The State of Ohio is growing slowly in population and jobs, yet rapidly converting land from rural to urban uses. The state’s metropolitan areas are growing into surrounding countryside at rates five times faster than population growth
. This sprawling effect is undermining the vitality of existing urban areas, decreasing valuable farmland and open spaces and creating challenging environmental problems. State trends are also surfacing at the county level, creating development problems for communities.

Fiscally, current development patterns cannot be sustained. Poorly managed land use can undermine the goals of communities working to preserve community character, open spaces and farmland and sensible development patterns that do not strain local community resources. As more development occurs in rural areas, infrastructure costs increase, hurting the community experiencing the expanding development.

Poor management of land use also prevents attainment of fundamental goals in the state and counties. Economic development goals, equal opportunities and environmental quality are reduced by unplanned, scattered development. 

The following summaries of the seven-county Planning Capstone area provide an overview of each county’s current land use conditions, what community and county planning entities have proposed to curtail unplanned development and some future land use trends. References and additional sources follow the summaries.

Geauga County (Kate Clevenger)

The preservation of agricultural land and open space is the focus of land use planning in Geauga County, a county in northeastern Ohio known for its rural character.  Controlled and managed growth, therefore, is especially important and is at the heart of the Geauga County Planning Commission’s General Plan 

In 2000, the largest county land use categories are vacant (28.6%), residential single-family (26.8%) and agriculture (25.3%) with permanent open space easements occupying 8% of the county’s total area (see Table 1).

	Table 1: 2000 Existing Land Use Geauga County

	Land Use
	2000 Acres
	% of County

	Agriculture
	65,553.46
	25.30%

	Commercial
	2,357.59
	0.90%

	Industrial
	1,631.73
	0.60%

	Institutional
	3,425.20
	1.30%

	Manufactured Home Parks
	318.38
	0.10%

	Mined Lands
	1,099.70
	0.40%

	Outdoor Recreation (privately owned)
	5,280.15
	2.00%

	Permanent Open Space
	21,380.32
	8.30%

	Public
	2,201.00
	0.80%

	Public Recreation
	3,212.29
	1.20%

	Public Utility
	317.45
	0.10%

	Residential Multi-Family
	786.58
	0.30%

	Residential Single-Family
	69,986.63
	26.80%

	Roads
	8,507.56
	3.30%

	Vacant
	74,421.96
	28.60%

	Totals
	260,480
	100.00%

	Source:  2000 Ortho photography & Geauga County Planning Commission (2002)


Because preserving rural character is an important element in future development within the county, the General Plan outlines some key items to aid in the process.  The General Plan states while, “preservation of the rural atmosphere in the county is a significant priority and challenge…there are some regulatory techniques that have been employed to accomplish this.”  The plan also discusses the state government’s vital role in providing local officials with the necessary “tools” to stimulate and direct development in appropriate areas while preserving farmland and open spaces.  The following key items to preserve rural character are identified in the Geauga County General Plan:

· Protect the county’s agricultural heritage through a combination of regulatory measures.  

· Continue to support legislation that offers additional tools to local officials to preserve agriculture.

· Support the purchase of agricultural conservation easements within the county.

· Pursue alternatives to enhance the farming economy by promoting new markets.

· Preserve open space through regulatory measures when feasible.

· Educate the public with respect to the tax benefits associated with granting conservation easements to, for example, non-profit land trusts.

· Work with the Geauga Park District, local park commissions, and non-profit land trusts to preserve and protect open space and sensitive land.

· Limit the extension of infrastructure within unincorporated areas.

· Maintain a low-density development pattern within the townships through local zoning.  

· Limit commercially zoned areas within the unincorporated areas.

Many of the guidelines rely on state-level regulation and legislation as well as cooperation between communities in Geauga County.  A regulating body does not enforce the county’s General Plan; the plan acts only as guide for local planning bodies.

Historically, residential development in the county took place west of State Route 306.  The development trend began moving east in the 1970s and 1980s. In the 1990’s, with the opening of State Route 422, development accelerated rapidly in the southwestern part of the county.  Residential development is expected to continue in county municipalities due to infrastructure availability.  The general trend of development moving from west to east in unincorporated areas is anticipated to continue with the most pressure existing along the State  Route 422 corridor.

Commercial and industrial development has generally been concentrated in municipalities due to the availability of infrastructure support.  The County Planning Commission advocates concentrated future growth in order to control sprawl across undeveloped tracts of rural land and curb infrastructure implementation costs.  Concentrating intensive land uses in municipalities with existing infrastructure capacity will promote the county’s goal of maintaining rural character.

All communities except for one (Middlefield) have zoning regulations in effect in Geauga County.  According to the county, 88% of all land (230,388 acres) is zoned for residential purposes.  Residential lot sizes range from 1.5 to 5 acres in the townships.  Large lot sizes are particularly important in areas that have on-site sewage and groundwater systems.  In municipalities, lot sizes are smaller, ranging from one-fourth to one acre.  Even in multi-family zoned areas the maximum number of units is about four per acre.  The following table (Table 2) outlines land and zoning for each township and municipality in Geauga County.

	Table 2:  Geauga County Generalized Zoning Districts
	
	

	Community
	Residential Zoned Acres
	% of Twp.
	Commercial Zoned Acres
	% of Twp.
	Industrial Zoned Acres
	% of Twp.

	Aquilla Village
	90
	97.8
	0
	N/A
	0
	N/A

	Auburn
	18,041
	94.4
	585
	3.1
	482
	2.5

	Bainbridge
	15,571
	94.5
	240
	1.4
	131
	0.8

	Burton
	13,747
	92.2
	0
	N/A
	1166*
	7.8*

	Burton Village
	430
	69.2
	26
	4.2
	24
	3.8

	Chardon
	14,456
	98.9
	159
	1.1
	0
	N/A

	City of Chardon
	1,651
	56.5
	369
	12.6
	430
	14.7

	Chester
	14,590
	97.4
	257
	1.7
	124
	0.8

	Claridon
	13,663
	94.6
	168
	1.2
	33
	0.2

	Hambden
	13,999
	97.3
	309
	2.2
	73
	0.5

	Huntsburg
	14,727
	94.2
	400
	2.5
	514
	3.3

	Hunting Valley Village
	609
	100
	0
	N/A
	0
	N/A

	Middlefield
	No Zoning
	N/A
	No Zoning
	N/A
	No Zoning
	N/A

	Middlefield Village
	1,170
	60.6
	174
	9
	586
	30.4

	Montville
	15,172
	96.3
	516
	3.3
	62
	0.4

	Munson
	14,276
	88.7
	352
	2.1
	1,077
	9.2

	Newbury
	17,174
	94
	551
	3
	540
	3

	Parkman
	16,314
	95.1
	337
	2
	506
	2.9

	Russell
	11,083
	89.6
	38
	0.3
	0
	N/A

	South Russell Village
	2,397
	97.6
	39
	1.6
	21
	0.9

	Thompson
	15,044
	91.2
	207
	1.3
	1,170
	7.1

	Troy
	15,738
	96
	212
	1.3
	452
	2.7

	*Commercial and Industrial are combined
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source:  The Geauga County Planning Commission, 2003
	
	
	


Commercial land comprises about 2% or 4,939 acres of total land area and industrial zoned land occupies approximately 3% or 7.391 acres of total land area.  Larger lot sizes are required for these more intensive land uses.  Some townships and municipalities also have special zoning categories for floodplains or for recreation, parks, and open space.

The enforcement of zoning regulations lies within each township or municipality.  Typically a locally based zoning inspector regulates development activity within the home municipality or township while the County Planning Commission acts in an advisory capacity on zoning amendments.    

Portage County (Deauna Turner)

Portage County, located in Northeast Ohio, is the easternmost county in the seven-county Planning Capstone study area. The four largest cities in the county are Kent, Ravenna, Streetsboro and Aurora.

The County Planning Commission has not completed a comprehensive plan for the county, although components of a general plan – farmland preservation and open-space planning – are currently being researched. The Planning Commission also drafts the zoning codes for 18 townships in the county. The Building Department services all of Portage County excluding Kent, Aurora, Ravenna and Streetsboro where most development is taking place. Individual communities within the county have completed or are in the process of completing comprehensive plans. To date, only a few communities have a finalized master or comprehensive plan.

Farming is an important planning issue in Portage County. Farmland represents approximately 28% of all land use in the county. In past years, the number of farms decreased, but the amount of land per farm increased. According to the Portage County Farmland Preservation Advisory Board’s Portage Farmland Preservation Plan, at the current rate of development available farmland will be depleted by 2039. A result of the decrease in farmland is spot zoning and unplanned residential development by communities. 

Because of the urbanization taking place in the county, both spot zoning and unplanned residential growth have also created inefficient land use patterns, generated significant public service costs and spurred development in environmentally sensitive areas. Most communities are now facing storm water runoff issues and are planning accordingly to reduce damage to environmentally sensitive areas. 

Most communities favor slow or no growth options to curtail future, inefficient development and preserve the rural character of, and open spaces in, individual communities as well as the county. Communities are trying to manage growth through the following options:

· Limiting growth in a pre-defined extent

· Controlling or defining environmental degradation within a community

· Managing or identifying urbanizing territory within a community

· Implementing specific fiscal policies to control growth

· Creating and applying comprehensive planning initiatives

As development continues to expand in Portage County, comprehensive planning will become an important resource to maintain the rural character of the county as a whole. While some communities in Portage County have begun to seriously create comprehensive plans, more need to follow suit to protect natural areas, open spaces and farmland.

Summit County (Deauna Turner)
Summit County is located southeast of Cuyahoga County. The largest city in Summit County is Akron. 

The Summit County Planning Commission created a plan for land use as part of its comprehensive, county-wide general plan. Unlike Portage County, Summit County focuses more on residential, commercial and industrial areas. The general tone of the plan is smart growth initiatives throughout the county, since most of the county is already developed. From 1982 to 1997, density decreased by 27% while population in the county only increased by 3.5%.
 The plan identifies these key community issues:

· Controlling growth

· Preserving open space

· Maintaining character of communities

· Protecting the environment

· Preserving natural resources

· Promoting conservation of open space and links between residential developments and parks

· Limiting retail development

· Promoting quality office and light industrial development

· Protecting existing residential development from commercial pressure

· Traffic congestion

· Low-density residential preservation in some communities

· Redeveloping older commercial areas

Residential development in Summit County is intensified by outmigration of Cuyahoga County residents. From 1990 to 2000, population in the county only increased by 5.4%, but the northern portion of the county grew by 29.8%.
 Increased development in Twinsburg, Macedonia, and Sagamore Hills Township raised the cost of infrastructure in the county. Underutilization of existing infrastructure in future development will mean exorbitant infrastructure costs if the pace of development remains constant without some kind of restraint.

Lower residential densities and increased retail space per person consumed more than 50% of the developable land from 1979 to 2000.
 As a result, some development occurred on undevelopable land leading to a myriad of problems, including flooding and erosion of the natural environment.

The general plan specifies some remedies for development issues. One remedy is mixed-use development. Mixed-use development also addresses some suburban health issues raised by the county’s health department. Mixed-use development is expected to increase commercial development densities, resulting in increased walking activity and multiple-stop shopping within a retail development and decrease car dependency. 

Another option for curbing urban sprawl is to not allow infrastructure expansion, encouraging low-density residential development and deter large-scale retail development. Communities that want to maintain a rural character by encouraging larger lots are able to deter big-box retail development and high- and medium-density residential development.

A major issue addressed by the general plan is open-space preservation. A few options are outlined for communities to consider when updating zoning ordinances. The first is permanent designation of land as parkland through local boards or the Metropark system. Another includes farmland designation. Currently, no agricultural zoning is in use in the county. Agriculture zoning would also help provide a way for farms to continue to exist in Northeast Ohio. 

Clustered development is also suggested for open-space development. If subdivision homes were built on smaller lots and 40% to 50% of the remaining development land was designated as open space, a significant portion of developable land would be saved and open space preservation obtained within the county.
 This would require county-wide cooperation, with a map indicating where development could occur for open space planning.

Another option presented by the county general plan is the transfer of development rights (TDR). TDR allows landowners to transfer the right to develop one parcel of land (sending area) to a different parcel of land (receiving area). It is designed to shift development from agricultural areas to areas that have the infrastructure capacity to support increased development. The benefits to this type of program is that it offers permanent protection, is a voluntary, market-driven process and farmers can retain equity without developing their land.

The following table (Table 3) shows projected changes in population, housing units, residential land area and vacant useable land for 2030.

	Table 3: Summit County Planning Area Projected Growth

	 
	Population
	Total Housing Units
	Residential Land Area (acres)
	Vacant Useable Land (Acres)

	North Planning Area 2000
	79,541
	30,448
	20,615.5
	21,311

	North Planning Area 2030 (Projected)
	94,926
	37,572
	24,596.8
	15,447

	North Planning Area Change 2000-2030
	19.3%
	23.4%
	19.3%
	-27.5%

	Central Planning Area 2000
	357,007
	155,943
	37,128
	25,063

	Central Planning Area 2030 (Projected)
	351,994
	158,292
	39,072
	21,880

	Central Planning Area Change 2000-2030
	-1.4%
	1.5%
	5.2%
	-12.7%

	South Planning Area 2000
	107,259
	44,489
	22,493
	26,468

	South Planning Area 2030 (Projected)
	116,961
	50,441
	25,503
	22,429

	South Planning Area Change 2000-2030
	9.0%
	13.4%
	13.4%
	-15.3%

	Source: Summit County General Plan, 2005


Research shows that on the current path of development, land use will cause more environmental, social and economic problems for the region. Comprehensive planning at the community and county level is necessary to attain goals of preserving open space, redevelopment of existing urban areas and decreasing environmental problems for the region. 

If smart growth solutions are employed in communities in the seven-county area, historic investments in cities and towns are maintained, not abandoned; imposition on rural farmland will decrease significantly and infrastructure would only be constructed if it can be maintained and upgraded by future generations.   Compact metropolitan areas would reduce car dependency, travel time and decrease traffic congestion. It would encourage mixed-use development that would not only lower development and infrastructure costs, but also help to increase the overall health of residents. More jobs would also be accessible to poorer residents in the region. 

Concentrated planning efforts would also decrease economic and racial disparities in metropolitan areas. Poor residents would not be concentrated in urban core areas. Fair housing zoning requirements at the community and county level would help distribute the poor throughout the region, reducing the strain on traditional urban core cities, such as Cleveland and Akron.

Lorain County (Sean McDermott)

Lorain County is comprised of rural, suburban, and urban areas.  Approximately one third of the county is developed.  The County is comprised of nine (9) incorporated cities, seven (7) incorporated villages, and eighteen (18) unincorporated townships.  

In terms of planning and zoning, Lorain County is very disaggregated, putting it years behind Medina County, its neighbor to the south.  The Lorain County Planning Department and Planning Commission have very planning authority outside of the townships.  They developed a comprehensive plan for the County, but only two of the 18 unincorporated townships, and none of the incorporated cities and villages have adopted it.      

Each city or village in the County has its own planning department or representative who oversees the zoning and building regulations and make land use planning decisions.  Home Rule is a problem in the County, with cities fighting to lure jobs and industry, and all entities fighting to house the  wealthiest residents within their borders..  

The rural nature of most of Lorain County has been a result of many factors.  Planning and Zoning have not been major deterrents to development; it is the lack of infrastructure.  Like Lorain County, neighboring Medina County experienced a population boom as a result of the interstate system running through the county.  The difference between the counties is that Medina County aggressively sewered large areas of the County as a joint effort between cities, villages, and townships, with direction from the County.

Lorain County can expect a population boom in the coming years with plans to sewer major portions of the County and its villages, allowing these villages and rural areas to develop more densely.  The lack of cohesiveness between townships, villages, and cities in the County can provide the setting for major development battles.  LORCO, a county-wide effort to provide sanitary sewer to rural areas of the County, could act as an example of  voluntary cooperation for county-wide planning efforts, since all entities are represented on the LORCO board.   

The majority of the agricultural and vacant land in the county is zoned for residential use, with a concentration in low-density, single-family development.  To a developer, there is no shortage of land to develop in Lorain County in the near future.  

Instruments to aid in the Planning Commission’s role in subdivision approval and land use planning could include provisions tying the Commission to the LORCO Board and decision-making process.  This could be the first step in regionalizing at least the 18 unincorporated areas of the County.  Additionally, there exists another entity supplying water to the majority of Lorain County (in area served, not population), the Rural Lorain County Water Authority (RLCWA).  

The Rural Lorain County Water Authority purchases treated water from two sources and provides it to much of the rural areas in southern Lorain County.  Many of these areas are the unincorporated townships in which the Lorain County Planning Commission has legal planning and zoning authority.

The combination of these three players in their common jurisdictional areas could prove to be a small model for regionalism in Lorain County.  

Medina County (Sean McDermott)
Medina County and their planning practices are impressive compared to Lorain County.  The Medina County Department of Planning Services plays a vital role in the planning and zoning of both municipalities and townships within the County.  

Medina County’s development has been a combination of planning, location, market, and infrastructure.  Medina County’s current infrastructure is what LORCO is attempting to mimic in terms of sanitary sewerage coverage areas.  RLCWA also serves a large portion of Medina County

Medina County’s Department of Planning Services assists cities and villages with planning and zoning studies and decisions.  Additionally, the Department and the Medina County Planning Commission provide planning services and dictate zoning decisions and subdivision approval for all townships in the County.  

Although Medina County is home rule when it comes to incorporated area governance, the approach by the Planning Commission and the Zoning Maps and practices show a much more balanced and thorough approach to zoning for the entire county.  Since most villages, townships, and cities within the County have decided to utilize the services of the Department the approach to zoning and planning for future development in Medina County is more balanced than Lorain County.  The Medina County Department of Planning services can act as a model for  county-wide land use planning.     

Cuyahoga County (Cyril Kleem)

In the 1950 Census, the Cleveland Metropolitan Statistical Area had a population of roughly 3 million, by the 2000 Census that number was relatively unchanged.  However, the population moved and continues to move from the central core cities, most notably Cleveland and Akron, to outlying areas.  By 2000, the populations of Cleveland and Akron were both about 50% of their 1950 numbers. Furthermore, scores of older suburbs are starting to experience an out migration of population while formerly rural areas are growing rapidly (www.census.gov).  In sum, the population of the region has remained almost unchanged, yet people continue to move further away from the traditional core areas.  Furthermore, the region is experiencing tremendous job loss in a post-industrial economy.  The businesses that are left and the few that move into the region tend to also move outside the traditional core areas. 

Regions experiencing this phenomenon are characterized by a decaying core city with high poverty and unemployment, at-risk older suburbs and fast growing outer suburbs.  As the core city and at-risk older suburbs experience economic problems, strains on infrastructure and serious social issues, the fast growing outer suburbs have a difficult time keeping pace with the demands for new services (Orfield, 200).  Figure 1 illustrates the change in population by county in Greater Cleveland between 1990 and 2000. Table 4 displays the increase in housing units by county in a recent three-year period.  Both figures demonstrate the movement of population from the traditional core areas.

Figure 1
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Table 4: Housing Units by County from 2000 to July 2003 (estimated)
County

Units 2003
Units 2000     Change 
% Change


     

    

	Cuyahoga
	616,903
	617,223
	320
	.0005%

	Geauga
	32,805
	34,173
	1368
	.04%

	Lake
	93,487
	95,743
	2256
	.02%

	Lorain
	111,368
	116,930
	5562
	.05%

	Medina
	56,783
	61,221
	4438
	.08%

	Portage
	60,096
	62,686
	2590
	.04%

	Summit
	230,880
	236,682
	5802
	.025%


Communities within regions with the above mentioned characteristics may need to explore the possibilities of more cooperation, consolidation of services, tax sharing, and regionalized planning. The next few pages outline research that examined 22 master plans in communities in Cuyahoga County.  Table 5 is a matrix showing the goals set forth by the various master plan committees according to the following categories: 

1)Cleveland and the Inner Suburbs and 2) Outer Suburbs.  The numbers within each column represent the frequency each goal was mentioned in the master plans according to the following scale:   

· 0 = never mentioned in any master plan, 

· 1 = mentioned in less that 20% of the plans, 

· 2 = mentioned in 21%-40% of the plans, 

· 3 = mentioned in 41%-60% of the plans, 

· 4 = mentioned in 61% -80% of the plans and 

· 5 = mentioned in 80% to 100% of the plans.  

Columns 1-7 were by far the most common goals mentioned in the master plans.  According to the scale, the goals of columns 1-7 were mentioned quite frequently with the exception of Column 3: New Diverse Housing for the Outer Suburbs.  Column 8 represents important goals related to the above mentioned assumption regarding cooperation, consolidation of services, tax sharing and regionalized planning. Column 8: Cooperate with Cities in the Region-Fight Urban Sprawl represents any goal in the master plans that relates any of the following:  

· A) Consolidation of services, forming service districts, etc.  

· B) Cooperation among communities for purchases, services, etc. 

· C) Consolidation of community borders with neighboring communities, the county or the region 

· D) Regionalized planning efforts 

· E) Any discussion of urban sprawl being a problem and ways to curtail it, such as growth boundaries, limiting the number of building permits, etc.  

· F) Tax revenue sharing.

Table 5: Matrix of Goals Set Forth by Master Plans in Cuyahoga County

                1

2
  3
      4
          5
  6
         7
 8
          

	
	Maintain/ Improve Housing Stock &

Neighborhoods
	New Housing Upscale
	New Housing Diverse
	Maintain/

Improve Business Districts
	Attract New Business
	Maintain/

Improve own Identity
	Maintain/

Improve Schools
	Cooper. w/ Cities in Region-Fight Urban Sprawl

	Cleve. & Inner Suburbs
	5
	5
	4
	5
	5
	5
	5
	1

	Outer Suburbs
	5
	5
	2
	5
	5
	5
	5
	0


Looking at Column 8 first, cooperation, consolidation of services, tax sharing or regionalized planning were not top priorities for the master plan committees.  The overall planning method as presented by the master plans was singular, meaning nearly 100% of the focus of each plan dealt with one community, the community conducting the master plan.  To that extent, the master plans dealt with each community as if each were an island.  The master plans overwhelmingly dealt with each city as something beyond an island, as though each city existed in isolation.  The score of 1 in Column 8 represents the few occasions when regional planning was mentioned.  However, the idea of regional planning in this context was not the cooperation of regional planning efforts, or the establishment of a regional planning agency.  Rather, regional planning in this context dealt with planning efforts within that single community that took advantage of that community’s location within the region.  For example, being near a highway or the Metroparks gave that community a regional advantage over its neighbors.   

Results in Columns 1-7, infer several things.  First, maintaining and improving what each community already had is a top priority, as was maintaining community identity as a city.  Secondly, the attraction of new development is important, both residential and commercial/industrial.  Most communities did distinguish between upscale housing and diverse housing.  However, diverse did not necessarily mean low-income housing or fair/affordable housing.  In almost every case when “diverse” was defined it meant a mix of condominiums, apartments and homes, especially for the elderly population.  It was often inferred that the mix would be upscale, with the exception of housing for seniors, which would be more affordable.  Furthermore, Columns 1-7 illustrate the lack of understanding the master plan committees showed towards regional market forces.  The region’s housing market is saturated,  as indicated in Figures 1 and 2.  Also, some studies show that there is a surplus of commercial and industrial space (www.planning.co.cuyahoga.oh.us).  Yet, each community set forth goals to build more homes and more commercial/industrial space, which would only contribute to the surplus.   

Another point to consider is that many of the zoning and land use maps showed conflicts between cities.  The most common type of conflict was communities placing industrial property against the back yards of homes in a neighboring community.   Sometimes, the master plans propose development that could be detrimental to themselves or their schools.  Some plans call for the construction of new homes, such as Olmsted Township’s plan which calls for 6,000 single family dwellings.  In many cases the plans state nothing about the costs of additional services or the construction costs of new schools that will result from new homes.

From the examination of 22 master plans in Cuyahoga County, the following inferences arise: 

· a lack of cooperation among, and acknowledgement of, other communities; 
· 2) a lack of concern for the regional housing and commercial/industrial markets 
· 3) cooperation, consolidation of services, tax sharing or regionalization planning are not high on the agenda for those who participated in the master plan committees.  
Perhaps self-interest among communities is more important than regional well-being. A regional planning agency, as allowed by the Ohio Revised Code 713.21, may be necessary to better coordinate planning efforts among communities.  
Lake County (Meredith Karger)

Lake County was incorporated in 1840 and currently has a population of approximately 227,511.  It covers 228.2 square miles with the majority of the land cover being wooded (84,822 acres).  Agriculture and open urban areas consist of approximately 23% of the total land cover while only 11% of the county is urbanized.   

According to the 2000 census, the population has increased by almost 80,000 people since 1960, almost 65%.  The largest increase in the population was from 1950 to 1960 when the population increased 95.7%.  Since 1995, 23% of the population has moved into a new house within Lake County.  Lake County is quickly accessible by I-90, as evidence by the majority of the working population that commute into Cleveland.  

From 1998 to 2002 there have been 2,576 businesses started.  The building growth has also remained fairly constant over the past few years.  Over the same time span 3,829 residential units have been built, 96 % have been detached single family homes.   
Lake County in not unique to the urban sprawl issues facing the northeast Ohio region .  Since 1960, the population of Lake County has skyrocketed.  Residential building has lead the way for uncurbed development.  Lake County uses bond issues to finance new projects such as sport stadiums, industrial parks, and malls.  The availability of land and cheap taxes for businesses only fosters increased growth and a higher tax base for growing communities in Lake County. Since 1960 four townships have been dissolved.  

	Townships Dissolved, Completely Annexed

	or Abolished Since 1960

	Township:
	County:
	Pop. In Last Census Before Abolishment

	1960-1970

	Kirtland
	Lake
	4,867

	Mentor
	Lake
	17,423

	Timberlake
	Lake
	670

	Waite Hill
	Lake
	360


Government agencies such as NOACA are no help either.  The government-controlled Congressional Highway Trust Fund focuses on decreasing highway congestion and diverts people from metropolitan centers, pulling new waves of development to outer areas.

Preservation of trees, open space, fields, and topography assists in retaining the natural visual quality characteristic of most of Lake County.   The majority of Lake County is zoned low-density residential, intended to retain the semi-rural and single-family character.  The townships in Lake County pride themselves on having high environmental qualities with a lack of man-made intrusion.  Most master plans for Lake County townships include the protection of natural resources and farmland preservation programs.  Though, according to the Ohio Township Resource Book prepared by The Ohio State University Exurban Change project, studying population characteristics and trends from 1960 through 2000, Lake County’s Townships have not been spared their share of uncontrolled growth

	Land Area & Population Density 1960 to 2000
	
	
	

	
	Land Area 2000
	People per Square Mile

	Township:
	Sq. Miles
	1960
	1970
	1980
	1990
	2000

	Concord township              
	23.1
	165.7
	255.3
	443.6
	538.2
	661.6

	Leroy township                
	25.5
	58.9
	69.0
	98.2
	101.2
	122.4

	Madison township
	38.5
	212.4
	182.9
	391.3
	393.8
	402.4

	Painesville township          
	15.6
	608.1
	888.4
	752.9
	806.0
	963.9

	Perry township                
	17.4
	202.3
	223.3
	291.3
	280.9
	357.5

	All Townships:
	120.1
	292.4
	275.2
	374.2
	399.1
	459.2

	All Places:
	108.1
	904.0
	1,531.2
	1,575.0
	1,569.6
	1,594.4


[image: image2.png]Figure 1: Percentage of Land in Agriculture in the Early 1990's
and Percent Population Change 1990 to 2000

Concord towaship

Letoy towship

s
Madison towaship

Paincsvitle township

Py townstip aae

0

0% e soa

Sourees MLRC, US, Census
“ A L cquals sum of al Pstar and % Land in Ag. O% Pop. Change
Row Crop Lund





The eastern half of Lake County is dominated by single-family detached residential units spread out throughout the county on lots greater than one acre.  Many townships have minimum lot sizes.  Perry Township actually increased their minimum lot size in order to maintain their rural character.  Large Lot Zoning (LLZ) creates districts where the minimum size of a lot is specified, usually five acres or more. LLZ is sometimes called agricultural or rural residential zoning. The disadvantages of large lot zoning are both increased infrastructure and public service costs and that it can encourage sprawl. LLZ is most likely to be served by septic systems rather than centralized wastewater treatment.

Development of multi-family and higher density single-family homes should be controlled and channeled to area where utilities, transportation, and other services can be readily and economically provided.  This approach will provide a variety of housing options to meet the needs of present and future residents of Lake County.  Most residential development is located along main road frontages, but newer development are being located in cul-de-sacs, leading nowhere, many abutting each other, branching off main roads.  Most multi-family homes are located along major routes with commercial and retail scattered in between.  Most commercial uses within Lake County are relatively contained along the major East-West corridors.  

Most townships are not fully served by public water and sanitary sewer systems, thus focusing development along main streets.  Most of the residential pattern is also guided by the quality of the land, originally for agricultural and horticultural uses.  As development pressures continue to increase, land previously used for agriculture has become more attractive for residential use.  
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Figure 2: Land Cover Change by Type: 1982 to 1997
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Population 1960 0 2000

Township Populati

Township: 1960 1970 1980 1990 200
Concord township 3860 SOa% 10335 2432 5252
Kinland Township 4876 0 0 0 0
Leroy township 1,502 1759 2505 2581 a2

fadison township. 8494 7251 15378 15477 1549
Mentor Township. 17423 0 0 0
Painesville ownship 10763 15,148 13218 15037
Perry township a8 463 4944 6220
Timberlake Township 70 0 [ [
‘Waite Hill Township 360 0 0 0
Al Townships: 5278 34740 607 6 505
Al Places: 95918 162,460 167,109 166,847 172,356
County Total: TR0 197200 S0t 20549 33751





The western cities of Lake County would benefit from joining services such as transportation and utilities, as the demand on their capabilities has increased over the years to a point of exhaustion.  These cities are already seeing an eroding tax base that now, much like Cuyahoga County, must be dealt with retroactively.  
Conclusion

Regionalized land use planning would benefit all counties in Northeast Ohio. Trends and research show that if no region-wide changes are made, communities will continue to use land use planning tools at the smallest levels, ignoring the regional and state impacts “tunnel” land use planning creates. 

Home rule is a major problem underlying county land use planning. All communities, besides townships, have influence on their individual land use patterns. Of all the regional and municipal master plans, none suggest working cooperatively with neighboring communities or counties to deter urban sprawl. Each community is also vying for residents and business to increase its tax base rather than working with neighboring communities or county government to create a tax-sharing plan that would benefit all communities.

Unless some aggregated land use plans are enacted in Northeast Ohio, inefficient land use patterns, urban sprawl, depletion of farmland and open spaces, centralization of poor residents in urban cores, destruction of sensitive environmental areas and high infrastructure costs will continue to plague the area. Although it is unknown when such issues will become detrimental the health and well-being of the region, they are certainly at a critical point now that needs to be addressed in the very near future.
In the long run, the entire state benefits when open space, natural areas and farmland are preserved and development controlled through smart growth policies implemented on a countywide, cooperative level.

	Land Use Planning Group Zoning Map Inventory Table

	

	City/ Village/ Township Name
	Entity
	County
	Zoning Map 
	Other Map
	Notes

	Bay Village
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	 

	Bedford
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	Some Conflicting land use with Bedford Heights

	Bedford Heights
	City
	Cuyahoga
	 
	X
	Some Conflicting land use with Bedford 

	Berea
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	Some Conflicting zoning with Olmsted Falls and Township

	Broadview Heights
	City
	Cuyahoga
	 
	X
	 

	Brooklyn
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	Some Conflicting zoning with neighbors

	Cleveland
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	Some conflicting land use and zoning with neighbors

	Cuyahoga Heights
	City
	Cuyahoga
	 
	X
	 

	East Cleveland
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	 
	 

	Garfield Heights
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	 

	Glenwillow
	Village
	Cuyahoga
	X
	 
	 

	Highland Heights
	City   
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	 

	North Olmsted
	City   
	Cuyahoga
	 
	X
	Some conflicting land use with neighbors

	North Royalton
	City   
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	 

	Olmsted Township
	Township
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	Some Conflicting land use and zoning with Berea and Falls

	Parma
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	Some conflicting zoning and land use with neighbors

	Parma Heights
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	Some conflicting zoning and land use with neighbors

	Seven Hills
	City   
	Cuyahoga
	 
	X
	Some conflicting land use with neighbors

	Valley View
	City   
	Cuyahoga
	 
	X
	 

	Warrensville Heights
	City
	Cuyahoga
	X
	X
	 

	Brooklyn Heights
	City
	Cuyahoga 
	X
	X
	Some Conflicting zoning with neighbors

	Walton Hills
	Village
	Cuyahoga 
	X
	X
	 

	Aquilla
	Village
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Auburn
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Bainbridge
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Burton
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Burton
	Village
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Chardon
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Chester
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	City of Chardon
	City
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Claridon
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Hambden
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Hunting Valley
	Village
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Huntsburg
	Village
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Middlefield
	Village
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Middlefield 
	Township
	Geauga
	
	 
	No zoning 

	Montville
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Newbury
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Parkman
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Russell
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	South Russell
	Village
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Thompson
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Troy
	Township
	Geauga
	X
	 
	 

	Concord township
	Township
	Lake
	X
	 
	 

	Eastlake
	City
	Lake
	X
	 
	 

	Madison Village
	Village
	Lake
	X
	 
	 

	Mentor
	City
	Lake
	X
	 
	 

	Perry township
	Township
	Lake
	X
	 
	 

	Willoughby Hills
	City
	Lake
	X
	 
	 

	Amherst
	City
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Amherst Township
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Avon
	City
	Lorain
	X
	X
	Also have citywide Trail Map

	Avon Lake
	City
	Lorain
	X
	 
	City has conflicting zoning with neighbor to the south, Avon.

	Brighton
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Brownhelm
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Camden
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Carlisle
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Columbia
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Eaton
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Elyria Township
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Henrietta
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Huntington
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	LaGrange Township
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Lorain
	City
	Lorain
	X
	 
	Outdated.  Zoning revisions have taken but map not revised.

	New Russia
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Penfield
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Pittsfield
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Rochester Township
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Sheffield Township
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Vermillion
	City
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Wellington Township
	Township
	Lorain
	X
	 
	 

	Brunswick
	City
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Brunswick Hills
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Chatham
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Granger
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Guilford
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Harrisville 
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Hinckley 
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Homer
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Lafayette
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Litchfield 
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Liverpool
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Lodi
	Village
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Medina
	City
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Medina Township
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Montville
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Seville
	Village
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Sharon
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Spencer Township
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Wadsworth
	City
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Wadsworth Township
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Westfield 
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Westfield Center
	Village
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	York
	Township
	Medina
	X
	 
	 

	Franklin
	Township
	Portage
	X
	 
	 

	Green
	City
	Portage
	X
	X
	 

	Hiram
	Village
	Portage
	X
	 
	 

	Kent
	City
	Portage
	X
	 
	 

	Tallmadge
	City
	Portage
	X
	 
	 

	Akron
	City
	Summit
	X
	 
	 

	Boston Heights
	Village
	Summit
	X
	 
	 

	Cuyahoga Falls
	City
	Summit
	X
	 
	 

	Fairlawn
	City
	Summit
	X
	X
	 

	Norton
	City
	Summit
	X
	 
	 

	Richfield
	Village
	Summit
	X
	 
	 

	Lake County Notes
	Townships have rapidly growing suburban areas, many built by individual developers that leads to cul-de-sacs butting up to each other. 

	 
	In general commercial areas are centered around major highways and roads that are consistently zoning commercial or retail.  The problem is even though these areas are zoned commercial there are many private residences scattered in-between that have been 

	 
	Another note, not all the townships have updated master plans
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