APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL ANALYSIS
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Description of Technical Analysis Process
The technical analysis for the Olentangy Watershed Balanced Growth Plan consisted of scoring
each parcel in the watershed using three sets of criteria selected and weighted by the Olentangy
Watershed Planning Partnership. On the following pages, a description and rationale for each of
the selected criteria is provided. Also, the initial results of the technical analysis, showing score
ranges for all parcels, follows each of the criteria lists. Below, there is an example showing how
the criteria and weights were applied to score each parcel using one set of criteria to identify
potential priority development areas. The same process was used to identify potential priority
conservation areas and potential priority agricultural areas. This technical analysis was followed
up by two rounds of detailed, iterative local review to produce the resulting Priority Area maps.

In the example, the parcel is assigned a score based on both the presence of specified feature (criteria)
within the parcel and the assigned weight. The total score for the parcel in the example is 10, which is
the sum of the scores for each of the 12 priority development area criteria. For example, the parcel is
located within the sewer service area which was weighted medium (2) by the OWPP. So, the parcel picks
up 2 points (1x2) for being within the sewer service area. When a feature was not present in the parcel,
like “airport” in the case of this example, the parcel would not pick up any points for that criterion.
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Priority Conservation Area Criteria
Criterion

Explanation

Weight

Data Source(s)

Rationale

100100-Year
Floodplain (1%
chance of
flooding/yr)

In flood zones A or AE on new format
DFIRMs or flood zone A on old format
digitized FIRMs.

High

FEMA DFIRM, OEPA
digitized FIRM

The floodplain area has a direct
hydrodynamic relationship with
the receiving stream or river.
Land use changes within the
floodplain may adversely alter its
extent.

Corridor
Management
Zone

In modeled zone upstream from surface
water intakes for drinking water.

High

OEPA SWAP
Program

Land use changes near stream
corridors feeding surface water
intakes may adversely affect
drinking water quality.

Wellhead
Protection (1(1year)

In modeled one year travel zone around
public and municipal groundwater
wells.

High

OEPA SWAP
Program

Land use changes on or near
groundwater wells may adversely
affect drinking water quality.

Natural Land
Cover

In land cover categories deciduous
forest, grassland/herbaceous,
evergreen forest, shrub/scrub, woody
wetlands, or emergent herbaceous
wetlands.

Medium

USGS NLCD

Natural land cover is valuable for
recreation and as natural habitat.
Its presence is beneficial to the
hydrodynamics of the receiving
stream or river, and may improve
water quality.

Parks

In area plans designated for future or
continued use as parkland.

Medium

MORPC
Standardized Land
Use Categorization
of Local Plans and
Zoning

Parks and other open space
reflect local priorities for
conservation. Improved
conservation measures may
benefit water quality, stream/river
hydrodynamics, and natural
habitat protection.

Wellhead
Protection (5(5year)

In modeled five year travel zone around
public and municipal groundwater
wells.

Medium

OEPA SWAP
Program

Land use changes on or near
groundwater wells may adversely
affect drinking water quality.

Wetlands

Presence of wetlands indicated by data
analysis and/or protection agency field
surveys.

Medium

USFWS NWI
(managed by ODNR)

Wetlands help protect surface
water quality and can be
beneficial to stream/river
hydrodynamics. They can serve as
natural habitat.

Habitats

Areas where state and national
threatened and endangered species
may have habitat.

Low

ODNR Natural
Heritage Database

Important habitats may be
present where there are
threatened or endangered
species.

Hydric Soils

Major soil component has hydric
classification.

Low

USDA NRCS Soil
DataMart

The presence of hydric soils
indicates that wetland restoration
would be possible.

Soil
Permeability
Score

Modified WMPI-CPI score of 10 or
higher based on soil hydraulic
conductivity, slope, depth to water table
and distance to river, stream or pond.

Low

USDA NRCS Soil
DataMart, USGS
NHD streams and
water

WMPI recognizes that runoff is a
function of slope, the storage
capacity of the soil (hydraulic
conductivity and depth to water
table), the distance to water, and
natural land cover (considered
independently). Areas scoring
high are candidates for
conservation to improve water
quality and reduce runoff.
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Priority Development Area Criteria
Criterion

Explanation

On Arterial Road

Within 0.25 mi of a road with ODOT
functional classification of "Rural
Other Principal Arterial,” "Rural Minor
Arterial," "Urban Principal Arterial," or
"Urban Minor Arterial;" or within
quarter mile of a road with future
committed improvements to meet the
same classifications; but not along
state scenic byway.

Airport

Within 0.5 mi. of an airport.

Commercial &
Industrial Land
Use

Freeway
Interchange

In area where local plans designate
office, commercial, industrial, or
warehouse uses.

Within 1 mi. of an interchange on a
limited access roadway.

Weight

Data Source(s)

Rationale

ODOT, MORPC,
Marion County
Engineer

Arterial roads can provide high
capacity access to a development
site. Close proximity to an arterial
limits upfront costs necessary to
connect the entire site to the
transportation network. On
commercial sites such proximity
may bring a business enhanced
visibility.

Medium

ODOT

Proximity to an airport can
provide alternative options for
freight and passenger
transportation.

Medium

MORPC
Standardized Land
Use Categorization
of Local Plans and
Zoning

Commercial and Industrial
development have a beneficial
impact on local tax base. Local
plans and zoning reflect local
deliberation and decisions and/or
development entitlements in
place.

Medium

ODOT, MORPC

Limited access freeways can
provide high capacity access from
development sites to the region.
Development near an
interchange has better access to
this system.
Residential development of this
density may have a beneficial
impact on local tax base. Local
plans and zoning reflect local
deliberation and decisions and/or
development entitlements in
place.

High

High Density
Residential
Land Use

In area where local plans designate
residential uses of 8 or more dwelling
units per acre.

Medium

MORPC
Standardized Land
Use Categorization
of Local Plans and
Zoning

Intermodal
Freight Yard

Within 0.5 mi. of an intermodal freight
facility.

Medium

ODOT

Proximity to an intermodal freight
yard can improve freight
transportation access.

Near Arterial
Road

Within 0.5 mi. of a road with ODOT
functional classification of "Rural
Other Principal Arterial,” "Rural Minor
Arterial," "Urban Principal Arterial," or
"Urban Minor Arterial;" or within 0.25
mi. of a road with future committed
improvements to meet the same
classifications; but not along state
scenic byway.

ODOT, MORPC,
Marion County
Engineer

Arterial roads can provide high
capacity access near a
development site. Limited
distance to an arterial reduces
upfront costs necessary to
connect the entire site to the
transportation network.

Medium
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Criterion

Explanation

Public Transit

Within 0.25 mi of a fixed route public
transit line.

Sewer Service
Area (Current &
Future)

In current or future sewer service
areas or contract areas as identified
in local 208 and 201 plans.

Urbanized
Area/Urbanized
Cluster

In or within 0.25 mi. of an Urbanized
Area or Urbanized Cluster.

Enterprise Zone

In an Enterprise Zone.

Railroad

Within 0.25 mi of an active rail line.

Weight

Data Source(s)

Rationale

Medium

COTA, DATA

A walkable distance to public
transit increases mobility options
for workers and residents.

Medium

OEPA Statewide 208
Plan, Columbus 201
Facility Plan, other
local facility plans

Areas without sanitary sewer
infrastructure are difficult to
develop. They require additional
upfront capital expenditures to
provide independent service.

US Census Bureau

Developing in and near the
urbanized area limits the cost of
future public infrastructure
extensions and public service
delivery.

Low

ODOD

Development happening within
an enterprise zone may have
property tax benefits.

Low

MORPC, adapted
from ORDC

Proximity to rail lines can provide
an alternative for freight
transportation to and from a
development site.

Medium
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Priority Agricultural Area Criteria
Criterion

Explanation

Weight

Data Source(s)

Rationale

Agricultural
District

Parcels are enrolled with county
auditor by property owner as
Agricultural District.

High

County Auditors

Agricultural Districts represent
individual farmer’s intention to
continue farming into the near
term and provide protections
from some types of developmentinducing actions.

Prime Farmland

Major soil component farmland
classification indicates all areas in soil
map unit are prime farmland.

High

USDA NRCS Soil
DataMart

Productive farmland is important
to the local and regional
economy.
Local plans and zoning reflect
local deliberation, decisions, and
farmland preservation.

Agricultural Land
Use

In area where local plans designate
future or continued agricultural uses.

Medium

MORPC
Standardized Land
Use Categorization
of Local Plans and
Zoning

Prime Farmland
if wellwell-drained
and near surface
drainage

Major soil component farmland
classification indicates areas in soil
map unit are prime farmland if they
are well drained and within 50 ft. of
stream or river.

Medium

USDA NCRS Soil
DataMart, USGS
NHD streams and
water

Productive farmland is important
to the local and regional
economy. When well drained,
these areas are productive.

Adjacent to
Agricultural
District

Parcels are adjacent to parcels
enrolled with county auditor as
Agricultural District.

County Auditors

Farmland around protected
farmland should receive priority
in future preservation decisions
to ensure continued land use
compatibility and preserve
contiguous tracts of farmland.

Low

Large Parcels

Parcel size is greater than or equal to
50 acres.

Low

County Auditors

Larger tracts of farmland are
eligible for more farmland
preservation programs. Land
subdivisions off large parcels
represent low density residential
land use conversion and potential
land use compatibility issues.

Prime Farmland
if wellwell-drained

Major soil component farmland
classification indicates areas in soil
map unit are prime farmland if they
are well drained.

Low

USDA NRCS Soil
DataMart

Productive farmland is important
to the local and regional
economy. When well drained,
these areas are productive.
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APPENDIX B
IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTS

Olentangy Balanced Growth Plan Implementation Projects
The following list was prepared by asking Olentangy Watershed Planning Partnership communities and
stakeholders to submit potential implementation projects (conservation, development, and agriculture
related) for the Olentangy watershed. This list is not comprehensive and it will continue to be updated
following annual meetings of the Olentangy Watershed Planning Partnership post state endorsement.
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Project Location

Project Description

Project Sponsor

Project Type

Stratford Low Head Dam
(US 23 & Olentangy
River Rd)

Removal of 2 low head dams

OEPA, City of
Delaware

Conservation

Delaware Run

Water quality improvements and
stream restoration

City of Delaware

Conservation

Within the scenic river
portion of Olentangy
(south of Delaware dam)

Olentangy Water Trail access - Design
and construct several river access
points for small craft/canoe/kayak,
with signage and safety education.
Construct and maintain portage trails
or boat chutes for remaining low-head
dams.

Delaware Preservation
& Parks,

Conservation

City of Delaware

Stormwater and non point source
education & outreach (i.e. storm drain
marking, outlet mapping)

City of Delaware

Conservation

City of Delaware

Completion of Source Water
Protection Plan for the water
treatment plant and subsequent
implementation

City of Delaware

Conservation

Marion Industrial
Complex in Claridon
Township, Marion
County

Potential relocation of S.R. 309
around the Marion Industrial Complex
in Claridon Township.

Transportation study
funded by ODOT

Development

3080 US 23 North

Water Treatment Plant Improvements
including construction of a 4.0 MGD
groundwater membrane plant for
softening and 3.2 MGD surface water

City of Delaware,
OWDA

Development

Horseshoe Rd., City of
Delaware

Upground reservoir including
construction of a 450 MG drinking
water reservoir

City of Delaware

Development

US 23 North, City of
Delaware

Route 23 North water line including
construction of a 5,000 linear feet
water line from Hills-Miller Rd. to
Pennsylvania Ave.

City of Delaware

Development

Belle Ave./S. Sandusky
St., City of Delaware

Belle Ave. sanitary sewer including
construction of a major trunk line
from Rt23/42 interchange

City of Delaware

Development

Slack Rd., City of
Delaware

Slack Rd. pump station upgrade
including installation of additional
pumps

City of Delaware

Development

US 42 and Sawmill

Water and sanitary sewer mains in

City of Delaware

Development

City of Delaware
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Pkwy, City of Delaware

support of the industrial park
expansion

US 23 and Pennsylvania,
City of Delaware

Major interchange upgrade

City of Delaware,
ODOT

Development

US23 and SR315

Major intersection safety
enhancements and upgrade

City of Delaware,
ODOT

Development

Glenn Pkwy from
northern terminus north
of US23 to US36/SR37

New Roadway construction of major
north/south connector road shown on
the County roadway plan

City of Delaware,
Private Development

Development

Valleyside Dr. extension,
City of Delaware

Long planned roadway connection
across Delaware Run connecting
US36 to US37 on the west side of the
City of Delaware and from the
terminus of existing Valleyside Dr.
north to the existing intersection of
SR37 and Lexington Blvd.

City of Delaware

Development

East side of City of
Delaware

Veterans Pkwy. Construction from
approximately US42/US23 east
across the Olentangy River to Glenn
Pkwy. Extended and then north to
US36.

City of Delaware,
ODOT

Development

Sawmill Pkwy, west side
of City of Delaware

Sawmill Parkway extension from the
current northern terminus northward
to US42 and then westward to
Section line Rd.

City of Delaware,
Delaware County

Development

Urban tributary systems
within lower Olentangy
watershed (project also
includes lower Alum
Creek watershed)

Urban SubH20shed initiative –
initiative to prioritize projects based
on geospatial and water quality data
and develop targeted implementation
plans for the prioritized projects

Franklin County
SWCD, OWDA

Conservation

Olentangy River
mainstem in Franklin
County

Olentangy Water Trail access - Design
and construct several river access
points with signage and safety
education. Construct and maintain
portage trails or boat chutes for
remaining low-head dams.

FLOW, City of
Columbus

Conservation

Kempton Run
Headwaters, Don Scott
Farm

Implement livestock exclusion BMPs
(during post construction) and LID
design principle during
redevelopment

Ohio State University

Conservation,
Agriculture

Redeveloping Ohio State
University campus and
university owned
properties

Urban Stormwater Retrofit Implement stormwater BMPs (during
and post construction) and LID design
principles during redevelopment

To be determined

Conservation,
Development
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Delaware County
exceptional habitat area

Riverside and streamside parcel
preservation - Preservation Parks of
Delaware County will acquire and
ecologically manage additional
parcels as funding arises.

Preservation Parks of
Delaware County

Conservation

Franklin and Delaware
streamsides and
floodplains

Reforestation of 300 acres of
floodplains and streamside woods fund and organize tree plantings for:

FLOW and additional
partners to be
determined

Conservation

 2-5 acres Bill Moose Run top of
ravine.
 Fisher Run – Worthington Hills CC
 Turkey Run – OSU GC
 Delaware Run – Hidden Valley GC
 700 linear feet of mainstem
floodplain – Delco
 1100 linear feet of mainstem
floodplain – OECC
 Other locations as identified in
Lower Olentangy Watershed Action
Plan and by partners
Wildcat Run developed
headwaters

Stormwater Demonstration Project for
Exceptional Waters - Design, install
and retrofit stormwater BMPs in the
developed headwaters to protect the
restored stream in Liberty Township
Park.

Liberty Township,
Private landowners,
Ohio EPA

Conservation

Wildcat Run in Liberty
Township Park

Stream Restoration - Restore three
stream segments using different
techniques: natural channel, selfforming channel, and vegetated swale
with wetland pools.

Liberty Township, Ohio
EPA

Conservation

Delaware County

Stormwater Retrofit Demonstration
for Exceptional Waters - Restore
drainage ditch (Stietz Ditch proposed)
to two-stage, overwide, or vegetated
swale. Convert stormwater detention
pond to water quality treatment pond.

FLOW, Delaware
SWCD

Conservation

Urban Arboretum
between Walhalla and
Glen Echo ravines

Expand Lower Olentangy Urban
Arboretum west to river and north.
Plant native trees in the tree lawns,
yards, and park spaces.

Lower Olentangy
Urban Arboretum
Partners, Columbus
Foundation, City of
Columbus

Conservation

Rush Run

Urban Stormwater Retrofit and
Stream Restoration - Design and
install stormwater wetland and/or
stormwater management BMPs at

To be determined

Conservation
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impervious headwaters. Continue
restoration near Park Blvd Park to
improve in-stream habitat. Manage
invasives in Rush Run Park.
Bill Moose Run

Urban Stormwater Retrofit and
Stream Restoration - Manage
invasives near Schools for the Blind
and Deaf. Implement stream
restoration/ stormwater BMPs at the
impervious headwaters near Sinclair
Road and in the channelized sections
behind Graceland shopping center.

To be determined

Conservation

Slyh Run, south of
Riverside Hospital

Urban Stormwater Retrofit and
Stream Restoration - Design and
install stormwater wetland, natural
channel and/or stormwater retrofit of
channelized stream segments

To be determined

Conservation

Highways across the
watershed

Green Highways – Partner with ODOT
to create additional no-mow-zones
and native-vegetated drainage ways.

To be determined

Conservation

Glen Echo Ravine,
Linden area

Implement stormwater BMPs to
alleviate flashiness to Glen Echo
Ravine at Glen Echo Park (fed by
three storm sewers)

To be determined

Conservation

Franklin County – last
five miles of river

Soaking It In – Stormwater BMP
installations at highly visible urban
sites within CSO/SSO drainage
system. Installations will include rain
gardens, water harvesting, infiltrating
trenches, etc.

Two local churches,
Columbus Board of
Education, Honda of
America Foundation

Conservation

Delaware County
unnamed perennial
tributary south of Bunty
Station Rd

EWH Perennial Stream Protection Preserve over 10,230 linear feet plus
5 acres of streamside woods through
easement and negotiation with
property owners. Restore over 2,120
linear feet of riparian corridor with
vegetated buffer. Restore headwater
stream function on three parcels.

Various land owners

Conservation

Delaware County
unnamed perennial
tributary north of Bean
Oller Rd

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
Preserve over 5,900 linear feet plus
49 acres of streamside woods
through easement and negotiation
with property owners. Restore 5,000
linear feet of headwater stream
corridor through channel restoration
and vegetated buffer.

Various land owners

Conservation
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Delaware County
perennial tributary, river
mile 20.71 (Camp
Lazarus tributary)

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
7,800 linear feet of stream and
wooded corridors are already
preserved. To protect the preserved
stream integrity, restore the
headwaters (over 3,400 linear feet
plus 1.4 acres of riparian corridor)
through channel restoration and
vegetated buffer. Reduce stormwater
runoff from four parcels.

Various land owners

Conservation

Delaware County
perennial tributary, river
mile 19.33 (Hyatts Rd)

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
Preserve 8,100 linear feet of
streamside woods through easement
and negotiation with property owners.
Restore over 1,500 linear feet of
riparian corridor. Implement
stormwater quality controls on four
parcels.

Various land owners,
Liberty Township

Conservation

Delaware County
perennial tributary – Big
Run

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
Big Run preserved recently acquired
by Preservation & Parks of Delaware
County. Preserve additional ~7,600
linear feet of wooded corridor.
Restore 2,000 linear feet of wooded
corridor. Implement stormwater
quality controls on three parcels.

Various land owners

Conservation

Delaware County
perennial tributary –
Weeping Rock Creek

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
Preserve ~10,000 linear feet of
wooded corridor. Restore 2,000 linear
feet of channel or corridor vegetation
on four parcels.

Various land owners

Conservation

Delaware County
perennial tributary, river
mile 17.91 north branch

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
Preserve over 11,300 linear feet of
wooded corridor on private land and
Ohio Wesleyan University owned land.
Reforest over 1,100 linear feet of
stream corridor DelCo property.

Various land owners

Conservation

Delaware County
perennial tributary –
Wildcat Run

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
Restore 750 linear feet of wooded
corridor plus three acres at
confluence. Preserve over 4,800
linear feet of wooded corridor on
private lands through easement and
negotiation

Various land owners

Conservation

Delaware County
perennial tributary, river

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
Preserve over 1,750 linear feet of
wooded tributary over two parcels

Various land owners

Conservation
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mile 16 north branch

(HOA) through easement/negotiation.
Potential stormwater pond retrofit for
water quality.

Delaware County
perennial tributary, river
mile 16 south branch

EWH Perennial Stream Protection Preserve over 3,500 linear feet of
wooded tributary over two parcels
(private and HOA) through
easement/negotiation. Restore 500
linear feet of wooded corridor on
private land.

Various land owners

Conservation

Delaware County
perennial tributary, Deep
Run

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
Preserve over 5,000 linear feet (53
acres) of wooded tributary through
easement/negotiation with land
owners. Develop remaining 47 acres
with LID techniques to preserve
wooded corridor and stream integrity.
Reduce stormwater runoff from four
parcels.

Various land owners,
Orange Township

Conservation,
Development

Delaware County
perennial tributary,
impervious headwaters
above Highbanks
tributary

EWH Perennial Stream Protection –
Wooded tributary is preserved within
Highbanks Metro Park. Protect the
preserved stream integrity and reduce
stormwater runoff from the
impervious headwaters. Greenspace
is available for retrofit at six parcels
(four on Green Meadows and two on
Route 23).

Various commercial
land owners

Conservation

Olentangy mainstem

Evaluate removal of lowhead dams
containing utilities as structures reach
the end of their design life. If not
feasible or desirable, modify to allow
fish passage

City of Columbus

Conservation

Olentangy mainstem
and tributaries

Pursue funding for inspection and
repair or sewer connection for
Franklin County HSTS.

City of Columbus,
Franklin County
Department of Health

Conservation,
Development
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APPENDIX C
STATE INCENTIVES INVENTORY
INV
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUE
QUESTIONS
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APPENDIX D
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
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Public Outreach
MORPC’S BALANCED GROWTH WEBSITE

MORPC maintains a website for the central Ohio Balanced Growth Planning efforts. By selecting
the Olentangy River panel, users can access information about the OWPP including meeting
dates, times, locations, and meeting materials like slideshows and summaries.
MORPC staff also developed and published a Balanced Growth Planning brochure that was widely
distributed across central Ohio as well as being made available at key locations and public events. These
brochures briefly explained Balanced Growth Planning and provided contact information for anyone who
wished to become involved in the planning process.
Several presentations were given about the Olentangy Balanced Growth planning effort at the request of
particular groups including an event hosted by the Delaware League of Women Voters and the Olentangy
River Forum event.
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http://balancedgrowthplanning.morpc.org
http://balancedgrowthplanning.morpc.org
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PUBLIC MEETINGS
Throughout the planning process, MORPC made every attempt to inform the public in multiple ways and
through diverse media about the ongoing project. In addition to the website and the brochures, MORPC
staff distributed “Save the Date” postcards or fliers for each of the public meetings. The postcards and
fliers were created and distributed electronically as well as to churches and libraries across the
watershed. Press releases for the event were also widely distributed and MORPC worked with partner
organizations to include public meeting information in various newsletters throughout the region.

At the public meetings, attendees were provided with an overview presentation of Balanced Growth
Planning in the Olentangy Watershed including the work the partnership did to establish goals,
definitions, and criteria. The public asked questions and then had the opportunity to provide input
specific to areas they would like to see prioritized for conservation, (re)development, and agriculture as
well as early feedback on how they would like to see partnership communities implement the plan. While
specific questions were asked of the public, a general comment form was also provided to give the
public additional opportunities to provide feedback. The following questions were discussed in the public
meetings and included on the comment form:
Questions Posed to Public
1. What areas in your community do you believe should be prioritized for conservation?
Why?
2. What areas in your community do you believe should be prioritized for agricultural use?
Why?
3. What areas in your community do you believe should be prioritized for development or
redevelopment? Why?
4. How would you like to see your community implement the priority area maps?
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Responses to the questions were compiled and provided to each partner community along with their
draft Priority Area map to assist them in making any necessary revisions. Partner communities were also
strongly encouraged to involve the public during their own map revision process.
A second watershed-wide public meeting was held following the completion of the draft Olentangy
Watershed Balanced Growth Plan. This meeting was intended to kick-off a 30-day public review period of
the draft plan. The meeting provided an overview of the partnership efforts and the plan text as well as
notice to the public regarding opportunities to provide feedback on the plan text via a comment form,
email, or survey. These comments assisted in finalizing the plan
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EDUCATIONAL EVENTS
As part of the Olentangy Watershed Balanced Growth Planning effort, the outreach coordinator and lead
planners worked together to develop educational programming dispersed throughout the process. The
educational programming was open to both the partnership and advertised to the public. The events
were geared toward planning topics related to the ongoing planning effort and ranged widely to provide a
comprehensive educational experience. Below is a summary of the educational events:
Topic

Description

# of Attendees

Naturalist Tour
of Highbanks
Metro Park

A Highbanks Metro Park naturalist provided attendees a guided
tour of a large park situated on the Olentangy River. The
naturalist discussed the natural function of the riparian corridor
and wetlands. She also took the group to see a vernal pool and
explained how these areas provide a unique habitat to some
creatures. During the tour, the naturalist also discussed the
development pressures facing southern Delaware county and
how land use conversion could impact the Olentangy River and
its tributaries in the future.

10

Agricultural
Tour

A field trip was organized in Marion County to demonstrate
conservation practices in agriculture and the relationship of
agricultural practices with the health of the watershed.

10-12

Planning for
an Urban
Watershed

Presentations were given on the Columbus Downtown Strategic
Plan, the Ohio State University Master Plan, and the Columbus
Riverfront Vision. Speakers provided valuable insight about
planning taking place in the urban portion of the Olentangy
Watershed, and discussed the role of transportation in their
planning efforts. The speakers discussed the importance of
integrating transit and pedestrian access in their plan.

25

Local
Strategies to
Protect
Waterways

A local community presented on green street improvements,
such as permeable pavers and tree plantings, as a means to
increase infiltration and reduce polluted runoff. There was also
a discussion on retrofitting additional streets in the future.
There was also a presentation from the Ohio Department of
Natural Resources on the value of urban forestry in stormwater
management including an overview of how silva cells can be
used beneath roads and pavement to increase opportunities
for urban tree planting.

40

Dense by
Design

This forum focused on MORPC’s publication “Dense by Design:
A Compact Guide to Compact Development”. The guide
includes examples of density in rural and urban settings.
Speakers discussed the environmental, financial, and
community benefits that result from density, as well as the
relationship between dense development and public transit
options.

Unknown
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Forming the Partnership
The following table shows the population and land area data that was used to form the Olentangy
Watershed Planning Partnership. Communities that had over 25% of their total population or over
25% of their total land area within the Olentangy Watershed were initially asked to join the
partnership.
% of
Jurisdiction
Population in
Watershed

Land Area
in
Watershed
(Acres)

Total
Population
2000

Village of Ashley

371

1,101

34

133

397

34

City of Columbus

185,706

711,960

26

25,332

142,245

18

City of Delaware
City of Grandview
Heights

25,635

25,644

100

11,816

12,074

98

2,487

6,669

37

322

861

37

City of Marion

3,738

35,300

11

1,308

7,520

17

City of Powell

6,023

6,023

100

2,819

2,819

100

499

499

100

105

105

100

12,979

33,627

39

2,382

6,229

38

326

326

100

389

389

100

14,134

14,134

100

3,601

3,602

100

Brown Township

324

1,257

26

4,917

16,264

30

Canaan Township

353

897

39

6,974

17,571

40

Cardington Township

110

2,792

4

1,547

15,257

10

Claridon Township

1,866

2,002

93

21,311

23,415

91

Clinton Township

1,094

4,234

26

377

935

40

Delaware Township

1,303

1,306

100

5,503

5,907

93

Liberty Township

5,900

9,303

63

14,085

18,031

78

Marion Township

4,412

9,608

46

3,856

16,052

24

205

227

90

7,038

7,681

92

3,373

12,044

28

5,526

14,525

38

414

969

43

6,677

12,415

54

Perry Township

2,969

3,460

86

1,144

1,468

78

Pleasant Township

1,715

4,369

39

6,773

18,148

37

Richland Township

1,573

1,663

95

17,980

19,632

92

Sharon Township

1,743

1,850

94

964

1,915

50

Troy Township

2,025

2,025

100

15,603

15,603

100

639

753

85

10,676

11,708

91

Jurisdiction

Village of Riverlea
City of Upper
Arlington
Village of Waldo
City of Worthington

Marlboro Township
Orange Township
Oxford Township

Waldo Township
Total

281,916

Total Land
Area
(Acres)

% of
Jurisdiction
Area in
Watershed

Population
in
Watershed

179,158

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000
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OWPP Ground Rules
The Olentangy Watershed Planning Partnership adopted the following ground rules for partnership
meetings on March 1, 2010:


Send agendas and related materials out in advance – preferably two weeks ahead.



Agendas should show the amount of time allocated to each item.



Provide minutes quickly after meetings.



No use of cell phones, texting devices and laptops during meetings (except for the meeting
leader’s computer) – set ringers on silent mode and take calls outside the room if calls are
necessary. We need everyone’s full attention throughout.



Be respectful to other speakers and do not interrupt.



Until we get to know everyone, when speaking, be sure to identify yourself.



When items not on the agenda are raised by participants, put them in a “parking lot” for
attention later on – do not go off on tangents.



Have some sort of wipe board or other location for writing down input from participants so that
everyone can see the input.



For votes that will require prior approval by councils and boards of trustees, provide adequate
notice so that such bodies will have sufficient information to cast informed votes. Keep in mind
that some such bodies meet only once a month.



Be flexible in meeting format and rules – meetings for primarily educational purposes can be
less formal than those at which business will be transacted.



Create a Sharepoint or similar site where key documents can be stored for easy download and
where participants can exchange information and proposals on an ongoing basis.
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Comments from OWPP Communities & Stakeholders
Prior to the public review of this document, MORPC distributed an initial draft Olentangy Watershed
Balanced Growth Plan to the Olentangy Watershed Planning Partnership for an internal 6-week review
period. There was also a 30 day public review period for the draft plan between September 15 and
October 14, 2011. The following pages include the comments that were received during both the
internal partnership review and the public review.
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Olentangy Balanced Growth Planning Partnership
Draft Plan and Priority Area Mapping
City of Columbus Comments
August 23, 2011
We appreciate your consideration of our comments, which are based on the July draft Olentangy
Watershed Balanced Growth Plan and a July map revision of Columbus Priority Areas. Please let us
know if you have questions.
DRAFT PLAN
 General: Over half of the watershed is used for agricultural purposes. While development activity will
continue, agriculture will remain the dominant use in northern portions of the watershed for some
time. The absence of discussion and recommendations about this activity is noteworthy. We strongly
recommend that the draft plan be updated to include this topic as it is critical to water quality and
overall health of the watershed. We also recommend consideration of on-site wastewater systems
and associated best practices given their prevalence.
 Page 13 - Guiding Principle 7 (Avoid development decisions …):
The intent of this guideline is somewhat unclear. It may be helpful to include examples of scenarios
where economic benefits/environmental burdens are shifted.
 Page 18 -Table 1 & page 26 -Table 4:
Consider adding a column in table 1 depicting density by community within the watershed. Include
totals for population and area at the bottom of the tables 1 and 4.
 Page 32 Discussion about Central Ohio attractions and economic drivers:
Please substitute Short North for Victorian Village. Consider adding Battelle Memorial Institute to the
discussion as a major research facility and employer in the watershed. Riverside Hospital and its
affiliated facilities also account for thousands of jobs.
 Page 35 – Sewer Infrastructure:
On-site systems are a significant issue in the watershed, but are not discussed in the plan. Are any
data available regarding the number of private on-site septic or similar systems within the
watershed?
 Page 43 – Last Paragraph:
We appreciate the inclusion of language in the plan addressing the necessary flexibility associated
with PDAs and PCAs. Please consider incorporating the following sentence to further clarify this
issue: While protection of PCAs is critical, portions of sites with this designation may be appropriate
for development.
 Page 76 – Implementation Tools Section:
o A number of local communities already use some form of the implementation tools
discussed in the plan. While the description and resources included in this section are
useful, it would be helpful to have references to local examples.
o Stream restoration as an element of development site planning and watershed
enhancement appears to be missing from the implementation section. A number of local
communities, agencies, and private interests have undertaken restoration of stream
segments resulting in more balanced development and improved water quality and habitat.
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As stated earlier, we recommend consideration of on-site wastewater (septic) systems and
agricultural practices (including management of runoff) in the plan generally and in the
implementation tools section specifically.
Page 90 - Stream and Wetland Setbacks:
In the case of Columbus, stream setbacks are established through stormwater management
requirements – augmented by the development review process as new development occurs.
Page 117 – Transfer of Development Rights:
This implementation tool remains largely conceptual, even in settings where legal authority is
present. Consider expanding the discussion to include such approaches as Purchase of
Development Rights.
Page 119 – Brownfield Development
As with stream setback and other implementation tools, local examples are currently in place.
Columbus has created the Green Columbus Fund to address brownfields remediation. The following
text could be added to page 122 – between OWDA Brownfield Loan Fund discussion and the
Benefits section. Green Columbus Fund is a reimbursement grant program that uses financial
incentives to encourage sustainable development and redevelopment. Private businesses and nonprofits can apply for grants to either redevelop Brownfield sites or to build green in Columbus. As of
July 2011 Columbus has awarded five grants for Brownfield assessment.
o







Draft Columbus Priority Area Map (July 2011)
 We recommend also depicting perennial streams in the purple PCA color.
 Depiction of floodplain is a good addition. We suggest increased visual emphasis.
 It appears that a City owned parcel (not a park) at Old Henderson and the railroad east of Kenny
Road has a PCA designation. Please change to PDA.
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ODNR Scenic Rivers Comments for the DRAFT
Olentangy River Watershed Balanced Growth Plan

1. Although there is development or agriculture right up to the streamside in some areas, the mainstem of
the Olentangy River and associated tributaries should have a buffer around them indicating that they are
Primary Conservation Areas (PCAs). In order to protect the water quality and natural integrity of
Olentangy River, the Scenic Rivers Program does strongly suggest a riparian forest buffer of native tree
species a minimum of one hundred twenty feet in depth should be established and/or maintained along
the entire Olentangy mainstem riverfront. Undeveloped and protected floodplains can provide for much
needed recreational areas or open space in rapidly urbanizing areas such as Delaware County.
It is surprising to see that the scenic designated portion of the Olentangy River does not have a PCA
buffer around it. With all the discussion in the plan about how the river is ‘scenic’, it is to be expected
that the river would have a higher priority around it in the scenic designated area. The Scenic By-way was
heavily considered but not the Scenic River?

2. There was a trove of general information regarding conservation and development but surprisingly little
information regarding agriculture. Much of the watershed is primarily agriculture based and users need
more information about sustainable agriculture, Farm Bureau programs, etc.
3. Because dated information was used for the plan (i.e. the 2007 OEPA TMDL), there were some areas
that were subsequently dated – especially information regarding lowhead dams on the river. Figure 5 on
pg. 24 is extremely dated and labeled incorrectly. Since 2007, OEPA, the City of Delaware, ODOT and
ODNR have removed all of the lowhead dams with the exception of the Stratford Rd and St Rt 23 dams
– which are slated to come out within the next year. Page 21…. Items that need to be re-written/changed
are:
- “The surburbanzing middle watershed exhibits signs….and lowhead dam impoundments.”
Honestly, for the middle watershed, the comment about lowehead dam impoundments can
almost be removed. The only dam impoundment that will continue to effect the river after this
year will be the Delaware Dam which cannot be removed.
- In the bulleted points, change “Consider removal of lowhead dams along Olentangy River” to
“CONTINUE removal of lowhead dams along the Olentangy River” to reflect all of the work
that has been done.
4. It is preferred that there be a difference distinguished between recreation-type parks and natural parks.
For instance, on pg. 13, section 5, it states that… “The partnership considered sensitive habitats, parks,
wetlands and floodplains…to be prioritized for conservation efforts.” Natural parks such as Highbanks
Metro Park and the Delaware County Preservation Parks should be prioritized for conservation efforts.
These parks provide natural vegetation and natural infiltration. Parks used for recreation such as Mingo
Park in Delaware, are wonderful but are not conservation areas. Maintained yards do not provide habitat
or ground infiltration like natural areas provide. For the statement mentioned on pg. 13, it should say
“natural parks” not “parks”.
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5. Pg. 90, Section 5 begins a discussion on Stream and Wetland Setbacks. If MORPC would like to
include more information, there are some various scientific schools of thought on the width of
setbacks that should be set. A great deal of new information has been published in recent years that
has provided ODNR with justification to consider going beyond the traditional 120’ for major river
channels. Smaller streams and tributaries would require using something more applicable like the
beltwidth formula. A beltwidth as determined by the following formula

W = 147DA0.38
Where W = Beltwidth
DA = Drainage area at that point
When establishing setbacks based on beltwidth, the setback area shall be centered over the
meander pattern (or mathematical average centerline) of the creek or river. . If the land on one
side (excluding levees) of the creek or river is more than 100% greater in bank height (measured
from water surface to the top of bank during low flow and averaged over the length of the
parcel), then the setback area location shall be adjusted so that the land area adjacent to the creek
with the lowest elevation is included to the greatest extent possible while retaining the majority
of creek or river area within the setback area. In cases, where the creek or river extends to the
edge or beyond the setback area, that area shall be extended a minimum of 100 feet beyond the
top of the streambank
If MOPRC would like a reference for the materials used by ODNR, please let Scenic Rivers staff
know.
6. Other areas that need to be revised/a word added or subtracted/etc:
- Pg. 21: The bullet “Limit or deny stream access for livestock” could be considered somewhat
abrasive for ag folks. Instead, “Limit stream access for livestock and seek alternative water
access”
- Pg. 25: “dam” should be capitalized in the first paragraph when referring to the Delaware Dam.
- Pg. 27: First paragraph. “….the third river designated in Ohio, with an Exceptional Warm Water
Habitat rating.” “The scenic portion runs from Delaware Dam to the old Wilson Bridge Road
in Worthingon….”
- Pg. 27: It is suggested to remove the last sentence of the third paragraph referring to “green
ribbons” as it doesn’t seem to tie into the paragraph and the next paragraph covers greenways
well.
- Pg. 28: Second paragraph. “…and is encompassed by the surrounding 4,670 acre wildlife
area…” “Visitors can rent boats and purchase concessions while enjoying the recreational
features of the area.” Although the area around the reservoir is lovely, there is absolutely nothing
natural about a reservoir. If it was still a healthy river system it could be considered
complimentary or natural….but it’s not.
- Pg. 30: Second paragraph. “The majority of the Olentangy Watershed is categorized as prime
farmland, if drained, or prime farmland that is naturally well-drained; the largest areas that are
not prime farmland are urban areas such as the City of Columbus.”
- Pg 36: Third paragraph. The first sentence doesn’t make much sense. Should it read “ There
exists a county-wide sewer in Marion County with a number of outlying sewer areas” ?
- Pg. 45: Table 6. Natural Land Cover Criterion’s rationale “…and improves water quality”. It is
scientifically proved to improve water quality. Again with the Parks Criterion – probably should
have been a division between natural parks and recreational parks from a conservation
standpoint.
- Pg. 83: Recommendation 1. “Preserve existing critical features….tree and land cover…”
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7. It may be wise to include information in Section 7, Pg. 106, regarding considering conservation
easements with a professional conservation organization or transferred in fee simple ownership to a
professional conservation organization.
8. Some communities may find it helpful if there is a contact information page. For example, if someone
wants more information about the City of Marion and their programs – who do you call. Just trying to
think outside of the box a bit.
9. In tools section, it doesn’t specifically say where/when to use the tools where it will be appropriate and
applicable. Where will you use the tools? In PCAs? When developing in PCAs? Where there is an overlap
of PCAs and PDAs?
10. And lastly, the maps unfortunately, are not intuitive at all. Many high priority conservation areas are
completely missing whether that be because of the ‘feelings’ of a community, previous community maps
that the community wanted to ‘match’ or because of priority rankings. Jurisdictions have changed the
maps to reflect what they want, not necessarily what will protect the watershed. What CPAs are mapped
do not guarantee any water quality protection or restoration. Unfortunately, the maps, in many cases,
don’t reflect the goal of the balanced growth plan at all. To remedy this situation, it may be helpful to
include the original maps that have all of the high priority areas scored. The overall maps in the Chargin
plan are wonderful and break down the PCAs, PAAs and PDAs individually before they’re all thrown
together. Perhaps re-do some of the mapping without the 15% guideline. It would be interesting to see
the percent change of the maps when comparing. The maps may also be useful if they could be translated
into a Google map for communities to zoom in on specific areas.
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Friends of the Lower Olentangy Watershed (FLOW)
Olentangy Watershed Balanced Growth Initiative Comments
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The Friends of the Lower Olentangy Watershed (FLOW) is concerned that the draft maps appear to work
against conservation and therefore do not meet the goal of the process identified on page 10 of the
document. FLOW would like to see maps that identify high priority resources to facilitate awareness for
zoning and planning staff and potential developers about these resources and the need for low impact
development in these areas. Specifically, FLOW would like to see all waterways shown on the maps and
their floodplains as high priority resources. The bottom line is that the maps for all jurisdictions should
indicate where it is important to conserve or have low impact to protect the watershed.
FLOW is also concerned about the tight timeline for the report finalization and to ensure that the report
is worthwhile, we request that MORPC ask the grantee for a timeline extension to finish the project.

Report Questions and Comments
1. Does this Balanced Growth Initiative discourage building stormwater basins in floodplains?
2. Are there any inducements for the jurisdictions to consider the full lifecycle costs (including
the costs to maintain the services) of new development (Page 8) or is there sufficient,
compelling examples in the document to make jurisdictions understand why they should
consider this?
3. Typo on Page 7- Instead of “Select and Weight” it should say “Select and Weigh”.
4. Page 11- The 10 Guiding Principles #3. Can the language be changed to say “Minimize net
increase in the loading of pollutants” instead of “Limit any net increase”?
5. Page 11- The 10 Guiding Principles #4. By adding the phrase “To the extent feasible”, we are
concerned that developers will always argue that any increase in short term cost make the
project infeasible, similar to the argument recently made by the Homebuilders Association.
Can this language be made less vague?
6. Page 11- The 10 Guiding Principles #6- Can this principle be modified to clarify that the
economic and environmental factors over the life of the project should be considered into the
cost/benefit accounting?
7. Table 1- Please provide Totals for Populations and square miles in the table.
8. Page 21 recommends minimizing impervious surfaces and onsite stormwater retention but
are incentives available that will encourage these practices?
9. Page 25 Land Use- The narrative says that 54% of the Olentangy Watershed is agricultural
but the table shows 58% agricultural. Based on the acreage provided the narrative should be
changed to 57.7%. Also, total developed should be changed to 35% not 31 in the narrative.
Narrative should also be changed to say “8% parks, open spaces, vacant lots and others”.
10. Figure 6- Please add a reference in title to Marlboro Township
11. Table 4- Please provide totals for populations and projected population changes.
12. Page 31 also refers to 54% agriculture. Based on the date on Page 25 it should be 58%
(57.7% rounded up).
13. Page 35 refers to the City of Columbus readily pursuing cost-effective and efficient means to
address stormwater issues. Does this mean that they conduct cost evaluations comparing
green infrastructure to the normal hard engineered piping projects they conduct? If so, FLOW
would like to see this evaluation process and what they are doing to improve the wet weather
plan.
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14. Page 36- Can you please provide more map detail to FLOW on the unresolved sewer service
areas in Delaware County and what the implications are if these don’t get resolved? Should
this narrative refer to Figure 12?
15. Figure 12- What does the legend category of “Half Mile Buffer Existing Sewer” refer to?
16. Table 5- List of Major Transportation Projects- many of the projects refer to PID 77319 but
this project is not included. Please add this project to the table. Also please add a column or
some narrative that explains what waterways will be impacted by the project.
17. Page 43- Based on the narrative, it is not clear what the value of designating Priority
Conservation Areas is. Are there any incentives to protecting conservation areas?
18. Page 44- Conversely for Priority Development Areas, the narrative states that some areas
can and should be conserved. How can developers be aware of the sensitive natural areas
on their proposed development sites prior to engineering?
19. Page 44- It is not clear why high priority areas where not mapped as sensitive like
Floodplains but existing parkland was?
20. Table 6- It is not clear why existing parkland is given a medium priority for Conservation
areas. Much of the parkland shown is turf grass with artificial drainage. How is this
considered conservation? Parkland is needed but what about natural areas?
21. Table 6- Corridor Management Zone- How far upstream of a Water Intake will land be
conserved? According to the Ohio EPA Source Water Protection Program isn’t this limited to
only 1500 feet? FLOW would like to see better protection for the DELCO water source and
the water investment already made.
22. Table 6- Wellhead protection- 1 year (High) and 5 year (Medium). Due to the extensive cost of
cleaning up contaminated groundwater shouldn’t a higher priority be shown for future
development in the 5 year time of travel areas also?
23. Table 7- Priority Development Areas- Why extend development priorities into “Rural Other
Principal Arterial Rd” and “Rural Minor Arterials”? FLOW’s concern is that giving this a HIGH
priority may be encouraging sprawl and development of greenfields.
24. Table 7- Priority Development Areas- Urbanized Area/Urbanized Cluster- Why is this only
given a medium priority if we are not trying to encourage sprawl and encourage the
redevelopment of Brownfields?
25. Table 7- Priority Development Areas- Why are Enterprise Zones prioritizations given a low
priority.
26. Table 8- Priority Agricultural Areas-Agricultural District- Do we have any of these in the
Watershed?
27. Table 8- Priority Agricultural Areas (PAA)- FLOW recommends the deletion of the GIS Criteria
“Prime Farmland, if well drained and near surface drainage” as this criteria is not justified in
the rationale and we have concerns about sediment loading from farming, if buffers are not
in place between active farming zones and surface waters.
28. Page 76- regarding comprehensive planning plans- please revise narrative to refer to Table 9
(List of Communities with Comprehensive Plans).
29. Page 79 – Upper Arlington has a Master Plan (2001) isn’t this the same as a comprehensive
plan? http://www.uaoh.net/egov/apps/document/center.egov?fDD=250&fCS=&path=browse&id=14. If so, please add the hyperlink to the table.
30. Page 79 – Pleasant Township appears to have a comprehensive plan online at
http://www.franklincountyohio.gov/commissioners/edp/planning/pleasant/
31. Page 80- Comprehensive Plans- Please remove the word consider from items 3 and 4 in the
recommendations to strengthen the language.
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32. Page 80- Comprehensive Plans- Are there any compelling examples that can be provided to
demonstrate the value of drafting and updating the Master Plans to ensure that entities
undertake this process even when their time and money are in short supply?
33. Comprehensive Management Plans- Based on the projected population growth shown in
Table 4 for Upper Arlington (76%), Brown Township (DEL) (371%), Liberty Township (DEL)
(225%) and Orange Township (DEL) 225% and a projected increase of 13,926 people in the
City of Columbus (7%) it appears that management is especially warranted in these areas.
Can a recommendation be made for these areas to plan for their projected growth?
34. Comprehensive Management Plans- Marlboro Township (DEL) comprises 9.2 square miles
(Table 1) in the Olentangy Watershed and is projecting 64% growth (Table 4) but has no
comprehensive management plan. Will the Community Priority Area map be sufficient to
guide sustainable development in this township?
35. It would be helpful to have some summary maps that show where the greatest weaknesses
are in the watershed protection (i.e. projected growth, lack of planning etc?)
36. Page 80- Comprehensive Plans – No date or hyperlink is given for Franklin County, but
according to http://www.franklincountyva.gov/planning-comm/resources/fc-2025-comp-plan
Franklin County had a 1975, 1985 and 1995 plan.
37. Page 81- Stormwater Management Regulations- Please add narrative to paragraph 2 that
references the ONDR Rainwater and Land Development Manual Practice Notes
http://www.dnr.state.oh.us/portals/12/water/rainwater/Rainwater2009-6-23/6-2309RLDFiles/PracticeNotesHSG3-8-10.pdf that discusses the change in the hydrologic soil
group after construction even for turf grass areas that become more impervious and the
implication for municipalities for future problems with stormwater due to infiltration lower
than expected.
“For some time, researchers have known that urban soils have been altered significantly and
are typically much more compacted than undisturbed or less disturbed soils (See The
Compaction of Urban Soils by Tom Schueler in Watershed Protection Techniques, 3(2): 661665, 2000). Depending upon the land use, this could result in significant changes for postdevelopment runoff and infiltration from pervious areas, especially for land uses where
vegetation and soils are expected to provide some benefits to hydrology. This change in
hydrologic performance should be reflected in the hydrologic soil groups used in runoff
calculations and in hydrologic models. Hydrologic soil groups were created as a means to
categorize inherent soil runoff potential and are used to assign an appropriate Curve
Number (CN). Soil are assigned to hydrologic soil groups (HSG) in soil survey publications,
and were most recently updated for Ohio soils by the Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS) in 2008. Additionally, many users may not know that HSG values are based on
undisturbed, naturally-occurring soils in an agricultural field or woodland setting.”
This is especially important in watersheds like the Olentangy that are already impacted by
stormwater.
38. Page 81- Stormwater Management-Agricultural Areas- the Olentangy TMDL created by OSU
recommends that farmers consider adding wheat into their crop rotation to reduce the loss
of sediments and nutrients during overland flow during stormwater events. Please add this to
reflect this as a potential ag solution to stormwater.
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39. Page 82- Please add more language about the Olentangy Specific Construction Stormwater
Permit. At a minimum please add a reference to the map.
http://www.epa.state.oh.us/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=e7bMZRZYHmk%3d&tabid=3468
It would be most helpful if you could add the stormwater permit layer to other Balanced
Growth Layer and show this in the balanced growth maps since stream setbacks apply in
these areas. Please also refer to page 97 for more information.
40. Page 103- What jurisdictions in the Watershed have tree ordinances? Please add a table or
narrative about what jurisdictions have these ordinances.
41. Page 105- States that trees with a specified DBH (or larger) should be given consideration for
preservation. What DBH is recommended?
42. Page 130- The second paragraph discusses future drafts of the Balanced Growth Plan. Is
there any schedule proposed for updating this manual after 2011?
43. Page 131- The economic tools are for development. How can we encourage municipalities to
preserve sensitive areas to save them money down the road, instead of like the City of
Columbus having to spend 52 million dollars on a flood wall?
44. Please provide all the recommendations from the public on areas within the Olentangy
Watershed that should be prioritized for conservation, development and agriculture and their
reason why and the jurisdictions’ resulting revisions.
45. Page 138- How realistic is it that the interested parties of the partnership will maintain the
Olentangy Watershed Planning Partnership (OWPP)?
46. Page 139- Who is responsible for making this plan accessible in local libraries or community
centers?
47. Page 139- How will coordination regarding transportation projects (and other infrastructure)
make efficient use of community dollars? Was this discussed in the narrative? Do all the
jurisdictions understand when and the type of information needed to be effective when
communicating?
48. Page 139- Were any developers involved in this process? Do they think that consistency
between jurisdictions would be compelling for prioritizing where projects should be
developed?
49. Page 140- What mechanism is in place to develop and share summary reports of key
watershed-wide developments at key points moving forward.
50. Since communication between jurisdictions appears to be a major component, FLOW
suggests that a table of representatives names, emails and phone numbers be added in a
supplement.
51. Please add a list of tables and figures. Also please update Plate A.8 on the location of dams
that need to be removed. The current map is out of date.
52. Please provide a total % of land per jurisdiction for Ag, Development and Conservation and
how much it changed from the beginning of the process.

General Map Comments
1. The blue box for the analysis area should be eliminated or the color changed to avoid confusion.
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2. What do the brown and gray colors represent? Please add these colors to the legend. Or if it is
simply a matter of overlaying two colors, FLOW suggests changing the way these layers are
represented.
3. The acreage of conservation areas appear misleading since many of the areas are already
manicured parks, cemeteries or golf courses. Please use the generic park logo for manicured
green spaces and another logo for natural areas.
4. Mainstem and Agricultural are misspelled (Mainsteam and Agriculutral) on some maps.
5. Liberty Township Map- why are some of the perennial streams discontinuous, like the stream
near Timberlake Drive and the stream north of Winter Drive? FLOW suggests that either the
impoundments be show as lakes or that the flowpath be shown as continuous river (with
buffers).
6. Liberty Township Map- There is a small priority conservation area with a Fire Station logo in the
middle. How does a fire station count with impervious surfaces count towards conservation?
7. Liberty Township- Why are there 2 red perennial stream blobs in the middle of the Olentangy?
8. Liberty Township- What protection is there for the portion of Wildcat Run that is shown as
Floodplain only, west of Liberty Township Park? Or is this designated as intermittent or
ephemeral? If so, the legend needs to be updated for intermittent and ephemeral stream
channel. The channel is shown as having a 100 year flood elevation so please update the map to
show an 80 foot setback.
9. Liberty Township- Leeds Run extends west of Sawmill Parkway and it is perennial based on
multiple observations. Please update the map. No buffer is showing.
10. Liberty Township- Lazarus Run extends east of the mapped location all the way to Glenross Golf
Course. Please update the map.
11. Village of Ashley Map- What is the blue area north of Ashley Rd represent. The blue color typically
represents the Olentangy Mainstem buffer. It appears that the color should be changed to purple
for Priority Conservation.
12. Upper Arlington Map- What is represented by the red oval with the blue center north of Partlow
and south of Centre Loop Rd?
13. Upper Arlington Map- Why is the west side of the Scioto River in the Griggs Reservoir pool not
shown as floodplain, while the eastern portion is?
14. Upper Arlington Map- What is represented by the red oval with the blue center just downstream
of the Griggs Reservoir dam?
15. Worthington Map- Why is Fisher Run shown with a discontinuous designation? See comment 5.
16. Worthington Map- Why is Tucker Run not shown as a stream? If the Balanced Growth Initiative
does not consider it a perennial stream what hydrology type is it? Doesn’t the balanced growth
consider setbacks for ephemeral and intermittent streams important also? If not, this is of
concern to FLOW since the loss of ecological services from intermittent and ephemeral channels
is not considered protective of the main channel.
17. Worthington Map- Rush Run channel and buffer are not shown accurately upstream of SR 161 in
the Huntley Bowl area. The stream has been relocated in concrete gutters around the edge of
Huntley Bowl Park. Shouldn’t Huntley Bowl be shown as purple for park?
18. Worthington Map- Why is the mapping of Flint Run discontinuous? See comment 5.
19. Marlboro Township- Norris Run, west of the railroad tracks to above CR 198 is still a designated
Warmwater Habitat (WWH) stream but the map does not show any recommended stream buffer.
Please review the map and consider stream buffers. Why are priority ag areas on floodplain
shown in the center of conservation areas? It would be more helpful to show these areas as high
priority for conservation although they may be ag now. It would not mean that ag could not
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continue here, just that when this portion of the watershed comes under development pressure
that this area should be considered for conservation.
20. Brown Township- What does the grey color represent? Why isn’t the entire buffer along the
stream shown as a high priority for conservation? Is it already developed?
21. Canaan Township- South of SR 309, what does the 3 polygons of red color within the Olentangy
Mainstem represent?
22. Canaan Township- West of CR 28, what do the red (perennial) and blue (mainstem) polygons
represent? Why is the red interjected in the mainstem coding?
23. Canaan Township- Canaan Township -What does the blue color south of CR 133 represent?
24. Cardington- This map needs to be redrawn. Whetstone Creek is considered a major tributary of
the Olentangy River but it is shown in red (only an 80 foot buffer) and Sams Creek which is a
Whetstone Creek tributary (running east to West) is shown as the mainstem (100 foot buffer).
Also Whetstone Creek near SR 529 does not show any 100 year elevations. Since Whetstone
Creek is an Exceptional Warmwater Habitat (EWH) it is important to continue its natural
hydrology so that it can maintain its diversity. Please show all of Whetstone Creek with 100 foot
buffers.
25. Cardington- Why are large blocks of land along Big Run shown as areas for Priority Conservation
when this is a warmwater habitat stream and Whetstone Creek is not recommended for
protection? Some of the land near the confluence of Big Run with Whetstone Creek appears to
be farmland? Was this land recommended by Cardington for preservation?
26. Clinton Township- Is this township’s jurisdiction really so spotty? What do the brown and grey
colors represent? Why isn’t Priority Agriculture shown for the Waterman Farm Area? Why isn’t the
Olentangy River Mainstem shown with a blue line and a 100 foot buffer? Why aren’t the
Olentangy Mainstem Parks like Clinton-Como, Anheuser-Busch Sports Park, Goodale and
Whetstone Parks shown as Priority Conservation Areas like in other maps? This map needs to be
re-evaluated and redrawn.
27. Columbus Revisions map- Don Scott Farm does not show up as an area of Priority Agriculture.
Linworth Run and Fisher Run appear discontinuous. See comment 5.This is misleading since the
ponded areas are not shown. It is important to also protect the buffers along these man-made
impoundments. Please revise the approach of showing on-line ponds.
28. Delaware Revisions- Lazarus Run (north of Winter Rd) appears discontinuous because the map
does not show the on-line impoundment. Please revise the map. Delaware Run actually extends
north to Buttermilk Hill Rd (CR 193) but it is not depicted on the map as requiring a buffer. The
map shows some 100 year floodplain but no stream. Is this possible?
29. Marion Township Revisions- QuQua Creek (east of SR 423) is a designated Modified Warm Water
habitat and naturalizing the buffers along this stream will provide a big improvement to water
quality. Why are the redlines in this map of different thicknesses? Grave Creek does not appear
on the map, although portions of the 100 year floodplain appear in the SE corner of the map. It
should run from north and east of Marion-Williamsport Rd to south and West of US 23 and E.
Fairground Rd. This is an important stream for restoration since it is designated as a Modified
Warmwater Habitat Stream and buffers will help. Other low quality streams in Marion that can
benefit from buffers are Limited Resource Water Laucher & Berninger Ditch (Aka Mack Ditch),
MWH Riffle Creek, and MWH Ulsh Ditch.
30. Orange Township- The headwaters of Big Run (north of Home Rd) is shown as having 100 year
floodplain but not designated as requiring 80 foot setbacks. Deep Run, south of Hidden Ravines
is also shown with floodplain but no setbacks. This stream is in non attainment of its warmwater
habitat designated use and could benefit of setbacks. Please revise the map.
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31. Oxford Township is an important township in the Olentangy Watershed as it represents 10.47
square miles and is primarily agricultural. FLOW encourages the retention of Priority Agricultural
Areas to ensure local food. Our concern is that none of the Olentangy streams in this township
(except for a small portion of Whetstone Creek in the NW corner) are showing any stream buffer
like the West Branch of Alum Creek (east of US 42) does. Why not? Please check the stream
layer and add setbacks for the designated Warmwater Habitat Streams Horseshoe Run and
Indian Run. These stream corridors should show a priority for CREP payment funding for farmers
to riparian buffers.
32. Oxford Township- What do the small yellow stars represent?
33. Perry Township Revisions- What do the grey and brown represent? There appears to be very little
existing parks or proposed preservation. Is this because this township is already built out?
Please show Don Scott Farm as a Priority Agricultural Area. Also please add the Scioto –
Olentangy HUC boundary on this map.
34. Pleasant Township- QuQua Creek (east of SR 423) could provide more ecological services if
buffers were provided along the corridor. This entire stream should be prioritized for CREP
payments. The designated Limited Resource Water Mack Ditch (to the east of QuQua Creek and
south of CR 136) should also be prioritized for stream buffers. Please add this stream and
buffer. Grave Creek, an MWH stream, just east of SR 529 is only shown with a 100 year
floodplain and should be shown as a stream with an 80 foot setback.
35. Sharon Township- The analysis area boundary between the Olentangy and Alum Watersheds is
not obvious. Please redo this map.
36. Troy Township- What do the red blobs above Horseshoe Bend in the Olentangy River represent?
Why is Horseshoe Run discontinuous? Why isn’t the WWH designated stream Clear Run shown
with an 80 foot buffer?
37. Waldo Revisions- Aren’t there several Source Water Groundwater wells in this area? Why aren’t
the wellhead protection areas shown as sensitive? In 2006 aerials, there is a large wooded area
adjacent to a stream corridor on the NW portion of Waldo. This area and the stream should be
shown as a priority area for conservation, otherwise the map is of no value since it almost 100%
white! The few conservation areas on this map appear to be ODOT right of way areas near SR
98. Did all jurisdictions identify their conservation areas this way?
38. Why is it impossible to print a map page showing the heading and legend on either letter or legal
paper?
39. The maps appear to be of limited value since they do not show all of the tributaries within the
Olentangy Watershed. How can planning personnel counsel developers on setbacks when the
streams do not even show up on the maps? Please show all stream corridors as high priority for
conservation.
40. FLOW would like to have this GIS data, once finalized provided as an Arc Reader application so
that detailed maps, including aerials can be viewed by all the stakeholders and jurisdictions.

Olentangy Watershed Balanced Growth Plan | D-25

Friends of the Lower Olentangy Watershed (FLOW)
Additional Comments on draft Olentangy Balanced Growth Plan

After review of a representative number of the local maps (Delaware City, Brown Twp, Canaan Twp, Liberty
Twp, Waldo, Orange Twp), it does not seem that these current community maps would achieve the goal
of the Olentangy Watershed Balanced Growth Plan..."to protect, preserve, restore, and enhance the
Olentangy River, its tributary system and areas that serve natural functions...". If a community were only to
conserve the PCA areas mapped (through either preservation, restoration, land management techniques, or
through sustainable development and re-development), it is unlikely the receiving waters will
achieve chemical, physical and biological water quality targets.
The highest contributors to water quality problems (based on the number of times these causes were listed in
Ohio EPA TMDL reports (1999 and 2006) for waterway segments out of attainment in the Upper, Middle and
Lower Olentangy) are:
1) Urbanized land (stormwater runoff) - 17 segments Lower Olentangy
2) Failing Septic - 8 segments Lower Oletangy, 1 segment Upper/Middle Olentangy
3) Channel maintained/channelized/ riparian corridor or cover removal - 2 segments Lower, 9 segments
Upper/Middle
4) Dam - 5 Segments Lower, 3 Segments Upper/Middle
5) Agricultural activities - 7 segments in the Upper/Middle
6) Altered hydrology/drainage/flow - 6 segments Lower, 1 segment Upper/Middle
Other than failing septic systems, other top causes of poor water quality relate to either "How We Manage
the Stormwater Running Off Our Land" or "How We Manage Our Riparain Corridors and Waterways".
The PCA areas need to illustrate the areas or zones of land that need specific development,
management or protection to assure the natural functions and services of the Olentangy River and its
tributary system. The current PCA maps or zones do not intuitively show these specific areas to local
communities.
The implementation toolbox lists useful land development and stormwater management techniques. Yet, it is
not clear where on the mapped areas implementation tools should be prioritized, or how they would
be applied. Which ones apply to PCA areas, PAA areas and PDA areas? Or are there specific zones or
situations within the different areas where these tools should be implemented? What will the specific
communities need to consider, or what barriers are there to implementation? (e.g. what codes or regulations
need revised.)
Suggestions or steps to consider in order to make the maps and implementation tools more useful
toward achieving the Plan's Goals:
1) Revise the completion date to allow time for corrections:
2) Re-create PCA analysis/maps so they more intuitively show the natural waterways and important riparian
management zones, as on page 16 of the Chagrin River Watershed Partnership Balanced Growth Plan.
http://www.crwp.org/pdf_files/ChagrinRiverBGPlan_20091210.pdf
This would require adding at least all National Hydrology Dataset waterway flow-lines, using a smaller grid
size (1/2 acre if possible), and including all ranked areas (not cutting off the mapped areas when 15% of land
cover is reached).
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3) The resulting PCA color graduated maps could be overlayed or hatched-marked over the communities'
maps, including over the PAA and PDA areas. This would allow communities to see where land and
stormwater management practices should be prioritized, regardless of the type of area.
4) Include technical experts' input on the implementation tools appropriate for PCA areas/corridors.
5) Include implementation recommendations that correspond with each community's specific zones, areas
and situations...including their barriers to implementation.
Respectfully,
Amy Dutt, owner Urban Wild, Ltd - Sustainable Design and Planning
FLOW representative to the Olentangy Watershed Balanced Growth Partnership
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APPENDIX E
RESOLUTIONS OF SUPPORT
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