 1,279 77.3% 22.7% 3.5% 5.9% 8.0% 0.5% 0.3% 2.6% 1.1%
7 1,942 504 200 81.0% 19.0% 0.0% 0.8% 8.1% 0.8% 0.2% 0.4% 4.4%
8 3,472 1,999 966 56.9% 43.1% 4.5% 10.9% 1.8% 6.3% 5.4% 1.2% 8.7%
9 5,766 877 356 90.9% 9.1% 1.7% 1.0% 3.8% 0.0% 2.1% 0.1% 0.2%
10 1,849 1,474 580 90.7% 9.3% 0.1% 2.1% 0.3% 3.5% 1.1%
11 5,716 625 245 92.8% 7.2% 2.9% 3.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%
12 5,112 1,207 418 76.4% 23.6% 1.4% 3.3% 6.8% 0.0% 0.2% 7.0% 1.5% 2.2%
13 3,696 775 296 85.5% 14.5% 1.3% 2.2% 5.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 4.3%
14 10,407 771 288 94.2% 5.8% 0.9% 0.9% 3.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1%
15 5,092 484 193 93.5% 6.5% 1.1% 4.1% 0.0% 0.8% 0.2% 0.0%
16 4,595 674 254 94.2% 5.8% 2.2% 3.6% 0.0%
17 3,211 415 150 87.9% 12.1% 1.7% 5.5% 3.8% 1.1%
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          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

AG
R

IC
U

LT
U

R
AL

 &
 V

AC
AN

T

LA
R

G
E

-L
O

T 
R

E
S

ID
E

N
TI

A
L

SI
N

G
LE

-F
AM

IL
Y 

R
ES

ID
EN

TI
AL

PL
AN

N
IN

G
 A

R
EA

TO
TA

L 
AC

R
EA

G
E

TO
TA

L 
PO

PU
LA

TI
O

N
 - 

20
00

TO
TA

L 
H

O
U

S
IN

G
 U

N
IT

S 
- 2

00
0

CENSUS
CHARACTERISTICS 2003 LAND USE

M
U

LT
I-F

AM
IL

Y,
 M

O
BI

LE
 H

O
M

E
A

N
D

 O
TH

E
R

 R
E

S
ID

E
N

TI
A

L

IN
S

TI
TU

TI
O

N
A

L

R
E

C
R

E
A

TI
O

N
A

L

C
O

M
M

E
R

C
IA

L/
O

FF
IC

E

IN
D

U
S

TR
IA

L,
 U

TI
LI

TI
E

S
 &

M
IN

E
R

A
L 

E
X

TR
A

C
TI

O
N

D
EV

EL
O

PE
D

 L
AN

D
 U

SE
S

FA
R

M
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
TI

A
L

18 11,290 1,202 455 83.9% 16.1% 2.6% 6.3% 6.6% 0.4% 0.1% 0.2%
19 9,718 3,143 1,289 80.9% 19.1% 1.1% 5.1% 5.8% 0.1% 1.2% 4.5% 0.1%
20 839 527 204 58.1% 41.9% 8.6% 2.6% 8.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 18.6% 0.8%
21 1,372 2,052 907 14.3% 85.7% 2.5% 5.0% 0.4% 15.9% 6.9% 25.9% 4.3%
22 3,698 548 232 93.4% 6.6% 3.4% 1.7% 0.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1%
23 3,152 2,868 1,138 91.6% 8.4% 0.8% 3.5% 3.6% 0.4%
24 1,434 1,695 781 71.0% 29.0% 12.9% 7.2% 4.3% 2.0% 2.7%
25 3,613 5,507 2,254 79.7% 20.3% 2.7% 4.2% 11.0% 0.2% 1.9% 0.1%
26 4,515 5,470 2,024 45.6% 54.4% 1.7% 3.1% 23.3% 0.6% 7.0% 0.3% 9.5% 1.1%
27 4,797 958 435 86.9% 13.1% 1.0% 2.8% 4.4% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 2.8%
28 7,242 1,528 575 83.6% 16.4% 0.8% 6.9% 4.5% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0%
29 11,991 1,587 590 88.5% 11.5% 1.2% 5.8% 3.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1%
30 5,515 1,093 418 92.3% 7.7% 1.1% 2.2% 3.6% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3%
31 8,499 1,897 698 87.4% 12.6% 2.1% 4.8% 3.9% 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 1.3%
32 8,763 2,024 730 84.8% 15.2% 1.7% 6.0% 6.2% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8%
33 3,920 858 334 81.8% 18.2% 3.4% 4.9% 0.3% 5.1% 0.1% 4.2%
34 4,787 1,489 557 78.4% 21.6% 5.8% 5.5% 8.7% 0.7% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%

          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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35 8,034 2,382 958 75.0% 25.0% 2.1% 7.1% 11.8% 1.4% 0.1% 2.2% 0.3%
36 7,431 1,242 491 78.1% 21.9% 1.7% 5.4% 6.8% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 0.8%
37
38 1,997 4,463 1,806 57.0% 43.0% 13.9% 8.1% 7.1% 0.0% 1.1% 0.5% 4.2% 6.5%
39 6,670 3,541 1,498 69.2% 30.8% 3.6% 7.5% 15.6% 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 2.0% 1.3%
40 3,630 1,198 449 85.9% 14.1% 4.3% 5.3% 3.3% 0.2% 0.8% 0.1%
41 4,681 2,519 929 68.3% 31.7% 3.5% 9.8% 13.6% 1.4% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 2.5%
42 532 3,119 1,319 26.9% 73.1% 7.3% 25.1% 5.5% 8.7% 0.6% 11.6%
43 603 1,287 491 48.2% 51.8% 13.1% 2.7% 8.5% 26.6% 0.5%
44 1,156 2,051 780 46.9% 53.1% 10.2% 33.1% 0.2% 1.7% 0.7% 4.4%
45 1,473 1,370 498 63.2% 36.8% 3.4% 7.3% 20.7% 2.1% 0.3% 1.3% 0.4%
46 1,268 2,210 850 38.0% 62.0% 6.0% 8.6% 37.3% 2.9% 1.5% 0.2% 3.3%
47 1,991 2,378 924 78.2% 21.8% 0.0% 2.1% 5.1% 0.5% 1.9% 6.4% 1.9% 0.1%
48 21,566 5,027 1,973 62.7% 37.3% 2.6% 7.8% 17.1% 0.8% 0.3% 0.7% 2.3% 5.3%

MIA 238,532 86,940 34,497 79.5% 20.5% 1.9% 5.0% 7.8% 0.6% 0.8% 1.0% 1.3% 1.3%

          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
          Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2004. Page 3 of 24         



FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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FIGURE 7-2
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MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
PL

AN
N

IN
G

 A
R

EA

TO
TA

L 
AC

R
EA

G
E

18 11,290
19 9,718
20 839
21 1,372
22 3,698
23 3,152
24 1,434
25 3,613
26 4,515
27 4,797
28 7,242
29 11,991
30 5,515
31 8,499
32 8,763
33 3,920
34 4,787

R
E

S
ID

E
N

TI
A

L

BU
SI

N
ES

S 
/ O

FF
IC

E

IN
D

U
S

TR
IA

L

O
PE

N
 S

PA
C

E 
& 

FL
O

O
D

ADOPTED LAND USE PLAN DESIGNATIONS

A
G

R
IC

U
LT

U
R

A
L

R
U

R
A

L 
C

E
N

TE
R

EXISTING ZONING

R
E

S
ID

E
N

TI
A

L

P
U

B
LI

C
 &

 IN
S

TI
TU

TI
O

N
A

L

BU
SI

N
ES

S

IN
D

U
S

TR
IA

L

O
PE

N
 S

PA
C

E,
 

R
E

C
R

E
A

TI
O

N
& 

C
O

N
SE

R
VA

TI
O

N

SP
EC

IA
L 

PL
AN

N
IN

G
 A

R
EA

A
G

R
IC

U
LT

U
R

A
L

LAND USE CONSIDERATIONS AND REGULATIONS

92.8% 7.1% 0.0% 0.1% 87.0% 1.1% 0.0% 11.6%
90.1% 3.8% 0.0% 0.1% 5.4% 76.1% 7.3% 0.1% 0.2% 1.5% 10.6%
51.5% 11.3% 0.1% 0.2% 36.7% 54.3% 9.9% 0.1% 4.1% 31.1%
33.8% 10.4% 5.6% 46.0% 0.1% 16.0% 24.0% 6.2% 9.6% 28.9% 15.0%
97.4% 1.4% 0.1% 70.0% 5.1% 7.6% 6.0% 11.3%
91.6% 6.9% 0.1% 0.3% 77.6% 8.8% 0.2% 1.0% 9.8%
96.5% 3.3% 0.2% 65.0% 31.3% 3.6%
79.7% 5.6% 0.0% 0.2% 70.4% 24.8% 3.8%
53.0% 25.1% 0.7% 1.3% 15.4% 24.5% 39.6% 0.3% 1.7% 1.0% 30.8% 1.6%
41.7% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 53.4% 19.8% 10.8% 0.2% 69.1%
94.8% 5.2% 0.0% 86.8% 0.0% 0.3% 12.6%
96.6% 3.3% 0.0% 0.1% 72.7% 0.4% 26.7%
96.4% 3.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 92.4% 2.9% 0.4% 4.2%
93.1% 2.2% 0.0% 0.1% 4.7% 79.8% 0.9% 19.3%
85.9% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 10.6% 76.7% 1.1% 22.0%
75.3% 2.5% 0.1% 22.2% 61.1% 2.0% 33.6% 3.2%
94.3% 5.2% 0.0% 0.2% 79.3% 6.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 12.6%

          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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82.7% 8.8% 0.1% 1.2% 6.8% 83.1% 1.0% 0.4% 1.1% 14.4%
84.9% 4.6% 0.0% 0.0% 10.4% 76.3% 0.1% 8.8% 14.6%

76.2% 5.8% 1.1% 16.8% 18.8% 52.1% 1.1% 2.7% 24.8%
73.2% 8.7% 0.3% 0.1% 17.3% 64.8% 4.7% 1.0% 0.1% 29.2%
93.9% 3.6% 0.4% 1.8% 94.9% 0.6% 0.1% 4.4%
91.9% 6.7% 0.1% 0.0% 1.4% 85.1% 2.6% 1.2% 11.3%
50.6% 28.8% 7.2% 1.9% 2.9% 66.2% 11.2% 5.8% 11.9%
89.8% 9.7% 0.1% 56.1% 5.5% 17.2% 3.0% 16.5%
63.2% 32.8% 0.5% 0.6% 33.2% 59.5% 0.5% 0.2%
76.8% 15.9% 1.7% 3.3% 59.3% 8.5% 20.4% 2.1% 0.7% 7.3% 1.6%
56.1% 32.4% 0.8% 4.1% 25.4% 2.6% 47.8% 8.6% 0.3% 15.0%
14.7% 7.1% 82.5% 0.1% 6.9% 6.2% 85.1% 0.6%
75.0% 8.8% 0.2% 1.6% 13.9% 59.0% 4.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 1.2% 33.1% 1.6%

85.7% 5.8% 0.1% 0.5% 7.2% 70.3% 0.7% 7.1% 0.6% 0.2% 1.1% 18.6% 0.9%

          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

1 13,214
2 5,192
3 1,525
4 4,092
5 2,192
6 5,281
7 1,942
8 3,472
9 5,766
10 1,849
11 5,716
12 5,112
13 3,696
14 10,407
15 5,092
16 4,595
17 3,211
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19.2% 67.5% 2.1% 1.5% 8.9% 0.0% 0.4% 3.7% 4.9% 46.8% 10.2% 90.6% 6.3% 2.3%
39.9% 23.1% 9.3% 3.7% 21.8% 0.1% 0.6% 13.4% 14.9% 24.6% 2.2% 76.7% 12.6% 8.7%
41.4% 30.6% 2.2% 3.2% 16.4% 5.3% 2.0% 28.5% 5.3% 77.4% 13.6% 2.7%
32.7% 47.2% 6.2% 1.2% 6.6% 0.1% 9.3% 8.3% 13.8% 41.3% 7.5% 88.6% 4.5% 4.2%
24.0% 67.8% 0.6% 6.5% 12.7% 0.6% 6.3% 32.3% 24.4% 96.4% 1.4% 1.0%
18.1% 63.1% 0.7% 3.2% 14.1% 0.2% 0.4% 5.0% 4.1% 59.2% 7.0% 85.1% 8.3% 5.8%
44.9% 19.4% 14.1% 1.5% 14.7% 0.1% 0.0% 13.4% 25.5% 19.3% 1.6% 77.2% 11.1% 3.6%
41.7% 34.4% 9.3% 0.4% 9.9% 10.9% 13.5% 21.5% 6.8% 86.2% 5.7% 3.4%
0.2% 99.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 45.1% 23.2% 100.0% 0.0%

28.4% 60.5% 3.1% 0.4% 3.3% 23.4% 3.5% 7.9% 36.0% 25.4% 92.9% 1.5% 0.0%
16.3% 76.5% 0.9% 2.0% 3.5% 0.6% 3.2% 3.1% 67.0% 15.5% 95.8% 2.8% 1.4%
14.2% 75.7% 2.4% 0.6% 3.0% 0.1% 0.5% 3.0% 7.4% 60.0% 16.6% 93.2% 2.6% 0.3%
35.3% 52.5% 4.2% 2.5% 1.9% 6.7% 8.2% 46.7% 8.2% 94.5% 4.8% 0.7%
13.0% 83.4% 0.2% 1.7% 0.1% 1.8% 1.8% 3.7% 65.6% 19.4% 98.2% 1.2%
23.5% 67.9% 2.9% 1.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 4.1% 4.9% 54.5% 14.7% 95.6% 3.6% 0.1%
26.8% 64.4% 1.4% 2.2% 1.0% 3.6% 5.0% 53.0% 13.6% 94.8% 4.6%
46.4% 38.5% 6.4% 1.3% 9.3% 0.1% 7.7% 6.9% 35.9% 3.9% 92.5% 6.4% 1.0%
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          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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19 9,718
20 839
21 1,372
22 3,698
23 3,152
24 1,434
25 3,613
26 4,515
27 4,797
28 7,242
29 11,991
30 5,515
31 8,499
32 8,763
33 3,920
34 4,787
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37.7% 50.1% 2.8% 2.0% 5.3% 0.0% 4.8% 6.5% 41.0% 11.0% 92.5% 6.2% 1.1%
42.8% 43.9% 4.1% 1.2% 3.5% 0.1% 2.4% 5.3% 8.9% 35.2% 9.9% 92.0% 4.1% 1.5%
76.4% 1.2% 13.1% 6.5% 11.2% 27.0% 0.5% 0.8% 86.9% 4.5% 1.8%
71.3% 2.2% 10.1% 0.8% 5.5% 2.9% 12.1% 45.3% 2.6% 0.4% 86.7% 3.7% 2.0%
10.9% 83.3% 0.8% 2.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.3% 3.0% 4.1% 61.3% 24.3% 97.4% 1.6% 1.0%
2.0% 96.1% 3.7% 62.4% 33.7% 98.1% 0.2%

51.5% 45.1% 2.2% 0.4% 16.6% 0.7% 34.6% 10.9% 97.0% 2.1% 0.2%
2.4% 97.4% 1.6% 0.1% 1.6% 2.0% 61.2% 36.2% 99.7% 0.1%

27.4% 58.3% 8.0% 0.4% 3.3% 1.9% 11.7% 8.4% 26.2% 37.9% 20.8% 94.3% 1.2% 1.9%
50.6% 11.4% 33.5% 0.2% 3.8% 0.5% 2.7% 33.7% 58.2% 7.8% 3.9% 95.8% 3.2% 0.6%
45.2% 44.4% 2.6% 1.7% 3.2% 0.0% 8.9% 4.3% 7.0% 35.8% 10.3% 93.9% 5.2% 0.5%
47.0% 34.0% 3.3% 2.0% 13.1% 4.3% 5.7% 5.4% 19.0% 21.8% 15.1% 87.3% 9.1% 3.1%
5.9% 93.8% 0.0% 0.3% 10.7% 0.0% 1.5% 54.5% 39.2% 99.7% 0.1% 0.2%

16.9% 69.9% 3.3% 1.4% 7.6% 0.2% 10.5% 5.7% 9.0% 52.0% 20.0% 93.0% 3.3% 2.8%
17.3% 67.4% 4.9% 1.9% 7.3% 4.1% 6.8% 12.1% 54.5% 14.8% 91.6% 3.3% 3.9%
27.4% 53.1% 5.6% 0.7% 8.9% 0.2% 12.1% 6.2% 21.7% 34.4% 19.4% 86.7% 3.5% 5.0%
14.4% 70.9% 1.2% 5.7% 7.6% 6.9% 5.6% 62.8% 13.7% 92.1% 5.2% 2.4%

          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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37
38 1,997
39 6,670
40 3,630
41 4,681
42 532
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44 1,156
45 1,473
46 1,268
47 1,991
48 21,566
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32.9% 55.5% 2.4% 0.9% 6.4% 0.2% 38.2% 9.7% 42.9% 14.9% 93.3% 3.9% 2.0%
32.5% 63.0% 1.7% 0.1% 1.6% 23.1% 0.1% 12.1% 37.2% 20.3% 97.4% 0.1%

65.8% 25.3% 7.0% 0.0% 3.2% 87.2% 7.0% 19.9% 16.7% 29.4% 94.8% 2.2% 2.0%
34.6% 51.2% 3.8% 0.9% 5.4% 0.6% 26.6% 4.7% 17.8% 34.6% 17.5% 90.6% 5.7% 3.6%
5.9% 93.6% 0.2% 0.0% 3.8% 0.2% 1.8% 62.8% 30.8% 99.8% 0.2%

35.6% 57.8% 0.3% 1.7% 0.3% 0.0% 29.3% 2.5% 3.4% 46.9% 13.0% 95.9% 3.4% 0.7%
31.4% 58.0% 0.2% 8.9% 95.6% 12.0% 40.8% 60.7% 89.5% 3.0% 5.9%
40.4% 58.8% 36.5% 2.5% 25.4% 33.4% 99.2%
67.6% 23.1% 82.9% 17.1% 6.0% 90.7% 0.0%
11.8% 85.8% 0.1% 2.5% 0.1% 62.6% 23.2% 97.6% 1.3% 1.0%
38.5% 36.0% 5.6% 0.7% 12.4% 6.3% 1.6% 23.5% 13.2% 80.8% 10.2% 7.6%
45.6% 14.6% 20.7% 0.1% 8.8% 90.4% 17.5% 78.6% 0.7% 9.1% 82.2% 4.1% 3.5%
42.3% 30.6% 4.3% 3.1% 16.7% 4.7% 18.8% 7.5% 15.0% 17.7% 17.4% 81.8% 11.2% 6.2%

29.6% 56.3% 3.9% 1.5% 6.4% 0.9% 9.9% 5.4% 11.1% 40.9% 15.7% 91.6% 4.8% 2.3%

          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
          Prepared By: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2004. Page 9 of 24         



FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

1 13,214
2 5,192
3 1,525
4 4,092
5 2,192
6 5,281
7 1,942
8 3,472
9 5,766
10 1,849
11 5,716
12 5,112
13 3,696
14 10,407
15 5,092
16 4,595
17 3,211
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1.3% 24.2% 67.6% 6.1% 1.1% 18.0% 74.0% 5.7%
39.3% 13.2% 23.3% 21.8% 27.5% 12.3% 35.9% 21.2%
35.3% 19.8% 30.6% 11.2% 21.7% 19.8% 44.2% 11.2%
27.2% 6.3% 51.0% 15.3% 22.8% 6.3% 55.4% 15.3%
19.6% 4.4% 69.2% 6.8% 18.7% 4.3% 70.3% 6.8%
8.2% 18.3% 63.0% 10.0% 10.4% 15.5% 71.3% 10.0%

36.3% 19.2% 19.3% 19.1% 32.9% 12.0% 30.4% 23.5%
41.1% 4.9% 28.0% 18.9% 36.1% 5.3% 40.6% 17.8%
0.0% 0.1% 99.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 99.7% 0.0%
8.6% 12.0% 70.3% 9.1% 7.6% 11.5% 71.8% 9.1%

12.0% 9.3% 79.8% 5.2% 7.3% 9.0% 78.6% 4.4%
7.8% 8.9% 76.0% 7.4% 5.2% 8.9% 78.3% 7.4%

21.4% 18.7% 52.5% 7.4% 16.6% 18.7% 57.3% 7.4%
3.7% 10.5% 81.6% 3.6% 2.5% 11.0% 82.8% 3.6%
9.5% 17.6% 67.8% 4.3% 5.9% 17.6% 71.4% 4.3%

13.0% 18.5% 64.4% 3.5% 8.3% 18.5% 69.1% 3.5%
41.5% 11.0% 38.7% 8.8% 35.0% 11.0% 45.1% 8.8%
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          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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20 839
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30 5,515
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29.5% 13.1% 51.3% 5.7% 23.4% 13.1% 57.4% 5.7%
36.3% 10.0% 44.5% 9.0% 32.4% 10.0% 48.4% 9.0%
78.9% 1.2% 14.8% 76.4% 6.0% 17.7%
73.3% 2.4% 2.6% 24.7% 68.4% 2.4% 6.1% 23.0%
8.7% 3.8% 83.1% 4.5% 7.0% 3.8% 84.8% 4.5%
0.4% 1.7% 96.1% 0.6% 4.1% 96.3% 1.8%

39.8% 13.6% 45.3% 1.3% 37.7% 13.6% 47.4% 1.3%
0.4% 2.1% 97.4% 1.6% 0.3% 2.1% 97.5% 1.6%

17.9% 6.6% 60.7% 14.8% 16.8% 6.5% 61.8% 14.8%
49.1% 1.3% 14.3% 35.2% 46.2% 1.3% 17.3% 35.2%
29.1% 17.5% 48.3% 4.2% 24.1% 17.4% 53.3% 4.2%
42.9% 10.2% 33.6% 12.2% 34.6% 10.1% 41.9% 12.2%
2.1% 1.8% 95.9% 0.2% 2.0% 1.8% 96.0% 0.2%
8.5% 5.4% 76.4% 9.6% 6.3% 5.4% 78.7% 9.6%

12.0% 6.5% 69.6% 11.3% 8.8% 6.5% 72.8% 11.3%
19.3% 4.5% 60.0% 15.9% 16.1% 4.5% 63.2% 15.9%
11.2% 8.3% 70.9% 9.5% 6.0% 8.3% 76.1% 9.5%

          Percent of planning area shown, otherwise  Y = Yes,  N = No,  E = Existing and  P = Proposed.
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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12.2% 11.6% 68.6% 7.5% 9.3% 11.4% 71.8% 7.5%
8.8% 10.2% 77.1% 3.7% 8.3% 10.1% 77.7% 3.7%

7.0% 5.4% 82.8% 4.8% 7.0% 5.4% 82.8% 4.8%
18.8% 5.7% 65.1% 10.4% 15.0% 5.3% 69.3% 10.4%
1.3% 2.4% 96.1% 0.2% 1.1% 2.4% 96.3% 0.2%
7.2% 19.1% 70.4% 3.3% 5.2% 18.9% 72.7% 3.3%

0.8% 91.5% 7.7% 0.8% 91.5% 7.6%
1.4% 31.7% 66.1% 1.4% 16.4% 82.2%
0.8% 46.3% 43.6% 0.2% 0.8% 54.3% 44.7% 0.2%
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FIGURE 7-2
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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FIGURE 7-2
PLANNING AREA SUMMARY TABLE - BY PERCENT

MIAMI COUNTY, OHIO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Maintenance of existing developed areas as well as any future growth and expansion within 
Miami County are dependant upon an efficient transportation network.  Such a network 
allows good and services to be moved in and out of the county for economic health and 
prosperity.  Lack of an adequate transportation network will lead to a stagnant or declining 
economy.  A modern labor force also requires the ability to commute to where jobs are 
located.  The Miami County Transportation network is composed of five modes of transport.  
Highway, the most dominant type for people and cargo, allows for access to all parts of the 
county.  Air, rail, bikeway, and pedestrian transportation systems also affect Miami County. 
 
AIR 
 
The major point of entry for passenger and freight flights into the Miami Valley Region is the 
James M. Cox Dayton international Airport, which connects to both national and 
international destinations.  The airport is located approximately one mile from the southern 
boundary of the county, near the interchange of I-70 and I-75.  During 1991, the airport 
handled a combined inbound and outbound total of 2 million passengers.  In 1992, 
approximately 478,000 tons of cargo passed through the airport.  A secondary point of access 
into the county via air travel comes from Piqua through the airport.  This airport handles 
mostly small private aircraft, and is located approximately 2.5 miles west of the City of 
Piqua.  Map 8.1 illustrates the location of major air facilities serving Miami County. 
 
RAIL 
 
The one active railway in the county is the CSXT “Class A” mainline.  This line is a major 
north-south line for the United States, handling greater than 20 million tons of freight a year.  
It follows I-75 and the Great Miami River through Miami County, passing through Troy, 
Piqua and Tipp City.  This line is used for freight and cargo with no passenger service.  
CSXT also operates a spur west of the main line in the Troy area.  The spur primarily serves 
a grain elevator at Eldean Road.  Map 8.1 illustrates the location of both active and 
abandoned rail corridors within Miami County. 
 
Two east-west rail lines in Miami County have been abandoned and the rights of way are 
owned by various parties.  One abandoned line traverses the entire county in the middle to 
southern sections.  It enters the county at Union Township and passes through Laura, Ludlow 
Falls, Troy and Bethel Township to the Clark County line.  Ownership of the right of way is 
divided between many private owners, although some rather larger privately owned segments 
sill exist and Conrail still owns a large segment in and east of Troy. 
 
The second abandoned line runs through the northern section of Miami County.  Entering the 
county in Newberry Township, it passes through Covington, Piqua, Springcreek Township, 
and Brown Township to the Champaign County line.  The City of Piqua owns a large portion 
of the right-of-way, and two other large segments near Covington and Fletcher are owned by 
private business partnerships. 
 



BIKEWAYS 
 
There are two active bikeways within Miami County.  The Cardinal Trail runs in an east-west 
direction south of US Route 36.  It passes through Covington and south of Piqua.  The other 
existing bikeway is located along the Great Miami River in Troy.  Future plans for bikeway 
development include portions of the two east-west abandoned rail corridors.  The path in the 
Piqua area is open from Spiker Road to Troy-Sidney Road.  One of the planned bikeways 
will follow the Great Miami River from the southern border of Miami County and connect 
north to an existing route in Troy.  Another regional path is also planned to follow the 
Stillwater River north to State Route 55 and join an abandoned rail line northeast into Troy.  
Another bikeway is planned between Troy and Piqua along the Great Miami River.  Another 
route will extend southwest from Piqua to Covington, where it will connect with the existing 
Cardinal Trail route.  Map 8.2 illustrates the location of existing and proposed bikeways in 
Miami County. 
 
PEDESTRIAN 
 
The pedestrian transportation network in Miami County is almost totally limited to the 
sidewalks within municipalities and two hiking trails of state and national significance.  
Rural plats in the unincorporated area of Miami county have not been developed with 
sidewalks and/or walking paths.  Distances between such developments and pedestrian-
oriented destinations have been too great for the demand and extra cost necessary to provide 
such links.  The two pedestrian walking trails within Miami County are the Buckeye Trail 
and the North County Trail.  These two trails follow the same path within Miami County 
along the Ohio-Erie Canal Route and Great Miami River.  Map 8.2 illustrates their route 
locations. 
 
THOROUGHFARES 
 
Auto and truck travel has increased dramatically over the past 50 years.  As a result, our 
society’s transportations network has become dominated by highway travel.  Miami County 
is no exception.  The most heavily traveled roadway in Miami County is I-75.  MVRPC’s 
latest traffic volume map indicates the 2003 ADT (Average Daily Traffic) for I-75 passing 
through Tipp City was 65,500 vehicles compared to the 1994 ADT of 56,000 vehicles.  Other 
heavily traveled are state routes are State Route 571, State Route 41, US Route 36 and State 
Route 48.  All of these routes accommodate at least 4,000 vehicles per day.  The major 
features of the thoroughfare system in Miami County are a primary corridor along I-75 and a 
secondary corridor along State Route 48 parallel to the Stillwater River.  Links from Piqua, 
Troy, and Tipp City to the smaller communities in Miami County have also been developed.  
Many roads have been located along section lines to connect the county in a grid pattern. 
 
Since the last plan update in 1994 more recent traffic volume numbers have been obtained.   
The I-75 corridor has increased in traffic volume throughout the county.  The major increases 
along I-75 came in Tipp City, Troy and Piqua.  The ADT for Tipp City along I-75 is 65,500 
vehicles per day.  Troy’s ADT along I-75 is 59,700 vehicles and Piqua’s ADT along I-75 is 
44,500 vehicles.  Other major thoroughfares where daily traffic volumes have increase are 



US Route 36 (2003 ADT of 14,000 vehicles) in Spring Creek and Brown Townships and the 
city  Covington, State Highway 41 between Covington and Troy (2003 ADT of 7,599 
vehicles), and State Highway 48 through West Milton (2003 ADT of 10,300). 
 
THOROUGHFARE CLASSIFICATION 
 
Thoroughfares are broken into functional classifications with respect to the roles they serve 
within the overall transportation network.  Traffic volumes and intensity, desired travel paths, 
continuity of travel movement, the proportion of through traffic to local traffic, and access to 
adjacent land all play key roles in the design of each segment of the thoroughfare network.  
The functional classification system used for the Miami County Thoroughfare Plan is based 
upon Volume 20, Appendix 12 of the highway Planning Program Manual (Revised march 
1989) prepared by the Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation.  
Because of its location on the edge of the Dayton Metropolitan Area, Miami County is 
located in an interface area between urban and rural road networks. 
 
The thoroughfare functional classification system is shown in Map 8.3 and is divided into 
rural and urban segments described as follows: 
 
RURAL THOROUGHFARE NETWORK 
 
Principal Rural Arterials 
 
The principal rural arterial system consists of a connected network of continuous routes 
serving corridor movements having trip length and travel density characteristics indicative of 
substantial statewide or interstate travel.  Thoroughfares on this network serve all, or 
virtually all, urban areas of 50,000 and over population and a large majority of those with 
population of 25,000 and over.  They also provide an integrated network without stub 
connections, except where unusual geographic or traffic flow conditions dictate otherwise 
(e.g., international boundary connections and connections to coastal cities).  The principal 
rural arterial system is stratified into tow subsystems, the Interstate System and Other 
Principal Rural Arterials. 
 
Rural principal arterials within the unincorporated area of Miami County are as follows: 
 

Rural Interstate System – The Interstate System consists of all presently designated 
routes of the Interstate System. 

 
• I-75 from Monroe-Concord Township to Troy Corp. 
• I-75 from Troy Corp to Garby Road. 
• I-75 from Piqua Corp to north County Line. 

 
Other Principal Rural Arterials – Other Principal Rural Arterials consist of all 
principal arterials outside of urban areas that are not part of the Interstate System. 

 



Minor Rural Arterials 
 
The minor rural arterial thoroughfare system should, in conjunction with the principal arterial 
system, form a rural network that links cities and larger towns ( and other traffic generators, 
such as major resort areas, that are capable or attracting travel over similarly long distance)  
and form an integrated network providing interstate and inter-county service.  Thoroughfares 
on this system should be space at such intervals, consistent with population density, so that 
all developed areas of the state are within a reasonable distance of an arterial highway.  The 
minor rural arterial road network should provide service to corridors with trip lengths and 
travel density greater than those predominantly served by rural collector or local systems.  
Therefore, minor rural arterials should be designed to provide for relatively high overall 
travel speeds with minimum interference to through movements. 
 
Minor rural arterials within the unincorporated area of Miami County are as follows: 
  

• State Route 48 from Covington Corp to Dayton Urbanized Area 
• US Route 36 from Troy-Sidney Toad to east County Line 
• US Route 36 from Spiker Road to west County Line 

 
Major Rural Collectors 
 
Rural collector routes, in general, serve travel of primarily intra-county rather than statewide 
importance and constitute those routes on which predominant travel distances are shorter 
than on arterial routes, regardless of traffic volume.  Consequently, more moderate speeds 
may be typical, on the average. 
 
Major rural collectors should provide service to any county sear not on an arterial route, to 
the larger towns not directly served by the higher systems, and to offer traffic generators of 
equivalent intra-county importance, such as consolidated schools, shipping points, county  
parks, important mining and agricultural areas, etc.  they should also ling these places with 
nearby larger towns or cities, or with routes of higher classifications.  Major rural collectors 
should also serve the more important intra-county travel corridors. 
 
Major rural collectors within the unincorporated area of Miami County are as follows: 
 

• County Road 25A from Snodgrass Road to north County Lane 
• County Road 25A from Piqua Corp to Troy Corp 
• County Road 25A from Troy Corp to Monroe-Concord Township Line 
• Eldean Road from State Route 41 to Piqua-Troy Road 
• Experiment Farm Road from Eldean Road to Troy Corp 
• Greenville-Pleasant Hill Road from State Route 721 to west County Line 
• Laura-Arcanum Road from State Route 721 to west County Line 
• Piqua-Lockington Road from Piqua Urbanized Area to north County Line 
• Piqua-Troy Road from Piqua Corp to Troy Urbanized Area 
• Ross Road from Great Miami River to State Route 202 
• State Route 41 from Covington Corp to Washington Road 



• State Route 41 from Troy Corp to east County Line 
• State Route 48 from Covington Corp to north County Line 
• State Route 55 from Troy Urbanized Area to State Route 48 
• State Route 55 from Troy Corp to east County Line 
• State Route 66 from Piqua Corp to north County Line 
• State Route 185 from Piqua Urbanized Area to west County Line 
• State Route 201 from State Route 55 to south County Lice 
• State Route 202 from Troy Corp to US Route 40 
• State Route 571 from West Milton Corp to west County Line 
• State Route 571 from West Milton Corp to Tipp City urbanized Area 
• State Route 571 from Great Miami River to east County Line 
• State Route 589 from US Route 36 to north County Line 
• State Route 589 from Fletcher Corp to Casstown Corp 
• State Route 718 from McKaig Road to State Route 721 
• State Route 721 from State Route 49 to State Route 185 
• Swailes Road from County Road 25A to Nashville Road 
• Union Street from County Road 25A to Troy Corp 
• US Route 40 from south County Line to east County Line 
• Wilson Road from State Route 718 to State Route 55 
• Washington Road from State Route 718 to Piqua Urbanized Area 

 
Minor Rural Collectors 
 
Rural collector routes, in general, serve travel of primarily intra-community rather than 
statewide importance and constitute those routes on which predominant travel distances are 
shorter than on arterial routes, regardless of traffic volume.  Consequently, more moderate 
speeds may be typical, on the average. 
 
Minor rural collectors should be spaced at intervals, consistent with population density, to 
collect traffic from local roads and bring all developed areas within a reasonable distance of a 
collector road.  They should also provide service to the remaining smaller communities and 
link the locally important traffic generators with the rural hinterland. 
 
Minor rural collectors within the unincorporated area of Miami County are as follows: 
 

• Children’s Home-Casstown Road from State Road 41 to Casstown Corp 
• Covington-Bradford Road from State Route 48 to Bradford Corp 
• Fredeick-Garland Road from Stillwater River to Kessler-Fredrick Road 
• Ginghamsburg-Fredrick Road from Troy-Fredrick Road to County Road 25A 
• Hardin Road from State Route 66 to north County Line 
• Kessler-Cowlesville Road from Peters Road to Tipp City Corp 
• Kessler-Fredrick Road from State Route 571 to south County Line 
• Monroe-Concord Road from Peters Road to Magnolia Drive 
• Nashville Road from Swailes Road to State Route 571 
• Peters Road from Troy Corp to south County Line 



• Range Line Road from State Route 55 to south County Line 
• State Route 55 from State Route 571 to Ludlow Falls Corp 
• Tipp-Elizabeth Road from Great Miami River to State Route 202 
• Troy-Fredrick Road from Kessler-Fredrick Road to Ginghamsburg-Fredrick Road 
• Troy-Sidney Road from County Road 25A to north County Line 
• Troy-Sidney Road from US Route 36 to Troy Corp 

 
County-Designated Collectors 
 
County-designated collectors, in general, are similar to minor rural collectors and serve intra-
county travel.  They constitute those routes which are note on ODOT’s functional class 
system, but which Miami County had determined to be important collector roads when 
looking at the system from a county-level perspective.  County designated collectors should 
collect traffic from local roads and bring all developed areas within a reasonable distance of a 
collector road.  They should also provide service to smaller developments and link the rural 
hinterland with roads with a higher functional class.  County-designated collectors within the 
unincorporated area of Miami County are as follows. 
 

• Alcony-Conover Road from US Route 36 to State Route 41 
• Bellefontaine Road from east County Line to south County Line 
• Brown Road from Piqua Corp to Covington Corp 
• Calumet Road from State Route 48 to State Route 55 
• David Road from State Route 55 to Emerick Road 
• Dayton-Brandt Road from State Route 201 to State Route 571 
• Dye-Mill Road from Troy Corp to County Road 25A 
• Emerick Road from West Milton Corp to Davis Road 
• Evanston Road from Peters Road to County Road 25A 
• Experiment Farm Road from Eldean Road to Farrington Road 
• Farrington Road from State Route 41 to County Road 25A 
• Frederick-Garland Road from West Milton Corp to west County Line 
• Kessler-Cowlesville Road from Tipp-Cowlesville Road to proposed Donn Davis Way 
• Lauver Road from Pleasant Hill Corp to Range Line Road 
• Lefevre Road from State Route 55 to Children’s Home-Casstown Road 
• Lena-Palestine Road from US Route 36 to north County Line 
• Lytle Road from Troy Urbanized Area to Eldean Road 
• Lytle Road from Dorset Road to County Road 25A 
• Mann Road from US Route 40to State Route 201 
• Markley Road from State Route 48 to State Route 571 
• Miami-Shelby Road East from County Road 25A to east County Line 
• Michael Road from Peters Road to Country Road 25A 
• Milton-Potsdam Road from West Milton Corp to Potsdam\ 
• Mote Road from Frederick-Garland Road to south County Line 
• Peterson Road from County Road 25A to State Route 589 
• Piqua-Clayton Road from Piqua Corp to State Route 84 



• Range Line Road from State Route 55 to north County Line 
• Ross Road from State Route 201 to State Route 202 
• Shoop Road from County Road 25A to Tipp-Cowlesville Road 
• Spiker Road from Versailles Road to US Route 36 
• Sugar Grove Road from Troy Corp to east County Line 
• Troy-Urbana Road from Troy Corp to State Route 589 
• Wildcat Road from US Route 40 to south County Line 

 
Rural Local Roads 
 
The rural local road system should primarily provide access to adjacent land and accommodate 
travel over relatively short distances as compared to collectors or other higher systems.  Rural local 
roads constitute the rural mileage not classified as part of the rural arterial or rural collector systems. 
 
 
URBAN THOROUGHFARE NETWORK 
 
Principal Urban Arterials 
 
The principal urban arterial system is a system of streets and highways which can be identified as 
unusually significant to the area in which it lies in terms of the nature and composition of travel it 
serves.  In smaller urban areas (under 50,000) these facilities may be very limited in number and 
extent and their importance may be primarily derived from the service provided to travel passing 
through the area.  In larger urban areas it’s important, from service for major movements within the 
urbanized area. 
 
This system of streets and highways is and should serve the major centers of activity of a 
metropolitan area, the highest traffic volume corridors, and the longest trip desires.  It should carry a 
high portion of the total urban area travel on a minimum of mileage.  The system should be 
integrated, both internally and between major rural connections. 
 
The principal urban arterial system should carry the major portion of trips entering and leaving the 
urban area, as well as the majority of through movements desiring to bypass the central city.  In 
addition, significant intra-area travel, such as between central business districts and outlying 
residential areas, between major inner-city communities, or between major suburban centers should 
be served on this system.  Frequently the principal urban arterial system will carry important intra-
urban as well as inter-city bus routes.  Finally, this system in small urban and urbanized areas should 
provide continuity for all rural arterial s which intercept the urban boundary. 
 
Because of the nature of the travel served by the principal urban arterial system, almost all fully and 
partially controlled access facilities will be part of this functional system.  However, this system is 
not restricted to controlled access routes.  In order to preserve the identification of controlled access 
facilities, the principal urban arterial system is stratified as follows: (1) Interstate Routes, (2) Other 
Freeways and Expressways, and (3) Other Principal Urban Arterials (with no control of access). 
 



The spacing of principal urban arterials will be closely related to the trip-end density characteristics 
of particular portions of the urban areas.  While no firm spacing rule can be established which will 
apply in all, or even most circumstances, the spacing of principal arterials (in larger urban areas) 
may vary from less than one mile in the highly developed central business areas to five limes or 
more in the sparsely developed urban fringes. 
 
For principal urban arterials, the concept of service to abutting land should be subordinate to the 
provision of travel service to major traffic movements.  It should be noted that only facilities within 
the “Other Principal Urban Arterial” system are capable of providing any direct access to adjacent 
land, and such a service should be purely incidental to the primary functional responsibility of this 
system. 
 
Urban principal arterials within the unincorporated area of Miami County are as follows: 
 

Urban Interstate System – The Interstate System consists of all presently designated routes 
of the interstate system. 
  

• I-75 from McKaig Road to State Route 55 
• I-75 from north Piqua Corp to Garby Road 
• I-75 from Monroe Concord Township Line to south County Line 

 
Urban Freeways & Expressways – Urban freeways and expressways consist of controlled 
access routes which are divided and are four or more lanes in width.  Freeways have grade-
separated interchanges at controlled access points, while expressways have at-grade 
intersections at controlled access locations. 
 

• None 
  

Other Principal Urban Arterials – other principal urban arterials consist of all principal 
arterials within areas that are not part of the Interstate System and neither a freeway not an 
expressway. 
 

• State Route 48 from Dayton Urbanized Area to south County Line 
• US Route 36 from Troy-Sidney Road to Piqua Corp 

 
Minor Urban Arterials 
 
The minor urban arterial street system should interconnect with and augment the principal urban 
arterial system and provide service to trips of moderate length at a somewhat lower level of travel 
mobility than principal arterials.  This system is also distributes travel to geographic areas smaller 
than those identified with the higher system. 
 
The minor urban arterial street system includes all arterials not classified as a principal, and contains 
facilities that place more emphasis on land access than the higher system and offer a lower level of 
traffic mobility.  Such facilities may carry local bus routes and provide intra-community continuity, 
but ideally should not penetrate identifiable neighborhoods.  This system should include urban 



connections to rural collector roads where such connections have not been classified as principal 
urban arterials. 
 
The spacing of minor urban arterial streets may vary from 1/8 to ½ mile in the central business 
district to 2-3 miles in the suburban fringes, but should normally be not more than 1 mile in fully 
developed areas. 
 
Minor urban arterials within the unincorporated area of Miami County are as follows: 
 

• County Road 25A through Piqua Urbanized Area 
• County Road 25A from Monroe-Concord Township Line to south County Line 
• Crane Road from Tipp City Corp to Tipp-Cowlesville Road 
• Piqua-Troy Road from Statler Road to Piqua Urbanized Area 
• Piqua-Troy Road fro Troy Corp to Troy Urbanized Area 
• State Route 41 from Washington Road to Troy Corp 
• State Route 55 through Troy Urbanized Area 
• State Route 66 from Piqua Corp to Hardin Road 
• State Route 185 from Piqua Corp to Piqua Urbanized Area 
• State Route 571 from Tipp City Corp to Great Miami River 
• State Route 571 from Tipp City Corp to Tipp City Urbanized Area 
• State Route 571 from Iddings Road to Milton-Potsdam Road 
• State Route 718 from McKaig Road to Troy Corp 
• Tipp-Cowlsville Road from Tipp City Corp to South County Line 
• Tipp-Cowlsville Road from Tipp City Corp to County Road 25A 
• Washington Road from Piqua Corp to Piqua Urbanized Area 

 
Urban Collectors 
 
The urban collector street system provides land access service and traffic circulation within 
residential neighborhoods, commercial and industrial areas.  It differs from the urban arterial system 
in that facilities on the urban collector system may penetrate residential neighborhoods, distributing 
trips from the arterials through the area to the ultimate destination.  Conversely, the urban collector 
street also collects traffic from local streets in residential neighborhoods and channels it into the 
urban arterial system.  In the central business district, and in other areas of like development and 
traffic density, the urban collector system may include the street grid which forms a logical entity for 
traffic circulation. 
 
Urban Collectors within the unincorporated area of Miami County are as follows: 
 

• Evanston Road from Tipp Canal Road to County Road 25A 
• Fredrick-Garland Road from West Milton Corp to Stillwater River 
• Garbry Road from Piqua Corp to US Route 36 
• Looney Road from US Route 36 to county Road 25A 
• Lytle Road from Dorset Road to Troy Urbanized Area 
• McKaig Road from Troy Corp to State Route 718 



• Monroe-Concord Road from County Road 25A to Magnolia Drive 
• Nashville Road from Swailes Road to State Route 55 
• Piqua-Lockington Road from County Road 25A to Piqua Urbanized Area 
• State Route 202 from US Route 40 to South County Line 
• Tipp Canal Road from Tipp City Corp to South County Line 
• Troy-Sidney Road from US Route 36 to County Road 25A 
• Versailles Road from Piqua to Piqua Urbanized Area 

 
Urban Local Streets 
 
The urban local street system is comprised of all facilities within urban areas not designated as an 
arterial or collector.  Urban local streets have a primary function to service abutting properties rather 
than providing through trip capacity, thus offering the lowest level of mobility.  They have the 
smallest cross-section width, often allow on-street parking and usually contain no bus routes.  Street 
segments are numerous and normally short in length to discourage through movements.  Service to 
through traffic movement usually is deliberately discouraged.  Older developed areas of the 
County’s local thoroughfare network were usually based upon the gridiron layout.  However, newer 
subdivisions usually employ a curvilinear street pattern with many cul-de-sacs to break up through 
movements. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter sets forth the goals, objectives and policies established by the Miami County 
Planning Commission to guide land use decisions that will be made regarding the future 
direction of Miami County growth and development.  They must be periodically 
reviewed to insure they adequately address the issues important during any particular 
time period. 
 
DEFINITIONS 
 
Goals, objectives and policies represent three levels of guidance for decisions.  Goals 
provide a general direction, but not a specific destination.  They should be abstract, 
universal and longer-lasting than objectives and policies.  Objectives, should be capable 
of attainment and measurement and may be either short-term or long-term.  Policies are 
the courses of action established to reach stated objectives in the direction set forth by the 
goals.  They provide a link between the intent of a plan and the day-to-day land use 
decisions. 
 
FUTURE LAND USE GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Goal: 

It shall be the goal of Miami County to achieve a high-quality living environment 
through a wise distribution of compatible land use patterns, and to reflect the 
integrity of the natural environment while accommodating development within 
communities that meet the social and economic needs of Miami County residents. 
 

Objectives: 
 
1. To protect and preserve agricultural lands. 
 
2. To preserve stream corridors, significant wooded areas and 

environmentally sensitive land. 
 

3. To encourage a defined and rational pattern of development, while 
protecting the natural assets and scenic qualities of the rural landscape, 
thus checking “sprawl”. 

 
4. To promote land use decision making that consciously addresses the type, 

location and sequence of land development. 
 

5. To guide the development of residential areas so as to facilitate the 
provision of central services in the most efficient manner, while providing 
a choice of suitable living accommodations for a variety of family type 
and income levels. 

 

 



6. To facilitate the development and preservation of commercial and 
professional services responsive to the needs of Miami County residents. 

 
7. To facilitate the expansion of existing industry and development of new 

industry that enhances economic growth and employment opportunities 
for Miami County residents. 

 
8. To achieve a balanced system of public service facilities properly 

distributed to serve each respective segment of Miami County. 
 
General Policies: 
 

1. Confine development to those designated service areas in order to contain 
sprawl, to minimize the cost and energy requirements of providing 
community services, and to conserve land. 

 
2. The primary function of the agricultural area shall be the preservation of 

agricultural lands, the protection of farming activity, and the maintenance 
of open space, recognizing, however, that residential development will 
occur on a limited basis. 

 
3. Areas designated as “rural settlements” may in-fill with appropriate 

development, but may not further expand into the rural areas without 
central water and sewer services. 

 
4. Land uses which are potentially incompatible, either due to type of use or 

intensity of use, shall be buffered from one another through the provision 
of open space, landscaping, berms, or other suitable means. 

 
Agricultural Land Use Policies: 
 

1. Miami County will discourage the conversion of prime agricultural lands 
to non-agricultural uses.  Intensive land development will be guided to 
those areas which are designated service areas in the plan. 

 
2. Urban service boundaries should only be extended to those areas where 

necessary utilities and urban services can be logically provided. 
 

3. Existing agricultural uses will be recognized as viable, and should be 
protected from conflicting development. 

 
Residential Land Use Policies: 
 

1. Miami County will encourage major residential platting within the 
designated urban service area in order to infill the existing urban areas and 
discourage development in prime agricultural areas. 

 



 
2. Residential land use proposal will be evaluated on the basis of the physical 

capability and characteristics of the land (soil conditions, drainage, etc.), 
the compatibility with surrounding land uses, and the objectives of the 
plan. 

 
3. In order to promote the efficient extension of services and to infill existing 

developed areas, Miami County will encourage the location of new 
residential developments within the urban service boundary where central 
water and sewer services are available. 

 
4. Miami County will discourage the expansion of nonconforming land uses 

in areas proposed for residential development and will encourage their 
location in areas specifically designated for such uses. 

 
 
5. Higher density residential development will be encouraged to locate near 

major activity centers, along major thoroughfares, and as buffers between 
single-family areas and more intensive uses. 

 
6. Residential development will be limited to those areas considered suitable 

for development with minimal disruption to agricultural areas, taking into 
account adequate groundwater supplies and drainage. 

 
Commercial Land Use Policies: 
 

1. Related and compatible businesses should be grouped in suitable and 
properly located areas.  In this regard, three broad commercial areas can 
be identified: highway business, professional office/service business, and 
neighborhood business. 

 
2. Commercial land use proposals should be evaluated with reference to: the 

physical capabilities and characteristics of the land, the overall need and 
desirability for the proposed use at the particular location, the 
compatibility of the proposed development with surrounding existing and 
proposed land uses, and the specific site design to accommodate the 
proposed activities. 

 
3. Miami County will discourage the lot-by-lot conversion of sites to 

commercial uses along major thoroughfares in an effort to prevent the 
proliferation of commercial strips.  Unified grouping of commercial and 
other nonresidential land uses and the locating of individual businesses at 
appropriate sites will be encouraged. 

 
 

 



4. Miami County will support larger scale, general commercial developments 
in locations which are either traversed by or bordered by major arterial 
thoroughfares, do not conflict with established residential neighborhoods, 
and present a marketable area for more intensive activity. 

 
5. Neighborhood businesses are best located adjacent to major thoroughfares 

or collector-level streets within convenient distance to those residential 
areas lacking close proximity to community or general shopping centers.  
They may also, on a limited basis, located in rural areas that offer minimal 
disruption to residential and agricultural areas.  The limited placement of 
neighborhood oriented businesses in rural areas shall not be considered 
spot zoning. 

 
6. Highway commercial businesses are best located in proximity to freeway 

interchanges and major thoroughfares or arterials that can accommodate 
higher traffic volumes and support these uses with appropriate services. 

 
7. Highway service activities should be planned as a unified site design with 

particular attention to the minimization and location of access drives and 
efficiency of interior circulation.  Proposed sites should be of adequate 
size to accommodate proper vehicular access, interior circulation and off-
street parking. 

 
8. Professional office/service uses should be located on the major 

thoroughfare network at locations that do not disrupt land use patterns.  
They may warrant placement in special planning areas or near major 
activity centers.  They may also serve as transitional uses on a limited 
basis when considering conversion of residential uses to nonresidential 
uses. 

 
Industrial Land Use Policies: 
 

1. Industrial land use proposals should be evaluated with reference to: the 
physical capability and characteristics of the land (e.g. relatively flat, well 
drained areas, etc.); the overall need and desirability of the proposed use at 
the particular location; the compatibility of the proposed development 
with surrounding existing and proposed land uses; the existence of utility 
systems (central sewer/water, etc.) sufficient capacity and the control of 
potential pollutant factors (e.g. water, air, noise, etc.); and the specific site 
design factors to accommodate such an intensive use (e.g., addressing 
adequate buffering, access and circulation, drainage, and storage and 
loading facilities), 

 
2. Determine future industrial land use designations in relation to a realistic 

appraisal of the proportion of the future regional industrial growth that 
might be attracted to the Miami County area. 

 



 
 
3. Avoid setting aside excessive industrial land, leading to dispersed 

industrial locations and insufficient utility and street layouts. 
 
4. Encourage industrial uses to locate in areas having appropriate 

transportation facilities.  Industrial sites that will potentially generate large 
volumes of traffic will be required to locate on major thoroughfares. 

 
5. Vacant property in proximity to major highway interchanges should be 

preserved.  Such locations represent the greatest potential for light 
industrial and warehousing activities. 

 
6. Miami County will encourage industrial activity to concentrate in large 

and small industrial parks, rather than individual sites.  This will permit a 
continued management of the industrial area as a whole and the efficient 
provision of industrial services, as well as generally production a 
compatible and attractive pattern of development. 

 
7. Miami County supports a full range and diversity of industrial land uses, 

which may vary in their intensity from light to general to heavy.  The 
development of a range of site choices of such sizes and locations to meet 
the needs of a wide variety of industries will be encouraged.  Miami 
County, in cooperation with municipalities, townships, and school boards, 
will support the use of available development incentives to attract 
industrial growth at appropriate locations. 

 
Open Space, Park, & Recreation Facilities Policies: 
 

1. Miami County will support the location of appropriate recreational and 
open space facilities to meet the needs and interest of its residents.  Such 
facilities will vary in terms of size, number, and variety, providing for a 
full range of activities.  Such facilities will be adequately maintained by 
either the residents who will benefit, or by the appropriate government 
agency. 

 
2. Miami County will encourage the consideration of the overall needs and 

respective impacts in locating, developing, and maintaining parks and 
open space areas.  These include attention to the type of facility at a 
specific location, impacts on traffic pattern (e.g., increased volumes, 
parking, etc.), impacts on the physical environment, and impacts on 
surrounding land uses.  Recreational facilities should not be randomly 
located without considering these needs and impacts, and should be 
subject to careful scrutiny. 

 

 



3. Miami County will encourage non-usable areas and areas capable of 
development to be utilized for recreational uses or preserved for open 
space needs.  Such areas include flood plain areas, heavily forested areas, 
areas with steep slopes, or other area with unique features. 

 
4. Miami County will continue to support the recreation plans and programs 

offered by the State of Ohio, the Miami County Park District, and 
pertinent municipalities and townships within the county. 

 
 
TRANSPORTATION GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Goal: 

It shall be the goal of Miami County to develop and maintain a transportation 
system for people and materials providing: safe, convenient, and efficient travel; 
coordination with desired land use plans; and coordination with communities 
within and adjacent to the county. 
 

Objectives: 
 

1. To maintain a coordinated thoroughfare system that will meet future, as 
well as current, traffic needs. 

2. To coordinate the development of a thoroughfare system with desired land 
use patterns. 

3. To promote an efficient and economical transportation system, which is 
cost effective (tangible benefits exceed costs) 

 
Policies: 
 

1. Miami County will promote a transportation network relating 
harmoniously with the existing and developing land use pattern. 

 
2. Streets and highways should be organized into a functional system, so that 

local streets primarily provide access to abutting property and, therefore, 
are used only by local traffic; collector streets gather traffic from local 
streets and channel it to an arterial streets; arterial streets carry traffic from 
collectors to destinations or to expressways or freeways; and expressways 
and freeways carry heavy traffic volumes between major points – both 
characterized by limited access and grade separated intersections. 

 
3. Miami County will develop a thoroughfare system that is economically 

feasible to construct. 
 

4. Miami County will utilize the existing transportation facilities to their 
fullest potential. 

 

 



 
5. Miami County will recognize that roadways have significant impacts on 

the drainage patterns of particular areas, and will encourage provisions to 
address existing and potential drainage problems through proper design, 
construction, and continued maintenance of storm drainage facilities.  This 
not only applies to the adequacy of the storm sewer system within the 
urban areas, but also the drainage patterns along rural roadways, 
particularly as they relate to field and ditch drainage. 

 
6. Miami County will encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel as viable 

elements in the total transportation network, not only within specific 
developments at the neighborhood level, but also on a larger scale such as 
the MVRPC’s Regional Bikeway Plans.  The County will continue to 
require curbed streets and separate sidewalk areas in residential 
developments in accordance with the provisions of the Subdivision 
Regulations. 

 
7. Miami County will require appropriately designed access drives through 

subdivision and parking lot review of site designs for non-residential uses.  
Particular attention should be given to proposals for incorporation of 
drive-in or drive-through facilities. 

 
8. Miami County will protect local thoroughfares and highways by guiding 

access and land uses along busy thoroughfares in order to minimize traffic 
hazards and congestion. 

 
9. Miami County will recognize the need to coordinate land use development 

decisions with the capacity of and subsequent needed improvements to 
local thoroughfares. 

 
10. Miami County will require rights-of-way dedication compatible with 

respective widths recommended by the Miami County Thoroughfare Plan.  
Periodically evaluation and suggested improvements or modifications in 
proposed rights-of-way widths will be solicited from various sources such 
as municipalities, adjacent counties, the State of Ohio and MVRPC. 

 
11. Miami County will discourage the use of private streets.  Only those 

meeting the Miami County Subdivision Regulations, Design and 
Construction Standards, and those that can provide and appropriate 
method for the continued maintenance of the highway system, including 
the entire storm sewer system, shall be considered for development. 

 
12. Miami County will develop appropriate standards, criteria, and fees to 

equitably define the developers’ obligations and costs associated with the 
construction and/or dedication of necessary on-site and off-site road 
improvements. 

 



 
13. Because the major thoroughfare system is required to serve new 

development, land developers shall dedicate and/or construct roadways 
designated in Miami County Thoroughfare Plan as described below: 

 
14. In all instances, right-of-way necessary to implement the Miami County 

Thoroughfare Plan shall be dedicated at the time of property development. 
 

15. In cases where there are missing segments in the traffic circulation system, 
or no thoroughfares constructed, a land developer shall construct and 
dedicate the portion of the thoroughfare that lies within or abuts the 
boundary lines of the development. 

 
16. The above requirements shall be implemented through appropriate land 

development regulations providing for exemptions and for waiver, 
modification, or variance where the existing road capacity in the area of 
the development is judged adequate to provide for the traffic generated by 
the development. 

 
17. Miami County will promote thoroughfare planning to be coordinated 

among all affected jurisdictions.  This specifically includes pursuing the 
development of uniform thoroughfare standards and reciprocal review of 
plans affecting more than one jurisdiction. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Goal: 

It shall be the goal of Miami County to conserve, maintain, and, where pertinent, 
restore the natural environment of Miami County.  The natural environment is 
valuable in and of itself.  It also is a significant asset to both the economy and 
identity of Miami County. 
 

Objectives: 
 

1. To conserve the natural resources of Miami County, including soils, potable 
water, and minerals. 

 
2. To protect the quality and quantity of surface waters and groundwater. 

 
3. To improve, where pertinent and possible, the water quality of the waterways 

in Miami County’s waterways. 
 

4. To maintain or improve air quality. 
 

5. To conserve the native habitats of Miami County, and preserve those habitats 
endangered, exceedingly rare, or incompatible with most human uses. 

 



 
6. To conserve open space. 

 
7. To enhance environmental education. 

 
Policies: 
 

1. Support, whenever possible, research on Miami County’s natural environment 
and the dissemination of the findings of such research. 

 
2. Review the relationship between development proposals and the natural 

environment, as well as applicable regulations, as part of the development 
review process. 

 
3. Encourage the participation in a comprehensive and regional monitoring 

program adequate to evaluate changes in air, surface water and groundwater 
quality within Miami County. 

 
4. Encourage compliance with established air and water quality standards as 

administered by the State of Ohio. 
 

5. Explore techniques as appropriate to ensure the preservation of designated 
native habitats, e.g., including, but not limited to tax incentives, transfer of 
development rights, the purchase of development rights, and free-simple 
public acquisition. 

 
DRAINAGE GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Goal: 

It shall be the goal of Miami County to manage surface water and groundwater in 
a manner providing safety for people, while maintaining environmental quality 
and conserving both surface water and groundwater as a valuable resources. 
 

Objectives: 
 

1. To establish a comprehensive program for the management of surface water 
and groundwater in Miami County. 

 
2. To utilize and maintain the existing drainage system. 

 
3. To maintain or improve water quality at or above State of Ohio water quality 

standards. 
 

4. To utilize and, where appropriate, enhance the storage capacity of natural 
systems while conserving values and functions. 

 

 



5. To protect Miami County residents from flood hazards. 
 
Policies: 
 

1. Require the new development produces no increase in the surface water runoff 
rate in accordance with adopted stormwater management regulations. 

 
2. Require provisions in development plans for maintenance of drainage 

structures.  (This would include adequate easements for public maintenance of 
major drainageways, and establishment of procedures, such as covenants, for 
ongoing private maintenance.) 

 
3. Prohibit drainage projects that would excessively drain surface water or 

groundwater, or that may impact on naturally occurring wetlands. 
 

4. Identify flood prone areas and areas characterized by significant drainage 
problems. 

 
5. Update and enforce regulations for flood plain protection and surface water 

management applicable to all new development. 
 
 
POTABLE WATER GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Goal: 

It shall be the Goal of Miami County to achieve the highest quality potable water, 
including public potable water systems properly coordinated with desired land use 
patterns. 
 

Objectives: 
 

1. To ensure the conservation of water as a valuable resource. 
 
2. To ensure that potable water supplies are consistently of high quality. 

 
3. To ensure that potable water supplies are available in sufficient quantity to 

serve the needs of Miami County residents. 
 
Policies: 
 

1. Continue to support the 208 Water Quality Management Plan for the Miami 
Valley Region. 

 
2. Identify and protect local recharge areas, as well as groundwater and surface 

water resources. 

 



3. Utilize planning and encourage zoning laws to guide the location and intensity 
of development so as to minimize the impact on and protect existing and 
proposed water resources. 

 
4. Cooperate with municipalities located within Miami County to insure 

optimum utilization and protection of the water resources within the county. 
 
 
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 
 
Goal: 

It shall be the goal of Miami County to perpetuate the program for citizen 
participation established during the preparation of the Miami County Land Use 
Plan by encouraging continuation of same in future refinements of the plan. 

 
Objectives: 
 

1. To encourage citizen input into the ongoing comprehensive planning process. 
 
2. To guarantee access and availability of all printed material generated from the 

comprehensive planning process. 
 

3. To ensure careful consideration of all formal citizen comments (written or 
testimony given in public hearings). 

 
Policies: 
 

1. Continue to encourage ongoing citizen participation beyond the development 
and adoption of the plan, including future updating and revision efforts. 

 
2. Disseminate information about and copies of the plan to places with public 

access (public libraries, government offices, etc.) so as to encourage citizen 
review of, comment on, and support of the plan. 

 
PLANNING ADMINSTRATION GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Goal: 

It shall be the goal of Miami County to practice and to encourage the practice of 
intergovernmental planning coordination as to attain the goals and objectives of 
all functional elements of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 
 

Objectives: 
 

1. To promote the growth of Miami County guided by a commitment to sound 
planning principles and policies. 

 

 



2. To promote cooperation and coordination of planning activities between 
Miami County and all appropriate governmental jurisdictions (local, regional, 
state and federal). 

 
Policies: 
 

1. Miami County will encourage all affected bodies to utilize this Land 
Development Plan as an overall guide when making development decisions.  
Miami County will utilize the plan when reviewing zoning and land 
subdivision requests, and when reviewing or commenting on other 
development proposals. 

 
2. Miami County will encourage the reciprocal review of land development 

proposals that affect more than one jurisdiction, and will encourage a multi-
jurisdictional approach to issues proposals affecting multiple jurisdictions.  As 
an example, thoroughfare planning will be coordinated with neighboring 
jurisdictions in instances where roads traverse political boundaries in order to 
ensure compatible road widths. 

 
3. Miami County will periodically review the Land Development Plan with other 

local officials and citizens in an effort to continually update and solicit input 
into the planning process.  Miami County will strive to increase the active 
participation of these and other local groups in an effort to make more 
knowledgeable decisions. 

 
4. The County will encourage the use of specific programs and projects to 

facilitate compliance with the objectives and policies contained within the 
Land Development Plan.  These include: the use of pertinent federal and state 
programs; utility expansion plans; the administration of subdivision, zoning 
and other codes; and the programming of capital improvements. 

 

 



CHAPTER X 
Future Land Use 

Categories  

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page is intentionally blank. 



FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORIES 
 
A set of future land use categories is necessary to express the development concepts set 
forth in the plan.  The following land use categories were designated to reflect the general 
types of development patterns desired within Miami County over a general planning 
period of twenty years. 
 
 
Agriculture Area: 
 

Areas designated by this category generally reflect those parts of Miami County 
rated naturally prime farmland and prime farmland where drained in Part 1 
Chapter VII – Development Suitability Analysis and still possess a predominantly 
agricultural character.  These areas should remain free of urban development and 
any substantial rural residential development throughout the planning. 
 
When permitted in agricultural areas, rural residential uses should cause minimal 
disruption to existing farming operations and to the layout of large acreage 
farmable parcels.  Groundwater yield, impact on drainage structures and soil 
conditions for on-site wastewater disposal should also be the major determining 
factors in setting density limits for rural residential development.  A private on-
site well test for sustainable groundwater yields and a soil evaluation for on-site 
wastewater disposal may be required before the approval of any rural residential 
development to insure the public health and safety.  Lower densities are 
recommended for areas where groundwater yield is limited and where potential 
for groundwater contamination is high. 
 
Rural residential developments having higher densities should be along the 
fringes of urban service areas where long-range urban utility service extensions 
are more feasible.  Indiscriminate scattering of rural residential development and 
large lot land splits are not recommended because of the likely negative impact on 
existing and future agricultural operations and the hastening of conversion of such 
areas to non-agricultural use. 
 
Alternative methods of rural residential subdivision layout, incorporating the 
concept of conservation development and related principles will be considered on 
a case by case basis where preservation of prime farm ground, open space, and 
environmentally sensitive areas can be accomplished. 
 
Public utility services are not planned for agricultural areas within the planning 
period.  Agricultural use of the land should be maintained.  Uses performing a 
necessary function for a community or township should be allowed at appropriate 
locations. 

 

 



Rural Settlements 
 

The rural settlements classification recognizes the current existence of small rural 
settlements within the unincorporated parts of Miami County outside the 
projected limits of utility services of urban areas.  Many such areas may have 
provided a variety of services and acted as community focal points to the rural 
parts of Miami County, including strategic locations along abandoned railroads, 
rivers and crossroads.  Many of these communities may have been platted in the 
1800’s; never grew beyond their original plats and never incorporated to village 
status.   Lacking any central water and sewer services, any significant changes in 
land use or additional growth of such rural areas are not expected within the 
planning period.  The ability to maintain on-site wells and septic tanks will be the 
primary factor in determining the viability of these areas for changes in land use 
patterns.  Small lot rural residential development may be appropriate around the 
fringe areas of these settlements or as in-fill development. 

 
 
Urban Residential 
 

The urban residential category represents those parts of Miami County found 
within projected expansion areas of urban services that are rated suitable for 
residential development in Part 1 Chapter VII – Development Suitability 
Analysis.  some areas rated as marginal for residential development may also be 
included, since access to utilities, and improved street systems make it financially 
easier to development constraints.  Areas classified as urban residential should 
also have existing or planned public water supplies and wastewater disposal 
systems available at the time of development within the planning period.  For this 
reason, the urban residential category represents densities with lot sizes of 1.5 
acres or less. 

 
Depending on the location and surrounding land use pattern, various types of 
residential development can be accommodated within the urban residential area.  
Urban residential areas should be outside any flood hazard area, have positive 
drainage, and be beyond existing or planned airport runway or approach zones. 

 
Development patterns within urban residential areas should promote a sense of 
community through unified neighborhood groupings with convenient and safe 
pedestrian access.  Recreational sites with safe pedestrian access shall be required 
within urban residential areas to allow daily recreational activity and exercise. 

 
Unless required for public safety reasons, through traffic should be discouraged 
within neighborhoods in urban residential areas to increase privacy.  Direct access 
for individual residential lots onto the major thoroughfare network should be 
discouraged.  Densities of individual areas should be appropriate for the type of 
thoroughfare access and capacity of utility systems available, plus be compatible 
with surrounding land uses. 

 



 
Neighborhoods within the urban residential areas should be buffered from 
incompatible uses by open space, screening, or acceptable transition uses and 
densities. 

 
 
Commercial 
  

Areas designated commercial reflect retail, service, office and general business 
type uses within three categories:  highway-oriented business uses, professional 
office/services, and neighborhood business type uses.  These categories are 
intended to make up a well-balanced, location sensitive system of commercial 
areas to serve the needs of the population. 

 
Highway Business:  These highway-oriented uses should be clustered at strategic 
locations on the major thoroughfare and street or road network having convenient 
access to their respective trade areas.  Public water supply and sanitary sewer 
services should be available for these concentrations at the time of development.  
Traffic and land use impacts on adjacent residential areas should be minimized 
through proper screening, buffering, and street alignments.  Highway commercial 
development should have coordinated driveway approaches and unified 
landscaping around parking areas. 

 
Professional Office/Service Business:  This category reflects less intensive 
commercial land uses oriented to professional offices and service type operations.  
They may be in a planned office park setting or utilized as a transitional 
commercial use between highway-oriented business and other uses such as single-
family or multi-family residential.  This category should also have access to major 
or minor thoroughfare and collector roads depending on size, scale, traffic 
generation and compatibility.  This category can be applied where conversion of 
residential corridors may be contemplated.  Public water supply and sanitary 
sewer services should be available at the time of development. 

 
Neighborhood Business:  This category reflects less intensive commercial, retail 
and service operations that serve a limited population base.  These uses may be 
associated with neighborhood business districts along major and minor collector 
streets, or small neighborhood shopping centers offering convenience goods and 
personal services usually available near concentrated residential areas.  This 
category may be appropriate in rural areas on a very limited basis with minimal 
potential for disruption to the residential and rural character. 

 
 
Industrial 
  

This category in intended to reflect manufacturing or more intensive industrial 
land use activities not considered of a commercial or retail nature.  Typically, 

 



these activities should be part of a properly planned area or in municipalities 
where higher levels of service and transportation access can be provided.  Water 
supply, wastewater disposal and electric and natural gas utilities should be 
available to such areas in capacities adequate to handle the desired levels of 
service.  A light and general (or heavy) industrial category is described as part of 
this land use category. 

 
Light Industrial:  The light industrial category represents areas of less intensive 
manufacturing facilities, wholesale/distribution facilities and office related or 
research firms that have minimal external impact on surrounding land uses.  
These areas should be along arterial highways or in industrial park settings in 
proximity to the interstate highway system.  Locations along rail corridors are 
also desirable.  On a limited basis, certain light industrial uses may be appropriate 
in rural areas where public sewer and water services may not be necessary.   
Adequate drainage, appropriate transportation access and compatibility with 
surrounding land uses are important factors in this consideration. 
 
Areas designated as light industrial should be adequately sized to allow buffering 
against adjacent uses and future expansion of facilities.  The placement of light 
industrial areas should avoid the areas of the regional aquifer system most 
sensitive to pollution.  They should also be in areas that are rated prime and 
suitable for commercial/industrial development in Part 1 Chapter VII – 
Development Suitability Analysis. 

 
General Industrial:  This category represents areas of major or “more intensive-
heavy” manufacturing and processing facilities, extensive trucking and 
warehousing operations, shipping firms, and similar types of facilities.  Due to 
relatively larger volumes of truck traffic, general industrial areas should be 
located in proximity to major highway systems.  Rail access should also be 
considered.   
 
Areas designated General Industrial or Heavy Industrial should be adequately 
sized to allow buffering against adjacent uses and allow for future growth.  These 
land uses should avoid environmentally sensitive areas, including regional 
groundwater aquifers. 

 
 
Public and Institutional: 
 

Areas designated as Public and Institutional include government activities, public 
buildings, government offices, schools, highway garages, airports, utility plants, 
hospitals, and other large scale public and institutional uses of a county-wide or 
regional significance.  Churches, cemeteries and other quasi-public uses are also 
intended to be grouped in this category.  Their location should take into account 
the public benefit, compatibility with surrounding lands uses and impact upon 
surrounding areas, drainage and transportation systems.  

 



Open Space, Conservation & Recreation: 
 

The open space, conservation & recreation category represents active recreation 
sites, undeveloped flood hazard areas, open space preserves, hunting areas, unique 
natural areas and greenway corridors.  Land placed within this category is 
intended to provide sites to accommodate leisure-time activity and/or maintain 
areas of relatively undisturbed natural environments.  They may also represent 
significant wooded areas that affect a larger corridor worthy of preservation with 
limited development and those areas recognized in Miami County’s Green Space 
Plan. 
 
Neighborhood recreation sites should be conveniently and safely accessible by 
foot for the intended service population within Urban Residential areas.  Active 
recreation sites serving larger populations should have access to the major 
thoroughfare network to allow convenient access.  Areas of relatively undisturbed 
natural environments are located with respect to the unique physical features of 
Miami County.  Limits to the intensity of development in and around these areas 
may be warranted to maintain an ecological balance that sustains their unique 
values.  Groundwater protection and recharge, unique vegetation and wildlife, 
protection of natural stream corridors, and scenic beauty are included in such 
values. 

 
 
Special Planning Areas: 
 

Areas designated as Special Planning Areas represent sections of Miami County 
where development potential and/or unique conditions exist that would support 
more than one type of urban use or concentration of land uses.  Most of these 
areas also may lack public utilities and/or improved road systems.  Future growth 
in these special planning areas will depend on the utility services available, 
transportation improvements, and surrounding land use patterns.  Given these 
factors, special planning areas should be developed only after more detailed 
master planning of the areas is accomplished.  In doing so, proper land use 
relationships can be ensured and sprawl patterns resulting in fragment 
development can be avoided. 

 
 
Urban Service Boundary: 
 

The Urban Service Boundary is the perimeter area that is sufficient and 
appropriate to accommodate population and related growth around urban 
concentrations within the planning period.  It is drawn around those areas or 
locations that presently offer or are expected to have water and sewer services 
within this study’s time frame.  New major development and redevelopment at 
urban densities should be confined within these boundaries to take advantage of 
the presence of existing public utilities.  The extension of sewer lines, water lines, 

 



and other services required to support more intensive land development should 
not be encouraged outside the Urban Service Boundaries.  The only exceptions 
should be service extensions necessary to protect public health in existing 
developments.  Urban service boundaries generally match major topographical 
features such as drainage basins, often linked to sanitary sewer facility planning 
area boundaries or logical water service areas and take into account other major 
public infrastructure investments such as freeway interchanges, airports and 
parks.  In addition, they are intended to minimize the expansion of urban 
development into areas with prime agricultural land and avoid “leap-frog” 
development patterns. 

 
 
Well Field Protection Area: 
 

Areas designated as well field protection areas represent those parts of the 
regional underground aquifer system where existing drinking water supplies are 
obtained by pumping groundwater.  Boundaries shown on the plan are include 
those areas where water purveyors have delineated groundwater capture areas 
approved by the Ohio EPA.  These areas should be limited to development 
activities that avoid negative impacts o groundwater.  Land use activities that 
present a potential contamination threat to the existence should be discouraged. 

 
 
Airport Noise Zone: 
 

The airport noise zones designated on the plan map represent approximate zone 
boundaries around the Dayton International Airport expected to have a day-night 
average sound level (DNL) of 65 and higher, based on the latest available 
assessment.  These boundaries should be re-evaluated on a regular basis and are 
subject to change.  These zones are the standards used to administer local 
regulatory measures dealing with airport noise.  The intent is to minimize any 
nuisance resulting from incompatibility between airport noise and land uses 
within the vicinity of the airport.  Incompatible land uses within these zones 
should not be encouraged and any structures built should be required to meet 
appropriate standards.  Subdivision activity in this area should incorporate 
restrictive covenant language on the deed and survey instruments to identify noise 
impacted land uses.  Dwelling units and other structures should incorporate 
appropriate sound insulation techniques into the construction process.  More 
details on this subject can be found in the Dayton International Airport Master 
Plan and Noise Compatibility Study. 

 
 
Recognized Historic District: 
 

Areas in the recognized historic district represent those parts of Miami County 
located within the boundaries of an historic district officially recognized by the 

 



Ohio Historical Preservation Office and/or listed on the Unites States Department 
of Interior National Register of Historic Places.  Any development within these 
areas should be compatible with locally adopted land use regulations as 
appropriate.  The expenditure of any federal or state funds with designated 
historical districts or structures, or even in those areas where they are eligible for 
inclusion in the national register of historic places may trigger additional levels of 
review and coordination. 
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HISTORICAL AND EMERGING LAND USE TRENDS IN MIAMI COUNTY 
 
Certain physical features inherent to Miami County’s landscape have historically 
influenced development patterns.  These features act as boundaries, limits, edges and/or 
magnets to development and will continue to shape the County’s essential land use 
character.  The most prominent of these features include the Great Miami River, the 
Stillwater River, Interstate 75, State Route 48 and broad expanses of low density prime 
farm ground separated by these major north-south features. 
 
The recommended future land use pattern has been designed to correlate to these six 
major features of Miami County.  For lack of better names, they are as follows: the I-
75/Great Miami River Corridor, the Scenic River Corridor, the Central Farm Corridor, 
the Western Farm Corridor, the Northeastern, and the Southeastern Farm Corners of the 
County. 
 
 
The I-75/Great Miami River Corridor 
 
The central north-south corridor along Interstate Route 75 and the Great Miami River is 
and should remain the most intensely developed part of the country.  It contains Piqua, 
Troy, and Tipp City, three cities with extensive utility systems.  The county complements 
these utility systems with limited service to parts of unincorporated areas within the 
corridor. 
 
The three cities have annexed a fairly extensive amount of undeveloped land along the 
corridor and are being programmed for residential, industrial and commercial 
development with available water and sewer services.  The more significant areas 
designated industrial within this corridor influencing this plan are found along I-75 on the 
eastern side of Piqua; along I-75 near the State Route 41 and State Route 55 interchanges; 
and on the north side of Tipp City with access through Don Davis Way planned to the 
County Road 25A interchange.  The other areas with significant industrial concentrations 
are on the west side of Piqua along U.S. Route 36, and an industrial concentration along 
the south county line close to the Dayton International Airport. 
 
Commercial concentrations are also widely dispersed throughout this corridor.  The Dixie 
Highway, now known as County Road 25A, is establishing itself with somewhat unique 
commercial and institutional land use patterns, particularly north and south of Troy and 
Piqua.  The commercial corridor along County Road 25A south of Troy to the interstate 
is populated largely by major auto dealerships and is a regional commercial attraction as 
is the area north of Piqua.  The large shopping centers, located in Troy and Piqua, serve 
multi-county populations.  The historic central business districts of Troy, Tipp and Piqua 
are –for the most part—healthy and are also becoming well known for their restaurants, 
activities and specialty shops. 
 
Expansion of residential uses will continue to occur along this corridor.  Because this 
expansion will encroach upon the prime agricultural area of the county, this plan should 

 



attempt to identify logical limits on how far west and east expansion will occur within a 
planning period.  Residential development should be kept within the urban service 
boundary.  A noticeable leapfrog development pattern west of Tipp City should be filled 
from the east before any additional western portion is developed.  Westward expansion of 
Piqua should logically recognize Spiker Road as a service area boundary within this 
planning period.  Additional residential development on the east side of the Piqua 
community would be desirable, given its proximity to schools and access to industrial and 
commercial sites.  The future development pattern on the northeast side of Piqua 
extending into Springcreek Township should concentrate on infill of existing tracts 
already annexed into Piqua to avoid leapfrog development patterns. 
 
Residential expansion on the northeast side of Troy is also proposed.  City and county 
officials should explore options to further improve traffic flow to and from this general 
area.  A secondary transportation connection from the northeast side of Troy to County 
Road 25-A with a new bridge over the Great Miami River should be studied for future 
transportation plans.  The northeast side of Troy is a logical area for development given 
the presence of utilities with few limitations for development.  It would provide some 
degree of land use plan balance and cost effectiveness although the major shopping and 
industrial concentrations within the Troy community will likely remain on the west side 
of the river. 
 
Four major institutional uses serving county-wide needs within this corridor are 
concentrated north of Troy.  These institutional uses along County Road 25A are Upper 
Valley Medical Center major medical complex and the Miami County Health 
Department.  The County’s Human Services Center and the West Central Juvenile 
Detention facility are major activity centers.  The Board of County Commissioners also 
owns and 83 acre undeveloped tract of land adjacent to these facilities (formerly known 
as the Neal Farm).  This land is planned for possible development including a minimum 
security jail. 
 
South of Tipp City along the I-75 corridor, another large institutional land use is a private 
church complex known as the Ginghamsburg United Methodist Church.  Due to 
increasing membership, this church will continue to be a large activity center with plans 
for expansion. 
 
The Open Space/Conservation/Recreation designation along parts of Great Miami River 
and its tributaries represents a general trend by society to restore a healthy environment to 
river systems.  This plan encourages the conservation of natural resources, including 
woodlands and wetlands, and compatible farming practices that contribute to a healthy 
river.  This corridor is also the source of water supply for the three communities.  Open 
space uses are encouraged within the drainage basin of Swift Run Lake north of Piqua 
and around the Troy and Tipp City well fields.  Recreational uses are very appropriate for 
this area and are reflected by the number of major recreational sites already established.  
Examples of these include: Piqua Country Club, Johnston Farm, the Hollow, Forest Park, 
Eldean Road Covered Bridge, Mark Knoop Ballfields, Duke Park, North Market Street 
ballfields, Archer Park, Troy Community Park and Miami Shores Golf Course next to the 

 



river.  Hobart Arena and the Troy High School and associated recreational facilities are 
landmarks in this downtown area.  Remnants of the old canal wind through this corridor 
and are tied into the historic downtown Tipp City area.  Cliffside Golf Course, Charleston 
Falls, and Taylorsville Reserve are prominent large recreational facilities.  The proposed 
bikeway from Piqua south to the county line is another example of the recreation 
potential of the river corridor which should be further explored.  A potential open space 
use of the Armco quarry should be considered and is mentioned in the Miami County 
Green Space Plan. 
 
One reason the river corridor has remained undeveloped has been the Miami 
Conservancy flood easement and flood plain zoning as administered by the cities and 
county.  This will continue to be a limiting factor for growth along the Great Miami River 
Corridor, especially south of Troy.  Mineral extraction is also an existing use along the 
river corridor.  This corridor is where the County’s major sand and gravel deposits are 
found and they will be needed for construction purposes as the county grows.  The plan 
should recognize the existence of these operations and address compatibility issues with 
surrounding land use patterns. 
 
Fingers of open space/conservation/recreation are designated in parts of the corridor 
away from the Great Miami River.  These are designated to encourage conservation of 
existing woodlands and drainage capacity of the waterways passing through future urban 
areas and feeding into the river.  A coordinated system of open space and greenways 
should be built along the waterways as these areas develop.  Thus, the four objectives of 
providing recreation corridors for walking and biking, connecting parks, maintaining 
water quality, and storm water management could all be met with one system. 
 
 
The Central Farm Corridor 
 
The Central Farm Corridor to the County is a large expanse of consistent soil patterns and 
relatively undeveloped farmland sandwiched between the two major transportation 
corridors of Miami County – State Route 48 and I-75.  It should be considered one of the 
three general agricultural production areas of the county which should be recognized in 
the plan.  Widely-scattered minor residential development has occurred in the northern 
and central parts, but not enough to change the agricultural character.  Scattered 
residential development in the southern part is more noticeable, especially south of State 
Route 571 and around the three rural centers of Kessler, Nashville, and Frederick.  
Overall, the agricultural character outside of the I-75 corridor has not been impacted 
significantly but the trends indicate that residential development in this area will still be a 
factor. 
 
Development pressures on this agricultural resource of Miami County are strong since it 
is just north of the Dayton urbanized area and I-75 is found along the western side of 
Troy, Tipp City, and the Great Miami River with five interchanges access points.  
Growth along the I-75 corridor is being pulled westward.  To recognize the importance of 
this area for agricultural production and discourage encroachment of non-compatible 

 



uses, it is designated “Agricultural Area.”  Westward expansion should be limited to the 
area within the urban service boundary.  Preserving large agricultural tracts should be a 
major construction in the land use decision-making process. 
Two major activity centers that should be recognized in the land use plan and how they 
may impact this corridor are the Piqua Airport at the north end and the Dayton 
International Airport at the south end.  The land use plan should recognize the possibility 
of expansion from these facilities, particularly from the Dayton airport, as to their 
impacts from flight patterns and the need for compatible land use patterns. 
 
Factors helping to maintain the agricultural character and function of this part of Miami 
County are soils with marginal natural drainage qualities, and a combination of shallow 
depth to bedrock and limited groundwater resources in the southern part.  Drainage 
concerns can be corrected with field tiles for agricultural purposes, but additional 
complications may be encountered with non-agricultural uses and septic tanks.  Without 
urban utility services, the designation on the plan for continued agricultural use and 
limited residential development is considered the most appropriate option for this 
corridor within the planning period.  The existing rural settlements are recognized on the 
plan, but are not recommended for expansion within the planning period.  The area 
designated Open Space/Conservation/Recreation on the plan is along Brush Creek, Mill 
Creek, and golf courses. 
 
 
The Western Farm Corridor 
 
The Western Farm Corridor of the county is the expanse of relatively unspoiled farmland 
west of the Stillwater River corridor.  This feature is actually the eastern part of a large, 
flat plain of excellent farmland also encompassing eastern Darke County and 
northwestern Montgomery County.  It is also a prominent geographic feature to the three 
primary agricultural production areas of Miami County.  Laura and Potsdam are two 
villages recognized in this corridor.  Widespread marginal natural drainage conditions, 
along with a shallow depth to bedrock near West Milton and limited groundwater 
resources in the central part, make development outside established villages less desirable 
from a long-term viewpoint.  Drainage concerns can be corrected for agricultural use and 
limited residential use is considered the most appropriate option for this corridor within 
the planning period.  Laura is expected to possibly accommodate some growth areas 
around the edges of town.  The Potsdam community will probably not expand outside its 
current limits within the planning period due to lack of utilities. 
 
Residential density should remain low, given the generally limited groundwater resources 
in the area.  The industrial designation on Davis Road just south of State Route 55 
represents the expected continuation of quarry operations through the planning period. 
 
The Open Space/Conservation/Recreation designations within this part of Miami County 
are along Ludlow Creek, and other tributaries.  They represent flood zones and are meant 
to encourage conservation of existing woodlands along the corridors.  The intent is to 

 



maintain good water quality along streams feeding the scenic Stillwater River to the east, 
which is also a source of drinking water for West Milton. 
 
The Scenic River Corridor 
 
One of the major recreational features of Miami County is the Stillwater scenic river 
corridor.  This river and transportation corridor runs from the northwest corner of the 
county thence south-southeast to approximately six miles east of the southwest corner of 
the county.  Both the Stillwater River and the Greenville Creek are designated Scenic 
Rivers by the State of Ohio.  Their scenic designations are enhanced by major significant 
woodlands along each stream, the varied topography, and waterfalls.  State Route 48 
forms the transportation backbone of the corridor with the communities of West Milton, 
Ludlow Falls, Pleasant Hill, and Covington found along its path.  Bradford is at the Darke 
County line between the Stillwater River and Greenville Creek.  All the communities 
have water service and all but Ludlow Falls have sewer service.  Areas around each 
community could be designated for limited urban expansion.  West Milton is the largest 
community in the corridor and is situated on the northern edge of the Dayton urbanized 
area.  Some residential expansion is designated on the plan along the western and 
northern edges of the community.  The corridor between West Milton and Ludlow Falls 
is designated a special planning area because of an existing waterline and the possibility 
that sewer could be extended if Ludlow Falls find the need to hook into the West Milton 
system.  If these utilities are provided, several potential land use options are possible.  
Limited residential development is designated along the edges of the Stillwater River 
valley.  This type of development pattern should only be permitted at very low density 
because groundwater resources are generally poor.  The potential negative impact of 
higher residential densities on this scenic river should be avoided.  The area generally 
between Covington and Bradford could be considered for limited low density residential 
development.  Open Space/Conservation/Recreation is designated along the Stillwater 
River, Greenville Creek, Harris Creek, and Trotters Creek.  Many high-quality public 
open space sites are within the corridor, such as Brukner Nature Center, Greenville Falls, 
Stillwater Prairie Reserve, Goode Prairie Preserve, Blankenship Preserve, and West 
Milton and Covington’s community parks.  The concept of open space preservation and 
preserving the scenic quality of this corridor is also supported in the Miami County Green 
Space Plan.  The southern half of the corridor is protected from development by the 
Miami Conservancy District flood easement starting at the county line to the south end of 
Covington. 
 
The Northeastern Farm Corridor 
 
The Northeastern Farming Corridor is the flat and undulating the fertile agricultural area 
east of the I-75/Great Miami River Corridor and north of the Honey Creek corridor.  It 
has remained relatively undeveloped, due in part to its remoteness from the Dayton 
urbanized area, limited access to I-75 and limited infrastructure.  Given these factors and 
the abundance of prime farmland, most of this part of the county is designated 
agricultural.  Fletcher and Casstown are the only incorporated communities in the 
northeast part of Miami County.  Lena and Conover, found east of Fletcher near the 

 



county line, are rural centers that existed in part because of the railroad parallel to US 
Route 36 that has been abandoned.  Fletcher is the largest community and the only one 
with any utility services.  However, it only has water service.  The major non-residential 
land use is Infotel/Midwest Micro.  It is found east of Fletcher along US Route 36 and is 
designated industrial on this plan.  One of the long-term goals of the plan should be to 
provide water and sewer services to Casstown with extension from the Troy system.  If 
services are made available, residential land use designations along this corridor should 
be considered because accessibility to I-75 is too limited for industrial development and 
commercial facilities in Troy, Casstown, and Fletcher would be adequate.  The Miami 
East school complex near Casstown, elementary school in Elizabeth Township, and the 
David Brown Youth Center are the three institutional properties designated on the plan. 
 
While the plan recognizes agricultural designations in this corridor, land use decisions 
will be determined locally through the township’s respective zoning process.  If allowed, 
low densities and careful placement of such development to avoid negative impacts to 
existing farming operations should be considered.  The corridors designated Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation along Spring Creek, Lost Creek, Indian Creek, and other 
tributaries mainly represent flood hazards.  Significant woodlands are found along Indian 
Creek.  Big Woods Reserve is the significant open space within the northeastern part of 
Miami County. 
 
The Southeast Corner 
 
The southeast corner of Miami County is an area defined by the Honey Creek corridor on 
the north and the Great Miami River valley on the west.  It basically represents Bethel 
Township, and is a unique part of Miami County in terms of physical features and 
location in relation to the Dayton urbanized area.  Phoneton and Brandt are two existing 
rural centers found along US Route 40.  The primary land use characteristics are the 
mixture of agricultural uses and Large-Lot Residential developments with some limited 
industrial and commercial development.  Given its location just north of Huber Heights, 
and closeness to both Wright-Patterson Air Force Base and I-70, much development has 
taken place over the years without provision of utility services. 
 
This corridor has a number of future land use issues to come to terms with.  The scattered 
Large-Lot Residential development pattern over such a large area has decreased farm 
acreage.  The urban concentrations of Brandt and Phoneton, and the Wiley Industrial 
Park, have experienced to some degree problems associated with failing septic tanks and 
lack of water resources.  The Bethel School facilities, located off State Route 202 have a 
documented ground water contamination site with possible off-site implications.  Bethel 
Township has limited resources to develop its own water and sewer services.  Due to 
distances from existing services, it is cost prohibitive to consider developing a township 
wide utility system.  Existing industries have expressed significant interest in procuring 
these services, a position not supported by many residential households in the township.  
The County has made this a priority area in terms of further exploring the development of 
utility services on a limited basis, especially as it may benefit the school district and 
Brandt area. 

 



 
Unless services are provided, particularly water services, major urban development is not 
recommended in this corridor during the planning period.  With the extension of services, 
the area framed generally by State Route 202, US. 40 and State Route 201 is suitable and 
logical for development.  This large area, if developed appropriately, would provide a 
good tax base for township government and local school operations.  Given the 
importance of this area, it is recommended that special planning efforts be directed to this 
part of the township.  A planned unit development approach with unified and coordinated 
planning should be further implemented in this area.  Until utilities are provided and such 
planning efforts are conducted the land use plan recommends this area remain in 
agricultural. 
 
Two major features of the southeast corner of the county are designated Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation.  The Honey Creek corridor has flood hazard conditions 
regulated by the county and the Miami Conservancy District.  It also contains several 
significant woodlands, sand and gravel resources, large areas of unstable soils, and many 
wetlands.  Besides these factors, its value as an open space are is evidenced by four large 
private recreation clubs currently found within this corridor and a golf course on the 
southern edge.  The other major open space designation on the plan reflects possible 
expansion of Carriage Hill Preserve east of State Route 202. 
 
 
The Special Planning Areas 
 
The land use plan recognizes some areas within the county to be designated “Special 
Planning Area.”  These designations are made because of the unique conditions affecting 
both the type and timing of development.  Most represent areas with a level of access to 
transportation facilities and urban services that would permit several types of land use.  
Another factor is the timing of access to water and sewer services that would allow 
development to occur.  The County should give careful consideration as to how these 
areas may develop and consider a variety of criteria in the land use decision process 
including: the compatibility of surrounding land use patterns, the availability of utilities, 
exposure and access to transportation facilities, especially I-75.  Additional planning 
studies may be warranted in these designated areas to ensure proper development.  
 
 
FUTURE LAND USE RECOMMENDATIONS BY PLANNING AREA 
 
This section of the Miami County plan is intended to be a general discussion of the 
existing characteristics affecting land use and recommendations on the future land use 
patterns of each planning area.  For detailed analysis of each planning area refer to Part 
VI – Development Suitability Analysis, Tables 27a and 27b.  Planning zones are 
identified by their general location within the county and with respect to the township or 
nearby city or village. 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 1 
(Newberry Twp. Area) 
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Public & Institutional 
 
Location.  Planning Area #1 is located in the northwest corner of the county in the upper 
and east part of Newberry Township.  It’s bounded to the north by Miami-Shelby Rd. 
West; then east and south along the Newberry Township line; west along Marlin Rd.-
Rench Road-State Route 41-Farrington Road, northward along Mulberry Grove-
Rakestraw Rd., west along US 36, then following the Covington corporation limits to the 
Stillwater River, north to Covington-Bradford Rd. then northward along State Route 48.    
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of 13,214 
acres of which 11,669 acres (88%) is classified Agriculture/Vacant with 1,544 acres (12 
%) considered developed.  Agriculture land use patterns and some residential clustering 
combined with dispersed single family residential uses are the dominant land use patterns 
in the planning area.  Flood plain conditions associated with the Scenic Stillwater River, 
and branches of the Apple, Rudy, Bennett, Trotters Creek and Sigmund drainage ways 
are the major barriers to development. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 1,027 persons and there were 381 
housing units.  “Farm Residential” uses comprise 125 acres (0.9%) of the planning area.  
“Large-Lot Residential” land uses (5-10 acres) occupy 532 acres (4.0%) and single-
family residential development (less than 5 acres) encompasses 593 acres (4.5%) of the 
planning area. 
 
Recreational and notable open space/conservation land uses reflect the Goode Prairie and 
the Stillwater Prairie Nature Preserve, operated by the Miami County Park District and 
State of Ohio, Department of Natural Resources.  Both sites are ecologically sensitive 
areas with remnant prairie grasses and passive recreation qualities.  Approximately 191 
acres were classified in this recreation category. 
 
Some small commercial/agribusinesses are found in this planning area but are not 
expected to expand significantly over the planning period.  The eastern edge of the 
planning area is potentially affected by the runway alignment of the Piqua Municipal 
Airport.  Future land uses in the vicinity of State Route 185 should take this 
public/institutional land use into account. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  The area is well connected by multiple state 
routes.  State Routes 41, 36, 721, 48 and 185 serve the area as urban or rural type arterial 
roads, while Rangeline Road, Versailles, Piqua-Clayton, Brown and Farrington Roads are 
important rural collector roadways.   
 
The planning area has 106 acres (0.8%) in the Upper Great Miami Drainage Basin and 
13,009 acres (98.5%) in the Stillwater Drainage Basin.   Most groundwater yields a 
maximum of 75 gallons per minute.  Public water and sewer services are not expected to 

 



be extended into this planning area over the planning period.  The eastern edge of the 
planning area is partially identified in the Piqua facility planning area boundary. The 
areas along US Route 36 and Brown Roads are partially in the Covington Facility 
Planning area.  This area is generally outside any urban service boundary.   
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  Aside from flooding 
potential and drainage limitations, there are few development constraints inherent to the 
geologic and soil patterns generally found in this area.  High depth to bedrock conditions 
and limited groundwater resources do not seem to be limiting factors in this Planning 
Area.  This planning area identifies a sizeable amount of acreage (1,546 acres) in the 
future or adopted land use category of open space conservation designation while the 
majority of remaining area is designated agriculture land use.  Some significant wooded 
areas are found scattered throughout the planning area and warrant preservation from a 
scenic and wildlife habitat standpoint.   
 
 Due to the distance from existing services, the predominance of prime farmland, and the 
existing rural character, most of this planning area is designated “Agricultural Area”.  
The southeast corner of the planning area is designated “Public and Institutional” to 
reflect the presence of the Piqua airport operations in addition to a cemetery near the 
Crescent Road/State Route 48 area.  Residential lands uses should be discouraged in this 
part of the planning area near the airport’s noise impacted areas. 
 
The value of the Stillwater River Corridor to Miami County should be protected by 
thoughtful planning by both the public and private sectors to maintain an appropriate 
scale of development compatible with preserving its natural and recreational functions.  
Intensive development and multiple lot splits should be discouraged in this planning area 
with efforts directed to preserve ecologically sensitive areas around the Stillwater Prairie 
and Goode Prairie preserves and river corridors in general.  These areas and corridors 
along the Stillwater River and associated stream corridors are designated “Open 
Space/Conservation/ Recreation”.  
 
Limited low density residential development should be sensitive to flood plain 
conditions, impact upon farmland and drainage considerations.  Dedication of additional 
right-of-way may be warranted along township and county roads where development 
occurs.  Significant residential and commercial platting activity along the state routes in 
this planning area should be discouraged to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state access management regulations. 
______________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3201; Block Group 1 (partial); Census Blocks 1001-1035, 1036-1039, 
1041-1045, 1068, 1069, 1070 
Census Tract 3250; Block Group 1; Census Blocks 1000-1003, 1009 
1998 Miami County Plan: Planning Areas 1, 33, 32, 43, 44, 53 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 2 
(Newberry Twp. Area) 
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Public & Institutional 
 
Location.  Planning Area #2 is located in the northwest corner of the county in the 
central western part of Newberry Township.  Clockwise, it’s bounded to the north by the 
Stillwater River; to a portion of Klinger Road, State Route 48, a portion of Covington 
Bradford Road, the Stillwater River, the Village of Covington; to the south by US 36, 
Greenville Falls-Clayton Rd., Klinger Road, the Village of Bradford and State Route 721.   
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of 5,192 
acre of which approximately 79.9% or 4,150 acres is classified Agriculture/Vacant with 
1,042 acres or 20.1 % considered developed.  Agriculture land use patterns and some 
residential clustering combined with dispersed single family residential uses are the 
dominant land use patterns in the planning area.  Flood plain conditions associated with 
the Scenic Stillwater River, and branches of Harris Creek are major barriers to 
development.   
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 537 persons and there were 208 
housing units.  The major developed land use patterns reflected the following:  “Farm 
Residential” acreage with 45 acres (0.9%); “Large-Lot Residential” land uses (5-10 
acres) with 388 acres (7.5%); and single-family residential development (less than 5 
acres) uses with 351 acres (6.8%) in the planning area.  Naturally prime farm soils, 
especially where drained, comprise a majority of soils in the planning area.  FEMA-
designated flood plains act as natural constraints affecting about 5% of this area. 
 
Recreational and notable open space/conservation land uses reflect portions of the Goode 
Prairie and the Stillwater Prairie Nature Preserve on the south side of the Stillwater River, 
operated by the Miami County Park District and State of Ohio, Department of Natural 
Resources.  Both sites are ecologically sensitive areas with remnant prairie grasses and 
passive recreation qualities.  Approximately 117 acres were classified in this recreation 
category in the 2003 land use inventory. 
 
Some small commercial/agribusinesses are found in this planning area but are not 
expected to expand significantly over the planning period.  The western and eastern edges 
of the planning area are potentially affected by expansion from the Village of Bradford 
and to a lesser extent from the Village of Covington along US. Rte. 36. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  The area is served by State Routes 721, 185 and 
36, principal and minor arterial roads, while Rangeline Road, serves as an important rural 
collector roadway. 
 
The planning area has 123 acres in the Bradford Facility Planning Area and 879 acres in 
the Covington Facility Planning Area.  All the area is situated in the Stillwater Drainage 
Basin.   Most groundwater wells yields a maximum of 75 gallons per minute.  Public 

 



water and sewer services could be extended into this planning area on a limited basis; 
however, urban service boundaries do not extend into this planning extensively due to the 
limitations of Harris Creek and the Stillwater River. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  Aside from flooding 
potential and drainage limitations, there are few development constraints inherent to the 
geologic and soil patterns generally found in this area.  This planning area identifies a 
sizeable amount of acreage in the future or adopted land use category of “Agriculture 
Area”.  It recognizes the abundance of prime agricultural land and a low density 
residential development pattern.  “Public and Institutional” land uses reflect the areas 
north of Bradford in association with a cemetery and recreational facilities. 
 
The value of the Stillwater River Corridor to Miami County should be protected by 
thoughtful planning by both the public and private sectors to maintain an appropriate 
scale of development compatible with preserving its natural and recreational functions.  
Intensive development and multiple lot splits should be discouraged in this planning area 
with efforts directed to preserve ecologically sensitive areas around the Stillwater Prairie 
and Goode Prairie preserves and river corridors in general.  These areas and corridors 
along the Stillwater River and Harris Creek area are designated “Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation”. 
 
Limited low density residential development should be sensitive to flood plain 
conditions, impact upon farmland and drainage considerations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along township and county roads where development 
occurs.  Significant residential and commercial platting activity along the state routes in 
this planning area should be discouraged to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state access management regulations. 
 
_______________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3201; Block Group 1 (partial); Census Blocks 1047-1058, 1061-1067, 
1068, 1072 
1998 Miami County Plan: Planning Areas 33, 34, 37 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 3 
(Newberry Twp. Area) 
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Urban Residential, Special Planning Area, 
Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/Recreation, Commercial, Industrial. 
 
Location.  Planning Area #3 is located in the northwest corner of the county in the 
western part of Newberry Township, adjacent to the Village of Bradford on its east side.  
It’s bounded to the north by the by Klinger Rd. and the Village of Bradford; Greenville 
Falls-Clayton Rd. to the east; US 36 to the South; and State Route 721 and the Village of 
Bradford to the west. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of 1,525 
acres of which approximately 75.2% or 1,147 acres is classified Agriculture/Vacant, with 
378 acres or 24.8 % considered developed.  Agriculture land use patterns and some 
residential clustering combined with dispersed single family residential uses are the 
dominant land use patterns in the planning area.  Flood plain conditions associated with 
Ballinger Run affect the north side of this planning area.  An abandoned railroad corridor 
running east and west from the Village of Bradford acts as a barrier to development. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 210 persons and there were 77 
housing units.  The major developed land use patterns reflected the following:  “Farm 
Residential” acreage with 45 acres (0.9%); “Large-Lot Residential” land uses (5-10 
acres) with 110 acres (7.2%); and single-family residential development (less than 5 
acres) with 133 acres (8.7%) in the planning area.  Some small agribusiness, commercial 
and light industrial uses are found along State Route 36 and near Bradford. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, especially where drained comprise a majority of soils in the 
planning area.  Flood hazard soils and FEMA flood plains act as natural constraints 
primarily along the Ballinger Run area to the north of the planning area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  The area is served by State Routes 721 and 36, 
principal and minor arterial roads, while Covington Bradford Road is identified as a 
minor rural collector. 
 
The planning area has 525 acres in the Bradford Facility Planning Area and 47 acres in 
the Covington Facility Planning Area.  All of the planning area is situated in the 
Stillwater Drainage Basin.  Groundwater yields are in the 75 gallons per minute range for 
much of the planning area.  A small amount of this area is affected by the Village of 
Bradford’s groundwater protection well field.  Public water and sewer services could be 
extended into west side of the planning area from the Bradford area.  An extension of an 
urban service boundary reflects this potential. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  Aside from flooding 
limitations along Ballinger Run and the abandoned rail corridor there are few 
development constraints inherent to the geologic and soil patterns generally found in this 
area.  This planning area identifies the eastern side of the planning area in the future land 

 



use category of “Agriculture Area” in consideration of the prime agricultural land and a 
low density residential development pattern.  “Residential” and “Special Planning Area” 
are designated toward the Bradford area.  The latter designation reflects the potential 
development of the east side of Bradford where a variety of land uses could be developed 
in the abandoned rail corridor.  An “Open Space/Conservation/Recreation” designation is 
identified around the Ballinger Creek area and near the US Route 36 area. 
 
The area around the State Route 721 and US Rt. 36 intersection reflects a “Commercial” 
designation although public water and sewer service should be extended from Bradford 
for any intensive development or redevelopment at this intersection.  This intersection is 
the main entrance into the Bradford community and care should be exercised to 
encourage uses that would enhance this image in combination with good design and 
landscaping.  The area south of Bradford and adjacent to State Route 721 has potential 
for other uses, possibly a small village industrial park setting but is presently designated 
“Residential”.  Any development within this part of the planning area should be 
consistent with current plans by the Village of Bradford.  “Industrial” land use 
designations reflect the area around US Route 36 and Greenville Falls Clayton Road 
associated with an agribusiness and crane rental business.  
 
Intensive development and multiple lot splits should be discouraged in the remainder of 
the planning area.   Limited low density residential development should be sensitive to 
flood plain conditions, impact upon farmland and drainage considerations.  Dedication of 
additional right of way may be warranted along township and county roads where 
development occurs.  Significant residential and commercial platting activity along the 
state routes in this planning area should be discouraged to preserve their traffic carrying 
capacity consistent with state access management regulations. 
 
_______________________________________________________ 
Cross References:   
Census Tract 3201; Block Group 2 (partial); Census Blocks 2000, 2001, 2002, 2015, 
2016, 2017, 2039, 2040 
1998 Miami County Plan: Planning Areas 33, 35, 36 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 4 
(Newberry Twp. Area) 
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Public & Institutional 
 
Location.  Planning Area #4 is located in the northwest corner of the county in the 
southwestern part of Newberry Township.  It’s bounded to the north by US 36, the 
Village of Covington and State Route 48 to the east; to the south by Faulkner Rd. and 
Newberry Township’s boundary.    
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of 4,159 
acres of which approximately 79.4% or 3,249 acres is classified Agriculture/Vacant with 
843 acres or 20.6% considered developed.  Agriculture land use patterns and some 
residential clustering combined with dispersed single family residential uses are the 
dominant land use patterns in the planning area.  The unincorporated community of West 
Covington is a rural settlement area near the Covington village limits. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 642 persons and consisted of 235 
housing units.  The major developed land use patterns reflected the following:  “Farm 
Residential” acreage comprises 21 acres or 0.5%; “Large-Lot Residential” land uses (5-
10 acres) comprise 237 acres (5.8%); while single-family residential development (less 
than 5 acres) identified 326 acres (8.0%) in the planning area.  Relatively small areas of 
multi-family, commercial, industrial, institutional, and recreational are found in this area 
as well. 
 
Prime farm soils, both naturally prime and prime where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (79.9%) in the planning area.  Flood plain conditions associated with the scenic 
Greenville Creek and Stillwater River are major constraints to development along the 
river corridors.  FEMA-designated flood plains affect approximately 14% of this area.  
Shallow bedrock can be found in this area along the Greenville Creek river corridor.  
Mineral deposits can also be found along the river corridors.  The planning area has an 
active quarry, sand and gravel mining operation along the Greenville Creek area near 
State Route 721. 
 
Recreational and notable open space/conservation land uses reflect portions of the 
Greenville Creek and Stillwater River corridors.  The Miami County Park District 
operates the Greenville Falls Preserve near the Rangeline Road intersection and the 
Blankenship Reserve at the southeast end of the planning area.  The Greenville Falls 
Preserve is a scenic water fall with walking trails and is considered an ecologically 
sensitive area with unique plant species and passive recreation qualities. 
 
Some small commercial uses are found along US 36 in this planning area but are not 
expected to expand significantly over the planning period.  The north west edge is 
potentially affected by expansion from the Village of Bradford while the eastern side of 
the planning area is linked to growth near the Covington area. 
 

 



Transportation and Utility Services.  The area is served by State Routes 721, and US 
Rte. 36, principal and minor arterial roads, while Rangeline Road, serves as an important 
north-south rural collector roadway.  The Cardinal Trail walking path travels east-west 
through this planning area. 
 
The planning area has 26 acres in the Bradford Facility Planning Area and 1,780 acres in 
the Covington Facility Planning Area but utility service extensions are unlikely in the 
planning period with the exception of the West Covington area where water and sewer 
services are possibly needed.  All the area is situated in the Stillwater River Drainage 
Basin.   Most of the planning area provides groundwater resources in a range of 75 
gallons per minute.  Availability of groundwater resources can be limited (less than 20 
gallons per minute) in this area where shallow depth to bedrock is present. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   Flooding conditions and 
shallow depth to bedrock are significant constraints for development along the Greenville 
Creek corridor.  Due to this factor and the abundance of prime farm soils, and low density 
residential pattern, the majority of this planning area identifies a sizeable amount of 
acreage in the future or adopted land use category of “Agriculture Area” and “Open 
Space/ Conservation/ Recreation”.  The West Covington community is designated 
“Residential” and is situated in the Covington Urban Service area. 
 
The value of the Greenville Creek and Scenic Stillwater River Corridor to Miami County 
should be protected by thoughtful planning by both the public and private sectors to 
maintain an appropriate scale of development compatible with preserving its natural and 
recreational functions.  Intensive development and multiple lot splits should be 
discouraged in this planning area with efforts directed to preserve ecologically sensitive 
areas around the Greenville Falls Preserve. 
 
Limited low density residential development should be sensitive to flood plain 
conditions, impact upon farmland and drainage considerations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along township and county roads where development 
occurs.  Significant residential and commercial platting activity along the state routes in 
this planning area should be discouraged to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state access management regulations. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3201; Block Group 3; Census Blocks 3000-3021, 3023, 3025-3028 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning areas 38, 39, 40 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 5 
(Newberry Twp. Area, south east of the Village of Covington) 
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Industrial, Commercial, Special Planning Area, Urban Residential.     
 
Location.  Planning Area #5 is located in the northwest corner of the county in the south 
east part of Newberry Township.  It’s bounded to the north by the Village of Covington, 
and US 36; to the east by Mulberry Grove-Rakestraw Road, Farrington Road and State 
Route 41, Rench Road; to the south by Marlin Road that also reflects the Newberry 
Township boundary.    
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of 2,192 
acres of which approximately 66.1% or 1,448 acres is classified Agriculture/Vacant with 
744 acres or 33.9% considered developed.  Agriculture land use patterns and some 
residential clustering combined with dispersed single family residential uses are major 
land use patterns in the planning area with some commercial and light industrial land uses 
located near State Routes 41 and 48.  This planning area is adjacent to the east side of the 
Village of Covington where some development activity is expected to occur during the 
planning period. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 399 persons and consisted of 152 
housing units.  Developed land use patterns reflected the following: “Large-Lot 
Residential” land uses (5-10 acres) comprise 98 acres (4.5%) while single-family 
residential development (less than 5 acres) identified 193 acres (8.8%)in the planning 
area.  Other significant land uses include 182 acres of commercial (8.3%) and industrial 
related land uses at 138 acres (6.3%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (91.8%) in the planning area.  Some shallow depth to bedrock can be found to the 
south central area, east of the industrial park area near Covington.  The most notable 
constraint to development in this area is drainage related with the presence of poorly 
drained soils or lack of suitable drainage outlets. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  The area is served by State Routes 36 and 48, 
both considered urban or rural principal or minor arterial roads.  Brown Road also serves 
as an important county designated rural collector road.  The area is not served with rail 
service.  The Cardinal Bike Route traverses part of this planning area. 
 
Approximately 59% of the planning area is situated within the Covington Facility 
planning area.  Utility extensions are possible from the east and south sides of the 
Covington service network.  The Village of Covington is upgrading water treatment 
facilities in 2005 with enhance iron removal and new well capacity.  This village’s sewer 
treatment facility can also accommodate additional growth.  All the area is situated in the 
Stillwater River Drainage Basin.   Most of the planning area’s geologic soil structure 
provides groundwater resources in a range of 75 gallons per minute although shallow 
depth to bedrock could be a limiting factor for domestic well water where present. 

 



 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   This planning area is 
linked to the future growth potential of the Village of Covington as it extends eastward 
along State Rt. 36, Brown Road, State Routes 41 and 48.  “Urban Residential”, 
“Commercial” and “Light Industrial” growth could be considered as possible land uses 
along these major road systems.  The 1998 Comprehensive Plan reflected this pattern of 
growth and also identified a “Special Planning Area” designation along State Route 36.  
This was primarily due to the variety of mixed uses along this corridor, extending 
eastward toward the Piqua area.  An urban service boundary was also shown extending 
further east from the village.    This concept is also carried forward in this plan update but 
is shifted further east to reflect the potential for more growth in this area. 
 
The 1998 Thoroughfare Plan should be amended to reflect a proposed collector type road 
to be located on the east side of the Covington area to logically connect State Route 36, to 
Brown Road and to State Route 41.   This conceptual roadway will likely be privately 
driven and developed as growth continues on the west side of Covington.  The potential 
extension of an access road from the existing village industrial park swinging northward 
to State Route 41 should also be a planning concept given serious consideration. 
 
The remaining part of the planning area reflects an “Agricultural Area” due to presence 
of prime farmland soils, active farming operations.  An “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” designation also is located on the south and east side of the planning area 
associated with the Stillwater River’s wooded areas and steep slopes.  Flooding presents a 
limiting development factor to the area south of Covington, especially on the west side of 
State Route 48. 
 
The Scenic Stillwater River Corridor should be protected by thoughtful planning by both 
the public and private sectors to maintain an appropriate scale of development compatible 
with preserving its natural and recreational functions.  Intensive development and 
multiple lot splits should be discouraged in this planning area south of Covington along 
the river corridor. 
 
Limited low density residential development and development in general should be 
sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage considerations.  Isolated residential 
development should be discouraged along the state routes to avoid future conflicts with 
the potential for commercial and industrial growth and to preserve their traffic carrying 
capacity consistent with state access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3250; Block Group 2; Census Blocks 2000, 2064, 2065, 2066 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning areas 42, 41 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 6 
(Washington Township)   
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation, Institutional, Commercial, Urban Residential, 
Light Industrial.       
 
Location.  Planning Area #6 is located in the north part of the county on the west side of 
Washington Township.  Clockwise, it is bounded by Miami-Shelby Rd. to the north, 
State Route 66, and the City of Piqua corporation limits running along the hydraulic canal 
to the east; State Route 36 to the south and the Washington Newberry Township line to 
the west.  
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of 5,281 
acres.  The 2000 population base of the planning area was 982 persons and consisted of 
407 housing units.  Washington Township had an estimated population of 1,803 persons 
in the unincorporated area in 2000.  Agriculture land use patterns, low density residential 
development and some residential platted subdivisions are the predominant land use 
patterns in the area.  Some small commercial businesses, shopping and light industrial 
land uses, mixed in with some residential uses are located along State Routes 36 west 
from Piqua.  This planning area has two significant former canal feeder lakes-Decker and 
Swift Run Lakes (annexed to Piqua) with the latter partially supplying drinking water to 
the City of Piqua.  Significant wooded areas are found in the vicinity of these two lakes 
and associated drainage basins.  The City of Piqua’s Echo Hill’s golf club and municipal 
airport are significant landmarks in this planning area.  Notable private and public 
recreation resources-the Piqua Fish and Game club and the City of Piqua’s recreational 
trail are also linked to this area. 
 
Agriculture/Vacant land comprised 4,085 acres or 77.3 of the planning area.  Conversely, 
developed land uses comprised 1,196 acres or 22.7%.  The developed land uses reflected 
the following: “Farm Residential” lots consisted of 184 acres (3.6%) of total area, while 
“Large-Lot Residential” land uses (5-10 acres) comprise 312 acres (5.9%); single-family 
residential development (less than 5 acres) identified 422 acres (8.0%) in the planning 
area.  Other significant land uses include 16 acres of commercial and institutional related 
land uses at 137 acres. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (81.2%) in the planning area.  The most notable constraint to development in this 
area is drainage related with the presence of poorly drained soils or lack of suitable 
drainage outlets. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  The area is served by State Routes 36, a rural 
arterial road and State Routes 66 and 185, considered rural collector roads.  Versailles 
and Piqua-Clayton roads also serve as minor collector roads.  An abandoned rail corridor 
runs parallel along State Route 36.  The City of Piqua’s municipal airport is considered 
an important transportation asset to the area. 
 

 



Approximately 80% of the planning area is situated within the Piqua Facility Planning 
Area.  Just over 1% of the planning area is associated with the Covington Facility 
Planning Area, primarily along the State Route 36 corridor.  Utility extensions are 
possible on a limited basis from Piqua’s service network.  Due to the distance, extensions 
are not likely from Covington’s network.  Approximately 16% of the area is in the 
Stillwater River Drainage Basin with the remaining 84% draining toward the Great 
Miami River basin.   Most of the planning area’s geologic soil structure provides 
groundwater resources in a range of 10-75 gallons per minute.  The Swift Run Lake area 
should be considered a sensitive area from a pollution standpoint. This is because the 
City of Piqua partially draws its domestic water supply from this reservoir that was 
originally constructed as a feeder lake to the canal system.  Any development in this 
watershed should take into consideration possible surface and subsurface drainage 
patterns and potential for pollution. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   This planning area is 
partially linked to the future growth potential emanating from the west side of the City of 
Piqua.  The widening of State Route 36 where it contains two lanes to 4 or 5 lanes may be 
warranted as development continues to extend westward.  The opportunity to extend 
Piqua’s recreational trail westward from its terminus at the abandoned railroad corridor at 
Spiker Road should be given consideration as an important concept.  Since 1998, some 
concentrated residential and commercial growth has occurred around Spiker Road from 
State Route 36 to Piqua-Clayton Road, within Piqua corporation limits.  This trend could 
be expected to continue although gravity-linked sewer service may be a limitation given 
the shift in the drainage basin to the west.   A slightly westward shifted urban service 
boundary generally extends along the Spiker Road corridor northward toward the State 
Route 66 area.  Within this urban-rural type service boundary, “Urban Residential”, 
“Commercial” and “Light Industrial” patterns are reflected in the plan.  The Piqua 
municipal airport is considered an “Institutional” type designation. 
 
The remaining part of the planning area reflects an “Agricultural Area” due to presence 
of prime farmland soils.  “Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” designations are also 
associated with the major drainage ditches or creeks known as McIntire Run, Levering 
Run and Patterson Run.  The Piqua Fish and Game Club’s large wooded area and 
shooting range facilities are included in this pattern.  The extension of the bike trail 
westward along the  abandoned rail corridor is also reflected in the plan. 
  
Limited low density residential development and development in general should be 
sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage considerations, especially as it may 
affect the Swift Run Lake drainage basis.  Major platting activity should be discouraged 
along the state routes and major collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 

 



____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3150.01; Block Group 1; Census Blocks 1000-1009, 1012, 1014, (1017-
1026*) 1027, 1028, 1031, 1033-1038, 1062-1065 *Note the census map is unclear as to 
whether these blocks are inside Piqua corporation limits or not as they are located along 
the perimeter and bank of the Swift Run Lake area.  Staff’s experience is that they are 
referring to unincorporated territory bordering this lake, which may include housing 
units. 
Census Tract 3150.02; Block Group 1; Census Blocks 1002-1004, 1007-1011 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning areas 2, 3, 29, 30, 31, 32 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 7 
(Washington Township area)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 7 is located in the northern part of the County and 
Washington Township.  It borders the north side of the City of Piqua, State Route 66 on 
the west, the County line to the north, the Great Miami River to the east.  This area is 
subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain 
development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents the 
northern quadrant of Washington Township and the north side of Piqua as it extends 
along State Route 66.  In the 1998 Miami Comprehensive Plan, it consisted of two 
smaller planning areas (3 and 4) that were combined into one.  The 2000 population base 
of the planning area was 335 persons and consisted of 144 housing units.  Washington 
Township’s overall population was listed at 1,803 persons in 2000.  This planning area 
contains 1,942 acres of which 81.0% or 1,573 acres is classified Agriculture/Vacant with 
369 acres or 19.0% considered developed. 
 
Except for some small commercial and business operations located along State Route 66, 
traveling north out of Piqua, the remaining planning area is generally rural.  Agriculture 
land use patterns and low density single family residential uses are the major land use 
patterns in the remaining part of the planning area.  Residential subdivisions can be found 
along Hardin and Landman Mill Road.  The area is generally flat with some steep ravines 
near the river basins and natural drainage ways.  The Great Miami River corridor and the 
confluence of Loramie Creek are dominant natural features of this area along with Swift 
Run Lake and remnants of the Miami-Erie Canal.  This planning area is rich in history 
with the presence of the Johnston Farm, the homestead of an early settler and Indian 
agent under the operation of the Ohio Historical Society.   This property and Swift Run 
Lake were annexed into the City of Piqua since the original 1998 Comprehensive Plan 
adoption. 
 
The major developed land uses include “Single-Family Residential” (lot size less than 5 
acres) comprising 157 acres (8.1%); 85 acres of “institutional” and 40 acres of 
“recreational” land use. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (64.3%) in the planning area.  Approximately 15% of the soils were associated with 
sand and gravel deposits.  Flood plain soils and FEMA designated areas affect about 13% 
and 26% of the planning area respectfully.  Other notable constraints to development in 
this area include the presence of some poorly or marginally drained soils.  The Swift Run 
Lake area should be considered a sensitive area from a pollution standpoint. This is 
because the City of Piqua partially draws its domestic water supply from this reservoir 
that was originally constructed as a feeder lake to the canal system.  Any development in 

 



this watershed should take into consideration possible surface and subsurface drainage 
patterns and potential for pollution. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 66, a north-south arterial road serves 
the area and acts as major entrance point to Piqua.  Hardin Road and Piqua Lockington 
Road function as collector type roads.  The opportunity to extend the City of Piqua’s 
recreational trail north in proximity to the Johnston Farm, Lockington and Shelby County 
is being pursued. 
 
Approximately 42% of the planning area is within the Piqua Facility planning area.  
Limited water and sewer service extensions are possible from the City of Piqua and could 
logically be extended northward along the State Route 66 corridor.  Some business along 
this corridor could benefit from water and sewer extensions.  Almost the entire area is 
situated in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin.   Most of the planning area’s 
geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in a range of between 3 to 75 
gallons per minute with some high yield groundwater resources found along the river 
corridor. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations   The northern part of this 
planning area is designated “Agriculture Area” because of its prime soil characteristics 
and distance from urban services.  Areas along State Route 66 and along Hardin Road are 
designated “Urban Residential” reflective of existing land use patterns and potential for 
additional residential growth.  A small low density residential development is anticipated 
along the Landman Mill Road area near the canal area adjacent to an existing platted 
subdivision.  Nearer to Piqua, the plan does not generally identify the State Route 66 
corridor as a commercial/industrial pattern although several small service businesses, a 
mobile home park and a light manufacturing facility of kitchen cabinets are located 
mixed in with residential uses. 
 
Given the presence of flood plain associated with the river, the residential patterns and 
the lack of utility services, large scale expansion of these businesses are not anticipated.   
A small extension of the “Urban Service” boundary northward and eastward is logical in 
relationship to an adjustment also found in Planning Area 8.  “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” designations remain in place along the Great Miami River and Loramie 
Creek corridor and northward along the Johnston Farm homestead and canal.  The 
extension of Piqua’s recreation trail, also known as the “Loop” project has enhanced the 
recreational attractiveness of this area as it follows along the Piqua Hydraulic canal, a 
former rest stop along State Route 66 and then along the Great Miami River. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations, especially as it may impact the Swift Run Lake Area.     Minor land use 
changes can be expected along State Route 66 where some growth is anticipated over the 
planning period.  Multiple lot splits should be discouraged along the State Route 66 and 
major collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and 
local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be 
warranted along certain township and county roads where development occurs. 

 



 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3151; Block Groups 2, 3; Census Blocks 1000-1013, 1017, 1019, 1032 
1998 Planning Areas:  3, 4 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 8 
(Springcreek Township area)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Institutional, Agricultural Area, Open 
Space/Conservation/ Recreation, Urban Residential, Industrial 
 
Location.  Planning Area #8 is located in the northern part of the County and the 
northwest portion of Springcreek Township.  It borders the north side of the City of 
Piqua, Troy-Sidney/County Road 25-A to the east, following the Piqua Corporation 
limits for its south border, then to the Great Miami River to the west.  This 
unincorporated area is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and 
FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of the 
northern quadrant of Springcreek Township.  In the 1998 Miami Comprehensive Plan, 
this area comprised 4 smaller planning areas that were combined into one.  The 2000 
population base of the planning area was 950 persons and consisted of 373 housing units.  
Springcreek Township’s overall population was listed at 1,826 persons in 2000 and has 
remained fairly constant over the past decades.  This planning area contains 3,472 acres 
of which 1,878 acres (56.9%) is classified Agriculture/Vacant with 1,497 acres (43.1%) 
considered developed. 
 
Over the past decade, growth emanating from the northeast side of Piqua has altered 
some of this planning area’s agriculture character to urban residential uses.  The 
remaining planning area is somewhat mixed in character as it borders the Piqua 
corporation limits and the County Road 25-A corridor traveling north out of Piqua.  
Small industrial and commercial companies, car dealerships, greenhouses, churches, 
professionals offices, private recreation clubs and golf courses, concentrated older 
residential neighborhoods can all be found along the 25-A corridor.  Sand and 
gravel/concrete mixing operations are situated along Piqua Lockington Road.   
Agriculture land use patterns and some residential clustering and low density single 
family residential uses are the major land use patterns in the remaining part of the 
planning area. 
 
The major developed land uses reflected the following: “Large-Lot Residential” land uses 
(5-10 acre lot size) comprise 155 acres (4.5%); single-family residential development (lot 
size less than 5 acres) identified 378 acres (10.9%) in the planning area.  Multi-family 
uses (61 acres), commercial-office (219 acres, 6.3%) and industrial uses (188 acres, 
6.3%) are also found in this area.  Some institutional land uses (42 acres, 1.2%) and 
recreational land uses (301 acres, 8.7%) were also found in this mixed planning area. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (76.1%) in the planning area.  An estimated 345 acres exhibit soils reflective of sand 
and gravel resources.  FEMA-designated flood hazard areas affect about 14% of the 
planning area, mostly associated with the Great Miami River, its tributaries, and Rush 
Creek.  Other notable constraints to development in this area also include the presence of 
some poorly or marginally drained soils or lack of suitable drainage outlets. 

 



 
Transportation and Utility Services.  Interstate 75 runs through this planning area with 
exit ramps off County Road 25A- the latter classified as a minor arterial road.  Plans are 
underway to widen this 2 lane facility (primarily along the Piqua Corporation limits) to a 
four and five lane route due to increasing development and traffic pressures.  Piqua-
Lockington Road and County Road 25A Troy-Sidney Road, Loony Road are classified as 
major, rural or county designated collector type roads serving important traffic carrying 
functions.  Looney Road (south of 25-A) has expanded to a four-lane facility over the 
past decade providing better service to the school systems located off this route (Upper 
Valley Joint Vocational Schools, Piqua Schools, Edison State Community College).  The 
widening of Interstate 75 from a 4-lane facility to a 6-lane interstate road may be 
programmed within the planning period, consistent with the segment to Troy.  Rail 
service from an active CSX rail line serves this area, an important transportation asset 
with implications for future land uses, especially along County Road 25A and Looney 
Road. 
 
Approximately 83% of the planning area is situated within the Piqua Facility planning 
area.  Water and sewer service extensions are possible from the City of Piqua and could 
logically be extended along County Road 25A, Country Club, Looney Road.  All the area 
is situated in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin.   An estimated 60-70% of the 
planning area’s geologic soil structure provides high yield groundwater resources over 75 
gallons per minute, mostly associated with sand and gravel type hydraulic soil patterns.  
Former sand and gravel pits located on the north end of Piqua Lockington Road, near the 
Great Miami River, also provide public water supplies to the City of Piqua. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   This planning area is 
linked somewhat to the future growth from the City of Piqua where residential, 
commercial and industrial growth has been extending gradually along the County Road 
25A corridors.  Based on existing land use patterns, “Commercial”, “General Industrial”, 
and “Light Industrial” uses are reflected along the County Road 25-A, Looney Road, and 
Piqua-Lockington Road.  Expansion of existing businesses should be sensitive to adjacent 
residential lands and should be properly buffered and screened.  Economic development 
efforts are being directed to establish a new use for the former Miami Industries building.  
The development of light industrial uses should be given consideration along the east side 
of Looney Road, north of County Road 25A, where much of this land is annexed to the 
City of Piqua.  With the expansion of some existing businesses along this corridor, this 
other side of this road may be more appropriate for non-residential development. 
 
“Urban Residential” land use patterns reflect the remaining the land use pattern within a 
slightly adjusted or expanded urban service boundary north of the Piqua corporation 
limits.  Concentrated higher density and “Large-Lot Residential” patterns have expanded 
in the Hetzler Road, Clevenger Road, Piqua Lockington Road areas over the past several 
years.  The historical Rossville area, located off County Road 25A, has declined over the 
past decades as a potential viable residential neighborhood.  Community development 
efforts should be directed to this area to explore the possibility of renewing residential 
development or offering assistance for home repairs and street improvements. 

 



 
“Open Space/Conservation/Recreation” designations remain in place follows the 
Springcreek and the Rush Creek tributaries as well.  Some significant wooded areas can 
be found in the northern portion of the planning area where “Agriculture” land use 
designations are also noted. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations as well as the impact and compatibility to existing residential land uses.  
Land use changes can be expected along the County Road 25A corridor, especially as the 
widening of this facility may facilitate more development options.  Multiple lot splits 
should be discouraged along the major arterials and collector roads to preserve their 
traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  
Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and 
county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3001; Block Group 1; Census Blocks 1000-1014, 1016-1022, 1024-1036, 
1042,1045, 1046, 1050, 1056, 1081-1084, 1088 
1998 Planning Areas:  5, 6, 7, 8  
 

 



PLANNING AREA 9 
(Washington Township area)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential, Commercial, Light Industrial, Special Planning 
Area. 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 9 is located in the northern part of the County and comprises 
the southwest corner of Washington Township.  It borders State Route 36, and the south 
side of the City of Piqua, Washington Road to the east, the Washington/Concord 
Township line to the south and the Washington-Newberry line to the west.  This area is 
subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain 
development regulations, administered by Miami County offices.    
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of a 
largely rural area with the exception of a mixture of commercial and residential uses 
along the south side of State Route 36.  A large shopping complex is located near the 
Piqua corporation limits.  Three smaller planning areas from the 1998 plan (27, 28, 44) 
were combined into one planning area with this update. The 2000 population base of the 
planning area was 472 persons and consisted of 189 housing units.  Washington 
Township’s overall population was listed at 1,803 persons in 2000.  This planning area 
contains 5,766 acres of which 5,243 acres (90.9%) is classified Agriculture/Vacant and 
523 acres (9.1%) considered developed.  Developed land uses reflect mostly single 
family residential and some commercial land uses located along State Route 36.  
Agriculture and low density single family residential uses are found in the remaining part 
of the planning area.  The area is very flat with few natural streams or drainage ditches 
present. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise all the soils in 
the planning area.  The most significant constraints to development in this area reflect the 
presence of some marginally or poorly drained soils, seasonably high water tables or lack 
of suitable drainage outlets. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 36, an east-west arterial road serves 
the area and acts as major entrance point to Piqua.  State Route 41 cuts through a small 
section of this planning area near Farrington Road.  Brown, Washington, and Farrington 
roads serve as important collector roads.  Previous transportation plans have 
recommended consideration of extending Spiker Road southward to the vicinity of 
Brown Road or to Farrington Road to improve access on the southwest side of Piqua.  
This road extension is likely to be private developer driven.  The Cardinal Bike Route 
runs east and west through this planning area. 
 
Approximately 20% of the planning area is situated within the Piqua Facility planning 
area.  The area associated with State Route 36 and Brown Road from the vicinity of 
Spiker Road is identified with the Covington Facility Planning Area but service 
extensions are unlikely during the planning period.  A very small portion of the planning 
area’s southeast corner is within the Troy service area.  Limited water and sewer service 

 



extensions are possible from the City of Piqua and could logically be extended along the 
State Route 36 and Washington Road corridors where some development through 
annexation has occurred over the past several years.  Some existing business along the 36 
corridor west of Piqua could benefit from extended services.  About two-thirds of the 
planning area is situated in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin while the 
remainder flows westward to the Stillwater River corridor.  The planning area’s geologic 
soil structure provides groundwater resources in the 75 gallons per minute range. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   This planning may 
continue to see some growth and development westward along the State Route 36 
corridor and southward along the Washington Road area.  As such, an adjustment of the 
“Urban Service Boundary” is recommend to reflect recent and future growth potential; 
and to make it more logical where it adjoins Planning Area 10 and then to Troy area 
urban service boundary to the south.  The area within the urban service boundary reflects 
“Urban Residential” in proximity to Piqua residential development patterns.  Portions of 
the area along State Route 36 are designated “Commercial”, and “Light Industrial”, to 
reflect existing land use trends.  The remaining planning area reflects “Agriculture Area” 
because of its prime farming soil characteristics and distance from urban services. 
 
“Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” designations are placed along some tributaries 
located to the southern part of this planning area and a small wooded area between 
Brown Road and State Route 36.  This wooded area warrants some degree of protection 
due to its isolation and size. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Minor land use changes can be expected along State Route 36 where 
some growth is anticipated over the planning period.  Multiple lot splits should be 
discouraged along State Route 36 and major collector roads to preserve their traffic 
carrying capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  
Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and 
county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3150.02;  Block Groups 1, 2; Census Blocks 1005, 1006, 2005-2008, 2010-
2019 
1998 Planning Areas:  27, 28, 44 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 10 
(Washington Township area)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential, Light Industrial, Special Planning Area, 
Commercial Area 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 10 is located in the northern part of the County and 
comprises the south portion of Washington Township.  It borders the south side of the 
City of Piqua, the Great Miami River to the east, the Washington/Concord Township line 
to the south and the Washington Road to the west.  This area is subject to Miami County 
zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, 
administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of a 
largely rural area bordering residential and industrial development on the south side of 
Piqua.  Some commercial uses and scattered single family homes are located along the 
County Road 25A corridor in the vicinity of the I-75/25A interchange.  Annexation to 
Piqua has brought some of these uses into the city over recent years.  Four smaller 
planning areas from the 1998 plan (24, 25, 26 and 45) were combined into one planning 
area with this update. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 263 persons and consisted of 57 
housing units.  Washington Township’s overall population was listed at 1,803 persons in 
2000.  This planning area contains 1,849 acres of which 1,677 acres (90.7%) is classified 
Agriculture/Vacant and 172 acres (9.3%) considered developed.  Developed land uses 
reflect mostly small amounts of single family residential and commercial uses. The area 
is mostly flat with some minor elevation changes around the drainage channels and the 
river corridor. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 89% of 
soils in the planning area.  The most significant constraints to development in this area 
reflect the presence of some marginally or poorly drained soils in addition to high 
bedrock conditions located toward the east side of the planning area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  County Rd. 25A, a major rural collector road 
between Troy and Piqua, acts as a major entrance point to Piqua.  Washington, and 
Farrington and Experiment Farm roads serve as important designated collector type 
roads.  The Cardinal Bike Route runs east and west through this planning area.  Plans are 
underway to extend a recreational trail south from Piqua’s trail to Troy.   This trail would 
impact this area with the widening of the Peterson Road Bridge and a trail potentially 
along the west side of the river. 
 
Approximately 46% of the planning area is situated within the Piqua Facility Planning 
Area for extension of sewer services.  About 21% of the planning area is within the Troy 
service area found in the southeast corner.  Limited water and sewer service extensions 
are possible from the City of Piqua and could logically be extended southward along the 

 



25A or Washington Road corridor.  The entire area is situated in the Upper Great Miami 
River Drainage Basin.  The planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater 
resources in the 5-75 gallons per minute range although high bedrock conditions can be a 
limiting factor. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   This planning area is 
expected to have some growth and development south from Piqua.  Some land use 
changes have occurred along the 25A Corridor and south along Washington Road since 
the last 1998 plan update.  This pattern can be expected to continue.  An adjustment of 
the “Urban Service Boundary” is recommend to reflect recent and future growth potential 
along the Experiment Farm Road/I-75 corridor; and to make it more logical where it 
adjoins the Troy area urban service boundary.  The area within the urban service 
boundary reflects “Urban Residential” and “Light Industrial” consistent with Piqua’s 
development patterns.  The area south of Piqua along the 25A corridor has a 
“Commercial” and “Special Planning Area” designation consistent with the 1998 plan.  
This “Special Planning Area” designation is expanded southward from the Sherry 
Industrial Park then along Experiment Farm Road and I-75.  This is intended to reflect 
the potential for a number of different land use patterns that could be appropriate for this 
area should it be considered for development. The latter designation also reflects the 
location of some unique farm homesteads that warrant thoughtful consideration as 
development patterns extend southward along this corridor.  The remaining planning area 
reflects “Agriculture Area” because of its prime farming soil characteristics and distance 
from urban services. 
 
“Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” designations are placed along some tributaries 
located to the south part of this planning area and along the Great Miami River. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along the 25A 
and major collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state 
and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be 
warranted along certain township and county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3153; Block Group 2; Census Blocks 6016, 6017, 6021, 6023-6031 
1998 Planning Areas:  24, 25, 26, 44 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 11 
(Springcreek Township area)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Institutional, Agricultural Area, Open 
Space/Conservation/ Recreation, Urban Residential, Industrial 
 
Location.  Planning Area #11 is located in the northern part of the County and the 
northeast portion of Springcreek Township.  It borders the northeast side of the City of 
Piqua.  Clockwise, it is bounded by Piqua City corporation limits and a segment of 
County Rd. 25-A/Troy-Sidney Road, the County line to the north, the Springcreek/Brown 
Township line to the east and State Route 36 to the south.  This area (excluding the 
jurisdiction of Piqua) is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and 
FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area consists of the 
northern quadrant of Springcreek Township.  In the 1998 Miami Comprehensive Plan, 
this area comprised 5 smaller planning areas that were combined into one.  The 2000 
population base of the planning area was 348 persons and consisted of 137 housing units.  
Springcreek Township’s overall population was listed at 1,826 persons in 2000 and has 
remained fairly constant.  This planning area contains 5,716 acres of which 5,445 acres 
(92.8%) is classified Agriculture/Vacant and 411 acres (7.2%) considered developed. 
 
Over the past decade, growth emanating from the east side of Piqua has gradually 
converted this planning area’s western border to other uses.  The remaining planning area 
is generally rural except in proximity to the Piqua corporation limits where a mixture of 
land uses are located including some commercial, institutional, and residential land uses, 
located off Looney Road and State Route 36.  Agricultural land use patterns, some 
residential clustering and low density single family residential uses are the major land use 
patterns in the remaining part of the planning area.  The area is generally flat with some 
minor elevations changes around the drainage ways.  The Springcreek stream corridor is 
a significant feature on the east side of this planning area.  This planning area contains 
some significant wooded areas especially north of State Route 36 near the Piqua 
corporation limits, parts of which have been preserved under the stewardship of the 
Garbry family and most recently by the Upper Valley JVS. 
 
The major developed land uses reflected the following: “Large-Lot Residential” land uses 
(5 to 10 acres in lot size) comprise 165 acres (2.9%); single-family residential 
development (less than 5 acres in lot size) identified 202 acres (3.5%) in the planning 
area.  Other significant land uses include 15 acres of institutional land uses. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (92.8%) in the planning area.  FEMA-designated flood hazard areas affect about 3% 
of the planning area.  Other notable constraints to development in this area also include 
the presence of some poorly or marginally drained soils or lack of suitable drainage 
outlets. 
 

 



Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 36, an arterial road running east and 
west through the township, serves the area.  County Road 25-A, Troy-Sidney and Looney 
Road are considered important collector type roads extending north-south through the 
planning area.  Looney Road has expanded to a four lane facility over the past decade 
providing better service to the school systems located off this route (UVJVS, Piqua 
Schools, Edison State Community College).  The widening of State Route 36 and the 
need for additional right-of-way extending from the Piqua corporation limits eastward to 
the Troy-Sidney Road may warrant consideration as development occurs along this 
corridor.  The Ohio Department of Transportation is moving forward with plans to 
realign the Troy-Sidney Road with State Route 36 to a four-way intersection with traffic 
signalization.  The opportunity to extend the City of Piqua’s recreational trail at its east 
terminus northward, crossing State Route 36 to the major educational landmarks should 
continue to be explored. 
 
Approximately 14% of the planning area is situated within the Piqua Facility planning 
area.  Water and sewer service extensions are possible from the City of Piqua and could 
logically be extended along the State Route 36 and County Road 25-A corridor.  All the 
area is situated in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin.   Most of the planning 
area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in a range of between 3 to 
75 gallons per minute. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations   This planning area is linked 
somewhat to the future growth from the City of Piqua where residential, commercial and 
industrial growth has been extending gradually along the State Route 36 and 25A 
corridors.  For this reason some expansion of the Piqua “Urban Service” boundary 
eastward is logical.  “Open Space/Conservation/Recreation” designations remain in place 
around the former Garbry wooded areas north of State Route 36 now under the 
stewardship the Upper Valley JVS as a land lab and office/conference center.  This is 
consistent with the Miami County Green Space Plan where this area was recommended 
to be preserved.  This land use designation also follows the Springcreek and the Rush 
Creek tributaries as well. 
 
“Institutional” land use designations are associated with the JVS buildings around the 
State Route 36 intersection.  In 2004, the Miami East elementary school building, also 
located along SR 36 has been discontinued as an educational building, going into private 
ownership.  Portions of the remaining area within the urban service boundary generally 
reflect “Urban Residential” land use categories.  A small area between Garbry Road and 
US Route 36 is designated “Industrial” to reflect an electric company’s office and service 
complex.  The remaining part of the planning area reflects an “Agricultural Area” due to 
presence of prime farmland soils, active farming operations and low-density residential 
development. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations as well as the impact and compatibility to the Garbry/JVS Land Lab 
holdings.  Land use changes could be expected along State Route 36 where more traffic 
and growth is anticipated over the planning period.  Multiple lot splits should be 

 



discouraged along the state routes and major roads to preserve their traffic carrying 
capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of 
additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3001; Block Group 3; Census Blocks 1060-1062, 1064, 1067, 2000-2005, 
2008-2017, 2023 
1998 Planning Areas:  9, 10, 11, 12, 13   
 

 



PLANNING AREA 12 
(Springcreek Township area)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  General Industrial, Institutional, Agricultural 
Area, Open Space/Conservation/ Recreation 
 
Location  Planning Area #12 is located in the north central part of the County and 
represents the southeast corner of Springcreek Township.  It borders the City of Piqua.  
Clockwise, it is bounded by State Route 36 to the north, the Springcreek-Brown 
Township boundary to the east; Loy Road and the Springcreek-Elizabeth Township 
boundary to the south; and the Great Miami River/township boundary and Piqua 
corporation limits to the west.  This area (excluding the jurisdiction of Piqua) is subject to 
Miami County zoning and subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain 
development regulations. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics  This planning area consists of the 
southeast quadrant of Springcreek Township.  In the 1998 Miami Comprehensive Plan, 
this area comprised 7 smaller planning areas which were combined into one.  This 
planning area contains 5,112 acres of which 3,908 acres (76.4%) is classified 
Agriculture/Vacant and 1,204 acres or 23.6% considered developed. 
 
The overall area is rural and low density residential except in proximity to the Piqua 
corporation limits where a mixture of land uses including some commercial and heavy 
industrial uses (a limestone quarry and mining operation) are found.  Agriculture land use 
patterns and some residential clustering combined with low density single family 
residential uses are the major land use patterns in the remaining part of the planning area.  
The area is generally flat with some minor elevation changes around the stream and river 
areas.  The area contains some significant open space/conservation/recreation land uses, 
especially along the stream and river corridors. 
 
The Big Woods Preserve, stewarded by the Miami County Park District is located near 
the border with Brown Township located off Statler Road.  The west branch of Lost 
Creek flows in this general vicinity.  Springcreek is also an important north-south flowing 
tributary as well as the Great Miami River, forming its west boundary. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 505 persons and consisted of 198 
housing units.  Springcreek Township’s population was listed at 1,826 persons in 2000 
and has remained fairly constant over the past 40 years.  The developed land uses 
reflected the following: “Farm Residential” consisted of 74 acres (1.4%), while “Large-
Lot Residential” land uses (5-10 acres) comprise 167 acres (3.3%); single-family 
residential development (less than 5 acres) identified 348 acres (6.8%) in the planning 
area.  Other significant land uses include 357 acres of industrial/mining uses (7.0%) 
institutional uses at 75 acres (1.5%) and recreational land uses at 114 acres (2.2%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (89.9%) in the planning area.  FEMA-designated flood hazard areas affect 378 acres 
(7.4%) of the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area also include the 

 



presence of some poorly or marginally drained soils or lack of suitable drainage outlets.  
High bedrock and limestone minerals can be found along the Piqua Troy Road area near 
the south Piqua corporation line.  This area has been mined for decades and is expected to 
continue during the planning period.  Rock crushing and quarry blasting from this quarry 
operation impacts the immediate vicinity of this area.     As such, many of the land use 
patterns around this quarry operation reflect industrial or other non-residential land uses. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services  The area is served by State Routes 36, an arterial 
road running east and west through the township.  Piqua-Troy Road and Troy-Sidney 
Road are both considered important major arterial and collector type roads extending 
north-south through the township.  Interstate 75 cuts through a portion of the township 
with associated rest stop facilities located off the interstate.    The area is served with a 
north-south CSX rail service that serves industrial  park land holdings in the south east 
part of Piqua.  The planning area also has remnants of an abandoned east-west rail 
corridor that has been partially converted to a recreational trail within the Piqua 
corporation limits.  A major north-south recreational trail is being considered through this 
township along the Great Miami River.  Extensions of the east-west Piqua Loop 
recreational trail could be considered as possible in this planning area. 
 
Approximately 40% of the planning area is situated within the Piqua Facility planning 
area.  Water and sewer service extensions are possible from the City of Piqua and could 
logically be extended along the State Route 36 corridor.  Some utility extensions could be 
extended in the areas adjacent to the Piqua industrial park land holdings.   All the area is 
situated in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin.   Most of the planning area’s 
geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in a range of less than 20 gallons 
per minute.  A large portion of this planning area may be affected by shallow depth to 
bedrock as a limiting factor for domestic well water. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations   This planning area is linked 
somewhat to the future growth from the City of Piqua where commercial and industrial 
growth has been extending gradually along the State Route 36 corridor and in the 
southeast part of Piqua where a substantial amount of industrial park land holdings can be 
found.  Given the presence of these existing industrial uses, the active mining operation 
and railroad, the western part of this planning area is designated partially “General 
Industrial”.   The 1998 Comprehensive Plan, as well as this plan update, recommends that 
the older non-active quarry site next to the Great Miami River be classified as  “Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation, consistent with the Miami County Green Space Plan.  
The north-south recreational trail could run near the river at this location.  At some point 
in time, the former quarry operation could be considered for some alternative land uses, 
possibly for residential development if the mining and rock crushing operations cease.  
Given these considerations and the growth east of Piqua, an urban service boundary 
associated with Piqua’s growth potential extends into this planning area on a limited 
basis.  Another rural type industry designation can be found in the east part of the 
planning area on the west side of Union-Shelby Road just south of US Route 36.  This 
area, formerly a fertilizer distributorship, is designated “Light Industrial”. 
 

 



The remaining part of the planning area reflects an “Agricultural Area” due to presence 
of prime farmland soils, active farming operations and low density residential 
development.  “Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” designations also are shown 
along the Great Miami River, major tributaries of the Springcreek and the west branch of 
Lost Creek.  The Big Woods Preserve, a Miami County Park district holding is also 
identified in this land use designation.  The area around this large passive recreation 
facility should be protected from disruptive land use patterns.  Efforts should be directed, 
where possible, to reacquire and re-use the abandoned rail corridor as a recreational trail.  
This trail extension could logically tie into the Big Woods Preserve and the community of 
Fletcher if the land could be acquired.  Any development within this former rail corridor 
should take into consideration compatibility with surrounding land uses, environmental 
and utility easement concerns. 
 
Limited low density residential development and development in general should be 
sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage considerations as well as the impact 
and compatibility to the Big Woods Preserve.  Land use changes could be expected along 
Garbry Road where more traffic is anticipated over the planning period.  At the present, 
this area south of Garbry Road to Rt. 36 is also designated “Urban Residential”, 
consistent with the 1998 Comprehensive Plan.  Multiple lot splits should be discouraged 
along the state routes and major roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3001; Census Blocks 2019-2022, 2024-2032, 2034-2036, 2040-2049, 2051, 
2052, 2055, 2057, 2058, 2060 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning areas 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 13 
(Brown Twp area.)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation 
 
Location  Planning Area #13 is located in the north east part of the County and 
represents the south west corner of Brown Township.  It contains the Village of Fletcher.  
Clockwise, it is bounded by Snyder Rd. to the north, Lostcreek-Shelby Road to the east; 
Loy Road and the Brown-Lost Creek Township Boundary to the south and the Brown 
Township line to the east.  This area (excluding Fletcher) is subject to Brown Township 
zoning regulations.  Subdivision regulations, building code and FEMA flood plain 
development regulations are under the jurisdiction of the county offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics  This planning area consists of the 
south west quadrant of Brown Township and includes the incorporated village of 
Fletcher. 
 
This planning area contains 3,696 acres of which approximately 85.5% or 3,159 acres is 
classified Agriculture/Vacant with 537 acres or 5.8% considered developed.  Agriculture 
land use patterns and some residential clustering combined with dispersed single family 
residential uses are the major land use patterns in the planning area.  The area also 
contains a significant open space/conservation area in the Big Woods Preserve, a passive 
recreation and wooded site owned by the Miami County Park District near the border 
with Springcreek Township off Casstown-Sidney Road. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 209 persons and consisted of 78 
housing units.  This figure does not include Fletcher’s population which was listed at 510 
village residents in 2000, approximately one-third of the overall population of Brown 
Township.  Brown Township's population as a whole was listed at 1,554 residents in 
2000.  Agricultural lands comprised 3,159 acres (85.5%) of the planning area.  
Conversely, developed land uses comprised 537 acres (14.5%).  The developed land uses 
reflected the following: “Farm Residential” uses consisted of 48 acres (1.3%), while 
“Large-Lot Residential” land uses (5-10 acres) comprise 83 acres (2.2%); single-family 
residential development (less than 5 acres) comprises 191 acres (5.2%) in the planning 
area.  Other significant land uses include 160 acres of recreational land uses or (4.3%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (87.8%) in the planning area.  Flood plain conditions also pose limitations for 
development in this area.  Constraints to development in this area also include the 
presence of some poorly or marginally drained soils or lack of suitable drainage outlets. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services  The area is served by State Routes 36 (an arterial 
road) and SR 589 (a major rural collector).  The area is not served with rail service but 
does have remnants of an abandoned rail corridor running east- west through this area. 
 

 



Approximately 74% of the planning area is situated within the Fletcher Facility planning 
area.  Water service extensions are possible from this community but no major extensions 
of service are likely during the planning period.  No sewer services are available from 
Fletcher at the present time although this utility service, along with water service could 
be expanded east along State Route 36 over the planning period.  All the area is situated 
in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin.   Most of the planning area’s geologic 
soil structure provides groundwater resources in a range of 5-75 gallons per minute 
although shallow depth to bedrock could be a limiting factor for domestic well water 
where present.  Portions of this area are considered well field protections areas by the 
Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations   This planning area is linked 
somewhat to the future growth potential of the Village of Fletcher as it extends west and 
east along State Rt. 36, and south along SR 589.  An urban service boundary associated 
with Fletcher’s growth potential extends into this planning area on a limited basis. 
 
The remaining part of the planning area reflects an “Agricultural Area” due to presence 
of prime farmland soils, active farming operations and low density residential 
development.  This development pattern is expected to continue with some potential for 
growth around the fringes of the Fletcher community.  “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” designations  also are shown along the major tributaries of the west and 
middle branches of Lost Creek and the Gustin Ditch area as it affects the east side of 
Fletcher area.  The Big Woods Preserve, a Miami County Park district holding is also 
identified in this planning area land use pattern.  Efforts should be directed, where 
possible, to preserve the potential reuse of the abandoned rail corridor as a recreational 
trail.  Any development within this former rail corridor should also take into 
consideration compatibility with surrounding land uses, environmental and utility 
easement concerns. 
 
Limited low density residential development and development in general should be 
sensitive to its impact upon prime farmland and drainage considerations as well as the 
impact and compatibility to the Big Woods Preserve.  Multiple lot splits should be 
discouraged along the major traffic routes to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3901; Block Group 2; Census Blocks 2000-2006, 2038, 2040, 2041, 2045, 
2046, 2047, 2048, 2049 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning areas 13, 14, 15, 17 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 14 
(Brown Twp.)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Light Industrial, Rural Center 
 
Location  Planning Area #14 is located in the north east part of the County and 
represents the north side of Brown Township.  Clockwise, it is bounded by Miami-Shelby 
Rd. the Township/County line to the east, State Route 36 to the south; Lostcreek Shelby 
Road, Snyder Road then to the township boundary line to the west.  This area is subject 
to Brown Township zoning regulations.  Subdivision regulations, building code 
regulations and FEMA flood plain development regulations are under the jurisdiction of 
the county offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics  This planning area consists of the 
northern half of Brown Township and includes parts of the unincorporated communities 
of Conover and Lena along State Route 36. 
 
Agriculture land uses, low density single family residential, some small commercial and 
light industrial uses, primarily located along State Route 36 comprise the main land use 
patterns.   Branches of the Lost Creek tributary stream extend to this area, as well as 
stream segments associated with Springcreek and Leatherwood Creeks at the northeast 
and northwest portions of the planning area.   The most notable commercial 
establishment-a computer retail, assembly and shipping facility is located at the corner of 
SR. 589 and SR 36.  While located primarily on the south side of SR 36, in Planning 
Area 15, this intersection is influenced from this facility from a future growth standpoint. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 519 persons and consisted of 190 
housing units.  Brown Township's population as a whole was listed at 1,554 residents in 
2000.  The Planning area contains 10,407 acres of which 9,807 acres (94.2%) is classified 
Agriculture/Vacant and 599 acres (5.8%) considered developed.  The developed land 
uses reflected the following: “Farm Residential” uses consisted of 93 acres (0.9%), while 
“Large-Lot Residential” land uses (5-10 acres) comprise 91 acres (0.9%); single-family 
residential development (less than 5 acres) identified 341 acres (3.3%) in the planning 
area.  Relatively small amounts of “other residential” and commercial land uses can also 
be found scattered throughout the township. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (96%) in the planning area.  Soils prone to flooding located along the small 
tributaries also present some constraints to developments.  Soils with low bearing 
strength may also be somewhat of a limitation.  The most notable constraint to 
development in this area is drainage related with the presence of some poorly or 
marginally drained soils or lack of suitable drainage outlets. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  The area is served by State Routes 36, an arterial 
road, and SR 589, a rural collector road.  Lena-Palestine also is identified as a county 
designated collector.  The area is not served with rail service. 

 



 
The area is situated in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin although a small 
area on the east side of the township may flow toward Champaign County.  
Approximately 8 % of the planning area is situated within the Fletcher facility planning 
area.  Limited water service extensions may be available from the Fletcher area.  Public 
sewer services are not available from the Fletcher community at the present time.  Most 
of the planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in a range 
of up to 5-75 gallons per minute although shallow depth to bedrock where present could 
be a limiting factor for domestic well water production. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   This planning area is rural 
in character whose low density residential development and agricultural land use patterns 
are not expected to change over the planning period.  The majority of this area is 
designated “Agricultural Area”.  The land use category Open Space/ 
Conservation/Recreation is also identified along the stream corridors in the township.    
An urban service boundary is placed around the community of Fletcher and is extended 
eastward to the community of Conover along State Route 36.  This boundary should be 
considered flexible.  The possibility of providing or developing public sewer services for 
the Fletcher community will continue to be explored with the potential eastward 
extension of sewer and possibly water services during the planning period. 
 
The intersection associated with this computer sales facility, SR 589/36, is designated 
“Light Industrial” to reflect the future growth of this area.  “Rural Center” designations 
are identified with the communities of Lena and Conover, along State Route 36 toward 
the east side of the planning area.  Non-residential development and multiple strip 
platting activity in the township and along state routes should be discouraged unless 
appropriate utility services are available and it is compatible with existing development 
patterns.  Any development activity should take into account impact upon prime farmland 
soils and drainage patterns.  Efforts should be directed toward preserving the traffic 
carrying capacity of State Route 36 and other major roads, consistent with state and local 
access management regulations.   Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted 
along certain township and county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3901; Census Blocks 1000-1027, 1033-1036, 1064-1066 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning areas 13, 16 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 15 
(Brown Twp.)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Industrial, Rural Centers 
 
Location.  Planning Area #15 is located in the north east part of the County and 
represents the southeast quadrant of Brown Township.  Clockwise, it is bounded by State 
Route 36 to the north; the Township-Champaign boundary line to the east; the Brown-
Lostcreek Township boundary line to the south and Lost Creek Shelby Road to the west.  
This area is subject to Brown Township zoning regulations.  Subdivision regulations, 
building code regulations and FEMA flood plain development regulations are under the 
jurisdiction of the county offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents a 
largely rural, farmed area of the southeast area of Brown Township and includes the 
unincorporated communities of Conover and Lena along State Route 36. 
 
Agriculture land uses, low density single family residential, recreation, and some small 
commercial and light industrial uses, primarily located along State Route 36 comprise the 
main land use patterns.  The middle and western branches of the Lost Creek tributary 
stream extend to this area.  The most notable commercial establishment, a computer 
related retail, assembly and shipping facility, is located at the corner of SR. 589 and SR 
36.  Additional small businesses are also found in the Conover community near SR 36.  A 
sizeable private recreation RV camping facility is located off Lost Creek-Shelby Road 
near the middle branch of Lost Creek. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 316 persons and consisted of 128 
housing units.  It contains 5,092 acres of which 4,760 acres (93.5%) is classified 
Agriculture/Vacant and 332 acres (6.5%) considered developed.  Brown Township's 
population as a whole was listed at 1,554 residents in 2000.  The developed land uses 
reflected the following: “Large-Lot Residential” land uses (5-10 acres) comprise 58 acres 
(1.1%); single-family residential development (less than 5 acres) comprises 211 acres 
(4.1%) in the planning area.  Relatively small amounts of “other residential” and 
commercial and industrial land uses can also be found scattered throughout the planning 
area. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (91.4%) in the planning area.  Soils prone to flooding along the small tributaries 
present natural constraints to development.  The most likely constraint to development in 
this area is drainage related with the presence of some poorly or marginally drained soils 
and lack of suitable drainage outlets. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  The area is served by the major road networks 
consisting of State Routes 36, an arterial road, and Alcony-Conover Road, a county 
designated collector road.  The area is not served with rail service but an abandoned rail 

 



line runs east-west through this area.   The Cardinal bicycle route is located along a 
portion of Loy Road. 
 
The area is situated in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin. Approximately 12 
% of the planning area is situated within the Fletcher facility planning area.  Limited 
water service extensions may be available from Fletcher.  Public sewer services are not 
available from the Fletcher community at the present time.  Most of the planning area’s 
geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in a range of up to 20-75 gallons 
per minute although depth to bedrock where present could be a limiting factor for 
domestic well water production. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is rural 
in character whose low density residential development and agricultural land use patterns 
are not expected to change over the planning period.  Some growth could be expected 
around the communities of Fletcher, Conover and Lena, with the latter two communities 
designated “Rural Centers”.  This designation reflects a mix of existing land uses.  They 
are primarily residential communities with some potential for limited growth.  The 
majority of this area is designated “Agricultural Area”.  The land use category Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation is also identified along the stream corridors and private 
recreation sites in the township.  Efforts should be directed, where possible, to preserve 
the potential reuse of the abandoned rail corridor as a recreational trail.  Any 
development within this former rail corridor should take into consideration compatibility 
with surrounding land uses, environmental and utility easement concerns. 
 
An urban service boundary from the community of Fletcher is extended eastward to the 
community of Conover along State Route 36.  This boundary should be considered 
flexible.  The possibility of developing public sewer services for the Fletcher community 
should continue to be explored with consideration given to the extension of sewer and 
water services eastward along State Route 36.  The intersection associated with a large 
computer sales facility, SR 589/36, is designated “Light Industrial” to reflect the future 
growth of this area. 
 
Non-residential development and multiple strip platting activity in this planning area and 
along state routes should be discouraged unless appropriate utility services are available 
and it is compatible with existing development patterns.  Any development should take 
into consideration impact upon prime farmland soils and drainage patterns.  Efforts 
should be directed toward preserving the traffic carrying capacity of State Route 36 and 
other major traffic routes, consistent with state and local access management regulations.   
Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and 
county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3901; Census Blocks 1028-1032, 1037-1040, 1047, 1052, 1053, 1054 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning Areas 16 

 



PLANNING AREA 16 
(Lostcreek Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation 
 
Location.  Planning Area #16 is located in the northeast part of the County and 
represents the northeast side of Lostcreek Township.  Clockwise, it is bounded by 
Brown/Lostcreek township line, the Miami-Clark county line to the east, Troy-Urbana to 
the south and Lostcreek-Shelby Road to the west.  This area is subject to Lostcreek 
Township zoning regulations, and Miami County subdivision, building code and FEMA 
flood plain development regulations. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a largely rural 
part of Lostcreek Township and contains 4,595 acres of which 4,331 acres (94.2%) is 
classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 264 acres (5.8%) considered developed.  
Agriculture land use patterns and some residential clustering combined with scattered 
single family residential uses are the major land use patterns in the planning area. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 179 persons and consisted of 64 
housing units.  The 2000 census estimated that the township had 1,311 persons in the 
unincorporated area.  The developed land uses largely reflected two categories:  “Large-
Lot Residential” land uses (5-10 acres) comprise 99 acres (2.2%); “Single-Family 
Residential” land use designations (less than 5 acres) identified 164 acres (3.6%) in the 
planning area. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (91.2%) in the planning area.  The area is essentially flat with two or three major 
creek systems draining the area.  Soils prone to flooding and flood plain associated with 
branches of Lost Creek present natural constraints to development.  The most notable 
constraint to development in this area is drainage related.  The presence of some poorly to 
marginally drained soils or lack of suitable drainage outlets is the primary site or building 
concern. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  Troy-Urbana Road and Alcony-Conover Road are 
major county designated collector routes serving the township.  The Cardinal Bike Route 
traverses part of this planning area along Peterson and Alcony-Conover Road. 
 
Utility extensions are unlikely to be extended to this planning area in the foreseeable 
future and it has no facility planning area designation.  All the area is situated in the 
Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin.  The planning area’s geologic soil structure 
provides groundwater resources in a range of 20-75 gallons per minute. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
largely reflective of low density, single family residential and agricultural land use 
patterns.  This pattern is unlikely to change during the planning period and is 
recommended to remain in an “Agriculture” land use category.  An “Open Space/ 

 



Conservation/ Recreation” designation is associated with two tributaries of Lostcreek and 
some smaller stream corridors.  Flooding can impact some potential development along 
these tributaries. 
 
Residential development and any development in general should be sensitive to its impact 
on or relationship to existing land use, farmland, drainage, and flood plain patterns.  
Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along major collector type 
roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access 
management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along 
certain township and county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3901; Census Blocks 1048-1051, 1055-1059, 1061, 1062, 1063 
1998 Planning Areas: 16 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 17 
(Lostcreek Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Institutional 
 
Location.  Planning Area #17 is located in the northeast part of the County and 
represents the northwest side of Lostcreek Township.  Clockwise, it is bounded by 
Brown/Lostcreek township line to the north, Lostcreek-Shelby Road to the east, Troy-
Urbana to the south and the Lostcreek-Staunton Township line to the west.  This area is 
subject to Lostcreek Township zoning regulations.  Miami County offices administer 
subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations for this area. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a largely rural 
part of Lostcreek Township but contains the Miami East school complex, a major 
community focal point.  It contains 3,211 acres of which approximately 87.9% or 2,824 
acres is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 388 acres (12.1%) considered developed.  
Aside from the school complex, agriculture land use patterns and some residential 
clustering combined with scattered single family residential uses are the major land use 
patterns in the planning area. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 234 persons and consisted of 84 
housing units.  The 2000 census estimated that the township had 1,311 persons in the 
unincorporated area.  The developed land uses largely reflected “Farm Residential” with 
54 acres (1.7%); “Large-Lot Residential” (5-10 acres in lot size) with 176 acres (5.5%); 
and “Single-Family Residential” (less than 5 acres in lot size) with 123 acres (3.8%) in 
the planning area. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (84.9%) in the planning area.  The area is essentially flat with two or three branches 
of the Lostcreek tributary flowing through the area.  Soils prone to flooding and flood 
plain associated with these stream corridors present natural constraints to development.  
Some limited sand and gravel soil patterns can be found in this area.  The most notable 
constraint to development in this area is drainage related with the presence of some 
poorly to marginally drained soils or lack of suitable drainage outlets. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 589 serves as a major rural collector 
road for the township.  Troy-Urbana Road and Peterson Roads are major county 
designated collector routes.  The Cardinal Bike Route traverses part of this planning area 
along Peterson Road. 
 
Utility extensions are unlikely to be extended to this planning area in the foreseeable 
future although a water tower facility was constructed since 1998 near the Miami School 
complex for water pressure purposes linked to new school construction.  Very small 
portions of the Fletcher and Troy facility planning areas extend into this planning area.  
All the area is situated in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage Basin.  The majority of 
this planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in a range of 

 



5-75 gallons per minute with some areas impacted by shallow depth to bedrock 
conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
reflective of low-density single family residential and agricultural land use patterns.  This 
pattern is unlikely to change during the planning period and is recommended to remain in 
an “Agriculture” land use category.  An “Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” 
designation is associated with two tributaries of Lostcreek and some smaller stream 
corridors.  Flooding can impact some potential development along these tributaries.  The 
land holdings around the Miami East School Complex have increased in size since the 
original 1998 plan with the construction of a new school building.  This area is again 
classified as “Institutional”. 
 
Residential development and any development in general should be sensitive to its impact 
on or relationship to existing land use, farmland, drainage, and flood plain patterns.  
Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along major collector type 
roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access 
management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along 
certain township and county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3901; Census Blocks 2042-2044, 2050-2058 
1998 Planning Areas: 16, 17 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 18 
(Lostcreek Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Urban Residential, Open 
Space/Conservation/ Recreation 
 
Location.  Planning Area #18 is located in the northeast part of the County and 
represents the southern half of Lostcreek Township.  Clockwise, it is bounded by Troy-
Urbana Road to the north, the Miami-Champagne County line to the east; the Elizabeth-
Lostcreek Township line to the south and the Staunton-Lostcreek Township line to the 
west.  This area is subject to Lostcreek Township zoning regulations.  Miami County 
offices administer subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development 
regulations for this area. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a rural part of 
Lostcreek Township but contains the Village of Casstown, a township focal point.  The 
Miami East school system, another community focal point is located to the north in 
Planning Area 17.  The planning area contains 11,290 acres, over half of the township, of 
which approximately 83.9% or 9,475 acres is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 
1,815 acres or 16.1% considered developed.  Other than the Village of Casstown 
(population 322 persons in 2000), agriculture land use patterns and some residential 
clustering combined with scattered single family residential uses are the major land use 
patterns in the planning area.  A large cemetery is found south of Casstown on Children’s 
Home-Casstown Road. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 898 persons and consisted of 335 
housing units.  The 2000 census estimated that the township had 1,311 persons in the 
unincorporated area.  The developed land uses largely reflected “Farm Residential” with 
288 acres (2.6%) “Large-Lot Residential” (5-10 acres in lot size) had 708 acres (6.3%) in 
land uses while “Single-Family Residential” land uses (less than 5 acres in lot size) 
occupied 741 acres (6.6%) in the planning area. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (87.8%) in the planning area.  The area is essentially flat with two or three branches 
of the Lostcreek flowing through the area as well as a branch of the Indian Creek located 
to the east side of the township.  Soils prone to flooding and flood plain associated with 
these stream corridors present natural constraints to development.  Some limited sand and 
gravel soil patterns can be found in this area.  Constraints to development in this area also 
reflect soils with marginal drainage qualities or a lack of suitable drainage outlet. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Routes 589, 55 and 201 serve as major 
access roads for the township, classified as major rural collectors.  Troy-Urbana Road, 
Children’s Home-Casstown Road and Alcony-Conover Road are important county 
designated collector routes. 
 
The Village of Casstown, at present, does not have public water or sewer service.  There 
is speculation that water and sewer services may have to be extended to the village at 

 



some point in the future.  A possible alternative is to consider extensions from the Troy 
service area.  Utility extensions are unlikely, however, to be extended to the overall 
planning area in the foreseeable future.   The Troy sewer facility planning area boundary 
extends into the southwest portion of the planning area.  The 1998 Comprehensive Plan 
map provided for an urban service boundary to be extended from the Troy service area 
along the State Route 55 corridor, in the event that water and sewer service can be 
extended to Casstown.  All the area is situated in the Upper Great Miami River Drainage 
Basin, but the Indian Creek tributary flows through the Honeycreek watershed.  The 
majority of this planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in 
a range of 3-75 gallons per minute with some areas impacted by shallow depth to bedrock 
conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
largely low density single family residential and agricultural given the presence of prime 
farm soils, and active farm operations.  This pattern is unlikely to change during the 
planning period and is recommended to remain in an “Agriculture” land use category.  
The area along State Route 55, within the designated Troy urban service boundary, is 
recommended to reflect “Urban Residential”.  This is consistent with the 1998 plan 
recommendation for this corridor.   “Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” designations 
are associated with the stream corridors found in the township.  Flooding can impact 
some potential development along these tributaries.  Some significant wooded areas are 
found in the south half of this township/planning area and warrant protection from 
intrusive development practices. 
 
Low-density residential development is the probable development pattern in this area.  
Any development in general should be sensitive to its impact on or relationship to 
existing land use, farmland, drainage and flood plain patterns.  Multiple lot splits and 
strip platting should be discouraged along state routes and major collector type roads to 
preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access management 
regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain 
township and county roads where development occurs. 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3901; Census Blocks 3000-3022, 3026-3028, 3041, 3042, 3047, 3052, 3053 
1998 Planning Areas: 16, 86 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 19 
(Staunton Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Open Space/Conservation/ Recreation, Urban 
Residential, Industrial, Institutional 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 19 is located in the middle part of the County and represents 
the north side of Staunton Township.  It follows the Staunton/Springcreek Township 
line/Loy Road to the north, the Staunton/Brown/Lost Creek township line to east; Troy-
Urbana Road to the south; Piqua-Troy, Eldean roads to the south and the township line/ 
Great Miami River to the west.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, 
subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered 
by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents a rural, 
agriculture area characterized by low-density single family residential and farmland.  It 
previously represented eight planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan 
update.  Interstate 75, the Great Miami River and active north-south rail line are 
prominent features of this planning area.  An active limestone quarry mining operation is 
located in the northwest corner of the planning area located between Piqua-Troy Road 
and I-75.  Spring Creek is a major stream corridor running through the middle part of the 
area and township.  A large platted residential area is found along the west side of the 
planning area near the Piqua-Troy/Troy-Sidney Road (five points intersection).  In 
proximity to this area, a former public elementary school building is located off Polecat 
Road.  The south part of this planning area was recognized within an urban service 
boundary designation associated with growth patterns around Troy’s northeast side. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 1,115 persons and consisted of 416 
housing units.  Staunton Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 1,992 
persons in 2000, a decline of approximately 2.4% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 9,718 acres of which approximately 80.9% or 7,859 acres is classified as  
“Agriculture/Vacant” with 1,859 acres (19.1%) classified as developed.  The majority of 
developed land uses reflect “Farm Residential” at 102 acres (1.1%); “Large-Lot 
Residential” with 498 acres (5.1%); and “Single-Family Residential” with 561 acres 
(5.8%).  “Commercial” uses contained 118 acres, roughly 1.2% of the land area while 
“industrial” land use consisted of 438 acres or (4.5%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 87% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone areas and FEMA/MCD regulated 
flood plain along the major waterways. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  Although Interstate 75 impacts the northwest 
portion of this planning area, no state routes serve it.  There are several important 
collector type roads in this area including:  Peterson, Troy-Sidney, Piqua-Troy, and 
Eldean Roads.  As a potential traffic congestion mitigation measure, the need for an 
additional bridge crossing over the Great Miami River affecting the west side of this 

 



planning area has been a subject of discussion for many years.  No formal plans have 
been developed at this point in time.  The realignment of the five-points intersection has 
been discussed in this context. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin.  Approximately 
43% of the planning area primarily around the northeast side of Troy is situated within 
the Troy Facility Planning area.  A small portion of the planning area’ northwest corner is 
associated with Piqua’s Facility Planning Area.  The majority of this planning area is not 
expected to be served with public water and sewer service.  The planning area’s geologic 
structure provides groundwater resources in the low range of 20 gallons per minute or 
less. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  The south portion of this 
planning area is expected to remain tied to residential growth and development from the 
City of Troy where some annexation and development activity has occurred since the 
1998 plan adoption.  “Urban Residential”, “Institutional and “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” are patterns reflective of existing and potential land uses within the Urban 
Service planning boundary.  The remaining part of the planning area is designated 
“Agriculture” and “Open Space/Conservation/Recreation”.  Minor adjustments of this 
service area boundary are recommended to reflect growth and expansion from the Troy 
area.  The northwest corner of the planning area is an “Industrial” land use patterns 
reflective of the active limestone mining operation.  The concept of extending a 
recreational trail along the Great River is appropriate for this planning area. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along 
collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local 
access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted 
along certain township and county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3651.01; Census Blocks 1000-1039, 2000-2008, 2010, 2011, 2016, 2017, 
2029, 2030, 2032, 2034, 2035, 2045-2048 
1998 Planning Areas: 17, 46, 47, 48, 49, 51, 83, 84 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 20 
(Staunton Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Open Space/Conservation/Recreation, Urban 
Residential, Industrial, Institutional 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 20 is located in the middle part of the County.  It represents 
the southwest portion of Staunton Township in proximity to the Great Miami River and 
Troy corporation limits.  It follows Eldean Road to the north; Piqua-Troy Road to the 
east; Troy Urbana Road and the Troy corporation limits to the south; and the Great 
Miami River/township line to the west.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, 
subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered 
by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents mixed 
land use patterns reflective of recreational, government/school uses, concentrations of 
single family residential homes and some pockets of productive farmland.  It previously 
represented four planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  The Great 
Miami River and active north-south rail line are prominent features of this planning area.  
Spring Creek is a major stream corridor running through the middle part of the area.  
Platted residential areas are found near the intersection of Piqua-Troy and Troy-Sidney 
Roads and closer to Troy.  Riverside School, Duke Park, and the Community Action 
Council (CAC) agency are located in this area.  This area is entirely within the urban 
service boundary where some extension of utility services is possible over the planning 
period. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 202 persons and consisted of 81 
housing units.  Staunton Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 1,992 
persons in 2000, a decline of approximately 2.4% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 839 acres of with 488 acres (58.1%) classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 351 
acres (41.9%) classified as developed.  The majority of developed land uses reflect “Farm 
Residential” at 72 acres (8.6%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 21 acres (2.6%); “Single-
Family Residential” with 68 acres (8.1%).  “Institutional” land uses contained 156 acres 
(18.6%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 78% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone areas and FEMA/MCD regulated 
flood plain along the major waterways. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served by no state routes.  Troy-
Sidney Road, Piqua-Troy and Eldean Roads are important collector roads.  As a potential 
traffic congestion mitigation measure, the need for an additional bridge crossing over the 
Great Miami River has been a subject of discussion for many years.  This could impact 
this planning area but no formal plans have been developed at this point in time.  The 
realignment of the five-points intersection has been discussed in this context. 
 

 



This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and the Troy 
Facility Planning Area.  Utility service extensions to portions of this planning area are 
possible during the planning period.  The majority of this planning area’s geologic 
structure provides high yield groundwater resources and may warrant application of 
groundwater protection strategies. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  The southern portion of this 
planning area is expected to remain tied to residential growth and development from the 
City of Troy where some annexation and development activity has occurred since the 
1998 plan adoption.  For example, the expansion of Duke Park, a major recreation facility 
for the City of Troy has developed since 1998 along Troy-Sidney Road.  “Urban 
Residential”, “Institutional and “Open Space/Conservation/Recreation” are patterns 
within the Urban Service planning boundary carried over from the 1998 plan.  Minor 
adjustments of this service area boundary are recommended to reflect growth and 
expansion from the Troy area.  The northwest corner of the planning area is an 
“Industrial” land use patterns reflective of some small commercial activities.  The 
concept of extending a recreational trail along the Great River is appropriate for this 
planning area. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Route 55, 48 and 571 and other collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3651.01; Census Blocks 2000-2008, 2010, 2011, 2016, 2017, 2029, 2030, 
2032, 2034, 2035, 2045-2048 
1998 Planning Areas: 78, 80, 81, 82 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 21 
(Concord Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Open Space/Conservation/ Recreation, Urban 
Residential, Industrial, Institutional, Commercial 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 21 is located in the middle part of the County and represents 
the northeast portion of Concord Township in proximity to the Great Miami River and 
Troy corporation limits.  It follows the Concord-Washington Township line to the north; 
the Great Miami River/Concord-Staunton Township line to the east; Troy corporation 
limits to the south and the Interstate 75 to the west.  This area is subject to Miami County 
zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, 
administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  Located between the I-75 and Great 
Miami River corridor, this planning area represents a mixed use of recreational, 
government/institutional, commercial, light industrial and residential land uses.  It 
previously represented four planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update. 
Miami County government operations maintain a large presence along this corridor.  
Their facilities include: county fairgrounds, offices for the County Engineer, Sanitary 
Engineer, and Job and Family Services, jail and detention facilities, sanitary disposal 
transfer stations and potential industrial vacant land holdings.  Prominent institutional 
land uses also include the Upper Valley Medical Center complex and supportive 
functions.  Industrial uses include: an auto salvage yard, a grain elevator and several light 
industrial and commercial buildings.  Recreational facilities owned by the Miami County 
Park District and private recreational organizations also are located along the 25-A 
corridor.  Scattered single family homes are found throughout the area but platted 
subdivisions are not a prominent feature of this area.  Some pockets of productive 
farmland remain.  The Great Miami River and active north-south rail line are prominent 
features of this planning area.  This area is entirely within an urban service boundary 
where extensions of utility services are being programmed over the next several years. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 336 persons and consisted of 133 
housing units.  Concord Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 5,336 
persons in 2000, an increase of approximately 8.6% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 1,372 acres of which approximately 14.3% or 196 acres is classified as 
“Agriculture/Vacant” and 1,176 acres or 85.7% considered developed.  The majority of 
developed land uses reflect: “Large-Lot Residential” with 34 acres (2.5%); “Single-
Family Residential” with 68 acres (5.0%); “commercial/office” uses at 218 acres (15.9 
%) ; “industrial” uses at 95 acres (6.9%); “institutional” land uses contained 355 acres 
(25.9%); “recreational” acres was listed at 59 acres (4.3%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 74% of 
the planning area.  Soils in this area also reflect the presence of sand and gravel deposits.  
Constraints to development in this area reflect include capacity and bridge height 
limitations with Eldean Road, the presence of some marginally or poorly drained soils, 
flood prone areas and FEMA/MCD regulated flood plain along the major waterways. 

 



 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served by no state routes but has 
access to Interstate 75.  Major collector roads include County Road 25A and Eldean 
Road.  An active rail line extends to a grain elevator near the Eldean/25A intersection.  
This planning area is constrained by the traffic carrying capacity of Eldean Road with its 
low railroad bridge overpass and the alignment and roadway width of Lytle Road.  
Special transportations studies are warranted to examine the long range transportation 
utility and redesign of these important local roads. 
 
The possibility of adding another interstate access ramp in the vicinity of Eldean Road 
has been identified as a planning concept by the City of Troy that warrants exploration.  
This would dramatically alter the land use patterns in this area.  As a potential traffic 
congestion mitigation measure, the need for an additional bridge crossing over the Great 
Miami River has been a subject of discussion for many years.  This could impact this 
planning area but no formal plans have been developed as of this point in time.  A 
recreational trail segment is being proposed to cross the river to a small island and then 
over to Duke Park. 
  
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and the Troy 
Facility Planning Area.  Additional utility service extensions to portions of this planning 
area are being programmed and will occur over the next several years.  This planning 
area’s geologic structure provides high yield groundwater resources and may warrant 
application of groundwater protection strategies. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  The predominant land use 
pattern in this planning area is “Public and Institutional”, reflective of county government 
operations, the Miami County Fairgrounds and the Upper Valley Medical Center 
complex.  This pattern is expected to continue.  The south portion of this planning area is 
expected to remain tied to growth and development from the City of Troy where some 
annexation and development activity has occurred since the 1998 plan adoption.  There 
are several large tracts of vacant developable land in this planning area that present a 
number development options.  The 1998 plan for these large tracts reflected a “Special 
Planning Area” designation where alternative land uses could be appropriate, especially 
those areas fronting Interstate 75.  This designation is continued and expanded upon in 
this plan update for certain developable parcels.  Exposure and access to the interstate, 
coupled with the large expense of constructing sound barriers, would suggest that 
residential development is not a preferred land use pattern along the north portion of I-75 
between Troy and Piqua. 
 
Likewise, the flooding impact from the Great Miami River limits development along the 
river corridor, especially along the east side of County Road 25A to the river.  As noted 
in previous planning studies, the Great Miami River corridor lends itself to an “Open 
Space/ Conservation/Recreation” designation.  Plans for a recreational trail within this 
planning area are actively being pursued with the ultimate goal to reach both ends of the 
County along this unique natural resource, the Great Miami River.  From an economic 
development attraction and quality of life standpoint, efforts should be directed to acquire 

 



dilapidated and flood impacted properties as they become available and where 
appropriate along the Great Miami River.  This would serve a dual purpose of enhancing 
the recreational potential of the County as a whole and to mitigate flood damage on 
properties which repeatedly are impacted from marginal flood events. 
 
On the west side of County Road 25A, the transition of small residential homes to 
commercial land uses is a trend likely to continue along 25A although this should be 
discouraged on the east side of 25A, (west side of the river bank).  The plan is reflective 
of this “Commercial” and “Industrial” pattern along portions of this corridor as it relates 
to the west side of 25A.  Upon the provision of utility services, the development of the I-
75 intersection with County Road 25A may be appropriate for commercial development. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon existing land use patterns, 
transportation access, flood plain and drainage considerations.  Multiple lot splits and 
strip platting should be discouraged along County Road 25A and Eldean Road to 
preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access management 
regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain 
township and county roadways where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3650; Census Blocks 4000, 4002, 5000-5012 
1998 Planning Areas: 50, 76, 77, 79 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 22 
(Concord Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agriculture Area, Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation, Urban Residential, Special Planning Area 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 22 is located in the middle part of the County and represents 
the northwest portion of Concord Township.  It follows the Concord-Washington 
Township line to the north; Interstate 75 to the east, and State Route 41 to the south; the 
Newton/Concord Township line to the west.  This area is subject to Miami County 
zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, 
administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a rural 
agriculture district with scattered single-family homes.  It previously represented four 
planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  The south part of this 
planning area is linked somewhat to the future growth and development from the City of 
Troy’s northwest corridor where utilities are available.  It is also potentially impacted 
from future growth along the Interstate 75 corridor in the vicinity of Experiment Farm 
Road.  Except for some residential concentrations near the intersections of Eldean and 
Washington Roads, and some isolated business uses, the remaining area consists of 
agriculture land use patterns.  Miami County’s most productive soils are found in this 
planning area as part of the broad farmed area between I-75 and State Route 48.  The 
south portion of this planning area was within an “urban service” boundary designation in 
the 1998 plan.  Over the past several years, additional residential and industrial 
development has occurred within this urban service area, largely inside Troy Corporation 
limits. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 181 persons and consisted of 76 
housing units.  Concord Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 5,336 
persons in 2000, an increase of approximately 8.6% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 3,698 acres of which 3,453 acres (93.4%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 244 acres (6.6%) is developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: “Large-Lot 
Residential” with 127 acres (3.4%); and “Single-Family Residential” with 63 acres 
(1.7%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 94.2% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area include the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, and some small tributaries with flood prone 
areas.  The lack of suitable receiving streams, drainage ways or tile outlets to 
accommodate surface or subsurface water is also a constraint in this area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is impacted by Interstate 75 but has no 
direct access.  State Route 41, an important rural collector road provides access to the 
south.  Other important collector roads include:  Experiment Road, Eldean Road, and 
Washington Road.  All three of the aforementioned roads have been identified for future 
traffic studies to examine possible realignment and widening as they intersect other key 

 



roads.  These projects include: the widening of Eldean Road and combining the two 
intersections and eliminating a jog at Eldean and Experiment Farm Road; and the 
widening of Experiment Farm northward from Troy Corporation limits.  This planning 
area is also constrained somewhat by the traffic carrying capacity of Eldean Road with its 
low railroad bridge overpass and the alignment and roadway width of Lytle Road.  
Special transportation studies may be warranted to examine the long-range utility of these 
important local roads. 
 
The possibility of adding another interstate access ramp in the vicinity of Eldean Road is 
also identified as a planning concept by the City of Troy that warrants exploration.  This 
would dramatically alter the land use patterns in this area.  An additional impact to the 
area is a potential new bridge crossing over the Great Miami River, but no formal plans 
have been developed at this point in time. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin with 69% of the 
area within the Troy Facility Planning Area.  Additional utility service extensions to 
portions of this planning area are being programmed and will occur over the next several 
years.  This planning area’s geologic structure provides high yield groundwater resources 
to approximately two-thirds of the planning area.  Lower groundwater resources in the 5-
20 gpm range may be found close to the interstate corridor and may warrant application 
of groundwater protection strategies. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  The south portion of this 
planning area is expected to remain tied to growth and development from the City of 
Troy where some annexation and development activity has occurred since the 1998 plan 
adoption.  The I-75 corridor between Washington Road and the interstate has been 
identified in 2004 Troy Comprehensive Plan for long-range industrial/ commercial/ 
employment center type development patterns.  To be consistent, the plan designates this 
area “Special Planning Area”.  There are several large tracts of developable land in this 
planning area that present a number development options.  In part, the City of Troy’s 
industrial and commercial development designations on this large of scale is potentially 
tied to a new I-75 interchange in the vicinity of Eldean Road.  Exposure and access to the 
interstate, coupled with the large expense of constructing sound barriers, would suggest 
that residential development is not a preferred land use pattern along the north extension 
of I-75 between Troy and Piqua. 
 
The urban service boundary, reflected in the 1998 is recommended for adjustment to 
reflect potential growth trends.  The area around the Washington Road/State Route 41 
intersection is modified to reflect “Special Planning Area” designation, as opposed to 
“Urban Residential” reflected in the Miami County 1998 plan.   When this intersection is 
realigned for safety reasons, alternative land uses could be considered.  An appropriate 
planning goal, however, should be to discourage strip development patterns further 
westward along State Route 41, thereby encouraging development northward along the I-
75 corridor. 
 

 



The remaining part of the planning area is designated “Agriculture” with some “Open 
Space/ Conservation/Recreation” designations associated with some natural drainage way 
and stream corridors. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon existing land use patterns, 
transportation access, flood plain and drainage considerations.  Multiple lot splits and 
strip platting should be discouraged along State Route 41 and major collector type roads 
to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access 
management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along 
certain township and county roadways where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3650; Census Blocks 1000-1004, 1007-1012, 1031 
1998 Miami County Plan: Planning Area  

 



PLANNING AREA 23 
(Concord Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agriculture Area, Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation, Urban Residential, Special Planning Area. 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 23 is located in the middle part of the County and reflects the 
northwest portion of Concord Township.  It follows State Route 41 to the north, the Troy 
Corporation limits to the east, State Route 718 to the south, and the Concord-Newton 
Township line to the west.  It previously represented five planning areas or portions 
thereof from the 1998 plan update.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, 
subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered 
by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents a 
largely rural agriculture area with scattered low-density single-family homes.  Residential 
concentrations are located near the intersections of Washington Road and State Route 41.  
Miami County’s most productive farm ground is found in this planning area or the broad 
expanse of territory between I-75 and State Route 48.  The east part of this planning area 
has been linked to the growth and development from the City of Troy’s west side where 
utilities are available.  The area was within an “urban service” boundary designation in 
the 1998 plan and reflected mostly higher density residential land use. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 217 persons and consisted of 91 
housing units.  Concord Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 5,336 
persons in 2000, an increase of approximately 8.6% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 3,152 acres of which 2,887 acres (91.6%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 265 acres (8.4%) considered developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: “Large-
Lot Residential” with 110 acres (3.5%); and “Single-Family Residential” with 114 acres 
(3.6%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about all of the 
planning area.  Constraints to development in this area include the presence of some 
marginally or poorly drained soils and some small tributaries with flood prone areas.  The 
lack of suitable receiving streams, drainage ways or tile outlets to accommodate surface 
or subsurface water is also a constraint for development in this area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 41 and 718 are important east-west 
rural collector roads with Washington, Wilson and Sugar Grove Roads serving as county 
designated roads.   The intersections of Wilson/Washington Road with State Route 41 
and Wilson with State Route 718 had been identified as needing realignment in the 1998 
plan update and are improvements reflected in this plan.  Special transportations studies 
may be warranted to examine the long-range transportation utility of these important 
local roads. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin with 96% of the 
area within the Troy Facility Planning Area.  Additional utility service extensions to 

 



portions of this planning area from the Troy service network are likely in the planning 
period.  This planning area’s geologic structure toward the east provides groundwater 
resources in the 5 to 20 gallon per minute range while the remaining portion to the west 
has somewhat higher yields. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   The east portion of this 
planning area is expected to remain tied to growth and development from the City of 
Troy where some annexation and development activity has occurred since the 1998 plan 
adoption.  The 1998 plan recommended limiting growth westward until substantial in-fill 
of development patterns occurred to the east.  However, some adjustment westward of 
the “urban service boundary” may be warranted to reflect growth from the Troy area with 
portions inside this area being designated “Urban Residential”.  A private recreation area 
and the Peters Creek (Island No. 3 Tributary) in the vicinity of Stanfield Road and 
Washington Road reflect an “Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” designation, 
consistent with the 1998 plan.   The remaining part of the planning area is designated 
“Agriculture Area”. 
 
The land around the Washington Road/State Route 41 intersection is modified to reflect 
“Special Planning Area” designation, as opposed to “Urban Residential” in the Miami 
County 1998 plan.   When this intersection is realigned for highway safety reasons, 
alternative land uses could be considered.  An appropriate planning goal, however, 
should be to discourage strip development patterns further westward along State Route 41 
and State Route 718; thereby encouraging development northward along the I-75 and 
State Route 55 corridor of Troy where higher density development is more appropriate. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon existing land use patterns, 
transportation access, flood plain and drainage considerations.  Multiple lot splits and 
strip platting should be discouraged along State Route’s 41, 718 and along major 
collector type roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and 
local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be 
warranted along certain township and county roadways where development occurs. 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3650; Census Blocks 1005, 1006, 1022-1030, 1046-1050, 2011 
1998 Miami County Plan: Planning Areas 53, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 24 
(Staunton Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Open Space/Conservation/ Recreation, Urban 
Residential, Agriculture. 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 24 is located in the middle part of the County and represents 
the west portion of Staunton Township in proximity to the Great Miami River and Troy 
Corporation limits.  It borders Troy-Urbana Road to the north; the Staunton-Lostcreek 
Township line to the east, State Route 55 to the south and the Troy Corporation limits to 
the west.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and 
FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents an 
agricultural area with scattered single-family low-density residential uses.  It previously 
reflected two planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  Residential 
growth from the City of Troy’s northeast corridor has expanded eastward into this 
planning area with the extension of utilities.  A private recreational facility/club is located 
along Troy-Urbana Road.  There are no platted subdivisions in this planning area.  The 
west side of this planning area is situated within the urban service boundary area 
associated with the growth from Troy. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 386 persons and consisted of 155 
housing units.  Staunton Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 1,992 
persons in 2000, a decline of approximately 2.4% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 1,434 acres of which 1,018 acres (71.0%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
with 416 acres (29.0%) classified as developed.  The majority of developed land uses 
reflect “Farm Residential” at 185 acres (12.9%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 103 acres 
(7.2%); and “Single-Family Residential” with 61 acres (4.3%).  “Institutional” land uses 
contained 38 acres (2.7%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 97% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils.  Some high bedrock conditions are found in the 
center of this planning area.  The Kidder Ditch defines a small drainage way with flood 
plain restrictions bordering the west side of the planning area next to Troy corporation 
limits that has 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served by State Route 55, a major 
collector and Troy-Urbana Road, a county designated collector.  This entire area is 
situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and the Troy Facility Planning 
Area.  Utility service extensions along Troy-Urbana Road and State Route 55 further east 
to portions of this planning area are possible during the planning period.  The extension 
of utility services to the Village of Casstown from Troy’s utility network has been 
identified as a potential long-range capital improvement project due to failing on-site 
septic tank systems and wells in Casstown.  The majority of this planning area’s geologic 
structure provides low groundwater resources of less than 10 gallons per minute. 

 



 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   The west portion of this 
planning area is expected to remain tied to residential growth and development from the 
City of Troy where some annexation and development activity has occurred since the 
1998 plan adoption.  This area is designated “Urban Residential” and is within the “urban 
service” boundary designation.  This pattern continues along the State Route 55 corridor.  
Minor adjustments of this service area boundary may be appropriate to reflect growth and 
expansion from the Troy area.  A small portion of the northeast corner of the planning 
area is an “Open Space/Conservation/Recreation designation to reflect private 
recreational facilities.  The remaining area is designated “Agriculture”. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Route 55 and major collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent 
with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of 
way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where development 
occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3651.01; Census Blocks 4000-4002, 4006 
1998 Planning Areas: 85, 86 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 25 
(Concord Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agriculture Area, Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation, Urban Residential. 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 25 is located in the middle part of the County and represents 
the southwest portion of Concord Township.  It follows State Route 718 and Troy 
Corporation limits to the north; Interstate 75 to the east, Troy Corporation limits and 
State Route 55 to the south; then following the Union-(Horseshoe Bend Rd.) Newton-
Concord Township line to the south and west.  It previously represented eight planning 
areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  This area is subject to Miami 
County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development 
regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents both a 
rural and low density residential area located between two Troy growth corridors.  The 
area to the west is largely farmed ground.  The area to the east contains some isolated 
businesses, township offices, private recreational facilities and residential platted areas 
with pockets of farm ground.  It is surrounded by development to the north and south 
along McKaig Road and State Route 55 while it abuts Interstate 75 to the east.  Some of 
Miami County’s most productive farm ground is found in this planning area as part of the 
broad expanse of territory between I-75 and State Route 48.  The east part of this 
planning area is within an “urban service” boundary designation as noted in the 1998 plan 
and reflected mostly higher density  “urban residential” land use. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 756 persons and consisted of 294 
housing units.  Concord Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 5,336 
persons in 2000, an increase of approximately 8.6% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 3,613 acres of which 2,902 acres (79.7%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 732 acres (20.3%) is classified as developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: 
“Farm Residential” at 98 acres (2.7%) “Large-Lot Residential” with 151 acres (4.2%); 
and “Single-Family Residential” with 397 acres (11.0%) and “Commercial” at 70 acres 
(1.9 %). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about all of the 
planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect include the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, and some small tributaries with flood prone 
areas.  The lack of suitable receiving streams, drainage ways or tile outlets to 
accommodate surface or subsurface water is also a constraint for development in this 
area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route's 55 and 718 are important east-west 
rural collectors or arterial roads with Swailes and Wilson Roads shown as county 
designated collector roads.   The intersections of Wilson/Washington Road with State 
Route 718 have been identified as needing realignment in the 1998 plan update and are 

 



improvements reflected in this plan.  Special transportations studies may be warranted to 
examine the long range transportation utility of these important local roads. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and within the 
Troy Facility Planning Area.  Water service has been extended along the State Route 55 
corridor to West Milton.  Additional utility service extensions to the east side of this 
planning area from the Troy service network are likely in the planning period.  This 
planning area’s geologic structure provides groundwater resources in low range at less 
than 20 gallons per minute range while the remaining portion to the west has higher 
yields. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  The east portion of this 
planning area is expected to remain in an “Urban Residential” land use designation tied to 
growth and development from the City of Troy.  The “urban service” boundary is 
recommended for a minor adjustment westward although efforts should be directed 
toward encouraging in-fill development activities toward the east side of the planning 
area.  The 1998 plan recommended limiting growth westward until substantial in-fill of 
development patterns occurred to the east.  Peters Creek (Island No. 3 Tributary) is a 
major drainage way with some FEMA flood plain development restrictions.  It is shown 
as “Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” consistent with the 1998 plan.   The 
remaining part of the planning area is designated “Agriculture Area” where major 
development activity is discouraged. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon existing land use patterns, 
transportation access, flood plain and drainage considerations.  Multiple lot splits and 
strip platting should be discouraged along State Route 718 and 55 and major collector 
type roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access 
management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along 
certain township and county roadways where development occurs. 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3653.01;Census Blocks 1000, 1002-1012, 1016-1019, 1021, 2012-2015 
1998 Planning Areas: 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 26 
(Concord Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agriculture Area, Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation, Industrial, Urban Residential, Commercial, 
Institutional, Special Planning Area 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 26 is located in the middle part of the County and represents 
the south portion of Concord Township.  It follows State Route 55 and Troy Corporation 
limits to the north; the Great Miami River to the east; the Concord-Monroe Township line 
to the south; and the Concord-Union Township line to the west.  It previously reflected 
13 planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  This area is subject to 
Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA and Miami Conservancy 
District flood plain development regulations. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents several 
developed residential subdivisions on the outskirts of Troy, the 25A traffic corridor that 
contains a variety of commercial and industrial uses, and an agricultural area to the west.  
Interstate 75 divides this area.  The west side of this planning area is largely rural in 
character although residential development has extended westward along State Route 55.   
The majority of this area was placed within the “urban service boundary” because water 
and sewer services are generally available.  Recent water and sewer service extensions 
have been made to the Merrimont/Cedar Ridge subdivisions.  A water main from Troy’s 
service network has also been extended to the West Milton community along State Route 
55. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 3,666 persons and consisted of 1,341 
housing units.  Concord Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 5,336 
persons in 2000, an increase of approximately 8.6% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 4,515 acres of which 2,060 acres (45.6%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 2,454 acres (54.4%) considered developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: “Farm 
Residential” at 77 acres (1.7%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 142 acres (3.1%); “Single-
Family Residential” with 1,050 acres (23.3%); “Commercial” at 314 acres (7.0 %); and 
institutional at 429 acres or (9.5%).  “Recreational" land uses comprised 51 acres or 
1.1%.  Active mining operations are found near the Great Miami River off Dye Mill 
Road. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 86% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area include the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, some small tributaries with flood prone areas 
and the Miami Conservancy District flood control easement.  The lack of suitable 
receiving streams, drainage ways or tile outlets to accommodate surface or subsurface 
water is also a constraint for development in the west part of this planning area.  High 
bedrock conditions are found in the middle portion of the planning area, east of I-75. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 55 and County Road 25A, in addition 
to Swailes Road are identified as important collector roads.  Peters Road, Nashville Road 

 



and Monroe Concord Road are important county designated collectors.  The 
Thoroughfare Plan for the County and Troy’s recent comprehensive plan documents 
recommends several transportation improvements in the area.  These include: the 
extension of Swailes Road westward to the realignment of Wilson Road at State Route 
55; the extension of Barnhart Road south from Swailes Road to Monroe-Concord Road; 
the realignment and widening of Peter’s Road in the vicinity of the Troy Country Club; 
street improvements to Dye Mill Road and the extension of Dye Mill Road from Co. Rd. 
25A west and then south to Swailes Road.  While these roadway improvements are 
conceptual in nature at this point in time, any development activity should carefully take 
these plan concepts into consideration.  Significant steps have been taken to develop a 
recreational trail in the vicinity of the Miami Erie canal off Dye Mill Road.  This plan 
also recognizes the potential for additional trail development westward along abandoned 
rail right of way. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and within the 
Troy Facility Planning Area.  As noted, water service has been extended along the State 
Route 55 corridor to West Milton.  Additional utility service extensions to the west side 
of this planning area from the Troy service network are likely in the planning period.  
Since the 1998 Comprehensive Plan, public water and sewer service has been extended to 
the Home Acres, Merrimont and Cedar Ridge subdivisions.  Public utilities may be 
further extended along Peters Road in the planning period.  This planning area’s geologic 
structure provides groundwater resources both in the high (100+ gallons per minute 
range) and very low range at less than 10 gallons per minute due to bedrock conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  East of Interstate 75, the 
planning area contains a number of recommended land use patterns including “Urban 
Residential”, “Open Space/Conservation/Recreation”, “Commercial”, “Institutional” and 
“Industrial”.  Most of these patterns are associated with the County Road 25A corridor.  
The area near the WACO airfield was designated a “Special Planning Area” depending 
on potential growth from this non-profit historical society.  Plans are being pursued to 
develop some of this ground for light industrial or commercial development.  The 1998 
plan also recognized a variety of land uses along the County Road 25A south corridor.  
This plan recommended that conversion of residential to commercial uses should be 
discouraged unless adequate utilities and proper screening devices are provided.  A 
portion of the planning area west of the Broken Woods subdivision is capable of 
supporting additional residential development.  The undeveloped, agricultural area south 
of the Troy corporate limits, bounded by Peters Road, County Road 25A and Swailes 
Road was recommended to remain in this patter or in recreational use due to proximity of 
residential uses.  Mining activities in this area should be discouraged. 
 
The west and southwest side of the planning area is expected to remain in an “Urban 
Residential” and “Agriculture” land use designation.  Residential growth will continue to 
be linked to a certain extent with the extension of utility services from the City of Troy.  
A small area next to I-75 near Peters Road was designated “Special Planning Area” 
recognizing its potential for a non-residential development.  The corridor next to I-75 
south along Peters Road is not recommended for residential development.  The “urban 

 



service” boundary is recommended for a minor adjustment westward although planning 
strategies should be directed toward encouraging in-fill development activities where 
appropriate.  Efforts to develop portions of this area have been halted to some extent by 
local zoning referendum petitions.   Peters Creek (Island No. 3 Tributary) is a major 
drainage way with some FEMA flood plain development restrictions.  It is shown as 
“Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” consistent with the 1998 plan.   This pattern 
also extends along an abandoned railroad corridor although much of this remains in 
private ownership.  The remaining part of the planning area is designated “Agriculture 
Area” where major development activity is discouraged. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon existing land use patterns, 
transportation access, flood plain and drainage considerations.  Multiple lot splits and 
strip platting should be discouraged along State Route 55 and major collector type roads 
to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access 
management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along 
certain township and county roadways where development occurs. 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3651.02; Census Block 4037 
Census Tract 3652; Census Blocks 1032, 5000, 5005-5008, 5010-5020 
Census Tract 3653.02; Census Blocks 1009, 1010, 1012-1015, 1017-1028, 1032, 1034-
1037, 2014, 2016, 3000-3034 
1998 Planning Areas: 95, 97, 98, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 27 
(Staunton Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Open Space/Conservation/ Recreation, Urban 
Residential, Agriculture Area, Public &  Institutional. 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 27 is located in the middle part of the County and represents 
an expansive area of the southeast portion of Staunton Township in proximity to the 
Great Miami River, Troy and Tipp corporation limits.  It borders State Route 55 to the 
north; the Staunton-Lostcreek-Elizabeth Township line to the east; the Staunton-Bethel 
Township line to the south and the Great Miami River/Staunton-Concord Township line 
to the east.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and 
FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents an 
agricultural area and low density residential uses.  It previously reflected eight planning 
areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  Some of the County’s richest farm 
ground is found in this planning area associated with the broad flood plain soils along the 
Great Miami River.  This flood plain in combination with the Miami Conservancy 
District retarding basin easement is also a major limiting factor for development affecting 
much of this planning area.  The Lost Creek tributary flows through the middle part of 
the planning area.  Except for some limited mixed residential and commercial growth 
around the State Route 202/Troy-Urbana Road intersection, the majority of this area is 
farm ground and single family residential uses.  Private recreation facilities along State 
Route 202 (a motocross track) and LeFevre Road (private club with trapshooting 
facilities), Miami County Park District holdings (the Knoop Farm complex) along State 
Route 41 and a large farm market on State Route 202 are prominent landmarks of this 
area.  There are also some small platted subdivisions and lots along LeFevre Road.  The 
north side of this planning area along State Route 55 is situated within the urban service 
boundary area associated with the growth from Troy.  A portion of the Elizabeth 
Township Historic Designation extends into this planning area around the Knoop 
Road/State Route 41 intersection. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 490 persons and consisted of 193 
housing units.  Staunton Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 1,992 
persons in 2000, a decline of approximately 2.4% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 4,797 acres of which 4,168 acres (86.9%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 629 acres (13.1%) considered developed.  The majority of developed land uses 
reflect ““Farm Residential”” at 48 acres (1.0%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 133 acres 
(2.8%); “Single-Family Residential” with 211 acres (4.4%).  “Recreational” land uses 
contained 135 acres (2.8%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 52% of 
soils in the planning area.  An additional 33.5% of the planning area is classified as 
“prime farmland where protected from flooding”.  Constraints to development in this area 
largely reflect these flood prone conditions.  Soils patterns in this planning area suggest 
the presence of sand and gravel deposits although no active mining operation is located in 

 



this planning area.  A small pattern of high bedrock conditions are found north of State 
Route 41 on the east side of the planning area.  The Kidder Ditch defines a small drainage 
way with flood plain restrictions bordering the west side of the planning area next to Troy 
corporation limits.  Lost Creek is also subject to FEMA flood plain limitations also. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served by three major state routes:  
55, 41 and 202.  LeFevre Road is also considered an important county designated 
collector road.   An abandoned rail corridor is located in this planning with portions of it 
east of State Route 202 converted to a recreational trail facility. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and all but a 
small portion in the Troy Facility Planning Area.  Utility service extensions along State 
Route 55 further east to portions of this planning area are possible during the planning 
period.  The extension of utility services to the Village of Casstown from Troy’s service 
network along State Route 55 has been identified as a potential long-range capital 
improvement project due to failing on-site septic tank systems and wells in Casstown.  
The majority of this planning area’s geologic structure produces very high groundwater 
resources of more than 100 gallons per minute with portions considered high sensitivity 
sole –source aquifers that warrant protection. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   The north portion of this 
planning area along the State Route 55 corridor is within an “urban service boundary “ 
designation and is classified as “Urban Residential” reflective of future and existing land 
use patterns.  This pattern also indicates the potential residential growth along State 
Route as a result of water or sewer service extensions to the Village of Casstown.  The 
remain part of the planning area is recommended for “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation and Agriculture” designations consistent with the flood plain, Miami 
Conservancy District flood control easements and prime farmland conditions.  The 
Knoop complex is shown as a major recreation site also on the plan.  No major 
adjustments of this service area boundary are recommended for this planning area.  
Extensions of the Great Miami Recreational Trail may be appropriate for parts of this 
area along the Great Miami River. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Route 55 and major collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent 
with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of 
way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where development 
occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3651.01; Census Blocks 4003-4005, 4028, 4030-4034, 4038-4048 
1998 Planning Areas: 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 94, 96 

 



PLANNING AREA 28 
(Elizabeth Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Institutional. 
 
Location.  Planning Area #28 is one of two planning areas serving the township and is 
located in the east part of the County.  It represents the northern half of Elizabeth 
Township.  It is bounded to the north by the Elizabeth-Lostcreek Township line; the 
Miami/Clark boundary line to the east; State Route 41 to the south and the 
Elizabeth/Staunton line to the west.  This area is subject to Elizabeth Township zoning 
regulations and is considered part of the Elizabeth Township Rural Historic District (a 
historic designation encompassing all of Elizabeth Township).  Miami County offices 
administer subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations for 
this area. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a rural, farmed 
area of Elizabeth Township, served by the Miami East School system.  This area reflected 
three planning areas in the 1998 Comprehensive Plan.  It contains 7,242 acres of which 
6,055 acres (83.6%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” with 1,186 acres or 16.4% 
considered developed.  Agriculture land use patterns with scattered single family 
residential uses are the major land use patterns in the planning area.  Notable landmarks 
in this area include the David Brown Youth facility (formerly the County’s Children’s 
Home) on Children’s Home-Casstown Road and Alcony-a small concentration of homes 
near the intersection of State Route 41 and Alcony-Conover Road. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 577 persons and consisted of 213 
housing units.  The 2000 census estimated that the township had 1,620 persons.  The 
developed land uses reflected “Farm Residential” with 60 acres (0.8%); “Large-Lot 
Residential” had 499 acres (6.9%); and “Single-Family Residential” land uses occupy 
323 acres (4.5%) in the planning area.  The “institutional” land use category had 
approximately 69 acres (1.0%), reflective of the County’s land holdings. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (90%) in the planning area.  The area is essentially flat with Pleasant Run, Dry 
Creek and Indian Creek serving as the main stream corridors located in the area.  Flood 
plains along these stream corridors present natural constraints to development.  Some 
limited sand and gravel soil deposits and high bedrock conditions can be found in this 
area.  Constraints to development in this area also reflect some soils with marginal 
drainage qualities or a lack of suitable drainage outlets. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 41 and 201 serve as major access 
roads for this township planning area and are classified as major rural collectors.  
LeFevre Road, Children’s Home-Casstown Road and Alcony-Conover Road are 
important county designated collector routes. 
 

 



The Troy sewer facility planning area boundary extends into the western portion of the 
planning area due to topography.  Utility services are not anticipated to be extended to the 
overall planning area in the foreseeable future.  All the area is situated in the Upper Great 
Miami River Drainage Basin, although the majority of this planning area flows 
southward to the Honeycreek watershed and not directly to the Great Miami River.   The 
majority of this planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in 
a range of 5-75 gallons per minute with some very low groundwater areas impacted by 
shallow depth to bedrock conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area’s low 
density, single-family residential and agriculture character will likely continue during the 
planning period and is recommended to remain in an “Agriculture” land use category.  
“Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” designations are associated with the stream 
corridors found in the township.  Flooding can impact some potential development along 
these tributaries.  An “Institutional” land use category is reflected around the County’s 
David Brown Youth Center near the State Route 41 and Children’s Home-Casstown 
Road. 
 
Any development should be sensitive to its relationship and impact upon existing land 
use patterns, local historic designations, farmland, transportation access, flood plain and 
drainage considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged 
along State Route 41 and 201 and major collector type roads to preserve their traffic 
carrying capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  
Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and 
county roadways where development occurs. 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3901; Census Blocks 3043-3045, 3048-3051, 3054-3063 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning areas 86, 91, 92 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 29 
(Elizabeth Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Institutional. 
 
Location.  Planning Area #29 is covers the south portion of Elizabeth Township and is 
located in the eastern part of the County.  It is bounded to the north by State Route 41; the 
Miami/Clark boundary line to the east; the Elizabeth-Bethel Township line to the south; 
and the Elizabeth/Staunton line to the west.  This area is subject to Elizabeth Township 
zoning regulations and is considered part of the Elizabeth Township Rural Historic 
District (a historic designation encompassing all of Elizabeth Township).  Miami County 
offices administer subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development 
regulations for this area. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a rural, farmed 
area of Elizabeth Township and is primarily served by the Miami East School system.  
The 1998 Comprehensive Plan had five planning areas covering this new zone.  It 
contains 11,991 acres of which 10,616 acres (88.5%) is classified as 
“Agriculture/Vacant” and 1,375 acres (11.5%) considered developed.  Agriculture land 
use patterns with scattered single family residential uses is the major land use pattern in 
the planning area.  Small concentrations of residential homes are found off State Route 
41 (Shaggy Bark Subdivision) and off Mill Road near the Alcony area of State Route 41.   
Township government offices are found off Walnut Grove Road where a former Miami 
East elementary school is also located.  Additional township rescue squad facilities are 
located off Children’s Home-Grayson Road. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 1,043 persons and consisted of 395 
housing units.  The 2000 census estimated that the township had 1,620 persons.  The 
developed land uses reflect; “Farm Residential” with 143 acres (1.2%); “Large-Lot 
Residential” with 701 acres (5.8%); and “Single-Family Residential” with 431 acres 
(3.6%) in the planning area.  Small amounts of acreage were identified in “Multi-
Family”, “Commercial”, and “institutional” land use categories. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise a majority of 
soils (81.0%) in the planning area.  The area is essentially flat with Pleasant Run, Dry 
Creek and Indian Creek serving as the main stream corridors located in the area.  Some 
moderately steep slope conditions (greater than 6%) are found along these stream 
corridors as well as flood plain areas.  Approximately 13% of the soils exhibit sand and 
gravel soil deposits.  Some high bedrock conditions can be found in western and central 
parts of this planning area.  Constraints to development in this area also reflect some soils 
with marginal drainage qualities or a lack of suitable drainage outlets. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 41, 202, and 201 serve as major 
access roads for this township planning area and are classified as major rural collectors.  
Children’s Home-Casstown Road is also classified as a county designated collector.  

 



Remnants of an abandoned rail corridor can be found in the southwest corner of this 
planning area. 
 
The Troy sewer facility planning area boundary extends into the western portion of the 
planning area due to topography.  This designation affects primarily the west end of the 
planning area.  However, utility services are not anticipated to be extended to the overall 
planning area in the foreseeable future.  All the area is situated in the Upper Great Miami 
River Drainage Basin, although the majority of this planning area flows southward to the 
Honeycreek watershed and not directly to the Great Miami River.  A Honey Creek 
watershed protection organization has been formed to provide stewardship of this 
somewhat unique corridor.   This planning area’s overall geologic soil structure exhibits 
groundwater resources in a wide range of production capacity for wells.  High yields of 
over 100 gallons per minute can be found in portions of the planning area.  Shallow depth 
to bedrock conditions can also impact some parts of this township for availability of 
groundwater. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
largely recognized for low-density single family residential and agriculture land use 
patterns.  This pattern is unlikely to change during the planning period and is 
recommended to remain in an “Agriculture” land use category.  Recognized in the Miami 
County Green Space Plan, this area contains many significant wooded areas, and some 
unique wetland conditions especially along the Dry Creek and Honey Creek stream 
corridors.  The latter stream corridor is under both FEMA 100 year flood plain protection 
and by the Miami Conservancy District’s retarding basin easement that prohibits 
construction and fill activities below certain elevations.  “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” designations are associated with these stream corridors found in the 
township. 
 
Efforts should be directed, where possible, to preserve the potential reuse of the 
abandoned rail corridor as a recreational trail.  Any development within this former rail 
corridor should take into consideration compatibility with surrounding land uses, 
environmental and utility easement concerns.  “Institutional” land use designations are 
reflected around the Elizabeth Township offices near the Walnut Grove-Clark County 
Rd./Gearhardt Road area and Children’s Home-Grayson Road. 
 
Any development should be sensitive to its relationship and impact upon existing land 
use patterns, local historic designations, farmland, transportation access, flood plain and 
drainage considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged 
along State Route 41, 202, 201 and major collector type roads to preserve their traffic 
carrying capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  
Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and 
county roadways where development occurs. 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3901; Census Blocks 4001-4026, 4028-4049 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning areas 91, 92, 93, 94, 96 

 



PLANNING AREA 30 
(NewtonTownship)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential, Institutional 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 30 is located in the west-central part of the County and 
represents the northeast corner of Newton Township.  It borders State Route 718 to the 
south; the northeast side of the Village of Pleasant Hill; State Route 48 to the west; the 
Newton/Newberry Township line to the north; and the Concord/Newton Township line to 
the east.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and 
FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is rural, 
agriculture area with scattered low-density residential development as the dominant land 
use patterns.  It previously represented three planning areas (44, 53, 55) from the 1998 
plan update.  With the exception of some growth on the east side of the Village of 
Pleasant Hill, it remains relatively unchanged since this 1998 plan adoption. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 408 persons and consisted of 147 
housing units.  Newton Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 2,220 
persons in 2000, a 3% gain from 1990.  This planning area contains 5,515 acres of which 
5,093 acres (92.3%) is classified as “agriculture/ vacant” and 422 acres (7.7%) 
considered developed.  Developed land uses for the most part reflect “Farm Residential” 
at 58 acres (1.1%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 122 acres (2.2%); “Single-Family 
Residential” with 196 acres (3.6%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise almost all of the 
planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of some 
marginally or poorly drained soils and a pattern of high bedrock conditions mainly 
located along the west side of the planning area along the State Route 48, Stillwater River 
corridor. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served be three state routes.  State 
Route 48 is considered an important rural arterial road while State Route 718 and 41 are 
classified as rural collector type roads.  Sugar Grove Road is also considered a designated 
county collector road. 
 
This entire area is within both the Great Miami and Stillwater River drainage basins.  The 
southwest corner is part of the Pleasant Hill Facility Planning Area for extension of water 
and sewer services.  A small part of the east side of the planning area is linked to the Troy 
Facility Planning Area.  Except for some limited extensions from the Village of Pleasant 
Hill, this overall planning area is not likely to have water and sewer services.  The 
planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in a wide range 
between 5-75 gallons per minute for private wells. 
 

 



Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
expected to remain in an “Agriculture Area” and “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” designation.  Aside from some limited low-density residential development 
on the ease side of Pleasant Hill, there has been little change in the area since 1998.  The 
growth potential on the east side of the village has been enhanced by the installation of a 
new water tower.  The Newton School system has enlarged their recreational school 
facilities also as part of this growth pattern on the northeast side of the village.  Small 
adjustments to the urban service boundary around Pleasant Hill may be warranted to 
recognize this existing and potential growth pattern.  The area within this urban service 
boundary reflects an “Urban Residential” land use designation.  This planning area is part 
of a larger agriculture pattern generally between the State Route 48 and I-75 corridor that 
warrants protection from haphazard development and multiple strip platting.  This 
“Agricultural” designation also recognizes the abundance of prime farmland and a low-
density residential pattern conducive to agriculture production.  This “Open Space” 
designation is associated with some un-named small drainage ways or tributaries. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations with multiple lot splits and strip platting discouraged, especially along 
State Route 48 and 718, and 41 and other major collector roads to preserve their traffic 
carrying capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  
Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and 
county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3301; Census Blocks 3000-3014, 3029-3032 
1998 Planning Areas: 44, 53, 55 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 31 
(NewtonTownship)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 31 is located in the west-central part of the County and 
Newberry Township.  It borders the northwest side of the Village of Pleasant Hill; State 
Route 718 to the south; the County line to the west; and the Newtown/Newberry 
Township line/Falknor Road to the north.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, 
subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered 
by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is largely a rural-
agricultural area.  The Stillwater River and two branches of Panther Creek are prominent 
natural features.  It previously represented two planning areas (52, 54) from the1998 plan 
update.  The primary land use pattern is agriculture with some significant wooded areas 
found along the stream corridors.  No major concentrations of residential development 
are found in the planning area. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 655 persons and consisted of 243 
housing units.  Newton Township’s overall population was listed at 2,220 persons in 
2000, a 3% gain from 1990.  This planning area contains 8,499 acres of which 7,429 
acres (87.4%) is classified “Agriculture/Vacant” and 1,070 acres (12.6%) considered 
developed.  Developed land uses for the most part reflect “Farm Residential” at 175 acres 
(2.1%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 405 acres (4.8%); “Single-Family Residential” with 
330 acres (3.9%); and 112 acres of “recreational” land (1.3%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 87% of 
the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of some 
marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone areas and FEMA regulated flood plain 
along the waterways.  High bedrock conditions, located in the east central part of the 
planning area near the Stillwater River area can also be a limiting factor for construction 
and groundwater supplies. The Miami Conservancy District also maintains an easement 
prohibiting construction along the Stillwater River corridor and its tributaries.  The 
Stillwater River is considered an exceptional warm water habitat and designated a “scenic 
river”, with special zoning protection.  Some steep slopes can be found along river 
corridors although this pattern is not widespread. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served be three state routes.  State 
Route 48 is considered an important rural arterial road while State Route 718 and 721 are 
classified as rural collector type roads.  Rangeline and Lauver Roads are designated 
county collector roads. 
 
This entire area is within the Stillwater River drainage basin.  A small portion of the 
planning area is situated within the Pleasant Hill Facility Planning Area for extension of 
sewer services; while a very small portion in the upper area is potentially linked to 

 



Covington’s sewer service area.  Except for some limited extensions from Pleasant Hill, 
this overall planning area is not likely to have water and sewer services available.  The 
planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in the 5-75 
gallons per minute range although high bedrock conditions can be a very limiting factor 
for about 12% of the planning area for groundwater resources. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
expected to remain in an “Agriculture Area” and “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” designation.   The large agriculture area to the west of the river corridor 
warrants protection from haphazard development and multiple strip platting.  This 
designation also recognizes the abundance of prime farmland and a low density 
residential pattern conducive to agriculture production. 
 
The Stillwater River corridor, with its Scenic River designation should be protected by 
thoughtful planning and appropriate land use regulations by both the public and private 
sectors.  This is necessary to maintain an appropriate scale of development compatible 
with preserving its natural and recreational features, as well as recognizing flooding 
limitations upon development.  This “open space” designation is also associated with 
Panther Creek, the Little Panther Creek and Canyon Run tributaries.  Minor adjustments 
to the “urban service boundary” around Pleasant Hill and to the north along State Route 
48 are recommended to reflect future growth along this corridor. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Route 48 and 721 and other major collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying 
capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of 
additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3301; Census Blocks 1000-1033, 1047-1049, 1053-1059 
1998 Planning Areas:  52, 54 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 32 
(NewtonTownship)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 32 is located in the west-central part of the County and the 
southwest corner of Newton Township.  It borders State Route 718 to the north, the 
southwest side of the Village of Pleasant Hill, State Route 48 to the east, the 
Union/Newton Township line to the south, and the County line to the west.  This area is 
subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain 
development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is largely a rural 
area with the Stillwater River as a prominent natural feature.  It previously represented 
three planning areas (56, 58, 59) from the 1998 plan update.  The primary land use 
pattern is agriculture with some significant wooded areas found along the stream 
corridors.  No major concentrations of residential development exist. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 855 persons and consisted of 308 
housing units.  Newton Township’s overall population was listed at 2,220 persons in 
2000, a 3% gain from 1990.  This planning area contains 8,763 acres of which 7,427 
acres (84.8%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 1,336 acres (15.3%) considered 
developed.  Developed land uses for the most part reflect “Farm Residential” at 148 acres 
(1.7%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 522 acres (6.0%); “Single-Family Residential” with 
547 acres (6.2%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 85% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone areas and FEMA regulated flood 
plain along the waterways.  A small pattern of high bedrock conditions, located near the 
Stillwater River area also may serve as a limiting factor.  The Miami Conservancy 
District also maintains an easement prohibiting construction along the Stillwater River 
corridor and its tributaries.  The Stillwater River is considered an exceptional warm water 
habitat and designated a “scenic river”, with special zoning protection.  Some steep 
slopes can be found along river corridors although this pattern is not widespread. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served be four state routes.  State 
Route 48 is considered an important rural arterial road while State Route 718, 721, 571, 
are classified as rural collector type roads.  Rangeline Road is a designated county 
collector road. 
 
This entire area is within the Stillwater River drainage basin.  A small portion of the 
planning area in the northeast corner is part of the Pleasant Hill Facility Planning Area 
for extension of sewer services.  Except for some limited extensions from Pleasant Hill, 
this overall planning area is not likely to have water and sewer services.  Approximately 
50% of the planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in the 

 



5-75 gallons per minute range while the remaining part may have low well-water 
production due to high bedrock conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
expected to remain in an “Agriculture Area” and “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” designation.   The large agriculture area to the west of the river corridor 
warrants protection from haphazard development and multiple strip platting.  This 
designation also recognizes the abundance of prime farmland and a low density 
residential pattern conducive to agriculture production. 
 
The Stillwater River corridor, with its Scenic River designation should be protected by 
thoughtful planning and appropriate land use regulations by both the public and private 
sectors.  This is necessary to maintain an appropriate scale of development compatible 
with preserving it natural and recreational features, as well as recognizing its flooding 
limitations for development.  This “open space” designation is also associated with Hog 
Run, Rocky Run, and the Canyon Run tributaries.  Minor adjustments of the “Urban 
Service Boundary” around Pleasant Hill (to the south along State Route 48) is 
recommended to reflect recent and future growth potential along this corridor.  The area 
within this urban service boundary reflects an “Urban Residential” land use designation. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Route 48 and 721 and other major collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying 
capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of 
additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3301; Census, Blocks 2006-2049 
1998 Planning Areas: 56, 58, 59 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 33 
(NewtonTownship)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential, Special Planning Area 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 33 is located in the west-central part of the County and 
represents the southeast corner of Newton Township.  It borders State Route 718 to the 
north; the south east side of the Village of Pleasant Hill; State Route 48 to the west; the 
Horseshoe Bend Road/Newton/Union Township line to the south and the 
Newton/Concord Township line to the east.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, 
subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered 
by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is an agriculture 
area with scattered low-density residential development and a large portion of the 
Stillwater River basin running through the west corner.  It previously represented three 
planning areas (57, 59, 60) from the 1998 plan update. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 302 persons and consisted of 111 
housing units.  Newton Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 2,220 
persons in 2000, a 3% gain from 1990.  This planning area contains 3,920 acres of which 
3,205 acres (81.8%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 715 acres (18.2%) 
considered developed.  Developed land uses for the most part reflect “Large-Lot 
Residential” with 132 acres (3.4%); “Single-Family Residential” with 194 acres (4.9%).  
“Industrial/mining” acreage was listed at 201 acres (5.1%) and “recreation” acreage at 
166 acres or 4.2%. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 81% of 
the planning area.  Sand and gravel resources are also found in this area with an active 
mining operation near the Fenner Road/Stillwater River area.  Constraints to development 
in this area reflect the presence of some marginally or poorly drained soils, high bedrock 
conditions and flood-impacted areas.  FEMA flood plain restrictions and the Miami 
Conservancy District’s flood control easements along the Stillwater River basin and its 
tributaries are limitations for development.  Significant high bedrock conditions appear to 
be concentrated to the west side of this planning area near Pleasant Hill and along the 
State Route 48 corridor. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served be two state routes.  State 
Route 48 is considered an important rural arterial road while State Route 718 is classified 
as rural collector type road. 
 
Portions of this planning area are within both the Great Miami and Stillwater River 
drainage basins.  The southeast corner is situated within the Pleasant Hill Facility 
Planning Area for extension of water and sewer services while a small part of the east 
side of the planning area is linked to the Troy Facility Planning Area.  Except for some 
limited extensions from the Village of Pleasant Hill, this overall planning area is not 

 



likely to have water and sewer services.  Almost 73% of the planning area’s groundwater 
resources are in the low range of 3-10 gallons per minute while 13% of the planning area 
may have extremely low water resources (less than 2 gallons per minute). 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
expected to remain in an “Agriculture Area” and “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” designation.  Some development potential exists in the vicinity of Pleasant 
Hill’s southeast quadrant.  Small adjustments to the urban service boundary around 
Pleasant Hill may be warranted to recognize potential growth patterns.  The area within 
this urban service boundary reflects an “Urban Residential and “Special Planning Area” 
land use designation.  The latter designation adjacent to Pleasant Hill represents the 
possibility for various land uses depending on the village’s land use goals and objectives.  
This area has access to both state routes with water and sewer services available.  This 
area could be a logical site for a small industrial park given its proximity to the Interstate 
75. 
 
This planning area is part of a larger agriculture area generally between the State Route 
48 and I-75 corridor that warrants protection from haphazard development and multiple 
strip platting.  This “Agricultural” designation also recognizes the abundance of prime 
farmland and a low-density residential pattern conducive to agriculture production. 
 
The “Open Space” designation is associated with the Stillwater River flood plain 
corridor, its tributaries and the Miami Conservancy easement.  Significant wooded areas 
are also found in this area.  The Brukner Nature Center, a private non-profit 
educational/recreation center and wooded area with walking paths is located in the 
southern reaches of this planning area.  An active mining area approaching the end of its 
useful production life is also located along Fenner Road in proximity to the Brukner 
Nature Center.  The area, including a large mined body of water, lends itself to an “Open 
Space-Conservation-Recreation” designation.  The Stillwater River corridor, with its 
Scenic River designation should be protected by thoughtful planning and appropriate land 
use regulations by both the public and private sectors.  This is necessary to maintain an 
appropriate scale of development compatible with preserving it natural and recreational 
features, as well as recognizing it flooding limitations for development. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations with multiple lot splits and strip platting discouraged, especially along 
State Route 48, and 718 to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state 
and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be 
warranted along certain township and county roads where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3301; Census Blocks 3027-3028, 3033-3045 
1998 Planning Areas:  57, 59, 60 

 



PLANNING AREA 34 
(Union Township-Laura-Potsdam area)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential, Commercial, Special Planning Area, Light 
Industrial, and Institutional 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 34 is located in the south-west part of the County and the 
western portion of Union Township.  It borders the Horseshoe Bend Road/Union-Newton 
Township line to the north, Shiloh Road to the east, Emerick Road to the south, and the 
County line to the west.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, 
building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered by Miami 
County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a rural area 
encompassing the villages of Laura and Potsdam.   Tributaries of the Stillwater River are 
prominent natural features of this planning area.  It previously represented 10 planning 
areas (129-138), or portions thereof, from the 1998 plan update.  The primary land use 
pattern is agriculture with some small concentrations of single family residential located 
around the Laura area.  Some significant wooded areas are found along the stream 
corridors.  A small number of commercial uses can be found along State Route 571. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 628 persons and consisted of 241 
housing units.  Union Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 4,677 persons 
in 2000, a decline of approximately 6% from 1990.  This planning area contains 4,787 
acres of which 3,752 acres (78.4%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 1,035 acres 
(21.6%) considered developed.  Developed land uses for the most part reflect “Farm 
Residential” at 279 acres (5.8%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 265 acres (5.5%); 
“Single-Family Residential” with 416 acres (8.7%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 85% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone areas and FEMA regulated flood 
plain along the waterways.  Some steep slopes can be found along river corridors 
although this pattern is not widespread. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served be three state routes- State 
Routes 571, 55 and 721, considered minor or major collector roads.  Milton-Potsdam is 
classified as a county designated collector.  An abandoned rail road corridor extending 
east-west from Ludlow Falls can be found in this planning area. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Stillwater River drainage basin.  The bulk of this 
planning area is classified as being within the Laura-Potsdam-Ludlow Falls Facility 
Planning area but water or sewer services are limited or not available for extension from 
these communities.  Approximately 50% of the planning area’s geologic soil structure 
provides groundwater resources in the 5-75 gallons per minute range while the remaining 
part may have low well water productions (3-10 gallons per minute). 

 



 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
expected to remain for the most part in an “Agriculture Area” and “Open Space/ 
Conservation/ Recreation” designation.   The urban service area boundary around the 
Village of Laura is recommended to remain the same as expansion of growth around this 
village is not anticipated.  Consistent with the previous plan, within this growth boundary 
“Urban Residential”, “Commercial”, “Special Planning Area”, “Light Industrial”, and 
“Institutional”, land use patterns are designated to reflect the limited potential for growth,  
existing businesses or a cemetery. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Route 571, 55 and 721 and other collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3401; Census Blocks 1000-1007, 1010 1020-1021, 1035-1053, 1062 
1998 Planning Areas: 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 35 
(Union Township-Ludlow Falls) 
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential, Special Planning Area 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 35 is located in the south-west part of the County and the 
northern portion of Union Township.  It borders the Horseshoe Bend Road/Union-
Newton Township line to the north, State Route 55/Calumet Road to the east, Markley 
and Davis Road to the south, Emerick Road to the south and Shiloh Road to the west.  
This area is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood 
plain development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a rural area and 
contains the Village of Ludlow Falls.   The Stillwater River and Ludlow Creek are scenic, 
natural features of this planning area.  It previously represented six planning areas or 
portions thereof, from the 1998 plan update.  The primary land use pattern is agriculture 
with some small concentrations of single family residential uses located throughout the 
planning area.  Large wooded areas are found along the Stillwater River stream corridors.  
A large limestone quarry mining operation is located off the Davis Road area. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was estimated at 1,363 persons and 
consisted of 557 housing units.  Union Township’s unincorporated population was listed 
at 4,677 persons in 2000, a decline of approximately 6% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 8,034 acres of which 6,022 acres (75.0%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 2,012 acres (25.0%) considered developed.  Developed land uses reflect “Farm 
Residential” at 172 acres (2.1%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 568 acres (7.1%); 
“Single-Family Residential” with 945 acres (11.8%).   “Other Residential” uses, mainly 
reflective of mobile home parks, contained 113 acres (1.4%), while the mineral 
extraction/industrial category reflected 177 acres (2.2%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 88% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone soils and FEMA regulated flood 
plains along the waterways.  High bedrock conditions are located in a widespread area 
south of the Ludlow Falls area.  Limited sand and gravel deposits are located in the area. 
Steep slopes can be found along river corridors. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served be three state routes- State 
Routes 48, 55 and 521, considered arterial or collector roads.  Calumet, Markley, and 
Davis, Milton-Potsdam roads are classified as county designated collectors.  An 
abandoned rail road corridor extending east-west can be found in this planning area. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Stillwater River drainage basin.  It is located within 
the West Milton and Laura-Potsdam-Ludlow Falls Facility Planning area.  Water service 
is provided from the City of Troy to West Milton along the State Route 55-Calumet Road 
corridor.  Water service also is available to Ludlow Falls.  No sanitary sewer service is 

 



available to the general planning area; however West Milton sewer extension is available 
to the Calumet Road area along State Route 48.  Approximately 80% of the planning 
area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in the low range at less than 
10 gallons per minute. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
expected to remain for the most part in an “Agriculture Area” and “Open Space/ 
Conservation/ Recreation” designation.   The urban service area boundary extending to 
the Village of Ludlow Fall is a representation of possible growth along the State Route 48 
corridor.  “Urban Residential” patterns have extended to the Calumet Road area.  Near 
this area, a small private retirement community on the former Lange estate has developed 
since the adoption of the 1998 plan. 
 
The most significant land use designation of this planning area is the large “Open Space/ 
Conservation/ Recreation” designation following along the Stillwater Scenic River 
Corridor.  This designation takes into consideration the flood plain along this river 
corridor and its tributaries, the Miami Conservancy District flood control easement, the 
walls of the river valley, many significant woodlands and the scenic, natural beauty of the 
river corridor.  The value of this corridor to Miami County should be protected by 
thoughtful planning from both the public and private sectors to maintain an appropriate 
scale of development compatible with the goal of preserving its natural and recreational 
features.  Higher density residential development in this corridor should be discouraged. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Route 571, 55 and 48 and other collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3401; Census Blocks 2000-2017, 3000-3010, 3024-3027 
1998 Planning Areas: 59, 60, 125, 126, 129, 138 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 36 
(Union Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Urban Residential  
 
Location.  Planning Area # 36 is located in the southwest part of the County and Union 
Township.  It borders Emerick Road to the north, Kessler-Frederick and Ginghamsburg-
Frederick Road to the east, the Miami-Montgomery County line to the south, and the 
Miami-Darke County line to the west.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, 
subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered 
by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents the 
southwestern side of Union Township, the southern limits of the West Milton community 
and the northern limits of the City of Union.  It previously reflected seven planning areas 
or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.   The primary land use pattern is 
agriculture with some concentration of single family residential uses located in the areas 
south and east of the community of West Milton in the eastern half of the planning area.  
There are open space areas located to the west of West Milton.   
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was estimated at 5,705 persons and 
consisted of 2,297 housing units.  Union Township’s unincorporated population was 
listed at 4,677 persons in 2000, a decline of approximately 6% from 1990.  This planning 
area contains 9,342 acres of which approximately 73% or 6,855 acres is classified as 
agriculture/vacant with 2,487 acres or 27% considered developed.  Developed land uses 
reflect “farm residential” at 407 acres (4.3%); “large lot development” with 552 acres 
(5.9%); “single family residential” at 655 acres (7%).  “Other residential” uses including 
multi-family and mobile homes contained 73 acres (.7%); “Commercial/Office” uses 
contained 26 acres (.2%); “Mineral Extraction/Industrial” uses contained 10 acres (.1%), 
while the institutional category consists of 559 acres (5.9%).  The recreational category 
consists of 192 acres (2%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 94% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone areas and FEMA regulated flood 
plain along the waterways.  Shallow depths to bedrock conditions are located in a 
widespread area west of West Milton area. Limited sand and gravel deposits are located 
in the area. Steep slopes can be found along river corridors.     
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served by three state routes – State 
Routes 48, 49, 721 which are considered to be arterial or collector roads.  Frederick-
Garland Road east of West Milton is classified as a major rural or urban collector.  
Frederick-Garland, Mote, Emerick, and Kessler Frederick Roads are classified as county 
designated collectors.   
 

 



This planning area has 7,534 (80.6%) acres located within the Upper Great Miami 
Drainage Basin and has 1,805 (19.4%) acres located within the Lower Great Miami 
Drainage Basin.  The easterly and central portions of the planning area are located within 
the West Milton Facility Planning area.  Water and sanitary services are available in a 
limited area located around West Milton and with extension in the central portion of the 
planning area.  The planning area is likely to have available sewer and water in the future.  
The western half of the planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater 
resources in the range of 75 or more gallons per minute.  Fifty Five percent of the eastern 
half of the planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in the 
range of less than 10 gallons per minute.  Forty Five percent of the eastern half of the 
planning area’s geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in the range of 
less than 2 gallons per minute.   
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   This planning area is 
expected to remain for the most part in an “Agriculture Area” and “Open Space/ 
Conservation/ Recreation” designation.   The urban service area boundary extending out 
from West Milton is a representation of possible growth along the State Route 48 
corridor.  Additional “Urban Residential” patterns are noted inside the adjusted urban 
service boundary. 
 
The most significant land use designation of this planning area is the large “Open Space/ 
Conservation/ Recreation” designation following along the Stillwater Scenic River 
Corridor.  This designation takes into consideration the flood plain along this river 
corridor and its tributaries, the Miami Conservancy District flood control easement, the 
walls of the river valley, many significant woodlands and the scenic, natural beauty of the 
river corridor.  The value of this corridor to Miami County should be protected by 
thoughtful planning from both the public and private sectors to maintain an appropriate 
scale of development compatible with the goal of preserving its natural and recreational 
features.  Higher density residential development in this corridor should be discouraged. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Routes 48, 49, 721 and other collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs.   
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References:   
Census Tract 3401, Census Blocks: 5008-5009, 5022-5039 
1998 Planning Areas:  138, 141, 143, 144, 145, 146, 148 

 



PLANNING AREA 38 
(Union Township-West Milton)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Open Space/Conservation/ Recreation, Urban 
Residential, Industrial, Institutional 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 38 is located in the south-west part of the County and 
generally encompasses the west side of West Milton area.  It follows Markely Road, State 
Route 48 and Calumet Road to the north; the Stillwater River corridor and the West 
Milton corporation limits to the east; Frederick-Garland, Jay Road, Emerick roads to the 
south; to Davis Road to the west.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, 
subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered 
by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area encompasses the 
fringe area of the west, north and south sides of West Milton.  It previously reflected six 
planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  The Stillwater River and 
its broad river valley is a dominant natural feature on the north side of the planning area, 
east of Calumet Road.  A private, small seasonal campground, and a religious retirement 
home and meeting facility are situated along this road.  A new residential subdivision is 
being considered near the Calumet Road/State Route 48 intersection as part of growth 
linked to the West Milton community.  A utility company’s land holding is located near 
the Village’s sewer treatment plant next to this river.  Water service from the City of 
Troy has been extended along the Calumet Road/State Route 48 corridor over the past 
three years.   The Stillwater River flood plain is also reflected on the south side on the 
planning area, north of Frederick-Garland Road along the river.  The primary land use in 
the western portion of the area is agriculture with some small concentrations of single 
family residential uses scattered throughout the area.  A concrete manufacturing facility 
and mobile home park is located along State 571.  A higher density residential 
development has occurred in this area since the 1998 plan as part of growth from the 
West Milton community.  The Milton-Union School system and the Lowry Complex are 
prominent land use patterns in this portion of the planning area.  On the southwest side of 
this planning area, water and sewer services have been extended westward to a private 
recreational club in the Jay Road area.  This utility extension may have some potential for 
future growth in this vicinity.  The area south of West Milton is capable of additional 
growth with the extension of utilities. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 333 persons and consisted of 177 
housing units.  Union Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 4,677 persons 
in 2000, a decline of approximately 6% from 1990.  This planning area contains 1,997 
acres of which 1,138 acres (57.0%) is still classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 859 
acres (43.0%) considered developed.  The majority of developed land uses reflect “Farm 
Residential” at 277 acres (13.9%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 161 acres (8.1%); 
“Single-Family Residential” with 142 acres (7.1%). Institutional uses contained 83 acres 
(4.2%) in the planning area while recreational land use consisted of 130 acres or (6.5%). 
 

 



Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 91% of 
the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence of some 
marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone areas and FEMA/MCD regulated flood 
plain along the waterways.  High bedrock conditions can be found in about 88% of the 
planning area.  Some steep slopes can be found along river corridors although this pattern 
is not widespread.   Jones Run is a small tributary located on the southwest side of the 
planning area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served be three state routes- State 
Routes 48, 571 and 55, considered arterial or collector roads.  Markley, Calumet, Davis, 
Milton-Potsdam, Emerick, and Frederick-Garland roads are classified as collector type 
roads. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Stillwater River drainage basin.  The general area 
around the West Milton community is associated with the Village’s Facility Planning 
Area boundary.  Since the 1998 plan adoption, public water service has been extended 
from the City of Troy to West Milton residents.  Sewer and water service extensions have 
been made to a private recreational campground on the west side of the village’s service 
area in the vicinity of the Jay Road.  Utility extensions are possible to the south area of 
the Milton community.  Water service has been extended west along State Route 571 to a 
mobile home park.  The planning area’s geologic structure provides groundwater 
resources in the low range of 20 gallons per minute or less. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
expected to remain tied to growth and development from the Village of West Milton.  
Water and sewer services can be provided to the remaining parts of the service area 
although high bedrock conditions can be limiting factor.  Small adjustments extending 
the Urban Service boundary to the north, west and south are reasonable given past growth 
trends.  The Milton-Union School system may look to expand near the Davis 
Road/Milton Potsdam Road intersection at some point in the future.  Any development 
activity should take into consideration the potential presence of future school facilities at 
this location.  “Urban Residential” and “Industrial” land use patterns are carried over 
from the 1998 plan.  Additional “Urban Residential” patterns are noted inside the 
adjusted urban service boundary.  On the north side of the planning area, an 
“Institutional” land use pattern is shown around the DPL holdings east of State Route 48 
near the river.    For the most part, the remaining portions of the planning area reflect 
“Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation” designations linked to stream corridors, 
drainage ways or the Stillwater River basin.  The concept of extending a recreational trail 
along the Stillwater River should be explored as part of an overall regional trail system. 
 
The Stillwater River corridor, with its Scenic River designation should be protected by 
thoughtful planning and appropriate land use regulations by both the public and private 
sectors.  This is necessary to maintain an appropriate scale of development compatible 
with preserving its natural and recreational features, as well as recognizing its flooding 
limitations for development.  High residential development within this corridor should be 
discouraged. 

 



 
This area, especially on the south side, may be impacted by aircraft noise from operations 
associated with the Dayton International Airport.  The Stillwater River corridor is a 
preferred flight contour for aircraft departing from the airport.  Any development in this 
planning area should take into account possible noise impacts. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Route 55, 48 and 571 and other collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3450; Census Blocks 1000, 1005, 1008, 2000, 2003, 3006, 3007, 3008, 
4011, 4032, 4043, 4044 
1998 Planning Areas: 123, 124, 125, 127, 128, 139, 140, 142, 146 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 39 
(Union Township-West Milton)  
Future Land Use Recommendations:  Agricultural Area, Open Space/Conservation/ 
Recreation, Rural Center 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 39 is located in the south-west part of the County and 
represents the east side of Union Township.  It follows State Route 55 to the north; the 
Union-Monroe Township line to the east; Frederick-Ginghamsburg, Karns and Frederick-
Garland Road to the south; the Stillwater River and West Milton Corporation limits to the 
west.   This area is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and 
FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents the 
east side of Union Township and the eastern limits of the West Milton community.  It 
previously reflected six planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  
While largely a rural agricultural area with scattered low density single family residential 
homes, three rural, unincorporated settlements containing small concentrations of homes-
Kessler, Nashville and Frederick-are located within this planning area. The Stillwater 
River and its broad river valley is a dominant natural feature through this planning area 
on its west border.  Significant wooded areas can be found near the Calumet 
Road/Stillwater River area and along the Brush Creek area.  Some isolated rural 
businesses can be found along some of the state routes and within the rural settlement 
areas. 
 
The most significant change affecting this planning area since the 1998 plan has been the 
extension of public water service from the City of Troy along the Calumet Road/State 
Route 55 corridor.  This water service may eventually benefit additional areas on the 
north side of the planning area.  This west side of the planning area may have additional 
potential for development although at present it reflects agricultural and residential land 
use patterns.  Another prominent feature in this planning area is a golf course located 
along State Route 571 on the outskirts of West Milton. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 1,327 persons and consisted of 529 
housing units.  Union Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 4,677 persons 
in 2000, a decline of approximately 6% from 1990.  This planning area contains 6,670 
acres of which 4,618 acres (69.2%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” with 2,052 acres 
(30.8%) considered developed.  The majority of developed land uses reflect “Farm 
Residential” at 243 acres (3.6%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 498 acres (7.5%); 
“Single-Family Residential” with 1,039 acres (15.6%). Institutional uses contained 135 
acres, roughly 2% of the land area while recreational land use consisted of 84 acres or 
(1.3%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 86% of 
the soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area reflect the presence 
of some marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone areas and FEMA/MCD regulated 
flood plain along the waterways.  High bedrock conditions can be found in approximately 

 



27% of the planning area along the Stillwater River corridor and Frederick community.  
Steep slopes can be found along river and stream corridors although this pattern is not 
widespread.   Brush Creek is a major tributary running north south through the area.  
Portions of this stream are also FEMA and Miami Conservancy District regulated for 
flood protection purposes. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  This area is served be two state routes- State 
Routes 55 and 571, considered major arterial or collector roads.  Nashville, Kessler-
Frederick, Frederick-Garland roads are designated county minor/rural collector roads.  
Portions of an abandoned rail corridor can be found in the north part of this planning 
area. 
 
The majority of the area is situated within the Stillwater River drainage basin.  The west 
side around the West Milton community is associated with the Village’s Facility Planning 
Area boundary.  The northeast corner is linked to Troy’s service area.  Since the 1998 
plan adoption, public water service has been extended from the City of Troy to West 
Milton residents.  Utility extensions are possible to the west side of the planning area 
along State Route 571.  The planning area’s geologic structure provides groundwater 
resources in the low to very low range of 20 gallons per minute or less.   Portions of the 
planning area, especially near Frederick have reported low groundwater resources 
especially during drought conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   The west side of this 
planning area is tied to growth and development from the West Milton community.  The 
City of Union has extended utility services to Frederick although significant growth is not 
expected in this community due to existing development patterns.   Overall the remaining 
planning area is in an “Agricultural” and “Open Space/ Conservation/ Development” 
designation, consistent with the 1998 plan.  At this time no changes are recommended to 
the urban service boundary associated with the east side of the West Milton community.  
The concept of extending a recreational trail along the Stillwater River and along the 
abandoned rail corridor should be explored although much of the rail corridor is in 
private ownership.  “Rural Settlement” or “Rural Center” designations are given to the 
Frederick, Nashville and Kessler communities.  Historically, these communities grew due 
to the presence of rail or trolley car services or for other locational considerations.  While 
generally lacking utility services some changes in land use patterns can be expected in 
these communities. 
 
The Stillwater River corridor, with its Scenic River designation should be protected by 
thoughtful planning and appropriate land use regulations by both the public and private 
sectors.  This is necessary to maintain an appropriate scale of development compatible 
with preserving its natural and recreational features, as well as recognizing its flooding 
limitations for development.  High residential development within this corridor should be 
discouraged. 
 
This area may be impacted by aircraft noise from operations associated with the Dayton 
International Airport.  The Stillwater River corridor is a preferred flight contour for 

 



aircraft departing from the airport.  Any development in this planning area should take 
into account possible noise impacts. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to its impact upon farmland and drainage 
considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State 
Route 55 and 571 and other collector roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity 
consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional 
right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roads where 
development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3401; Census Blocks 4000-4010, 4012-4023, 4032 
1998 Planning Areas: 60, 121, 123, 124, 125, 127, 128, 139, 140, 142, 146 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 40 
(Monroe Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agriculture Area, Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation, Urban Residential, Rural Settlement 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 40 is located in the south-central part of the County and 
represents the northwest corner of Monroe Township.  It follows Monroe-Concord Road 
to the north, Peters Road to the east, State Route 571 to the south and the Monroe-Union 
Township line and portions of Kessler Frederick Road to the west.  It previously reflected 
four planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  This area is subject to 
Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development 
regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a rural, farmed 
part of the township with large-lot single-family homes scattered throughout this area.  
Some isolated small businesses and an auto salvage yard are also found in the area along 
State Route 571.  Since the adoption of 1998 plan, a higher-density residential 
development is being constructed at the northwest corner of the Peters-Kessler 
Cowlesville Road intersection.  This subdivision, Rosewood Creek, was annexed into 
Tipp City and has been extended public water and sewer services.  Since 1998, land use 
patterns in the remaining planning area have been relatively unchanged and are in large 
farm tracts and larger rural lots. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 282 persons and consisted of 108 
housing units.  Monroe Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 6,118 
persons in 2000, a decrease of approximately 8.2% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 3,630 acres of which 3,117 acres (85.9%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
with 512 acres (14.1%) considered developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: “Farm 
Residential” at 157 acres (4.3%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 192 acres (5.3%); and 
“Single-Family Residential” with 121 acres (3.3%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise almost all of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area include the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, and some small tributaries-Peter and Scot’s 
ditch-with FEMA flood prone areas.  The lack of suitable receiving streams, drainage 
ways or tile outlets to accommodate surface or subsurface water is also a constraint for 
development in this area.  High bedrock conditions may be found in the southeast part of 
the planning area near the Peters Road/State Route 571 intersection. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 571, Peters Road and Nashville Road 
are identified as important arterial or collector roads.  The widening of Peters Road for 
increased capacity may be warranted at some point in the future as development occurs 
north of Kessler-Cowlesville Road.  This plan also recognizes additional recreational trail 
development westward along abandoned railroad right-of-way. 
 

 



This entire area is part of the Great Miami River drainage basin; 34% is associated with 
the Troy Facility Planning Area while 10% linked to the Shenandoah/County sewer 
service area.  Sewer and water services have been extended near the corner of Kessler-
Cowlesville and Peters Road from the Tipp City service network.  Additional utility 
service extensions to the east side of this planning area from the Tipp, Miami County or 
Troy service network are possible in the planning period.  This planning area’s geologic 
structure provides groundwater resources in the low range at less than 10 gallons per 
minute and may be impacted by limestone-bedrock subsurface conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  Given the prime farmland 
conditions and lack of utility services, the majority of this planning area is designated as a 
“Agriculture Area” designation.  As noted in the 1998 plan, this planning area is part of a 
large agriculture pattern with similar productive soil patterns as it extends northward 
through the County between the I-75 and State Route 48 corridors.  On the east side of 
this planning area, minor adjustments to the “urban service” boundary are recommended 
to reflect recent growth from Tipp City.  Within this modified area, “Urban Residential” 
growth may be most appropriate, given surrounding land use patterns.  A small portion of 
this area is designated “Rural Settlement” around the Nashville Road/State Route 571 
intersection.  The abandoned rail corridor and some small waterways reflect an “Open 
Space/ Conservation/ Recreation”. 
 
Development activity should be evaluated with its relationship to and impact upon 
existing land use patterns, transportation access, flood plain and drainage considerations.  
Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along State Route 571 and 
other major collector type roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with 
state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way 
may be warranted along certain township and county roadways where development 
occurs. 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3501; Census Blocks 1032-1037, 1067-1071 
1998 Planning Areas: 115, 119, 120, 121 
Tipp City Planning Areas: 55, 54 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 41 
(Monroe Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agriculture Area, Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation, Urban Residential, Rural Settlement, Airport Noise 
Impacted Area, Airport Noise Overlay Zone 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 41 is located in the southern  part of the County and 
represents the southwest corner of Monroe Township.  It follows State Route 571to the 
north, Peters Road to the east, the Miami-Montgomery County line to the south and the 
Monroe-Union Township line (Kessler-Frederick Road) to the west.  It previously 
reflected planning area 149 from the 1998 plan update.  This area is subject to Miami 
County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development 
regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is largely a rural 
farmed part of the township although large-lot single-family homes are found throughout 
combined with some scattered businesses.  The Homestead Golf Course is found toward 
the center of the planning area.  Since the adoption of 1998 plan, little has changed 
related to land use patterns in this area.  The unincorporated villages of Nashville and 
Frederick community, a small collection of homes and former businesses are located at 
that northwest and southwest corners of this planning area.  Scattered single-family 
“Large-Lot Residential” development is found throughout the planning area.  This 
planning area is impacted by airport noise and potential future growth from the Dayton 
International Airport. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 1,004 persons and consisted of 362 
housing units.  Monroe Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 6,118 
persons in 2000, a decrease of approximately 8.2% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 4,681 acres of which 3,195 acres (68.3%) is classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 1,500 acres (31.7%) considered developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: “Farm 
Residential” at 166 acres (3.5%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 459 acres (9.8%); and 
“Single-Family Residential” with 635 acres (13.6%).  “Recreational” uses listed 118 
acres or 2.5%. 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise almost 93.1% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area include the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, and some small tributaries with flood prone 
areas.  The lack of suitable receiving streams, drainage ways or tile outlets to 
accommodate surface or subsurface water is also a constraint for development in this 
area.  Flood plain conditions along Mill Creek and tributaries of Brush Creek present 
limits to development.  High bedrock conditions may be found in approximately 30% of 
the planning area in the northeast and southwest corners. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 571, Peters Road, Kessler-Frederick, 
Frederick-Garland and Ginghamsburg-Frederick Roads are identified as important 
collector roads.  This area is associated with the Great Miami River drainage basin 

 



although the southwest corner is linked to the Stillwater River basin by Brush Creek.  
Approximately 4% in the northeast corner is associated with Tipp City’s facility planning 
area boundary. 
 
Additional utility service extensions to the east side of this planning area from Tipp City 
are possible in the planning period.  The City of Union has annexed some territory in the 
Frederick community near the Miami-Montgomery County line since the 1998 plan 
adoption.  Public water service from Union has been extended to some businesses in this 
community.  The remaining part of the planning area has no utility services.  About 70% 
of the planning area’s geologic structure provides groundwater resources in the low range 
at less than 20 gallons per minute range.  Certain parts of the planning area, especially 
around Frederick have been know to have very low groundwater supplies (less than 2 
gallons per minute), a problem compounded by drought conditions at times. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area is 
located at the southern edge of the large west-central agricultural area located between 
the I-75 and State Route 48 corridors.  It has remained a prime agricultural area relatively 
free from any encroachment by major land use developments.  Given the prime farmland 
conditions and lack of utility services, this planning area reflects largely a “Agriculture 
Area” designation.  An “Urban Residential” pattern is shown around an existing 
subdivision near the Troy-Frederick/Peters Road intersection.  A small portion of this 
area is designated “Rural Settlement” near the Frederick and Nashville communities.  
Limited growth and redevelopment may be appropriate in these older historical 
communities.  The Brush and Mill Creek tributaries in addition to small waterways 
connected with these streams are designated “Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation”.  
This designation is also applied to the Homestead golf course, located to the center of this 
area.  This planning area, especially on its south side, is impacted by aircraft noise from 
operations associated with the Dayton International Airport.  The Stillwater River 
corridor is a preferred flight contour for aircraft departing from the airport.  Additional 
residential development should be discouraged, except on a very limited basis.  Any 
development in this planning area should take into account possible noise impacts.  
Portions of this area are designated “Airport Noise Impacted Area,” or “Airport Noise 
Overlay Zone”. 
 
Development activity should take into account existing land use patterns, transportation 
access, flood plain and drainage considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting 
should be discouraged along State Route 571 and other major collector type roads to 
preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access management 
regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain 
township and county roadways where development occurs. 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3501; Census Blocks 2000-2015 
1998 Planning Areas: 149 
Tipp City Planning Area: 53 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 42 
(Monroe Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Special Planning Area, Commercial, 
Industrial, Urban Residential, Open Space/Conservation/Recreation 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 42 is located in the southern part of the County and 
represents the northeast corner of Monroe Township.  It follows Monroe-Concord 
Township Road and boundary line to the north, the Great Miami River to the east, Tipp 
City Corporate limits to the south; and Peters Road to the west.  It previously reflected 
five planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  This area is subject to 
Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development 
regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is largely a 
developed area located between the City of Troy and Tipp City situated near two major 
road corridors, I-75 and County Road 25A.  Development activities along the County 
Road 25A corridor in addition to the newly constructed Donn Davis Parkway and the 
Tipp City High School have altered the land use patterns of this area.  The latter road now 
links the new high school complex to County Road 25 and East Kessler Cowlesville 
Road.   Pockets of large residential subdivisions are found throughout the planning area.  
Small highway oriented businesses, and a YMCA recreational complex are the major 
land use patterns along Co. Rd. 25A.  Some private recreational clubs are located near the 
Great Miami River area where a future recreational trail is to be located.  Near this trail 
corridor, an active north-south rail line also runs parallel to the river. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 974 persons and consisted of 419 
housing units.  Monroe Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 6,118 
persons in 2000, a decrease of approximately 8.2% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 532 acres of which 143 acres (26.9%) are classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 
389 acres (73.1%) are considered developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: “Large-
Lot Residential” with 39 acres (7.3%); “Single-Family Residential” with 134 acres 
(25.1%); “multi-family residential” had 29 acres (5.5%); “Commercial” uses comprise 47 
acres (8.7%); and “institutional” uses had 62 acres or (11.6%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise almost 82% of 
soils in the planning area although agriculture uses are not projected to remain viable in 
the long-range planning period.  Constraints to development in this area include the 
presence of some marginally or poorly drained soils, flood prone areas and Miami 
Conservancy District easements along the Great Miami River.  Interstate 75 acts as a 
barrier to some development opportunities in the area.  High bedrock conditions affect 
almost 95.7% of the planning area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  Interstate 75 is a major traffic corridor serving 
many businesses in the planning area.  County Road 25A, Peters Road, Monroe-Concord 
Road, Tipp Cowlesville and Crane Road are important collector roads.  The extension of 
Donn Davis Way (considered only partially constructed), further south from E. Kessler-

 



Cowlesville Road to Tipp Cowlesville Road and further west and south to Tipp City, is 
an important future transportation plan recommendation.  The widening of the collector 
roads in this planning area may be necessary if traffic pressures grow.  The need to 
extend the Greater Miami River Recreational Trail facility from the Monroe-Concord line 
southward to Tipp City is an important county planning goal. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin with 66% of the 
area situated within the Tipp City Facility Planning Area.  Some portions of the planning 
area are associated with Miami County utility services areas, referred to as the Camp 
Troy and Shenandoah facility planning areas.  Additional utility service extensions to the 
east side of this planning area from the Tipp, County or Troy service network are possible 
during the planning period.  Although 14% of the planning area’s geologic structure 
provides high yield groundwater resources near the Great Miami River, the remaining 
area is considered in the low range at less than 20 gallons per minute with some very low 
water producing ground strata due to bedrock conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area contains 
a variety of land use patterns largely reflective of existing land uses.  Of special interest is 
vacant land along both sides of the I-75 corridor where “Special Planning Area” 
designations were noted in the 1998 plan.  This pattern is carried over and expanded upon 
from the 1998 plan.  These parcels could support a number of alternative uses other than 
residential (which is not a preferred land use development pattern adjacent to I-75).  
Given the high visibility and accessibility to traffic from Interstate 75, alternative uses 
should be considered for this area (previously identified as Planning Area 103, and 104 in 
the Comprehensive Plan).  Portions of large tracts east of County Road 25A near Tipp 
City’s existing light industrial land use patterns are also indicated as “Industrial”, 
consistent with surrounding land use patterns.  “Commercial” designations are 
recommended at key intersections at County Road 25A and the relocated Monroe-
Concord/Tipp Cowlesville Roads and the 25A/Kessler-Cowlesville Road intersections.  
Portions of the area also designated “Urban Residential” to reflect existing development 
patterns and the potential for additional development.  The entire area is within the 
“Urban Service” boundary.  The river corridor with its potential trail is recognized as 
“Open Space/ Conservation/ Recreation”. 
 
Development activity should take into account impacts upon existing land use patterns, 
transportation access, flood plain and drainage considerations.  Multiple lot splits and 
strip platting should be discouraged along County Road 25A and Peters Road and other 
major collector type roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state 
and local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be 
warranted along certain township and county roadways where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3501; Census Blocks 1000-1016, 1018-1021, 1023, 1024, 1030, 1031 
1998 Planning Areas: 101, 102, 103, 104 
Tipp City Planning Areas: 1, 2, 3, 4, 12 

 



PLANNING AREA 43 
(Monroe Township) 
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Commercial, Industrial, Urban Residential 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 43 is located in the southern part of the County and is 
adjacent to northwest boundaries of Tipp City.  It encompasses the Ash Grove and Tall 
Oaks Subdivision near the northeast intersection of Kessler-Cowlesville and Peters Road.  
It connects to some larger agricultural parcels continuing south bordering the east side of 
Peters Road and the Tipp City Corporation limits to Kerr Road.  It includes a small 
property at the southwest corner of Kessler-Cowlesville and County Road 25A.  The 
Dixie Tara Acres subdivision and platted lots bordering Kerr Road, State Route 571 and 
County Road 25A comprises the southern portion of this planning area.  It previously 
reflected three planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  This area is 
subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain 
development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area borders the 
western boundaries of Tipp City and represents a combination of platted subdivisions, 
large farm tracts adjacent to existing industrial areas in Tipp City and platted commercial 
and residential lots bordering County Road 25A.  Since the 1998 plan adoption 
residential growth has moved westward from Tipp City in this general vicinity driven by 
the presence of public utilities from Tipp City.  This trend is likely to continue.  Changing 
business patterns affecting platted lots along County Road 25A have occurred over the 
past several years south of the I-75 interchange to the State Route 571. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 131 persons and consisted of 50 
housing units.  Monroe Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 6,118 
persons in 2000, a decrease of approximately 8.2% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 603 acres of which 291 acres (48.2%) are classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” and 
313 acres (51.8%) considered developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: ““Farm 
Residential” with 79 acres (13.1%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 16 acres (2.7%); and 
“Single-Family Residential” with 51 acres (8.5%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise almost all of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area include the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils and lack of suitable drainage outlets.  High 
bedrock conditions affect portions of the planning area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  County Road 25A, Peters Road and State Route 
571 serve as important collector or minor arterial roads in the area.  They are scheduled 
for transportation improvements over the short and long range planning period.  It will be 
important to coordinate any development activities affecting these roads with access 
management and safety goals.  With growth and development moving westward, 
likewise, Kessler-Cowlesville and Kerr Roads will function as important collector roads 
in the future. 
 

 



This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and partially 
within the Tipp City Facility Planning Area.  Public utilities are available from Tipp 
City's distribution network and are likely to continue to extend westward into the 
township.  The majority of this planning area is situated in the low range of groundwater 
availability at less than 20 gallons per minute with potential for very low water producing 
ground strata due to bedrock conditions.  
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area has 
several large undeveloped parcels on the east side of Peters Road with potential for both 
residential and non-residential uses.  The 1998 plan recommended “Light Industrial” land 
for some portions of this area adjacent to Tipp City’s industrial land use pattern.  The 
remaining portion of the area is recommended for an “Urban Residential” pattern as part 
of a minor shift westward of the “urban service” boundary.  This is consistent with Tipp 
City’s proposed land development plan for this area.  “Commercial” designations are 
recommended for portions along County Road 25A to reflect existing business patterns.  
Platted lots fronting the north side of State Route 571 should remain in an “Urban 
Residential” land use pattern to avoid access management problems with traffic flow in 
this area.  As residential and industrial development extends westward, planning efforts 
should be directed to extending recreational trail linkages to the Great Miami River 
Recreational trail facility, consistent with Tipp City’s Master Recreational Trail Facility. 
 
Development activity should take into account any impacts upon existing land use 
patterns, transportation access, flood plain, drainage considerations and airport noise 
impacts.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged along County Road 
25A, Peters Road and other major collector type roads to preserve their traffic carrying 
capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  Dedication of 
additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and county roadways 
where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3501; Census Blocks 1052, 1054-1057, 1065, 1066, 1072, 3000-3002 
1998 Planning Areas: 116, 117, 118, 161 
Tipp City Planning Area: 14, 21, 22 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 44 
(Monroe Township) 
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Special Planning Area, Commercial, 
Industrial, Urban Residential, Open Space/Conservation/Recreation 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 44 is located in the southern part of the County and 
represents the middle part of Monroe Township, adjacent to Tipp City Corporation limits.  
It follows Kerr Road and Tipp City corporation limits/State Route 571 to the north, 
County Road 25A to the east, Evanston Road to the south and Peters Road to the west.  It 
previously reflected three planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  
This area is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood 
plain development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a partially 
developed area located adjacent to Tipp City.  Since the adoption of the 1998 County 
Plan, portions of this area have been annexed to Tipp City and residentially developed 
primarily on its east side near Co. Road 25A.  Four major residential subdivisions-
Buckingham Estates, Michael Manor, Country Estates and Detrick-in addition to Curry 
Branch (inside Tipp City) are located in this planning area.  Also found are large tracts of 
farm ground, small residential platted lots and scattered single family homes on large 
rural lots. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 677 persons and consisted of 252 
housing units.  Monroe Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 6,118 
persons in 2000, a decrease of approximately 8.2% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 1,156 acres of which 543 acres (46.9%) are classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 614 acres (53.1%) considered developed.  Developed land uses reflect: “Large-Lot 
Residential” with 117 acres (10.2%); and “Single-Family Residential” with 383 acres 
(33.1%); commercial uses comprise 19 acres (1.7%); and “institutional” uses had 51 
acres (4.4%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise over 90% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area include the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils and high bedrock conditions. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  State Route 571 and County Road 25A serve 
important arterial roadway functions.  Peters Road, Michael and Evanston Roads serve as 
minor rural or county designated collector roads.  The widening of County Rd. 25A 
southward to the County line is scheduled as a long range transportation project.  
Improvements are slated for intersection improvements to State Route 571 and Peters 
Road.  Dedication of additional highway right-of-way or easements may be required 
along all the aforementioned roads to accommodate roadway improvements.   Street 
connections between existing and proposed plats should be carefully evaluated for 
continuity, safety and pedestrian access. 
 

 



This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and part of the 
Tipp City Facility Planning Area.  Additional public utility service extensions to the east 
side of this planning area from Tipp City are possible during the planning period.  
Portions of this planning area may have low groundwater resources at less than 20 
gallons per minute with some very low water producing ground strata due to bedrock 
conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area was 
recommended for both “Urban Residential” and “Agriculture Area” land use patterns in 
the 1998 County Plan. An “Urban Service Boundary” partially bisected this planning 
area.  These patterns are expected to continue in this update.  Tipp City’s Comprehensive 
Plan recommends low-to-medium density residential development patterns for portions 
of the planning area.  Public utilities are available from Tipp City with future extensions 
likely during the planning period. 
 
Tipp City’s plan identifies a partially wooded tract in the middle of the planning area for 
possible institutional/recreation uses.  This is also designated in the County’s Plan as an 
“Open Space/Conservation/Recreation” for consistency with Tipp City’s plan.  This plan 
also recommended a new north–south collector road with a bike trail element running 
south from Kessler-Cowlesville Road to Evanston Road, parallel and between County 
Road 25A and Peters Road.  This area is in an airport noise impacted area.  Future land 
uses should take this fact into account for compatibility and noise sensitivity. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to impacts upon existing land use patterns, 
transportation access, flood plain, drainage and airport noise considerations.  Multiple lot 
splits and strip platting should be discouraged along County Road 25A, State Route 571 
and Peters Road to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local 
access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted 
along certain township and county roadways where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3501; Census Blocks 3000, 3006, 3007, 3008, 3009, 3010, 3011, 3012, 
3013, 3014 
1998 Planning Areas: 118 (partial) 150, 151 
Tipp City Planning Area: 22 (partial), 39, 40 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 45 
(Monroe Township) 
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Agricultural Area, Urban Residential, Light 
Industrial, Public & Institutional, Open Space/Conservation/Recreation, Rural 
Center, Airport Noise Impacted Area, Airport Noise Overlay Zone 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 45 is located in the southern part of the County and Monroe 
Township.  It follows Evanston Road to the north, County Road 25A to the east, the 
Miami County/Montgomery Line Road (Lightner Road) to the south and Peters Road to 
the west.  It previously reflected two planning areas from the 1998 plan update.  This area 
is subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain 
development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  Agriculture is the major land use in 
the planning area, especially to the west side.  It is also considered a partially developed 
area between Tipp City to the northeast and the County line to the south.  Mixed uses 
including residential and commercial patterns are located toward County Road 25A on 
the east side.  Major residential developments include:  Evanston Estates, Marroy Manor, 
and Gingham Meadows.  Portions of the west side also reflect large residential lots and 
small platted lots along the Peters Road area.  Industrial and small commercial businesses 
can be found along County Road 25 A and along Lightner Road. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 954 persons and consisted of 355 
housing units.  Monroe Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 6,118 
persons in 2000, a decrease of approximately 8.2% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 1,473 acres of which 931 acres (63.2%) are classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 542 acres (36.8%) considered developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: “Farm 
Residential” with 50 acres (3.4%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 108 acres (7.3%); and 
“Single-Family Residential” with 304 acres (20.7%); and multi-family residential with 31 
acres (2.1%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise almost 98% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area include the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils or lack of suitable drainage outlets.  High 
bedrock conditions may affect areas to the north side of the planning area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  County Road 25A is a designated arterial street 
and is recommended for widening as part of a long-range transportation project.  Peters 
Road, Ginghamsburg-Frederick Road and Evanston Road are rural or county designated 
collector roads.  The widening of the collector roads in this planning area may be 
necessary as traffic pressures grow. 
 
This planning area is primarily within the Great Miami River drainage basin and Tipp 
City Facility Planning Area.  Portions of northeast side of the planning are served with 
County sewer service.  Public water service lines connecting Tipp City and Vandalia are 
being installed along the County Road 25A corridor.  Additional utility service 

 



extensions to the east side of this planning area are likely from the Tipp City service 
network.  Portions of this planning area could experience low groundwater resources. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  The northeast side of the 
planning area was recommended for “Urban Residential” development, consistent with 
existing land use patterns.  Ginghamsburg, a small unincorporated community is 
recognized as a small “Rural Center”, not generally recommended for development due 
to lack of utilities.  “Agriculture Area” designations are shown for the western side of the 
planning area, consistent with the 1998 plan.  An “Urban Service Boundary” was shown 
bisecting this planning area in the 1998 plan.  No changes are recommended for this 
service area boundary. 
 
“Light Industrial” and “Public and Institutional” land uses are shown along the north side 
of Lightner Road reflective of existing business patterns and Dayton International Airport 
aviation land holdings.  The City of Dayton has bought several large tracts since the 1998 
plan in the vicinity of the north runway alignment as it extends into Miami County.  An 
area designated “Open Space/Conservation/Recreation” is shown associated with a 
private recreation club and a natural waterway.  This designation also serves as a buffer 
area between industrial uses to the south and residential uses to the north. 
 
As noted in the 1998 plan, major residential development is not recommended for this 
planning area due to potential land use conflicts and noise impacts from the Dayton 
International Airport.  Expansion northward from this regional air transportation facility 
is possible during the planning period.  Limited commercial development along County 
Road 25A may be appropriate if utility services are available and change is compatible 
with surrounding land uses.  Priority should be given to extending utility services along 
Lightner Road to existing industrial uses.  This planning area is considered an airport 
noise impacted area.  Future land use changes should be compatible with the airport 
operations. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to existing land use patterns, transportation 
access, flood plain, drainage and airport noise considerations.  Multiple lot splits and strip 
platting should be discouraged along County Road 25A and Peters Road and other major 
collector type roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and 
local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be 
warranted along certain township and county roadways where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3501; Census Blocks 4000-4006 
1998 Planning Areas: 152, 153 
Tipp City Planning Areas: 41, 42 
 

 



PLANNING AREA 46 
(Monroe Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Special Planning Area, Public and 
Institutional, Commercial, Industrial, Urban Residential, Open 
Space/Conservation/Recreation 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 46 is located in the southern part of the County and 
represents the southeast corner of Monroe Township.  It follows Evanston Road and Tipp 
City Corporation limits to the north, Tipp Cowlesville Road to the east, the Miami-
Montgomery County line to the south and County Road 25A to the west.  It previously 
reflected six planning areas or portions thereof from the 1998 plan update.  This area is 
subject to Miami County zoning, subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain 
development regulations, administered by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is partially 
developed with scattered pockets of agriculture land use mixed in with existing 
residential platted subdivisions and small commercial uses.  New residential growth has 
extended southward from Tipp City since the 1998 plan adoption.  Limited industrial 
development has also expanded along the 25A corridor.  A large institutional land use 
presence associated with the Ginghamsburg United Methodist Church holdings is located 
near Evanston Road and Interstate 75.  This area is noise impacted by flight patterns from 
the Dayton International Airport. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 1,333 persons and consisted of 517 
housing units.  Monroe Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 6,118 
persons in 2000, a decrease of approximately 8.2% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 1,268 acres of which 482 acres (38.0%) are classified as Agriculture/Vacant and 
786 acres (62.0%) are considered developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: “Farm 
Residential” with 75 acres (6.0%); “Large-Lot Residential” with 108 acres (8.6%); and 
“Single-Family Residential” with 473 acres (37.3%); multi-family residential with 36 
acres ( 2.9%); and “institutional” uses with 42 acres (3.3%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise almost 95% of 
soils in the planning area, although retaining farmland practices will become increasingly 
difficult in the face of development pressures.  Constraints to development in this area 
also include the presence of some marginally or poorly drained soils, steep slopes, flood 
prone areas and Miami Conservancy District easements along the Great Miami River.  
High bedrock conditions affect about 12% of the planning area. 
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  Interstate 75 is a major traffic corridor bisecting 
this planning area, although direct access is not available.  County Road 25A and Tipp 
Cowlesville Road are designated as arterial roads.  Evanston, Shoop and Ginghamsburg 
are classified as collector roads.  The widening of County Road 25A and the collector 
roads in this planning area may be necessary as development occurs and traffic pressures 
grow.  The need to extend the Greater Miami River Recreational Trail and Tipp City trail 
facilities are important planning goals affecting this planning area. 

 



 
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and within the 
Tipp City/Tri-Cities Facility Planning Area.  Some portions of the planning area are 
served by a County utility system.  Water service is being extended along County Road 
25A to connect Vandalia and Tipp City water systems.  Future utility extensions are 
likely to come from a Tipp City utility network.  Portions of this planning area may have 
very low groundwater supplies due to bedrock conditions. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  The 1998 plan recognized 
“Urban Residential” growth patterns primarily associated with existing subdivision 
development.  This plan retained an “Agricultural Area” designation for portions of this 
area due primarily to concerns with existing and future airport noise impacts.  Retaining 
this area as “agriculture” may not be viable in the long-range planning period although 
residential use is not a recommended alternative.  At the present time, residential uses 
should be discouraged in any airport noise impacted area or airport noise overlay zone.  
The area around Ginghamsburg along 25A may have some alternative development 
potential if utilities can be provided.  This area was designated “Special Planning Area” 
in the 1998 plan.  “Light Industrial” land uses are shown around the development of a 
small industrial park located to the south part of the planning area near the County line 
off County Road 25A.  A small pocket of “Commercial” land use is designated near the 
intersection of County Road 25A and Shoop Road reflective of existing business patterns. 
 
The Ginghamsburg church property retains a “Public and Institutional” land use 
designation in this plan update.  An “Open Space/Conservation/Recreation designation is 
shown associated with a stream corridor to the south of the planning area, south of the 
Ginghamsburg Road area.  The entire area is within the “Urban Service” boundary. 
 
Development in general should be sensitive to impacts upon existing land use patterns, 
transportation access, flood plain, drainage and airport noise considerations.  Multiple lot 
splits and strip platting should be discouraged along County Road 25A and other 
collector type roads to preserve their traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and 
local access management regulations.  Dedication of additional right of way may be 
warranted along certain township and county roadways where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract: 3501; Census Blocks 5000, 5002-5011 
1998 Planning Areas: 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159 
Tipp City Planning Area: 43, 44, 45, 46, 50, 51 

 



PLANNING AREA 47 
(Monroe Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Special Planning Area, Commercial, 
Industrial, Urban Residential, Open Space/Conservation/Recreation 
 
Location.  Planning Area # 47 is located in the southern part of the County and 
represents portions of Monroe Township surrounding Tipp City as part of Census Tract 
3550.  This planning area reflects properties near Kessler Cowlesville Road at the 
intersections with County Road 25A, and Tipp Cowlesville Road.  It also includes the 
Floral Acres subdivision; additional properties near the southeast intersection of County 
Road 25A and State Route 571 and flood plain areas along the Great Miami River, east of 
the Tipp City Corporation limits.  It previously reflected five planning areas or portions 
thereof from the 1998 plan update.  This area is subject to Miami County zoning, 
subdivision, building code and FEMA flood plain development regulations, administered 
by Miami County offices. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area represents 
pockets of generally commercial and residential developed areas around the perimeter of 
Tipp City, and large flood plain corridors along the Great Miami River.  On the north side 
of this planning area, near the Kessler-Cowlesville intersection with County Road 25A, a 
retail store and a tool rental business are located.  This area is designated commercial.  
Moving eastward, the area along Kessler-Cowlesville Road near the newly constructed 
Tipp City High School residential land uses are primarily found.  Floral Acres is a small 
platted residential subdivision that has been completely encompassed by Tipp City 
corporation limits.  Further south, residential platted lots fronting 25A and small 
commercial businesses along State Route 571 are located.  The remaining portions of this 
planning area consist of “Large-Lot Residential” homes and farm fields in bottom land 
near the river corridors extending from the County line northward to the vicinity of State 
Route 571.  Private recreational clubs are located near the Great Miami River area where 
a future recreational trail is to be located.  An active north-south rail line also runs 
parallel to the river. 
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 128 persons and consisted of 53 
housing units.  Monroe Township’s unincorporated population was listed at 6,118 
persons in 2000, a decrease of approximately 8.2% from 1990.  This planning area 
contains 1,991 acres of which 1,557 acres (78.2%) are classified as “Agriculture/Vacant” 
and 434 acres (21.8%) considered developed.  Other developed land uses reflect: “Large-
Lot Residential” with 42 acres (2.1%); and “Single-Family Residential” with 102 acres 
(5.1%); commercial uses with 37 acres (1.9%); “industrial” with 126 acres (6.4 %); and 
“institutional” uses with 37 acres or (1.9%). 
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 60% of 
soils in the planning area.  Constraints to development in this area include the presence of 
some marginally or poorly drained soils, FEMA regulated flood plain areas and Miami 
Conservancy District flood easements along the Great Miami River.  High bedrock 
conditions also are limiting factor for development and for groundwater supplies. 

 



 
Transportation and Utility Services.  Interstate 75 is located near the northwest side of 
this planning area as it intersects with an important arterial road, County Road 25A.  
State Route 571 and Tipp-Cowlesville Road are also identified as rural or urban arterial 
roads.  The need to preserve the traffic carrying capacity of these roads is an important 
planning concept for this planning area.  The extension of the Greater Miami River 
Recreational Trail facility from the Monroe-Concord township line southward to the 
County line is an important county planning goal as well while recognizing future trail 
links from the Tipp City Recreational Plan. 
 
This entire area is situated within the Great Miami River drainage basin and the Tipp City 
Facility Planning Area.  Public water and sewer service is likely from Tipp City’s utility 
system although portions of a county water network may be found in the south part of the 
planning area near Tipp Cowlesville Road.  Extension of water and or sewer service may 
be warranted in unincorporated portions of the planning area at some point in the future.  
Portions of the planning area, affected by high bedrock conditions may have very low 
groundwater resources while very abundant groundwater production well fields, 
including Tipp City’s well field are located along the Great Miami River. 
 
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.  This planning area, as 
described above, reflects a combination of “Urban Residential” and “Commercial”, and 
“Open Space/Conservation/Recreation” uses largely reflective of existing land uses, farm 
fields and flood plain.  The area south of Kessler-Cowlesville Road, bordering Tipp 
Cowlesville Road, was previously designated “Light Industrial” in the 1998 Plan 
element, anticipating future industrial growth northward from Tipp City.  Since the 1998 
plan adoption, Tipp City has acquired a small wooded area next to I-75, south of Kessler 
Cowlesville Road (in the vicinity of the new Tipp City High School) to accommodate the 
extension of Donn Davis Way.  Partially as a result of the changing land use patterns in 
the area, this general area is re-designated “Special Planning Area” and “Urban 
Residential”.  Future development should be closely coordinated with Tipp City’s land 
use plan that projects recreation, residential and industrial/office uses in this vicinity.  
Tipp City is likely to be provider of public water, sewer and electric service in the area as 
development occurs.  Conversion of residential uses to commercial uses along stretches 
of County Road 25A should be discouraged due to lack of utility services and potential 
traffic access management issues. 
 
The areas along the Great Miami River is designated “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation” due to flood hazard conditions and the Miami Conservancy District flood 
controls associated with its retarding basin easements.  This general area is designated 
“Well Field Protection Overlay” to reflect the Tipp City well field protection area.  Given 
the importance of these well fields, incompatible land use activity, including sand and 
gravel mining operations and other industrial or commercial activity should be 
discouraged. 
 
Portions of the south part of the planning area are considered airport noise impacted areas 
from flight patterns associated with the Dayton International Airport.  Residential 

 



development should be discouraged in these airport noise impacted areas.  The majority 
of this planning area is within the “Urban Service” boundary although extensions 
eastward of the service area line are not practical given flood development limitations.     
The river corridor with its potential trail is recognized as “Open Space/ Conservation/ 
Recreation”. 
 
Development in general should be evaluated as to impacts upon existing land use 
patterns, transportation access, flood plain, drainage considerations, groundwater 
resources and airport noise.  Multiple lot splits and strip platting should be discouraged 
along County Road 25A and other major arterial or collector type roads to preserve their 
traffic carrying capacity consistent with state and local access management regulations.  
Dedication of additional right of way may be warranted along certain township and 
county roadways where development occurs. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3550; 1001, 1002, 1006, 1007, 1010-1013, 2001-2003, 3000, 3003, 3004, 
3033, 3034, 6036, 6037, 6040-6045 
1998 Planning Areas: 99, 100, 160, 161, 162 
Tipp City Planning Areas: 49, 48, 30, 12, 5, 4, 18 

 



PLANNING AREA 48 
(Bethel Township)  
Future Land Use Recommendation:  Bethel Township First! Plan 
 
Location.  Planning Area #48 encompasses Bethel Township and is located in the 
southeastern part of the County.  It is bounded to the north by the Elizabeth-Bethel 
Township line, Clark County to the east; Montgomery County and the City of Huber 
Heights to the south and the Great Miami River to the west.  This area is subject to Bethel 
Township zoning regulations.  A small portion of the planning area around the historic 
Staley Mill near State Route 201 and Staley Road is considered part of the Elizabeth 
Township Rural Historic District.  Miami County offices administer subdivision, building 
code and FEMA flood plain development regulations for this area.  Portions of this area 
are situated in the Tipp City Well field protection and area may be impacted by Dayton 
International Airport airplane noise and associated noise contours. 
 
Existing Land Use Patterns and Characteristics.  This planning area is a mix of 
“Large-Lot Residential”, rural landscape including wooded areas and small settlement 
clusters.  It is primarily served by the Bethel School system.  Agriculture land uses, flood 
plain areas, and public/private recreation uses are other major land uses in the planning 
area.  Some notable land uses and sites include the Honeycreek and Charleston Falls 
Preserves, both Miami County Park District holdings; private recreation clubs, two golf 
courses, some small industrial companies, and the West Charleston community.  The 
Honeycreek and Great Miami River corridors dominate this area’s land use pattern with 
wide valley scenic vistas.   
 
The 2000 population base of the planning area was 4,733 persons and consisted of 1,843 
housing units.  The developed land uses reflect “Farm Residential” with 555 acres 
(2.1%); “Large-Lot Residential” (5-10 acres lot sizes) with 1,681 acres (7.8%); ‘Single-
Family Residential” (lot size less than 5 acres) with 3,686 acres (17.1%).  Recreation uses 
had an estimated 1,150 acres (5.3%).  Small amounts of acreage were identified in multi-
family, commercial, and institutional land use categories.    
 
Naturally prime farm soils, and prime farmland where drained, comprise about 73% of 
soils in the planning area.  The area is generally flat with a combination of rolling hills 
and steep slopes near the stream corridors.  Pleasant Run, Honey Creek and Indian Creek 
serving as the main stream corridors located in the area.  Approximately 16% of the soils 
are a probable source of sand and gravel.  Natural constraints inherent to the soil 
conditions include low load bearing strengths, flood hazard soils, and FEMA designated 
flood plain or Miami Conservancy District retarding basin flood control easements.  
Some severe high bedrock conditions can be found in the western parts of this planning 
area.  Constraints to development in this area also reflect some soils with marginal 
drainage qualities or a lack of suitable drainage outlets.   
 
Transportation and Utility Services.  US Route 40 and State Routes 202, 201 and 571 
serve as major access roads for this township planning area and are classified as major 
rural collectors, as is Ross Road west of State Route 202.  Tipp-Elizabeth Road is 

 



classified as a minor rural collector.  Ross Road between State Routes 201 and 202, 
Wildcat Road south of US Route 40, Dayton-Brandt Road, Bellefontaine Road and Mann 
Road are all classified as county-designated collector roads.  Remnants of an abandoned 
rail corridor are found in the northern part of the planning area.  The area is also partially 
impacted from airport flight patterns from the Dayton International Airport to the west.  
The Buckeye Walking Trail cuts across the western tip of this planning area.  A north-
south recreational trail is planned for the west side of the Great Miami River near this 
planning area. 
 
The Tipp City (Tri-City) sewer facility planning area boundary extends into the western 
and southern portion of the planning area, with a small portion at the northwest corner 
extending into the Troy facility planning area.  A small non-standard water line from 
Tipp City serves a small number of homes along State 202 south of State Route 571.  
This line is not capable of supporting additional development.  Water service has been 
extended to the south Bethel Township area from Clark County but this particular 
planning area is not likely to receive water service from this connection or sewer service 
in the foreseeable future.   
 
The area is situated in both the Upper Great and Lower Great Miami River Drainage 
Basin, although two-thirds of this planning area flows to the Honeycreek watershed and 
the Great Miami River.  A Honey Creek watershed protection organization has been 
formed to provide stewardship of this somewhat unique wetlands corridor.   This 
planning area’s overall geologic soil structure provides groundwater resources in a wide 
range of production capacity.  High yields of over 100 gallons per minute can be found in 
portions of the planning area.  Shallow depth to bedrock conditions can also impact some 
parts of this township for groundwater.  Portions of this planning area are situated within 
a community well-field protection area related to Tipp City’s well field.   
  
Future Land Use Considerations and Recommendations.   Recommendations for 
future land use in this planning area are incorporated in the Bethel Township First! Plan 
adopted as part of this comprehensive plan on July 19, 2005.  The plan text and maps are 
included on the following pages.  
 
____________________________________________________ 
Cross References: 
Census Tract 3801, Census Blocks 1000-1021 
1998 Planning Areas:  Planning Areas 93, 96, 163, 164 
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January 2005
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Introduction

The Strategic Development Plan was initiated by the Bethel TownshipTrustees to help
guide futuregrowth,developmentand enhancementof theTownship. This Development
Plan is based on the Strategic Plan prepared and adopted by the Board of Trustees in
March 2004. The Development Plan provides a foundation for the Township's future
decisions regarding land use and infrastructure. It will help the Township achieve its
goals and understand its opportunities for reaching those goals. This Development
Plan directly addresses Strategic Goal #4, of the 2004-2005 Strategic Plan, Facilitate
Managed Change in Bethel Township.

Planning Process

The involvement of Township residents has been crucial to the creation of the
Development Plan. Edwards and Kelcey worked directly with the Bethel Township
Administrator and Trustees, as well as a Steering Committee, to review the Township's
existing conditions, formulate goals and objectives, and develop Plan elements that
best fit the Township's needs.

The planning process involved multiple elements:

· Regular working meetings with the Bethel Township Steering Committee.

. An extensive amount of public participation including questionnaires, interviews
and public announcements.

· Public involvement meetings were held on March 17, March 25, November 4, and
December 16, 2004 in order to provide information to the Township residents and
to receive feedback in the form of criticism and observations about the future for
the Township.

· Development of a Vision and Goals that provide a clear policy foundation for the
Development Plan elements.

· Completion of an Existing Conditions report presenting a clear summary of Bethel
Township's current characteristics, including land use, social and economic
characteristics, physical characteristics, infrastructure, and other issues.

. Prioritization of key issues related to future change.
· Development ofAlternative Land Use Plan Concepts, their review and refinement.
. Adoption of the Preferred Land Use Alternative.

For additional information on the Strategic Development Plan visit: http://www.betheltownship.org/SDP/plan.htm

Edward§
~Kelceg



Vision and Goals

The Steering Committee adopted an overall Vision, with stated
goals, established in the 2004 - 2005 Bethel TownshipStrategic
Plan, adopted by the BethelTownshipTrustees on March 9, 2004.

Vision

BethelTownshipis a model ruralcommunity that offers the highest
quality of life for its residents by providing effective leadership,
productive alliances, helpful communication, and managed
change.

Goals

GOAL:Manage the Pace and Quality of Future Development
within the Township

GOAL: Promote Balanced Development that is Complementary
to the Existing Township Character and Adequately
Reflects the Needs of the Changing Population

GOAL: Provide Criteria and Guidance for Future Infrastructure
Development

GOAL: Provide a Viable and Continuing Strategy for Preserving
Open Space

GOAL: Develop and Maintain Productive Alliances for Bethel
Township

GOAL: Establish the Necessary Regulatory Controls and
Standards

Identification of Key Issues

Based on the results of public meetings, fourteen Key Issues
were developed. The Steering Committee then prioritized these
Key Issues.

Prioritization of Key Issues

Tier I
Growth and Change Management

Annexation
Sewer & Water Services

Preservation of Open Space

Tier II
Commercial/Industrial

Schools
Crime and Safety

Parks and Recreation
Roadways

Tier III
Support Agricultural Businesses

Township Identity
Senior Citizen Services
Expand Housing Stock
Township Governance

Existing Conditions

Regional Location

Bethel Township is located in the southeastern corner of Miami
County,just north of Dayton, Ohio. See Figure 1.The Township's
proximity to 1-75and 1-70as well as U.S.40 provides connectivity
to the Dayton region as well as the metropolitan areas of
Columbus, Cincinnati, and Toledo. Neighboring cities that border
Bethel Township include Tipp City and Vandalia to the west, New
Carlisle to the east and Huber Heights to the south. The Great
Miami River is located on the western edge of the Township, and
is an important asset for the Township.

Figure 1: Regional Location

Zoning and Land Use Regulations

Zoning is the legal mechanismbywhich theTownshipcan regulate
land use on private property. While zoning is a reactive tool
(districtsare typically put in placeupon the requestof anapplicant),
it can be proactively used to implement the policies of a land use
or development plan. It is important for the Township to enforce
an up to date set of zoning regulations as well as regulations that
permit the Township to implement plans and studies that guide ·
their future. Townships with outdated regulations often find that
they are put in difficult positions of denying a project that they
desire, or accepting a project that they do not necessarily want. '.
In some of the most extreme cases, the local court system gets
involved and makes the decision for the Township.

The current Bethel Township Zoning Resolution was officially
adopted in 1956 and has had numerous amendments to date.
The current Zoning Resolution is a fairly typical set of zoning
regulations that establishes minimum standards for application
throughout the Township.

As a part of this planning process, Edwards and Kelcey reviewed
the existing Zoning Resolution in July 2004 and prepared a
detailed set of recommendations in a memorandum to the
Township titled, Zoning Code Diagnostics. This document is
located in Appendix A of the Existing Conditions Report.



Existing Conditions

The Existing Conditions Report contains detailed information about various characteristics of the Township.The following paragraphs
summarize information in the Report.

Regional Roadway System

Three major highway facilities, 1-75, 1-70,and U.S. 40 currently provide major regional access for the Bethel Township. 1-75is a six-
lane divided highway that connects northern and southwestern Ohio. Access to Bethel Township from 1-75is via U.S. 40 or 1-70.
U.S. 40 is the historic National Road that spans central Ohio (east-west) and beyond. 1-70is a four lane divided highway that was
built as an updated U.S. 40.

Existing land Use

Figure 2 and Table1show land use characteristicsand patterns
in the Township.

The majority of the land within the Township is currently
agricultural at 56.3%. The two major crops farmed in Bethel
Township are corn and soybeans. Various other types of farms
exist in the Townshipand include small dairy farms and a large
turkey farm.

The second largest land use is single family residentialat sixteen
percent (16.4%) of the totalTownship acreage. Total residential
use (including: farm, large lot, multi-family, other, and single
family residentialuses) makesup roughlytwenty-sevenpercent
(27.1%) of the Township.Large lot residential is the third largest
category at 7.5 percent (7.5%). Recreational land use makes
up five percent (5.1%) of the total acreage of Bethel Township.
Recreational uses include: Charleston Falls Preserve (212
acres), three golf courses, a private club, and various other
parks.

legend

Table 1: Existing land Use

Existing Land Use

Agricullural

Farm Residential
........

Single Family Residential

Large Lot Residential.Multi-Family Residential. Mobile Home

OtherResidential.Commercial/Office. Industrial.Institutional.Recreational. Utilities.Vacant

o Bethel Township

Huber Heights

Tipp City

Source: Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission (MVRPC) Figure 2: Existing Land Use

Existing Land Use
Land Use Category Acres % of Total Acreage

Agricultural 12,651 56.3%

Commercial/OffIce 68 0.3%

Incorporated Areas 865 3.8%

Farm Residential 554 2.5%

Industrial 141 0.6%

Institutional 490 2.2%

Large Lot Residential 1,681 7.5%

Mobile Home 21 0.1%

Multi-Family Residential 17 0.1%

Other Residential 127 0.6%

Recreational 1,146 5.1%

Right of Way 47 0.2%

Single Family Residential 3,679 16.4%

Utilities 15 0.1%

Vacant 879 3.9%

Unclassified 97 0.4%

Total 22,478 100.0%



Existing Conditions

Existing Waterlines I Water and Sewer Availability

Existingwaterlines and sanitary sewer in BethelTownshipexist
only in the southeastern corner in and around Brandt and
continue north along S.R. 201 up to the Bethel School. The
east-west waterlines enter near Bellefontaine Road, travel west
to Palmer Road, north to U.S. 40, and east just past Brandt.
The north-south lines exist on S.R. 201 fromjust northof Dayton
Brandt Road to Singer Road. See the Existing Conditions
Report (Figure 4.1) for further descriptions on other potential
service areas.

Parks and Recreational Resources

BethelTownshipowns and operates Friendship Park in Brandt.
Additional park and recreation opportunities are provided by
the MiamiCounty Park Districtand variousprivateorganizations.

Charleston Falls preserve is located in BethelTownshipon Ross
Road between S.R. 202 and the Great Miami River and is
operated by the Miami County Park District. It is approximately
212 acres and contains a thirty-seven foot waterfall. The
preserve features 2.5 miles of hiking and cross country skiing
trails, an observation tower, picnic area, and a limestone cave.
Bethel Township has three golf courses and other recreational
resources such as the North Dayton Anglers Sport Club, the
Honey Creek Preserve Farm, and the Silver lake Beach Club.

School Districts

There are three local school districts within Bethel Township.
The largest is Bethel local School District which serves the
majority of the Township followed by Tecumseh local School
District and Miami East local School District.

The Bethel local School District includes one consolidated
school building that includes grades Pre-K though 12th grade.
The campus is centrally located within the Township on S.R.
201. In order to maintain the "central campus" theme, Bethel
local Schools recently purchased 132 acres on S.R. 201 just
north of the school (Studebaker Farm).

A study by Delong & Associates for the Ohio School Facilities
Commission (OSFC) illustrates the change in Bethel local
Schools enrollment characteristics between 2002-03 to 2011-
12 school year as an overall increase of 559 students in grades
Pre-K through 12th grade. The Bethel local School Board has
adopted the study's analysis as an official statement of future
growth.

Demographic Characteristics

According to the U.S Census Bureau, Bethel Township's 2000
population was 4,927. There was an increase of 103 persons
from 1980 to 1990, and 115 persons from 1990 to 2000. See
Table2. The overall Dayton-Springfield Metropolitan Statistical
Area's (MSA) population decreased by 712 persons from 1990
to 2000. The MSA is experiencing a decline in population;

however BethelTownship'spopulationhas been growing. Much
of this growth has occurred in the southern portion of the
Township and was annexed by the City of Huber Heights. Due
to the extent of this annexation by Huber Heights, growth in
Huber Heights since 2000 was not accurately reflected in the
latest census report.

The number of households along with the number of occupied
housing units for both Bethel Township and the MSA has
increased, from 1990 to 2000. In conjunction with this, the
number of owner occupied housing units increased while the
number of renter occupied housing units decreased. In Bethel
Township, the total owner occupied housing units went from
1,734 in 1990 to 1,859 in 2000. The percentage of owner
occupied housing units increased by 1.1% and the percentage
of renter occupied housing units decreased by 1.1 %. In the
MSA, the total owner occupied housing unitswent from 364,300
in 1990 to 379,626 in 2000. Similar to the Township, in the
MSA,the percentageof owneroccupied housingunits increased
and the percentageof renter occupied housing units decreased.
The age distribution for both Bethel Township and the MSA is
similar for both the Under 5 and 65 + categories. The Under 5
category decreased by 49 and 6,571 persons respectively from
1990 to 2000. The 65 + and older category increased by 159
and 11,050persons respectively. The conclusion can be made
that the older population for both the Township and the MSA is
growing faster than younger population.

Table 2: Bethel Township Demographics (1980 -2000)

Sou,"; Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission. Bethel To",nship Study Area Maps & Information Bookl..."t.July 2001

Bethel Township Demographics (1980 . 2000)

Caleaorv 1980 1980 Percentaae 1990 1990 Percentane 2000 2000 Percentane

Total Pooulatfon 4,709 4.709 4,812 4.812 4,927 4,927

M.le 2,409 51.2% 2435 SOe% 2469 50.1%
Female 2300 488% 2377 49.4% 2458 49.9%

Wh" 4680 99."" 4,789 99.5% 4881 98.7%
B'..... 4 0.1% 4 0.1% 3 0.1%
Other Races or Mixed ,. 0.5% 1. 0.3% .3 1.3%

Household PoDulatlon 4,812 100.0% 4812 100.0% 4.927 100.0%

GrouDQuarters PODUI.Uon 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Persons DIIIrHousehold 3.04 3.04 2.77 2.77 2.65 2.65

Hou..holds '..9 100.0% , 735 100.0% 1859 100.0%
Famll. 1.337 86.3% 1438 82.... , 488 60.0%

Uarried CouDIB '.232 79.5%- 1350 77.8% , 334 71.8%
Sinale FemaleHead 88 4.3'" 73 4.2% 93 5.0%
SinnleMale Head 39 2.5% 4S 2.6% 61 3.3%

Non-Famll Households 212 13.7% 297 17.1% 371 20.0%
Person UvinnAlone 167 12.1% 260 15.0% 319 17.2%

Under5 227 4.8% 246 5.2% 199 40%

Sto14 882 18.3% 631 13.2% 709 14.4%
151024 768 16.3% .70 14.0% 539 10.9%
26 to 34 574 12.2% 564 11.8% 389 HI%
35 to 44 7.9 16.3% 733 15.3% 793 16.1%
45 to 54 S82 14.1'4 604 16.8% 887 18.0%
55to" 49. 10.6% 599 12.5% 709 14.4'"

... 349 74% 543 11.3% 702 14.2%

MedianAae 33.9 38.7 43.1

HouslnaUnits 1654 1789 1930

Oc::cuDiedHousingUnits 1,549 1734 1.859
Qwne. 89.6% 87.9% 89,0%

Renter 10,4% 12.1% 11.0%

Median Value $61,500 $90,000



Growth Strategy

Bethel Township's rural character is fragile. Uncontrolled
change in the community can damage this character, but failing
to accommodate for inevitable changes can also cause
irreparable harm. Challenges that the Township will face in
preserving and enhancing Bethel Township include the
following:

. Increasingtraffic volumes on the existing roadway network.

. Increasing demand for land use change.

. Increasing demand to convert vacant and open space to
urbanized development.

. Annexation to adjacent municipalities.

. The need to provide expanded Township services.

. The need to identify funding sources for infrastructure and
service needs.

Three separate Land Use Scenarios were developed for
discussion and analysis. Each Scenario contains generalized
Land Use elements which are consistent with the Township
Goals and Vision.

The Elements are:

Neighborhood Retail - Includes uses servicing local needs
such as: gas station, convenience store, restaurant, etc.

New Urbanism -Characteristics include: walkability, mixed-
use and diversity, mixed housing, increased density, etc.

Traditional Neighborhood -Characteristics include: large and
small lot residential, preserving natural features, etc.

Conservation Development -Characteristics
include: rural form of development, treats land
as unique, provides common open space
areas, reduces site disturbance, careful
placement of homes and protection of rural
views.

Future Land Use Plan Elements

Recreation-Include both active and passive
uses. Could serve as parts of a greenway
network. Pedestrian and bicycle paths should
be encouraged to link the to open space/
recreation system.

, School "Central Campus" - Location of
existing facilities of the Bethel Local School
District and a potential alternative area for
expansion if off-site expansion is determined
to be a feasible alternative. The alternative
area has good access to planned residential
areas.

Township Administrative Offices -Located
within the Neighborhood Retail area due to the
"new community" and Township Center
approach. Could include safety offices, as well
as general administration.

Commercial - Intended to permit the
establishment of small community-oriented
center serviced by auto, pedestrian, and
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bicycle access with carefully organized buildings, service areas,
parking areas, and landscaped open areas. Strip commercial
and big-box are not recommended, but a rural design theme
that promotes stability of uses is recommended.

Commercial/Office - Intended to include "campus" style
commercial and office uses. Should be designed with rural
landscape elements such as wooden fences, agriculturally-
themed structures and structure placement, and appropriate
vegetation.

Industrial -Intended to permit employment uses with carefully
organized serviceareas, well-designed buildings,parkingareas,
landscaped open space, and specific performance standards
used to reduce the impact on surrounding uses.
The three Land Use Plan Scenarios are as follows:

Trend (Scenario 1)

The Trend (Scenario 1) is based on the idea that Bethel
Township would not take significant action to alter growth and
development. Therefore current problems will continue to exist
at their own pace based on market forces. Strong trends may
occur rapidly including annexations and frontage lot splits.

As shown in Figure 3, possible annexation will occur very
strongly to the south of U.S. 40, and could continue north up to
Ross Road. Another trend that will continue to occur is frontage
lot splits. Farm residential uses are likely to remain directly
behind the split parcels. Farm residential has a slightly higher
density than the agricultural use but still has agricultural
aesthetics. Farm residential will primarily replace existing
agricultural uses. Another key aspect of the Trend Scenario is
the Bethel Township School expansion. Due to a recent land
purchase the Bethel Local School District will be expanding its
facilities in the future.

Figure 3: Trend (Scenario 1)



Future Land Use Plan Elements

Modified MVRPCConcept Areas (Scenario 2)

The Modified MVRPC Concept Areas
(Scenario 2) is based on the Bethel Township
land Use Concepts created by the MiamiValley
RegionalPlanningCommission(MVRPC)forthe
southern portion of Bethel Township in 2002.
Since the MVRPCConcepts only covered the
southern portion of the Township, it was
necessary to blend land Use Plan Elements into
Scenario 2 for the northern portion of the
Township.See Figure4.

The originalMVRPCConceptAreas includedthe
followingland uses: Open Space, Conservation,
Recreation, Residential, Rural Homesites,
Residential Reserve, Rural/Farm,School, Mixed
Use, Commercial, Industrial/Commercial,
Industrial, Industrial Reserve, Industrial/Office
Reserve and Future Development Reserve.

The Modified MVRPC Concept Areas adds
NeighborhoodRetail,NewUrbanism,Traditional
Neighborhood,Town House, and an expansion
of the original MVRPC Open Space,
Conservation, and Recreation and Residential
uses.

Concept Areas (Scenario 3)

Concept Areas (Scenario 3) creates a "new
community" feel with a focus around a new
Townshipcenter that is anchored by the Bethel
TownshipSchool. See Figure5. Itincludes new
concepts including conservation development,
new urbanism, and the potential for locating
township administrative offices near the
Township center. It assumes that extension of
utilitylineswillrespect the new landuse concepts
and that on on-site decentralized wastewater
treatment systems are implemented.

Concept Areas (Scenario 3) includes the
following land uses: Neighborhood Retail, New
Urbanism, Traditional Neighborhood, Town
House, Conservation Development, Recreation,
School "Central Campus", Township
Administrative Offices,Commercial,Commercial
/ Office, and Industrial.
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Figure 4: Modified MVRPC Concept Areas (Scenario 2)
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Preferred Land Use Alternative

The Preferred Land UseAlternative was created through various
stages of input from the Strategic Development Plan Steering
Committee:

1. Vision and Goals Exercise;

2. Key Issues Exercise;

3. Group Interaction; and

4. Independent Analysis.

Two exercises early in the planning process set the structure for
the Development Plan: Vision and Goals and Key Issues. Exercises. Based on the results from these two exercises,
Edwards and Kelcey staff prepared three Land Use Scenarios

. for the StrategicDevelopmentPlanSteeringCommittee members.
I Scenarios1, 2, and 3 were createdto encouragediscussion

among the Steering Committee members.

The Steering Committee and EK staff held an open discussion
on each of the three Scenarios. The results obtained from the
Steering Committee discussion were then further refined through
individual Committee Member initiatives. Modifications and
recommendationswere consolidated into the Preferred Land Use
Alternative (Fourth Scenario).

The four Land Use Scenarios, with supporting documentation,
were provided at a public information meeting on November 4,
2004. Comments were collected from the Township residents
and are reflected in Figure 6 and other sections of this report.

The Preferred Land UseAlternative contains nine different land
uses, and three physical elements. With the Bethel Local School
as a central element, the Preferred Land Use Alternative builds
outward starting with various residential uses and progresses into
office, commercial, light industrial, and recreational uses. See
Figure 6.

The residential uses around the school (New Urbanism and
Traditional Neighborhood) contain a higher density in order to
develop a "community" oriented neighborhood. The school is
within walking distancefrom a majorityof the residences, reducing
the demand for the bus system. The residential units include

_ different sizes and styles, contain a
mixture of both single family and
multi-family units, and promotes a

. overall development that exhibits a
balance of land uses.

The Conservation Development I
Farmland Preservation residential

maintains and preserves the rural
aesthetics and existing agricultural
activity of Bethel Township, by
containing large lot farms and
requiring that new construction
follow guidelines that require rural
aesthetic appeal.

.

The Office, Commercial, and Light Industrial uses exist
primarily in the southern half of the Township. Currently, the
southern portion ofthe Bethel Townshipcontains mostofthe non-
residentialuses, and is mostvulnerableto the threatof annexation.

The second and third physical elements of the Preferred Land
Use Alternative includes: two Commercial Nodes and the
Township Administrative Offices. The Commercial Nodes are
shown on U.S. Route 40 at the intersections of S.R. 201 and
S.R. 202. These two nodes are attractive to commercial uses
due to their access to 1-70 and 1-75. Also, surrounding the
Commercial Node at S.R. 201 is the Neighborhood Retail
concept area. This Neighborhood Retail area contains the third
physical element of the Preferred Land Use Alternative, the
TownshipAdministrative Offices. It is important that the location
of TownshipAdministration is central to service requirements.

The Commercial I Light Industrial concept area, located around
Lisa Drive, and is positioned within a gap that exists along the
City of Huber Heights corporation limits. It currently contains an
industrial park and is adjacent to U.S. 40 and one of the
Commercial I Office concept areas. The Commercial I Office
concept areas around the commercial node at S.R. 202 and in
the southeastern corner of the Township around Singer and
Palmer Roads. These concept areas would contain various
commercial and office uses, however it is recommended that they
reflect campus-stylesite design and potential future design review
standards.

The Light Industrial concept area is locatedaround Bellefontaine
Road and continues north up to U.S. Route 40. Frontage on
U.S. 40 is a key asset for this area, since it currently has the
infrastructure to support the capacity of increased traffic into that
destination. Italso has proximityto 1-70and 1-75which contributes
to the benefitsof the locationfor light industrialuse. Light industrial
uses typically include: warehouses, self-storage, and other types
of operations that do not cause external disturbances (ex: odor,
vibrations, sounds, glare, etc.).

The Recreational concept area is adjacent to the western border
of the Township, along the Great Miami River. This location
provides for both passive and active forms of recreation. The
Miami River creates prime aesthetics which provide numerous
opportunities for passive recreation and the 100-year floodplain
areas are ideal for different types of athletic fields and shelters.

Well Field Protection Areas (WHPA)are designated by Tipp
City to protect the community's potable water supply.

NOTE: Concept areas suggest flexibility in boundaries and
development forms and a particular concept area will not
necessarily be completely developed with the indicated use.
However, it does imply a sense of priority and placement of uses.
For example, if residential development is needed or accepted
into the Township, the desired hierarchy of concept areas would
be: #1 New Urbanism, #2 Traditional Neighborhood, and #3
Conservation Development.
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Land Use Planning Principles

The Development Plan for Bethel Township is unique in that it incorporates principles which are relatively new to the region. The three
most importantare: New Urbanism, Conservation Development, and the requirementsrelatedto On-Site Decentralized Wastewater
Treatment Systems.

New Urbanism

New Urbanism is a reaction to sprawl supported by a growing movement of architects, planners, and developers. New Urbanism is
based on principles of planning and architecture that work together to create human-scale, walkable communities.

The Principles of New Urbanism -
. Walkability

. Connectivity

. Mixed-Use & Diversity

. Mixed Housing

. Quality Architecture & Urban Design

. Traditional Neighborhood Structure (See Figure 7)

. Increased Density

. Smart Transportation

. Sustainability

. Quality of Life Figure 7: Traditional Neighborhood Development
http://www.NewUrbanism.org

Benefits to Residents

. Higher quality of life

. Better places to live, work and play

. Higher, more stable property values

. Less traffic congestion and less driving

. Healthier life-style

Sprawl

Benefits to Businesses

. Increased sales due to more foot traffic

. More profits due to spending less on advertising and large signs

. Lower rents due to smaller spaces and smaller parking lots

. More community involvement from being part of community and knowing
residents

Benefits to Municipalities and Townships
Traditional Neighborhood Development

· Stable, appreciating tax base Figure 8: Comparison: Sprawl vs. Traditional
. Less spent per capita on infrastructure and utilities due to compact, high- Neighborhood Development

density projects

. Increasedtax basedueto morebuildingspackedintoa tighterarea

. Createsa safer,morecomfortablecommunitydueto higherlevelsof dayandnightresidentialactivity

. Better overall community image and sense of place

. Greater civic involvement of population leads to better governance

Planning for compact growth, rather than letting it sprawl, has the potential to greatly increase the quality of the environment. It also
prevents congestion problems and the environmental degradation normally associated with growth (See Figure 8). The most effective
way to implement New Urbanism is to plan for it, and write it into zoning and development codes.



Land Use Planning Principles

On-Site Decentralized Wastewater Treatment System

There are several differenttypes of on-site systems available in the U.S..The Wisconsin Mound System is documented herein since
it contains many typical on-site treatment elements and is proven in general use.

It is important to understand that on-site treatment systems will fail over time unless an adequate maintenance program is available.
In this instance the Miami County Sanitary Engineer has been actively involved in the Development Plan and has agreed, in advance,
to establish a program.

The purpose of the Mound System is to provide on-site wastewater treatment. The three principle components of a mound system are
a pretreatment unit(s), dosing chamber and the elevated mound. The sketch in Figure 9 illustrates a Wisconsin mound system.

The success rate of the mound system is high, providing there is an emphasis on design, construction, and maintenance. Years of
monitoring the performance of mound systems have shown that mounds can consistently and effectively treat and dispose of waste
water.

----.

TREATMENT SYSTEM
BUILDING

1'--'
...

.
WASTEWATER FROM

RESIDENTIAL
COLLECTION

SYSTEM

MOUND

TREATMENT TANK DOSING CHAMBER

Figure 9: Wisconsin Mound System

Mounds are designed to overcome site restrictions such as:

. Slow or fast permeability soils

. Shallow soil cover over creviced or porous bedrock.Ahighwatertable

Advantaaes

.Mounds in Bethel Township will be maintained and monitored by a public agency.

. The mound system enables use of some sites that would otherwise be unsuitable for in-ground or at-grade on-site systems.

. Appropriately sized mound systems can serve multiple lots and diverse land uses.

. The natural soil utilized in a mound system is the upper most horizon, which is typically the most permeable.

. A mound system does not have a direct discharge to a ditch, stream, or other body of water.

. Construction damage is minimized since there is little excavation required in the mound area.

Disadvantages

. Construction costs are typically higher than conventional systems.

. There is usually limited permeable topsoil available at mound system sites. Care must be taken not to damage this layer with
construction equipment.

. The location of the mound may affect surface drainage patterns and limit land use options.



Land Use Planning Principles

Conservation Development

Conservation development is characterized by common open space and clustered compact lots. The purpose of conservation
development is to protect farmland and/or natural resources while allowing for the maximum number of residences under current
community zoning and subdivision regulations. Conservation development ordinances generally require permanent dedication of
40% or more of the total development parcel as open space. Open space uses may include agriculture, forestry or outdoor recreation.

The illustration below begins with a 100 acre Undeveloped Site. The existing site contains both woodlands and agricultural uses. It
also includes horse pastures and an existing ravine.

Within a Conventional Development the transformation of an undeveloped site into a conventionally developed subdivision usually
ignores the natural resources of the existing site. The land is subdivided into one acre lots and yields 100 homes under traditional
zoning and subdivision regulations. There is no common open space and no preservation of the previously existing natural features.

Conversely,within a Conservation Development the transformation of an undeveloped site into a conservation development divides
the original tract of land into % acre lots, and yields 110 homes under an open space overlay district. The development contains a
slightly higher overall density as the conventionally developed site, however it preserves 50% of the open space and natural features,
including the existing farm house and horse pasture. With this type of development, less infrastructure cost are incurred by the
developer and the paths and open spaces have the opportunity to be linked with surrounding developments.

Undeveloped Site Conventional Development

Rural By Design, Randall Arendt. 1994

Conservation Development

Figure 10: Conventional vs. Conservation Development



Other Plan Elements

Successful implementationofthe DevelopmentPlanwill depend
upon several other issues related to administration, legislation,
and cost. The following paragraphs briefly describe: Funding,
Land Use Regulations, Inter-governmental Coordination,
Annexation, Township Services, and Infrastructure.

Many of the following elements in the Development Plandirectly
relate to the strategy of mitigating the impact of annexation.

Funding

It will be important for the Township to find and implement new
funding sources so that infrastructure needs and expanded
servicescan keeppacewith change.A varietyof fundingsources
for capital construction,publicservices,and administrationcosts
are available to the Township. Federal, state, and special
interest organizations are always sources of money for
appropriate projects and could be obtained on a competitive
basis. Other long term funding programs will depend on the
priorities and criteria for implementation of the Development
Plan as established by the Trustees. One such frequently used
funding source for Ohio jurisdictions is described below.

TAXINCREMENTFINANCING(TIF)

TIF moniesfund infrastructureimprovements(roadway,signage,
streetscape, etc.) through a partnership between local
government and a private developer or company. Expected
increases in property tax revenues from a designated area are
used to finance bonds that pay for public improvements in the
TIF district.

As redevelopment improvements increasethe value of property,
the "increment" money generated as a result of the
improvement, is directed into a fund to pay for public
improvements in the TIF district. The monies constituting the
original value of the property are still disbursed as usual.
Approval of the school district is typically required to enact a
TIF ordinance. A TIF district typically remains in place for 25
years.

Without the use ofTIF's, townships must either use general tax
revenues or potentially have no improvements at all. Tax
increment financing has been used throughout Ohio to
encourage private investment in certain areas for decades. No
new taxes are put in place by the township.

Establishment of a TIF district signals to a developer that the
township will be investing public funds in an area; therefore the
developer's financial investmentwill be enhancedwith township
dollars. If a TIF district is not established, public improvements
will need to be financed from the township's general funds or
required by the developer and constructed piecemeal as
development occurs.

land Use Regulations

Local control and administrative approval of land use change
is best managed by includingefficient and effective regulations.
The Townshipwill need to upgrade its existing regulations.

ZONING

Zoning controls the use of private property within the Township.
Zoning should be modified appropriately to reflect the goals
and policies of the Development Plan. In particular the lot
development standards (minimum lot sizes, setbacks, lot
coverage) of each specific zoning district and Planned Unit
Development regulations should be reviewed and changed to
provide the legal mechanism to implement the Development
Plan. It is highly recommendedthat the entireZoning Resolution
be reviewed and updated in its entirety, within the next year, to
assure that all components and regulations do not conflict each
other and are appropriate in light of the adoption of this Plan.

SUBDIVISIONREGULATIONS

Subdivision regulations control how land within the Township is
divided and recorded within the County. The Township should
work closely with the County to assure that the County
Subdivision Regulations are appropriate in light of the adoption
of this Development Plan.

DESIGN STANDARDS

A set of Design Standards should be established and include a
vision statement and guidelines for streetscape and gateway
design. Key corridors within the township should also be
identified in the DesignStandardsand includerecommendations
for future improvements.

DESIGN REYIEW_BOARD

A Design Review Board is established to review specific site
elements on new and expanded development. Typically, a
design reviewboard reviewsa developmentprojectto determine
whether or not it fits a certain set of established criteria
(landscaping, building orientation, building materials, etc.) andl
or fits within the general character of the area it is being
developed. The Townshipshould look at the creationof a Design
Review Board to review non-residential projects if there is a
desire for cohesiveor a specific type of design in the community.

Inter-Governmental Coordination

Bethel Township should develop and maintain proactive
alliances with various organizations within the Townshipas well
as other nearby jurisdictions. These alliances include the
following: Bethel Township School Board, Miami County
Commissioners, Bethel Community CivicAssociation,Tipp City,
New Carlisle, and Huber Heights (2004 - 2005 Strategic Plan).
Strong alliances are important for Bethel Township to maintain
in order to facilitate positive growth and help shape its future.



Other Plan Elements

Annexation

Annexation has seriously impacted the integrity and continuity
of Bethel Township planning, management, and control of its
future. Issues related to annexation have consistently been
identified as high priority for inclusion in the Development Plan.
The threat of annexation will be minimized when Bethel
Township begins to implement reasonable land use policies, is
consistent in administration of regulations, delivers high quality
services, and provides the necessary infrastructure related to
roadway, sewer, and water.

It is importantto understandthat nosingle actionby theTownship
will slow or stop annexation. The Township will have to adopt a
broad based approach and consistently implement policies
which are perceived as being positive to the citizens and
beneficial to the private business sector.

In order to slow, or stop annexation, Bethel Township should
view the next several years within the context of two prisms.
The first is Strategic and the second is Tactical. The Strategic
elements of the Development Plan, when adopted by the
Trustees, will then be the basis for the formulation of a Tactical
implementation program. The Trustees have the responsibility
and will be in the best position to define the specifics of a tactical
program.

Township Services

With the potential future growth and development within the
Township, it is important to reevaluate the various types of
Township services including: Fire, Police, Zoning, Park and
Recreation, and Township Administration. In addition, the
Township should continue to
reach out to its citizens with
various communication
methods such as a newsletter,
Township meetings, public
involvement and special activity
events.

Infrastructure

Provisions for high quality
infrastructure related to
roadway, sewer and water are
critical elements for the
Township. Variousopportunities
for funding, building and
maintaining infrastructure are available to the Township. Each
of these should be investigated as appropriate.

ON-SITE DECENTRALIZED WASTEWATER TREATMENT
SYSTEMS

On-site decentralized wastewater treatment systems allow
Bethel Township to explore numerous development
opportunities that would otherwise not be possible due to the
limitation of centralized or regional sewer systems. However,
these on-site decentralized systems must be constructed in a
fashion that allows for future attachment to a centralized or
regional sewer system network. This concept would require
the research of and conformity with the existing centralized or
regional sewer systems on the mandatory regulations and
standardsregardingthe following: properpipewidths, necessary
slopes, etc.

There are multiple types of on-site decentralized wastewater
treatment systems that comply with current Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) standards. These types of systems
include: mound (Figure 9), spray irrigation, and drip. Anyone
of these systems could work for future Bethel Township
development.

Each specific development should be analyzed on the basis of
its unique characteristics. The type of on-site decentralized
wastewater treatment systems will be selected after the
appropriate site analysis is completed by the County public
agency. It is expectedthat the Sanitary EngineeringDepartment
of Miami County will be responsible for maintenanceand quality
control.

ROADWAYS

The Miami County engineer is responsible for the majority of
roadways in the Township. The Ohio Department of
Transportation is responsible for State Routes in the Township.
Close coordination and communication should be maintained
with both agencies.

A recent report by LJB Inc., Bethel Township, Miami County,
Ohio Access Management Plan describes recommendations
related to trafficflows, safetyand access management. Itshould
also be understood that U.S. 40 will need to be widened. This
will have a specific impact in Brandt. Therefore, land use
planning policy should recognize this now and make certain
that adequate right-of-way will be available.

BIKE PATHS

The Board of Trustees should work with the Miami County Bike
Task Force, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission
and the Springfield-Clark County Transportation Coordination
Committee to investigate and implement plans for adding bike
paths to the Township's transportation infrastructure.



Implementation

The creation of this Development Plan has allowed Bethel Township to consider its vision for the future and determine the goals
necessary to achieve this vision. This Plan isjust the first step toward organized growth and development. Any plan, however, is only
made effective through implementation. Implementation may require changes to the Zoning Resolution and adoption of new planning
tools not previously used in the Township.

Table 3 illustrates thirteen recommended strategies required to ensure the successful implementation of this Development Plan. Each
strategy has a lead implementor who is primarily responsible for the full execution of the strategy.

Table 3: Implementation Matrix

Adopting the Plan

The general adoption process for the Bethel Township Development Plan will follow the steps listed below:

. The Steering Committee makes a recommendation for approval of the Development Plan to the TownshipTrustees.

. The Board of Trustees will forward the Development Plan to the Township Zoning and Planning Commissions for approval.

. Once the Development Plan is recommended by the Zoning and Planning Commissions, it will come back to the Board of
Trustees and the Board will forward the Plan to the County Commission for approval.

. The County Commission will approve as an amendment to the current land use plan of Miami County.

The various changes and new growth
strategies will require an organized
effort from the TownshipAdministration
as well as an increased effort from
Bethel Township residents. A potential
method that the Townshipcould use to
monitor the implementation of this
Development Plan is to establish a
Community Organization made up of
residentsandTownshipAdministration.
This Community Organization would
contain various committees. Each
would have a specific focus area.
These committees could then form
different subcommittees as needed to
execute/maintain the necessary
actions/plans related to the specific
focus areas. Asample outline is shown
in Figure 11.

Figure 11: Sample Community Organization

==-==--==========--=-=--t!atiJ'CL----Lead Implementer

Revise Zoning Code as recommended Township Staff and Trustees

Cross-check the County's Subdivision Regulations with Township Regulations Zoning Commission

Consistently enforce all zoning and other regulations Township Staff & Zoning Commission

Work with Miami County to coordinate land use controls Township & County Staff

Communication of Strategic Development Plan to Miami County, public, and surrounding municipalities Township

Establish Community Organization Business owners, key community
stakeholders, residents, and Township
Administration Representative

Establish Design Review Board and Standards Township Staff and Trustees
Research and Obtain Fundina Township
Maintain Inter-Governmental Coordination Township Staff and Trustees

Update infrastructure & provide expansion as necessary Township & County Staff

Access Management Plan - Implement, review and amend as necessary Township Staff and Trustees

Strategic Development Plan Goals - Implement, review and amend as necessary Township Staff and Trustees
Review/Update the Strategic Development Plan (3-5 years) Township / Consultant

Infrastructure Economic Safety and Social I Civic
Committee Development Emergency
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Conclusion

The adoption of this Plan is just the first step in a long process
of management of resources for the Township. Long term
success in obtaining the Goals of the residents and reaching
the Vision of the Township's future will depend upon pragmatic,
energetic and consistent management for the Township.

The woods are lovely, dark and deep. But
I have promises to keep, and miles to go
before I sleep.

Robert Frost, 1923
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Miami County’s history and involvement in modern transportation planning dates back to 
the 1970’s when the county first adopted an official thoroughfare plan.  Prepared by the 
Woolpert Company from Dayton in 1974, the Miami County Thoroughfare Plan was 
adopted by the county in 1975.  It has remained a guiding document until the adoption of 
this thoroughfare plan element of the Miami County Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The 1975 Miami County Thoroughfare Plan Provided a set of minimum roadway design 
standards for both urban and rural areas.  That plan was excessive in several planning 
aspects in that many new roadway segments were proposed.  Proposed right-of-way and 
pavement standards were much wider than today’s modern roadway design standards.  
This plan was partially influenced by overly-optimistic population projections for the 
region and wide scale perceptions at that time of increasing traffic volumes that never 
materialized. 
 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS 
 
Miami County is partially relieved of many of its long and short-range transportations 
planning functions due to its involvement in the federally-mandated regional 
transportations planning process.  This came about as a result of the 1990 Census and 
changes federal regulations.  Subsequent to the 1990 Census, portions of southern Miami 
County were designated as part of the “Dayton Urbanized Area,” thus mandating the 
County to participate in the regional transportation planning process.  This involvement 
was also due to Miami County’s designation as a “non-attainment area for air quality by 
the US Environmental Protection Agency and a requirement of the Federal Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). 
 
The regional transportation planning process is conducted by the Miami Valley Regional 
Planning Commission (MVRPC) as the designated metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) for the Miami Valley Region.  The 2004 Regional Transportation Plan will be 
updated in 2008.  Projects scheduled for funding are prioritized in a 3-year Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP).  The long-range Regional Transportation Plan and the TIP 
reflect the major transportation improvements projected for Miami County for the next 
twenty years. 
 
OFFICIAL THOROUGHFARE PLAN 
 
A description of the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) functional classification 
of the Miami County road network is provided in Part 1 of Chapter VIII of the Miami 
County Comprehensive Plan.  Transportation goals, objectives and policies are included 
in Part 2, Chapter IX.  Map 12.1 graphically depicts the Official Thoroughfare Plan for 
Miami County over the planning period.  The intent of the Official Thoroughfare Plan is 
to inform both public officials and private citizens of the roadway improvements  and 
projected right-of-way needs which will be required to adequately serve Miami County’s 
transportation needs. 
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