
AGENDA 
 

October 3, 2022 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION/BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
 

7:00 PM 
 

Roll Call 
  
Minutes 
  

     Meeting of August 31, 2022 
  

Cases 
  
CASE NO. 2022-208 
Brandon Guttman is the property owner of 9091 Ambercreek Drive and is seeking 
variances from Zoning Code Sections 154.12 and 154.51. The variances, if approved, 
would allow for the construction of a 2,556 square foot detached garage with an overall 
height of 24'. The Village Code permits a detached garage to have a floor area of 800 
square feet and 16' tall. 
 
 
New Business 
  
Adjournment 
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
AMBERLEY VILLAGE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS/PLANNING COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 31, 2022 
 
Chairperson Richard Bardach called to order the regular meeting of the Amberley Village Board 
of Zoning Appeals/Planning Commission at the Amberley Village Municipal Building in Council 
Chambers on Wednesday, August 31, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. Absent from the meeting was Craig 
Cappozzo.
 
Roll was taken as follows:  
 
PRESENT:      ALSO PRESENT: 
Rich Bardach    Andrew Kaake, Village Solicitor 
Susan Rissover     Wes Brown, Zoning Administrator 
Scott Rubenstein     Scot Lahrmer, Village Manager 
Rick Lauer             Tammy Reasoner, Clerk of Council  

      
Chairperson Bardach welcomed everyone to the meeting and led those in attendance in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Mr. Bardach asked if there were any corrections to the minutes of the May 2, 2022 meeting.  
There being none, the minutes were accepted as submitted.   
 
CASE NO. 2022-207
Mr. Brown introduced Case No. 2022-207, in which James and Stacey Gibson, the property owners 
of 6755 Hudson Parkway, were seeking a variance to Zoning Code Section 154.14. Mr. and Mrs. 
Gibson’s property has two front yards, and the variance, if approved, would allow a proposed side 
yard fence to extend 24’ into the Hudson Parkway front yard.

Mr. Brown presented the staff report which identified the two front yards as the hardship for the 
Gibsons, as their Hudson Parkway front yard would be the back of the house.  Their goal in 
requesting the variance would be to fence in the side yard and a portion of the Hudson Parkway front 
yard for the safety of their dogs.  Without the variance, the dogs’ area would measure approximately 
600 square feet; if approved, the variance would give them 816 square feet.

James Gibson was present and testified that his case was as outlined in Mr. Brown’s report.

Mr. Lauer asked Mr. Brown if the variance was needed only because of the two front yards.  Mr. 
Brown replied that without the two front yards, the variance would not be required.  

James Valentine of 1650 Hudson Parkway spoke before the Board of Zoning Appeals to say the 
Gibson’s drawings were not to scale, and asked if the key driver was the distance from the road or 
from the house.  He also asked if there would be a requirement to hide the fence with shrubs.  He 
said overall, he did not have an issue with the proposed fence, but did want clarification.  Mr. Brown 
said the fence would need to be 64 feet from the street or 24 feet from the house.  Mr. Valentine 
again stated he had no objection.
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Cathy Valentine of 1650 Hudson Parkway also spoke to the Gibson’s drawing not being to scale, and 
requested Mr. Gibson to point out the proposed location for the fence.  Mr. Gibson pointed to an area 
on the map, and Mrs. Valentine thanked him, saying she had no objection.

Mr. Bardach asked Mr. Lahrmer if there had been any correspondence regarding the proposed 
variance, to which Mr. Lahrmer responded there had not.  Mr. Lauer moved to grant the variance to 
Zoning Code Section 154.14, allowing the Gibson’s permission to install a side yard fence to extend 
24’ into the Hudson Parkway front yard.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Rubenstein.

Ms. Rissover asked if the variance would require a hedge, to which Mr. Lauer said no, as it wouldn’t 
be required if there weren’t two front yards.  Ms. Rissover agreed it was a strange peninsula.  Mr. 
Rubenstein also stated the motion was not inconsistent with precedent.  A voice vote was requested 
by Chairperson Bardach, and the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Gibson thanked the Board for its decision, and said he had no intention of removing the hedge 
that was already in his yard.

CASE NO. 2022-208
Mr. Brown introduced Case No. 2022-208, in which Brandon Guttman, the property owner of 9091 
Ambercreek Drive, is seeking two variances from Zoning Code Section 154.12 and 154.51. The 
variances, if approved, would allow for the construction of a 2,556 square foot detached garage with 
an overall height of 24’. The Village Code permits a detached garage to have a floor area of 800 
square feet and 16’ tall.

Mr. Brown read the staff report, and reminded those in attendance that even if the variances were 
granted, the plans would still need approval from the Homeowners’ Association.

Brandon Guttman came forward with his architect, Shannon Roush.  Mr. Guttman said the plans 
were for a six-car garage and additional storage space to accommodate his family.  He said the plan 
complies with required setbacks, and he was committed to adding landscaping. He said his intent 
was to be a good neighbor, and that the request for a larger and taller garage was due to the scale of 
his house and property.

Ms. Roush (4142 Airport Road, 45226) said she focused on the importance of matching the 
proportion and scale when designing the garage. She said it will not be visible from the street, and 
she took neighboring homes and their position into account.  In addition, she said she maintained the 
original look and feel of the home by matching the materials.

Mr. Lauer asked if there were anywhere on the property that would allow for expansion of the existing 
built-in garage.  Mr. Guttman said this would only be possible if the doors were to face the street.  
Ms. Shannon added these would not be adjacent.  Ms. Rissover asked how the design impacted the 
neighbor’s sunroom.

Bryan Kruger of 9071 Ambercreek Drive said he was the neighbor next door with the sunroom, and 
he had questions as he thought the construction had already begun. Mr. Guttman clarified that this 
was a portable structure that will be coming down.

Mr. Brown explained that Mr. Guttman had begun building a portable play yard and was instructed by 
the Village to stop construction.  Mr. Guttman adhered to the Village instruction and has decided to 
build the garage instead.  Mr. Brown said a portable batting cage already exists.
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Mr. Guttman and Mr. Kruger spoke directly to one another in front of the Smartboard to clarify the 
location and details of the proposed garage construction.  They established that the 20-foot setback 
required by Village Code was honored in the plans, and the variance was only required for the height 
and square footage of the proposed garage.

Ms. Roush said the size of Mr. Guttman’s lot provided a mitigating factor that should be considered 
with the variance request.

Mr. Bardach asked if there were any similar situations in the Village.  Mr. Brown said there were two 
similarly large garages in Rollman, and one on Ridge.  One in particular received its variance when 
the house was originally built.  

Ms. Rissover asked what the Rollman Homeowners’ Association rules were with regard to a garage 
that size.  Mr. Brown said the garage would be less than the square footage of the house, which sits 
on a 1.7 acre lot.

Sheila Kelly of 3050 Glenfarm Court said she did not feel it was necessary to have two stories.  She 
said she did not see the need and didn’t feel the property warranted a garage of that size.

Susan Glazer of 9055 Rollingridge Lane said she understood the rules to provide for one house per 
parcel of land.  She said the proposed 2,556 square foot building with a height of 24 feet would be 
the equivalent of two houses on one parcel.  She said the proposed attached garage would be three 
times the permitted size, and stated she didn’t know why it needed to be so tall.

Ms. Glazer said the noise of the construction from the Guttman property four months ago was 
unbearable, and that it had been done without a permit. She demanded to know when that structure 
was coming down, and stated it had been there since May.  She wanted to know if the shrubbery 
promised by Mr. Guttman would measure 24 feet in height, and expressed concerns about visibility 
when current foliage loses its leaves.  Ms. Glazer said Mr. Guttman had previously requested 
permission to build a batting cage which was voted down, however, he has had a batting cage in 
spite of the ruling. She said the sound of the batting cage and machine continue all day until 11 p.m.

Emily Glazer of 9055 Rolling Ridge Court said she hears the noise from the Guttman’s home. She 
said the Guttman’s had indicated the need for more parking, but said the older sons should be 
moving out before the younger ones would be driving.  

Ms. Glazer suggested the Guttman’s move to the city if they wanted a larger parking garage, and 
stated the Guttman’s had lots of other structures in their yard.  She said their dog frequently runs 
away, indicating it needs more yard space in order to keep from running the neighborhood.

Steve Guttman of 4901 Rolling Ridge Court stated he was offended by Emily Glazer’s comments, 
and that he has many family members here in the Village.  He said there are trees that grow above 
24’ in height, and that there are other garages of similar size in the neighborhood.  He said he didn’t 
understand why someone would want them to move out of the Village, and said the structure 
currently in the yard would be taken down.  Mr. Guttman said he supports the variance and doesn’t 
see it as a detriment, especially with so many surrounding neighbors who are family.

Bryan Kruger returned to the stand and said he used to live in the city, where it took more than four 
years to grow a 12’ tree.  He said he appreciated the Guttman’s plans, but felt the time necessary for 
significant tree growth had not been taken into account.  He said he was glad the structure currently 
in progress was coming down, as it detracted from the atmosphere. He expressed concerns with 
cutting out the natural growth.
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Mr. Lauer asked Mr. Kruger about the noise.  Mr. Kruger said he is not yet living in the home.

Mr. Lauer asked Mr. Kruger if an attached garage would be more preferable from a next-door 
neighbor’s perspective.  Mr. Kruger said the visibility from the house would be more preferable.  

Mr. Guttman then came forward and spoke directly with Mr. Kruger, showing photos and presenting 
various scenarios.  Mr. Guttman said he understood Mr. Kruger to mean if he couldn’t see the 
structure, then he wouldn’t care if it was built.  Mr. Kruger answered this was correct.

Mr. Lauer said an alternative would be to consider the attached garage option with the doors facing 
the street.  

Ms. Glazer said plans should be resubmitted, and asked about the role of potential runoff in the BZA 
process. 

Mr. Lauer stated Hamilton County is responsible for monitoring runoff.

Mr. Rubenstein said conditions could be added to whatever plan is approved.

Mr. Kruger said the landscape plan wasn’t realistic, and suggested possible elimination of the full-size 
basketball court, which would allow the Guttmans to build without taking out the current greenery.  He 
said he would like to revisit the existing landscaping so he better understood what was being 
proposed.

Mr. Rubenstein stated the precedent was important in this case, as he believes people should be 
able to do what they want with their property.  He said there seems like there should be a way to 
make it work since the size of the proposed structure was not unprecedented, and the situation was 
unique.

Steve Guttman said he did not see the proposal diminishing the value of property in the Village.

Ms. Shirlene Wright of 3580 Sorrento Drive testified that she had been involved in an issue of 
neighbors who didn’t adhere to what was ruled by the Board of Zoning Appeals, and is now living 
next door to an oversized pole barn. She said the neighbor cut down trees, installed a pole barn and 
parked a trailer behind it, and cautioned that disregard for Village Code can have a snowball effect.

Mr. Guttman said he does have respect for the Code, which allows for the discretion of the Board.  
He said his plans reflect a desire to completely match the proposed garage to the existing property.

Mr. Guttman and Mr. Kruger continued speaking directly to each other regarding size vs. visibility. 

Ms. Rissover said she had questions for the architect.  She said the sidewall was 16 feet and the 
peak of the hip roof was 24 feet.  She said the garage plans showed a depth of 36 feet, which could 
accommodate twelve cars.  She asked if some of the depth could be shaved off to accommodate an 
indoor batting cage, which she sensed was the purpose behind the structure, and was perfectly 
permissible.  She said she was trying to find a way to make things work for everyone.

Mr. Rubenstein asked if the trees would have to come out, to which Mr. Guttman responded they 
would.  Mr. Rubenstein said the Board would need to see a landscape proposal.
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Ms. Rissover asked if the garage would include heat and plumbing, to which Ms. Roush responded 
no.  She also said the structure would have a shallow foundation, which would allow the trees to stay.

Ms. Rissover asked if there would be spotlights in the proposed plan.

Mr. Brown said the Guttman’s had originally been denied approval on the installation of pole lights, 
however, there are no restrictions in the Village on lights installed on homes.  

Mr. Rubenstein again referenced several other properties which included freestanding garage 
structures that exceeded 2,500 square feet in size.

Mr. Bardach suggested tabling the topic until plans could be updated and resubmitted based on the 
concerns raised at the meeting.

Mr. Lauer said the Board was not ready to approve the variance today, and suggested perhaps the 
proposed garage was deeper than it needed to be.  He recommended trying to preserve the current 
shrubs, and suggested the current plan was too big and too close to neighboring property.  He said 
he would like to see a more detailed landscape plan or perhaps a rendering of an attached garage 
that faced the street.  

Mr. Rubenstein said that the project was not unprecedented, and the architect had done a nice job.  
He said he wanted to respect the concerns expressed by Mr. Kruger.

Ms. Rissover said she felt the Board was all on the same page.

Village Solicitor Andrew Kaake said the meeting could be continued when the applicant was ready to 
resubmit the plans.

Mr. Bardach suggested that Mr. Guttman take some time to come up with a new plan.

Mr. Lauer said the HOA might be more agreeable as well if the neighbors were in agreement with the 
plans, and suggested Mr. Guttman amend the plans to address his neighbors’ concerns.

Mr. Brown asked whether the point was to screen the wall between neighboring houses or to screen 
the entire building.

Mr. Lauer said he would suggest trying to preserve the existing barrier, and then moved to continue 
the meeting.  Seconded by Mr. Bardach, the motion passed unanimously.

NEW BUSINESS 
There being no other new business, Chairman Bardach announced the meeting was adjourned. 

   

      _____________________________________ 
       Tammy Reasoner, Clerk of Council

 

_________________________________________ 
Richard Bardach, Chairperson
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  PLANNING COMMISSION 

 MEETING NOTICE 
   
  WHEN: October 3, 2022 at 7:00 PM 
  
  WHERE: Amberley Village Municipal Building, 7149 Ridge Road 
  
  FROM: Scot Lahrmer, Village Manager 
   
  Please be advised there will be a public meeting held by the Amberley Village 

Board of Zoning Appeals on Monday, October 3, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Council Chambers of the Amberley Village Municipal Building, 7149 Ridge 
Road. The public meeting will be held to review the following item: 
  
Brandon Guttman is the property owner of 9091 Ambercreek Drive and is 
seeking two variances from Zoning Code Sections 154.12 and 154.51. The 
variances, if approved, would allow for the construction of a 2,556 square foot 
detached garage with an overall height of 24'. The Village Code permits a 
detached garage to have a floor area of 800 square feet and 16' tall. 
  
If you are interested in reviewing the application, you may do so Monday 
through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. at the Amberley Village Municipal 
Building, 7149 Ridge Road, or you may attend the October 3 Board of Zoning 
Appeals public meeting. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
Scot Lahrmer at 513-531-8675. 

   
  cc: Brandon Guttman, 9091 Ambercreek Drive 

Bryan & Molly Krueger, 9071 Ambercreek Drive 
Kenneth & Peiyan Berman, 9090 Ambercreek Drive 
Christina Traiforos, 9110 Ambercreek Drive 
Erik & Dani Zander, 9030 Ambercreek Drive 
Andrew & Ariella Cohen, 9131 Ambercreek Drive 
Michael & Danielle Schrenk, 9607 Ambercreek Drive 
Alvin Meisel & Faye Levine, 3360 Legacy Trace 
Craig & Celia Cappozzo, 9074 Ridgeway Close 
Cynthia Guttman, 9051 Rolling Ridge Court 
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Amberley Village Planning Commission Staff Report 
  
October 3, 2022 
  
Subject: 
9091 Ambercreek Drive 
  
Variance: 
Detached Garage - size and height 
  
Item: Case#2022-208 
  
Variance Request: Brandon Guttman is the property owner of 9091 Ambercreek Drive and is seeking 
variances from Zoning Code Sections 154.12 and 154.51. The variances, if approved, would allow for the 
construction of a 2,556 square foot detached garage with an overall height of 24'. The Village Code 
permits a detached garage to have a floor area of 800 square feet and 16' tall. 
  
Zoning Code Review: 154.12 Accessory Structures.  (A) (4) Except as otherwise provided in the zoning 
code, individual enclosed accessory structures that are not open to the sky, either wholly or partially, such 
as sheds, garages, garden buildings, and pool houses, shall not cover a total of more than 200 square feet 
of floor area. Floor area means the area of the ground floor of the structure that creates a footprint of the 
structure on the property. A detached garage shall not cover more than 800 square feet, or more than 50% 
of the floor area of the principal structure, whichever is less. A detached garage is an enclosed accessory 
structure used for storage, including but not limited to the parking or storage of vehicles, that is not 
connected to the principal structure by means of an above ground structure, material, or equipment. No 
combination of accessory structures, whether enclosed or open to the sky, shall have an aggregate floor 
area greater than 50% of the principal structure, or greater than 50% of the required rear yard, whichever 
is less. 
 
154.51 Height Requirements (A) (2) Accessory Structures in residential areas may not exceed 16 feet in 
height or up to the same height as the principal structure, whichever is less. 
  
Variance Review: On August 31, the Board heard Case #2022-208, which Mr. and Mrs. Guttman, 
owners of 9091 Ambercreek Drive, were proposing to build a 6 car detached garage in their side yard, 
utilizing the existing driveway. The proposed garage would be 2,556 square feet (71'x36') in floor area, 
24' in height and located 20' from the east property line, with the garage doors facing west into the 
property.  
 
The letter to the Board stated that storage items continuously spill out into the driveway and yard and 
they need additional parking for their vehicles and, in the future, as their four sons become of driving age. 
The letter also stated that the design of the garage would match that of the house in look, feel and 
material and that they plan to add additional landscaping to further screen the garage from both the street 
and from the neighbors. 
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After Mr. Guttman's presentation and public comment, discussion followed among Board members and 
staff regarding the size of the lot, the square footage and height of the garage and the need to see a 
landscaping plan. The Board voted to continue the case for a later meeting, and recommended Mr. 
Guttman take into consideration the neighbors' concerns about the size of the structure and additional 
landscaping when he returns with a landscape plan. 
 
Mr. Guttman has submitted revised plans for the detached garage and a landscaping plan to screen the 
structure from the street and the neighboring property. 
 
Instead of the garage being 2,556 square feet (71'x36') in floor area, the garage size has been decreased to 
2,389 square feet. Instead of the garage being 24' in height, it has been decreased to 22' in height. Instead 
of being located 20' from the east property line,  the setback is being increased to 22.5' from the southeast 
corner and 24.5' from the northeast corner.  
 
According to the Hamiltion County Auditor, Mr. and Mrs. Guttman's property is a 1.7 acre parcel and has 
a finished area of 8,568 (aggregate footprint of approximately 3,450). The property is located in the 
Rollman Reserve Subdivision and zoned Residence A. 
 
The Village Code Section 154.12, permits a detached garage to have a floor area of 800 square feet and 
Section 154.51 permits an accessory structure to have an overall height of 16'. 
 
Zoning Code 154.121 (A), states, the village recognizes that some structures could be constructed in 
excess of the restrictions set forth in § 154.12 while still promoting the village's goals of maintaining an 
attractive appearance, property values, and residential character, and that many properties are unique 
such that no rule will apply equally to all properties. It is the village's intent to allow for some structures 
which may exceed said restrictions as long as the Board of Zoning Appeals determines that the structures 
are of an appropriate size, height, construction, dimensions, and appearance, so as not to detract from the 
stated goals. 
 
Therefore, as both variances are required, per Code Section 154.121, the Board can allow structures to 
exceed the restrictions in 154.12 as a Conditional Use on the property. As long as the Board determines 
that the structure does not detract from the stated goals of the code. 
 
Also, the construction and use of the structure will not be detrimental to the peaceful use and occupancy 
of nearby properties. The construction and use of the structure will not have a detrimental effect upon the 
property values in the neighborhood. The design and appearance of the structure will not have an adverse 
impact on the residential quality of the neighborhood. 
 
If the proposed garage is approved, the project will need Rollman Reserve HOA approval before 
construction begins. 
  
Project Recommendations: The project is to be considered on its merits. 
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EXISTING DRIVEWAY
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1. The landscape contractor is to verify locations of all utilities with the owner, owner's representative, general
contractor, construction manager or design builder and utility companies prior to beginning construction.
The landscape contractor is responsible for determining in the field actual locations and  elevations of
existing utilities; whether indicated on plans or not. The landscape contractor must call the utilities protection
service a minimum of two (2) full days prior to construction.  The landscape contractor shall be fully
responsible for damage to any utility lines which is caused by their actions or the actions of their consultants.

2. The landscape contractor shall examine the finished surface, grade accuracy and topsoil for depth and
quality; refer to specifications (if applicable); if conditions are unsatisfactory, notify owner, owner's
representative, general contractor, construction manager or design builder and do not begin work until
conditions have been corrected.

3. After the landscape installation, repair all damages made to existing conditions to owner's, owner's
representative's,  general contractor's, construction manager's or design builder's satisfaction.

4. All plant materials shall conform to the standards of the American Nursery and Landscape Association and
shall have passed inspection required under state regulations.  Call (202)-789-2900 to obtain a copy of the
American Standard for Nursery Stock booklet.

5. All nursery stock identification tags shall not be removed from any planting prior to inspection and approval
of installation by the owner's representative.

6. During all phases of construction activities, if the contractor encounters any "solid waste material" (excluding
clean hard fill) the owner shall be contacted immediately for further direction.

7. All plantings to be contained within bark mulched edged bed.  All trees located within lawn areas are to be
contained with a 5' mulch ring.  Bark mulch shall be finely shredded hardwood, dark in color or approved by
the owner/owner's representative.

8. Seed all disturbed lawn areas that are not landscaped unless specifically called out for sod.

9. The landscape contractor, is responsible for maintaining positive drainage in lawn areas.  The landscape
contractor is responsible for plant's livability.  Refer to front end specifications if applicable.

10. Any landscape contractor recommended substitutions must be approved by EDRK Design prior to
installation.  Unapproved substitutions shall be removed and replaced with appropriate plants, at contractor's
expense.

11. A complete list of plants, including a schedule of sizes, quantities, and other comments is shown on the
drawings (if required). In the event that quantity discrepancies or material omissions occur in the plant
schedule, the planting plans shall govern.

12. The landscape contractor is responsible for compliance with all federal, state and local ordinances and shall
make consultants aware of these ordinances.

13. The landscape contractor to coordinate construction staging and material stockpiling with the owner or
owner's representative.

14. During all phases of construction activities, if contractor encounters any "solid waste material" (excluding
clean hard fill) the general contractor, construction manager, design builder, owner or owner's representative
shall be contacted immediately for further direction.

15. The landscape contractor shall clean streets of mud and debris generated by their construction activities or
their subcontractor's construction activities; pursuant with local code requirements.

16. The landscape contractor shall coordinate with the owner or owner's representative to provide for appropriate
care of existing plant material and newly landscaped and seeded/sodded areas during construction.

17. Existing basemap information from McGill Smith Punshon dated 2017.  Additional information updated
through Google Maps dated 2022 and from EDRK Design site photos dated September 13, 2022.

General  Planting  Notes

Plant Mix - Landscape Beds -General Notes
Topsoil: fertile, agricultural soil, typical for locality, capable of sustaining vigorous plant growth, taken from drained site;
free of subsoil, clay or impurities, plants, weeds and roots; minimum ph value of 6.0 and a maximum 6.8; organic matter to
exceed 1.5%, magnesium to exceed 100 units; phosphorus to exceed 150 units; potassium to exceed 120 units; soluble
salts/conductivity not to exceed 900 ppm/0.9 mmhos/cm in soil.

A. Identify source location of topsoil proposed for use on the project.
B. Provide topsoil free of substances harmful to the plants, which will be grown in the soil.

Loam soil: composed of 40% sand, 40% silt, and 20% clay

Peat moss: shredded, loose, sphagnum moss; free of lumps, roots, inorganic material or acidic materials; minimum of (85)
eghty-five percent organic material measured by oven dry weight, a ph range of (4 to 5) four to five; and a moistuire
content of (30) thirty percent.

Bone meal: raw, finely ground, commercial grade, minimum 3% nitrogen, 20% phosphorous.

Compost:aged leaf compost

Lime: ground limestone, dolomite type, minimum 95% carbonates.

Water: clean, fresh, and free of substances or matter capable of inhibiting vigorous growth of plants.

Fertilizer: commercially approved 12-12-12 (12% nitrogen, 12% phosphoric acid, and 12% potash by weight).  1/4 of
nitrogen in the form of nitrates; 1/4 in the form of ammonia salt, and 1/2 in the form of organic nitrogen.

Provide pre-mixed planting mixture for use around the root ball/roots of the plants consisting of 5 parts topsoil, 1-part peat
moss, 1 part lime, 10 lbs. fertilizer (per cubic yard) and 2 1/3 lbs. of bone meal (per cubic yard) or approved equal.

Provide pre-mixed planting mixture for use around seasonal flowers planted in non-raised landscape beds consisting of
equal parts topsoil, compost, and peat moss.
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