Office of the City Manager

e . 5200 Emerald Parkway » Dublin, OH 43017-1090
Clty Of Dublm Phone: 614-410-4400 » Fax: 614-410-4490

Memo

To: Members of Dublin City Council
From: Marsha I. Grigsby, City Manager }ﬂ,ﬁ%}f‘ o
Date: September 20, 2012 N/
Initiated By: Steve Langworthy, Director of Land Use and Long Range Planning
Re: Final Plat - Wellington Reserve (Case 12-034FDP/FP)

Summary

This is a request for review and approval of a final plat for 17.9 acres, 28 single-family lots,
right-of-way and 3.5 acres of open space for the Wellington Reserve development, located on
the north side of Brand Road, approximately 750 feet east of the intersection with Coffman
Road.

Background

Several development applications for this site have been submitted since 2003. None have been
acted upon by the Commission or City Council. The Planning and Zoning Commission
recommended approval of the rezoning with preliminary development plan and preliminary plat
on January 5, 2012 and City Council approved the rezoning (Ordinance 14-12) on March 26,
2012.

Description

Final Plat

The proposed final plat subdivides 17.914 acres of land into 28 single-family lots (Lots 1
through 28) and 3.52 acres of open space. The Zoning Code requires the dedication of plat and
also provides rights-of-way for Wellington Reserve Drive, Ballybridge Drive and Brand Road.

The preliminary plat correctly shows all setback requirements and all information required by
the Subdivision Regulations. The Zoning Code requires the dedication of 1.89 acres of open

space and the proposal contains 3.52 acres. The plat indicates that the open space areas will
be owned by the City of Dublin and maintained by a forced/funded homeowners association.

The final plat shows a 30 to 40-foot wide Tree Enhancement Zone for all lots to provide area
for perimeter landscape buffering as required by the development text, and a 40-foot wide Tree
Preservation Zone along Lots 16 through 18 to preserve existing trees. The plat includes the
right-of-way for Wellington Reserve Drive as the access from Brand Road, and the extension of
Ballybridge Drive right-of-way (but not including the construction of the street) to the west
property line. A portion of the Brand Road right-of-way is included in this final plat.

Neighborhood Contact

The applicant met with neighbors during and after the rezoning process to address specific
concerns regarding screening, drainage and landscape materials. The applicant has stated that
these concerns were addressed in this proposal.
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Recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission

The Commission reviewed this final plat together with the final development plan on August 23,
2012. The Commission recommended approval to City Council of the final plat with four
conditions, all of which have been met:

1) That the final plat be revised to indicate the Tree Enhancement Zone and rear yard setback

on each lot;
2) That the final plat be revised to not assign side yard setback numbers for Lot 6;
3) That plat notes “H” and “I” regarding the Tree Preservation and Tree Enhancement Zones

include the maintenance responsibilities for these areas; and,
4) That the plat notes be revised to accurately reflect open space ownership.

Recommendation

The proposed plat conforms to requirements of the final plat review criteria and Planning
therefore recommends that City Council approve the Final Plat for Wellington Reserve at the

September 24, 2012 City Council meeting.
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February 2009

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION APPLICATION

{Code Section 153 232)

. PLEASE CHECK THE TYPE OF APPLICATION:

CITY OF DUBLIN

tond Use and

Long Range Flanning
5820 Shier-Ringsy Road
Dubkn, Onio 4301£-1236

Phonc/ “20. 614 210-2600
Fax 614-£10-£747
web Si'e: www.dubln chas

[[] Informal Review m Final Plat
{Section 152.085)

[[] Concept Plan D Conditional Use
(Section 153.056(A){1)) (Section 153.236)

O Preliminary Development Plan / Rezoning D Corridor Development District (CDD)
{Section 153.053) {Section 153.115)

Final Development Plan ] corridor Development District (CDD) Sign
(Section 153.053(E)) {Section 153.115)

[0 Amended Final Development Plan [ Minor Subdivision

{Section 153.053(E))

[ standard District Rezoning [ Right-of-Way Encroachment
{Section 153.018)

[] Preliminary Plat [] other (Please Specify):
{Section 152.015)

Please utilize the applicable Supplemental Application Requirements sheet for
additional submittal requirements that will need to accompany this application form.

Il. PROPERTY INFORMATION: This section must be completed.

Property Address(es):

5144 Brand Road

Tax ID/Parcel Number(s}):

273-010865/004538/004537 Parcel Size(s) (Acres):
18.58+* acres

Existing Land Use/Development: undeveloped

IF APPLICABLE, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING:

Proposed Land Use/Development:

Single Family Residential Subdivision

Total acres affected by application:

18.58% acres

lll. CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER(S): Please attach additional sheets if needed.

Name (Individual or Organization): Davidson Phillips Inc.

Mailing Address:

4020 Venture Court
Columbus, OH 43228

(Street, City, State, Zip Code)

J’IU" "]
Email or Alternate Contact Information: JUN 0 4 ZU Irf

E C@p?m OF DUBLIN
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IV. APPLICANT(S): This is the person{s) who is submitting the application if different than the property owner(s) listed in part Ill.
Please complete if applicable.

Name: Charles Ruma Applicant is also property owner: yes @ noD

Davidson Phillips Inc.

Organization (Owner, Developer, Contractor, etc.):

Mailing Address: 4020 Venture Court, Columbus, OH 43228
(Street, City, State, Zip Code)

Daytime Telephone:  777-9325 Fax:  777-9355

Email or Alternate Contact Information:

V. REPRESENTATIVE(S) OF APPLICANT / PROPERTY OWNER: This is the person(s}) who is submitting the application
on behalf of the applicant listed in part IV or property awner listed in part lll. Please complete if applicable.

Name: Bepn W, Hale, Jr. and Jackson B. Reynolds, III

Organization {Owner, Developer, Contractor, etc.): Smith & Hale LLC

ggmggg;$gi;,mp00mn 37 West Broad Street, Suite 725, Columbus, OH 43215

Daytime Telephone: 221-4255 Fax: 221-4409

Email or Alternate Contact Information: jreynolds@smithandhale.com

VI. AUTHORIZATION FOR OWNER'S APPLICANT or REPRESENTATIVE(S): If the applicant is not the property owner,

this section must be completed and notarized.

I___Charles Ruma , the owner, hereby authorize
_Ben W. Hale, Jr, and Jackson B. Reynolds, III to act as my applicant or

to be bound by all representations and agreements made by ted representative.

P Nl

Signature of Current Property Owner: %% Date:‘D/&/{-p__

[ check this box if the Authorization for O/vggr's A

representative(s) in all matters pertaining to the procassinWl of this application, including modifying the project. | agree
desig

licant or Representative(s) is attached as a gapasatg document

Subscribed and sworn before me this 6‘ dakof
state of _CKY\ O DEBORAH 7. WALKER
NOTARY PUBLIC. STATE OF OWID
County of _FEANKLL A Notary Public MY COMMISSION EXPIRES JNE 2, 201
e s RECORDED (0 RAADISON COUNTY
VIl. AUTHORIZATION TO VISIT THE PROPERTY: site visits to the property by City repr R o ntial to process this
application. The Owner/Applicant, as noted below, hereby authorizes City representatives to visit, PRIl nd post a notice on the
property described in this application.
| Jackson B. Reynolds, III , the owner or autharized representative, hereby

authorize City representatives to visit, photograph and pos notice on the property descnbed in this application.

Signature of applicant or authorized representatwe[ A 4””/ g %}W Date: _ﬂj’@ / /2

Page 2 0f 3



VIil. UTILITY DISCLAIMER: The OwnerfApplicant acknowledges the approval of this request for review by the Dublin Planning and
Zoning Commission andfor Dublin City Council does not constitute a guarantee or binding commitment that the City of Dublin will be able
to provide essential services such as water and sewer facilities when needed by said Owner/Applicant.

I Jackson B. Reynolds, III , the owner or authorized representative,
acknowledge that approval of this request does not constitute a guarantee or binding commitment that the City of Dublin will be able to
provide essential services such as water and sewer famlmes when needed by said Owner/Applicant.

Signature of applicant or authorized repres erltativeC W WM Date: g/}@/ 7

IX. APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT: This section t be completed and notarized.

[ Jackson B. Reynolds, III , the owner or authorized representative, have
read and understand the contents of this application. The information contained in this application, attached exhibits and other
information submitted is complete and in all respects t%nd c:or?ct, to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Signature of applicant or authorized reprasantativeéM/w %{ W Date: é/;@/z
Subscﬁb? and sworn to before me this { S %2 day of m\‘l |/, 20 \—L

State of \(3 1
County afm_ Notary Public /‘II”, 5 '

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Amountﬁ%\%ﬂipo ApplicaﬁquNg:oﬁ E P{/ GP;Z Date(s): 8 .23. ‘2- P&Z Action: Amb\/d
Receipt No: 55-} :0& Map Zone: 5 Date Received: L l"l I 1a Recelved By: 3.'\‘?"

City Council (First Reading): City Council (Second Reading):

City Council Action: Ordinance Number:

T R Develobiment Han /Final Hat.
O E, W (Circle) Side of: BmM u
N, @u (Circle} Side of Nearest Intersection: COF/-)M_ ?ﬂ{ g

Distance from Nearest Intersection: ?,Do M p '
Existing Zoning District: ?b Requested Zoning District: N {A
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ZONING DESCRIPTION
18.584 ACRES

Situated in the State of Ohio, County of Franklin, City of Dublin, located in Virginia
Military Survey No. 2543, and being all of the 12.584 acre tract conveyed to CF Brand LLC by
deed of record in Instrument Number 200202140042366, and the 6 acre tract conveyed to CF
Brand LLC by deed of record in Instrument Number 200201090009109, (all references are to the
records of the Recorder’s Office, Franklin County, Ohio) and being more particularly described
as follows:

Beginning at the northwesterly corner of “Wellington Place Section 1”, as delineated in
Plat Book 79, Page 67, being in the southerly line of “Brandon Section 3”, as delineated in Plat
Book 66, Page 93;

Thence South 00° 10’ 50" West, a distance of 1153.65 feet, to a point;
Thence North 89° 47' 36" East, a distance of 579.63 feet, to a point;
Thence South 00° 34' 42" West, a distance of 367.11 feet, to a point;
Thence South 89° 12' 50" West, a distance of 577.18 feet, to a point;

Thence North 00° 10' 50" East, a distance of 7.75 feet, to a point in the centerline of
Brand Road;

Thence North 77° 02' 10" West, a distance of 209.01 feet, along said centerline, to a
point;

Thence North 76° 49' 21" West, a distance of 189.95 feet, along said centerline, to a
point;

Thence North 01° 30' 21" West, a distance of 1392.67 feet, to a point;

Thence North 85° 04' 39" East, a distance of 184.08 feet, to a point;

Thence North 85° 12' 58" East, a distance of 247.51 feet, to the Point of Beginning.
Containing 18.584 acres of land, more or less.

This description is for zoning purposes only, and is not to be used for deed transfer.

EVANS, MECHWART, HAMBLETON & TILTON, INC.

JMP/Feb 08
18_584 ac zoning 80269 RECEIVED

12034 FDP

JUN 042012

CITY OF DUBLIN
PLANNING
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Parcel
273-004046
273-004044
273-004537
273-004538
273-010865
273-004538
273-004537
273-004042
273-004047
270-000025
273-004048
270-000056
273-004043
270-000292
270-000262
273-004045

http://64.79.95.202/scripts/gis_proximity report. display.pl

Owner Name
AGHILI-MEHRIZI MOHAMMAD
ANDREWS GREGORY J & LISA E
DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC
DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC
DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC
DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC
DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC
GEORGETT GREGG W & THERESA
HUNTER JOHN R & CAROL A
JENKINS LEE A TR JENKINS DAVID R TR
KING DAVID L & SHERRI L
MCLOUGHLIN BARBARA 5 TOD
REEVES ROGER W & DEBRA )
REYNOLDS JON L REYNOLDS COLLEEN M
SPEARS JERRY G III & MARSHA M
THOMAS EDWARD ) THOMAS ERIN E

Address

5173 REDDINGTON CT
5157 REDDINGTON CT
5056 BRAND RD
BRAND RD

5144 BRAND RD
BRAND RD

5056 BRAND RD

5141 REDDINGTON CT
5183 REDDINGTON CT
5071 BRAND RD

5191 REDDINGTON DR
5131 BRAND RD

5149 REDDINGTON CT
5151 BRAND RD

5150 BRAND RD

5165 REDDINGTON CT

Dizide

The county and the

on this map. Please notify the Frankiin County GIS mmummm

Page 1 of 1
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Proximity Parcels
Hint: To copy this report to another program:
1. Hold down the left mouse buttton over the top- left comer of the area you want to get
2 Drag the mouse to the bottom-left comer of the desired area
3. Let go of the mouse button,
4. Sedect Edit Copy from the menu bar.
You can then Pasts the report into another application.
Parcel Owner Name Address
273004044  ANDREWS GREGORY J & LISA E 5157 REDDINGTON CT
273-007611 CHITTIPROLU JAGAN R TR CHITTIPROLU 7514 KILBRITTAIN LN
273-004542 CIRIACO ANTHONY C & MARTHA H 4915 BRAND RD
273-006955  CITY OF DUBLIN COVENTRY WOODS DR
273004537  DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC 5056 BRAND RD
273-004538  DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC BRAND RD
273-010865  DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC 5144 BRAND RD
273-004538  DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC BRAND RD
273-004537  DAVIDSON PHILLIPS INC 5056 BRAND RD
273-007613  ENSMINGER MICHAEL J WHITSON JENNIFE 7502 KILBRITTAIN LN
273-007608  FELDMANN MARTIN E FELDMANN COLLETTE 5053 BALLYBRIDGE DR
273-004042 GEQRGETT GREGG W & THERESA 5141 REDDINGTON CT
273-007601 GIHA JASON M GIHA KATE S 7483 MCCARTHY CT
273-006937 GOOD FREDERICK J JR & SCARLETT ] 7471 KATESBRIDGE CT
273-007603 HANDLER MICHAEL I & JANET D 7495 MCCARTHY CT
273-004536  HERRON DONN J TR 5051 BRAND RD
273-004717 HUBLER LLOYD E ITI & JULIE P 5025 BRAND RD
273-007605 INGRAM BRETT A & TRACY A 5035 BALLYBRIDGE DR
273-007610  JACOBS ROGERE TR 5065 BALLYBRIDGE DR
270-000025  JENKINS LEE A TR JENKINS DAVID R TR 5071 BRAND RD
273-006934  JURAS MARK E @(2) 7453 KATESBRIDGE CT
273-007614 LANDIS BRIAN S 7496 KILBRITTAIN LN
273-007602  MCCARTHY JOSEPH J & SUSAN E 7489 MCCARTHY CT
273-006938  MCDONALD JEFFRY S5 & ERNELEE P 7477 KATESBRIDGE CT
270000056  MCLOUGHLIN BARBARA S TOD 5131 BRAND RD
273004716  MERCER RONALD L MERCER CHRISTINE 5019 BRAND RD
273-004040  MOORE SHAWNA C MOQRE CAMERON H 5125 REDDINGTON CT
273-007604 ONKEN JANICE F TR 5029 BALLYBRIDGE DR
273007607  ORZO MICHAEL E ORZO MICHELLE N 5047 BALLYBRIDGE DR
273-006936  PAGNATTA FRANK A & KATARINA M 7465 KATESBRIDGE CT
273-004043  REEVES ROGER W & DEBRA J 5149 REDDINGTON CT
273-007612 RODRIGUEZ ] A 7508 KILBRITTAIN LN
273-007609  ROSANSKY STEPHEN H ROSANSKY ALBA L 5059 BALLYBRIDGE DR
273-006939  SNIDER JAMES M TR SNIDER CYNTHIA B 7483 KATESBRIDGE CT
273-004041 SOGAR KENNETH C SOGAR CHRISTINA A 5133 REDDINGTON CT
273-004033  TLM MORRIS MICHELLE L 5117 REDDINGTON CT
273-007600  TU LI ZHU QIN 7477 MCCARTHY CT
273-007615  VENUGOPAL RAGHANATH PALANISWAMY HAM 7490 KILBRITTAIN LN
273-006935 WU WILLIAM & SUSAN S 7459 KATESBRIDGE CT
273-007606  YOUNG STEPHEN J YOUNG ANN C 5041 BALLYBRIDGE DR
http://64.79.95.202/scripts/gis_proximity report display.pl 9/13/2012
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7(?1‘[}/ of Dublin

Land Use and Long
Range Planning

5800 Shier Rings Road PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

phone
fax

614.410.4600 RECORD OF ACTION

614.410.4747

www.dublinohiousa.gov

AUGUST 23, 2012

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

1.

Wellington Reserve PUD 5144 Brand Road
12-034FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat
Proposal: To plat and develop 28 single-family lots within the Wellington Reserve

Planned Unit Development. The site is located on the north side of Brand
Road, approximately 700 feet east of its intersection with Coffman Road.

Request: Review and approval of a final development plan under the provisions of
Code Section 153.050 and a final plat under the provisions of the
Subdlivision Regulations.

Applicant: Charles Ruma, represented by Ben W. Hale, Jr.

Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner I1.

Contact Information:  (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us

MOTION 1:  To approve this Final Development Plan application because the proposal complies with
all applicable review criteria and the development standards, with ten conditions:

i)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
)

8)
9)

That, in lieu of constructing the multi-use path along Brand Road, the applicant contribute
financially to the City’'s Brand Road multi-use path installation, to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer;

That the plans indicate the material of the sign panel; prior to scheduling the final plat for City
Council review;

That the final development plan indicate lawn to be maintained by the HOA within the potential
extension of Ballybridge Drive and include a sign detail indicating a potential future road
extension, subject to Planning approval, prior to scheduling the final plat for City Council review;
That the applicant work with Planning to establish a phasing plan if plants will not be installed
within the same growing season;

That the landscape plans be revised to indicate numbers for each lot and that maintenance
requirements for the native rough and native basin seed mixtures be described; prior to
scheduling the final plat for City Council review;

That the applicant work with Engineering and adjacent residents to finish the drainage
connections as requested by adjacent residents, and at the developer’s cost;

That the applicant will construct the offsite turn lane widening of Brand Road prior to obtaining
conditional acceptance of the subdivision improvements, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer;
The applicant be permitted to utilize full brick and thin-brick on the building elevations;

The applicant incorporate an underdrain at the base of the dry basin along Brand Road, subject
to approval by the City Engineer; and

10) The applicant work with Planning to make modifications to the proposed landscape plan to

incorporate more Asian Longhorn Beetle resistant species, primarily the maple trees.

* Ben W. Hale, Jr., agreed to the above conditions.

Page 1 of 3



7(?‘[}/ of Dublin

Land Use and Long PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Range Planning
5800 Shier Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 RECORD OF ACTION

phone 614.410.4600
fax 614.410.4747

www.dublinohiousa.gov AUGUST 23, 2012

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

1. Wellington Reserve PUD 5144 Brand Road
12-034FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat

VOTE: 5-2.

RESULT: This Final Development Plan application was approved.

RECORDED VOTES:
Chris Amorose Groomes Yes

Richard Taylor No
Warren Fishman Yes
Amy Kramb Yes
John Hardt No
Joseph Budde Yes
Victoria Newell Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP
Planner 11

Page 2 of 3



7(3‘1‘[}/ of Dublin

Land Use and Long PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Range Planning
5800 Shier Rings Road
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 RECORD OF ACTION

phone 614.410.4600
fax 614.410.4747

www.dublinohiousa.gov AUGUST 23, 2012

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

1. Wellington Reserve PUD 5144 Brand Road
12-034FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat

MOTION 2:  To recommend approval to City Council of this Final Plat application, because the
proposal complies with the preliminary plat, with four conditions:

1) That the final plat be revised to indicate the Tree Enhancement Zone and rear yard setback on
each lot;

2) That the final plat be revised to not assign side yard setback numbers for Lot 6;

3) That plat notes “H” and “I” regarding the Tree Preservation and Tree Enhancement Zones include
the maintenance responsibilities for these areas; and

4) That the plat notes be revised to accurately reflect open space ownership.

* Ben W. Hale, Jr., agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 5 -2

RESULT: Approval of this final plat was recommended to City Council.
RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes Yes

Richard Taylor No

Warren Fishman Yes

Amy Kramb Yes

John Hardt No

Joseph Budde Yes

Victoria Newell Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP
Planner 11

Page 3 of 3



7(?1@/ of Dublin

Land Use and Long

Range Planning PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
5800 Shier Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

phone  614.410.4600 MEETING MINUTES
fax 614.410.4747
www.dublinohiousa.gov AUGUST 23. 2012
DRAFT
AGENDA
New Case
1. Wellington Reserve PUD 5144 Brand Road
12-034FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat

(Approved 5 — 2 - Final Development Plan)
(Approved 5 — 2 - Final Plat)

Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this request for review and approval of a final development
plan and review and recommendation to City Council of a final plat for the purpose of developing 28
single-family lots within the Wellington Reserve Planned Unit Development, located on the north side of
Brand Road, approximately 700 feet east of its intersection with Coffman Road. She said the Commission
is to make a recommendation to City Council on the final plat and the Commiision is the final authority on
the final development plan; therefore, two motions and votes are necessary. She swore in those
intending to address the Commission regarding the final development plan, including Ben W. Hale, Jr.,
Smith & Hale (37 West Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio); representing the applicant, Charles Ruma,
Davison Phillips (4020 Venture Court, Columbus, Ohio); Greg Chillog, The Edge Group (1400 Goodale
Boulevard, Columbus, Ohio), Steve Schell, (5500 New Albany Road West), and City representatives.

Jennifer Rauch presented this application. She said that to the east of the site is the Wellington Place
subdivision and to the west are properties in Washington Township. She pointed out that the City has
purchased land farther to the west of the site in Washington Township for future parkland which resulted
in a change in the internal right-of-way connection for this proposed development. She explained that
when the Commission recommended approval to City Council of this preliminary development plan in
January, the connection through to the west was indicated in the northwestern portion of the site in
order to provide larger access to the parcels to the west, should they develop in the future. She said that
because of the parkland purchase, the larger connection further to the west was not necessary. She said
the purchase of the parkland occurred at the same time as City Council's review and approval of the
preliminary development plan. Ms. Rauch said the proposed new access will align with Ballybridge Drive
and provide future connection to the remaining parcel should it develop in the future to the west.

Ms. Rauch said that the proposed final plat for 28 single-family lots includes 3.4-acres of open space.
She said that Planning recommends a condition that the applicant clarify the owner and maintenance of
the open space on the plat before it proceeds to City Council. She said in addition, the final plat includes
right-of-way dedication along Brand Road and the new public road, Wellington Reserve Court, as well as
the extension of Ballybridge Drive from existing Wellington Place to the west. She said it includes a 40-
foot wide Tree Preservation Zone along Lots 16, 17, and 18 and a Tree Enhancement Zone along the rear
of the remaining lots. She said the lots located along the western boundary and south of the Ballybridge
Drive extension are 30 feet wide and the lots on the north side of the Ballybridge Drive extension are 40
feet wide for the Tree Enhancement Zone. Ms. Rauch said the proposed final plat incorporates the
setback requirements specified in the text. She said that Planning has conditioned that the applicant
remove the side yard setback requirements from Lot 6 on the plat which has unique setbacks before it
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DRAFT

goes to City Council. She explained that they still will have to adhere to them, but it was not wanted to
be shown on the plat.

Ms. Rauch said the site has existing vegetation, so the final development plan includes a Tree
Removal/Tree Preservation and a Tree Replacement Plan that meets the approved Tree Waiver for this
site. She said a large portion of the tree replacement occurs within the Tree Enhancement along the rear
of these properties. She said that the applicant has worked not only to meet the perimeter landscape
buffer that is within the text, but also to understand the desires of the existing neighbors to meet their
buffering needs as best they can along the eastern property line.

Ms. Rauch said that Planning recommends a condition that if the landscaping is not installed within the
same planting season that the applicant work with Planning to establish phasing to ensure that it all is
incorporated in a timely fashion. She said Planning has also requested that within the future extension to
the west of Ballybridge Drive, the trees shown within the Tree Enhancement Zone be replaced elsewhere
on the site in order to avoid a false sense that the roadway connection could not happen. Ms. Rauch said
that Planning has also requested that the applicant install a sign at the end of the stub to indicate to the
neighbors that the road extension is possible in the future.

Ms. Rauch said also addressed as part of the rezoning was the stormwater and how it was going to be
accommodated on this site and how any existing issues with neighbors located along the eastern
property line would be addressed. She said the applicant has included stormwater systems along the
eastern property line to allow the existing residents within Wellington Place to tie in to and alleviate their
existing drainage issues. She said that Planning has conditioned as part of the final, that the applicant
continues to work with Engineering and the neighbors to finalize how the connections are made as
requested by those residents.

Ms. Rauch said additional stormwater on the site includes dry detention located on each side of the Brand
Road Wellington Reserve Court entrance. She said a large portion of landscaping is included along the
Brand Road frontage within the 100-foot required setback that they meet, as well as there are sidewalk
and bike path connections that are incorporated within the final development plan portion of this that are
connected throughout the proposed development as well as they will tie into that future Brand Road bike
path connection. Ms. Rauch said that the applicant is contributing financially to the construction of that
Brand Road bike path which is included in Dublin’s 2013 CIP. She said also within the Brand Road
frontage treatment, there is a formal entry feature which includes the subdivision identification sign. She
said Planning recommends a condition that they work with the applicant and that the material of the sign
face be specified. Ms. Rauch said that Planning recommends approval with eight conditions for the final
development plan:

1) That, in lieu of constructing the multi-use path along Brand Road, the applicant contribute
financially to the City’'s Brand Road multi-use path installation, to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer;

2) That the trees shown on the final development plan in the area of the potential extension of
Ballybridge Drive west of Wellington Reserve Drive be placed elsewhere on the site; prior to
scheduling the final plat for City Council review;

3) That the plans indicate the material of the sign panel; prior to scheduling the final plat for City
Council review;

4) That the final development plan indicate lawn to be maintained by the HOA within the potential
extension of Ballybridge Drive and include a sign detail indicating a potential future road
extension, subject to Planning approval, prior to scheduling the final plat for City Council review;

5) That the applicant work with Planning to establish a phasing plan if plants will not be installed
within the same growing season;
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6) That the landscape plans be revised to indicate numbers for each lot and that maintenance
requirements for the native rough and native basin seed mixtures be described; prior to
scheduling the final plat for City Council review;

7) That the applicant work with Engineering and adjacent residents to finish the drainage
connections as requested by adjacent residents; and

8) That the applicant will construct the offsite turn lane widening of Brand Road prior to obtaining
conditional acceptance of the subdivision improvements, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Ms. Rauch said that Planning also recommends that the Commission make a recommendation of approval
to City Council, with four conditions for the final plat:
1) That the final plat be revised to indicate the Tree Enhancement Zone and rear yard setback on
each lot;
2) That the final plat be revised to not assign side yard setback numbers for Lot 6;
3) That plat notes “H” and “I” regarding the Tree Preservation and Tree Enhancement Zones include
the maintenance responsibilities for these areas; and,
4) That the plat notes be revised to accurately reflect open space ownership.

Ben W. Hale, Jr., representing the applicant, said that they consented to the conditions recommended by
Planning. He said that they made adjustments after meeting with the existing neighbors regarding the
landscaping. He said that the neighbors were told that at the time of the installation of the landscaping,
that if there were any field adjustments needed when the landscaping went in, they would continue to
work with them and Planning. He said that the plans tonight reflect the conversations they had with most
of the neighbors along the border.

Mike Ensminger, 7502 Kilbrittain Lane, said that he represented the Wellington Place Homeowners
Association, and that they had talked to Mr. Chillog and Mr. Ruma who addressed the majority of their
concerns. He said they were satisfied with most everything. He referred to Condition 7 regarding the
drainage issue and asked that any tie-ins be at the developer's expense. He said although he had
drainage issues along the western edge, he was going to see how the installation of the new road,
stormsewers, and inlets along the eastern portion of Wellington Place would alleviate them. He asked
that the applicant work in good faith to address the neighbors’ drainage concerns and absorb the
financial burden if indeed there is some excess overflow from the stormwater.

Mr. Enminger said if the new trees die in the Tree Enhancement Zone he wanted to make sure that the
developer was responsible for replacement and that the City made sure that it actually happened. He said
he understood that the coverage in the 40-foot Tree Enhancement Zone was expanded and they were
okay with that. He said the Association was happy with the tree species and the attempt to meet the 75
percent opacity requirement from zero to six feet and requested that it remain. Mr. Ensminger pointed
out an error in the Planning Report saying that rear-loaded garages were proposed. He said they wanted
to make sure that there were only side or front-loaded garages with a 36-inch hedge on the driveways.
He commended the applicants for working with the Association.

Mr. Hale said that they had no problem with the requested clarifications. He said they will pay for any
drainage enhancements that happen. He said they had to guarantee the trees that were part of the
development plan, so if they died, they had to be replaced. Mr. Hale said that they were leaving trees
that they believed would survive, but in some instances because of the drainage, they have to get into
their drip line. He said if there was a question whether a tree would live, they have replaced it. He
confirmed that there are no rear-loaded garages proposed.

Mark Juras, 7453 Katesbridge Court, asked when the two large trees located on the property line would
be removed and replaced with smaller trees.
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Greg Chillog, (1400 Goodale Boulevard, Columbus, Ohio) said at his initial meeting with the neighbors he
presented a buffer plan that assumed most, if not all the trees along that property line were going to be
removed due to the grading and utility plan at that time. He said that after meeting with the neighbors
they made another effort to look at the grading to revise some of the utility locations to save some of the
pockets of trees, especially on the Juras property. He explained that their intent was to save as many
trees as possible, and according to Code, if they entered the drip line; trees are considered impacted. He
said that they tried to identify those trees on the plan and say that they were going to try to save this
tree. He said however, if a bulldozer or a catch basin puts a tree in jeopardy, they had the right to
remove the tree and they had already accounted for that.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if the trees shown were provisional replacement trees.
Mr. Chillog said that they were.
Warren Fishman asked if protective tree fencing would be used.

Mr. Chillog said there will be Tree Protection Zones around the trees that they will preserve. He said
however, the trees identified as ‘potentially impacted’ will remain, and will be removed if they become
impacted too severely.

Mr. Hale said that they had already replaced the trees that might potentially be impacted because
sometimes it took two or three years before that can be determined. He reiterated that they had already
replaced the trees, just in case.

Ms. Amorose Groomes called the Commissioners’ attention to correspondence distributed from Frank
Pagnatta, Trustee of the Wellington Place Homeowners Association which expressed the Wellington
Reserve Homeowners Association’s appreciation for the efforts of the developer and Greg Chillog to
address their concerns.

Victoria Newell referred to the Planning Peport in relation to the architectural standards and the
definitions for materials. She asked what Planning intended ‘brick’ to be. She said that ‘brick’ was all-
inclusive. She recalled that a full weight brick as opposed a thin brick veneer had been a Board of Zoning
Appeals issue.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said it needed to be made clear in the text.

Ms. Rauch said suggested that there could be a condition added to address the Commission’s preferred
type of brick.

John Hardt said when he read the text he thought ‘brick’ meant full depth modular brick.

Richard Taylor said he assumed that since the architectural standards allow for cultured stone that thin
brick would fit into that same category.

Mr. Chillog explained that when writing the text, they discussed types of materials, and it was assumed
that it was all-inclusive and stucco stone, thin brick, was a natural material that they could use. He said
that was the intent that they wanted.

Ms. Newell said she did not object to the use of thin veneer brick, but wanted to make sure that it was
clear.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes requested an additional condition for clarification.

Joe Budde complimented the applicants for the plan based on conversations, cooperation, and working
with the neighbors. He said it was wonderful that this conclusion was reached.

Warren Fishman asked about the special material at the bottom of the dry basin.

Mr. Chillog said that it was still the same as described in the approved preliminary development plan. He
said the intention was to create the appearance of a reforested area by having the ground plane after the
basin is planted look like the existing grassland. He said that could be accomplished with a different type
of seed mix and with plants and grasses that will come up on the bottom two feet of the basin. Mr.
Chillog said the sides of the slope and flat areas will be planted with a no-mow grass seed mix. He said
the 18-inch tall grass is similar to what exists in the area with about 400 trees planted within it to look
like a naturally maintained area with a forest growing on it. He said they selected trees that will survive
water in the basin. He said that in a rain event they anticipate the basin to fill to a maximum level of two
feet for a maximum of 24-hours.

Mr. Fishman asked if a forced homeowners’ association would maintain the basin.

Mr. Chillog said that maintenance of the basin would the responsibility of a forced homeowners
association. He said the frontage was designed to minimize maintenance because there are only 28-lots.
He said it would need maybe a fertilizer or weed control application and be mowed twice a year instead
of every week.

Amy Kramb asked why a four-foot chain link fence on the northern border was being proposed.

Ms. Rauch said the text permits either a chain link or wood fence to be located around that particular tree
as extra protection. She said typical tree protection fencing is not as sturdy as a chain link fence. She
said when the construction is complete the fence will be removed.

Mr. Hardt complimented the applicant for working with the neighbors and the ground that had been
covered in bringing this proposal from where it began to where it is today.

Mr. Hardt asked to see the map showing the 14-acres purchased by the City. He said he understood the
logic for the change to this site layout since the Commission last saw it with the change to the cul-de-sac
at the north end, but he was concerned that the City may be creating a problem. He asked if Engineering
or Planning had thought about what to do with the six to seven acre site that sits between Wellington
Reserve and the City parcel.

Steve Langworthy said that the only arrangement that they considered was a single-loaded street, and
that was why the stub to the north was removed. He said that they did not intend to allow an access to
Brand Road. He said if the northern stub remained, those lots, if developed, the single-loaded street
without access to Ballybridge Drive would have to go all the way to the north, cross and back down again
to get access eventually to Brand Road. He said the likelihood of that is the reason they are not expected
to build the street up to the lot line as they would normally if they thought the property would be readily
developable within a short period. Mr. Langworthy said they still had to plan for the potential for that to
happen. He said that it could develop as a few lots, which would have an awkward layout due to the
narrowness of the parcel. He said there could only be a single-loaded street.

Mr. Hardt suggested another possibility might be if a sliver of the easternmost edge of the City land were
made available so that the six-acre parcel could be wider to accommodate a double-loaded street.
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Mr. Langworthy said he did not know if there were restrictions placed on the City property when it was
purchased, so he was not certain that could be done.

Mr. Chillog clarified that the location of the street was approved by City Council on the Preliminary
Development Plan, and it had not been changed.

Mr. Hardt pointed out that it was different from what the Commission had reviewed previously.

Mr. Hale said that the title for the property had a five-acre restriction on it. He said eventually, that
restriction would go off, whether now or in ten years from now. Mr. Hale said he understood that staff
was looking in the future.

Mr. Hardt reiterated that he thought the City was creating a problem.

Mr. Langworthy said it was a balancing act between creating a problem or making sure that the City
addresses the potential for a future situation. He said it is not known what will happen to the adjacent
property. He said another thing that happened between the time the Commission saw it and City Council
approved it was that purchase that was not known about then, otherwise it would have been a lot less of
an issue going through. He said that if it develops, it has the potential of being an awkward layout;
however, the City has to provide some sort of access just in case of that potential.

Mr. Hale said that the purchase of the property was on the same night that they were scheduled, so they
tabled so that the purchase could be approved, and then at the next City Council meeting, they came
back and made the change in the entrance.

Mr. Fishman asked how wide the strip of land was.
Mr. Taylor said the strip was 258 feet wide.

Mr. Fishman anticipated that in the future, the Wellington Reserve residents would be upset how it was
developed. He asked if there was another option.

Mr. Langworthy explained that the sign regarding the potential of the road going through was to inform
them of a possible future development. He said the other option would be to allow direct access to
Brand Road and that was problematic as well.

Mr. Hardt said his presumption of the original layout was that the stub at the north end would tie
somehow through the 21-acres and ultimately, connect to Coffman Road at the 12 o’clock position of a
roundabout or something. He said the City changed the game through no fault of theirs.

Mr. Langworthy said that the best guess was given to assure the property had access from somewhere.

Mr. Hardt said that the Commissioners are supposed to be concerned with the future planning of the City
and so is staff. He said when he looked at the possible outcomes for the parcel; he did not see any that
he liked.

Mr. Taylor said he was in favor of this in October and January, but he was not in favor of it now for the
reasons that Mr. Hardt mentioned. He said the previous plan with the stub street to the northwest
provided the opportunity for that vacant land, and the existence of the stub street was a strong
suggestion of what might happen with the land in the future, or at least what this developer’s intent is for
it in the future. He said that had gone away. Mr. Taylor said as far back as 2004, the City Council
minutes for the same site, for a different project and developer reflect that the applicant’s attorney
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commented that they would be more than happy to be patient and wait for that property to come onto
the market. Mr. Taylor said when that becomes a cul-de-sac, connection to that property is impossible.
He pointed out that the surrounding neighborhoods are populated with culs-de-sac, but the Community
Plan discourages them. He said if Ballybridge Drive is taken through and connected to the Spears
property and someone decides to construct a single-loaded street with a maximum of ten lots, there is no
way around there being another cul-de-sac. Mr. Taylor said if those lots were of the same high caliper as
these lots, he could not imagine ten lots will be feasible to develop. He said he wondered if it would even
meet the density. He said if Ballybridge Drive went through and it develops, there would be two dead end
culs-de-sac next to each other and the entire development would be two culs-de-sac.

Mr. Taylor said he could not support this proposal. He said previously, his support was because of the
ability of connectivity to the future properties that would be developed. He said the possibilities are that
at some point, the developer acquires the Spears property, in which case either there is a plan to develop
the entire thing as one, or the City acquires that property and makes it part of the park and then makes
the Ballybridge Drive stub the park entrance. Mr. Taylor said as he sees it, the Spears property is
undevelopable for a similar kind of project, but there is no reason to provide the stub at Ballybridge Drive
across from Wellington Reserve to the Spears property, and if there is no reason for that, he did not think
there was a reason to provide the stub from Wellington Place through Ballybridge Drive to Wellington
Reserve because no one will ever use it. He said then, it is a subdivision with only one cul-de-sac. He
said until there is a resolution that allows this to at some point become connected to the larger street
grid in the City, that he could not support it.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she was not inclined to punish this particular project for those reasons. She
said she agreed that the Spears property might never be developable and that the stub would ever go
anywhere. She said that the Spears were notified of this meeting and that by their lack of participation,
that they did not have strong opinions. She said she was not willing to penalize this applicant for those
reasons, although they are very well thought out and valid. Ms. Amorose Groomes said that this cannot
be fixed tonight and she did not think they ever could fix it. She said that the Commission needs to do
the best they can on this property and she believed that this proposed development is good.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she had many concerns when dry basins are built within the City because
they have built very few good ones and a bunch of bad ones. She said these dry basins need to be good.
She said while she was sympathetic that there are not many homes in this small Homeowners
Association, she was not willing to sacrifice the vista from the balance of the community because there
are not many homes, and they cannot pay for it. She said she did not believe the logic in that was sound.
She said the landscape here has to fit in the community, be up to the standards held to all of the other
forced Homeowners Associations, and have the same curb appeal that Bristol Commons and other dry
basins throughout the corridor have. Ms. Amorose Groomes said if they cannot afford it, then other
options need to be found. She said she did not believe that the standards should be lowered because
there are not enough homes to pay for it.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she could not find any drawings that would help her understand the outflow
of the pond that runs parallel to Brand Road. She said the Master Grading and Erosion Sediment Control
Plan included in the packets had elevations and it appeared that the bottom of the detention basin was
891 and it dropped from west to east. She said the lowest point to the east where the outflow is located
is at 888, but the one to the east looks like the lowest elevation is 882.

Steve Schell, EMH&T, 5500 New Albany Road West, explained that the drainage for this site actually went
from east to west, and there was a micro pool on the smaller basin area required per the EPA for water
quality. He referred to Sheet 8 of 11 and said the outlet is HW-5 to Structure 6 which leaves the site to
the existing Structure 13. He said the water enters the basin through a couple areas of storm sewer, and
then the lowest portion of that basin is the small micro pool.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said that it could not be seen how it is to be constructed to ensure that it will
drain over a long period. She asked what kind of sediment filters or kind of aggregate is it going to move
through and what is the potential for clogging that aggregate in it. She said if the Homeowners
Association is low on cash already, these exit structures have to be well thought out and well done.

Mr. Schell said that during construction, it will be a sediment basin used to capture sediment as
construction happens, and there will be a standpipe on the end of the structure. He said as the site is
stabilized, the standpipe is removed. He said it was a maintenance-free design after construction was
completed.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she did not understand how the water gets out of it. She asked if there was
a 24-inch grate that was open on the top.

Mr. Schell said there will be a storm sewer outlet which is a pipe that goes into a structure and during the
lower events, the water will go through the headwall and start to drain out and as the pond rises and
starts to hold back water, then it will activate the next structure and goes into a window.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if they had any perforated drain tile or fingers coming out from it.
Mr. Schell said this design was not a buried pipe underneath engineered soil as in a rain garden situation.

Ms. Amorose Groomes noted that the grades were very tight. She said it looked like the percentage of
slope there was less than one percent. She said she would like to see structures through the bottom of
the basin that would ensure that it dried out so that it can be maintained. She said that no-mow turf that
will grow 15-inches high with a one-quarter percent slope will be muck and a breeding ground for
mosquitoes.

Mr. Chillog said that at the bottom of the basin was a special detention basin mix, not turf grass. He said
that it can take an extended wet or dry period. He said the species of plants and grass on the bottom of
the basin are different from what will be on the surrounding slopes and upper land areas.

Ms. Amorose Groomes recalled that the same thing was done at the Dublin Jerome High School and the
basin did not turn out very well.

Mr. Chillog said that the intent was for it to look different from the Dublin Jerome High School basin. He
said previously, the attempt for dry basins was to make a feature out of them, and they are not trying to
make a feature, but trying to make it blend in with what was happening on the upland side and make it
look like it was part of the basin. He said it would be a consistent aesthetic across the frontage.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she was not sure that she would accept a no-mow type grass frontage along
Brand Road in an area where all of the adjacent areas have a finished landscape look. She said she
specifically recalled discussing at length last time, how they were they going to dry out this basin and
that the Commission wanted to see details but there were none submitted.

Mr. Schell said they had the volume to steepen the slope from east to west.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said a significantly higher slope would be needed to move water through no-mow
grass than for fine turf.

Mr. Schell said the intent was that with the amount of trees and grass proposed the moisture will be
soaked upwards.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said she could not support this application because she would not support this
type of development along Brand Road of these no-mow areas. She said that after this quantity of trees
in the bottom of this basin, there was no way it was going to drain. She said without seeing the technical
details of how they intend to drain this basin with confidence, she was a skeptic at best with this number
of trees. She said it will soak up to the point of saturation and then there will be another tremendous
amount of rainfall, and the trees will die. Ms. Amorose Groomes said this conversation was being
repeated again and she saw no details to confirm it.

Mr. Schell said if they needed to look at under drain that was something they could install in the basin.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she thought they needed to ensure that the basin will dry and she did not
know if they will say the trees or turf will suck it up. She said they probably will for the first few
significant events, but in subsequent events, the saturation point will be reached. She said percolation in
this area is notoriously bad because of the proximity of the shale and limestone just beneath the surface.
She said a lot of movement will not be gotten through the soil profile, so another good way to get it out
of the basin is necessary.

Mr. Schell said that adding an under drain to this plan was not an issue.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said regarding the tree plantings in the balance of the neighborhood, she
understood that many trees such as ash will fail, but that the next big thing on the horizon is the Asian
Longhorned Beetle. She said she researched trees that were resistant to the beetle and cross-referenced
the proposed tree plantings schedule. She said there were 349 trees that were of a non-resistant variety
and 246 trees that were of a resistant variety. he said they did have to have 100 percent resistant trees,
but that the percentages should be raised considerably more so that mass quantities of trees are not lost
in four to ten years. She said Green Mountain Sugar Maples, which are favorites of the beetle, need to
be substituted with other varieties such as Skyline Honey Locust, Kentucky Coffee, Tulip, Dawn Redwood,
most oaks, or lindens. She said she would like to look at a few of those species, primarily the maples to
see what they can get in terms of resistance. She suggested that Honey Locust, Swamp White Oaks,
Horn Beans, or lindens might be available. She said they should look at maples and those four tree
varieties. Ms. Amorose Groomes emphasized that not every tree that an Asian Long Horned Beetle might
eat needed to be replaced, but just four or more of the largest quantities of trees. She said she thought
that would be a good practice for the City as a whole, given what has recently been learned about the
Emerald Ash Borer.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she would like to see assurances on how the basin can be drained and make
certain that they are not creating a problem for others to solve later. She reiterated that she thought a
no-mow natural area along Brand Road was not appropriate.

Mr. Fishman said he worried about the proper maintenance of the dry basin. He said if there was a
drought and the special grass died, he could not see how the non-expert Homeowners Association could
maintain it. He said originally, he wanted it to be a wet basin that could be mowed and easily maintained.

Mr. Fishman said he was surprised about the park purchase. He said when the neighbors show up before
the Commission in the future, there will be something in the minutes why the Commission made the
decision. He agreed that dry basins were a concern because he had not seen in Dublin many dry basins
that looked good. He said the best one is sod and mowed at Muirfield Village. He said sometimes, when
it rains it does not look good and it is unusable.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said after reading the City Council minutes, she did not believe that there should
be a wet basin in this proximity to Brand Road for a host of safety reasons.
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Mr. Fishman said that they needed to solve the problem so that it was low maintenance for the
homeowners and that it looks good all the time.

Victoria Newell said she envisioned from the plan an artificial wetland. She agreed that most of Dublin’s
dry basins are not very attractive and do not grow grass well. She said she was excited at what she saw
on the plan until she heard the comments of Ms. Amorose Groomes. She asked if there were better plant
materials that could be used to create a more wetland-type natural atmosphere that would look good and
serve the desired purpose in a dry basin.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the plant material selection in the bulk of the basin was fine and will handle a
wet soil, but not a saturated soil for an extended period. She said most trees will go between 72 and 150
hours underwater without it being problematic on catastrophic events. She said what they are looking at
will be a saturated soil profile for long periods even if the water there cannot be seen without a drain tile.
Ms. Amorose Groomes said the plant mix was not problematic in terms of the trees and shrubs. She said
she would like to see a turf that could be mowed regularly, perhaps on a six-inch mow schedule. She said
in order to get oxygen to the root system, there will have to be drain tile to dry out the soil profile
because it is not going to come up through the soil and get into the tile that is there through the storm
sewer drain and get out. Ms. Amorose Groomes said there needs to be something at the bottom that will
help.

Mr. Chillog said that he had experienced that dry basins will be dry more than mucky or wet. He said the
proposed plant materials are drought tolerant that also handle inundation. He said he was not concerned
about the plants dying if it was not wet. He said they designed a rain garden at Tartan Ridge in Section
2 that had a similar concept with an under drain, perforated pipe, and fewer trees.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she had no problem with the idea, just with drying the basin.

Mr. Chillog said that was legitimate and why they installed an under drain in Tartan Ridge. He agreed to
do the under drain for this dry basin also.

Mr. Hardt said he was in favor of the dry basin versus a wet basin in this location; however, he would
want to be comfortable that it would be done right and that it would look good.

Ms. Kramb referred to Condition 2 regarding the removal of the tree from the final development plan on
the extension. She asked if the street trees were to be included.

Mr. Chillog said that the street trees will not be installed before the streets because the City Forester
typically locates the trees along the street.

Ms. Kramb said she was not sure Condition 2 included street trees. She asked if there would be a street
tree gap where the future extension was located. She said she thought the street trees and the Tree
Enhancement Zone should go in because a 20-foot gap would look strange. Ms. Kramb said to strike
Condition 2 because she thought the street trees should be planted as though the street will never be
built.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she agreed.

Charles Ruma, Davison Phillips, the applicant said regarding the parkland, that he had tried to purchase
the two adjacent properties and he found that they both had five-acre minimum deed restrictions placed
on them. He said that legally, he thought the restrictions could be removed. He said the Spears property
will end either up being one property or maybe two if there is a flag lot, or probably in all likelihood, a



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
August 23, 2012 — Meeting Minutes
Page 11 of 12

DRAFT

future park. He said that the park should probably extend all the way to Brandonway. He said that would
be the best for the neighborhood and the people who are buying his lots.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she would like to see the under drains that extend to the extent of the
bottom of the basin and if there would be perforated drain tiles, they be backfilled with 57 round, 8 or 12
inches all the way around.

Motion 1 and Vote: Final Development Plan
Ms. Kramb moved to approve this Final Development Plan application because the proposal complies with
all applicable review criteria and the development standards, with ten conditions:

1) That, in lieu of constructing the multi-use path along Brand Road, the applicant contribute
financially to the City’s Brand Road multi-use path installation, to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer;

2) That the plans indicate the material of the sign panel; prior to scheduling the final plat for
City Council review;

3) That the final development plan indicate lawn to be maintained by the HOA within the
potential extension of Ballybridge Drive and include a sign detail indicating a potential future
road extension, subject to Planning approval, prior to scheduling the final plat for City Council
review;

4) That the applicant work with Planning to establish a phasing plan if plants will not be
installed within the same growing season;

5) That the landscape plans be revised to indicate numbers for each lot and that maintenance
requirements for the native rough and native basin seed mixtures be described; prior to
scheduling the final plat for City Council review;

6) That the applicant work with Engineering and adjacent residents to finish the drainage
connections as requested by adjacent residents, and at the developer’s cost;

7) That the applicant will construct the offsite turn lane widening of Brand Road prior to
obtaining conditional acceptance of the subdivision improvements, to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer;

8) That the applicant be permitted to utilize full brick and thin-brick on the building elevations;

9) That the applicant incorporate an under drain at the base of the dry basin along Brand Road,
subject to approval by the City Engineer; and

10) The applicant work with Planning to make modifications to the proposed landscape plan to
incorporate more Asian Longhorn Beetle resistant species, primarily the maple trees.

Ben W. Hale, Jr., agreed to the above conditions.

Mr. Fishman seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Hardt,
no; Mr. Taylor, no; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; and Mr. Fishman, yes. (Approved 5 —
2.)

Motion 2 and Vote — Final Plat
Ms. Kramb moved to recommend approval to City Council of this Final Plat application, because the
proposal complies with the preliminary plat, with four conditions:

1) That the final plat be revised to indicate the Tree Enhancement Zone and rear yard setback
on each lot;

2) That the final plat be revised to not assign side yard setback numbers for Lot 6;

3) That plat notes “H” and “I” regarding the Tree Preservation and Tree Enhancement Zones
include the maintenance responsibilities for these areas; and
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4) That the plat notes be revised to accurately reflect open space ownership.
Ben W. Hale, Jr., agreed to the above conditions.
Mr. Fishman seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes,
yes; Mr. Taylor, no; Mr. Hardt, no; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; and Mr. Fishman, yes. (Approved 5

~2)

Ms. Amorose Groomes called a recess from 7:51 p.m. until 7:56 p.m.



WELLINGTON RESERVE

FINAL PLAT

Situated in the State of Ohio, County of Franklin, City of Dublin and in Virginia
Military Survey Number 2543, containing 17.914 acres of land, more or less, said 17.914
acres being part of those tracts of land conveyed to DAVIDSON PHILLIPS, INC. by
deed of record in Instrument Number 201205290074991, Recorder's Office, Franklin
County, Ohio.

I

The undersigned, DAVIDSON PHILLIPS, INC, an Ohio corporation, by
CHARLES J. RUMA, President, owner of the lands platted herein, duly authorized in
the premises, does hereby certify that this plat correctly represents its "WELLINGTON
RESERVE," a subdivision containing Lots numbered 1 to 28, both inclusive, and areas
designated and delineated as Reserve "A", Reserve "B" and Reserve "C" does hereby
accept this plat of same and dedicates to public use, as such, all of Wellington Reserve
Court, Brand Road and Ballybridge Drive (2.846 acres more or less), shown hereon and
not heretofore dedicated.

BRANDON
SECTION 4

The undersigned further agrees that any use or improvements on this land shall be in
conformity with all existing valid zoning, platting, health or other lawful rules and
regulations, including applicable off-street parking and loading requirements of the City

of Dublin, Ohio, for the benefit of itself and all other subsequent owners or assigns taking Approved this _____ Day of :
title from, under or through the undersigned. 20___ Director of Land Use and Long
Range Planning

Easements are hereby reserved in, over and under areas designated on this plat as Dublin, Ohio
"Easement,” "Drainage Easement,” or "Sidewalk Easement." Each of the aforementioned E
designated easements permit the construction, operation, and maintenance of all public
and quasi public utilities above, beneath, and on the surface of the ground and, where Approved this Day of
necessary, are for the construction, operation, and maintenance of service connections to 20 - City Engineer Dublin. Ohio
all adjacent lots and lands and for storm water drainage. Within those areas designated — ’ ’
"Drainage Easement” on this plat, an additional easement is hereby reserved for the
purpose of constructing, operating and maintaining major storm water drainage swales LOCATION MAP AND BACKGROUND DRAWING
and/or other above ground storm water drainage facilities. No above grade structures, _ ) ] , )
dams or other obstructions to the flow of storm water runoff are permitted within Approved this ____ day of _ _,20_, by vote of Council, wherein all of SCALE: 17 = 1000
Drainage Easement areas as delineated on this plat unless approved by the Dublin City the Court, Drive and Road dedicated hereon is accepted as such by the Council of the City
Engineer. Within those areas designated "Sidewalk Easement" on this plat, an additional of Dublin, Ohio.
easement is hereby reserved for the construction and maintenance of a sidewalk for use by
the public. Easement areas shown hereon outside of the platted area are within lands
owned by the undersigned and easements are hereby reserved therein for the uses and In Witness Thereof | have hereunto
purposes expressed herein, set my hand and affixed my seal this Clerk of Council Dublin, Ohio

day of , 20

SURVEY DATA:

BASIS OF BEARINGS: The bearings shown on this plat are

based on the Ohio State Plane Coordinate System, South Zone,

. NADS83 (1986). Said bearings originated from a field traverse

'2I'(;ansf.erred this___dayof_______ Auditor Franklin County, Ohio which was tied (referenced) to said coordinate system by GPS
- ’ ’ observations and observations of selected Franklin County
Geodetic Control Monuments FCGS7769 and FCGS7772. The

portion of the centerline of Brand Road, having a bearing of

North 89 31' 50” West and monumented as shown hereon, is

Deputy Auditor,  Franklin County, Ohio designated the "basis of bearing" for this plat.

SOURCE OF DATA: The sources of recorded survey data
referenced in the plan and text of this plat, are the records of
the Recorder's Office, Franklin County, Ohio.

IRON PINS: Iron pins, where indicated hereon, unless

In Witness Whereof, CHARLES J. RUMA, Vice President of of DAVIDSON Filed for record this ___day of , otherwise noted, are to be set and are iron pipes, thirteen
PHILLIPS, INC,, has hereunto set his hand this_ dayof _ ,20__. 20 at M. Fee $ Recorder, Franklin County, Ohio sixteenths inch inside diameter, thirty inches long with a
plastic plug placed in the top end bearing the initials EMHT
INC.
Signed and Acknowledged DAVIDSON PHILLIPS, INC. Eile No
In the presence of: ' PERMANENT MARKERS: Permanent markers, where
indicated hereon, are to be one-inch diameter, thirty-inch
Recorded thi dav of long, solid iron pins. Pins are to be set to monument the
By zoecor eathis____Gayor Deputy Recorder. Frankiin County, 0o points indicated and are to be set with the top end flush with
' —_ ’ ’ the surface of the ground and then capped with an aluminum
CHARLES J. RUMA,  President cap stamped EMHT INC. Once installed, the top of the cap
Plat Book , Pages shall be marked (punched) to record the actual location of the
point.
STATE OF OHIO
COUNTY OF FRANKLIN ss:
Before me, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared CHARLES J.
RUMA, President of DAVIDSON PHILLIPS, INC. who acknowledged the signing of
the foregoing instrument to be his voluntary act and deed and the voluntary act and deed
of DAVIDSON PHILLIPS, INC. for the uses and purposes expressed herein. SURVEYED & PLATTED
BY

In Witness Thereof, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal this

_ dayof , 20—. H&T

My commission expires
T F Evans, Mechwart, Hambleton & Tilton, Inc.
NOtary PUbIIC’ State Of Ohlo Engineers  Surveyors * Planners * Scientists
5500 New Albany Road, Columbus, OH 43054
Phone: 614.775.4500 Toll Free: 888.775.3648

emht.com

We do hereby certify that we have surveyed the
above premises, prepared the attached plat, and that
said plat is correct. All dimensions are in feet and
decimal parts thereof.

o = lron Pin (See Survey Data)
MAG Nail to be set
© = Permanent Marker (See Survey Data)

Professional Surveyor No. 8250 Date
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| l
WELLINGTON PLACE

|

WELLINGTON PLACE |
SECTION 2 SECTION
P,B.' 82, P. 100 PR 79 P. 87 |
48 |
49 47 4—6 79 b
- RESERVE B |
NOTE "A™"™ - BUILD ZONE: A part of the facade of NOTE "D" - EENCES: N Lo NOTE "J" - BRAND ROAD- There shall be a minimum ’
= . : S - : No fence may be placed in a “No — ——— — ! O S01°50°02"W ) ,
buildings will be located in the zone created by the minimum Build Zone™, a “No Disturb Zone” or a “Drainage Easement” setback of 100 feet from brand road, as measured from the 1 — 337.10 ‘
and maximum front yard setback lines. area. Fences, where permitted in the Wellington Reserve pr?ﬁosed rlght-of-wai. Dete_ntt_lon, Igndscaptlngfarltd multl-uge 10 —
e _ . . subdivision, are subject to the requirements of the approved path, Open Space, park amenities and an entry Teature may De 5
for Wellingion Reserve n effect i the tme of plting specily zoning development text and the City of Dublin, Ohio zoning Brand Road cortdor e crerecter e e - S
the following dimensions for the minimum front, side and code. SCALE: 1" = 50° 50 ’5 RESERVE A - '
. (1] (1] (1] (1] npe M [Ce]
rear yard setbacks for each lot: NOTE "E™ - UTILITY PROVIDERS: Buyers of the lots ggsleERVE..C...RRESERVa.. ’Ig‘ ’ RE..SBE..RVER B A.‘.%P e T— e 2940 Ae o N
Front As shown hereon in the Wellington Reserve subdivision are hereby notified esianated and delsferv‘i 4 he es‘ar\ﬁeb an 4 gsetr;]/e it gl -
Side Yard 6 feet minimum. 14 feet total that, at the time of platting, utility service to Wellington a?: SS'bglf‘a eOha}n glnea}et _ e(rje,bs all be OV\_’nte_ y the _'3é g8 e
_ ’ Reserve, power is provided by AEP and telephone service is ot Lublin, Ohio and maintained by an assoclation comprise 50 40 0 20 10 o s 5o 100 , o8 =
Rear Yard: provided by AT&T of the owners to the fee simple titles to the Lots in Wellington E;:;— 52 \ NO1"00'56" o” g
Lots 1-7 and 19-28 30 feet ' Reserve for the purpose of passive open space/stormwater T f 0114?42‘? E % 0
- . i ' i : <
tg:sf)s 1N70 rear yard sg%;?:?(tdue o its unique NOTE "E" - VEHICULAR ACCESS: No vehicular access detention and any uses allowed by the then current zoning. A ALE (in feet) _/(:\d r{j‘o N
) is to be in effect until such time as the public street . i / o 1. P& 0
> B } LLTRLL . — < 3 o (%) .
shape and location . right-of-way is extended and dedicated by plat or deed. NOTE "L"- SCHOOL DISTRICT: At the time of platting, 5 S| /% 3 0., By
Lot 18 40 feet along north property line and all of Wellington reserve is in the Dublin City School District. o SNl E - AN N
H . } } ) a _5 ‘. D, 0
30 feet along west property line NOTE "G": As per City of Dublin Zoning Code, all lots - - : : CURVE TABLE S E58 8 1 @ N 2 b "
within Wellington Reserve are subject to the terms, NOTE "M™: At the time of platting, electric, cable, and " pap— poy— > E2| 0.410 Ac. e . 500.23'\9"w a
a,. - - - - - A - (6] —
_ _ _ conditions, restrictions (including lighting and house sizes) telep_hoge st%r\{lce prov![ders have d(rj]pt? 'Stsu‘iﬁ mfcr)]rmatlon URVE | DELTA | RADIUS | LENGTH SHORD | LSHORD gy - N :20.\8 >w—§i
Said zoning regulations and any amendments thereto passed and special assessment districts as outlined in the preliminary {ﬁ_qumle tso 3 easeénen areas, w;)a thl lon to %se S c]zwn t(f)ln ot Tooasie | im0oo | 3a1o n artear wl 21ios chl ) i
subsequent to acceptance of this plat, should be reviewed to plat entitled “Wellington Reserve™ and the development text. this plat, as deemed necessary by these providers, for the ) ) . e
determine the then current requirements. This notice is solely installation and maintenance of all of their main line facilities, 02 | 8o1544” | 165.00' | 257.06' | S 4419'12" E | 23184 {5 NOT02'56"E
for the purpose of notifying the public of the existence, at the NOTE "'H" - TREE PRESERVATION ZONE: As required could cotn\_/eplentlyt/_ be SBOV\{n\ﬁnIIt_hlstplatl.Q Existing recordedt o3 | 370358 | 175.00'| 11321 |N 2057°04” W1 11105 o ! 142.66’
time of platting, of certain zoning regulations applicable to by the City of Dublin Zoning Code, areas designated and fﬁsemin in t(;rma ion aOI obu elling ?nt eserve ot( anyfpz:}: = , , ot , 59 vy 2 '
this property. This notice shall not be interpreted as creating delineated herein as "Tree Preservation Zone" are subject to thereo cant e %clquwe 3/ a_colmgm_e en thexam_lnatlr:)n 8 the C4 |17:27'15" | 175.00 53.31" [N 4812'41” W|  53.11 ot N S
plat or subdivision restrictions, private use restrictions the terms, conditions, restrictions and special assessment Cen tculr?ren é)ul |(c) f;gcor s, including those in the Union s |2raras | 17500 5290 | N 705011" W 5007 §§* 2 <
covenants running with the land or title encumbrances of any districts as outlined in the preliminary plat entitled "Wellington ounty Recorder's Office. o Tos0r T 9500 | 1ass [N soc0se w . R 2 @ 0 |
nature, and is for informational purposes only. Reserve" and the development text. Maintenance of this area is : : : Qs 502 o "
NOTE "C" - FEMA ZONE: At the time of platting, all of the responsibility of the property owner, subject to the terms C7 | 891544 | 140.00"| 218.11"|S 44°19'12" E| 196.71 ol g5 0.350 Ac. o
_ ) SN s and conditions of said Development Text. - , , I , w| ~2v =
Wellington Reserve is within Zone X (areas determined to be P °8 105250 7500 1424 | 5 0574505 W 1422 w| xR %
IglIJEtli/iI(,jA? I:tlhe dO.IZ% annuag cha'l\r/]lce fﬂooléjplali(T_) %s showrg)ho_n NOTE "I" - TREE ENHANCEMENT ZONE: As required co | 3119°30” 75.00’ 41.00' | S 26'51'14" W 40.50’ 53 “g - . ooy B
ood Insurance Rate Map for Franklin County, Ohio by the City of Dublin Zoning Code, areas designated and C10 |50'32'07” |  60.00°| 52.92° | N 1714'56" E|  51.22° ~ 0250 |
and Incorporated Areas Map Number 39049C0132K, with . . " " : 0 145,47
effective date of June 17, 2008. delineated hereln_qs Tree tha}ncement Zone" are subject to c11 | 50°49°46” 60.00’ 55.32° | N 34'26'00” W 53 38’ ol - '
the terms, conditions, restrictions and special assessment P —— 50.00 59.00' | N 89°0645" W .62 b g*g ol | ol &
districts as outlined in the preliminary plat entitled "Wellington i i : 8 £ S| | — §§ © () ‘
Reserve" and the development text. Maintenance of this area is C15 |5248'36"| 60.007| 55.30°|S 3671304 W| 5337 $ 280 3 o ad M=E <
the responsibility of the property owner, subject to the terms C14 | 51°42'24" 60.00’ 54.15' | S 16°02°28" E 52.33' 533 0,396 A = 8 S O ‘
.y . . C. n w
and conditions of said Development Text. c15 | 303059" | 75.00' | 39.95 | N 2638'10" W |  39.48' 54 Ejz 3 ggﬁ “1O DDC
C16 |11°41'20" 75.00’ 15.30' | N 05'32'00" W 15.27" on o L+> , > 2 ’/’
C17 |19°35'19" | 190.00'| 64.96' | S 09°29°00" E 64.64’ = NO102'56"E i ! < %
C18 |5520°44” | 190.00°| 183.53'|S 46'57°01" E | 176.48’ 145.00’ | %
C19 |1419°41” | 190.00° 47.51" | S 8147'13" E 47.39’ é*g , 22 g
E: |
C20 |84°03'09”| 125.00'| 183.37° [N 46'55'30" W | 167.37 o 8ok | N
588, e | RESERVE "B
55 ® 502 4 | €3 (Lj')J 9 1.417 Ac.
2 I3 - Drai E t
\ :1‘3)0%) 0.326 Ac. | | ﬁ o YN § AIrIO'Qfog;eseGrjeem,%’l aa
ON 0.
| WELLINGTON PLACE ’ | | i L5 28
T 02'56” 0| 3
- yd SECTION WELLINGTON PLACE : - worozsee | 1k
\ 2 / P.B. /9, P. 67/ ’ SECTION 2 l% 33 ﬁw o | > ]
O o5 E
SRANDON - | P.B. 82, P. 100 S m O ;
II 9 /I 8 ’ = Q %:LAC_I'OZ 5 S ol (O .
- SECTION S © 17 16 o 60 59 58 5/ ﬁ o6 858 0.326 A 5 3 Z 2
[ ,‘_-qc)w . c. e, o =— 5
P.B. c66P. 93 . i%?.‘#ee 111.05° 90.02° m— ’ S01°26'10"W 1153.69’ , ’ /M “%,8 2] :ll | | -
asement Enhgncement Zone [~ 30" Easement 40’ Tree \\\E L A0 Tree 40" Tree k 409,0~T02’ 90.02’ 90.02’ 90.02’ q s | LU T
¥ ____See Note "” Enhancement Zone nhancement Zone Enhancement Zone Enh o 40° Tree 40 T - , 113.08° 25° 25’ ; —Q) 13.44’ 9’ Easement
187 e et °—te—'——z—- _ See Note TN e et e e, e Ennancement Zone g | 2 /
® L m | 30 Fasement _ gf B o eseman” | [T o *T_ _ _SeeNote """ O See Note " 144.68 T 1 /
N %45 \ : : ! | 30" Easement o« T T T T T T T [ N 71’_E___t_ <~
oo N asemen .
§§‘§ :4\ \ o é : | | | \g;',o’ Tree ; Tree Enhancement ’
o - - © ©®3 o = —\= , ' | Enhancement '; Zone
_ B % | \\ % 2\ | | = | | - ,91) , ;‘3 Zone , ; See Note "I”
3 AN o o :m lw| | & |w| | 2 S & = o See Note T -
|2 "\ 15 25 SE S 215l g 25l 8 ¥ w rt |28 85| | 2 ol
N« - N K slal=l g S|y, @ z ol— 3 LT & € ol o o Y
188 | 16 0.396 Ae. 5|8 14 xls 13 E 12 figjg® 11 g5l 19 g3 9 <|2 8 - “>"’§N 2 515 7 Sk o.4gAc.
\\ 0.780 Ac. B 0.407 Ac. B 0.403 Ac. B 0.400 Ac. © :§ -l e 0396 A g 2 *: S T 0389 Ac.  B|% 0741 Ac. & k = i fg’ u 1 S 0547 Ac. |-
’ % =) = | ol "’ N . ol S = @
o | N | 3020’ y//"Build Zone g\%’ | %’ |F$ % o i A 3 A 2
Cal — 6.56" ) | m
—_— 7 2
- % o xE 0 : : l : BN
» " Q1o "%y . 30 ' ,//Build Zone | |30 y/7Build Zone ! | 39 //Build Zone | o2 (30" //Build Zone
N 7 7 £/ | o2 : | 20 ) 25 25 % 2 )
& L N . 370 % =
] Co ’ 20’ Easement 20’ Easement 20 E t » I %5, ’
189 m \ 0 = [ C8 75.84 > 90.00’ 90.00’ > 90.00’ 90.00’ i Easemen 56.00 d S O 201020331:1'1%’( /_ .
o ) -
» s | N [g] E ] . .
9l 93, 17 =3(U g, - Q WELLINGTON RESERVE COURT i 9 o'
 » 2 29 0572 e, 3 G | S8 . _ _ . o NOO"18'40"E _ . B # NOD"1840°E j._/
I 12 gg‘?-; 5 : y 751.89' . 162.14’ e
CE ’ < C16 74.83' _ 90.01’ 90.01’ 90.01’ 90.01’ 90.01’ 85.69’ S g 86.33" 26.45' : E
/I 90 | 20’ Easement 20’ Easement 20’ Easement :% @'\,5__ ’ }15’ Easement _ = (
I : N - - =1 .-
ry > [ Lo T O G B e | T —s]"
522> K C | | o Lo 2% % - i |
W \%6@ Build Zone : : Build Zone Build Zone LLJ MBuild Zone |
< l
L e =z = l I . & S Q z o = = |
e\i\\°7’ 2 20 3| 3lg 5. 8 Sl 2l z NP AL 0 gz ol o 3| HEW
~| o £ - = 1. o X Ql @ o
18 JE NE 21 Nk 22 ziE[25 23 Ble 24 SI3 5|5 =8 &1z | Bls S 27 52 28 SE
bl 0.358 Ac | D o|R S Bl< & | 5| 25 o=@ 26 z |V e |lm w2 |- 2 5|9 blee
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OF EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS

WNITHIN FENCED AREA

CONSTRUCTION ZONE

INOZ LOOA IVOILIA2

(NIDTH VARIES)

NOTE:

FENCE TO BE LOCATED AT CRITICAL
ROOT ZONE / DRIP LINE OR [|5'-0"
FROM TRUNK, WHICHEVER S GREATER.

INOZ LOOad TIv2ILIAD

S' U-CHANNEL POST TO BE DRIVEN
I'-6" INTO GROUND. POST TO BE
LOCATED ON INSIDE OF FENCE.
POSTS TO BE LOCATED 5' OC.

45" HEIGHT HIGH VISIBILITY ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCE TO BE
LOCATED AT DRIP LINE OF EXISTING
TREE CANOPY. SECURE FENCE TO
POST WITH ZIP TIES (4 PER POST).

EXISTING TREE
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TREE PROTECTION FENCE
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EXISTING TREE TO BE PRESERVED - 6" TO 24" CALIPER SIZE

EXISTING TREE TO BE PRESERVED - +24" CALIPER SIZE

EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED - 6" TO 24" CALIPER SIZE

EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED - +24" CALIPER SIZE

EXISTING TREE THAT MAY BE IMPACTED BY CONSTRUCTION
BUT PROTECTED FROM REMOVAL. REPLACEMENT TREES SHALL
BE PROVIDED FOR ALL IMPACTED TREES AS REQUIRED.

TREE PROTECTION FENCE - SEE DETAIL |, THIS SHEET

h-.L“—‘,—::.._.._.._..—.._.!:—.._.._.._..—.._..—.._.._.._.._..—.._.

TREE PROTECTION NOTES

ALL TREES WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION AREA NOT
SPECIFICALLY DESIGNATED FOR REMOVAL SHALL BE
PRESERVED, WHETHER SHOWN OR NOT SHOWN ON THE
CONSTRUCTION DRANINGS.

TREES TO BE PRESERVED SHALL BE PROTECTED
NITH HIGH VISIBILITY FENCING PLACED A MINIMUM |5
FEET FROM THE TREE TRUNK. TREES & INCHES OR
GREATER AT DBH MUST BE PROTECTED WITH
FENCING PLACED AT THE CRITCAL ROOT ZONE OR
IS FEET, WHICHEVER |S GREATER.

TREES NOT INDICATED ON THE APPROVED
CONSTRUCTION DRANINGS FOR REMOVAL MAY NOT
BE REMOVED WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL OF THE
DIVISION OF ENGINEERING.

NOTE:

SEE SHEETS L.IO3, L1.O4 ¢ LI.O5 FOR A DETAILED
TREE SURVEY LIST, REMOVAL ANALYSIS AND
REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENT.
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40' TREE PROTECTION ZONE (TO BE
PROTECTED WITH 4' HIGH CHAIN LINK FENCE)
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EXISTING TREE TO BE PRESERVED - 6" TO 24" CALIPER SIZE u u E ;
o' 20'  40' 80' NORTH

EXISTING TREE TO BE PRESERVED - +24" CALIPER SIZE

EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED - 6" TO 24" CALIPER SIZE

EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED - +24" CALIPER SIZE

EXISTING TREE THAT MAY BE IMPACTED BY CONSTRUCTION
BUT PROTECTED FROM REMOVAL. REPLACEMENT TREES SHALL
BE PROVIDED FOR ALL IMPACTED TREES AS REQUIRED.

TREE PROTECTION FENCE - SEE DETAIL |, THIS SHEET

TREE PROTECTION NOTES

l. ALL TREES WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION AREA NOT
SPECIFICALLY DESIGNATED FOR REMOVAL SHALL BE
PRESERVED, WHETHER SHOWN OR NOT SHOWN ON THE
CONSTRUCTION DRANINGS.

2. TREES TO BE PRESERVED SHALL BE PROTECTED
WITH HIGH VISIBILITY FENCING PLACED A MINIMUM |5
FEET FROM THE TREE TRUNK. TREES & INCHES OR
GREATER AT DBH MUST BE PROTECTED WITH
FENCING PLACED AT THE CRITCAL ROOT ZONE OR
IS FEET, WHICHEVER |S GREATER.

3. TREES NOT INDICATED ON THE APFROVED
CONSTRUCTION DRANINGS FOR REMOVAL MAY NOT
BE REMOVED WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL OF THE
DIVISION OF ENGINEERING.

NOTE:

SEE SHEETS L.103, L1.O4 & L|1.O5 FOR A DETAILED
TREE SURVEY LIST, REMOVAL ANALYSIS AND
REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENT.

NO CONSTRUCTION OR STORAGE
OF EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS
WITHIN FENCED AREA

(NIDTH VARIES)

CONSTRUCTION ZON CONSTRUCTION ZONE

NOTE:
FENCE TO BE LOCATED AT CRITICAL
ROOT ZONE / DRIP LINE OR |5'-O0"

INOZ LOOA IVDILIAD
INOZ LOOA TvOILIA2

S' U-CHANNEL POST TO BE DRIVEN
I'-6" INTO GROUND. POST TO BE
LOCATED ON INSIDE OF FENCE.
POSTS TO BE LOCATED 5' OC.

/]

48" HEIGHT HIGH VISIBILITY ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCE TO BE
LOCATED AT DRIP LINE OF EXISTING
TREE CANOPY. SECURE FENCE TO
POST NITH ZIP TIES (4 PER POST).

EXISTING TREE
|/ EXISTING GRADE

N

TREE PROTECTION FENCE

NTS

FROM TRUNK, WHICHEVER |S GREATER.
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N
TREE SURVEY LIST =
o ©
# COMMON NAME DBH COND. # COMMON NAME DBH COND. # COMMON NAME DBH COND. # COMMON NAME DBH COND. # COMMON NAME DBH COND. # COMMON NAME DBH COND. s §
D -
I Honeylocust 20.0 Good 14 Sugar Maple 24.0 Fair 236 Cherry 0.0 Fair 352 Hackberry 12.0 Good 465 Hackberry 6.0 Gocod 585 Walnut 8.0 Poor S S
2 Honeylocust 12.0 Good 120 Honeylocust 20.0 Poor 237 Silver Maple 25.0 Fair 352 Boxelder 4.0 Fair 469 Beech 0.0 Good 566 Hackberry 24.0 Fair < < 5
3  Honeylocust 0.0 Good 121 Svugar Maple 200 Good 235 Hackberry 7.0 Fair 354 Hackberry 186.0 Good 470 Cherry 6.0 Fair 527 Beech 6.0 Good o 3
4  Honeylocust 12.0 Good 122 Honeylocust &0 Poor 2349 Walnut 8.0 Poor 355 Cherry 8.0 Poor 471 Pin Oak 8.0 Poor 58% Hackberry 8.0 Poeor
5 Elm 8.0 Fair 123 Honeylocust 0.0 Poor 240 Walnut 15.0 Fair 356 Elm 0.0 Poor 472 Hackberry 0.0 Gocod 529 Beech 8.0 Good
& Honeylocust 186.0 Good 124 Cherry 3.0 FPoor 24| Silver Maple 30.0 Poeor 357 Cherry 5.0 Poor 473 Elm 6.0 Good 540 Beech 6.0 Good
7 Green Ash 12.0 Poor 125 Sugar Maple 7.0 Good 242 Silver Maple 24.0 FPoor 358 Beech 0.0 Gocod 474 Svugar Maple 850 Good 54l Hackberry 8.0 Good
&  Honeylocust 0.0 Fair 126 Sugar Maple 250 Fair 243 Sneetbay Magnolia 3.0 FPoor 354 Cherry 6.0 FPoor 475 Hackberry 12.0 Good 542 Hackberry 8.0 Good
4  Honeylocust 0.0 Fair 127 Honeylocust 20.0 FPoor 244 Silver Maple 36.0 Poeor 360 Cherry 12.0 FPoor 476 Svgar Maple 24.0 Good 543 Hackberry 8.0 Fair
IO Hackberry 0.0 Good 128 Sugar Maple 80 Good 245 Silver Maple 24.0 Poor 36l Cherry 5.0 Fair 477 Hackberry &0 Good 544 Walnut 0.0 Good
I Honeylocust 0.0 FPoor 124  Hackberry 220 Good 246 Osage Orange 0.0 FPoor 362 Cherry 15.0 Poor 475 Beech 6.0 Good B45 Beech 0.0 Fair
12 Honeylocust 0.0 FPoor 120 Honeylocust 185.0 FPoor 247 Walnut 186.0 Fair 363 Beech 7.0 Good 479 Beech 6.0 Good 546 Svgar Maple 8.0 Fair
12 Elm 6.0 Fair I3 Honeylocust 4.0 Fair 249 Silver Maple 8.0 Poor 364 Beech 6.0 Good 480 Beech 30.0 FPoor 547 Beech 8.0 Fair
14 Hackberry 5.0 Fair 122 Hackberry [oXe] Good 2449 Silver Maple 230 Good 365 Cherry 6.0 Poor 4821 Hackberry &0 Good 598 Green Ash 6.0 Poor
I5  Honeylocust .0 Poor 132 Elm &0 Good 250 Sneetgum 2.0 Poor 366 Beech 10 Fair 482 Beech 6.0 Good 599 Cherry 8.0 Poor
&  Honeylocust 1.0 Poor 124 Honeylocust 6.0 Fair 25| Spruce 2.0 Poor 367 Beech 2.0 Good 483 Green Ash 1.0 Poor 600 Beech 1.0 Good
I7  Honeylocust 1.0 Fair 125 Elm .o Good 252 Cherry 3.0 Poor 368 Beech a0 Good 494 Beech 36.0 Poor 60| Beech 8.0 Fair
&  Honeylocust 0.0 Fair 126 Cherry 4.0 Poor 253 Cherry 2.0 Poor 369 Cherry 10 Fair 485 Hackberry 8.0 Poor 602 Beech .o Good
19 Honeylocust 2.0 Fair 137 Honeylocust 9.0 Good 254 Green Ash 9.0 Poor 370 Beech 6.0 Good 456 Beech 6.0 Good 603 Beech 185.0 Fair
20 Honeylocust 8.0 Poor 128 Sugar Maple 33.0 Poor 255 Cherry &0 Foor 371 Sugor Maple 2.0 Good 457 Beech 6.0 Poor 604 Beech 8.0 Good
2l  Hackberry 1.0 Good 129 Cherry 0.0 Poor 256 Cherry &0 Poor 372 Hackberry &0 Good 455 Beech 2.0 Good 605 Beech 2.0 Good
22 Sugar Maple 1.0 Go_od 140 Elm 6.0 Good 257 Cherry 2.0 FPoor 373 Cherry 210 Good 4849 Cherry 1.0 Good 606 Boxelder .0 FPoor L
23 Honeylocust 80 Fair |4l Cherry &0 Poor 258 Elm 6o Poor 374 Cherry 200 Falr 440 Boxelder 6o Falr 607 Beech 3.0 Good >
24 Elm 6.0 Poor 42 Elm 7.0 Fair 2549 Elm 1.0 Poor 375 Elm &0 Poor 44| Walnut [oXe, Fair 605 Walinut 2.0 Good o
25 Honeylocust 2.0 Foor |43 Honeylocust 1.0 Po_or 260 Cherry 10 Poor 376 Cherry 5.0 Poor 4492 Walnut 10 Good 604 Elm 10 Good
26 Sugar Mople 6.0 Good |44  Honeylocust 1.0 Fair 26| Cherry 6.0 Fair 377 Cherry 2.0 Poor 493 Beech 6.0 Good 610 Cherry 10 Fair = L]
27 Honeylocust 6.0 FPoor |45 Sugar Maple 0.0 Good 262 Cherry foXe; Poor 378 Cherry 27.0 Poor 4494 Beech 6.0 Good 6ll  Hackberry 5.0 Good % é W
25 Horeylocust 12.0 Poor |46 Honeylocust 15.0 Good 263 Cherry 2.0 Poor 379 Cherry 0.0 Poor 495 Hackberry 2.0 Good 612 Hackberry &0 Good O~ Lol
29 Cherry 5.0 Poor 147 Honeylocust &0 Poor 264 Cherry 4.0 Fair 380 Apple 5.0 Poor 496 Beech 6.0 Good 613 Hackberry 6.0 Fair = & Y
30 Honeylocust 8.0 Fair 14& Honeylocust 6.0 Good 265 Cherry 0.0 Falr 38| Beech 5.0 Good 497 Beech 6.0 Good 614 Hackberry 0.0 Good = s
3l  Cherry 0.0 FPoor |49 Sugar Maple 12.0 Good 266 Cherry 12.0 Fair 382 Cherry 5.0 Poor 498 Beech 0.0 Good 6!5 Beech 0.0 Good 05 x —=
gg :0”99:“'”51; :gg ':00"‘ :glo gugar EOF’:Q l-[Oc')O Zoog 267 Cherry 15.0 Poor 383 Cherry 34.0 Poor 499 Cherry 6.0 Good 616 Hackberry 0.0 Good 2 = Q )
> Honeglocust | . Fo_or‘ vgar Maople . lole] 268 Cherry 21.0 Poor 384 Cherry 1.0 Good 500 Beech 2.0 Good 617 Hackberry loXe Fair L > —
oneylocus 0.0 air 152 Honeylocust 0.0 Poor 269 Cherry 12.0 Poor 385 Beech 300 Good 50| Walnut 6.0 Good 61& Elm 24.0 Poor oA
35 Honeylocust 0.0 Poor 153 Sugar Maple 2o Good 270 Cherry 14.0 Falr 386 Beech 8.0 Good 502 Hackberry 0.0 Poor 6ld Beech 1&.0 Good > O
36 Honeylocust 60 Fair 154 Hackberry 60 Fair 271 Cherry 2.0 Fair 387 Birch 8.0 Good 503 Beech 0.0 Good 620 Hackberry 6.0 Good = <Zf prd
37 Svgar Maple 6.0 Good IS5 Honeylocust 1.0 Good 272 Cherry 0.0 Poor 288 Birch 80 Poor 504 Beech 0.0 Good 62| Hackberry 6.0 Poor O = =
38 Honeylocust 8.0 Poor 156 Hackberry 1&.0 Good 273 Hackberry 5.0 Good 289 Birch &0 Poor 505 Beech 5.0 Good 622 Hackberry 6.0 Good =
34 Sugar Mople 6.0 Good 157 Hackberry &0 Good 274 Cherry lo.0 Poor 340 Birch 15.0 Poor 506 Sugar Maple 6.0 Fair 623 Sugar Maple 20.0 Good L]
40  Honeylocust 4.0 Poor 1586 Sugar Maple 0.0 Good 275 Hackberr 12.0 Fair i 507 Hackberr 0.0 Fair 624 Hockberr 6.0 Poor
41 Sugor Mople 60 Good 154 Hackb 2.0 Good J 241 Birch 8.0 Good J : =
i Elg P a0 o 2 Hackberrg > ©o o 276 Cherry 2.0 Poor 392 Hackberry 6.0 Good 508 Beech 200 Good 625 Sugar Maple 1&.0 Falr
m - oor O Hackperry © Goo 277 Cherry 15.0 Poor 393 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 5049 Suger Maple 6.0 Good 626 Beech 320 Good
43 Svgar Maple 0.0 Good &l Honeylocust 4.0 Good ; 621 h | d
44 o Mao| 60 Good 162 Hackb 0.0 cood 278 Green Ash 0.0 Poor 394 Hackberry 0.0 Good 510 Cherry 6.0 Fair 27 Beec 0.0 Goo
4s  pedor ooP° o oo o5 Crorme o oo0 274 Hackberry .o Fair 395 Hackberry 8.0 Fair S5l Hackberry I5.0 Good 628 Hackberry 6.0 Good
P 50”99 i{"usl o ealr‘ g o g e"UM I 2g o Fo_or 280 Cherry 0.0 Poor 396 Beech 400 Poor 512 Hackberry 2.0 Good 629 Beech &.0 Good
i 5”90" Maple o eoo ° s Hugi; gple = Galr g 28| Sugar Maple 200 Good 397 Walnut 150 Fair 513 Walnut 6.0 Good 630 Beech 30.0 Good
P Hg%:rloc?)zte o0 Faoicr? A Elac erry g 600 o 282 Cherry 8.0 Poor 348 Hackberry 6.0 Good 5|14 Redbud 0.0 Good 63| Beech 8.0 Good
49 E J ) P 167 Elm 0.0 FO.O 283 Svgar Maple 24.0 Good 349 Hackberry 8.0 Fair S5 Cherry 0.0 Poor 632 Hackberry 8.0 Good
m . oor m : ar 284 Cherr q9.0 Fair 400 Beech 300 Fair 5|6 Silver Maple 6.0 Fair 633 Elm 7.0 Good
50 Svgar Maple 1.0 Good 16& Sugar Maple 20.0 Fair 4 P
5| Ho?me Iocuzt 6.0 Poor 6d B 9 Id P P O Good 2835 Dognood .0 Good 40| Beech 0.0 Good 5|7 Elm .o Fair 634 Walnut .0 Good
52 Cherg a4.0 Poor 7o Bg:ZI d:: 6.0 égg d 286 Cherry 200 Fair 402 Beech 27.0 Good 51& Svgar Maple 5.0 Good 635 Cherry 6.0 Fair
erry . oor erry ' oor 288 Cherr 13.0 Good 404 Hackberr 6.0 Good 520 Hackberry 6.0 Poor 637 Hackberry 6.0 Fair
54 Honeylocust 1.0 Poor 172 Cherry 2.0 Fair Py cherra 4.0 Good 405 Chorr Y o oo 521 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 638 Beech 6.0 Good P
55 Sugar Maple &0 Good 173 Cherry 8.0 Fair 240 Cherr 0.0 Good 406 cherrg 80 Good 522 Walnut 6.0 Good 6349 Cucumber Magnolia 15.0 Good LLl
56 Sugar Maple l0.0 Good 174 Hockberry 8.0 Good 24l chor Fa o eeod Goo ghertd o5, e 523 Beech 60 Good 640 Boxelder 6.0 Fair >
57 Sugar Maple 6.0 Good 175 Hackberry &0 Good : eec - air : : !
2492 Red Maple 0.0 Good 408 Walnut 6.0 Poor 524 Hackberry 6.0 Good 64l Walnut .0 Fair Y
gg ﬁ”garlMaF’Le ?5% *C:O_Od 176 Hackberry 24.0 Good 243 Cherry P 220 Good 409 Walnut 6.0 Poor 525 Sugar Maple 0.0 Good 642 Hackberry 8.0 Fair -
oneylocus - air 177 Hackberry o Good 244 Cherr 150 Poor 526 Hackberr 6.0 Fair 643 Hackberr 2.0 Fair
60 Honeylocust 8.0 Poor 178 Hackb 26.0 Good 4 4lo Beech 200 Good J J Ve
Y . ( ackoerry - oo 245 cherr 34.0 Poor 527 Hackberr 6.0 Fair 644 Hackberr 2.0 Good
el HOH@H|OCU5t 2.0 Fair 74 Hackber‘rg &0 Good Y 4l Beech 0.0 Poor 528 Hackb 4 lti-st 0.0 Good 645 Hackb J 0.0 Good m
62 Sugar Maple 00  Good 180 Mulberry 3860  Good 246 Cherry 00 Poor 412 Beech 6.0 Good Z2a Hockborre " oo ecod 646 Hockborr o  eood T,
63 Sugar Maple 8.0 Good . 297 Cherry 0.0 Fair 413 Cherr 6.0 Good : '
£> Sugor Maple oo Good o1 noneylocust 29 Gooa 298 Cherry 12.0 Good a2 g ? 6.0 Coor 530 Hackberry 4.0 Good 647 Hackberry 6.0 Good o
g P . acroerry - oo 53| Hackberr 6.0 Good 6492 Elm 6.0 Good -
2499 Hackberr 5.0 Good 415 Cherr 8.0 Fair Y
65 Sugar Maple 60 Good 183 Hackberry 6.0 Good Y Y
66 Eirm 0.0 Eair 84 Cherry 50 Poor 300 Sugar Maple 8.0 Good 416 Sugar Maple 150 Good 532 Hackberry 6.0 Sood 6449 Hackberry 0.0 Sood
67 Svaar Maole 6.0 Good 30| Apple 8.0 Poor 417 Cherr 40 Eair 533 Hackberry 12.0 Fa!r 650 Hackberry 0.0 Fa!r‘
g P 185 Hackberry 0.0 Good - d 534 Cherr 1.0 Fair 65| Hackberr 0.0 Fair
68 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 1866 Crabapple 0.0 Fair 302 Sugar Maple 12.0 Fair 41& Cherry Il.o Poor 535 ch J 0.0 Fai 652 Elm : 6.0 Poor
ed  Sugar Mople 8.0 Good 187 Silver Maple 300  Fair goi gr‘el”'!l multi-stem 20-0 §°.°" 419 Walnut 3.0 Good =36 chZ::a 5.0 Poor 653 Hackberry 8.0 Falr
10 Sucar Maple 6.0 Good 188 Green Ash 200 Poor o m O air 420 Green Ash 0.0 Poor ' )
12 evaar Mable 0.0 Good 90 H ':il ¢ 0.0 =l 306 Birch &0 Falr 422 Hackberry 60 Good 538 Hackberry 2.0 Good 655 Red Oak 24.0 Good
g P ' oneylocus : ar h ' 534 Cherry 2.0 Poor 656 Sugar Maple 12.0 Good
13 Hockberry 12.0 Good 191 Sugar Mople 300  Good gg’a’ g:“h g-g golo'” 423 Elm 6.0 Poor 540 Cherry 10 Poor 657 Walnut 6.0 Poor o
T4 Hackberry 2.0 Good 192  Cherry 4.0 Good re : alr 424 Elm 6.0 Poor - ' )
i 54| Elm 5.0 Poor 655 Sugar Maple 0.0 Poor g
5  Sugar Maple 6.0 Fair 192 Pear 2.0 Poor 3049 Cherry 6.0 Fair 425 Hackberry 0.0 Good 3
716 Ha%KberrE 4.0 Good 194 Cherry 5.0 Poor 3lo Birch lo.0 Fair 426 Hackberry 8.0 Good 542 Hackberry 12.0 Good ZZZ Zugar uaple :gg gOOd 8; 3
71  Sugar Maple 5.0 Good 195  Hackberry 6.0 Fair 3ll Birch 12.0 Fair 427 Cherry 0.0 Poor g:i :actgerr‘g I&2 g Goog 66| cl;,gea: ape 0.0 Fgﬁr wg &
1®& Elm 6.0 Fair 312 Birch 0.0 Poor 428 Hackberr 6.0 Good ackoerry . Goo 4 ' g Q
74  Sugar Maple 5.0 Good 197 Pear 2.0 Poor 313 Birch 0.0 Poor 429 Hackberry &o Good ode I erry o0 Fg;: Ces Hackbgerrg it Sood wg g 3
. . 3 S«
&0 Sugar Maple foXe) Good 198 Crabapple 8.0 Poor 314 Cherry 8.0 Fair 430 Hackberry 8.0 Good 547 Elm 0.0 Poor 664 Beech 0.0 Good z ENw
&l  Mulberry 0.0 Good 199 Spruce 80 Good 315 Birch 0.0 Falr 43| Beech 8.0 Good ; ) £ 30
316 Cherr 6.0 Fair 432 Beech 6.0 Good 548 Hackberry 4.0 Good 6635 Bitternut Hickory 8.0 Good S 9xd
82 Sugar Mople 6.0 Good 200 Spruce 24.0 Sood 4 549 Hackberry multi-stem 210 Good €66 Beech 12.0 Good s {oo
&3 Sugar Mople 6.0 Good 20| Pine 0.0 Fair 317 Birch &0 Poor 433 Beech 6.0 Good Y : . 5 848
K - (V] QN
&4 Sugar Maple 0.0 Good 202 Mulberry 850 Poor 31& Cherry &0 Poor 434 Beech &0 Good gglo Elhml gg goor ZZ; Eee:l: I&a% Zooj Z 8;:
&5 Sugar Maple 6.0 Good 203 Hackberry 60 Good 3|9 Birch 8.0 Poor 435 Hackberry 0.0 Good =52 H e':EJH 0.0 Fo_or 664 Bac herrg I OI o eoo d gl I I% 825
&6 Sugar Mople 6.0 Good 204 Pear 2.0 Poor 320 Birch .0 Poor 436 Hackberry .0 Fair =53 Hackberrg I O. o Galr d 670 Heelfb 6 O eoo d = = Ve
&7 Hackberry &0 Good 205 Spruce 2.0 Poor 32| Cherry foXe; Poor 437 Green Ash 5.0 Poor acroerry . ) oo acroerry ’ °o
: ) 554 Hackberry multi-stem 250 Good 671 Hackberry 6.0 Good
&% Sugar Maple &0 Good 206 Spruce 20.0 Poor 322 Birch 0.0 Fair 438 Beech 6.0 Good
&4 Cherry 2.0 Fair 207 Walnut 6.0 Poor 323 Cherry lo.0 Poor 4349 Beech 36.0 Poor ggz :gztg:::a gg Zggg 2:,’; %T:th :gg Zggj
:|O 3;%3;;:‘:@6 :gg Zzgj gg? iﬁruce gg% ;oor ggg g:errg I&Qg II:o_or 220 gz:z: Zg Zggj 557 Hackberry multi-stem 2.0 Good 674 Hackberry 0.0 Good
4 ; erry - oor ey - ar ' 558 Elm 8.0 Good 675 Bitternut Hickory 30.0 Good
42 Hackberry 6.0 Good 2|0 Hackberry 4.0 Good 326 Cherry 8.0 Fair 442 Hackberry 8.0 Good
93 Hackberry 6.0 Good 2|l Suger Mcaple 30.0 Good 327 Cherry 8.0 Poor 443 Hackberry 15.0 Good 559 Cherry 60 Poor 676 Eim 6.0 Poor
44  Hackberr 6-0 Good : : ) 560 Hackberry 2.0 Good 677 Beech 60 Good
y . oo 2|2 Sugar Maple 24.0 Poor 328 Cherry &o Poor 444 Cherry 6.0 Poor
45 Hackberry 8.0 Good 213 Adlnutl 8.0 Falr 324 Cherry 6.0 Fair 445 Beech 6.0 Good 2] Beech 0o Good ereEml eo  Foor
:3 :actk;er‘rg 2.0 6003 2|4 Walnut 8.0 Fair 330 Cherry 8.0 Fair 446 Beech 20.0 Good 563 Haf,:;ir,.g 10 6‘;‘;; 680 Eﬁc 2.0 ngi
ackberry 0 Goo 215 Walnut 8.0 Fair 33| Cherr 8.0 Poor 447 Beech 0.0 Poor : :
49  Hackberr 60 Good Y : ) 564 Hackberry 240 Good 68| Walinut 8.0 Good
y . 216 Walnut 30.0 Poor 332 Cherry 6.0 Poor 445 Beech 20.0 Fair .
100 Hackberry 6.0 Good 2|17 Hackberr 2.0 Good 333 ch 5.0 Good 449 Beech 36.0 Fair 565 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 652 Beech 6.0 Good
IOl Hackberry 6.0 Good 206 Sugar Maple 0.0 Good o ' oo 450 El 8.0 Good 206 Hackoerry 6o Fair 685 Green fsh 0.0 Foor
102 Hockberr e cood g P - 334 Cherry 12.0 Good m : o0 567 Elm lo.o Poor 684 Cherry 5.0 Fair
y . 214 cherr‘g 1&.0 Poor 23355 vgar Maple 2.0 Good 45| Hackberry 6.0 Good
O3 Hackberr 6.0 Good 565 Beech 27.0 Good 685 Sugar Maple [oXe Good 0
y . 220 Hackberry 2.0 Good 236 Elm 8.0 Poor 452 Hackberry 6.0 Good
104 Hackb & d 569 Hackberry 5.0 Good 656 Elm 6.0 Good Zz
o ackberry 0 Goo 22| Hackberry 3.0 Good 337 Cherr 0.0 Poor 453 EIm 8.0 Poor : O |z
o5 Hackberry 6.0 Good 592 Crabepole 2.0 Poor 338 S HM ol 40 Eal 454 Eim 8.0 Poor 570 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 657 Hackberry 6.0 Good o |8
06 Hackberry 6.0 Good o5 el S Py i vgar Maple : alr 4z £ P ooy 571 Cherry 0.0 Fair 688 Walnut 8.0 Good S |&
107 Hackberry 6.0 Good o4 cherr PP B0 Coor gig E::n ?&Oo zoor 456 Haﬂékberr oy Ggg e 572 Cherry 6.0 Poor 689 Elm 6.0 Good |3
08 Hackberry 6.0 Good 225 SllverHMa le 36.0 Good 34| herrg 0. Poor 457 Green Asgh 8.0 Poor 212 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 690 Beech 24.0 Good &
09 Hackberry 10 Fair 222 choomy 5 oo Cherry o oor 426 Eim e it 574 Hackberry 5.0 Good 69l Beech 6.0 Good
10 Hackberry 5.0 Fair 337 en 4 00 o 342 Elm 6.0 Foor 459 E| 6.0 Good 575 Hackberry &0 Fair 692 Hackberry 6.0 Good t
N H | . 3.0 Good erry : oor 343 Hackberry 6.0 Sood m . ©o 576 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 693 Hackberry 6.0 Good 3
oneylocus . = 228 Redobvd 210 Falr 344 Cherr 8.0 Poor 460 Hackberry 6.0 Good
12 Hackberry 140 Fair 224 Mulberr 210  Poor y 461 Hackberr 6.0 Good o711 Hackoerry 6o Good 694 Beech 240 Good
12 Svaar Mcole o Good Y - 345 Cherry 7.0 Fair J - ! 578 Hackberry 24.0 Good 695 Beech 5.0 Good x
4 Ha%kberrp P e 230 Cherry lo.0 Poor 346 Cherry 8.0 Fair 462 Boxelder 6.0 Fair 514 Hackberry 6.0 Good 696 Beech 5.0 Good z
: ' - 231 cherry 10 FPoor 347 Cherry 6.0 Falr 465 Elm 6.0 Good 580 Beech 6.0 Good 697 Hockberr 6.0 Good
15 Sugar Maple 4.0 Fair 235 Y
: Cherry 240 Poor 348 Sugar Maple &0 Poor 464 Hackberry 6.0 Poor . SHEET
g P B8l Hackberr 6.0 Fair 698 Hackberr [oXe Good
e + I t 34.0 P Y Y
oneylocvs ; oor 233 Osage Orange 7.0 Fair 349 Shagbark Hickor 0.0 Good 465 Hackberry 1&.0 Good :
i Hackberr 2.0 Good ) g Yy . 00 562 Hackberrg 6.0 Fair 6499 Hackber‘rg 6.0 Good L] 03
Y 234 Cherry 46.0 Poor 350 Hackberr 150 Good 466 Hackberry 240 Good -
erry - alr 331 Hackberry 6.0 Gocd - 584 Elm 6.0 Fair 10| Beech 200 Good




N
TREE SURVEY LIST TREE COUNT BY SPECIES S
| g
#  COMMON NAME DBH COND. #  COMMON NAME DBH COND. Apple 2 % S
Beech 134 2 h
J02 Beech 5.0 Good &9 Shagpbark Hickory 240 Good Birch 2| (39 2
7103 Hackberry 8.0 Good 820 Boxelder 2.0 Fair Bitternut Hickory 2 % < 9
T104 Beech 6.0 Good &2l Elm 6.0 Poor Boxelder 12 o -
105 Beech 1&.0 Good 822 Elm 1.0 Poor Cherry &l
JO6 Beech 8.0 Good 823 Boxelder foXe; Poor Crabapple 4
JO7T Beech 5.0 Poor 824 Hackberry 0.0 Good Cueumber Magnolia [
TJO& Beech 2.0 Fair 825 Green Ash 40.0 Poor Dognood 2
71049 Beech 6.0 Good 826 Hackberry 0.0 Good Elm 14
TIO Beech 8.0 Goed 827 Hackberry 12.0 Good Green Ash 23
Tl Boxelder 6.0 Good 828 Green Ash 1&.0 Poor Hackberry 260
712 Beech 0.0 Good 229 Green Ash 15.0 FPoor Honeylocust 68
712 Beech 24.0 Good &30 Green Ash 1.0 Poor Mulberry 5
T4 Beech &.0 Good 23| Elm 8.0 Fair Osage Orange 2
115 Beech 60 Good 832 Green Ash lc.0 Poor Pear 3
TJ16&6 Beech 20.0 Fair 833 Elm [oXe, Fair Pin Cak I
717 Beech 8.0 Good 834 Green Ash [oXe, Poor Pine I
71& Beech 8.0 Poor &35 Green Ash 0.0 FPoor Red Mcple I
719 Sugar Maople 80 Good 836 Green Ash 20.0 Poor Red Cak I
720 Sugar Maople 8.0 Fair &37 Hackberry 240 Fair Redbuvd 2
121 Beech 6.0 Good 838 Green Ash [oXe; Poor Shagbark Hickory 3
122 Beech &0 Falr &394 Elm 9.0 Good Silver Maple (o
123 Cherry 2.0 Falr &40 Hackberry 50 Good Spruce (2] Lol
124 Beech 50 Good &4l Hackberry 2.0 Good Sugar Maple &5 >
125 Beech 6.0 Poor &42 Cherry 50 Poor Sneetbay Magnolia [ Y
126 Hackberry 6.0 Good 843 Hackberry 4.0 Good Sneetgum I L
127 Beech 0.0 Poor &44 Honeylocust 1.0 Fair Walnut 32 o %
128 Cherry 8.0 Good &45 Honeylocust 6.0 Fair T & 7))
129 Beech 0.0 Good &46 Honeylocust &0 Fair TOTAL a2 O~ Lol
130 Green Ash 5.0 Poor 847 Honeylocust 8.0 Fair = & e
13l Sugar Maple 6.0 Good 848 Birch 6.0 Good g = _
132 Beech &0 Poor 8449 Birch 3.0 Good D55 =
133 Elm 6.0 Fair 850 Birch 1.0 Good a e '®)
T34 Sugar Mople 2.0 Good 831 Horneylocust 12.0 Good > —
135 Sugar Maple 6.0 Good &52 Honeylocust &0 Good oA
136 Beech 6.0 Good &53 Honeylocust 6.0 Good i — O
137 Hackberry 6.0 Good &34 Honeylocust 0.0 Sood TREE COUNT BY SIZE AND CONDITION o <ZE Z
128 Beech 8.0 Good &55 Honeylocust [oXe, Good T :
139 Cherry 24.0 Poor &56 Honeylocust 0.0 Good —
140 Beech 40.0 Good &57 Hackberry 4.0 Good TOTAL GOOD  FAIR POOR L
14| Beech 6.0 Ealr 858 Boxelder .o Good
142 Beech 6.0 Fair &34 Elm &0 Falr 6" TO 2" 598 323 124 14| =
143 Beech 2.0 Good 860 Cherry 1.0 Good 12" TO lg" lee &3 36 44
744 Beech 2.0 Good 86| Elm 6.0 Failr 1&" TO 24" &4 40 2 23
145 Beech 0.0 Falr &62 Cherry multi-stem 25.0 Poor 24"+ T 249 |4 28
746 Beech 6.0 Good 863 Cherry 9.0 Poor
747 Hackberry 10 Fair 864 Honeylocust 15.0 Fair TOTAL TREES 42| 475 205 24
748 Beech 2.0 Good &65 Cherry 1.0 Poor
749 Hackberry 0.0 Good 866 Green Ash .o Poor
150 Beechl 80 Falr 867 Hackberry 220 Good
15| Beech 200 Good 8685 Hackberry 6.0 Good
152 Beech 5.0 Poor &69 Hackberry 6.0 Good
153 Beech 0.0 Eair &70 Hackberry 6.0 Good
754 Shagbark Hickery 12.0 Good g;lz glar:kber‘r‘g 22 Zaol; d S
155 Hackberry 0.0 Good 13 Eim 6. P Good L
156 Beech 30.0 Fair :
757 Malnut 2.0 Good 874 Beech 250  Falr >
158 Walnut 0.0 Poor 873 Birch 0.0 Good -4
154 Walnut 8.0 Good &7e Elm 6.0 Poor =
160 Beech 300 Good &77 Dognood 60 Good 7,
16| Beech 60 Good &7 Cherry (X Fair
162 Beech 300 ol &74 Sugar Maple 6.0 Good HJJ
763 Hackberry 60 Good gglo E:m Zg Zggj oY
764 Hackberry 60 Good 862 Elm 6. o Good
765 Hackberry 2.0 Good 883 Ch . I_
766 Beech 6.0 Good erry 12.0 Poor
767 Hackberry 2.0 Good ggg’ grrf Y Zg ZZZ;
768 Elm 270 Poor 286 Ch IO'O o
769 Hackberry 13.0 Falr s cherrg 50 Fo.or‘
170 Hackberry 2.0 Good erry ' air
71 Beech 80 Good 888 Cherry 7.0 Poor
772 Boxelder 2.0 Falr 869 Hackberry 6.0 Good
T13 Hackberry 6.0 Falr g:lo g:errg I-I'IO T;alr o
174 Hackberry 6.0 Falr erry 0 oor =3
1715 Hackberry 6.0 Goced 892 Muloerry 15.0 Poor of
176 Hackberry 4.0 Good 8493 Cherry 4.0 Fair mé 3
1117 Beech 24.0 Falr 894 Hackberry 6.0 Good g ﬁ
T7® Green Ash 0.0 Poor 895 Hackberry 4.0 Fair w% Q
779 Hackberry 6.0 Good g:s ﬁalnut 8.0 Fair wé T 3
180 Elm 6.0 Falr ackberry 6.0 Fair g S
18l Hackberry 1.0 Falr g:g macfk?;errg Zg ';a”“ d wé 3%q
182 Hackberry 1.0 Fair a ﬁ”“ o oo ° 5233
183 Hackberry 1.0 Poor OO cherry © Goo Q; 848
184 Hackberry 0.0 Good 40| Cherry 8.0 Foor 5 G283
185 Elml 20 Poor 402 Sugar Maple 2.0 Good "‘I I IE 835
186 Hackberry 8.0 Good 403 Elm 8.0 Good = = <Va
187 Hackberry 6.0 Falr 404 Sugar Maple 6.0 Good
188 Hackberry 8.0 Good 405 Sugar Maple 6.0 Good
7849 Hackberry 6.0 Good 406 Cherry 1.0 Fair
790 Sugar Mdple 9.0 Good 407 Cherry 13.0 Good
74l Hackberry 8.0 Good 94086 Cherry 6.0 Fair
792 Hackberry 6.0 Good 4049 Honeylocust 12.0 Good
193 Beech 6.0 Ealr dl0 Svgar Maple 60 Good
194 Hackberry 8.0 Good 4ll  Hackberry &0 Good
795 Hackberry 8.0 Good 412 Hackberry 4.0 Good
7196 Hackberry 8.0 Good 413 Elm 10 Poor
197 Hackberry 8.0 Good dl4 Walnut 6.0 Fair
798 Hackberry 6.0 Good 415 Hackberry 6.0 Good
799 Hackberry 8.0 Good 416 Hackberry 6.0 Good
800 Hackberry X Good 41T Hackberry 8.0 Good
80! Hackberry 80 Good 418 Hackberry &0 Good
802 Hackberry 0.0 Good 419 Hackberry 0.0 Good 0
803 Hackberry 7.0 Good 9420 Hackberry &0 Good 5.
804 Hackberry 20.0 Good 421 Hackberry 1.0 Good % |8
505 Hackberry 6.0 Falr o2
806 Hackberry 6.0 Good x |3
607 Hackberry 2.0 Good a
5086 Hackberry 0.0 Good
509 Hackberry 12.0 Good =
8|10 Hackberry 850 Good a
&l Hackberry 4.0 Good
8|12 Hackberry 5.0 Good 2
8|13 Hackberry 6.0 Good =
&l4 Cherry 6.0 FPoor ST
&5 Elm 6o Falr
&l6 Hackberry &0 Good L] _04
&7 Hackberry 0.0 Gocod
8|8 Hackberry 30.0 Gocod




N
TREE REMOVAL LIST 2
o ©
#  COMMON NAME DBH COND. #  COMMON NAME DBH COND. #  COMMON NAME DBH COND. #  COMMON NAME DBH COND. #  COMMON NAME DBH COND. #  COMMON NAME DBH COND. 5 §
D h
I Honeylocust 20.0 Good 14 Sugar Maple 24.0 Fair 237 Silver Maple 250 Fair 352 Hackberry 12.0 Good 465 Hackberry 6.0 Good 585 Walnut &0 Poor S k)
2  Honeylocust 12.0 Good 121 Sugar Maple 20.0 Good 239 Walnut 8.0 Poor 353 Boxelder 4.0 Fair 469 Beech 0.0 Good 566 Hackberry 24.0 Fair < <5
3  Honeylocust 0.0 Good 128 Svugar Maple &0 Good 24| Silver Maple 30.0 fPoor 354 Hackberry 186.0 Good 470 Cherry 6.0 Fair 527 Beech 6.0 Good o 3
4  Honeylocust 12.0 Good 131 Honeylocust 4.0 Fair 242 Silver Maple 24.0 Poor 355 Cherry 8.0 Poor 471 Pin Oak 8.0 Poor 58% Hackberry 8.0 Poeor
5 Em 50 Fair 123 Elm 50 Good 243 Sneetbay Magnolia 2.0 Poor 356 Elm 0.0 Poor 472 Hackberry 0.0 Good 589 Beech 5.0 Good
& Honeylocust 1.0 Good 124 Honeylocust 6.0 Fair 244 Silver Maple 36.0 Poor 357 Cherry 5.0 Poor 473 Elm 6.0 Good 590 Beech 6.0 Good
7 Green Ash 12.0 Poor |40 Elm 6.0 Good 245 Silver Maple 24.0 fPoor 358 Beech 0.0 Good 474 Sugar Maple &0 Good 54l Hackberry 1.0 Good
&  Honeylocust 0.0 Fair 142 Elm 1.0 Fair 246 Osage Orange 0.0 Poor 3549 Cherry 6.0 Poor 475 Hackberry 12.0 Good 542 Hackberry 8.0 Good
4 Honeylocust 0.0 Fair |43  Honeylocust 7.0 Poor 249 Silver Maple 8.0 Poor 360 Cherry 2.0 Poor 476 Sugar Maple 24.0 Good 543 Hackberry 5.0 Fair
IO Hackberry 0.0 Good |44  Honeylocust 1.0 Fair 250 Sneetgum 12.0 Poeor 36| Cherry 5.0 Fair 474 Beech 6.0 Good 544 Walnut 0.0 Good
I Honeylocust 0.0 FPoor 145 Sugar Maple 0.0 Good 23| Spruce 2.0 Poor 362 Cherry 5.0 Poor 480 Beech 30.0 Poor 545 Beech 0.0 Fair
12  Honeylocust 0.0 Poor |46 Honeylocust 15.0 Good 252 Cherry 3.0 Poor 363 Beech 1.0 Good 48| Hackberry 8.0 Good 59é Svgar Maple 8.0 Fair
I3 Elm 6.0 Fair |47 Honeylocust &0 Poor 253 Cherry 21.0 fPoor 364 Beech 6.0 Good 482 Beech 6.0 Good 547 Beech 8.0 Fair
14 Hackberry &0 Fair |48 Honeylocust 1&.0 Good 254 Green Ash 9.0 Poor 365 Cherry 6.0 Poor 483 Green Ash 1&.0 Poor 598 Green Ash 6.0 Poor
I5  Honeylocust 0.0 Poor 44 Sugar Maple 2.0 Good 255 Cherry 8.0 Poor 366 Beech 1.0 Eair 484 Beech 360 Poor 599 Cherry &0 Poor
I7  Honeylocust 1.0 Fair 150 Sugar Maple 0.0 Good 256 Cherry &0 Poor 367 Beech 3.0 Good 485 Hackberry 20 Poor 600 Beech 10 Good
&  Honeylocust 0.0 Fair 151 Sugar Maple 1.0 Good 257 Cherry 12.0 Poor 368 Beech 4.0 Good 486 Beech 6.0 Good 60| Beech 8.0 Fair
19 Honeylocust 12.0 Fair 152 Honeylocust 0.0 Poor 26l Cherry 6.0 Fair 369 Cherry 1.0 Fair 487 Beech 6.0 Poor 602 Beech 0.0 Good
20 Honeylocust 8.0 Poor 153 Sugar Maple 2|.0 Sood 264 Cherry 4.0 Fair 370 Beech 6.0 Good 488 Beech 210 Good 603 Beech 8.0 Fair
2l Hackberry 1.0 Good 154 Hackberry 8.0 Fair 265 Cherry lo.o Fair 371 Sugar Maple 210 Good 4849 Cherry 1.0 Good 604 Beech 8.0 Good
22 Sugar Maple 1.0 eo_od IS5  Honeylocust 8.0 Good 266 Cherry 12.0 Fair 372 Hackberry 20 Good 490 Boxelder 6.0 Eair 605 Beech 2.0 Good
23 Honeylocust &.0 Fair 156 Hackberry 1.0 Good 270 Cherry 14.0 Fair 373 Cherry 210 Good 44| Walnut 0.0 Fair 606 Boxelder 0.0 Poor L]
24 Eim 6.0 Poor 157 Hackberry &0 Good 27 Cherry 12.0 Failr 374 Cherry 200 Falr 442 Walnut 1.0 Good 607 Beech 13.0 Good >
25 Honeylocust 12.0 Poor 158 Sugar Mople 0.0 Sood 275 Hackberry 12.0 Fair 375 Elm 8.0 Poor 493 Beech 6.0 Good 608 Walnut 12.0 Good v
27  Honeylocust 6.0 Poor 159 Hackberry 120 Good 276 Cherry 2.0 Poor 376 Cherry 5.0 Poor 494 Beech 6.0 Good 604 Elm 1.0 Good
256 Honeylocust 12.0 Poor 160 Hackberry 8.0 Good 277 Cherry 15.0 Poor 377 Cherry 2.0 Poor 495 Hackberry 2.0 Good 6|0 Cherry 1.0 Fair o Z L]
29  Cherry 15.0 Poor 16| Honeylocust 14.0 Good 278 Green Ash 0.0 Poor 378 Cherry 27.0 Poor 4496 Beech 6.0 Good 6ll  Hackberry &0 Good T é W
30 Honeylocust &0 Fair 162 Hackberry 0.0 Good 274 Hackberry .o Fair 374 Cherry 0.0 Poor 497 Beech 6.0 Good 612 Hackberry &o Good O~ Ll
3l Cherry 0.0 Poor 165 Cherry &0 Poor 280 Cherry 0.0 Poor 380 Apple 5.0 Poor 498 Beech 0.0 Good 6|3 Hackberry 6.0 Fair > & o
32 Honeylocust 0.0 Poor 164 Sugar Maple 20.0 Fair 28| Sugar Maple 200 Good 38| Beech 5.0 Good 4494 Cherry 6.0 Good 616 Hackberry 0.0 Good 5 s
33 Honeylocust 10.0 Poor 165 Hackberry 5.0 Good 282 Cherry 8.0 Poor 382 Cherry 5.0 Poor 500 Beech 12.0 Good 617 Hackberry lo.o Fair DEx —
34 Honeylocust 0.0 Fair 16&  Sugar Maple 20.0 Fair 283 Sugor Maple 240 Good 383 Cherry 34.0 Poor 50| Walnut 6.0 Good 6l& Elm 240 Poor 2 Z T O
25 Honeylocust 0.0 Poor |69 Boxelder 6.0 Good 264 Cherry 9.0 Falr 384 Cherry 1.0 Good 502 Hackberry 0.0 Poor 619 Beech 8.0 Good L >
36 Honeylocust .0 Fair ITO Boxelder 6.0 Good 285 Dognood 0.0 Good 385 Beech 300 Good 503 Beech 0.0 Good 620 Hackberry 6.0 Good [®) E —
26 Hoaoylocuet 60 Poor 6 Hockbrry S50 Good 286 Cherry 290 e 286 Beech 20 Good 202 Beech 00 ood o3b oo oS B 2 o
. ' 287 Elml 3.0 Good 387 Birch 8.0 Good 505 Beech 5.0 Good 622 Hackberry 6.0 Good —
29 Sugar Mople 6.0 Good :gl :oniglocust :2'0 6003 288 Cherry 13.0 Good 388 Birch 8.0 Poor 506 Sugor Maple 6.0 Falr 623 Sugar Maple 200 Good Oz 3
:O E?neglocust :'O Poor I &g iyt 625 goo o 289 Cherry 14.0 Good 3849 Birch 8.0 Poor 507 Hackberry 0.0 Fair 624 Hackberry 6.0 Poor —
45 Sm M| | O Poo; oA ﬁc erry 5 Poo 2490 Cherry 0.0 Good 340 Birch 15.0 Poor 508 Beech 20.0 Good 625 Sugar Maple 1&.0 Fair L
i Hugarl aF’te Igg ,C:o-o e ﬁ eL‘l’;H IéOO 6"0; 24| Cherry 24.0 Good 34| Bireh 2.0 Good 5049 Sugar Maple .0 Good 626 Beech 32,0 Good ;
46 53322 f/rccl;;le 6.0 Sood 86 cbea‘,Zfoﬂi 0.0 Far 292 Red Maple 0.0 Good 392 Hackberry 6.0 Good Slo cherry 6.0 Fair 627 Beech 100 Good
: . X : . 293 Cherry 22.0 Good 393 Hackberr 6.0 Fair 5l Hackberry 5.0 Good 629 Hackberry 6.0 Good
:2 Efmeglocust g)OO |I:a|r :g; Zlver l;l‘aﬁle 323 1;a|r 294 Cherry 5.0 Poor 3494 Hackberra 0.0 Good 512 Hackberry 2.0 Good 630 Beech 30.0 Good
m ' oor reen ms - oor 295 Cherr 340  Poor 395 Hackberr 8.0 Fair 513 Walnut 6.0 Good 632 Hackberry 8.0 Good
50 Svgar Maple 1.0 Good &4 Honeylocust 200 Fair 4 4
5 Honeylocust 6.0 Poor 190  Honeylocust 20.0 Fair 296 cherry 0.0 Poor 396 Beech 400 Poor Sl4 Redbud 0.0 Good 655 Eim 1o Good
52 c¢h 4 a0 P al s HM I 200 Good 297 Cherry 0.0 Fair 397 Walnut 5.0 Fair 515 Cherry 0.0 Poor 634 Walnut 0.0 Good
=3 Ch:::g 8.0 ng: a5 ct\gef: aple qO- 6ggd 248 Cherry 12.0 Good 348 Hackberry 6.0 Good Sle Silver Maple 60 Fair 635 Cherry 6.0 Falr
54 Hone ?ocust 1.0 Poor 93 Pearg 2.0 Poor 299 Hackoerry 1.0 Good 399 Hackberry 8.0 Fair 517 Elm .o Fair 636 Cherry 240 Poor
o4 he a?- ocust i Poer. 9> Pear 29 Poor 300 Sugar Mdple 2.0 Good 400 Beech 300 Fair 51& Sugar Maple 5.0 Good 637 Hackberry 6.0 Falr
=8 5U901r‘ Maple 6-0 cood . Hackbgerr b-O i 30| Apple &0 Poor 40| Beech 0.0 Good 519 Hackberry 6.0 Good 6328 Beech . 6.0 Good
=q Ho%e Iocuzt 50 it 96 Eim Y 20.0 Soor 304 Elml 20 Fair 402 Beech 21.0 Good 520 Hackberry 6.0 Poor 629 Cucumber Magnolia 5.0 Good -
60 Honealocust 8.0 Poor 197 Pear 2.0 Poor 205 che;rg 12.0 Poor 403 Hackberry .o Good gglz maacl,kk;errg Zg T;alr d ZZO qu:TeLder |6O'OO T;a!r 4
' ; ) 306 Birc 2.0 Fair 404 Hackberr 6.0 Good nv . oo nv : air
o4 Sugot viople 00 eood 9 s 56 Gooo 507 Birc 80 Foor 408 Crerry 00 Fair 525 Beach 60 &ood 642 Hockberry 8o Far -~
65 Sugar Maple 6.0 Good 200 Sgruce 240 Good 208 Birch 8.0 Fair 406 Cherry &0 Good ggg gackbeb:rg | %OO Zoog Z:i H:itﬁ:::ﬁ :gg ZOOI; d EI
- i I ' - 304 Cherry 6.0 Fair 407 Beech 48.0 Fair vgar Maple - 00 -
22 gll.:;ar Maple IéJOO Zao'; d gglz ;Tlierr gJOO ’;ggr 3|0 Birch 0.0 Fair 408 Walnut 6.0 Poor 526 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 645 Hackberry [oXe Good >
6& Hackberry 6.0 Fair 563 Hackbegrg 6.0 Good 3|l  Birch 12.0 Fair 409 Walnut 6.0 Poor 527 Hackberry . 6.0 Fair 646 Hackberry 12.0 Good O
12 Sugar Mople 0.0 Good 504 Pear 2.0 Poor 3|2 Birch 0.0 Poor 410 Beech 300 Good 528 Hackberry multi-stem 0.0 Good 647 Hackberry 6.0 Good
73 Hackberry 2.0 Good 205 Spruce 2.0 Poor 313 Birch 0.0 Poor 4ll - Beech 0.0 FPoor 529 Hackberry 00 Good 648 Elm 6.0 Good =
314 Cherr &0 Fair 412 Beech 6.0 Good 530 Hackberry q.0 Good 6449 Hackberry 0.0 Good 1T
74 Hackberry 2.0 Good 206 Spruce 20.0 Poor Y 53| Hackb 60 Good 650 Hacklberr 0.0 Fair
75 Sugar Mople ©.0 Fair 207 Walnut 6.0 Poor 315 Birch 0.0 Fair 413 Cherry 6.0 Good geroerry ' °0 65 Hackb 4 0.0 Eai » 4
76 Hackberry 4.0 Good 208 Spruce 250 FPoor 316 Cherry 6.0 Failr 414 Elm 6.0 Poor 292 Hackoerry éo Good 652 Elac ey ) Palr‘ L
77  Sugar Maple 5.0 Good 204 Cherry 200  Poor 2:; gl:ch g.g 11:oor 2:2 Cs,herrgM | :g.g f;alrd ggi 2?;':?:""9 '_7250 ig:; o2 Ha”;kberrg °< Foor T
74 Sugar Maple 5.0 Good 2|0 Hackberr 9.0 Good erry . oor vgar Maple - oo ; - '
&0 Sugar Magle 0.0 Good 2|2 Sugar Ma%:le 240 Poor g';o g'm: %OO zoor i:; c:errg ﬂ.O f;alr ggz 2:2::3 :gg ::2.; ggg :;Zegc’f’h 340 o 233; IE
&2 suger Maple 6.0 Good 26 Walnut 30.0 Poor Ire : oor Cherry © oor =34 ' '
Cherr 2.0 Poor 656 Sugar Maple 12.0 Good
&3 sugar Mople 6.0 Good 222 Crabapple 2.0 Poor 32| Cherry lo.0 Poor 419 Walnut 13.0 Good J
54 Sugor Mople 00  Good 223 Crabopple 20  Poor 322 Birch 0o Falr 420 Green Ash o0 Poor 540 Cherry e Poor A A N eo  Foor
85 Sugar Mople 6.0 Good 224 Cherr 8o  Poor 323 Cherry 0o Poor 42| Cherry 8.0 Fair m ' oor 2 ° '
Y 422 Hacki 6 d 542 Hackberry 2.0 Good 659 Sugar Maple 1&.0 Good
&6 Sugar Maople 6.0 Good 227 Cherry 0.0 Poor 324 Cherry 12.0 FPoor 22 Hackberry O Goo 660 Svaar Maple 2.0 Poor
&1 Hackberr &0 Good 229 Mulberr 210 Poor 325 Cherry 8.0 Falr 423 Elm 6.0 Poor 543 Hackberry 12.0 Good g P ) o
&8 Sugar Mc;1H le 8.0 Good 230 Ch . 0.« P 326 Cherr 8.0 Fair 424 Elm 6.0 Poor 544 Hackberry &.o Good 66| Cherry l0.0 Fair &
3 P , . © cnerry 0.0 oor J ’ : 545 Cherry 2.0 Fair 662 Cherry 8.0 Poor =27
&4 Cherry 2.0 Fair 23| Cherry 7.0 Poor 327 Cherry 8.0 Poor 425 Hackberry 0.0 Sood 547 E| 0.0 = 663 Hackberr 6.0 Good O:
40 Suger Maple 0.0 Good 232 Cherr 240 Poor 328 Cherry 8.0 Poor 426 Hackberry &0 Good m : oor Y : z 3
J ' . 548 Hackberry 9.0 Good 664 Beech l0.0 Good c: 3
4l Hackberry 0.0 Good 233 Osage Orange 1.0 Falr 329 Cherry 6.0 Fair 427 Cherry 0.0 Poor =50 Elml 50 Poor 665 Bitternut Hickory 8.0 Good G} 2
44 Hackberry 6.0 Good 234 Cherr 460 Poor 330 Cherry 8.0 Fair 428 Hackberry 6.0 Good . ' g 2
4 55| Cherry 8.0 Poor 666 Beech 2.0 Good E o <
95 Hackberry &0 Good 235 Cherr 230 Fair 33| Cherry 8.0 Poor 429 Hackberry &0 Good ; B op I
46 Hackberry &.0 Good ] ' 332 Cherry 6.0 Poor 430 Hackberry 8.0 Good ggg Hactgew :g-g ';a"‘d 22; Eaef:;‘err ?é% Zggg D 5
47 Hackberry 6.0 Good 333 Cherry 15.0 Good 43| Beech &.0 Good acroerry . - oo oed Bosen Y o ool w§ 38
49 Hackberr 6.0 Good 334 Cherr 2.0 Good 432 Beech 6.0 Good 554 Hackberry multi-stem  25.0 Good eec ; oo 2 ezd
0O Hackberrg P e i Y Moo e oo 433 Booch 60 Good 555 Hackberry 8.0 Good 670 Hackberry 6.0 Good 2 393
ol Hackberra P cood ol i 27 MePe s ooo¢ 434 Booch 50 Good 558 Elm 8.0 Good 671 Hackberry 6.0 Good : 82%
' i : 554 Cherry 6.0 Poor 672 Cherry 0.0 Good s gE3
:gg :actk;errg 22 Zooj 337 Cherry 0.0 Po_or :gz :j:ztg:::g :gg gaoi«:d 560 Hackberry 2.0 Good 673 Walnut 5.0 Good Ewé 582
acroerry . oo 338 Svgar Maplel 4.0 Fair Y : 56| Beech O Good 614 Hackberr 0.0 Good
|04 Hackberry 6.0 Good 339 Elm 8.0 Poor 437 Green Ash 5.0 Poor =62 Ch 80 o 675 Bitternut ?—Iickor 300 Good
|05 Hackberry 6.0 Good 340 Cherry 18.0 Poor 438 Beech ©.0 Good erry ' oor 4 '
0T Hackberry 6.0 Good 350 Hackberry 15.0 Good 440 Beech 6.0 Good 565 Hac erry ' oo '
i ackberry 6.0 Fair 678 Elml 8.0 Poor
|04 Hackberry 7.0 Fair 35| Hackberry 6.0 Good 44| Beech 6.0 Good .
I3 Sugar Maple .o Good 442 Hackberr 80 Good 566 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 679 Beech 0.0 Good
16  Honeylocust 34.0 Poor 443 Hackberra 5.0 Good gz; g:ech |20'rOO Z‘;‘;’; Zglo Ellan}Lut gg Zii; g
s :gﬁ';;’f’;;”yst 20 good dag Cherry e roor. 564 Hackberry 5.0 Good 682 Beech 6.0 Good
446 Beech 200 Good 570 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 683 Green Ash 0.0 Foor
447 Beech 0o Poor 571 Cherry 0.0 Fair 684 Cherry 5.0 Fair
. . 572 Cherry 6.0 FPoor 685 Sugar Maple 0.0 Good
348 Beech 200 Tar 573 Hackberry 6.0 Falr 626 Elm 6.0 Good
4eo Bl o oo 574 Hackberry 5.0 Good 687 Hackberry 6.0 Good
220 Hoekb P e 575 Hackberry 8.0 Fair 688 Walnut 18.0 Good
429 Hoorbomd P e 576 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 689 Elm 6.0 Good "
preegiugntdtt oo ooo 577 Hackberry 6.0 Good 690 Beech 24.0 Good Z
454 Elm 8.0 Poor‘ 576 Hackberry 24.0 Good 64l Beech 6.0 Good o |18
455 Elm 6.0 600';1 579 Hackberry 6.0 Good 692 Hackberry 6.0 Good S |&
456 Ha";,kb r 10 Ggg d 560 Beech 6.0 Good 693 Hackberry 6.0 Good x |8
457 & eAHh 8.0 P 58| Hackberry 6.0 Fair 694 Beech 24.0 Good u
458 Elr sen As 6.0 Fo_or 562 Hackberry 6.0 Fair 695 Beech 15.0 Good
42a Eim P oo 563 Beech 6.0 Good 696 Beech 8.0 Good "
: 5854 Elm 6.0 Fair 697 Hackberry 6.0 Goeod s
460 Hackberry 6.0 Good 648 Hackberr 0.0 Good
46| Hackberry 6.0 Good 4 : <
462 Boxelder 6.0 Fair ¥
463 Elm 6.0 Good =
464 Hackberry 6.0 Poor SHEET
465 Hackberry 1©.0 Good
466 Hackberry 24.0 Good L] -05
467 EIm 6.0 Good




TREE REMOVAL LIST

#

703
TO04
T2
713
T4
T&
714
722
724
746
744
150
75!
752
753
154
155
156
757
158
754
760
T6!
762
763
T64
7165
T66
767
765
764
T70
771
772
773
T4
775
7176
T
778
774
T80
T8l
782
T84
785
186
787
788
T84
7490

COMMON NAME

Hackberry
Beech
Beech
Beech
Beech
Beech
Sugar Maple
Beech
Beech
Beech
Hackberry
Beechl
Beech
Beech
Beech
Shagbark Hickory
Hackberry
Beech
Walnut
Walnut
Walnut
Beech
Beech
Beech
Hackberry
Hackberry
Hackberry
Beech
Hackberry
Elm
Hackberry
Hackberry
Beech
Boxelder
Hackberry
Hackberry
Hackberry
Hackberry
Beech
Green Ash
Hackberry
Elm
Hackberry
Hackberry
Hackberry
Elml
Hackberry
Hackberry
Hackberry
Hackberry
Sugar Maple

DBH

&0
60
0.0
240
1&.0
1&.0
8.0
8.0
8.0
6.0
0.0
8.0
20.0
5.0
0.0
2.0
0.0
30.0
12.0
0.0
1&.0
30.0
6.0
30.0
60
60
2.0
60
2.0
27.0
2.0
2.0
&0
2.0
60
60
60
9.0
240
0.0
60
60
7.0
7.0
0.0
20
&0
60
&0
60
9.0

COND.

Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Poor
Good
Falr
Good
Good
Good
Falr
Good
Poor
Falr
Good
Good
Fair
Good
Poor
Good
Good
Good
Fair
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Poor
Fair
Good
Good
Fair
Fair
Fair
Good
Good
Fair
Poor
Good
Fair
Fair
Fair
Good
Poor
Good
Fair
Good
Good
Good

# COMMON NAME

825 Green Ash
&34 Green Ash
&35 Green Ash
836 Green Ash
&37 Hackberry
&38 Green Ash
&394 Elm

&40 Hackberry
&42 Cherry
843 Hackberry
&44 Honeylocust
845 Honeylocust
846 Honeylocust
&47 Honeylocust
&48 Birch

&449 Birch

&350 Birch

&3] Honeylocust
852 Honeylocust
853 Honeylocust
854 Honeylocust
855 Honeylocust
856 Honeylocust
860 Cherry

865 Cherry
866 Green Ash
867 Hackberry
865 Hackberry
869 Hackberry
&70 Hackberry
&7 Hackberry
&72 Elm

&73 Elm

&74 Beech

&15 Birch

&176 Elm

&77 Dognood
&18 Cherry

&74 Sugar Maple
&80 Elm

&8l Elm

&82 Elm

&84 Cherry

&85 Elm

886 Cherry

&&71 Cherry
888 Cherry

&89 Hackberry
&40 Cherry

&4l Cherry
&92 Mulberry
400 Cherry

40! Cherry
402 Sugar Maople
403 EIm

404 Sugar Maple
405 Sugar Maople
408 Cherry

dall  Hackberry
412 Hackberry
412 Elm

ql4 Walnut

415 Hackberry

DBEH

40.0
l©.0
l©.0
20.0
240
l©.0
9.0
&0
&0
4.0
1.0
6.0
&0
&0
6.0
2.0
1.0
2.0
8.0
6.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
1.0
.o
220
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
25.0
0.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
710
6.0
0.0
2.0
7.0
60
1.0
7.0
5.0
60
&0
2.0
&0
60
60
60
&0
9.0
7.0
60
60

COND.

Peoor
Poeor
Poeor
Poeor
Falr
Poor
Good
Good
Poeor
Good
Falr
Falr
Falr
Falr
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Poor
Poor
Good
Good
Good
Good
Falr
Good
Good
Fair
Good
Poor
Good
Fair
Good
Good
Good
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Fair
Poor
Good
Fair
Poor
Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Good
Good
Good
Fair
Good
Good
Poor
Fair
Good

TREE REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT ANALYSIS

NUMBER OF TREES REMOVED (6" TO 24") 657

NUMBER OF TREES REMOVED POOR COND. (6" TO 24") |12
REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENT (6" TO 24") (485) 25" TREES or 1213"

INCHES OF TREES REMOVED (24'"+) 164l
INCHES OF TREES REMOVED POOR COND. (24"+) 121
REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENT (24"+) (388) 25" TREES or 470"
TOTAL REPLACEMENT TREES REQUIRED

REPLACEMENT TREES PROVIDED

(6713) 25" TREES or 2/83"
(704) TREES TOTALING 284"

NOTE: TO PROVIDE FOR REASONABLE TREE SFPACING, BEST
HORTICULTURAL PRACTICES, AND A MORE NATURALIZED LOOK
AT TIME OF PLANTING THE TOTAL TREE REPLACEMENT
REQUIREMENT |S BEING MET USING TREES OF VARYING SIZES
ACCOUNTING FOR THE TOTAL CALIFPER INCHES NECESSARY
FOR REFPLACEMENT.

Date

AUGUST 2, 2012

12046

Job No.
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PLANNING = LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE #GRAPHIC DESIGN
P 614-486-3343 F 614-486-3344

1400 Goodale Boulevard
Columbus, OH 43212

REVISIONS

DESCRIPTION

DATE

MARK
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OI

15’

30’

60’

NORTH

KENTUCKY COFFEE TREE

PLANT KEY

PACIFIC SUNSET MAFLE

— BALD CYPRESS

BC
MS
FS
KC

BALDCYPRESS
"MORAINE" SWEETGUM
FPACIFIC SUNSET MAFLE
KENTUCKY COFFEE TREE

SEE SHEET L4.0l FOR A COMPLETE PLANT LIST AND
PLANTING DETAILS.

GENERAL NOTES

EACH CONTRACTOR |S TO VERIFY WITH OANER AND UTILITY COMPANIES
THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, TO DETERMINE
IN THE FIELD THE ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL EXISTING
UTILITIES, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS OR NOT. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL CALL UTILITY PROTECTION SERVYICE 72 HOURS PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

EXAMINE FINISH SURFACE, GRADES, TOPSOIL QUALITY AND DEPTH.
DO NOT START ANY NORK UNTIL UNSATISFACTORY CONDITIONS HAVE
BEEN CORRECTED. VERIFY LIMITS OF NWORK BEFORE STARTING.

CONTRACTOR RESFPONSIBLE FOR COST OF REPAIRS TO EXISTING SITE
CONDITIONS NHEN DAMAGED BY CONTRACTOR. REFPAIR TO THE
SATISFACTION OF THE OANER.

ALL PLANT MASSES TO BE CONTAINED WITHIN 3" DEEP HARDWOOD BARK
MULCH BED.

CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN POSITIVE DRAINAGE IN LAWN AREAS.

FINE GRADE LANN AREAS TO PROVIDE A SMOOTH AND CONTINUAL
GRADE FREE OF IRREGULARITIES OR DEFPRESSIONS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL SEED OR SOD ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING
CONSTRUCTION, SEE PLAN.

ALL PLANTS SHALL MEET OR EXCEED STANDARDS SET IN THE
US.A. STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK.

ALL PLANTING OPERATIONS SHALL ADHERE TO THE AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN STANDARDS.

elli

LEGEND

Date

AUGUST 2, 2012

12046

Job No.

CITY OF DUBLIN, OHIO
FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
FOR

WELLINGTON RESERVE

O

STREET TREE -

STREET TREE LOCATIONS SHOWN ON PLAN ARE FOR
QUANTITY TAKEOFFS ONLY. FINAL PLANT TYPE AND
LOCATION WILL BE DETERMINED BY THE CITY FORESTER.

15’

30'

60’

NORTH

LANDSCAPE PLAN
STREET TREE PLANTING

THE

EDGErour

PLANNING = LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE sGRAPHIC DESIGN
P 614-486-3343 F 614-486-3344

1400 Goodale Boulevard
Columbus, OH 43212

REVISIONS

DESCRIPTION

DATE

MARK

SHEET

L2.02




e
e
AUGUST 2, 2012
12046

. GRACILLIMUS .
GRACILLIMUS
\ \ MAIDEN GRASS .
MAIDEN GRASS \

Date
Job No.

O A ACYS STONE COLUMN 4 ofojoflofo \
2 WINTER KING .
WINTER KING X+ & o e XXX~ HANTHORN .

A o
HANTHORN i g\ o [ oY~ R +< ® ©
v, v (¥ N \ 0% W . " o 2 \ iy
< 0% \
<05 TIMBER GUARDRAIL =<
+ = N (s} [} o iy - + =0.' =0
o.o 0‘0 \ i 0‘0 0“ C :IO \ :ID 1
+ + N 4 - \ =
+ o o o o +
{ oo o0 + YN AV + o0 o0 :is ilg
+¥fo]o \ o ) o h.' \ N
n
+ o] (o) (o] o] + \
+ +
{ o0 o0 C . o [} [} o L o0 o0 =
+ . + 9 . Q
n ¢ ° e @BROADMOOR : n o iy 0 L
+ — »
BROADMOOR ) o ENTRY FEATURE SIGN 3C NIPER o . \ =
JUNIPER NEDERERERIEO ~s (SEE DETAIL QN THIS SHEET) <+ + L+ + )+ 2-6° e , , = e
; Sre - (I 1) 0% w
o 0 [ o] o o) o 0 + o = I o W
" o ml \IQ 0 O LLI
oV {+¥+E+H+8+8+¥%+ (o 35 ooX+E+¥+H+¥+5+8¥+8+%+ o : ™ - = o
°J)f+¥+8+X+8+R+%+ K3 ke xe | gﬁ#ﬁﬁﬁ? LON _\ N°AN°Kf+E+B+8+8+X+8+8+%+ ° | | - ) K E E x =
[e] o o (o} o] o} o o 4 + o ) [e] [¢] o] o o [e] o] o [e] [e] [o] [o] o UPL'@HTS (TYP)< ( o. 2|_6II |6'-O" 2I'6" 8 % 8 O
o o ] o o o o o) fo) ) o & o o o o o) o) o) o o o) o o l l . T \ L > h
+ 1 . o LU
(o] ] o o o o} o [o] I T o} o o o [¢] o] o o] [¢] o] o ¥ / * o w
i L © ° | © . e >— |
o o Io) o o ° o ) * + =+ o o o o ] oe| © o o o o o o o [} o - T \i\ : N \ (|:_) <Z( Z
ofoJoJofoYoYoJoYof.dYcofo)o c( @ WALKERS H—Ow o)foYololNoYoJoYoJo[o)o]ol)e = / = -
CATMINT Q J 24-0" 24— '\ =
L] E— L L] L L] . - | Q '
- — Jl\ J ;

EENIE WEEN T~
DAYLILLY % ~_

> 7 N R R AN
U7 />\\ EENIE WEENIE VAN RN
4 N DAYLILLY - \ p y
\ Y ANY 7 N \ ;7N

ENTRY ENLARGEMENT
AND DETAILS

@ ENTRY FEATURE PLANTING W @ @ ENTRY FEATURE LAYOUT

o' 5' 10' 20' NORTH

o' 5' 10' 20’ NORTH

GENERAL NOTES

. EACH CONTRACTOR IS TO VERIFY WITH OANER AND UTILITY COMPANIES
THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, TO DETERMINE
IN THE FIELD THE ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL EXISTING
UTILITIES, WHETHER SHOAN ON THE PLANS OR NOT. THE CONTRACTOR 6'-6"
SHALL CALL UTILITY PROTECTION SERVICE 712 HOURS PRIOR TO 10'-0"
CONSTRUCTION. 4'-0"

2. EXAMINE FINISH SURFACE, GRADES, TOPSOIL QUALITY AND DEPTH.
DO NOT START ANY WORK UNTIL UNSATISFACTORY CONDITIONS HAVE ——— 2-S|DED ALUMINUM SIGN PANEL (MATTE
BEEN CORRECTED. VERIFY LIMITS OF NWORK BEFORE STARTING. BLACK BACKGROUND WITH GOLD LETTERING)

PLANNING = LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE *GRAPHIC DESIGN
1400 Goodale Boulevard

Columbus, OH 43212

P 614-486-3343 F 614-486-3344

THE

3. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR COST OF REPAIRS TO EXISTING SITE

CONDITIONS WHEN DAMAGED BY CONTRACTOR. REPAIR TO THE " "
SATISFACTION OF THE OWNER. __——(2) 2" x 12" NOOD TIMBERS
COR-TEN STEEL BRACKET

4, ALL PLANT MASSES TO BE CONTAINED WITHIN 3" DEEP HARDWOOD BARK ° o o o * S5|GN PANEL TO BE EXTERNALLY ILLUMINATED WITH
MULCH BED. ) GROUND MOUNTED LIGHTS (SEE PLAN)
- 3" PRECAST CONCRETE CAP

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN POSITIVE DRAINAGE IN LAWN AREAS. ﬁﬁ T o v N T g 62" COR-TEN STEEL TUBE
FINE GRADE LAAN AREAS TO PROVIDE A SMOOTH AND CONTINUAL { - () BATTERED STONE COLUMN (WY ANDOTTE -
GRADE FREE OF IRREGULARITIES OR DEPRESSIONS.

SPLIT VENEER IN COURSED ASHLAR PATTERN)

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL SEED OR 50D ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING R E S E RV E B 24" NOOD TIMBER GUARDRALL |

&II s
o

=1
>4

>

lo

2I_OII

3I_4II

CONSTRUCTION, SEE PLAN.

8. ALL PLANTS SHALL MEET OR EXCEED STANDARDS SET IN THE 1 S F . .
US.A. STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK. L

4. ALL PLANTING OPERATIONS SHALL ADHERE TO THE AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN STANDARDS.

REVISIONS

&"'x8" NOOD POST

STAFF REVIEW COMMENTS

DESCRIPTION

[+]
o
i |I'6" — |2|| e
[+]
o
[+]
o

4+ |'-0" +6'Y
PNy
e

DATE
08.21.12

PLANT KEY
2I_4II L _6" TchK LlMESTONE SLAB
BR BROADMOOR JUNIPER 12" THICK LIMESTONE SLAB 6"

EW EENIE WEENIE DAYLILLY 6! 56" 160"
&M GRACILLIMUS MAIDEN GRASS
WK WINTER KING HAWTHORN

7 2I_6II

MARK

* SEE SHEET L4.0l FOR A COMPLETE PLANT LIST AND
PLANTING DETAILS.

SN AN @ ENTRY FEATURE SIGNAGE "' L3.01
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GENERAL NOTES LESEND

. EACH CONTRACTOR |S TO VERIFY WITH OWNER AND UTILITY COMPANIES
THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, TO DETERMINE
IN THE FIELD THE ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL EXISTING
UTILITIES, AHETHER SHOAN ON THE PLANS OR NOT. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL CALL UTILITY PROTECTION SERVICE 72 HOURS PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

2. EXAMINE FINISH SURFACE, GRADES, TOPSOIL QUALITY AND DEPTH. %

DO NOT START ANY WORK UNTIL UNSATISFACTORY CONDITIONS HAYE
BEEN CORRECTED. VERIFY LIMITS OF NORK BEFORE STARTING.

3. CONTRACTOR RESFONSIELE FOR COST OF REFPAIRS TO EXISTING SITE
CONDITIONS WHEN DAMAGED BY CONTRACTOR. REFAIR TO THE
SATISFACTION OF THE OWNER.

ALL PLANT MASSES TO BE CONTAINED WITHIN 3" DEEP HARDNOCOD BARK

MULCH BED. @
CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN POSITIVE DRAINAGE IN LAWN AREAS.

FINE GRADE LAAN AREAS TO PROVIDE A SMOOTH AND CONTINUAL
GRADE FREE OF IRREGULARITIES OR DEPRESSIONS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL SEED OR S0D ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING
CONSTRUCTION, SEE PLAN.

ALL PLANTS SHALL MEET OR EXCEED STANDARDS SET IN THE
US.A. STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK.

ALL PLANTING OPERATIONS SHALL ADHERE TO THE AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN STANDARDS.

REPLACEMENT TREE

EVERGREEN TREE

PROPOSED SHRUB

EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN

Wellington Reserve Ct.

o' 15' 30' 60’ NORTH

PLANT KEY

6L GREENSPIRE LITTLELEAF LINDEN

L LONDON PLANETREE

RO RED OAK 3" CAL.

RO RED OAK 4 1/2" CAL.

SH SKYLINE HONEYLOCUST

SM SHUIMARD OAK

SO SHINGLE CAK

YN YELLOAWOOD

NS NORWAY SPRUCE

55 SERBIAN SPRUCE

(4] WHITE SPRUCE

AS ALLEGHENY SERVICEBERRY

ER REDBUD

ST SUGARTYME CRABAPFLE

K AINTER KING HAWTHORN

SG SEA 6REEN JUNIFER

cL CHICAGO LUSTRE ARROWANOOD VIBURNUM
Ad AUTUMN JAZZ ARROWNOOD VIBURNUM
B COMPACT BURNINGBUSH

*

SEE SHEET L4.0| FOR A COMPLETE PLANT LIST AND
PLANTING DETAILS.

AUGUST 2, 2012
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o
PLANT KEY

Gl GREENSPIRE LITTLELEAF LINDEN
LP LONDON PLANETREE

RD RED OAK 2" CAL.

RO RED OAK 4 /2" CAL.

SH SKYLINE HONEYLOCUST

oM SHUMARD OAK

SO SHINGLE CAK

YA YELLOWNOOD

NS NORWAY SPRUCE
S5 SERBIAN SPRUCE
(4= WHITE SPRUCE

AS ALLEGHENY SERVICEBERRY
ER REDBEUD

ST VGARTYME CRABAFFLE
WK WINTER KING HAWTHORN

SG SEA GREEN JUNIFER

cL CHICAGO LUSTRE ARRONAOCD VIBURNUM
Ad AUTUMN JAZZ ARROWANOOD VIBURNUM

cB COMPACT BURNINGBUSH

* SEE SHEET L4.01 FOR A COMPLETE PLANT LIST AND
PLANTING DETAILS.

GENERAL NOTES

I. EACH CONTRACTOR IS TO YERIFY AITH OANER AND UTILITY COMPANIES
THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, TO DETERMINE
IN THE FIELD THE ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL EXISTING
UTILITIES, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS OR NOT. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL CALL UTILITY PROTECTION SERVICE 12 HOURS PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.,

2. EXAMINE FINISH SURFACE, GRADES, TOPSOIL QUALITY AND DEFPTH.
DO NOT START ANY WORK UNTIL UNSATISFACTORY CONDITIONS HAVE
BEEN CORRECTED. VERIFY LIMITS OF WORK BEFORE STARTING.

3. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR COST OF REFAIRS TO EXISTING SITE
CONDITIONS WHEN DAMAGED BY CONTRACTOR. REPAIR TO THE
SATISFACTION OF THE OANER.

4. ALL PLANT MASSES TO BE CONTAINED WITHIN 3" DEEF HARDWOOD BARK
MULCH BED.

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN POSITIVE DRAINAGE IN LAAN AREAS.

€. FINE GRADE LAWN AREAS TO PROVIDE A SMOOTH AND CONTINUAL
GRADE FREE OF IRREGULARITIES OR DEPRESSIONS.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL SEED OR SOD ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING
CONSTRUCTION, SEE PLAN.

8. ALL PLANTS SHALL MEET OR EXCEED STANDARDS SET IN THE
US.A. STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK.

4. ALL PLANTING OPERATIONS SHALL ADHERE TO THE AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN STANDARDS.

Wellington Reserve Ct.

—_

LEGEND
O REPLACEMENT TREE {:}:} PROPOSED SHRUB

% EVERGREEN TREE @ EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN

Wellington Reserve Ct.
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CITY OF DUBLIN, OHIO
FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
FOR

WELLINGTON RESERVE

BUFFER ENLARGEMENT
LOTS 8-18

THE

EDGEcrour

PLANNING = LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE =GRAPHIC DESIGN
P 614-486-3343 F 614-486-3344

1400 Goodale Boulevard
Columbus, OH 43212

REVISIONS

DESCRIPTION

STAFF REVIEW COMMENTS

DATE
08.21.12
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Wellington Reserve Ct.

A

PLANT KEY

GL GREENSPIRE LITTLELEAF LINDEN

LP LONDON PLANETREE
RD RED OAK 3" CAL.

RO RED OAK 4 1/2" CAL.
SH SKYLINE HONEYLOCUST
SM SHUIMARD OAK

S0 SHINGLE OAK

YN YELLOWNNOOD

NS NORWAY SPRUCE
55 SERBIAN SPRUCE
WS WHITE SPRUCE

AS ALLEGHENY SERVICEBERRY
ER REDBUD

ST SUGARTYME CRABAPPLE
K WINTER KING HAWTHORN

SC) SEA GREEN JUNIPER

cL CHICAGO LUSTRE ARROWNOOD VIBURNUM
Ad AUTUMN JAZZ ARROWANOOD VIBURNUM

cB COMPACT BURNINGBUSH

* SEE SHEET L4.0l FOR A COMPLETE PLANT LIST AND
PLANTING DETAILS.

CONSTRUCTION NOTES

@ SINGLE SIDED SIGN PER DETAIL BELON.

LEGEND
@ REPLACEMENT TREE
% EVERGREEN TREE

{*} PROPOSED SHRUB

l.  EACH CONTRACTOR IS TO VERIFY WITH OANER AND UTILITY COMPANIES
THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, TO DETERMINE
IN THE FIELD THE ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL EXISTING
UTILITIES, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS OR NOT. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL CALL UTILITY PROTECTION SERVICE 72 HOURS PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

2. EXAMINE FINISH SURFACE, GRADES, TOPSOIL QUALITY AND DEPTH.
DO NOT START ANY WORK UNTIL UNSATISFACTORY CONDITIONS HAVE
BEEN CORRECTED. VERIFY LIMITS OF NORK BEFORE STARTING.

3. CONTRACTOR RESFPONSIBLE FOR COST OF REPAIRS TO EXISTING SITE
CONDITIONS WHEN DAMAGED BY CONTRACTOR. REFAIR TO THE
SATISFACTION OF THE OANER.

4. ALL PLANT MASSES TO BE CONTAINED WITHIN 3" DEEP HARDANOOD BARK
MULCH BED.

CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN POSITIVE DRAINAGE IN LAWN AREAS.

FINE GRADE LAWN AREAS TO PROVIDE A SMOOTH AND CONTINUVAL
GRADE FREE OF IRREGULARITIES OR DEPRESSIONS.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL SEED OR SOD ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING
CONSTRUCTION, SEE PLAN.

8. ALL PLANTS SHALL MEET OR EXCEED STANDARDS SET IN THE
US.A. STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK.,

4. ALL PLANTING OFPERATIONS SHALL ADHERE TO THE AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN STANDARDS.

AUGUST 2, 2012

Date

12046

Job No.

Il_éll
@ EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN
| 1/4" o
7L'|L <
KR
N
QT
Potential | &
2 S
N Drive :
Q
> | Extenslon
NOTES:
|. TEXT COLOR: WHITE, SURFACE APPLIED
REFLECTIVE VINYL.
2. BACKGROUND COLOR: EXTERIOR SIGN
> BACKGROUND COLOR BLACK.
8 3. SIGN POSTS: CLEAR ANODIZED, P2.
- 4. TYPEFACE 1S HELVETICA MEDIUM.
5. SI6GN TO BE LOCATED BY CITY ENGINEER
OR PLANNING STAFF.
K SIGN POST: EXTRUDED ALUMINUM POST, 3" SQUARE.
SLOPE TOP OF FOOTING TO SHED WATER. TOP OF
FOOTING SHALL BE 4" BELOW FINISH GRADE.
r FINISH GRADE.
H
e
A : .
B g
[
A <.7. '
® : H——— CAST-IN-PLACE CONCRETE FOOTING.
S ’
A '44
. _
. A4 4 9
) _
W
I'-6" DIA.
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DATE
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a TO M
LEGEND Qﬂ !
[ o3 @
. EACH CONTRACTOR |5 TO VERIFY WITH OWNER AND UTILITY COMPANIES g VLY
g’;‘ g]ﬁch?%:s THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, TO DETERMINE §| 1 |§ §§§
[P LONDON PLANETREE IN THE FIELD THE ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL EXISTING REPLACEMENT TREE - =T
UTILITIES, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS OR NOT. THE CONTRACTOR

RB  RIVER BIRCH SHALL CALL UTILITY PROTECTION SERVICE 12 HOURS PRIOR TO

2’; Z’:J;LN:DH?:@YLO"%T CONSTRUCTION.
SN SWAMP WHITE OAK 2. EXAMINE FINISH SURFACE, GRADES, TOPSOIL QUALITY AND DEFTH, % EVERSREEN TREE
DO NOT START ANY WORK UNTIL UNSATISFACTORY CONDITIONS HAVE
NS  NORWAY SPRUCE BEEN CORRECTED. VERIFY LIMITS OF WORK BEFORE STARTING.
WS NHITE SPRUCE 3. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR COST OF REPAIRS TO EXISTING SITE {3} PROPOSED SHRUB
ER  REDBUD CONDITIONS WHEN DAMAGED BY CONTRACTOR. REPAIR TO THE
K WINTER KING HAWTHORN SATISFACTION OF THE ONNER.
AS  ALLEGHENY SERVICEBERRY .
4, SELLJ}QEE MASSES TO BE CONTAINED WITHIN 3" DEEP HARDINOOD BARK @ EXISTING TREE T0 REMAIN
NB  NORTHERN BAYBERRY '
N WINTERBERRY 5. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN POSITIVE DRAINAGE IN LAWN AREAS.

CL  CHICAGO LUSTRE ARRONNOOD VIBURNM FINE GRADE LANN AREAS TO PROVIDE A SMOOTH AND CONTINUAL

GRADE FREE OF IRREGULARITIES OR DEPRESSIONS.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL SEED OR SOD ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING
CONSTRUCTION, SEE PLAN.

*  SEE SHEET L4.0I FOR A COMPLETE FLANT LIST AND . ALL PLANTS SHALL MEET OR EXCEED STANDARDS SET IN THE

REVISIONS

DESCRIPTION
STAFF REVIEW COMMENTS

FLANTING DETAILS. US.A. STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK.
d. ALL PLANTING OPERATIONS SHALL ADHERE TO THE AMERICAN

DATE
08.21.12

ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN STANDARDS.
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SHEET
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GENERAL NOTES

EACH CONTRACTOR IS TO VERIFY WITH OANER AND UTILITY COMPANIES
THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, TO DETERMINE
IN THE FIELD THE ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL EXISTING
UTILITIES, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS OR NOT. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL CALL UTILITY PROTECTION SERVICE 72 HOURS PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

EXAMINE FINISH SURFACE, GRADES, TOPSOIL QUALITY AND DEPTH.
DO NOT START ANY WORK UNTIL UNSATISFACTORY CONDITIONS HAVE
BEEN CORRECTED. VERIFY LIMITS OF NORK BEFORE STARTING.

CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR COST OF REPAIRS TO EXISTING SITE
CONDITIONS WHEN DAMAGED BY CONTRACTOR. REPAIR TO THE
SATISFACTION OF THE OANER.

ALL PLANT MASSES TO BE CONTAINED WITHIN 3" DEEP HARDNOOD BARK
MULCH BED.

CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN POSITIVE DRAINAGE IN LAAN AREAS.

FINE GRADE LAAN AREAS TO PROVIDE A SMOOTH AND CONTINUAL
GRADE FREE OF IRREGULARITIES OR DEPRESSIONS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL SEED OR SOD ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING
CONSTRUCTION, SEE PLAN.

ALL PLANTS SHALL MEET OR EXCEED STANDARDS SET IN THE
US.A. STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK.

ALL PLANTING OPERATIONS SHALL ADHERE TO THE AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN STANDARDS.

L
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S

TS S

e

\ ‘\\\x\\
\

FINE TURF SEED MIX

COMMON NAME % PLS
BILTMORE TALL FESCUE 30
MAGELLAN TALL FESCUE 30
PADRE TALL FESCUE 30

GLADSTONE KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS (@]

APPLICATION RATE: 6-8 LBS./|000 SF.

ROUSH TURF SEED MIX

COMMON NAME % P.L.S.
SHEEPS FESCUE OR 35
LITTLE BIGHORN HARD FESCUE

LITTLE BLUESTEM 25
SIDEOATS GRAMA 25
BLUE GRAMA 15

APPLICATION RATE: 35 LBS/ACRE

NATIVE BASIN SEED MIX

BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME
PERMANENT GRASSES/SEDEGES

Agrostis scabra ROUGH BENTGRASS
Andropogen gerardii Bl BLUESTEM

Carex vulpincidea FOX SEDGE

Elymue virginicus YIRGINIA NILD RYE
Festuca rubra CREEPING RED FUSCUE

Jduncus effusus SOFT RUSH

Panicum virgatum SNITCH GRASS
Schizachyrivm scoparium LITTLE BLUESTEM
Scirpus atrovirens GREEN BULRUSH
Scirpus cyperinus WNOOL GRASS

FORBS

Aster novae-anglice NEW ENGLAND ASTER

Evpatorium perfoliatum BONESET

Euthamla graminifolla GRASS LEAVED GOLDENROD
Oncclea sensibllls SENSITIVE FERN

Vernbena hastata BLUE VERVAIN

APPLICATION RATE: 35 LBS./ACRE

% PLS

Date

AUGUST 2, 2012

12046

Job No.

CITY OF DUBLIN, OHIO

FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
FOR

WELLINGTON RESERVE

ROUGH TURF AND BASIN MAINTENANCE

YEAR ONE - ESTABLISHMENT

2.

3.

7.

MOW FOUR (4) TIMES IN THE FIRST YEAR TO CONTROL ANNUAL
AND BIENNIAL WEEDS.

MOW TO A HEIGHT OFSIX (6) INCHES. THIS IS APPLICABLE TO
THE FIRST THREE (3) MOWINGS.

MOW TO A HEIGHT OF TWELVE (12) INCHES FOR FOURTH AND
FINAL MOWING IF THE NATIVE GRASSES GROW HIGHER THAN (6)
INCHES.

DO NOT ALLOW WEEDS TO EXCEED (12) INCHES IN HEIGHT
BETWEEN MOWINGS.

ALL MOWING ON THE BASIN FLOOR |5 TO BE COMPLETED BY
HAND, GAS OR ELECTRIC TRIMMERS, TO PREVENT RUTTING.
RESEED AREAS NITH BARE PATCHES LARGER THAN THREE (3)
FEET BY THREE (3) FEET. |IF RESEEDING IN FALL, TREAT AS A
DORMANT SEEDING AND DOUBLE THE SEEDING RATE.

REMOVE TRASH AND DEBRIS WEEKLY.

YEAR TWO - ESTABLISHMENT

2.

.

MOW EARLY JUNE TO A HEIGHT OF TWELVE (I2) INCHES.

IF WEEDS CONTINUE TO BE A PROBLEM IN THE SECOND YEAR,
MOW AGAIN JUST ABOVE THE TOPS OF THE NATIVE GRASSES. A
FLAIL TYPE MOWER |5 PREFERRED TO A ROTARY MOWER AS T
CHOPS UP THE MATERIAL AND DRIES OUT WITHOUT SMOTHERING
THE SMALLER GRASSES BELON.

SELECTIVE HERBICIDES, sUCH AS PLATEAU (IMAZAPIC), MAY
ALSO BE USED TO CONTROL NON-GRASSY WEEDS IN THE
NATIVE ROUGH AREAS LATE IN THE SECOND YEAR.

ALL MOWING ON THE BASIN FLOOR 1S TO BE COMPLETED BY
HAND, GAS OR ELECTRIC TRIMMERS, TO PREVENT RUTTING.
RESEED AREAS WITH BARE PATCHES LARGER THAN THREE (3)
FEET BY THREE (3) FEET. IF RESEEDING IN FALL, TREAT AS A
DORMANT SEEDING AND DOUBLE THE SEEDING RATE.

REMOVE TRASH AND DEBRIS WEEKLY.

YEAR THREE PLUS - LONG TERM MAINTENANCE

JUST AFTER THE FIRST MONWING OF SPRING, MOW THE NATIVE
GRASSES AS CLOSELY TO THE GORUND AS POSSIBLE, IN
ORDER TO DO MAXIUMUM DAMAGE TO COOL-SEASON GRASSES
AND WEEDS.

RAKE THE CUTTINGS AND REMOVE TO EXPOSE TEH SOIL TO THE
NWARMING RAYS OF THE SUN.

SELECTIVE HERBICIDES, SUCH AS PLATEAU (IMAZAPIC), MAY
ALSO BE USED TO CONTROL NON-GRASSY WEEDS IN THE
NATIVE ROUGH AREAS

ALL MONING ON THE BASIN FLOOR S TO BE COMPLETED BY
HAND, GAS OR ELECTRIC TRIMMERS, TO PREVENT RUTTING.
REMOVE TRASH AND DEBRIS WEEKLY.

SEED LEGEND

AREA TO BE SEEDED WITH
FINE TURF MIXTURE

AREA TO BE SEEDED WITH
ROUGH TURF MIXTURE

AREA TO BE SEEDED WITH
NATIVE BASIN MIXTURE

* ALL OTHER AREAS DISTURBED DURING CONSTRUCTION SHALL
BE SEEDED WITH THE FINE TURF MIXTURE AS SPECIFIED.

SEEDING PLAN
AND SCHEDULE

THE

EDGErour

PLANNING = LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE sGRAPHIC DESIGN
P 614-486-3343 F 614-486-3344

1400 Goodale Boulevard
Columbus, OH 43212

REVISIONS

DESCRIPTION

STAFF REVIEW COMMENTS

DATE
08.21.12
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PLANT MATERIALS LIST X
QTY. | SYM. COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME SIZE RoOOT SHEET L2.0I |SHEET L3.0I |SHEET L3.02 |SHEET L3.03 |SHEET L3.04 |SHEET L3.05| NOTES : ©
[ o
STREET TREES @ &
(D .
45 BC BALD CYPRESS Taxodivm distichum 2 1/2" cal. BéB - - - - - - FINAL SPACING, TYPE AND LOCATION o = 2
OF STREET TREES SHALL BE ° 2
4| MS MORAINE SWEETGUM Liguidambar straciflva 'Moraine' 2 /2" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - DET%RM‘INED ON gl'?E BI;I; THE CITY OF NOTES: a S
" " " _ - - - - - DUBLIN FORESTER. |, TOP OF ROOT BALL TO BE 2"-3"
lo} PS PACIFIC SUNSET MAPLE Acer x. "Warrensred 2 /2" Cal. B¢B ABOVE AD AT BN &
22 KC KENTUCKY COFFEE TREE Gymnocladus dioicus 2 /2" Cal. BéB - - - - - - %b%nggXELRgUﬁ—ET@';% /B3U§|f= Aﬁl ,EE%“AE,E’E‘? /3 OF
R B R e
BUFFER - SHADE TREES (573 TOTAL CALIPER INCHES TOWARD REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENT) B
" _ _ _ _ _ _ 2"X 2"X &' STAKE (DRIVEN 3'-0" INTO GROUND)
1S 6L GREENSPIRE LITTLELEAF LINDEN Tilla cordata 3 1/2" Cal. B¢B ANGLE STAKE TOWARD PREVAILING WIND
20 LP LONDON PLANETREE Platanus acerifolla 4" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - 3" DEPTH HARDIWOOD BARK MULCH
20 RD RED OAK Quercus rubra 3" Cal. Bé¢B - - - - - - g ;‘F>?¥IOD§ Sf:ggﬁT?TNEﬁE%I;@Df;ROM PLANTING
o RO RED OAK Quercus rubra 4 1/2" cal. B¢B - - - - - - FINISH GRADE
€0 SH SKYLINE HONEYLOCUST Gleditsla triacanthos Inermus 'Skyline' 3" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - Tl A TN )
0 | oM SHUMARD OAK Quercus shumardii 3" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - 1H el BACKFILL PLANTING MIX
20 | s0 | sHiINeLE 0AK a imbricar] 3" Cal B¢B - : : : : - T T T EXISTING SOIL
vercus ‘moricara q LTI 1T T UNDISTURBED SOIL OR COMPACTED BACKFILL
22 | YW | YELLOWNOOD Cladrastis kentukea 3" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - o == "
EVERGREEN TREE PLANTING >
BUFFER - EVERGREEN TREES (572 TOTAL CALIPER INCHES TOWARD REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENT) | NTS o % E
40| Ns NORWAY SPRUCE Picea abies 7-8' Hgt/25" Cal.| BéB - - - - - - g = (7,
40| Ns NORWAY SPRUCE Plcea abies 0" Hgt./3" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - = & E
24 55 SERBIAN SPRUCE Plcea omorika 71-8' Hat./25" Cal.| B4B - - - - - - NOTES. %l % % =
24 S5 SERBIAN SPRUCE Picea omorika 0" Hgt./3" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - |. TOP OF ROOT BALL TO BE 2"-3" E E - O
40 WS WHITE SPRUCE Plcea glavca 7-8' Hat./25" Cal.| B4B ABOVE ADJACENT FINISH GRADE S G
. " 2. REMOVE ROPE AND BURLAP FROM TOP |/3 OF
37 WS WHITE SPRUCE Plcea glavca o] Hgt./B Cal. BéB g?%TRB}f‘O%E IIZEJMPQXFE é%ig’ﬁ!%a l]ﬁ%g oé % g 2
3 BS COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE Picea pungens 0" Hgt./3" Cal. Bé¢B . = E
3" DEPTH HARDWOOD BARK MULCH [LL]
BUFFER - ORNAMENTAL TREES (342 TOTAL CALIPER INCHES TONARD REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENT) FINISH 6GRADE ;
25 AS ALLEGHENY SERVICEBERRY Amelanchier Laevis &-10' Hgt/25" Cal| BéB BACKFILL PLANTING MIX
25 ER REDBUD Cercis canadensis &-10' Hgt/25" Cal| Bé¢B - - - - - - EXISTING SOIL
15 RJ RED JENEL CRABAPPLE Malus 'Red Jenel" 3 1/2" cal. B¢B UNDISTURBED SOIL OR COMPACTED BACKFILL
15 ST SUGARTYME CRABAFPLE Malus 'Sugartyme' 3" Cal. B¢B 874 TREES OF 2 3" CALIPER ARE
40| WKk | NINTER KING HANTHORN Crataegus viridis 'Winter King' 3" Cal. B¢B R e 1o MEET THE REPLACEMERT 2 NSTi:RUB PLANTING
A TOTAL OF 2,83 CALIPER INCHES IS L
BUFFER - SHRUBS NEEDED TO MEET THE REPLACEMENT -~
- - - - - - REQUIREMENT. 5 W
-l
50| cL CHICAGO LUSTRE ARROWNOOD VIBURNUM Viburnum dentatum 'Chicago Lustre' 36" Hat. B¢B - - - - - - 158 TREES (2 3'"CALIPER MIN.) TOTALING NOTES: 8 E
" 2,83 CALIPER INCHES ARE PROVIDED
50 Ad AUTUMN JAZZ ARROWANOOD VIBURNUM Yiburnum dentatum 'Autumn Jdazz' 36" Hat. Bé¢B TO MEET THE REPLACEMENT |. TOP OF ROOT BALL TO BE 2"-4" T I_
50| ¢B COMPACT BURNINGBUSH Evonymus alatus 'Compacta’ 36" Hgt. B¢B REQUIREMENT. QB:EV:O'?/ZJRAglfQTA:gIsBll-J*:Li':DfEROM TOP I/3 OF S uOJ
ROOT BALL CUT TOP |/3 OF WIRE BASKET ;: A
FROM ROOT BALL. REMOVE ALL LABELS, TAGS OR
FRONTAGE - SHADE TREES (446 TOTAL CALIPER INCHES TONARD REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENT) OTHER FOREIGN MATERIALS FROM LIMBS. > -
15 BA BLACK ALDER Alnus glutinosa 3 1/2" cal. B¢B - - - - - - BLACK RUBBER HOSE AND 12 GAUGE NIRE e <
48 | BC BALD CYPRESS Taxodlum distichum 3 1/2" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - (2) 2"X 2"X &' HARDWNOOD STAKES :
" DRIVE AT SLIGHT ANGLE 2' MIN.
17 LP LONDON PLANETREE Platanus acerlfolla 4" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - IN UNDISTURBED SOIL. AND DRAN TIGHT
o <M SHUMARD OAK Quercus shumardii 3" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - ;&O\{(I;DESTXE'EEET/;TNm?l-ergloapr;ROM PLANTING
20 SH SKYLINE HONEYLOCUST Gleditsla triacanthos Inermus 'Skyline' 3" Cal. B¢B - - - - - - FINISH GRADE o
o SN SWAMP AHITE OAK Quercus bicoler 4" Cal. B4B - - - - - - :)%
BACKFILL PLANTING MIX 8§ ot
g m
FRONTAGE - EVERGREEN TREES (II0 TOTAL CALIPER INCHES TONARD REPLACEMENT REGUIREMENT) EXISTING SOIL U %
o NS NORWAY SPRUCE Plcea ables 7-8' Hgt/25" Cal.| B¢B - - - - - - UNDISTURBED SOIL OR COMPACTED BACKFILL mE T %
g 3o,
1 " - - - - - - < oy
o] NS NORWAY SPRUCE Plcea ables 0" Hgt./3" Call. Bé¢B STREET TREE PLANT' Ne w% %EE
lo | Ws | WHITE SPRUCE Picea glavca 1-8' Hgt/25" Cal.| BEB - - - - - - 5 Qg 895
85
o | we | WHITE sPrRUCE Plcea glavea 10 Ht./3" cal B¢B - - - - - - NTS NOTE: . §2%
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Case Summary

Agenda Item
Case Number

Site Location

Proposal

Requests

Developer
Case Manager

Planning
Recommendation

1
12-034FDP/FP

Brand Road
Located on the north side of Brand Road, approximately 700 feet east of its
intersection with Coffman Road.

Development of 28 single-family lots for the Wellington Reserve Planned Unit
Development.

Review and approval of a final development plan under the provisions of Zoning Code
Section 153.050.

Review and recommendation to City Council for a final plat under the provisions of the
Chapter 152, Subdivision Regulations.

Charles Ruma, represented by Ben W. Hale, Jr., Smith and Hale LLC.

Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner 11 | (614) 410-4675 | chusak@dublin.oh.us

In Planning’s opinion, this proposal complies with all applicable review criteria and the
existing development standards and approval is recommended with conditions.

Final Development Plan: Approval with 8 conditions.
Final Plat: Approval with 4 conditions.

Conditions — Final Development Plan

1) That, in lieu of constructing the multi-use path along Brand Road, the applicant
contribute financially to the City’s Brand Road multi-use path installation, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer;

2) That the trees shown on the final development plan in the area of the potential
extension of Ballybridge Drive west of Wellington Reserve Drive be placed
elsewhere on the site; prior to scheduling the final plat for City Council review;

3) That the plans indicate the material of the sign panel; prior to scheduling the final
plat for City Council review;

4) That the final development plan indicate lawn to be maintained by the HOA within
the potential extension of Ballybridge Drive and include a sign detail indicating a
potential future road extension, subject to Planning approval, prior to scheduling
the final plat for City Council review;



5)

6)

7

8)
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That the applicant work with Planning to establish a phasing plan if plants will not
be installed within the same growing season;

That the landscape plans be revised to indicate numbers for each lot and that
maintenance requirements for the native rough and native basin seed mixtures be
described; prior to scheduling the final plat for City Council review;

That the applicant work with Engineering and adjacent residents to finish the
drainage connections as requested by adjacent residents; and

That the applicant will construct the offsite turn lane widening of Brand Road prior
to obtaining conditional acceptance of the subdivision improvements, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Conditions — Final Plat
All Conditions will have to be addressed prior to submitting the final plat to City Council
for approval.

1

2)
3)

4)

That the final plat be revised to indicate the Tree Enhancement Zone and rear
yard setback on each lot;

That the final plat be revised to not assign side yard setback numbers for Lot 6;
That plat notes “H” and “I” regarding the Tree Preservation and Tree
Enhancement Zones include the maintenance responsibilities for these areas;
and,

That the plat notes be revised to accurately reflect open space ownership.
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Facts
Site Area
Zoning

Surrounding Zoning

Site Features

History
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18.584 acres, in three parcels

PUD, Planned Unit Development District

East: PLR, Planned Low Density Residential District, Wellington Place subdivision

North PUD, Brandon subdivision

West: Unincorporated land in Washington Township

South: Unincorporated land in Washington Township, large lot residential uses
zoned R-1 and a small portion of the Coventry Woods subdivision zoned

PLR

e General: Undeveloped, L-shaped parcel.

e Frontage: Brand Road - 950 feet.

e Vegetation: Mature trees particularly in the northern portion of the site and in
fence rows along the east boundary.

e Elevation: 900 feet at a high point in the northern portion of the site to 884 feet

in the southeast.

October 6, 2011:

January 5, 2012:

March 12, 2012:

March 26, 2012:

The Planning and Zoning Commission tabled the rezoning
with preliminary development plan application to allow the
applicant address resident concerns regarding access,
setbacks and drainage. The Commission was concerned that
not enough efforts were made regarding tree preservation
and the setback from Brand Road.

The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended approval
to City Council of the rezoning with preliminary development
plan and preliminary plat on January 5, 2012. Several
residents voiced their continued concerns regarding the
proposal particularly about access, setbacks and drainage.
The Commission determined that the applicant responded
satisfactorily to previous concerns and provided additional
information and clarification as requested.

Ordinance 14-12 was introduced to City Council. Based on
concern raised by adjacent residents, Council had questions
regarding tree preservation, drainage, roadway alignment,
and HOA maintenance responsibilities.

City Council approved Ordinance 14-12 for a rezoning of 18.5
acres to establish a 28 lot single-family lots as the Wellington
Reserve Planned Unit Development.

The minutes of these meeting have been included.
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The PUD permits 28 single-family lots, provides right-of-way for Wellington
Reserve Drive, Ballybridge Drive and Brand Road, and approximately 3.4 acres of
open space. Surrounding subdivisions include Wellington Place immediately to the
east and Brandon to the north, which are both developed with single family lots at
a similar density as Wellington Reserve.

The applicant met with neighbors during and after the rezoning process to address
specific concerns regarding screening, drainage and landscape materials. The
applicant has stated that these concerns were addressed in this proposal.

Final Development Plan

The final development plan conforms with and provides a detailed refinement of
the approved preliminary development plan. The final development plan includes
all of the final details of the proposed development and is the final stage of the
PUD process.

The final development plan includes:
e 28 single family lots as provided in the approved development text
e 2.8 acres of land as right-of-way for Wellington Reserve Drive, the
westward extension of Ballybridge Drive and Brand Road
e 3.4 acres of open space along the Brand Road frontage and the southeast
boundary with Wellington Place
Tree Enhancement and Tree Preservation Zones
Tree Preservation and replacement details
An entry feature and sign along the entrance from Brand Road
Stormwater management facilities along Brand Road and the southeast
property boundary

The plan shows a new intersection and turn lane from Brand Road at the east end
of the site. A new public road, Wellington Reserve Drive, will extend west off Brand
Road, provide access to all proposed lots and terminate in a cul-de-sac. This layout
differs from what the Commission recommended to City Council by providing right-
of-way for a potential future extension of Ballybridge Drive to the west for access
S—— should the parcel
to the west be
developed.

Council .
Approved This access

3/26/12 changed after the
City purchased 14
acres to the west
for passive
parkland and the
future access at
: _ the north became
Tretmog y unnecessary.

b, w24

pzC
Approved
1/5/12

TWCD A DA

- -
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Final Development Plan

Since the future development of the parcel immediately to the west is unknown,
Engineering suggested the applicant provide the right-of-way but not install the
street stub. The right-of-way is delineated on the final plat, however, the final
development plan does not show the area as seeded, nor is there a note or sign
indicating the area may be developed as a road.

The proposal includes 3.4 acres of open space along Brand Road, which will
accommodate a portion of the site’s stormwater management. Six lots are on the
north side of the open space.

The approved development text includes specific requirements that address the
zoning and development details for this PUD.

The development text permits single-family detached homes, open spaces and
related park features. This development is intended to mirror the development
pattern of the surrounding neighborhoods. All lots meet the required minimum lot
size of 12,000 square feet, lot width at the building line of 90 feet, and minimum
lot depth of 140 feet.

The development text requires a 100 foot setback from Brand Road, which is
shown on the final plat. The text and plat requires the homes to be located in a 10
foot wide Build Zone 20 feet from the right-of-way.

Required rear yard setbacks coincide with Tree Enhancement or Tree Preservation
Zones to provide additional buffering for adjacent development.

e Lots 1 through 5, Lot 7 and Lots 20 through 26 are shown with a 30 foot and
Lots 8 through 15 are shown with a 40 foot Tree Enhancement Zone.

e lots 16 and 18 include both a 40 foot Tree Preservation Zone along the
northern boundary and a Tree Enhancement Zone (40 feet for Lot 16 and 30
feet for Lot 18) along their respective outside property lines. Lots 16, 17, and
18 are unique in that City Council requested a Tree Preservation rather than
Enhancement Zone along the northern property line. The applicant made this
change as preservation is more likely in this area without the need for utilities
and grading.

e The plat does not reflect the required 30 foot Tree Enhancement Zone along
the rear of Lots 27 and 28, which must be revised.

Required side yard setbacks for buildings are a minimum of six feet on one side,
with a total of 14 feet, which is indicated on the plat. Lot 6 has a unique shape due
to the curvature of the road and will have two side yards, however the plat assigns
a specific side yard for Lot 6, which should be eliminated to be consistent with
other lots. The plat should also include the required Tree Preservation Zone for Lot
6.
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Final Development Plan

The preliminary development plan was changed at the City Council to create a cul-
de-sac at the north end of the site. The modification is in place of the previous
street stub to the northwest edge of property. The shape of the parcel immediately
to the west of Wellington Reserve and its proximity to the Brand/Coffman Road
intersection makes it likely that access to Brand Road will have to be through the
new Wellington Reserve Drive. The applicant has worked with Engineering to move
this access to be a further western extension of Ballybridge Drive and adjusted the
lot lines accordingly.

A four-foot, public sidewalk is proposed along all street frontages, except as waived
in the development text where homes do not front that portion of the street. The
proposed text also requires a three-foot private sidewalk from the front door to the
driveway for every residence. The plans show that the sidewalk meets the multi-
use path that extends south toward Brand Road to connect to the public system
adjacent to the open space next to Lot 28.

The City has a capital improvement project to install a multi-use path along this
portion of Brand Road in 2013. The City is requiring that the applicant contribute a
financial contribution to the project equal to the cost of constructing the multi-use
path along its Brand Road frontage. This will provide for a multi-use path that will
be better coordinated with the upcoming City project.

Public sanitary sewer will be extended to serve this area. New public water mains
and fire hydrants will be installed to connect to existing water mains located along
the north side of Ballybridge Drive and the south side of Brand Road.

A public storm sewer system will be installed connecting to the proposed dry
detention basin. Several catch basins will be installed along the eastern property
boundary to intercept existing overland drainage.

During Commission and Council review of the preliminary development plan,
adjacent residents raised awareness of an existing stormwater drainage issue
located along the western border of the Wellington Place subdivision. This is partly
attributed to the limited number of rear yard catch basins located along this
boundary and the approximate eight acres of undeveloped land that drains from
the west to this area.

The Wellington Reserve proposal includes the construction of the public
improvements, including public storm sewer, storm sewer structures, and
stormwater management facilities. Almost all of the offsite area that drains toward
Wellington Place will be routed through the proposed stormwater management
system in the new development or connected to the existing stormwater system.
The detention basins in the proposed development will then detain the water for
the required period of time and release the storm water, at a controlled rate,
through the public stormwater management system.

The plans also provide for adequate infrastructure and provisions for connections
to adjacent off-site properties to potential address exiting drainage concerns. The
applicant should work with Engineering and adjacent residents to connect into the
proposed storm sewer if requested by adjacent residents.
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Final Development Plan

The developer of Wellington Reserve is required to submit a subdivision bond,
equal to the value of the public improvements to be constructed, to the City prior
to and through the duration of subdivision construction. As with all developments,
an Engineering Project Inspector will be assigned to this project to ensure that the
public improvements are installed in accordance with the approved construction
plans.

The development text describes the general character of the development as one-
and two-story homes that will reflect the quality of surrounding homes. The text
requires adherence to the Residential Appearance Code unless otherwise specified.
Permitted materials include brick, stone, wood, stucco and fiber cement siding.
Trim materials permitted are wood, vinyl, EIFS, copper or fiber cement products.

Colors are required to be natural and/or warm neutral colors; high-chroma colors
are not permitted. The text requires similar architectural design elements and
details to be consistent on all elevations and stipulates that chimneys have to be
finished with masonry.

The text includes a variety of two- and three-car garages, and encourages side- or
rear-loaded garages. The text has also been revised to require a 30-inch high wall
or hedge in the front of homes where a courtyard is created by any size court-
loaded garage. A 36-inch hedge is also required along the entire length of the
driveway adjacent to the rear of another lot for side-loaded garage to cut down on
vehicle headlight trespass.

The plans identify a tree preservation zone along the rear of Lots 16, 17 and 18, as
those lots have the most significant tree stands, as requested by City Council. The
preliminary plat also shows this zone. The final development plan also indicates a
metal fence for tree protection around the area of Tree 740, as requested by City
Council.

The development text contains a definition for the Tree Preservation Zone, which
prohibits any structures within the zone or any work performed in the zone that
would alter or damage its natural state, but allows the removal of dead, decayed,
or noxious landscape material.

The development text was approved with a tree-for-tree replacement for trees in
good or fair condition measuring from 6 to 24 inches, and inch-for-inch
replacement for trees 24 inches and above. Tree removal, preservation and
replacement information is included in the final development plan. Grading activity
for the road and utilities requires the removal of 873 trees in good or fair condition;
485 trees of 6 to 24 inches, and 388 trees above 24 inches. The plans show that a
total of 709 trees with varying sizes will be replaced to make up the required 2,183
replacement inches.

A Tree Enhancement Zone is required along the rear of all lots that do not have a
Tree Preservation Zone. As indicated previously, the plat should be revised to
include this requirement for Lot 6 as well as Lots 27 and 28.
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Final Development Plan

The plans show utility work extending to a reserve in Wellington Place. Any trees
removed in this area will have to be replaced in that location.

Ballybridge Drive Extension

The landscape plans shows the same Tree Enhancement Zone planting along the
western street stub of the future Ballybridge Drive extension. These trees should
not be included in this area, as they will have to be removed and replaced
elsewhere should the road be extended. In addition, planting this area will create a
false sense that the road is not intended to be constructed. Maintenance of this
area must also be addressed.

Perimeter Landscape Buffer

The applicant has stated that they met with adjacent residents to discuss desired
landscape material within the buffer adjacent to their lots. The text states that the
buffer may consist of existing vegetation and requires the incorporation of existing
trees and vegetation. Areas of preserved trees and vegetation can be deemed to
meet the opacity requirement, but may be supplemented with other plantings. The
plans show a majority of the tree replacement within the Enhancement Zone.
Preserved existing trees are incorporated where possible and the area is heavily
planted to create a dense buffer. The plant key shows a variety of different species
and sizes of trees and shrubs to create staggered heights.

Brand Road Open Space

As described with the preliminary development plan, the Brand Road open space
will be reforested with a numerous replacement trees. The intent is to create a
passive woodland feel west of Wellington Reserve Drive, which will, once
established, require little maintenance, according to the applicant. The detention
basin will be heavily treed so as to minimize its appearance and address concerns
regarding dry detention. Evergreen trees in this area will aid in diminishing light
trespass, which was a concern from residents south of Brand Road.

The plan shows a significant number of trees to establish and maintain but lacks a
timeframe for installation. A majority of the trees should be installed once the
infrastructure is completed. The applicant should work with Planning to establish a
phasing plan if plants will not be installed within the same growing season. The
landscape plans should be amended to include all lot numbers.

The plans include a rough turf seed mix in a majority of the open space and a
native basin mix for the detention basin and the area around the pond to the east.
The landscape plan should be revised to describe the maintenance requirements
for the native rough and native basin seed mixtures.

The City Forester has specified appropriate street trees of Pacific Sunset Maple for
the extension of Ballybridge Drive, Kentucky Coffee Tree along Brand Road, and
Bald Cypress along Wellington Reserve Drive from Brand Road to Ballybridge Drive,
and Sweet Gum north of Ballybridge.
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Final Development Plan

The final development includes a formal entry feature on either side of the
Wellington Reserve Drive intersection with Brand Road. A subdivision sign is
proposed on the west side. A timber guard rail is proposed with the entry feature,
and formal plantings of daylily, catmint, juniper and maiden grass around
Hawthorn trees are on each side.

The sign has two stone columns with a black sign panel of unspecified material in
the center with gold letters of “Wellington Reserve.” A wood timber above the
panel connects the stone columns.

The development text states that the Homeowners Association is responsible for
the maintenance of the dedicated right-of-way of the potential future extension of
Ballybridge Drive to the west. The text also requires that the potential street
extension be noted on the final plat and on the property title of the two adjacent
lots. A sign is also required to be placed and maintained by the Association. No
sign detail is included in this submittal.

The text also states that the individual homeowner is responsible for the
maintenance of the Tree Enhancement Zone, which should also be indicated on the
plat.

Final Development Plan

Section 153.050 of the Zoning Code identifies criteria for the review and approval
for a final development plan (full text of criteria attached). Following is an analysis
by Planning based on those criteria.

Criterion met: This proposal is consistent with the requirements of the proposed
preliminary development plan.

Criterion met with Condition: The proposal provides safe vehicular and
pedestrian circulation. If deemed appropriate by the City Engineer, the applicant
must contribute financially to the City’s Brand Road multi-use path installation, in
lieu of constructing the path. The applicant will have to construct the offsite turn
lane widening of Brand Road prior to obtaining conditional acceptance of the
subdivision improvements.

Criterion met with Condition: The proposal has all necessary public services.
The applicant will have to work with Engineering and adjacent residents to finish
the drainage connections if requested by adjacent residents. Open space dedication
is required as part of this development and the plat will be required to indicate the
3.4 acres of open space will be owned by the City.
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Final Development Plan

Criterion met: The applicant has included a Tree Preservation and a Tree
Enhancement Zone on the final plat. While preservation is limited to grading
activities, the Enhancement Zone provides for an opportunity to replace trees and
create a dense buffer for adjacent neighbors.

Criterion met: The signs will be externally illuminated, which is permitted by
Code.

Criterion met with Condition: This proposal is consistent with the requirements
of the proposed preliminary development plan. The plans must be revised to
indicate the material of the sign panel.

Criterion met with Condition: The plan incorporates Tree Preservation and Tree
Enhancement Zones to provide for tree preservation and replacement. Landscaping
includes street trees as approved by the City Forester, tree replacement in
Enhancement Zones, and open space landscaping along Brand Road. The trees
shown on the final development plan in the area of the potential extension of
Ballybridge Drive west of Wellington Reserve Drive should be placed elsewhere on
the site. The final development plan should be revised to indicate that the lawn
within the potential extension of Ballybridge Drive is to be maintained by the
Association, and that a sign detail is provided indicating a potential road extension.

The landscape plans should also be revised to indicate numbers for each lot and
describe the maintenance requirements for the native rough and native basin seed
mixtures. That applicant should work with Planning to establish a phasing plan if
plants will not be installed within the same growing season

Criterion met: Stormwater management for the 28 lots will comply with the Code.
The applicant should work with Engineering and adjacent residents to connect into
the proposed storm sewer if requested by adjacent residents.

Not applicable.

Criterion met: The proposal appears to comply with all other known applicable
local, state, and federal laws and regulations.

Final Development Plan

In Planning’s analysis, this proposal complies with the proposed development text
and the final development plan criteria. Planning recommends approval of this
request with 8 conditions.

1) That, in lieu of constructing the multi-use path along Brand Road, the
applicant contribute financially to the City’'s Brand Road multi-use path
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Recommendation Final Development Plan

Details

Process

Plat Overview

Plat Notes

installation, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer;

2) That the trees shown on the final development plan in the area of the
potential extension of Ballybridge Drive west of Wellington Reserve Drive
be placed elsewhere on the site; prior to scheduling the final plat for City
Council review;

3) That the plans indicate the material of the sign panel; prior to scheduling
the final plat for City Council review;
4) That the final development plan indicate lawn to be maintained by the HOA

within the potential extension of Ballybridge Drive and include a sign detail
indicating a potential future road extension, subject to Planning approval,
prior to scheduling the final plat for City Council review;

5) That the applicant work with Planning to establish a phasing plan if plants
will not be installed within the same growing season;
6) That the landscape plans be revised to indicate numbers for each lot and

that maintenance requirements for the native rough and native basin seed
mixtures be described; prior to scheduling the final plat for City Council

review;

7 That the applicant work with Engineering and adjacent residents to finish
the drainage connections as requested by adjacent residents; and

8) That the applicant will construct the offsite turn lane widening of Brand

Road prior to obtaining conditional acceptance of the subdivision
improvements, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Final Plat

The purpose of the final plat is to assure conformance with the requirements set
forth in Sections 152.085 through 152.095 of the Code, exclusive of other
standards in the Code.

The final plat is for Lots 1 through 28 of the Wellington Reserve development of
single-family lots, 3.4 acres open space, a 30 to 40 foot wide Tree Enhancement
Zone for all lots, and a 40-foot wide Tree Preservation Zone along Lots 16
through 18 for existing trees. The plat includes the right-of-way for Wellington
Reserve Drive as the access from Brand Road, and the extension of Ballybridge
Drive right-of-way to the west property line. A portion of the Brand Road right-of-
way is included in this final plat.

The plat includes a note regarding the open space that lists Reserves “A”, “B”, and
“C” as owned by the Homeowners Association. The plat should also, as required in
the development text, indicate the Tree Enhancement Zone and rear yard setback
on each lot. While Lots 6, 27 and 28 are particularly important, each lot should
include a note as to the Tree Enhancement Zone. While Lot 6 is unique in its
setback arrangement, the plat should not assign side yard numbers to this lot.

Notes “H” and “I” regarding the Tree Preservation and Tree Enhancement Zones
should include the maintenance responsibilities for these areas.
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Analysis Final Plat

Process Following a recommendation by the Commission, the final plat will be forwarded
to City Council for final action. The plat can be recorded after City Council
approval. After approval the applicant can proceed with the building permit
process.

1) Plat Information @ Criterion met with conditions: This proposal is consistent with the
and requirements of the Zoning Code and all required information is included on the
Construction plat, except as noted below. The applicant should ensure that the plat notes

Reaui accurately indicate the Tree Enhancement Zone and rear yard setback on each

equirements . .

lot. The plat should not assign side yard numbers to Lot 6.
Notes “H” and “I” regarding the Tree Preservation and Tree Enhancement Zones
Conditions 1 and 2 should include the maintenance responsibilities for these areas.

A Construction Bond will be required for the public infrastructure that will be
installed with this project. The value of this bond is based on the approved cost
of construction. Once conditional acceptance is granted by the City, the
developer is required to submit a one-year warranty bond.

2) Street, Criterion met: Street widths, grades, curvatures, intersections, and signs
Sidewalk, and comply with the appropriate Code sections. Sidewalks or multi-use paths are
Bikepath required on both sides of all public streets in compliance with City construction
. standards.

3) Utilities Criterion met: This plat establishes necessary easements for the construction

and maintenance of public water mains, storm and sanitary sewers, storm
drainage and other private utilities in accordance with all applicable standards.

4) Open Space Criterion met with Condition: Open space dedication, ownership, and
Requirements maintenance will be fulfilled once the plat notes regarding open space are
updated.

Conditions 3 and 4

Recommendation

Summary This proposal complies with the conditional use review criteria and approval of this
request is recommended with 4 conditions.

Condition 1) That the final plat be revised to indicate the Tree Enhancement Zone and rear
yard setback on each lot;
2) That the final plat be revised to not assign side yard setback numbers for Lot

61

3) That plat notes “H” and “I” regarding the Tree Preservation and Tree
Enhancement Zones include the maintenance responsibilities for these areas;
and,

4) That the plat notes be revised to accurately reflect open space ownership.



City of Dublin | Planning and Zoning Commission
Case 12-034FDP/FP | Wellington Reserve
Thursday, August 23, 2012 | Page 14 of 15

FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN CRITERIA

Review Criteria
In accordance with Section 153.055(B) Plan Approval Criteria, the Code sets out the following criteria of
approval for a final development plan:

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

10)

The plan conforms in all pertinent respects to the approved preliminary development plan
provided, however, that the Planning and Zoning Commission may authorize plans as specified in
8153.053(E)(4);

Adequate provision is made for safe and efficient pedestrian and vehicular circulation within the
site and to adjacent property;

The development has adequate public services and open spaces;

The development preserves and is sensitive to the natural characteristics of the site in a manner
that complies with the applicable regulations set forth in this Code;

The development provides adequate lighting for safe and convenient use of the streets,
walkways, driveways, and parking areas without unnecessarily spilling or emitting light onto
adjacent properties or the general vicinity;

The proposed signs, as indicated on the submitted sign plan, will be coordinated within the
Planned Unit Development and with adjacent development; are of an appropriate size, scale, and
design in relationship with the principal building, site, and surroundings; and are located so as to
maintain safe and orderly pedestrian and vehicular circulation;

The landscape plan will adequately enhance the principal building and site; maintain existing
trees to the extent possible; buffer adjacent incompatible uses; break up large expanses of
pavement with natural material; and provide appropriate plant materials for the buildings, site,
and climate;

Adequate provision is made for storm drainage within and through the site which complies with
the applicable regulations in this Code and any other design criteria established by the City or
any other governmental entity which may have jurisdiction over such matters;

If the project is to be carried out in progressive stages, each stage shall be so planned that the
foregoing conditions are complied with at the completion of each stage; and

The Commission believes the project to be in compliance with all other local, state, and federal
laws and regulations.
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FINAL PLAT

Review Criteria

The Zoning Code does not contain specific criteria to guide the review of plats. Planning bases the
evaluation on the conformance of the plat with the requirements set forth in Chapter 152: Subdivision
Regulations of the Code, which are summarized below:

. The proposed final plat document includes all the required technical information.

. Construction will be bonded and completed in an appropriate time frame, inspections will be
conducted by the City in accordance with Engineering standards for improvements, and
maintenance will be completed as necessary.

. The proposed lots, street widths, grades, curvatures, intersections, and signs comply with the
standards set forth in these Code sections.

. The proposal includes provisions for water, storm drainage, sanitary sewer, electric, telephone,
and cable supplies in accordance with approved standards.

. The proposed development complies with the open space and recreation facility requirements or

payment into the Parkland Acquisition Fund is made in lieu of dedication.

In addition, the Planning and Zoning Commission is to determine that the final layout and details of the
final plat comply with the approved preliminary plat. The Commission is to consider several factors in
making its recommendation:

1) The final plat conforms with the approved preliminary plat;

2) The plat conforms to the adopted Thoroughfare Plan and meets all applicable parkland dedication and
open space requirements; and

3) The final plat conforms to the subdivision and zoning regulations, municipal stormwater regulations,
and other applicable requirements.
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Proposed Landscape Plan
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Brand Road Open Space Landscaping
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) § NG ~ ORD E
Ordinance 14-12
Rezoning Approximately 18.5 Acres, Located on the North Side of Brand
Road, Approximately 700 Feet West of Coventry Woods Drive from R and R-
1 to Planned Unit Development District (Wellington Reserve PUD) to
Establish a 28-Lot Single-Family Detached Residential Development and 3.6
Acres of Open Space. (Case 08-038Z/PDP/PP) (Wellington rezoning)
Ms. Husak noted that Planning, Engineering and the applicant have met since the last
reading and the applicant has submitted a revised set of drawings and development
text. She noted the following:

¢ The site plan reflects a shifting of the cul de sac and road slightly west to
increase the lot depth of those lots adjacent to lots within Wellington Place.
Those lots depth are now the same as what was reviewed at the PZC stage,
which is what the residents who testified on March 12 supported.

« The issues identified at first reading related to drainage, the road alignment,
tree preservation, landscape buffering, and the maintenance by the HOA.

« Engineering prepared a separate memo and exhibits for the packet regarding
the drainage. The road was shifted to allow for more depth on the eastern
site.

» Residents to the north expressed concerns with tree preservation. The
applicant has created a 40-foot tree preservation zone in the northern portion
of the site that includes aiong Lots 16 and 17 and those are also the heavily
wooded areas. The remainder of the site has a 30-foot tree enhancement
zone or a 40-foot tree enhancement zone, adjacent to Wellington Place.

e The applicant has revised the development text to require a heavy-duty metat
or wood construction fence along the tree preservation zone during the
construction activity. Planning further suggests that a tree outside the zone,
No. 740, be preserved and that a fence be placed around this sizable tree.

o The applicant has also provided an illustrative master plan that depicts in
lighter color the trees that could be preserved, and in darker color the trees
that would be replacement trees, if all trees identified as potentially
replacement trees must be replaced.

¢ In follow-up to the discussion of March 12, the applicant has revised the
development text to mirror the tree waiver typically granted by Council for
heavily wooded sites ~ for six to 24-inch trees.

+ The plan also shows the likely design for the frontage treatment of Brand Road.
Most of these details will be in the final development plan, but the intent is for
the Brand Road setback to be used as an area for reforestation, with the effect
of a natural woodland. This will also assist in the HOA maintenance of this

12-034FDP/FP

Final Development Plan/Final Plat
Wellington Reserve

5144 and 5056 Brand Road



RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Minutes of Meeting

Dublin City Council

Held March 26, 2012 2fPage 8

area after the land is turned over to the HOA, as it will likely be heavily
wooded by that time.
¢ The applicant also included in the submission for second reading an aeriai
photo that reflects the health of the trees in Wellington Park area and reflects
that the trees are more substantial and healthy in the cormer identified.
¢ In regard to the design of the perimeter buffer and how many trees it wilt
require, the applicant has provided an example of what that buffer couid look
like. The intent is to have ornamental trees — either existing or replacement
ones ~ and shrubs to provide a buffer that is opaque through the seasons and
to have varying heights of the buffer. As suggested by PZC, and as reflected
in the development text, the buffer intent is for 75 percent opacity, but the
PZC can review existing trees that may help meet this requirement.
Staff is recommending approval of the ordinance with the 10 conditions of the
Planning and Zoning Commission, and an 11 condition to install a fence around tree
#740 as she has indicated.

Ben Hale, Jr,, Smith & Hate, 37 W. Broad Street representing the applicant noted:

1. Mr. Geese has discussed with them the possible need for a fence or guardrail
along the area of the dry basin on the Brand Road frontage. While they do not
want to commit to that tonight, they would agree to a condition that they work
with staff to implement what is appropriate in this location. They would
commit to do this prior to the final development plan review, but the
Engineering division needs to determine what is appropriate.

2. Some property owners present at the last hearing talked of their serious issues
with drainage on their lots. Staff indicated that it may be helpful as the storm
system is installed to serve this development to add an inlet or French drain on
these properties to address the issues. The developer has agreed to do this,
subject to staff’s approval and subject to the property owners granting
permission to do so. They would be willing to do this in select locations where
it is needed.

3. The applicant also agreed that the HOA would have the obligation to maintain
the area where the street will be extended in the future, until that extension
occurs. He believes this is in the text.

Ms. Husak confirmed this is included in the text.

4. They are aiso in agreement with Condition #11 to install a substantial fence for

the preservation zone and around the large beech tree.

Mayor Lecklider invited public testimony.

Ron Geese, 5584 Brand Road, Dublin distributed a handout summarizing his
comments regarding the rezoning.

o Some of the surrounding residents wonder whether this area would be better
served with streets and houses and at what density. However, that is a
Council and Planning and Zoning Commission matter.

e There are dangerous driving conditions on Brand Road. As a 60-year resident
of Brand Road, he notes there are curves, potholes and poor maintenance of
the curve. He questions the location of a detention basin that will be 40 feet
from the center of the road, with a depth of 10-12 feet. If a car veers off the
road into the detention basin, it will overturn. This is too close to the roadway
for such a basin. As an example, in front of his property, there is a guardrail
in place because of the number of cars that have driven off the road into the
12-foot deep creek. To install a basin without guardrail and with a bikeway in
front of it will be a dangerous situation.

» He wants to ensure that there are concrete tiles in the ditches in view of the
6-7 feet drop-off. This is important so that drainage is effective, and he
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encourages a gradual, 1-3 foot grade off the road. It is not in the text, but he
assumes this will be addressed.

¢ He has many concerns with the nearby deer population and believes they will
relocate into the Brandon or Wellington Park areas. The deer population
grows 40 percent per year, absent a deer management program or predator.
He advocates a deer management program, so that the deer do not continue
to multiply. He has three family members who have been involved in
collisions with deer.

+ He asked about mounding along Brand Road in this plan. In reviewing
Earlington and most of the developments along Brand Road, there are sizable
mounds of six feet. There should be sizable mounding provided for this
development with trees planted on the top. He does not believe this is
included in the text.

¢ He pointed out a health, safety and welfare issue that needs to be addressed.
There should be some flattening of the curve on Brand Road at the City's
expense. This is a sharp turn, and it should be modified and extended
somewhat to the north.

e He thanked Council for their service to the City.

Dave Jenkins, 5071 Brand Road, Washington Township commented that he would like
this project to be consistent with the rest of Brand Road development in terms of

mounding. He does not understand why a dry basin is to be installed versus a wet
basin, as there are wet ponds all along Brand Road. He is skeptical that the dry basin
will appear as the drawing indicates. He agrees with the safety issues that Mr. Geese
has highlighted. He added that there are too many houses facing Brand Road in this
development. With the elimination of some of these houses, a wet basin could be
installed.

ruce o 5131 Brand Road, Washington To ip noted that he and his
wife have lived in their home for 30 years, and are located across the street from the
westernmost portion of the proposed development. He previously sent in written
comments regarding the rezoning. He commented as follows:

¢ It is hard to understand how various rezoning proposals can be discussed for 4-
5 years, one is finally approved by Planning and Zoning Commission, and what
is before Council tonight is not what Planning and Zoning Commission
approved. The most logical solution is to send this rezoning proposal back to
PZC so that those who have been involved in the discussion have another
opportunity to review this. He does not understand setting a precedent to
make a decision at PZC and change it when it comes to City Coundil. The plan
on the website is not what is proposed to Council tonight. This does not seem
to be appropriate.

o In driving from Dublin Road to Hyland Croy, he sees no location along the
roadway with the six-house scenario of Lots 1-6 in this development. Council’s
job is to protect the aesthetics of Brand Road, and he believes Council should
instruct the developer to build no more than three houses along the Brand
Road frontage, consistent with the remainder of the roadway. He sees no
reason to damage the character of Brand Road in this way.

« The originat plan had 195-foot deep fots on the east side of the roadway and
155-foot lots on the west side of the road. It seems the lot depths should be
balanced on both sides.

¢ Storm water management up and down Brand Road consists of wet basins.
There are two lovely wet basins in Wellington. The developer indicates the
Planning staff has forced them to install dry basins for this development. He
objects and believes Council should demand these be wet ponds.

12-034FDP/FP

Final Development Plan/Final Plat

Wellinglon Reserve
5144 and 5056 Brand Road



RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Minutes of Meeting
Dublin City Council

Held_ _ March 26, 2012 fage 10

¢ He has mentioned landscape mounding at the bottom of the road that travels
from north to south. The architect showed him tonight that there is mounding
proposed in that location. If that is part of the final development plan, he has
no Issues with this item.

o The City of Dublin saved $1 million by not installing bike lanes on Brand Road.
A left tumn lane will be installed by the developer of this project. There is a
muilti-use path to be installed on Brand Road. With all of this construction and
the cost savings, the Engineer should consider moving the roadway 10 feet or
so to modify the existing curve, improving the safety of the citizens.

¢ He would like the City to consider some kind of extension of the sewer system
along Brand Road instead of allowing it to be routed back into the subdivision.
There are many Washington Township residents in this area who would like to
annex to Dublin, but their opportunity for sewer service is nonexistent. This
could be an opportunity to have a sewer line available, which would be a great
enticement for property owners to annex to Dublin.

Bill Riat, Casto, 19 Sessions, Columbuys, Ohio responded to some of the comments.
The only changes they have made in response and at the request of the
neighborhoods relate to trees and lot setbacks. Secondly, regarding the Brand Road
setback, the fronts of five homes face Brand and are set far back from the street. The
adjacent neighborhood homes are quite a bit closer to Brand Road, and there are 10-
12 homes that back up to Brand Road. The dry basin is a result of being responsive to
the system desired by the Engineering department. The dry basin is only 8 feet deep
at one end, and 3 feet at the other end and is heavily treed.

Mr. Keenan asked about the curve in Brand Road as referenced. Is this at the point at
which the guardrails come together and the traffic is squeezed, or is it west of what
they are addressing?

Mr. Hammersmith responded that he believes it is located just to the west of that.

Mr. Keenan noted that in the discussion of the multi-use path, there was some
discussion about bridging at that juncture and the potential ability to make some
changes.

Mr. Hammersmith clarified that there was discussion of the potential of adding width
to the road, but not changing the horizontal curve. It is presently a 35 mph speed
limit roadway.

Mr. Keenan commented that if there is some improvement that can be made, it would
make the road much safer.

Mr. Hammersmith responded that staff can review this matter further.

Vice Mayor Salay noted that to the west of this development, the intersection with
Coffman Road will be a modern roundabout. This will likely slow the traffic through
the area. It seems that widening the roadway could lead to increased speeds. If
there is a speeding issue, perhaps the Police could increase their patrol in this area.
Mr. Hammersmith agreed that added lane width on a roadway generally leads to
increased speeds.

Vice Mayor Salay noted that she assumes staff will address the guardrail issue as
appropriate in the final development plan stage.

Mr. Hammersmith agreed.

Mr. Keenan stated that all of Council is interested in the appearance of Brand Road
into the future. Recently, the City purchased the Wallace property along Brand Road,
which consists of 14 plus acres, taking it out of any development potential. Council
has invested a considerable amount of funds to maintain this 14 acres as passive
parkland.
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Mrs. Boring noted that she travels Brand Road regularly and does not recall Coventry
Woods and Wellington as having mounding in place.

Ms. Husak responded that there are manicured ponds in these locations.

Mrs. Boring stated that if mounding were added to this property, it would not be
consistent with what is in place. She prefers it be consistent with the appearance of
existing neighborhoods along Brand Road.

Ms. Husak noted that subsequent to development of Coventry Woods and Wellington,
the Community Plan was updated, incorporating a slight change to the road character
within the Plan. Brand Road was identified as having more of an informal effect along
the frontage and for this reason, staff suggested the dry basin as an informal frontage
treatment.

Mrs. Boring noted that several citizens have suggested mounding, but based on this, it
would not be consistent with the surrounding neighborhoods.

Ms. Husak confirmed that mounding is not present in the adjoining neighborhoods.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked staff to provide information on the setbacks along Brand
Road for houses facing Brand.

Ms. Husak responded that there is a 100-foot setback requirement from Brand Road.
There was originally 130 feet of sethack proposed within this plan. From the road, the
setback is 130 feet. For Wellington Place and Sheffield Place, there is 100 feet of
setback to the homes, for these homes, the proposal is for 150 feet setback from
Brand Road.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher stated that as one travels west, past the roundabout, there is a
phase of Muirfield consisting of about six homes. What is the setback for those
homes?

Ms. Husak responded she is not certain, but recalls that many of those developments
were approved with a 200-foot setback from Brand Road.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked if there is a reason why the City would not install the
sewer system along Brand Road so that properties on the south side could take
advantage of it.

Mr. Hammersmith responded that staff would need to review this. Either the
developer could do this, or the extension could be done in association with this
project. Staff has reviewed all of these unserved areas, but he does not recall how it
is to be served. He will check on this and report back.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher noted that this would give the City an opportunity to implement
the service for this area in cenjunction with the other construction projects.

Mr. Hammersmith stated that it may be an issue of depth of the eight-inch sewer
going west. It works with routing up through the development, as the property grade
falls from the northwest towards Brand Road. Staff will review this.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked that staff stay in communication with the township
residents interested in sewer service so they are aware of what decisions are made
and for what reason they are made.

Ms. Chinnid-Zuercher noted that another issue brought up is in regard to the dry basin
versus a wet basin. She understands that staff is recommending a more natural
approach to this, but in terms of consistency and continuation of appearance, it seems
the water ponds would add value to the aesthetics of the entry as well as those on the
south side of Brand.

Ms. Husak responded that another consideration was the maintenance issue for the
future, and the fact that a woodland area would require less maintenance costs for the
HOA. Another concem was the safety aspect of having a pond located close to the
roadway, and staff believes the dry basin is a better option. She noted that guardrail
has been added in areas previously, as warranted.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher commented that she is familiar with only a couple of dry basin
areas and those have not been well maintained. She is concemned with the ability to
keep them properly maintained. The guardrall is an alternative that should be
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considered with any ponds, as has been discussed, for safety reasons. She believes
that when the guardrail was installed near Mr. Geese’s property, the decision was to
install a wood guardrail for aesthetics. She would hope this would be considered in
this area as well, in keeping with the natural wooded areas along Brand Road.

Ms. Husak commented that the PZC was aiso concerned with the dry basin and
emphasized to the applicant that this would be looked at very thoroughly within the
final development plan review. The applicant, therefore, is aware that the expectation
is for a dry basin that will retain its state.

Mr. Keenan stated that there is a dry basin in Coventry Woods, which is well
maintained and is utilized as a play area for the neighborhood.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked who is responsible for maintaining a dry basin ~ the
homeowners association?

Ms. Husak responded affirmatively.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher noted that the HOA will need some education to understand
how to maintain it.

Mayor Lecklider noted that one of his concems is with the shallow depth in this area.
There are existing water features on Brand, west of Muirfield Drive on the north side
of Brand. There was not adequate depth in that location to do anything more. In
retrospect, it would be more appealing if left in a natural state, as proposed for this
development.

Mr. Reiner asked about the basin. Will the bottom be planted so that it is forested, or
is it to be a mowable one that is easy to maintain?

Ms. Husak responded that the details are not yet determined. Some of the discussions
indicated there would be mowable area around the basin, but not at the bottom.

Vice Mayor Salay stated that, based on the rendering, it would be treed with some
water |oving plants.

Mr. Hale stated that the intent is to have 3 wooded preserve. He clarified that the
houses are 200 feet back from the roadway.

Greg Chlilog, The Edge Group, 1400 Goodale Boulevard stated that the intention for
the bottom of the basin is to have trees, shrubs, and no mow grass resistant to
periodic flooding. From the frontage, it will appear very natural. Thereisa4to 1
slope on the sides at the steepest, so this is a gentle slope. The feature is not the
basin, but the wooded frontage.

Mr. Reiner asked if bald cypress trees will be utilized for this.

Mr. Chillog responded affirmatively, adding that there will be different zones — some
areas with more water than others. The deep areas will require a bald cypress tree

type plant, while the areas on the fringe will have shrubs. The overall bottom of the
pond will not be mowed, but it will be some type of basin planting mix.

Mr. Reiner noted that at the last hearing, there was discussion of excavation of the
houses and hauling away of the dirt. With the option of the mounds and the cost
savings for not hauling away the dirt, is there any interest in creating mounds along
the street?

Charfes Ruma, 4020 Venture Court, Columbus responded that they will do whatever
the City desires in this regard. It would certainly be less costly to retain the dirt on
site and build mounds versus hauling it away. He noted that there are only two ponds
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along Brand from Dublin Road to Muirfield Drive. There is not a prevalent system of
wet ponds along Brand Road. This area is very wooded. They believed it was
preferable to have the front of the homes on Brand Road versus the back of the
homes. The setback is at least 200 feet along those houses, and this will be a very
pleasant community along Brand Road.

Mr. Reiner responded that he is pleased to hear that the 200-foot setback is being
maintained along this scenic highway. He is aware that there is a difference of
opinion about the preference for mounding or a natural appearance. The Asherton
apartment complex is heavily mounded, but it was developed 20 years ago.

Mr. Riat stated that there is not adequate depth to accommodate a wet pond along
the frontage. The only two other ponds along this portion of Brand serve as an entry
feature for the Wellington subdivision. They are willing to continue working with staff
on finalizing the details for the development.

Mrs. Boring stated that the large beech tree referenced will eventually be part of
someone’s back yard, once the lot is sold, and the City will have no control over that
tree. Is that correct?

Ms. Husak responded that this Is true, but the tree is on the property line within the
side yard setback, so the likelihcod of someone building in that iocation and removing
the tree seems remote. It is true, however, that the property owner would have
control over the tree in the future.

Mr. Gerber stated that he agrees with the use of a dry basin, based on this discussion.
In addition, he is supportive of investigating options for bringing the sewer line to the
west, which would be beneficial to the overall community.

Mrs. Boring asked if there is a pipe draining water into the dry basin, because there is
an unsightly pipe at the Lowe’s basin. How can the City ensure that does not occur
with this development?

Mr. Hammersmith responded that the City’s new design standards provide that if there
is a headwall, it requires stone facings. The Lowe's development pre-dates that
requirement for aesthetic treatment.

Mrs. Boring asked if the owner of Lowe’s can be required to make the pipe shorter, as
it is unsightly.

Mr. Hammersmith responded that staff will review this.

Mayor Lecklider summarized that there are 10 conditions listed in the memo, and
asked Ms. Husak to summarize the two additional conditions discussed tonight.
Ms. Husak responded that these two additional conditions are:
11. That a temporary meta! or wood construction fence be installed around the
critical root zone of Tree #740;
12. That the applicant work with Engineering to install, if deemed appropriate, a
wood guard rail along the Brand Road frontage; and
Mayor Lecklider asked if these are consistent with Council’s understanding.
Hearing no comments, Mayor Lecklider moved to approve Ordinance 14-12 with the
10 conditions identified in the memo, and the two conditions appended by Council
tonight.

A citizen in the audience requested to testify.

ldma| 53 Bal Drive in stated that she submitted a letter
signed by all seven of the homeowners on Ballybridge Drive in Wellington Place that
backs up to this development. She is not certain that Council has heard their
concens. These seven properties that back up to Brand Road knew there was a 100-
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foot setback and expected that when the farmland was sold, it would benefit them.
The designation of Brand Road as a scenic roadway meant that what would eventually
be built behind their homes would be similar to what is seen across Brand Road —
beautiful estate homes that are set back from the road. They had expected no more
than three such homes in this area, as Mr. McLoughlin has indicated. Now that the
homes are 200 feet back ~ 100 feet mare than required by Code - pushing the homes
directly into their backyards, it is very disappointing. They chose to build on lots that
backed into farmland and they expected when the land was sold, it would be
developed to maintain the scenic roadway nature of Brand. While the developer has
cooperated to improve things, all seven property owners are very unhappy and do not
believe what has been proposed maintains the scenic roadway of Brand Road.

Mike ] e trustee noted he has
additional comments.
= The developer and their representatives have been very cooperative
throughout the process. He noted that the neighborhood continues to be
opposed to this development in their back yards, compromising the rural nature
of Brand Road. They are pleased with the trees and landscape buffer, and the
level of opacity they are providing. They are pleased with the setbacks
restored to the original sizes.
¢ One issue he continues to have concerns with is the drainage issue. He asked
that Council append a 13" condition to the rezoning — that the developer
continue to work with staff and residents to mitigate drainage issues.
o He appreciates the developer’s willingness to work with the residents to resolve
these issues.
Mr. Hale stated that they have no objection to this 13'" condition.

Mr. Ruma added that all of this property flows from west to east, and it is pretty
severe. So all of the water coming from the two or three properties to the west are all
flowing to Mr. Ensminger’s back yard. What the developer will do Is install a street,
and the only water that will affect Mr. Ensminger’s property is the water from the
highest street curb back to his lot. At his lot line, there is a storm sewer to catch the
drainage before it gets to his lot. So, In essence, his current problems will disappear.
If a problem continues, the developer is willing to help with French drains or other
means to help dry It out.

Mr. Ensminger stated that he appreciates the commitment and hopes the
communication will continue at the final development plan stage.

Mayor Lecidider amended his motion to add a 13 condition:
13. That the applicant works with adjacent property owners to address their
drainage issues.
Mr. Keenan seconded the motion.

Yote on the motion to approve Ordinance 14-12 with 13 conditions: Mr. Reiner, yes;
Mr. Keenan, yes; Mrs. Boring, yes; Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, yes;,
Mr. Gerber, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes.

Ordingnce 15-12

, More or Le
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rawn its previous/recommendation for a condition relgfed to the moundi g.

INTRODUCTION/FIRST READING — ORDINANCES
Ordinance 14-12

Rezoning Approximately 18.5 Acres, Located on the North Side of Brand
Road, Approximately 700 Feet West of Coventry Woods Drive from R and
R-1 to Planned Unit Development District (Wellington Reserve PUD) to
Establish a 28-Lot Single-Family Detached Residential Development and
3.6 Acres of Open Space. (Case 08-382/PDP/PP) (Wellington rezoning) (Second
reading/public hearing March 26 Council meeting)

Vice Mayor Salay introduced the ordinance.

Ms. Husak stated that this item was re-scheduled to this agenda to permit staff to
address some access issues with the applicant.

These 18.5 acres on the north side of Brand Road are immediately adjacent
to the Wellington Place subdivision. To the north is the Brandon
subdivision, and to the west is unincorporated land within Washington
Township.

The proposed preliminary plat includes 28 lots on the 18.5 acres for a total
density of 1.5 units/acre, which meets the Community Plan requirements.
There is an access point off Brand Road and a generous setback off Brand
Road. It is required to be 100 feet; there are approximately 100-120 feet of
Brand Road sethacks in the neighboring subdivisions.

The plan includes a connection to Wellington Place, to the east, through
Ballybridge Drive.

There Is a dry detention area proposed along Brand Road with ample
landscaping and a form of naturalized wooded landscaping.

The plan has been revised from what the Planning and Zoning Commission
reviewed. The applicant has been working with Planning and Engineering
to make some changes to the potential future access to the parcel in the
west. That parcel may or may not develop, but if it does, it is important to
ensure access for this parcel.

The proposal now is to create a small cul-de-sac in the northern portion of
the site, This is different from what the Planning Commission considered,
which was the potential future road connecting in that particular area. As
suggested by Engineering, the applicant has provided right-of-way in the
new plan for a potential future extension of Ballybridge Drive to the west. 12-034FDP/FP
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That area wouid be seeded only at this time; they will not be required to
install pavement.

¢ The plan is unique in that it proposes tree enhancement areas within the
rear yards of all the lots.

« There was significant neighborhood attendance at the Planning and Zoning
Commission meeting. Many of the neighbors to the east and north were
concerned about having development close to their rear yards. There were
also concerns about drainage and access. Planning and Zoning Commission
and the applicant have worked with the residents in an attempt to alleviate
some of those concerns. The tree enhancement zone was proposed for that
reason. It is between 30 and 40 feet, depending on the lot.

Mrs. Boring inquired if there was an updated site plan in the meeting packet.
Ms. Husak responded that the packet includes an updated site plan.

o Lots 1 through 6 have a 30-foot tree enhancement zone along their rear
yards. A 40-foot zone is proposed along the lots adjacent to Wellington
Place, as well as 40 feet to the north and 30 feet to the west. The intention
of that zone is to preserve existing vegetation where possible. However, in
one particular area, there will be a lot of grading activity due to utilities
being placed in that area and preserving trees is not realistic for that area.
The tree enhancement zone allows trees to be placed there. The intent is
to make It look as It currently does — fairly wooded, but taking out the
underbrush.

o The applicant has also provided in the development text an opacity
requirement within that zone. Some residents were concerned that existing
vegetation would be removed in order to achieve the opacity requirement.
That language has been revised since the PZC meeting to clarify that the
intent is for 75 percent opacity, but that existing vegetation can account for
that; existing holes will be filled with landscaping. The intention Is not to
remove vegetation where that is not needed for grading or utilities.

e Another feature unique to this development and only a couple others is that
the front of the lot has a build zone that is 20 to 30 feet. The home is
required to be located within that build zone, which means that all of the
homes along this road will be a little closer to the roadway, opening up
more area in the back yard for patios or other amenities.

« In view of the roundabout that has been designed for the northern portion
of this site, these lots will have the benefit of a little privacy in that area.

o The potential layout of the entryway is addressed in the text. The intent is
that the area will be natural and wooded, so there will not be the typical,
formal subdivision entry.

Staff recommends approval at the second reading. There are 10 conditions
required by the PZC. Some of those have been met; the others will be monitored
during the final development plan stages. Correspondence has been received from
an adjacent resident in the northem portion of the site concerning the possibility of
making this tree enhancement zone a tree preservation zone. Staff believes that
can be done, so there is a potential condition to address that, if Council so desires.

Ben Hale, Jr., Smith & Hale, 37 W. Broad Street, representative for the applicant,
Davidson Phillips/Charles Ruma, stated that Mr. Ruma has other developments in
Dublin and dealt with several builders. Mr. Ruma believes the housing market is
improving, and is purchasing this site for development by those builders. Before
beginning construction of the site, Mr. Ruma will have a meeting at which the 12-034FDP/FP
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builders may select lots. He anticipates all lots will be taken. This subdivision has
been designed to meet the builders’ requirements.

o Al of the lots are a minimum of 90 feet in width. The price point of these
homes will be $450,000 to $650,000. The 90-foot lots will permit all of the
homes to have a side-loaded, three-car garage. All of the neighboring lots
are smaller and have front-loaded garages. Deeper lots were placed
adjacent to those neighboring lots.

e This property has a large number of trees, but many are Ash trees not in
good shape, due to extensive vining. Approximately 500 trees will be
replaced, and this site will become very wooded with 75% opacity.

« The City requested that the site plan be replaced with the current plan. Due
to this change, drainage is no longer needed on the northern lots — Lots
#16, #17 and #18, and instead of a tree replacement zone, there can be a
no-disturb zone, leaving the existing trees. This is possible because there is
no necessity to install drainage. This site falls heavily from left to right,
providing natural drainage. Some of the property owners along that border
do have existing drainage problems. There is a larger area that drains from
west to east, and some of these neighbors have experienced flooding.
However, the street that will be extended through there will cut off some of
that overland flow. Along the eastern and southern borders, along Lots #1
- #5, there are a number of drainage inlets. They have agreed to work with
each of those neighbors. They have committed to direct the drainage away
from those property owners. If this does not completely address their
problem, it will greatly improve the existing condition.

¢ Because of the size of the subdivision, Mr. Ruma has committed to the City
and the neighbars to install the subdivision all at once. It will not be a
phased development. The street area in front will be cleared. Individual lots
will not be cleared, other than what is needed to install utilities. When the
individua! builders become involved, then selected trees will be removed
from the lots. This maximizes the trees that can remain.

¢ This is an attractive plan — bigger and deeper lots, significant tree
preservation, buffer along the edge, three-car, side-loaded garages and
custom builders. They will be a good neighbor to the neighbors to the east,
and enhance their property values.

William Riat, Casto, 191 W. Nationwide Boulevard, Suite 200, Columbus, stated
that during the last 8-10 years, they have attempted three or four times with

different approaches to have this land rezoned with other single-family builders.
They now have a contract with Mr. Ruma, who intends to do a very high quality,
low-density development. They have worked with staff for an extended period of
time on this plan. These homes will be set back farther from Brand Road than
many of the existing homes on Brand Road, and oniy the fronts of the homes are
viewable from the road. The Planning Commission vote was unanimous to
recommend Council approval of this plan.

Greg Chillog, EDGE Group, 1400 Goodale Boulevard, Columbus, planner and

fandscape architect, stated that they spent significant time on this plan. One of

the biggest hurdles was tree replacement for the site. Their original request to

pzC was for the standard waiver of tree replacement guidelines -- trees measuring

6 to 24 inches in caliper would be replaced tree for tree. Trees greater than 24

inches would be replaced inch for inch. Unfortunately, at the PZC hearing, they

agreed to a condition to replace trees greater than 12 inches, inch for inch, and

trees measuring 6 t0 12 inches in caliper would be replaced tree for tree. That 12-034FDP/FP
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would have a significant economic impact to them with this site. Under the
standard waiver, they would be required to replace 550 trees on the site, and that
is what is represented on the plan before Council tonight. If they are heid to the
condition that they agreed to at the PZC hearing, they would be required to
replace 1,125 trees on the site. In addition to the economic impact, it would also
have a significant impact on the environmental conditions for tree growth on the
site. Although 1,125 trees could be added to the site, in 10 years, they will be
competing for space, resulting in the death of some of the trees. Because those
trees would be required by this rezoning, however, someone would also be
required to replace them ~ either the lot owner or the City, if in the setbacks.
They would like to discuss having the ability to return to their original request for a
standard tree replacement waiver.

Mr. Hale stated that they are not objecting to tree replacement, but if it is
overdone, it can create problems for the trees. Their intent is that, immediately
after the site is cleared and the streets and drainage are installed, all the trees will
be replanted. Their commitment can be that all of the tree replacement can be
reviewed by the City’s arborist to ensure the replacement is in conformance with
good landscaping practices. They would like to work with City staff to amend the
condition accordingly for consideration at the second hearing of the ordinance.
The desired process would be that the applicant be required to plant as many trees
as the City arborist determines would not overcrowd the site. In summary, to
adhere strictly to the current PZC condition would result in over-planting in some
places.

Ms. Husak stated that staff is not aware of any previous tree replacement waiver
granted by Council that is as restrictive as what PZC required (and the applicant
agreed to) with this case. The tree replacement waiver granted by Council in the
past has been for trees 6 to 24 inches and trees exceeding 24 inches, Therefore,
staff is supportive of the applicant’s request.

Mayor Lecklider invited public testimony.
Roger Reeves, 5149 Reddington Court, Dublin provided copies of two proposed

options to Council members. His residence is located adjacent to Lot 17 on the
proposed plat. Neighbors also in attendance tonight have lots adjoining Lots 16
and 18. He has sent emails to Council during the past five days. He represents
the adjacent Brandon subdivision homeowners. He would like to propose a couple
of alternatives to what is proposed by the developer.

o City staff has indicated that the tree enhancement zone would be replaced
by a tree preservation zone along the 40-foot boundary on the northern
edge of the property, where Lots 16, 17 and 18 are located. He and his
neighbors prepared their own tree survey in a 40 x 80 foot area. They did
use a different standard. The City measures diameter; they measured
circumference at chest height. They identified 60+ trees that exceeded 12
inches in circumference. The largest tree was a beech tree, 91 inches in
circumference, or 40 inches in diameter per the City’s survey. That tree is
located 50 feet inside the rear property line and is in good condition. The
standard requirement for removing a tree is a minimum distance of 40 feet
from the center of that tree before any excavation can begin. Any closer
would kill the tree. This tree is @ marked and tagged Historic Tree. There
are several other trees, although not marked and tagged, that are very

lose in si . They would lik
close in size across these three lots y would like to propose that the 12-034FDP/FP
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40-foot tree enhancement/tree preservation zone across the northern
boundary be extended to 80 feet. Option #1 that he has provided to
Council tonight is that the entire Lot 17 be a “no build” lot. That would
allow for the 80-foot tree preservation zone off the rear of Lots 16 and 18,
and still allow for 30 feet from the back of the footprint of the house on Lot
18 to the edge of the new 80-foot tree preservation zone. It would allow 40
feet off the rear corner of the house on Lot 16 to the tree preservation
zone. Accordingly, there would be room just to the south of Lot 28, toward
the southern edge of the property, for a potential Lot 29, which would have
over 90 feet frontage from the road. It would be wider than the other lots
along the street, but narrower at the rear — 60 feet, but a house would fit
within the 10-20 foot setback off the street. This option would permit the
developer to have the same number of lots that they have proposed. It
would enhance the woods at the northern edge of the property and would
meet the intent of the City’s Zoning Code Section 153.140, which states that
it is the City’s goal to try to preserve trees wherever possible. Allowing only
a 40-foot tree preservation zone along the Lots 16 — 18 would necessitate
many trees being removed. The applicant has requested a waiver, which
staff is willing to recommend. If granted, 1,125 trees that would need to be
replaced would be reduced to approximately 500 trees. Option #1 would
mean that a large number of trees on Lots 16 -18 would not need to be
replaced. In that case, the waiver would not need to be granted, as Option
#1 would preserve a large number of trees.

o He also provided Option #2, which would be to bring the end of the cul de
sac in front of Lots 16, 17 and 18 30 feet to the south of where it is
currently proposed. The property lines between Lots 16 and 17 and
between Lots 17 and 18 aliow for a 90-foot frontage in front of the home on
Lot 17. By doing that, the 80-foot rear yard tree preservation zone could
still be created, and still have 30 feet off the edge of the 80-foot tree
preservation zone to the rear of the house on Lot 17. Either of these
options would provide for the 80-foot tree preservation zone and still
provide the developer with the same number of lots they have requested.

He requests that Council consider these proposals, and try to the greatest extent
possible to enforce the City’s Zoning Code Section 153.140 — to preserve as many
trees as Is possible.

Mayor Lecklider inquired if Mr, Reeves had presented the two options to either City
staff or the applicant before this evening.

Mr. Reeves responded that he had not.

Ms. Husak clarifled that staff has responded via emall to Mr. Reeves regarding the
theory of these options, which he did describe. Staff had not seen drawings of the
options.

Mr. Reiner asked if Mr. Reeves had been able to ascertain the quality/condition of
the beech trees he has mentioned.

Mr. Reeves responded that on the City’s survey, the 40-inch beech tree was
considered to be in good condition. He mapped the location of all these trees,
included the circumference of each tree, and forwarded that Information to Council
in his first email. Every one of those trees is in good condition. He did not include
any trees that were hoilow or in poor condition.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher requested that staff address two issues: (1) a statement
with the tree survey that indicated some of the trees in the area were not in good 12-034FDP/FP
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condition, and (2) the issue regarding the setback between Mr. Reeves’ home and
Lots 16, 17 and 18.

Ms. Husak responded that the tree survey in the meeting packet included all trees
six inches or greater. The master plan does include some sizable trees within that
area, including the 40-foot beech tree, in good condition, that Mr. Reeves
mentioned. The aerial photo of that site looks heavily treed. When staff walked
the site, they noted a large amount of underbrush, trees entangled with weeds,
and many small trees with multiple branches. She agrees with Mr. Reeves that
there is a significant stand of trees within the northern portion of this site. In
regard to the setback from Mr. Reeves’ home, the drawing he provided depicted
footprints of homes on the adjoining lots, but the actual homes could have
different footprints. What is unique about this subdivision is that the requirement
for all these homes is to be close to the street to create a larger rear yard area.
The proposed 40-foot setback is actually much larger than what is required in the
surrounding neighborhoods. With many homes constructed in the City, the
homeowners often have difficulties if they want to add a patio, deck or pool. Staff
believes the 40-foot setback is appropriate for this site. The people who wili buy
these houses will likely want to have the trees remain, as they provide both value
and privacy.

Vice Mayor Salay requested, prior to the next Council meeting, a note from the City
forester about the landmark beech tree, and the other large trees that Mr. Reeves
mentioned; their condition; and what is likely to happen to them if those lots are
built. Has the developer had an opportunity to respond to Mr. Reeves' suggestions
— puiling in the cul de sac slightly? There is the financial component for the
developer, but if that lot is regained somewhere else, is that satisfactory? If the
developer is not required to replace 1,100 trees, but permitted to replace 550
trees, that would also be a savings to them. She requested a response in regard
to Mr. Reeves’ proposal, and a note from the City forester regarding the large
trees.

Mayor Lecklider invited Mr. Hale to respond.

Mr. Hale stated that the concept of moving a lot to the front was discussed at a
Planning Commission meeting. Because they are attempting to create a woods in
that area, they befieve the lot is better where it is. Changes within that area have
been made. Previously, Mr. Reeves did not want the street to go to the west; that
issue has now been resolved. One of the assumptions that Mr. Reeves is making is
all the trees will be removed on that lot. However, itis in Mr. Reeves’ best interest
to keep as many trees as possible. As mentioned earlier, they will not be clearing
the whole site, but will consider it lot by lot. Those lots are more valuable with
trees on them than without. They believe a reasonable setback is being provided.

Mr. Riat added that the houses generally are much smaller than these footprints.
Most of the trees in that area can and will be saved. They have now switched to a
total preservation zone, where no utilities will be provided. They are doing as
much as they can to address the concern. The applicant could agree to fence off
the landmark beech tree at the drip line and not encroach into the root area. They
welcome the idea of working with the City forester. The densities are low; the
setback is large — it is @ good plan. The applicant has addressed many issues, but
is willing to do more.

Vice Mayor Salay requested that the City Forester's memo address what the

developer Is proposing will be saved. 12-034FDP/FP
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Mrs. Boring stated that she would like to see a definite plan regarding the trees.
The developer can say they will try to save these trees, but then a builder or
contractor comes in and does otherwise. She disagrees with Mr. Hale. With
Wedgewood Hills, there was little tree preservation effort made, and the area was
essentially mowed. The City needs to protect those trees specifically defined,
because beech trees are often impacted by construction activities.

Vice Mayor Salay agreed. While the applicant may be suggesting something very
reasonable, a contractor may not be as passionate about saving the trees,

Mr. Riat stated that Council can require that, until construction is complete, a
temporary construction fence remain in place. The only means to keep a builder
away from the trees is to fence them.

Vice Mayor Salay stated that it would need to be more than just an orange snow
fence type.

Mr. Riat responded that something can be staked at that beech tree’s drip line, and .
the entire tree preservation zone fenced off.

Mr. Keenan asked if this could be an added condition that the developer would
agree to.

Vice Mayor Salay reiterated that it must be more than an orange snow fence.

Mr. Riat responded that they could erect something more substantial. Mr. Ruma
will be addressing the construction on this.

Mr. Reiner asked if there is an architectural style established for this community.
Ms. Husak responded that there is no theme for the community. There are
requirements, which must be met and approved by an architectural review board.
The community will be composed of different builders’ homes.

Mr. Reiner stated that 28 lots are proposed with trees 10 feet off center, which
calculates to 280 trees. Is the 75% opacity requirement for both summer and
winter? Will only 25% of a house be visible?

Ms. Husak responded that there was much discussion on this at the PZC meeting.
What staff recommended, and the Commission also supported, was to provide
language that would indicate the intent is 75%. The intent was to leave that to
the final development plan stage, when they will have a much better idea of what
is actually in place, such as the utilities. At that point, staff will work with them on
a lot-by-lot basis to determine the most appropriate plant materials and location
for the materials for each lot. The intent is for the opacity to be present year-
round.

Mr. Reiner stated that he walked the site and did view a large amount of scrub
vegetation. He is concerned about the drainage being correct. They will save the
trees, excavate the basements, but there will be a need to remove the basement
soil.

Mr. Riat responded that they were very concerned about the north property line
and the agreement to save all these trees. Fortunately that land slopes and has a
nice, natural drainage. Along the eastern side, however, there are some severe
drainage Issues. At the PZC meeting, some of the neighbors had photos of
flooding in their yards. They can certainly ensure the builders do not put the
basement soil where the trees are. 1t is necessary to put it close to the homes or
the streets.

12-034FDP/FP
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Steve Shell, EMH&T, 5500 New Albany Road, Columbus, stated that in regard to
drainage along the north property line, there is 10 feet of fali, west to east — great
drainage. In regard to the basement excavation soil, all of that will be hauled off
site.

Mr. Reiner inquired if he is making a commitment that the dirt will all be hauled
away and the grades will be maintained correctly.

Mr. Shell responded that they will establish the grades and the side yards first with
whatever dirt is needed, and then the excess dirt will be removed.

Mr. Reiner stated that the adjacent neighbors often experience problems later with
water retention on their properties caused by the new construction/development.
The site plan indicates a series of catch basins. Are they expected to provide
adequate drainage?

Mr. Shell responded that they would drain the property correctly. The drainage
pattern on this property is from west to east. Currently, in the existing
neighborhood, the stormwater runs to the west, and they have a significant
amount of standing water. There will be multiple catch basins along that property
fine. In regard to the north property line, the water will fall along the grade.

Mr. Reiner asked if they would cut a swale and install the catch basins.

Mr. Shell responded that along the north property line, there will be a swale that is
cut outside the preservation zone. The swales will be established during the
construction of the homes. The intent is to remove only the trees necessary to
build the infrastructure, leaving as many trees as possible. The same effort will be
made during construction of the homes.

Mr. Reiner asked in regard to opacity if there is any interest in having evergreens,
which would give more privacy, or will there be primarily deciduous trees,

Mr. Hale responded that to accomplish the desired opacity, it will be necessary to
have some evergreens.

Mr. Chillog stated that they will fill in the gaps with a combination of deciduous
trees, evergreens, understory trees and shrubs. These decisions will be made
during the final development stage, after the location of the utilities is known, and
which trees will be saved. The saplings and undergrowth along the edges that will
be removed to construct the grading and drainage will be replaced and augmented
with a complete, naturalized buffer.

Mr. Reiner inquired if his commitment is to work with the residents on this effort.

Mr. Riat stated after the last meeting, they met with some of the residents along
that property line, including a resident on the south side of Brand Road for whom
they agreed to plant some trees to block the glare of headlights from cars exiting
from this street. They do not have a specific plan for trees yet because they prefer
to wait and plant the type of tree desired where they are needed. What they do
along that side will address some drainage problems, as well.

Mrs. Boring stated that swales will be installed along the property lines, but how
will the swales be maintained? Is that information included in the homeowner
deed documents? Ten years later, the property owner may have changed, and if
they decide they do not want the swale and fill it in, it could cause a problem.
Ms. Husak responded that she would check into that, and provide the information
at a later date.
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Vice Mayor said that she does not believe that would be in the plans. It appears
catch basins will be installed on the east property line. How will that be
compatibte with all of the trees in that area?

Mr. Hale responded that along the east property line, most of the trees are on the
neighboring properties, not on this site. The catch basins and storm drainage line
are not along the property line; they are along the edge of that 40-foot strip.
Inside the 40-foot strip is where they will plant the trees to create the 75 percent
opacity. There wiil not be any conflict between the trees and the drainage pipe.

Vice Mayor Salay asked if a French drain would run along the back of the lots.

Mr. Shell responded that the storm sewers would be designed per Dublin code,
which requires a minimum size of 12 inches for a public storm sewer. Along the
east side, there will be removal of trees and grading to allow for the installation of
that storm sewer. After the proper grade for drainage is established, trees will be
planted. The subdivision to the east was set up for a similar design, but
unfortunately, it only has two inlets for the entire area. There will be five inlets
installed along this property line, which is the area in which there has been a
serious drainage problem.

Mr. Hammersmith stated that in recent years, the City has been very generous
with rear yard infets. In the past, that was not the case, and situations such as
this, where only two inlets were constructed, were the conseguence. It is much
easier to install them in conjunction with the development. Also, only the rear half
of the lots drain toward the rear property line; the front half of the lots drain
toward the street and are captured in the street curb and gutter system.

Vice Mayor Salay asked if it is his belief that all the ponding will be rectified.
Mr. Hammersmith responded that it will absolutely be much improved from what
exists today.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher stated that she attended the PZC meeting in which this
development was initially discussed, and she believes Option 1 was discussed at
that time. She does not support that option. The proposed Lot 29 would not be a
property of value and would detract from the overall appearance desired. She
believes that staff will need to manage this project thoroughly to make sure what
results actually adheres to the approvals and the intent of this conversation. In
reality, the City should have required the neighboring developer to correct this
problem long ago. Fortunately, there is another developer who is able and
interested in resolving this problem. Much of what was discussed at the PZC
meeting has been addressed in the iterations before Council. She requested
clarification — did PZC require double the number of trees replaced than staff
requested?

Ms. Husak confirmed that is correct.

Mrs. Boring asked if space would be set aside for the extension of Ballybridge
Drive.

Ms, Husak confirmed it would.

Mrs. Boring inquired if it would be paved.

Ms. Husak responded it would not.

Mrs. Boring asked who would be responsible for the maintenance of it in the
Interim.

Ms. Husak responded that it would be the City’s responsibility.
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Mr. Hale stated that the homeowners association will maintain the area in front. In
the interim, the developer will maintain it.
Mrs. Boring requested that be included in the text.

Mrs. Boring stated that many times what can occur is that the homeowners of the
adjacent lots -- lots 26 and 27 -- do not realize that land is not theirs.

Ms. Husak responded that there is a condition that requires notification of that be
provided to those homeowners -—- perhaps a sign in the area, or a statement in
their closing documents.

Mrs. Boring stated that she believes a small sign is a good idea. The text should
clarify that it is the homeowner association’s responsibility.

Mr. Reiner stated that there are a limited number of lots in this development - only
28 homes. Will this be a fully funded homeowners association?

Mr. Hale responded that the entire front will be woods and heavily planted, so
there should not be extensive maintenance. They have also offered to become a
part of the Wellington Association, if they would be interested in doing that.
However, they do intend to have a fully funded homeowners association.

Vice Mayor Salay stated that when that street extension is eventually installed, the
owners of lots 26 and 27 will invariably indicate that they were not told by the
salesperson, or that the road extension was not noted on their plat. It is essential
that it be noted on the plat, even if there is a sign in the neighborhood, which
could disappear.

Mr. Keenan asked if the homeowner can be required to sign a document indicating
their understanding and agreement.

Mr. Riat responded that it can be included on the title. Perhaps there could be a
deed restriction that runs with the title that would require every buyer of the
property to acknowledge it.

Mr. Smith stated that they would identify the correct method to address that issue
prior to the second reading of this ordinance.

Vice Mayor Salay that in the past, there was a homeowners association that had a
significant burden with mowing and upkeep of the evergreens in their
neighborhood. The conclusion was that it was unfair to the homeowners that the
City had obligated the HOA with maintaining that amount of landscaping. The City
developed a calculation for how many homes would be necessary to support, with
reasonable HOA dues, the and in their neighborhood. It will be important to apply
that formula in this case to ensure faimess. There are not many homes in this
reserve, and they may choose not to be part of the Wellington HOA, or Wellington
may choose not to accept them.

Mike Ensminger 2 Kilbrittain Lape, stated that his home is located in the
eastern portion of Wellington Reserve. They have had some dialogue with Mr.
Hale, and the developer has met some of their requests. Planning staff
acknowledges, as does Mr. Ruma, that this is a difficult piece of property to
develop. That is evidenced by the necessary tree replacement and the size of the
houses with the lot coverage. There are several issues he would like to
communicate to Coundil,
+ The first issue relates to the 40-foot rear yard setbacks. The setbacks
were originally set for 20 or 25 feet. The residents requested 75 feet,
which was negotiated down to 40 feet, with the understanding that the

lots on the right side, Lots #08 - #16 would be approximately 190 - 200 12-034FDP/FP
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feet deep. Mr. Hale stated that those lots were deeper than those on the
left. Since the PZC hearing and the revised preliminary plat, those lot
depths have been reduced, bringing those houses 10-15 feet closer to
them than what they were originally told at the Planning Commission.

o Secondly, in regard to the landscape buffer, they appreciate the hedges
for their driveways to block the light from headlights.

« In addition, the development text originally prohibited rear-load garages in
this development. The staff report with this ordinance mentions rear-load
garages as being permitted. They have been opposed to those from the
outset, and request the prohibition be expressly stated in the development
pian.

¢ Along the northern property line, at Kilbrittain and Katesbridge, there is
mostly brush and not many good trees., The 30-40 foot tree enhancement
zone was included in this plan as a result of a specific request. They
requested a tree enhancement zone rather than a tree conservation
easement because if everything is cleared except 30-40 feet of the existing
brush, it would be unsightly. They have asked to have utility easements
and to be able to clear out some of the underbrush, keep the existing good
trees, and replant the others with 75% opacity requirement. Mr. Reeves
wants a tree conservation zone along the northern property boundary;
however, they want the tree preservation zone and 75% opacity. Not only
would it create a nice buffer, it will also help address the drainage issues.
Their yard is muddy and unusable and frequently, there are ducks
swimming in it. Mr. McDonald, who lives adjacent to Lot #16 has a worse
situation than he does. For the developer to state that they will not be
instatling any utility easements or drainage there is very concerning.

Their neighborhood aiso strongly desires the 75% opacity requirement.
There was discussion at the PZC meeting. The drainage issues are so
severe that he would not have purchased this home, if he had been aware
of them. They ask Council’s support for a reasonable escrow for drainage
issues. They have no enforcement mechanism once the developer sells
these properties to the different builders. For the year or so during which
this subdivision is being developed, the drainage is still not being fixed.
When the land is cleared and graded, there will be significant flooding,
blocking the entire drain with mud. Engineering staff have visited his
property and can attest to the serious drainage issue. The Ballybridge
residents to the south cannot cut their back yards in the summer due to
the flooding. An escrow account would be greatly appreciated by the
residents.

+ The final issue is the “back-pedaling” regarding lot length, opacity, and the
tree replacement plan - reduced from 1,022 to 522 trees.

He summarized that they are concerned that the communication they were
promised and expect as neighbors is currently facking. They have no ability to hold
the developer or builders to anything, so they are asking Council for their support.

Mayor Lecklider asked if the residents are experiencing communication issues with
City staff.

Mr. Ensminger responded that it is not with City staff; it is with the developer. Ms.
Husak and Mr. Stanford have been very helpful and responsive. He wants to
ensure the communication with the developer continues and improves during this
process so that If the project is approved, they can ultimately be good neighbars.
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Mr. Reiner thanked him for his honesty regarding the visual aspects of the terrain.
He commented to the consulting engineer that there is an entire group of people
with flooding on their private property. Does the consulting engineer believe that
the existing drainage problems will be resolved by the work being done on this
adjoining property?

Mr. Shell stated that they are not installing the storm sewer on the adjacent
property, but on this project. The storm drainage coming from the west to the east
will be captured. Any water that falls directly on the homeowners’ lots on the
adjacent property cannot be controlied. There are four acres of offsite land
drainage that comes from the west, including the subject property itself and what
results from this drainage will be handled onsite.

Mr. Keenan asked his opinion about what portion of the existing drainage issue for
these homeowners originates from the property west of this.

Mr. Shell responded that the majority of it. There are four acres to the west of the
site and this site itself that will be handled in their system.

Mr. Reiner noted that one of the most expensive options available is buffering and
screening along the property line, and this, together with the drainage system,
could result in a major improvement for everyone's properties. He asked if Ms.
Husak could review the opacity numbers and the lineal feet of the lots and
property lines and provide Council with information about the number of trees
needed to obtain the desired opacity.

Mrs. Boring commented that she understood the developer is working with each
resident.

Mr. Riat stated that there is a possibility there are drainage issues on the
homeowners’ lots because their catch basins are inbound on their lot and their
swale. The best way to resolve this is for everyone to work together as the system
is being constructed for the new development. Perhaps some minor grading could
be done on the individual properties — and this would need to be a cooperative
effort between the City, the property owner and the developer. Secondly, when
Dublin requested a cul de sac, the street was offset somewhat to the west, making
the lots a bit larger. They could work with the Engineer to slightly offset that cul
de sac and make the lots somewhat larger on the east side once again. That was
an oversight on their part that they were not aware of. If acceptable to Dublin,
they could make this adjustment.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher noted that, given the property under discussion tonight has
existed for many years with this flooding problem, what is the history in regard to
the previous developer, the City and the homeowners in trying to correct the
problem?

Mr. Hammersmith responded that he does not know the details of this specific
situation. Typically, in the past, this type of situation resuited from lack of rear
yard catch basins and the fact that there were not many installed in years past.
Over the past ten years, more of these systems have been installed at the outset —
avoiding the need for later installation of systems to correct it. In terms of the
new subdivision under review, new outlets will be created so that property owners
to the north could tap in with extensions from their property. If they have an
existing drainage problem on their property, they can undertake their own
correction. The City is aware of the existing situation, and when the detailed
construction drawings are submitted, the City will make sure that the existing
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problems can be corrected as much as possible. This is a good opportunity to do
S0.

Mr. Keenan asked what kind of permission would be needed to do this.

Mr. Hammersmith responded it is based upon the nature of the problem. It may
require an easement from the property owner so that the City can maintain the
system. For a minor issue, the property owner could install a8 4 or 6-inch drain that
is connected to the City system and maintained by the property owner. That has
been done in many locations.

Mr. Keenan asked about the future roadway planned — the extension of
Ballybridge. When would that be extended, or is it simply an emergency vehicle
access?

Ms. Husak responded that this is a provision for the future, and it is unknown. The
land immediately adjacent is not within the City of Dublin,

Mr. Keenan noted he is referring to the east side.

Ms. Husak responded that extension will be installed as part of the development.
Mr. Keenan noted his concern with all of the traffic exiting in one location, adding
to the existing congestion.

Mr. Reiner asked if the existing residents want to tap into the drainage system to
be constructed with the new development, what would be needed in terms of legal
steps to do so.

Mr. Smith responded that if the property owner has a minor issue, it can simply be
addressed without providing an easement. However, for a major flooding issue
where they want to tie into the City’s system, an easement will be needed.

Mr. Shell, EMH&T stated that the storm sewer shown in the plan is basically pubiic
infrastructure in a public easement, and the City has the right to maintain and
control it. The easement goes to the property line, and any conduit that comes
into a catch basin that crosses that property line Is in the public easement.

Mr. Riat added that when they install the system, if each property owner wanted to
discuss this with them, it would not cost much to run the small yard drains. There
could be some grading issues and perhaps some small French drains could be
installed for the homeowners and tied into the system.

Mayor Lecklider asked if Mr. Hammersmith and Ms. Husak could facilitate this
discussion. It sounds as if the system being installed will address the problem to a
large extent.

Mrs. Boring asked about the 40-foot setback. What is the rear yard setback for the
existing homes in Wellington?

Ms. Husak responded that Wellington Ptace has a requirement of 20 percent of the
lot depth, so it varies. They also have a 25-foot no build zone. For the most part,
the rear yard setback is approximately 25 feet.

Mrs. Boring asked for confirmation that the rear yard setback for the new
subdivision is 40 feet.

Ms. Husak responded affirmatively, and for the north, it is a 30-foot requirement
and they are proposing 40 feet.

Mrs. Boring stated that it seems equitable in that regard.

Mayor Lecklider invited any other citizens who wanted to provide testimony to do
so.

Edward Thomas, 5165 Reddington Court, Dublin, stated that neither he nor his
neighbors have been contacted by the developer in terms of the tree preservation 12-034FDP/FP
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effort. They have expectations that they will do so, but it has not yet occurred.
He is simply clarifying the record.

Mr. Riat responded that they expect their land planners and architects to meet
with these homeowners. They have been making the changes to the plans over
the past few weeks. It is not their intention not to meet with the residents.

Mr. Hale stated that the contact with the neighborhood has been primarily through
the homeowners association, but they will contact the individual homeowners as
well going forward.

Mr. Riat agreed.

Mayor Lecklider thanked everyone for their comments. The second reading/public
hearing will be on March 26.

INTRODUCTION/PUBLIC HEARING/VOTE - RESOLUTIONS
Resolution 15-1
Mdopting a Statement of $S€rvices for 3/Proposed Aphexation of
Acres, More gof Less, from Washington Tgwnship, Fra
City of Dub}in.

Mr. Reiner jtroduced the pésolution.
Mr. Gungérman stated tHat this is a pefition for anneyation from TA

Limited.
. The next
. The petition
ices resolutio

may require & buffer to the operty in certain circumstancgs. The City myst file
these resolyfions within 20 days after t petltlon was Ailed so that
available for the Franklln ounty Comml ioners’ hearin on April 3. I addltlon

brought baclg, o City Council for acceptance jn the timeframe’specified by
S

Vote on the Resolution: /Ms. Chinnici-Zyééher, yes; Mr/ Reiner, yes;
yes; Vi’géMayor Salay, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes.
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RECORD OF ACTION

phone  614.410.4600
fax 614.410.4747

JANUARY 5, 2012

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

1. Wellington Reserve 5144 and 5056 Brand Road
08-038Z/PDP/PP Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan
Preliminary Plat

Proposal: A subdivision of three vacant parcels with 28 single-family lots for land currently
zoned R, Rural District and R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District, located on
the north side of Brand, approximately 700 feet west of Coventry Waods Drive.

Request: Review and approval of a rezoning with preliminary development plan under the
Planned District provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050, and a preliminary plat
under the provisions of Sections 152.015 through 152.022.

Apphcant: CASTO; represented by Ben W. Hale, Jr., Smuth and Hale LLC.

Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner I1.

Contact Information:  (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us

MOTION #1: To recommend approval to City Council of this rezoning with preliminary development plan,
because the proposal meets the Community Plan designation for this site and the applicable review criteria for a
Planned Development, with ten conditions:

1) That the developer be required to notify the future property owners in the northern part of this site
regarding the possible future road extension;

2) That the development text be modified to clarify the proposed landscape buffer planted within the tree
enhancement zone of Lots 1 through 18 wili be installed by the developer and maintained by the individual
homeowners;

3) That, if deemed appropriate by the City Engineer, in lieu of constructing the multi-use path along Brand
Road, the applicant contribute financially to the City’s Brand Road Mutti-use path installation;

4) That the applicant install an off-site left tum lane from Brand Road to Wellington Reserve Drive as
recommended by the traffic study, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer;

5) That the development text be revised to duplicate the fence restrictions of the surrounding neighborhoods;

6) That the development text and plans be updated to indicate multi-use paths instead of blkepaths;

7) That the tree replacement language in the development text be revised to require inch-for-inch replacement
for trees 12 inches and greater;

8) That the text clarify that any supplemental plantings within the Tree Enhancement Zone shall not be
counted toward required replacement trees;

9) That the details of plantings within the proposed Landscape Buffer be reviewed and approved at the final
development plan stage to ensure existing trees are preserved where possible and incorporated into the
buffer; and

10) That the developer work with the residents to the south of the proposed access point to provide a landscape
screen, subject to approval by Planning.

* Ben W. Hale, Jr., representing CASTO, agreed to the conditions.

Page 1 of 2 12-034FDP/FP
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1, Wellington Reserve 5144 and 5056 Brand Road

08-038Z/PDP/PP Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

Preliminary Plat

VOTE: 7-0.
RESULT: Approval of this rezoning with preliminary development plan was recommended to City Council.
RECORDED VOTES:
Chris Amorose Groomes  Yes
Richard Taylor Yes
Todd Zimmerman Yes
Warren Fishman Yes
Amy Kramb Yes
John Hardt Yes
Joseph Budde Yes

MOTION #2: To approve this preliminary plat because it meets the requirements of the Subdivision Regulations
with two conditions:

1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat should be made prior to City
Council submittal; and

2) That the plat be revised to indude utility easements, a minimum of 20 feet in width, centered on all
proposed public sewer, accessible to the public right of way and a drainage easement over the areas of the
stormwater basins defined by the anticipated 100 year storm water surface profile.

* Ben W. Hale, Jr., representing the applicant, agreed to the conditions.
VOTE: 7-0.
RESULT: This preliminary plat was recommended for approval to City Council.
RECORDED VOTES:
Chris Amorose Groomes  Yes
Richard Taylor Yes
Todd Zimmerman Yes
Warren Fishman Yes
Amy Kramb Yes
John Hardt Yes
Joseph Budde Yes
STAFF CERTIFICATION
Acol-0 foiow
laudia D. Husak, AICP
Planner I1
Page 2 of 2
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1. Wellington Reserve 5144 and 5056 Brand Road
08-038Z/PDP/PP Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

Chair Chris Amorose Groomes stated that the following application involves the subdivision of three
vacant parcels with 28 single-family lots for land currently zoned R, Rural District and R-1, Restricted
Suburban Residential District, located on the north side of Brand Road, approximately 700 feet west of
Coventry Woods Drive. She said the Commission will make a recommendation to City Council on the
preliminary development plan and rezoning as well as the preliminary plat.

Claudia Husak said the Commission reviewed this case in October 2011 and there were a lot of concerns
by the Commission and adjacent residents with the setback from Brand Road and the existing drainage
issues, and tree preservation. She said the Commission also wanted additional information regarding the
Brand Road access point and the potential for having the subdivision be accessed from the existing
Wellington Place neighborhood. She said the Commission agreed with the conditions that Planning at that
time had proposed for clarifying the requirements and development standards that were being proposed
in the development text.

Ms. Husak said that Aaron Stanford with Engineering will also present information regarding this
application as many of the previous questions and concerns centered around engineering issues. She
said the site plan proposes 28 lots on a new road to be accessed off Brand Road with a unit density of
1.5 units per acre which is comparable to what is surrounding the area. She said the lots are proposed at
a 12,000-square-foot minimum with a 90-foot minimum width and a 140-foot minimum depth. Ms.
Husak explained that there is a 20- to 30-foot front building zone required and there are six-foot side
yards with a 14-foot total side yard which is comparable to the surrounding neighborhoods. She said the
applicant has proposed a 100-foot setback from Brand Road which due to the required curvature of the
road has not changed the locations of the lots on the north side of Brand Road. She said the applicant
has increased the rear yard setback for Lots 1-7 which are the ones on the north side of Wellington
Reserve Drive and there is a 40-foot rear yard setback proposed for lots on the north side of the
extension of Ballybridge Drive going all the way north and then to the west, the lots on the west side of
Wellington Reserve Drive are proposed with a 30-foot rear yard setback which has increased by 5 feet
compared to what was proposed in October.

Ms. Husak said the applicant is proposing at the rear of each of the lots on the east and west side of
Wellington Reserve Drive to require a Tree Enhancement Zone. She explained the intention of the Tree
Enhancement Zone is to prioritize an area for tree replacement to take place. She said that there will be
a lot of grading activity that needs to take place to alleviate existing stormwater issues that the neighbors
in Wellington Place have and also deal with stormwater management for this proposal. She mentioned
that lots adjacent to lots in Wellington Place and on the north also include a landscape buffer which the
developer will plant and the homeowner will be required to maintain at 75% opacity. She said the a
hedge or wall treatment is required for court loaded garages to eliminate the views into those driveways
and the applicant is proposing a hedge treatment that will be for side loaded garages that would be at
the rear of the driveway to help with shielding head lights.

Ms. Husak said the applicant continues to propose a naturalized landscape treatment for Brand Road with
a dry detention pond as suggested in the Community Plan and there will be a new road from Brand Road
serving the subdivision with an extension to the western portion of the unincorporated land within
Washington Township. She said a new intersection is proposed with Brand Road to access the site with a
turn lane and there were a lot of questions at the October meeting from the residents and the
Commission regarding the necessity of a separate access point for this site and whether or not it could be
served through the extension planned through Ballybridge Drive. Ms. Husak said she was informed by the
Washington Township Fire Department that the existing the subdivisions surrounding this site are not
meeting the Fire Code for access, so this proposal could not be served by existing roads and is helping
Wellington Place with their existing Fire Code access issues.
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Aaron Stanford said with this application a traffic study was performed by the applicant and it modeled
the traffic that would be generated by this development and identified any offsite improvements that
would be required to be performed by the applicant and with this application it identified a left turn lane
will be constructed at the time of their subdivision on Brand Road.

Mr. Stanford said the other element was to analyze site distances for the proposed intersection which
helps to identify safe access point locations and shows that there are adequate site distances at the
proposed location. He said they have found that the spacing from Coffman Road is approximately 1,500
feet and the spacing from the next adjacent intersection to the east at Coventry Woods Drive is
approximately 730 feet. He said the desirable point of location is determined by pushing the intersection
point away from the heavier volume of the intersection at Coffman and Brand Roads and improves the
spacing from Coffman and Brand which has additional traffic and there is adequate spacing from
Coventry Woods with the anticipated traffic. He said there is an intersection improvement planned for
the intersection of. Coffman Road and Brand Road with the installation of a roundabout and in the 5-year
Capital Improvement Plan they have provided for funding for preliminary engineering which will be
performed this year, but the funding for final engineering or construction has not been determined.

Mr. Stanford said site grading was previously identified that some of the house pad locations along the
eastern boundary of the site were raised to an extent where it may create some excessive grading with
the adjacent lots and the Wellington Place Subdivision, since then the grading plan has been improved
reducing the change in grade of the site which helps the natural transition of the grading of the site and
from the western edge to the eastermn edge of this site there is approximately 12 to 14 feet of grade
change and they have managed It fairly well and reduced the grading at the rear of the lots.

Mr. Stanford said currently within the CIP there is a Brand Road Bikepath project that will be within the
area of this project because of the timing of the bikepath along Brand Road it is likely that the City would
be constructing this portion of the path and would like to request reimbursement from the applicant for
the bikepath that will be constructed this year.

Ms. Husak said the applicant has provided a rendering of the site of what it might look like at the
development stage and confirmed a lot of the discrepancies they had between the text and the plans at
the last meeting were resolved with this submittal and the applicant has eliminated the one-foot driveway
allowance that was proposed last time and there is open space dedication that has been resolved and
accurately reflected and the maintenance of the open spaces have also been accurately revised.

Ms. Husak said Planning has reviewed the proposal thoroughly and analyzed its compliance with the
review criteria and is recommending approval of the rezoning with preliminary development plan with
four conditions as outlined in the report and approval of the preliminary plat with two conditions.

Ben Hale Jr., 37 West Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio, representing the applicant, said Bill Ryatt with Casto
and Charlie Ruma who is the developer is present if there are any questions. He said they wanted to talk
about Mr. Ruma’s intent with this subdivision. His development company is Davidson Phillips and they
will be developing this subdivision, his son is Charles Ruma who owns Virginia Homes. Mr. Ruma is doing
this development on his own and also developed other subdivisions, the most similar is Wedgewood
which is also in Dublin. There are a number of builders there that are having a difficult time finding lots
and what Mr. Ruma does is to meet with the builders to select lots and make deposits and at the time he
believes all these lots will be spoken for. He said Mr. Ruma will have the builders in place and the
minimum will be $125,000 per lot which will render a house at $450,000 to $550,000 range. He said
there was a concern of where Mr. Ruma was going to get the loan for this project and he is using his
own money there will not be a loan to develop this site.

Mr. Hale said they have seen an improvement in the market and he knows that these builders want
places to build and they will be developing a subdivision that is a terrific development.
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Mr. Hale said they were asked if they could make the curve coming in the front of the subdivision more
severe and reduce the setback and increase the lots on the north side of the road and they were not able
to do that because the curve as proposed has to meet safety requirements. They tried to provide for the
neighbors along the western and northern property lines with setbacks that were increased to 40 feet.

Mr. Hale said part of the Tree Enhancement Zone and the tree replacement is to emphasize trees and
provide 75% opacity along that border which means they will plant a fair amount of pines trees. He
explained if there is a side loaded garage they will provide plantings to block the lights of those
driveways.

Mr. Hale said the 40-foot Tree Enhancement Zone cannot be invaded with a porch, pool, deck, or a patio
and there are other substantial areas between the houses and the 40-foot setback that will be planted
heavily and additional open area will be provided by setting the houses closer to the road. He said their
experience is that they need the ability to have decks and patios, they could have made the area deeper
but then they would have a very small back yard that would prevent patios or decks.

Greg Chillog, Edge Group, said the frontage treatment is an area for them to reforest and create a
natural element with the replacement trees that will be located along the Brand Road frontage to create a
community amenity. He said this area will also have a living retention basin or rain garden and will be a
wooded naturalized area with a basin with soft grading and plantings with deciduous trees, evergreens,
shrubs and natural grasses it will appear as a wide expansive land and there will not be a definite
boundary or an edge to a dry basin or a pond. He said the frontage will be very natural and free flowing
and blend in with the community character. Mr. Chillog explained that they are trying to bring a nice
front door onto Brand Road and create a community amenity.

Mr. Hale said any trees that have to be replaced as a result of putting in the streets, Mr. Ruma will
replace them within the frontage and along the edges of the subdivision and their experience is not to
remove trees from the lots until they know which house will be there because a wooded lot is more
valuable any tree removed off the lot will be replaced back on the same lot and he said that Mr. Ruma is
responsible for making sure this happens.

Bill Ryatt, Casto, said this is about the fourth attempt at the zoning since they have come by the land and
when Mr. Ruma came along they knew they needed something nicer, with much larger lots, less density
and really high standards. He said they have 5 home sites along the section of Brand Road and the
neighboring properties have 11 homes in that same area and the same situation happens along every
boundary line and comparable to all the neighborhoods surrounding this property they feel really good
about their project.

Ms. Amorose Groomes announced that there are people that have signed up to speak, she will call their
names and anyone who did not sign up will have an opportunity to speak.

Roger Reeves, 5149 Reddington Court, said he is in the Brandon Subdivision and backs up to Lot 17. He
said he has lived in his home for 22 years and probably longer than any of the other adjacent property
owners. He said this is the fifth attempt to try and develop this site and in 2005, the Edwards Land
Company made an attempt to develop this and in terms of commenting to what Mr. Ryatt said he sees
very few if any changes or modifications to the current plan from what the Edwards Land Company was
trying to do. He said at that time a number of the adjacent homeowners went around the neighborhood
and the Wellington neighborhood and solicited comments from property owners both adjacent and
affected properties. He said that they approached 156 homeowners in both subdivisions and asked what
they wanted to see done with this site and they got 150 responses that they did not want to see this
property developed. He said when he moved in he had no expectation that this would not be developed,
but they felt they wanted to see something done responsible and that is similar to what already exists.
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Mr. Reeves said this particular site is probably one of the last heavily wooded sites in the City of Dublin
that has not been developed and he suggested a much larger no-build zone along the northern border of
the property. He requested a 200-foot no-disturb zone off the northern property line and the applicant
agreed to increase that to a 40-foot Tree Enhancement Zone. Mr. Reeves believes this is inadequate and
he was not supportive of the 75% opacity requirement in the replanting area. He was concerned that
this requirement would necessitate taking existing trees out as they would not be adequate to meet the
new requirement. He proposed an alternative that involves moving the road that stubs to the west and
eliminating Lot 19 to make the northern three lots deeper by about 141 feet. He suggested that this way
a large almost 188-foot no disturb zone could be created.

Mr. Reeves said both Wellington and Brandon have restrictions against any type of fencing and in the
proposed plan there is no such restriction and they requested that a fence prohibition be added to the
request for this subdivision as well and finally he wanted to say that his fellow homeowners in Wellington
both along the eastern boundary and along Ballybridge on the southern end, they have all met and they
are unanimous in their concerns as well as requests for modifications of this plan.

Hamid Mehrizi, 5173 Reddington Court, said he is two houses down from Mr. Reeves and is in 100
percent agreement with Mr. Reeves.

Gregory Andrews, 5157 Reddington Court, said he expresses his full support in what Mr. Reeves has
presented.

Dave Jenkins, 5071 Brand Road, said he is opposed to the whole project and thought it is way too many
houses on this kind of a lot. He said the proposal is not keeping in line with what Brand Road is all about
with five to seven houses along there and he does not know what kind of trees they are planting along
Brand Road, but it makes a big difference of how big they are and what kind they are and he thinks there
is way too many houses. He said he knows this is awful late but he was not here for the first meeting
because he was out of town and he lives right across the street from it and If there were less houses
there would not be a need for a curb cut coming out to Brand Road and that is his feeling. He does not
know why they didn't have the other project had ponds out front in Brand and now they are proposing a
dry retention pond.

Ms. Husak said the Community Plan does suggest dry detention and a more naturalized treatment as
opposed to a more manicured ponds.

Mr. Jenkins said the big problem that he sees with it and it looks good and if they put all that landscaping
in and screen it off, but he still thinks there is way too many houses along Brand Road and that is not the
way Brand Road is and if they take one or two maybe three houses out of there and he would suggest
building a bigger nicer house on a bigger lot and that would satisfy everybody. He said they are talking
about getting other builders in there and he knows Virginia Homes and they should know who they really
think they are going to line up and what kind of house they are building and what is the starting price
and he sees homes being built all over Dublin start at 7 or 800,000 Dollars and they are talking about a
450,000 Dollar house and he would like to see a bigger house on a bigger lot.

Collette Feldman, 5053 Ballybridge Drive, thanked everyone for the opportunity to come and express
their opinions, she and her husband have lived in Dublin for 23 years, and they do not utilize the school
system they live in Dublin solely because of the amenities such as trees and bike paths and the green
spaces and parks. She said they chose their current home location 11 years ago and will back up to the
homes that front Brand Road and when they chose that home location they were confident that because
they are in Dublin no future development would be allowed that detract from their home value and they
remain confident that Dublin will respond to voices of all the residences that are here and were here back
in October to express their opposition to this development and they presented a letter in October that
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was signed by every resident that backed up to this area on Ballybridge Drive and they had three main
concerns, visual barrier and they felt that the 75% opacity requirement has addressed that concern.

Ms. Feldmann said the second concern was regarding drainage and because that concern is shared by
the residents of Kilbrittain she is going to wait and let Mike address that, the third concern was the
setbacks and they are still here primarily opposed because of the setbacks. She said the development of
Brand Road was never intended to provide a roadway that accessed a new neighborhood, if they look at
the summary that was provided, quote “the Community Plan identifies Brand Road between Dublin and
Muirfield as River Character with modest setbacks ranging from 60 to 100 feet” and it says “there is the
assertion that this development will safe guard the value of property within and adjacent to the area” and
finally it says “the proposal strives to maintain the existing development patterns”. She said when they
purchased lots that backed up to farm property they were not naive, they knew that the farm would
someday sell and there would be the possibility of development, but what they anticipated was
development like is seen on the rest of Brand Road.

Ms. Feldmann said from the Dublin Road roundabout all the way to Muirfield Road the only thing that has
been built was a one beautiful home and that is the type of home that was expected would be developed
in their back yards. She said they put together an image that shows that if this development basically
mimicked what is already there. She said the renderings that have been presented do look really
beautiful and if it were developed to that extent she thought it would be gorgeous, but she does not
think anybody could look at that rendering and say it represents 75% opacity and it looks like you cannot
see their homes at all and at best case scenario is 75% opacity within two years and the rendering does
not accurately reflects the development plan.

Mike Ensminger, 7502 Kilbrittain Lane, said he was speaking on behalf of the Wellington Place
homeowners, particularly those situated on the lots to the eastern boundary of the proposed
development along Kilbrittain and Katesbridge Court. He said over the past three months they have been
anxious to see the revisions, they welcome the concessions that have been made by the applicant
regarding the rear yard setbacks and maximum lot coverage and the hedge requirements for the side
loaded garages, they collectively agreed that the bigger picture and the more detailed issues still remain
unaddressed and unresolved. He said they cannot support the development of Wellington Reserve as
proposed. He said they believe that the development is not sound long range planning and detrimental
to the City and its residents, both the City and the developer admitted that this “L" shaped parcel
presents challenges in its development.

He said, contrary to what the developer is saying, this is the worst new build housing economy in
American history and it is difficult for them to understand why the City would consider sacrificing the
esthetics and rural character that has been laid out in exchange for one developer to make a profit to
what he has referred to the last remaining piece of developable property in the Dublin Coffman School
District. He said creating another curb cut along a narrow and well traveled Brand Road presents
visibility and traffic issues that are already a concern to residents in surrounding neighborhoods especially
with two existing high volume intersections at Brand and Coffman and Brand and Coventry Woods. He
said when coupled with large tracts of land immediately to the west and he knows those are in
Washington Township but he is sure people have their eyes on them, and the installation of the proposed
roundabout at Coffman and Brand Roads, he thought the additional curb cut and development on such a
busy thoroughfare does not conform with comprehensive roadway traffic and safety studies typically
found in municipalities’ long range planning goals.

Mr. Ensminger said it is important to note that each of the nearly 25 homeowners on Ballybridge,
Katesbridge, Kilbrittain and Reddington that back up to this proposed Wellington Reserve have unique
issues that they would like to see satisfactorily addressed by staff, the applicant and the Commission. He
said drainage is the major issue for many of the residents with serious flooding of back yards occurring as
water runs from the current land and with additional development and the grade change they know that
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additional run is a distinct possibility and asked that a reasonable escrow be established by the developer
and the City and that they work with the City Engineer to address these issues. He said earlier in the day
Mr. Stanford had visited their property and viewed pictures that show the flooding issues. He said the
rear yard setbacks have been increased from 20 to 40 feet and they originally asked for 75 given the lot
depth and realized that is on the high end especially along Kilbrittain and Katesbridge, but given the
significant depth of the proposed lots, they request a 50-foot rear yard setback to be adopted by the
Commission. He said the plans indicate a 20- to 30-foot build to zone and the developer has presented
approximately a house print of 60 feet, then the 50-foot rear yard setback is reasonable and a good
compromise. He said they are pleased with the applicants willingness to provide 75% opacity along
Katesbridge and Kilbrittain, they would prefer to have the tree replacement with deciduous and
evergreen mix. He said the conditions indicated that the trees would be installed by the developer and
maintained by the homeowner and they realize that the developer’s responsibility cannot last forever, but
asked that a performance bond and escrow be established to provide assurance to the tree enhancement
zone viability.

Julie Hubler, 5025 Brand Road, said they have lived at this house over 13 years and when they bought
the house they asked why there was a split driveway. She said the previous owners were Engineers and
at that time they were not using the Dublin School District. She said they indicated that the house is well
built and to trust that Dublin has the best Planning and Zoning Commission in the world and they will do
what is responsible and they did not give an extra driveway because Brand Road is considered a scenic
road and it is one of the small prices you have to pay in order to live in Dublin. She said they expect to
live here for 30 or 40 years and really care about property values they are only concerned with safety.
She said they are going to have their ritual with about seven to eight cars in their ditch on Brand Road
which is a weekly event throughout the winter. She asked that the Commission look at the road and the
safety issues. She is concerned that the end of her driveway is going to be an entrance to the new
subdivision and cares about being able to pull out of her driveway safely. She said they have not been
contacted by the developer since the October meeting and she does not know what went on with the
revisions. She said the developer gets their own driveway and she was not able. She said she urged the
Planning and Zoning Commission to please delicately balance the developers right and the greatest
benefit for the greatest number of people and if they decide that is the price she has to pay then she will
do that, but when it comes to a safety issue, she invited them to come to her drive way around 6 am
with a little snow there will be someone in the ditch. She asked that the Engineers look at the practicality
and not just works on paper and she will buy them a cup of coffee and they can look at the traffic going
by her house.

Carol Hunter, 5183 Reddington Drive, said they have lived here for 19 years and she wanted to say they
support what Mr. Reeves and Mike Ensminger said and with the way it was sald. She is disappointed that
the applicant said the proposal contained fewer lots than 5 years ago, because that is not the case. She
said the discussion 5 years ago is the same as today: fewer lots should be allowed here. She thanked
the Commission for their time and asked them to please be as meticulous about this case as they were
about the black and white striped awnings discussed earlier.

Cindy Snider, 7483 Katesbridge Court, said they have loved their home and lived there for 16 years and
she wanted to speak about the wild life. She said they are at the very end of Katesbridge Court adjacent
to this property and between Wellington Park. She said they have 10 to 15 deer go through a day and all
kinds of wild life. She said what concerns her the most, is taking down all the trees and hurting the rural
aspect of that property.

Bruce McLaughlin, 5131 Brand Road, said he and his wife have lived there for 31 years and his home is
directly across from the western portion of this property. He said he is stunned that no one has done
anything about the curve in Brand Road that is so dangerous, and with all the work being done to create
a left turn lane, that no one in Planning has insisted that they somehow get rid of the curve for safety
reasons. He said he is against the curb cut and he has read the analysis from the fire department so he
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gave in. He requested that if the project is approved and a curb cut is installed along Brand Road, more
money should be spend to straighten out Brand Road so that it is not unsafe. He suggested that this
may also help Ms. Hubler’s problem. He took exception to the gentlemen from Casto that said this is a
great looking subdivision. He said he counts six houses along Brand Road and thought that they cannot
show him any place along Brand Road where there is that many houses on a length of property. He felt
that this proposal included too many houses along Brand Road and it was not in keeping with the
roadway character.

He said the impact of the property on the wild life that runs along this property down along the Indian
Run Creek will have dramatic impact on them and he knows they cannot consider that when they review
development, but it would be nice if they would cut down the number of lots, create a more treed area
and made an opportunity for the wild life to continue to thrive in this area.

Richard Weirich, 7466 Katesbridge Court, said he has comments pertaining to the multi-use path that
runs along Brand Road and said the plan uses the term bikepath and he asked that they change to the
term multi-use path to not get confused with bike lanes. He said there were a lot of hours spent and he
wanted to clean that language up.

Ed Thomas, 5165 Reddington Court, said he wanted to support the plan that Roger had put forward
earlier and said it is important that they do not tear down the large trees in their back yards because wild
life is running through there, including a large owl. He thanked the Commission for their time.

Mark Juras, 7453 Katesbridge Court, said they are in the middle of the eastern boundary, and by looking
at the plan, the Wellington Place and Sheffield Place subdivisions a very large well planned expanses of
land and what they are dealing with now is a very narrow, odd “L" shaped piece and that is why there is
so much difficulty getting this done. He said there is a big pod of land to the west that they need a
comprehensive plan for that will determine how that entire plat will eventually be developed. He said
trying to do a piece meal solution is very difficult. He said his concern is that there will be several catch
basins that will be put along the eastern portion and sounds like there will be a lot of heavy equipment
tearing up ground and trees and doing a lot of damage and does not reconcile with preservation trees,
but there is a big drainage issue on this property. He said if they go farther down to the Brandonway
entrance there Is a well developed and nicely landscaped area where they preserved the river character
of Brand Road that is something consistent with that feel and they will need more land to do it. He said
they need to be patient and let Dublin evolve gracefully as the property becomes available.

Frank Pagnatta, 7465 Katesbridge Court, said he is a Trustee of the Wellington Place Homeowners
Association and over the years he has talked to a lot of their residents about the five different proposals
and that Mike and Collette have done a nice job summarizing the concerns of the homeowners and he
would like to say as a homeowners association, consisting of 130 homes overwhelmingly support not just
what they have heard, but what they have heard from the Brandon Subdivision and Brand Road residents
affected by this development.

Joseph McCarthy, 7489 McCarthy Court, said on one of the slides shows a retention pond that comes in
behind his house and he has concerns about that and currently the water drains to their property from
that field and he is concemned that somehow that retention pond will be hooked up to the Wellington
storm sewers and he is not sure what the process is. He said the past proposals said that would not be
the case but their experience with the home is that the developers and the developer that developed
Wellington has had drainage problems just like everyone else and they did not take care of their
responsibilities and he is concerned that as this gets developed, the City of Dublin takes its
responsibilities seriously because they worked with the City for a while and ended up having to pay to get
the drainage problem fixed. He said with the five proposals nothing has worked and nothing has changed
and from what they have seen and developers and still trying to get it through.
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Jeff Blasinski, 7511 Bardston Drive, said this is his first meeting that he has attended and it has been
fascinating and they moved into a home in Dublin just over 10 years ago and it was supposed to be a
temporary move and had dreams of building his own home and has been eager to watch new
developments go in with great interest and participated with developers and discussed the ideas of the
developments. He said what has been striking to him has been how dense the lots have been and even
if he had the money to build these homes, he would not want to buy the types of homes that have been
going in with extremely small yards and in some cases no yards as in Tartan Ridge, but if the City could
look at a comprehensive design and look at more modern sustainable design or something that would
preserve the wild life and the natural aspects of what makes this part of the country beautiful and try and
build a home that has a degree of green space that is not across the street and maybe have a garden in
your own yard, but a completely revolutionary kind of design that would be more modern or something
different that is not a traditional grid type design, something that would mspire people to want to live
there rather than large square footage.

Kimberly Shepherd, 7412 Charmonte Court, said she is on the other side of Coventry Woods in
Wellington Place and has no vested interest in terms of property values or one of the homes that back up
to this. She said she has concerns with how the property is currently being maintained and used and she
was at the last meeting and they got her curiosity peaked and she went for a hike on this property and
found illegal dumping and a military style home gym buried in the woods, so she just wanted to raise the
concerns about the property maintenance.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there was anyone else that wanted to speak to this application. [There
was none. ]

Ms. Amorose Groomes indicated she assumed everyone had the opportunity to read the correspondence
that was given out at the meeting. She said there are two items requested the rezoning with the
preliminary development plan and the preliminary plat. She said they will start with the rezoning with the
preliminary development plan.

Mr. Budde said he likes what the developer has presented and he noted that the size of the lots
compared to the lots that this development backs up to are larger and he said he thought he was hearing
that people do not want this in their back yard and at some point this is going to be developed and he
likes what he sees and has no objections, but he is concerned about the water drainage.

Mr. Fishman said he admires the passion of Dublin residents and he has been here a long time and was
here for all the zonings around this development. When Brandon came in the room and the lobby was
packed with residents that felt just as passionate about the other subdivisions going in and they were
concerned the wild life would be eliminated. He feels the developer has come a long way. He heard the
concern about Brand Road and the density. He also discussed density when the other subdivisions came
in and he was against the density of those subdivisions that exist today.

Mr. Fishman said Lot 1 is a concern and he could not support this with Lot 1 remaining. He said Lot 1 is
a headlight lot and when he visited the site it ruins the entrance. He felt that Lot 1 would need to be
eliminated to Dublinize the entrance. He said he noticed that on this proposal the lots and setbacks are
bigger than the surrounding neighborhoods.

Mr. Zimmerman said he understands Mr. Fishman’s concern for Lot 1 and agrees that the setbacks are
larger than that of the neighboring subdivisions and he thanked the applicant for making that change and
making it work better. He said at the entrance of the subdivision across the street are two homeowners
that have been there for a number of years that share a joint driveway and when this entrance is being
used they will experience head light trespass into their homes and would like to see the developer work
with the homeowners to install landscaping on their individual properties to eliminate the trespass issues.
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Ms. Kramb said she agrees with the comment to work with the homeowners on the south side of Brand
Road with landscaping and agrees with the comment regarding Lot 1. She said at the last meeting her
biggest concern was the curb cut and after reading the traffic report her concerns have been addressed.
She said agrees that the intersection should not be any closer to Coffman Road because of the curve.
She agrees with straightening the curve as suggested by Mr. McLaughlin but thought that was a City
issue and not related to this application.

Ms. Kramb agrees that there is a lot of homes on the site plan and that ideally they should look at the
larger parcel, but unfortunately it is in Washington Township and not under their review and they cannot
require a property owner to acquire more land to make it bigger and it comes back to this is going to be
developed and this proposal has made a lot of accommodations and the lots will not decrease the value
of adjacent properties because the lots are bigger and the setbacks are bigger.

Ms. Kramb said the drainage comments have been addressed and will be improved greatly and the
neighboring residents will be quite satisfied.

Ms. Kramb said she is heartbroken over all the trees that will be lost with this development, but glad to
see the Tree Enhancement Zone where the replacement trees will be planted but would like the wording
in the text corrected. She has heartburn over allowing as many evergreen trees and trying to create a
75% opacity because they will be tearing down a lot of trees to create that opacity. She said the tree
replacement plan to have a tree for tree replacement for 6 to 24 inches in caliper and would like that
reduced to 6 to 12 and anything over 12 should be replaced at caliper for caliper. She said the provisions
for the tree replacements only apply to Lots 1 — 18 as far the landscape buffer of 75%. She said the Code
reads for the western boundary that they can cut everything down and replace it with ornamental
grasses, ground covers, fine or rough turf and it does not specify that they need to put trees in there and
she was concerned that if the developer grades the whole site, the homeowner comes in and decides to
cut down the 2-inch trees he never has to replace them according to the way it is written and that means
the western boundary could have nothing on it and wanted to extend the buffer to include the entire

property.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said they will have an opportunity to address the treatment of the boundary at the
final development plan.

Ms. Husak said that if there are replacement trees installed they would be protected and would not be
able to be removed based on the text and the Zoning Code and would be preserved or replaced.

Mr. Hardt said he wondered if this is the right parcel for this proposal and the developer has come back
with a proposal that is considerably better. He agrees with the statements that have been made and at
this point they have a proposal for single-family homes which is the most desirable option for the land
and the standards that the development has been laid out with meet or exceed the standards of the
neighboring subdivisions.

Mr. Hardt said his issues were setbacks and how they were reflected in the text and those have been
cleaned up and have been resolved by having larger setbacks.

Mr. Hardt said the other issue was the curb cut on Brand Road and asked for a traffic study and it
answered the questions and was surprised by the small number of trips that will be generated with this
subdivision, but it works out at a car every two or three minutes at the peak hour and the clarification of
the Fire Code has resolved the concerns.

Mr. Hardt said the stormwater was an issue and was not surprising that there is drainage issue on these
properties now, but as the development installs 16 new catch basins, that are not there today, will
address the drainage issue. He does want to make sure that they do take more trees than necessary.
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He said on the plans the catch basins fall within the tree enhancement zones and asked if an option was
considered to move those out of the setback.

Ms. Husak said why they called it a Tree Enhancement Zone is because of the catch basins and the tree
survey indicated trees along the eastern property line are not in good or fair condition or the size that
would require replacement. There are more trees along the western property line.

Mr. Hardt said he wondered if the catch basins could be moved or tweaked to preserve trees. Aaron
Stanford said there is always room for the catch basins to be moved in a minor way. He said they run
into the grading situation that the basins create and if they would push too close to a home it would
create a grading situation which they try not to have, but there can be fine tuning to the drainage
structures,

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she did not think they were suggesting the basins come closer to the homes,
could they be moved on the western side of the road to the western property line. Mr. Stanford said they
would like to see them within 10 feet of the property line due to maintenance needs.

Mr. Hardt said he did not want to re-engineer this tonight, but if they could look at it and improve for the
final review of the plans. Mr. Stanford agreed.

Ms. Kramb said there are prohibitions against fences in the neighboring subdivisions and she would like
this development to be consistent. Mr. Hardt agreed.

Mr. Taylor said he appreciates the passion of the neighbors and appreciated Mr. Fishman’s historic
knowledge and perspective because he has been here a long time. He said at the last meeting they
asked the applicant to reduce the size of the lot coverage to 45 percent and they have made the lots
bigger and the homes smaller reducing the coverage. He said this is at least as nice as the neighbors
and if they added land it would not change this it would just add another street just like the one
proposed.

Mr. Taylor said one of the residents had a number of questions about details, but there is another stage
after this that they will be looking at the very specific details should this pass the preliminary plan.

Mr. Taylor said he is happy with the build zone on the front of the property will increase the size of the
back yards. He said for these size lots and houses there is a maximum practical depth of the lot. He said
they have achieved a good balance between the developers and homeowners.

Mr. Taylor said he is convinced that the location of the curb cut is the only place it could be based on the
traffic study that balances the safety of that between Coffman Road, Coventry Woods Drive and the
curve and would like to see the curve straightened but that is an issue for the City and not this applicant.

Mr. Taylor said that the six lots that face Brand Road are set back farther than the lots that back up to
Brand Road along Balfour and he would much rather see the fronts of homes rather than the backs of
them that is the case along Balfour.

Mr. Taylor said the text indicates on item DS3 that the developer retains the right to have final review of
the individual homes or at what point will it be turned over to the HOA. He asked the applicant to
elaborate.

Charlie Ruma, 4020 Venture Court, Columbus, Ohio 43228, said they developed Wedgewood Hills and the
Conine property in Wedgewood Glen and Riverside Woods which is similar and in all cases they retained
the whole process of plan approval to make sure that they fulfilled the obligation that they presented in
the matrix so that they did not get homes that are identical to each other or across the street from each
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other and they made sure the color patterns and the use of materials were complimentary to the whole
subdivision and if necessary they hire an architect and the builder paid the architect to make comments
and look at colors and roof and materials and they reviewed the overall look and appearance of the
subdivision and by doing that they ended up creating more value for the unsold lots than they would
have if they just let builder go about their way.

Mr. Ruma said he is a builder, but he is also a developer and they would retain the right for plan approval
and the time of being complete they would turn it over to the Home Owners Association.

Mr. Hale said they had talked to Wellington Place because this is a 28 lot subdivision they had indicated
at some point this should be within the Wellington Place Association and that happens at 80 or 90
percent of the lots being built out. He said the current trustees have indicated they will allow it.

Mr. Taylor said at the final he would like to see the stub at the end of Wellington Reserve Drive at the
northwest be treated as if it was something other than the end of the pavement, no orange bollards or a
mound of dirt, something nicely landscaped treatment since it is likely to be there for some time.

Mr. Fishman said, in his experience, there should a sign similar to the one in Donegal or Amberleigh that
identifies that the street will be extended in the future.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she does believe that this proposal is being held at the same standard as the
surrounding developments and with the 40 foot tree enhancement zone and the lots are significantly
deeper than the existing lots and appreciative that was accomplished.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said they need to talk more about Lot 1.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she is in favor of the prohibition of the fencing in this area for the reasonable
expectation of the neighbors.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the drainage has been addressed and the issues will be significantly relieved
by having this new drainage in place and the prevention of the migration of water from west to east
across this property.

Ms. Amorose Groomes agrees with the under 12 inches tree replacement that it can be tree for tree
replacement and over 12 inches it is caliper inch for caliper inch replacement. She said there is room for
a lot of trees on this property with the Tree Enhancement Zones and there are a lot of places to put them
and they want to get as many trees on this property as they can.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she agrees with the gentleman who asked for the multi-use path to be
cleaned up in the text and would like to make the change City wide that they only refer to them as multi-
use paths.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she is concerned with the dry basin and wanted them to understand it is very
important for them to look at how they dry out that basin and that it does dry out for a long period of
time to avoid becoming a maintenance issue or a haven for an insect problem down the road. She said
the one by the Bailey Elementary School is done very well and there are some done poorly by Jerome
High School.

Ms. Amorose Groomes agrees that the Tree Enhancement Zone needs cleaned up in the language of the
text that there should be deciduous trees and evergreen trees where appropriate. She said there has to
be some leeway to the 75% opacity and at some point a field judgment will need to be made as to what
Is in the best interest of the landscape as @ whole and they will need to explore that and come up with
some solutions and she wanted them to condition it to be cleaned up at the final development stage.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes asked If everyone was okay with Lot 1. Mr. Hardt said he was okay with it
remaining because he would rather see the headlights being blocked by the house and not be hitting the
backs of the homes on Ballybridge. Ms. Kramb saild she was leaning toward Mr. Fishman's
recommendation to eliminate Lot 1. Mr. Budde said he was okay with leaving it. Mr. Zimmerman said he
agrees with both opinions. Ms. Amorose Groomes said she agrees with Mr. Hardt and nothing blocks a
head light like a house. She said she did not see pursuing this further and suggested that Lot 1 remains.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that the language needs to be cleaned up with the Tree Enhancement Zones
within the text and to not allow any other plant material to be counted toward a replacement tree.

Mr. Chillog said they just did not want to preclude anyone from planting other materials there, but would
not be counted towards a replacement tree.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that the Home Owners Association union is not something this Commission
can address and is not something that cannot happen unless they agree to it.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that the first motion is with respect to the Rezoning with the Preliminary
Development Plan and there are four conditions in the staff report and now there are nine. The first four
remain unchanged. She the additional conditions:

5. That the development text be revised to duplicate the fence restrictions of the surrounding
neighborhoods.

6. That the development text and plans be updated to indicate multiuse paths, instead of bike paths.

7. That the tree replacement language in the development text be revised to require inch for inch
replacement for trees 12 inches or greater.

8. That the text clarify that any supplemental planting within the tree enhancement zone shall not be
counted toward required replacement trees.

9. That the details of plantings within the proposed landscape buffer be reviewed and approved at the
final development plan stage to ensure existing trees are preserved where possible and incorporated
into the buffer.

Mr. Zimmerman asked if there needs to be a condition for the homes across the street with landscaping
to be installed by the applicant to help with the light trespass. Mr. Ryatt said they are willing to work
with the neighbors and plant trees.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said there will be a 10" condition that they will work with staff and coordinate
with the homeowners to piant landscape screening.

Mr. Hale agreed to the conditions.

Mr. Reeves said the Brandon residents would much rather have them keep the existing trees then try to
obtain 75% opacity. Ms. Amorose Groomes said it was something that they will be working through at
the final development stage and a notice will be sent so that they are aware of the application and they
will have the ability to come and provide comment to incorporate those into the final landscape plan.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said there are 10 conditions on the screen, Number 10 reading: That they will
work with the neighbors across the street for screening issues.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if the applicant agreed to the 10 conditions. Mr. Hale agreed.

Motion and Vote
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Mr. Taylor made a motion to approve the rezoning with preliminary development plan with 10 conditions.
Mr. Zimmerman seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms.
Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes.
(Approved 7 - 0.)

Motion and Vote

Mr. Taylor made a motion to approve the preliminary plat with two conditions. Ms. Amorose Groomes
asked if the applicant agreed to those conditions. Mr. Hale agreed. Mr. Zimmerman seconded the
motion. The vote was as follows: Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr., Budde, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr.
Hardt, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 7 - 0.)

Ms. Amorose Groomes thanked everyone for their comments.
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The Planning and Zonlng Commission took the following action at this meeting:

3. Wellington Reserve 5144 and 5056 Brand Road
08-038Z/PDP/PP Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan
Preliminary Plat

Proposal: A subdivision of three vacant parcels with 28 single-family lots for land
currently zoned R, Rural District and R-1, Restricted Suburban
Residential District, located on the north side of Brand, approximately
700 feet west of Coventry Woods Drive.

Request: Review and approval of a rezoning with preliminary development plan
under the Planned District provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050,
and a preliminary plat under the provisions of Sections 152.015 through

152.022.
Applicant: CASTO; represented by Ben W. Hale, Jr., Smith and Hale LLC.
Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II.

Contact Information:  (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us
MOTION: To table the Rezoning with Preliminary Development Pian and Preliminary Plat.
VOTE: 7-0.
RESULT: The Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Plat was tabled.

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Claudia D. Husak, AICP
Planner II
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. se Groomes, yeg, Mr. Zimmerman
n, yes; and Mr. Tdylor, yes. (Apprgfed 7 - 0.)

3. Wellington Reserve 5144 and 5056 Brand Road
08-0382/PDP/PP Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan
Preliminary Plat

Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this application which involves the subdivision of three vacant parcels
with 28 single-family lots for land currently zoned R, Rural District, and R-1, Restricted Suburban
Residential District, located on the north side of Brand Road, approximately 700 feet west of Coventry
Woods Drive. She explained that the Commission would be making a recommendation to City Council on
the preliminary development plan and rezoning.

Claudia Husak sald that since 2003, Planning has worked with several different property owners in an
attempt to develop this parcel. She said last time it was submitted with new Information was 2008, and
it was scheduled for a Commission work session for a condominium project, and the applicant chose not
to move forward with that proposal. She said the applicant has worked since the summer with Planning
on this proposal.

Ms. Husak said that the site is comprised of three parcels, totaling 18.5 acres, just west of the Wellington
Place subdivision and south of the Brandon subdlvision. She said to the west is unincorporated land in
Washington Township.

Preliminary Development Plan

Ms. Husak said the applicant is proposing a preliminary development plan, and a preliminary plat for 28
single-family lots. She said the Community Plan calls for a mix of housing units on this parcel at a
density of a maximum of 1.5 units per acre, so with 28 lots, they are meeting the maximum permitted
density. She said the traffic study submitted and approved by Engineering calls for a new intersection
with Brand Road as well as a turn lane off Brand Road. She said the plat includes the new street,
Wellington Reserve Drive, which accesses all of the lots in the development and provides a stub to the
west in the northern portion of the development. Ms. Husak said recommended Condition 1 deals with
notification of potential homebuyers in that area to the north, and advising them that the street is slated
to be extended if development would occur to the west. Ms. Husak sald Ballybridge Drive that currently
stubs into Wellington Place will be extended to intersect with Wellington Reserve Drive,

Ms. Husak said proposed is minimum lot width of 90 feet and depth of 145 feet. She said Lot 1 does not
meet the lot width and therefore a condition is recommended. She said the applicant proposes to include
a 10-foot wide build zone along the front of each lot instead of a front building line. She said that zone is
between 20 and 30 feet. Ms, Husak said the rear yard proposed is 25 feet. She pointed out that there is
some discrepancy between the zoning text which requires the 25-foot rear yard and the plans submitted
which show a 20-foot rear yard, so that should be corrected on the plan. She said a 6-foot side yard is
required, 14 feet total, typical of what is seen in the City.

Ms. Husak said that Planning had concerns about the proposed setbacks in the development text that
would allow driveways to be within one foot of the side lot line in case there are side-loaded garages.
She said Code allows driveways within three feet of the adjacent lot line, and Planning would want the
applicant to adhere to that requirement. She said that the text also proposes rear loaded garages,
something not seen in adjacent neighborhoods. Ms. Husak sald a 130-foot setback is required from
Brand Road in this development. She said the Community Plan classifies Brand Road in this area as
having River Character, which is showcased by requiring natural landscaping, earth forms, more informal
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plantings, and setbacks in the Plan are stipulated between 60 and 100 feet. She said the applicant is
proposing a 100-foot pavement setback and a 130-foot building setback. Ms. Husak presented what the
60-foot and 100-foot setbacks would look like and the 130-foot building setback proposed. She said that
neighbors on the south side of Ballybridge Drive that would back up to these lots have raised concerns
regarding this part of the development text. Ms. Husak highlighted that there was approximately a 100-
foot setback to most of the existing buildings along Brand Road.

Ms. Husak presented the surrounding development patterns of this plat and that of Wellington Place
Section 2 for a comparison of lot sizes and widths. She sald that the applicant stated that they were
trying to make the lot development similar to those in the surrounding neighborhoods. She said that the
other lots are slightly larger and a little deeper, but have a similar development pattern.

Ms. Husak said the proposed grading plan included 3.6 acres of open space In the setback along Brand
Road and a detention basin. She reiterated that the development text requires the informal natural
landscaping that would meet the Community Plan. She said that the applicant has been asked to clarify
that the open space Is to be deeded to the City and that there will be amenities included in the open
space. She said that the applicant also proposes a bikepath connection to Brand Road and the City is
currently working on the Brand Road Bikepath project to be undertaken in the near future.

Ms. Husak said that it has been requested that the applicant work with Planning at the final development
plan stage to identify areas for tree preservation zones. She said the applicant has also been requested
to not differentiate for tree replacement responsibilities between the developer and the homebuilder
because that is a very difficult requirement to enforce. She said the trees have to be replaced, and there
should not be a differentiation between who is responsible for replacing them. Ms. Husak said that the
proposed development text includes a tree waiver that would be required to be approved by City Coundil,
She said it was typical for what Planning has seen in developments such as this. She said the applicant is
also allowing a portion of the tree replacements to be evergreen trees, and Planning wants to make sure
that there can be a mix of evergreen trees and deciduous trees in the open space area.

Ms. Husak sald that Planning has worked with Engineering and looked in more detail to the grading and
there are some significant differences between the finished floor elevations of the proposed lots and to
what is in Wellington Place currently existing. She said that Planning wants the applicant to work with
them to lower the grading so that these houses are not 10 feet higher.

Amy Kramb asked if the height difference was due to the topography.

Ms. Husak said there seemed to be some artificial raising of the grade, due to where the road and home
pads are located. She said that Engineering did not think it had to be that way.

Ms. Kramb asked if the existing topography of that is equivalent to the adjacent property. Ms. Husak said
it was similar enough but they may not get it down to the same grade.

Ms. Husak said that Planning’s review of this application was based on the 16 review criteria for a
preliminary pian, included in the Planning Report. She said Planning recommends to City Council
approval of this rezoning with preliminary development plan with nine conditions:

1} That the developer be required to notify the future property owners located to the north of this
site regarding the future road extension;
2) That the development text be modified with the following provisions:
a) Clearly state that the open space will be dedicated to the City and that a mix of evergreen
and deciduous trees and shrubs are permitted in these areas;
b) Additional amenities be required as deemed appropriate by the Parks and Open Space
Director and to allow these amenities within the Brand Road setback;
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c) The differing tree replacement responsibilities be eliminated;

d) That the one-foot driveway setback for side-loaded garages and the rear-loaded garage
language be eliminated; and

e) A 30-inch high wall or hedge be required in the front of homes where a courtyard is created
by a two-car court-loaded garage; and that all lots are accurately reflected in the lot diversity
matrix, as approved by Planning.

3) That the applicant identify lots where a tree protection zones are appropriate, as approved by
Planning, and Include those on the final plat;

4) That the plans be revised to indicate a bikepath along Brand Road instead of a “leisure trall;”

5) That, if deemed appropriate by the City Engineer, In lieu of constructing the bikepath along
Brand Road, the applicant contribute financially to the City’s Brand Road Bikepath installation;

6) That the applicant install an off-site left turn lane from Brand Road to Wellington Reserve Place
Drive as recommended by the traffic study, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer;

7) That the Build Zone for Lot 1 be straightened to allow sufficient room for home placement and to
meet lot width requirements;

8) That the applicant revise the site grading to reduce the difference in elevations of the proposed
homes in relation to the existing homes in Wellington Place to the extent possible, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer; and

9) That the plans be revised to correctly indicate the 25-foot rear yard setback.

Ms. Husak said that Planning recommends approval the preliminary plat with the following two
conditions:

1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat should be made prior
to Clty Council submittal, including accurate lot depth and setback requirements, Build Zone
locations and open space dedication; and,

2) That the plat be revised to include utility easements, a minimum of 20 feet in width, centered on
all proposed public sewer, accessible to the public right of way and a drainage easement over the
areas of the stormwater basins defined by the anticipated 100 year storm water surface profile.

Ben Hale, Jr., 37 West Broad Street, the attorney representing the applicant, said this property is now in
contract with Davidson Phillips, which is the same group that developed Wedgewood and Riverside
Woods. He said this is not golng to be built by Virginia Homes, but a group of approximately ten builders
that Charlie Ruma has done business. He said the lots will cost around $125,000 to $150,000 yielding
custom-built houses with minimum prices of $450,000 up to $700,000.

Mr. Hale said that they agreed with all the Planning recommended conditions except the one for the side
yard for the drive. He said that they want to do a one-foot side yard with the other side, a full setback
because it is believed by Mr. Ruma in this price point, that the homeowners want side loaded garages,
and three car garages. He said the experience Mr. Ruma has had is that there are certain houses that
these builders build that are wider, and the 90-foot lot makes the house deeper and some of those
models are a little more difficult to get on the lot. Mr. Hale said Mr. Ruma said that two-feet makes a blg
difference, so he wants the proposed side yard setback.

Mr. Hale said that they were asked why they did not have another neighborhood meeting. He said they
had worked since summer on many issues with staff and the pian details had changed. He said they met
with the two civic associations and received feedback. He said for instance on the lots to the north, they
were asked to increase the rear yard setback, and the rear yard setbacks on the two western lots have
been increased. He said the Wellington neighbors requested that they use every effort to retain the tree
line along the common border and they would be happy to do so. He said when the street is
constructed, any lost trees and the diseased or dying trees in the tree line will be supplemented and
replaced; as well as those that die because of development.
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Mr. Hale referred to resident’s correspondence requesting that the road move farther toward the street
so that the lots that abut the houses on Ballybridge Drive can be a little deeper to provide a little
additional setback In the rear. He said that these lots are deep and bigger than theirs are, but they
understand that they would like to have as much there as possible, He said that they met Code and
making it 120 feet instead of 130 feet, was the City’s call.

Mr. Hale said that although the developer is responsible for trees taken out as part of the development,
putting in streets and utilitles, there will also be some tree loss as the lots develop. He said they have
agreed to the extent possible, working with the City Forester, to have all the tree replacements on the lot
so if a tree comes off a lot, they will put it back. Mr. Hale sald they will also reforest or fill in on lots that
abut them, and maybe after working with the Forester, they may find the best thing is to use either
deciduous or pine trees.

Mr. Hale said another concern was expressed about drainage problems in Wellington backyards. He said
their engineer believes that the neighbor’s drainage issues will be addressed.

Ms. Amorose Groomes invited public comments.

Julie Hubler, 5425 Brand Road, said that their driveway will be directly across from this development
entrance. She said they were not concerned about property values, but concerned about safety. She
invited everyone to try to drive out of her shared driveway onto Brand Road. She said that they were not
allowed a separate curb cut because the road was designated by the City as Scenic. She said it shocked
her to know that they could have a subdivision entrance just to accommodate 28 vehicles on Brand Road.
She said there have been many accidents near or in her driveway. She distributed to the Commissioners
written comments and offered to speak to the developers after the meeting.

Bruce McLoughlin, 5131 Brand Road, said they lived directly across from the westernmost portion of the
development in Washington Township. He said it was not a good idea to have another curb cut on Brand
Road with the amount of traffic. He said it was not far from the Coventry Woods entrance and past
Commissions and developers have already made It so that you can access this from Ballybridge Drive, He
questioned why a second access was needed for fire trucks. He sald safety here should be paramount in
the Commission’s considerations. Mr. McLoughlin sald in conjunction, there is a nasty curb after the
entryway proposed on Brand Road, and he implored the Commission to make sure that If the developers
go forward, they somehow straighten out that curve for safety. He said that on Brand Road there are
times of the day you cannot get out of your driveway when the students leave Coffman High School. He
said in his opinlon, if another curb cut is allowed, there will be more accidents.

Mr. McLoughlin asked the Commission to ask the City Engineer if he can engineer the sewer system in
such a way that all of the residents on the south side of the street might have access in the future to tap
into the sewer system. He said he was talking about running a lateral somewhere in the area from Lot
#28 or #6, He suggested it might be the enticement that Dublin needs to get the balance of the
residents in Washington Township to annex. He said currently, there is no reasonable way that he knew
for them to get into the sewer system; therefore, there is no reason to annex. He said the water is in the
street, so they have easy access to water, but if it is not too much of a problem, If the inverts are correct,
it would certainly be a very small addition to the cost of the sewer improvements to make ready for the
annexation of these lots In the future if that becomes something mutually desirable.

Kimberly Shepherd, 7412 Charmonte Court, said although not immediately impacted by the development,
she had three young children who walk to Bailey Elementary School and she was concerned about their
safety when drivers cut through this new road to go to Ballybridge Drive, and cut over to find an
alternative route to get to Dublin Road. She asked if there was anything that could be done to mitigate
cut throughs should that occur.
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Collette Feldmann, 5053 Ballybridge Drive, outlined three concerns; the setback, drainage issues, and the
trees. She said Mr. Hale had addressed their concerns about the trees. She said regarding the setback,
she understood the Community Plan requires a setback between 60 and 100 feet, and this developer has
chosen to go 130 feet. She said as homeowners and property taxpayers In the City of Dublin, they
believed that the Historic designation and the River Road designation from Brand Road was going to help
make it more scenic, not push potential homes, literally into their backyards. She referred to Item 4 in
the Planning Report analysis: The proposal is located in the City and will safeguard the value of property
within and adjacent to the area and said she did not that was true, especially considering that they are
proposing required side load garages. She said those homes are close to their backyards which meant
that at all hours; they will have headlights in their back yards. She said the tree line, when the vines are
removed will not screen the headlights.

Ms. Feldmann said they are all concerned about the drainage that will go down the street from these new
homes. She said the previous developer, when their homes were built, had to come back and add
French drains in order to alleviate the problem. She said additional homes will only make the problem
worse.

Ms. Feldmann said regarding the proposed setbacks, she suggested that if the Wellington Place homes
and the homes on Ballybridge Drive were looked at in relation to Brand Road, compared to the homes on
Balfour Circle, and these homes in this neighborhood were in alignment with the homes on Balfour Circle,
they would not be concerned with the setback. She said that they would feel that was a reasonable
distance, but it was not, they are literally push all the way back into their entire backyard. '

Igor Sirotin, 5215 Reddington Drive, said he was concerned about the value of their homes and what was
going to be developed to the west of this development. He was also concerned that displaced deer and
wildlife in this area might cause car accidents.

Brett Ingram, 5035 Ballybridge Drive, said that currently, he had dralnage issues in his backyard. He said
from his patio, there is a gulley, which Is where his drainage goes, and then there are trees. He asked
for the drainage from the property behind them, it could be specifically written to be self-contained within
that backyard. He said from his patio, it Is a two-foot drop and he would not want to have additional
water moving from these new properties Into theirs. He said he and his neighbors paid for a French
drain, but it did not fully address the problem.

Mr. Ingram said if there was not an access directly to Brand Road, and there was a thought of having a
single Ballybridge Drive access for this new nelghborhood without any direct access to Brand Road, it
raises a counter safety issue of many children on Ballybridge Drive. He said an extra house could be built
if you did not even cut over on Briarwood Drive and maybe extra profit in the overall effort.

Mike Ensminger, 7502 Kilbrittian Lane, spoke on behalf of the homeowners living on his street and
Katesbridge Court whose backyards are adjacent to the aforementioned eastem edge of the proposed
development. He polnted out that a week ago, the Federal government reported that new home sales
fell for the fourth stralght month In August, even though summer is traditionally the peak time for
homebuyer. He said that has left many in their subdivision wondering if this is the right time to propose
new homes build on heavily wooded land in the heart of Dubiin. He said the Planning Report indicated
that these three parcels have been described both by staff and by the past developers as difficult to
profitably develop due to its unique nature character, the L-shape, as well as the heavily wooded lots.
He said as a new resident it was his fear that some of these lots will become *McMansions’, no land and
big houses, which is why they moved from Washington, D.C. He sald their strong preference is that this
land remains wooded as they chose Dublin for its commitment to keeping green and open spaces and the
beautiful that largely surrounds every development.
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Mr, Ensminger said one of the most critical comments he had tonight was the need for an increased rear
yard setback on the entire north, south, and east sides of the Wellington Reserve development. He said
a 25-foot rear yard setback was not acceptable to them. He said it was a gorgeous parcel of land with
wildlife. He said they would request a 50-foot minimum setback. He said the plat posted on the
Commission website actually showed up to 200-foot long property lines and he was not sure where the
145-foot goes. He said he liked the bulld-to-zone because it would assure that the houses stay cioser to
the front of the street and will give the residents a nice separation between the houses. Mr. Ensminger
suggested that if the trees considered to be in poor condition are removed, that it be committed in
writing to replace those trees with some deciduous or coniferous ones, maybe staggered to create a
privacy berm between the existing and proposed developments, it would go a long way to benefiting
both the existing and future buyers of this land.

Mr. Ensminger said that the ten-foot grade difference proposed is unacceptable. He sald in March, he
had ducks living in his backyard in the water running off this property. He said a ten-foot grade
difference will only make that worse. He said he would like more details on the pipe Mr. Hale mentioned
that would be in the backyards. Mr. Ensminger said he would like to see the grade reduced to something
comparable to what exists up to a three-foot difference. He said the proposed conditions are very
ambiguous and he asked that they be tightened.

Mr. Ensminger said that Ballybridge Drive was too narrow for a school bus to pass a parked car. He said
parked cars on the street would prevent emergency access.

Mr. Ensminger said that Ms. Husak and Aaron Stanford had been fantastic in addressing their concerns
and they were appreciative of the time taken to listen to them.

Christine Gawronski, representing the Brandon Homeowners Association, said most of their concerns had
been mentioned by Mr. Ensminger. She said overall, they were pleased that so many of their concerns
from the last few attempts were addressed in this proposal. She said it was nice to see that the
greenspace and density was met. She reported that Mr. Ruma and Mr. Hale had met with them and
agreed to the 30 and 40-foot setbacks on the homes and they were appreciative of that. She said they
wanted to emphasize a ‘No Disturb Zone,” keeping as a wildlife preserve, the setbacks between the
houses. Ms. Gawronski said they were happy to hear that there will be a mix of deciduous and
coniferous trees so that the winter screen will remain. She said they would like a copy of the traffic study
for the drive. She said they understood that It looked like the only place it could go and would probably
address the safety issues.

Ms, Gawronski said both neighborhoods want the integrity of Brand Road and Dublin’s commitment to its
rural character to be maintained. She pointed out that other nelghborhoods in Dublin have greenspace,
ponds, and beautiful homes, however they are very manicured and sparse. She said there are those
areas in Tartan and on Brand Road by Avery that do not fit with the rest of Dublin. Ms. Gawronski said
they were requesting, as they had already mentioned to Mr. Hale and Mr. Ruma, at least 150, 2%»-inches
to 3-inch caliper trees around the front detention pond to preserve the rural character and integrity of the
look of Brand Road so that it does not look manicured, but natural. She said they agreed that there
should be restrictive covenants that the trees cannot be taken down by the homeowners on the 40- or
30-foot setback that they have.

Marty Ciriaco, 4915 Brand Road, said they had lived in their historical home for 19 years and any change
to Brand Road affects their property value. She sald they liked the rural look of Brand Road and did not
like everything manicured. She said she did not think It was necessary to develop 28 more houses when
there are many areas that are empty. She said she did want to see the trees removed and a bunch of
signs to sell lots from her home. She said she was against this proposal,
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Dana Mack, 7417 Charmonte Court, a trustee of the Wellington Place Homeowners Association, said he
wanted to know what was going to be the overall mission or zoning with these three parcels; the overall
plan. He asked also if the intersection of Coffman and Brand Roads was proposed for a roundabout.

Mr. Hale said that Reserve C was to be a passive recreation area with places for people to sit or throw
frisbees. He said it would not be playfields. He said that they cannot force this on the Wellington Place
homeowners. He said they have looked at the grade, and the grades will be much closer to the
neighbors than they are on the preliminary development plan and they will be set at the final
development plan stage. He said they will try to get the grades as close to what exists as they can,
taking into consideration that this site is higher. He said they would not unnaturally buildup the grade in
any way. Mr. Hale sald they also intend to have a dry basin and plant trees in that area and reforest it
with the City’s approval, with trees in the detention area to forest the set back area and make it a very
natural area.

Mr. Hale said regarding the lots that back up to Wellington Place, they made the lots on the east side of
the Wellington reserve about 190 feet, and on the other side they are about 165 feet so that the depth
was as deep as they could. He said he did not think there was a problem with increasing that setback to
40 feet which will give them more room to plant. He said this subdivision will not drain towards the
neighbors. He said the houses, streets, and driveways all come into the street. He said then there are
the areas behind and t he lawns which will be picked up with the drainage.

Steve Schehl, EMH&T, referred to the grading plan and said lowering the development to better match
the existing property was not a problem. He said when he reviewed this site he found there were about
13 acres that fall from the west to the east with one catch basin which was a problem. He said they
propose a storm sewer along the property line, beginning between Lots 9 and 10 with 5 to 7 inlets that
will pick up all of that flow. He said that actually outlets through the 21-inch storm sewer between the
Goodwin and Rodriguez property. He said it will not get all the flow that is accepted because they are
cutting off drainage coming from the west four acres through this property into the rear of those lots. He
said it would be designed as a system that picks up all of the impervious area and takes it to the basin,
cleans per Code, and then the clean water will go through the pipe into the 21-inch storm sewer and
eventually to the river. He said that Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, and S will also have Inlets added to spring drainage
through the basins.

Tracy Ingram, 5035 Ballybridge Drive, said they had been present in 2001, 2003, and 2008, during the
Commission hearings for this site, and they appreciated the developer trying to accommodate some of
their concermns, however she did not hear addressed the drainage in the back yards of these proposed
homes backing up along Ballybridge Drive being accommodated so that it does not come into the existing

property.
Ms. Amorose Groomes closed the meeting for the Commisslon discussion.

Amy Kramb said she thought the proposal was failing Criteria 4, 5, and 6 which address the adjacent
uses, the open space, and the natural features. She said she thought they were close, but not all the
way yet, because Mr. Hale mentioned Riverside Woods where a wonderful job of preserving trees was
done. She said there is a very nice central tree preservation area in which about 90 percent of the trees
were preserved. She said she did not see a similar area on this development, which she found
disappointing because they were using the setback as an excuse to not develop the southern end of the
property. She said that was the most unattractive part of the entire property, and they were saving it for
the open space.

Ms. Kramb said no one is ever going to enjoy that area, and there is great land on this parcel that can be
enjoyed. She said she would like to see a stand of trees preserved which unfortunately might mean one
less lot. She said personally, she would give the lower setback in front, taking it down to 90 feet on
Brand Road to give an extra lot up front, if in the back northwest corner they could preserve the good
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trees on Lots 17, 18, ad 19. She said they could preserve those trees by making a small cul-de-sac at
the end of the road instead of just a stub, and should they figure out what happens to the development
on the west, maybe the road could be extended and there would be a finished road instead of a dead-
end one at the sake of some nice trees. She said using Riverside Woods as a good example, where there
is a nice tree buffer along Hard Road, Riverside Drive, the homes backing up to Hanna Hills where they
did a wonderful job preserving all the trees. She said along Riverside Drive, some, but not all of the
rooftops can be seen. She noted that someone tonight had mentioned 30-foot setbacks, and nowhere on
the plan submitted did she see them noted. Ms. Kramb said they needed to consider marking the tree
preservation areas off. She said she was not happy with the dry retention basin solution. Ms. Kramb
asked If the traffic study indicated that the intersection should be signalized or signed.

Aaron Stanford said the traffic study sald what was needed to mitigate the traffic would be a left turn
lane or widening of Brand Road, but did not show in the 10-year horizon that was studied, a need for an
intersection improvement being a roundabout or a traffic signal. He said the new roadway would be stop
controlled.

Ms. Kramb said she did not know for 28 houses that they needed to create a new curb cut on Brand
Road, but she had not read the traffic study. She said her first thought was that traffic be routed down
the existing street. She said the new homeowners will have children also, so especially if they become
members of the same homeowners association, they are not going to speed down the neighborhood
streets and will be courteous to those walking down the street as well.

Ms. Amorose Groomes requested that Mr. Stanford speak with Mr. Mack regarding his question about a
roundabout after the meeting.

John Hardt referred to the neighbors' concerns about stormwater and explained that the City has
regulations in place that apply to every site in the City stipulating that stormwater from one site cannot
run across the property line onto another. He said the stormwater plan submitted showed seven
stormwater catch basins along the western edge of this site, which from an engineering perspective, are
designed to catch the water from the undeveloped Washington Township land that is currently flowing in
their direction. He said another eight catch basins are shown along the eastern side of the site, and all
are connected by underground storm pipes that range from 12 inches in diameter, flowing down into the
pond. Mr. Hardt sald he was comfortable that the problem has been solved and that the City Engineer
will scrutinize everything to make sure that the way it is being designed by the developer is consistent
with the City regulations, and it will function as it is intended. Mr. Hardt said that he was comfortable
that it will make things better than it is now and he was not terribly worried about it at this time.

Mr. Hardt said regarding the access, it was not focused that the Engineering Department is requiring a
left turn lane on Brand Road, which tells him that any cars needing to turn into this development will
have a place to go to get out of traffic. He sald he was not sure that two ways into this development
where needed. He said right now, there is a proposal for a curb cut on Brand Road and a tie-in at
Ballybridge Drive, and he did not have an opinion yet on which is the better option. He said he would
like to see the traffic study to know how many vehicles and trips these 28 homes will produce before he
forms his opinion.

Mr. Hardt said the setback on Brand Road is confusing to him because the Community Plan calls for 60 to
100 feet, the neighborhood to the east has 100 feet, and this proposal is for 130 feet, and he was not
clear from what he heard tonight, who is asking for the 130-foot, why, where is it written, and what Is
the requirement.

Ms. Husak explained that in the 2007 Community Plan the River Character streets are stipulated to have
a minimum setback of 60 to 100 feet. She explained that they were meeting Code by being more than
100 feet, at the developer’s discretion.
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Mr. Hardt said the Commission has heard tonight that supposedly promises were made about larger
setbacks at the rear yards, and 30 feet and 40 feet where the numbers mention, but the documents in
front of the Commission indicate they are 20 feet which does not sound like the right number. He said
whatever It Is, it should be a tree preservation zone, not simply a setback.

Mr. Hardt said he believed that single family homes on this site are consistent with the Community Plan,
and it is probably the right thing to do. He said it was certainly better than the proposals seen in the
past. He said there were many discrepancies regarding the rear setbacks, the one-foot issue on the side
yards for side-loaded garages, the confusion about tree replacement, and the diversity matrix had an
error. He said at a minimum, he would llke to see everything cleaned and polished before he would vote
on this proposal.

Richard Taylor agreed with the other Commissioners regarding the stormwater and tree preservation
Issues. He said one concern he had was with the location of the drive. He sald just looking at the
character of Brand Road from Dublin Road to Jerome High School, there are very few access points. He
said there is nothing from Brand Road until you get to Coventry Woods and nothing from Coventry
Woods to Coffman, nothing from Coffman until Brandonway, and on and on. He said he had concerns
about adding small bits of road here and there on an existing road that has a rural character.

Mr. Taylor said the L-shape sliver of land with a lot of available undeveloped land adjacent to it was his
biggest concemn, but that was beyond the control of the Commission. He said according to this plan,
there had been some consideration that some day that land might become avallable and can be
connected, and if this current road plan were accepted, and additional land to the west was acquired as
part of this, there is going to be another curb cut onto Brand Road connecting this. He said in a perfect
world, he would be much happier seeing all of that land as one neighborhood with one access onto Brand
Road, but he saw this as adding another potential road In the future because he could not imagine it
would continue to a large cul-de-sac or large loop that never exits onto Brand Road again.

Mr. Taylor said he agreed with the existing residents of the area about the current danger on Brand Road
because it is narrow and additional traffic was potentially a problem.

Mr. Taylor said he agreed that along Brand Road the character needs to be park-like and not just a
manicured grove of trees. He noted that there was nothing included about the intent of the landscaping
of the development itself in the future which comes with the final development plan, but he would like to
know its intent. He wanted to know if there was any intent to do any kind of neighborhood-wide
landscaping at the street.

Mr. Taylor referred to the 100-foot setback for the Ballybridge Drive lots and said his concern was that he
appreciated the residents' concerns with the lot size, but the existing lots he saw on the south side were
actually shorter than the new lots being proposed.

Mr, Taylor said he could see about a 10-foot difference between the grade running north to south that
backs up to Kilbrittain Lane and Katesbridge Court. He pointed out that in a different kind of
development and layout, that grade could be used to the advantage of this development and the streets
could be shaped to complement that to make that work with it. He said if this proposal goes ahead, they
are just painting the whole thing with lots, and if that was the case, he could not see any reason that
cannot be graded relatively flat and remove the bump so those properties are down closer to the
elevation of the existing homes behind them.

Mr. Taylor said regarding the side yards, he was concerned about the driveways being too close, not to
each other, but to the property line in the sense they would have one foot, unless they create a condition
where two side-loaded garages cannot face each other, there could be two driveways two feet apart. He

12-034FDP/FP

Final Development Plan/Final Plat
Wellington Reserve

5144 and 5056 Brand Road



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commusston
October 6, 2011 — Minutes
Page 18 of 21

pointed out that it was not only an aesthetic problem, but a big drainage problem because the properties
in any subdivision like this have to drain between them and then off the property. He said he was not
close to accepting having driveways two feet apart, especially for houses this big.

Ms. Husak explained that the development text currently requires the hedge treatment for courtyard
garages that are three garages deep, and Planning would like to include the hedge treatment for
courtyard garages that are two garages deep.

Mr. Taylor referred to a notation from staff that if the developer does not want to build the bikepath they
can contribute money in lieu. He sald at some iater meeting, he would like to be updated on the status
of the Brand Road bikepath. He said if there Is to be a bikepath; it needs to be constructed when this
development is built.

Mr. Taylor asked if there was any specificity as to what the 30-inch wall at the courtyards could be.
Ms. Husak explained that it would be a final development detail required to be submitted.

Mr. Taylor noted that these single-family lots are significantly larger than the existing lots In the area, and
that had to do with not only the front, back, and side setbacks, but that the lot coverage was 50 percent.
He pointed out in the rest of the City, the residential lot coverage was 45 percent. Mr. Taylor made some
calculations that illustrated what the difference In the S percent more lot coverage entailed. Mr. Taylor
sald he was not yet prepared to vote.

Joe Budde said he agreed with Ms. Kramb about the tree preservation zone, and he liked the concept.
He said he too, was not ready to make a decision about the curb cut to Brand Road. He said he thought
having the entrance on Ballybridge Drive would be a viabie option, but he would like to know more.

Warren Fishman said he thought that the one-foot setback was completely out of the question. He said
regarding lot coverage, he disagreed because he did not care how big the houses were, but he did not
think there should be more than a 40 percent lot coverage which most of the Dublin developments have,
not 45 percent which is a huge difference. He said that a 40 percent lot coverage would eliminate many
of the other problems discussed. Mr. Fishman said that they had to be very careful with a No Build Zone
because about five years ago City Council allowed swing sets to be placed in them. He said it was
amazing that the swing sets seem to have killed the trees.

Mr. Fishman referred to the dry pond being proposed instead of a wet pond. He said he only knew of a
few Dublin dry ponds that were as attractive as wet ponds. He sald he was definitely against a dry pond
and recommended a beautiful, heavily landscaped wet pond instead because this was on Brand Road.

Mr. Fishman said he and Mr. Zimmerman thought Ballybridge should run across this and it should be cut
through in the first phase. He said he was undecided about the curb cut on Brand Road because it might
not be needed if this is developed that on the west, there Is Ballybridge and the rear street to get
through the development. He said more curb cuts were certainly not needed on Brand Road.

Mr. Fishman said that the bikepath was needed instead of the money.

Todd Zimmerman said he definitely was set on the 130-foot setback from Brand Road. He said he would
like entrances on Brand Road and Ballybridge Drive. He sald that Ballybridge Drive was designed to be a
street to connect, not an entrance to a development. He said when an entrance is proposed on Brand
Road across from residential, such as was at the Conine property on Summitview Road, the entrance was
lined up to a house across the street for safety. He said he believed Mr. Hale represented the developer
on that project and they landscaped across the street for light transparency across the street. He
suggested that should be done for the Hublers and the other residence, but it was between them and
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this developer. Mr. Zimmerman sald that for the side-loaded garages he wanted the setback to meet
Code. He said he hoped that Ballybridge Drive will be phased in with Phase 1 of the development. He
pointed out that wet pond maintenance would be a lower cost for the 28 homeowners in the association.
Mr. Zimmerman confirmed that the standard lot coverage in Dublin was 45 percent.

Mr. Zimmerman said he understood Mr. Taylor's concern and one way to eliminate some of the problem
is to eiiminate a couple of lots and make the lots 95-feet wide.

Mr. Fishman recalled that Tartan West had a 50 percent lot coverage, but there was a huge area around
it that had common properties and that was why that coverage was allowed.

Mr. Fishman said regarding the setback on Brand Road, the 100-foot setback had been that way for 30
years. He said it was not put in writing, but it was tradition that there was to be a 100-foot setback
minimum on Brand Road. He recalled recently that a variance was granted for a Coventry Woods house
addition that was proposed to be a few feet into the Brand Road setback and it was very controversial.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she would like Mr. Hale to meet with Mr. McLoughlin later to discuss the
sewer issues which are not part of the Commission’s discussion tonight.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she had concerns with the connectivity to the west and the uncertainty of
that parce! of land is not this landowner’s problem, but it is the responsibility of the Commission to
consider. She said she, too would be aggrieved to see more curb cuts along Brand Road. She said she
would like to see the capability of those existing roads, particularly Ballybridge Drive of handling EMS
traffic. She said she would like to hear from emergency services what it would take to make it safe. She
said she would be more willing to have a curb cut if there was no other way to provide that safety.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she liked the courtyard garages, but she would be opposed of setting a
minimum of a one-foot side yard. She said she appreciated the thought of the courtyard garages if they
wanted to maintain a side load kind of appearance without having to mitigate the side load areas. Ms.
Amorose Groomes said she believed a lot coverage of 45 percent would resoive some of the problems.
She said she would like to know the setbacks for all of the existing homes so that the Commission can
make sure that they require at least that of the new homes, and hopefully more,

Ms. Husak said that the side yard setbacks are the same and the front yard setbacks have a 30-foot build
line so there is a little more by ten feet. She said the homes backing up to this property have a 25-foot
No Build Zone required and the setback requirement in this neighborhood is 20 percent of the lot depth,
so it is different, depending upon the lot depth. She said usually, they have the 25-foot No Build Zone
and on top of that they have a rear yard setback that could vary a little.

Ms. Amorose Groomes requested that the greatest be calculated and they would use the highest
watermark.

Mr. Zimmerman asked what the depth of the lots was.
Ms. Husak said the adjacent lots are 125 feet deep and the average was about 135 feet deep.

Ms. Amorose Groomes would like to see the information so that these residents can be assured that the
requirements of their incoming neighbors are at least what they have, if not greater.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she was in favor of a No Disturb Zone versus a setback in the rear so that
even if there were no trees because they died, they still could not have a play set in that location.
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Ms. Husak said that Planning’s preference was currently a tree protection zone because a in a No Disturb
Zone there Is no clearing of evasive species allowed, and In Deer Run they have proposed tree
preservation zones with language that was in the development text.

Ms. Amorose Groomes pointed out that dry detention basins are very difficult to maintain. She suggested
it be handled in another way; maybe with a rain garden or something of that nature. She said a wet
basin would be nice if there is enough room on the site for a living environment that is sustainable.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said her rough calculation resulted in around 190 caliper inches of Ash trees. She
requested that when an application for the final development plan is submitted, those trees need to be
calculated into the tree requirements for the balance. She said did not see any evidence of them being
treated, so they will likely perish in the next 18 months.

Mr. Hale said they had received sufficient guidance and requested a tabling so that they could meet with
staff to work through the issues and meet with both homeowners associations again afterwards to make
sure the concerns are addressed to the extent they can.

Ms. Amorose Groomes thanked everyone and said that this is going to be a better project by their
participation.

Motion and Vote
Mr. Hardt made a motion to table this rezoning with preliminary development plan and preliminary plat.
Mr. Zimmerman seconded.

The vote was as follows: Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Taylor, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Budde, yes;
Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Hardt, yes. (Tabled 7 - 0.)

Ms. Amorose Groomes called a brief recess at 8:19 p.m., and reconvened the meeting at 8:25 p.m.

Administrative Request
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