Office of the City Manager

. . 5200 Emerald Parkway ¢ Dublin, OH 43017-1090
Clty Of DUblin  Fhone: 614-410-4400 = Fax: 614-410-4450

Memo

To: Members of Dublin Gty Council
From: Marsha I. Grigsby, City Manager ™Y\
Date: June 6, 2013

Initiated By: Steve Langworthy, Director of Land Use and Long Range Planning
Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II

Re: Final Plat-Tartan Ridge, Section 5, Part 2

Summary

This is a request for review and approval of a final plat for 43 single-family lots within Subareas A,
C and D-1 of the Tartan Ridge Planned Unit Development. The 26.32-acre site is located north of
McKitrick Road and west of Burnett Lane.

Background

The Tartan Rldge rezoning/preliminary development plan was recommended by the Planning and
Zoning Commission on February 1, 2007 and approved by City Council on March 19, 2007. Various
approvals for final development plans and final plats have since occurred, the most recent of which
was Section 5, Part 1 in January of 2013,

Description

The proposed final plat has 43 single-family lots to be developed as Cottage, Court, and Garden
Lots, as described by the Tartan Ridge PUD development text. Cottage Lots are clustered and have
reduced setback requirements that create a compact, village-like feel. Court Lots are similar to

Cottage Lots, but have smaller lot dimensions. The Garden Lots require rear-oriented garages
accessed from an alley.

Subarea A

This Subarea includes six Court Lots (Lots 208-213) along the south side of Baronet Boulevard
backing up to Reserve “Q” -- a 7.25-acre park. The public road Enfield Trace, paralleling McKitrick
Road in the southern portion of the development, will also be extended as part of this proposal.
This application completes development of this Subarea.

Subarea C

This proposal includes seven Courts Lots (Lots 214-220) on the north side of Enfield Trace, also
backing up to Reserve "Q” and completes development of this Subarea. Reserve "R” is a 4.11-acre
open space along the McKitrick Road frontage, south of Enfield Trace. This open space includes
existing trees and ponds, as well as the Columbia Gas easement.

Subarea D-1

The permitted lots in this Subarea include Cottage, Court and Garden Lots. Garden Lots, which
require alley-accessed rear-loaded garages are permitted in the center of the Subarea to provide a
transition from the planned multiple family and commercial area to the west. The first alley-
accessed Garden Lot in Subarea D-1 was approved as Section 5, Part 1.
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Six Cottage Lots (Lots 221-225) in Subarea D-1 are proposed on the north side of Emmet Row
Lane adjacent to the Glacier Ridge Elementary school site. Twenty-five alley-accessed Garden Lots
(Lots 183-207) are proposed on the south side of Emmett Row Lane. Several public roads are
included in this plat. Benham Way will connect Emmet Row Lane to Baronet Boulevard, which will
be extended from east to west to connect with Burnett Lane in the center of the development. The
proposal includes 30 lots in Subarea D-1, leaving a maximum of seven lots to be approved.

All proposed lots meet the development requirements outlined in the approved development text.
The final development plan includes details for hedge and post requirements. The development
text contains residential design standards, including the appearance of the frontage of each lot, all
of which applied to Section 5, Part 2.

Recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission

Final Plat
The Commission reviewed and recommended approval to City Coundl of the final plat at the
February 21, 2013 meeting with one condition:

1) That any technical adjustments be made to the plat prior to submission to City Council,
induding noting specific architectural requirements for Lots 194, 199, 208, 213, and 220,

This condition has been addressed with this submission.

Final Development Plan
The Planning and Zoning Commission also approved a final development plan with 13 conditions:

1) That the diversity matrix be revised to include the alley-accessed lots;

2) That the applicant install ribbon curb along the pavement edge of the alleys to clearly
delineate the edge of the alley;

3) That the plans be revised to include one-way traffic restriction notes for designated alley
segments;

4) That the applicant provide a bikepath along the south side of Enfield Trace instead of the
sidewalk shown along the northern edge of Reserve “R";

5) That the applicant not remove protected trees #947 and 952 through 968 west of Lot 225
as part of this proposal and work with Planning and Engineering to relocate storm structure
#3 out of the critical root zones of protected trees in the area;

6) That the trees on the south side of the pond in Reserve “Q” be surveyed and either
protected or replaced, depending on the construction impacts from Enfield Trace;

7) That the plan’s landscaping extend along the western boundary of the fence around the
Columbia Gas easement in Reserve “R”;

8) That the trees within the alley landscape island be revised to Japanese Tree Lllac instead of
the proposed Tulip Trees;

9) That the applicant replace any trees found dead or dying in Sections 1 and 2, indicated as
replacement trees, by November 30, 2013, based on an inspection to be performed this
spring;

10) That the applicant revises the landscape plans to indicate tree protection fencing on the
north side of the proposed sewer and grading work west of Lot 225, remove statements
regarding tree replacement credits in the legend and the plant list;
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11)  That the applicant revise the plant list to include “EA — Dwarf Burning Bush”,

12)  That the applicant install decorative pavers on the alley loaded driveways; and,

13)  That the hedges be placed at least 3 feet off the sidewalk along the frontage of the homes
and at least 5 feet off the curb along the landscape island, subject to approval by Planning.

The applicant has addressed Conditions 1, 4 through 8, 10, and 11. Conditions 2, 3 and 12 wili be
required to be addressed as part of the construction document approval, and Planning will work
with the developer to address Conditions 9 and 13 throughout the development of this Section.

Recommendation

The proposed plat conforms to requirements of the final plat review criteria and Planning
recommends City Council approval of the Final Plat for Tartan Ridge, Section 5, Part 2 at the June
10, 2013 City Councll meeting.
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February 2008

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION APPLICATION

(Code Seclion 153.232)

|. PLEASE CHECK THE TYPE OF APPLICATION:

O 'nfarmal Review Final Plat

CITY OF DUBLIN. (Section 152.085)

d
b"ght:;\:"uw'ﬂ O Conc_ept Plan O Cond_monal Use
5800 Shior-Ringns Road (Section 163.066(A)(1)) (Section 153.236)
Qutilin, Ohio 430141234
Prone/ TOD: &14-410-4600 ) Preliminary Development Plan / Rezoning [ corridor Development District (CDD)
Fax: 61 4-410-4747
Wb site: L E bk ioara (Section 153.053) {Section 153.115)
[-] Final Development Plan D Corridor Development District (CDD) Sign
(Section 163.063(E)) (Section 153.115)
{1 Amended Final Development Plan [J Minor Subdivision

(Section 153.053(E))

[0 standard District Rezoning [] Right-of-Way Encroachment
(Section 153.018)

{7 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 completad.

Property Address{es):
Tax ID/Parcel Number{s): Parcel Size(s) {Acres):
40004058000 & 390014058000 107.465 Acres

Exlsting Land Use/Development:

IF APPLICABLE, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING:

Proposed Land Use/Devatopment: Residential

Total acres affected by application: 26.329 Acfes

RECEIVED
Il. CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER(S): Please attach additional sheets if needed.
Name (individual or Organization): Tartan Ridge, LLC VEC 97 Lt 19
495 South High Strest .
Malling Address: Columbus OIE( 43;3 CITY OF DUBLIN
(Street, City, State, Zip Coda) ' PLAN NING
[2-089 FDP AP
Daytime Telephone: (614)241-2070 Fax: (614)241-2080

Emall or Altarnate Contact information: cdriscoll@edwardscompanies.com

Page1 of 3




IV. APPLICANT(S): This is the person(s) who is submitting the application If different than the property owner(s) listed in part (IL
Please complete if applicable.

Name: Chartes P. Driscol Applicant Is also property owner: yes nol ]

Organization {Owner, Developer, Contractor, etc.): Tartan Ridge, LLC

Mailing Address:
{Strest, City, State, Zip Code)

Daytime Telephane: Fax:

Email or Alternate Contact Informatlon:

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 owner listed in part lll. Please complete {f applicable.

Name:

Organizatlon (Owner, Developer, Contractos, etc.):

Malling Address:

(Streat, City, State, Zip Code) T
TRECLIVIED

Daytime Telephone: Fax:

Ematl or Alternate Contact Information:

CIW O
ot

. , PLANNTNG
VI. AUTHORIZATION FOR OWNER'S APPLICANT or REPRESENTATIVE(S): It the applicant is not the property 1,
this sectlon must be completed and notarized.

1 __, the owner, heraby authorize

to act as my applicant or
representative(s) in all matters pertaining to the processing and approval of this application, including moditying the project. | agree
to be bound by all representations and agreements made by the designated representativa.

Signature of Currant Property Owner: Date:

D Check this box H the Authorlzation for Owner’s Applicant or Reprasentative(s) is attached as a separate document

Subscribed and sworn before me this day of , 20
State of S arir s
County of Notary Public

VII. AUTHORIZATION TO VISIT THE PROPERTY: Site visits to the property by City representatives are essentlal to process this
application. The Owner/Applicant, as noted below, hereby authorizes City representatives to visit, photograph and post a notice on the

property described in this application.

| Charles P. Driscall B, the owner or autharized representative, hereby
authorize Clty representatives to visit, photograph and post a notice on the property described In this application.

Signature of appllcant or authorized representaﬁve:w / BA«-«.M Dato:/L”J /L
. /

Page 2 of 3




VIIl. UTILITY DISCLAIMER: The Owner/Applicant acknowledges the approval of this request for review by the Dublin Planning and

Zoning Commission and/or Dublin City Counclil does not constitute a guarantee or binding commltment that the City of Dublin will be able
to provide essential services such as water and sewer facilities when needed by said Owner/Applicant.

| Charles P. Driscoll the owner or authorized rapresentative,
acknowledge that approval of this request does not constitute a puarantee or binding commitment that the City of Duhlin wifl be abie to
provide essential services such as water and sewer faclilities when needed by said Owner/Applicant.

Signature of applicant or authorizad represantative: w / &/""‘-""M Date: //J// .

IX. APPLICANT’'S AFFIDAVIT: This section must be complated and notarized.

| Charies P. Driscoll , the owner or authorized representative, have
read and understand the contents of this application. The information contalned In this application, attached exhibits and other
information submitted is complate and Iin all respects true and correct, to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Signat f applicant or authorized representative: ﬂ A é/ Date: /
gnature of applicant or authori P w ‘ E ate /L/J 2%

Subscribed and swomn to before me this & day of €S Fer 39 1 “—

- h"q'u\lllAllz”"~

State of crifi o

5
[

Ty

County of _£RAMN L /rr Notary Public

Juli M. Ferree
. Notary Public State of Ohio
- AL F My Denmissior Expires 09-26-2017

LI

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Amaunt Rw[%d.?. oD Application No: /2~ ng? P&Z Date(s): P&Z Actlon:

Recelpt No:o? 304 | Map Zone: Date Received: fﬂ/;-/ﬁg Received By: (* A\ H
City Council (First Reading): City Council (Second Readlng):

City Councll Action: Ordinance Number:

Type of Request:

N, S, E, W (Circla) Side of:

N, S, E, W (Clrcle) Side of Nearest Intersection:

Distance from Nearest Intersectian:

Existing Zonlng District: Requested Zonlng District:

RECEIVED

Page 3 of 3 DEC 27 2012
12-089 P/~
CITY OF DUBLIN 7~

PLANNING



Tartan Ridge Section 5
Final Plat Application

Aftachment A

Development Plan Statement

Please briefly explain the proposed development:

The Tartan Ridge development seeks to disperse a mix of architecturally
diverse residential uses throughout the site in a manner that preserves the
natural features of the property and yields generous amounts of open
space. There are 43 lots in Section 5 out of 254 lots.

Briefly state how the proposed development relates to the existing and

potential future land use character of the vicinity:

Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 are currently being constructed on this property.
Section 5 is a continuation of the approved development plan. The
proposed development of the site fits in with the character and quality of
other nearby recent residential developments. It will also provide retall
uses to an area that is currently underserved.

Briefly state how the proposed development will relate to the Dublin
Community Plan and any other applicable standards / resolutions such as
Consservation Design and the Residential Appearance standards:

The proposed development will increase the Dublin stated goal of
promoting high quality residential uses that contribute to and enhance the
community’s image. The retall uses on the site will considerably broaden
the services available to residents in the general area. The development
meets most, if not all, of the 10 Land Use Principals that have been
adopted for use during the Community Plan update process. The mix of
uses and product types makes the use of a Planned District the most
comprehensive way to address development standards for this new
community. The overall plan contains 40% open space, and bike tralls
which connect all parts of the community. The architectural standards
meet or exceed the Residential Appearance standards.

Sewer Facilities:
Public sewer lines have been installed adjacent to this section.

Bond Required:
A bond for the construction cost will be submitted prior to recording the

plat with the Union County Recorder.
RECEIVED

CITY OF DUBLIN
PLANNING
|A-039FOPI A



C.

Tartan Ridge Section 5
Final Development Plan Application

Attachment A

Development Plan Statement

Please briefly explain the proposed development and how the proposal relates to
existing development In the vicinity.

The Tartan Ridge development seeks to disperse a mix of architecturally diverse
residential uses throughout the site in a manner that preserves the natural
features of the property and yields generous amounts of open space. There are
43 lots in Sectlon 5 out of a total 254 lots. Sections 1, 2, 3 and 4 are currently
being constructed on this property. Section 5 is a continuation of the approved
development plan. The proposed development of the site fits in with the
character and quality of other nearby recent residential developments. It will also
provide retail uses to an area that is currently underserved.

Briefly state how the proposed development will relate to the Dublin

Community Plan and any other applicable standards / resolutions such as
Conservation Design and the Residential Appearance standards:

The proposed development will increase the Dublin stated goal of promoting
high quality residential uses that contribute to and enhance the community’s
image. The retall uses on the site will considerably broaden the services
available to residents in the general area. The development meets most, if not
all, of the 10 Land Use Principals that have been adopted for use during the
Community Plan update process. The mix of uses and product types makes
the use of a Planned District the most comprehensive way to address
development standards for this new community. The overall plan contains
40% open space, and bike trails which connect all parts of the community. The
architectural standards meset or exceed the Residential Appearance

standards.

Briefly address how the proposed rezoning and development meet the review
criteria for Final Development Plan approval by the Planning and Zoning
Commission as stated in [Section 153.055(B)]:

(1) 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 [153.053(EY4)]:

The plan conforms to the approved preliminary development plan.

(2) Adequate provision is made for safe and efficient pedestrian

and vehicular circulation within the site and to adjacent property:

RECEIVED

CITY OF DUBLIN
PLANNING
12-084 FDP 1P



Bike trails connect all residential areas to the open spaces, retail center,
and adjacent properties.

(3) The development has adequate public services and open

spaces:
All utilities are available onsite and 40% open space is provided.

(4) 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 plan preserves over 85% of all tree lines and wooded areas. It also
preserves the two existing ponds.

(5) 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:

Streetlights will be provided at all entrances onto existing public roads and
post lights will be provided at each residence.

(6) The proposed signs, as indicated on the submitted sign plan,

will be coordinated within the PUD and with adjacent development;
are of an appropriate size, scale, and design in relationship with the
principal bullding, site, and surroundings; and are located so as to
maintain safe and orderly pedestrian and vehicular circulation;

There are no subdivision signs in Section 5. All other signs are typical
street signs.

(7) The landscape plan will adequately enhance the principal

building and slite; maintain existing trees to the extent possible:

buffer ad|acent incompatible uses; break up large expanses of
pavement with natural material; and provide appropriate plant

materials for the buildings, site. and climate:

The landscaping plan maintains 85% of the existing tree lines. Section 5
is adjacent to three park areas inside Tartan Ridge.

(8)Adequate provision is made for storm drainage within and
throughout the site, which complies with the applicable requlations
in this code and any other design criteria established by the city or
any other governmental entity, which may have jurisdiction over

such matters:
A number of lar tenti nds are provided throughout the sit
nu of large retention ponds are prov roug gé%EIVED

meet all storm water retention regulations.

CITY OF DUBLIN
PLANNING
(2-OBIFDPIFP



(9) 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:
All of the conditions of rezoning are met in Section 5.

(10) The Commission believes the project to be in compliance with

all other local, state, and federal laws and regulations:

The applicant believes the project to be in compliance with all local, state,
and federal laws and regulations.

RECEIVED

CITY OF DuBLIN

PLANNING
[2-0%9F0p 42
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Tartan Ridge

Homeswners
Asthr Scott and Angie 7112 Glacier Ridge Bivd Dublin, OH 43017 7112 Glacier Ridge Bivd Dubka, OH 4317 390014058066.00
Balnushot Greg 104 Rtz 7104 Glacics Ridge Blvd, Dubl, OH 43017 7404 Glacrer Ridge Bivd, Deblie, OH 43017 390024058065.00
Barey David and Christine 7115 Glacier Ridge Blvd, Dublin, OH 43017 7115 Glacics Ridge Bivd Drublin, OH 43017 150014058072.00
Berike ) Kipp and Amy 7147 Wilkon Loy Dublin, OH 43017 7147 Wilion Logp_ Dublin, OH 43017 390014058038.00
Eeerven Mark and Tamuny J 9434 Tanan Ridgs Bivd Dubrhn, OH 43017 9434 Tartan Ridge Bivd, Dublin, OH 43017 390014058063.00
Bleeks Ryan and Angela 9488 Tartan Ridge Ct. Dublin, OH 43017 $4%8 Tanan Ridge CL Dubtin, OH 43017 190014058006.00
Butiock Robest and Lesley T |7i70 wition Chase Dublin, OH 93017 7171 Wiltos Chase Dubiin, OH 43017 390014058052,00
Cheng James and Connie 9369 Alder Glen Coun Dublin, OH 43017 9569 Aldes Glen Coun Dublin, OF 43017 390014056027.00
Ccmmll); Mike and Angela 9246 Golden Rose Way Dublin, OH 43017 7172 Eventail Diive Powell, OH 43045 390014058083 00
| Danse Michele } 9442 Tartan Ridge Bivd Drabitn, OH 43017 6097 Penmeter Lakes Dy Dublin, OH 43017 390014058035.00
P Jot and Joan 7139 Witton Loop Dubi, OH 43017 7136 Wilton Loap | Dublia. 0H 43017 390014058039.00
Eieswarapu Musthy zod Sygaths :‘—i;pi 1179 Wilton Chase Dubtin, OH 43017 717¢ Wilion Chase Dubln, OH 43017 39001205805 1.00
Eﬂcpp glcv;; and Amy o 9259 Golden Rose Way Dublin, OH 43017 9259 Goldea Kose Way Dublie, OH 43017 390014058068.00
Fassenc Titn and Jody 6765 Bumett Lane Dublin, QH 43047 5678 Meehao Rd Dublin, OH 43016 400014058035.00
Franco Joscph and Susan DePrisco 9577 Alder Glea Count Dublia, OM 43017 9577 Alder Glen Count Dubiin, OH 43017 390014058025.00)
Granaamonio Mike and Jamic 9230 Golden Rose Way Drabin, QH 4817 9230 Galden Rose Way Dublia, OH 43917 I90014058085,00
Gimore Erika and Geoff 9553 Taran Ridge Ct Dublin, 01 43017 9533 Taran Ridge €1 Dublin, OH 23017 350014058011.00
Huddlestos James and Melissa: 9504 Tastan Ridge Ct Bublin, OH 43017 7100 Cook Rd Powelt, OH 43065 390014058008.00
Joseph Abe and Elizabeth 9508 Taran l'bn_gc Founl Dublia, OH 43017 9509 Tartan Ridge Coun Dublin. GH 43017 9001405801500
Jurich Mulan and Nicole 7163 Wilton Chase Dublin, OH 43017 7163 Wilon Chase Dublin, O 43017 390014058033.00
Eclsm T Chaig 9446 Nicholson Way Dublin, OH 43017 9268 Leuth Dr Dubhn, OH 43017 400014058015.00
Ko Richand and Rebecea 9426 Tanan Ridge Bhvd, Duibiin, OH 43017 9426 Tanan Rigge Bivd. Dublin, OH 43037 390014053052_0;
Maglligan Mike & Debi) 9394 Taran Ridge Blvd Dubdin, GH 43017 9394 Tanan Ridge Blvd Dmblin, OH 43017 390014058058.00
Marzolf Kunt and Jeansfer 9386 Taman Ridge Blvd Dubln. GH 43617 9386 Tartan Ridge Blvd Drublin. GH 43017 190014058057 06
|Mathew Chns and Macole 9351 Burnen Lane - Dubfin. GH 43017 934} Buraen Lane Dubiio, OH 43017 AB0019058078.00
Mebts Samay and Ranju 9325 Tanan Radge C1 Dbk, GH 43017 9525 Taran Ridge C1 Dhublin, OH 43017 390014058012.00
Patlsson Samay and Johanna 9429 Taztan Ridge Bivd Dubli, OH 43017 19479 Tanan Rudge Bivd. Dublin, OH 43017 390014058065,00
Setherland Juo and Karelina 9402 Taran Ridge Bivd. Diblin, OH 430(;' 9402 Tarian Ridge Blvd. Dibla, OH 43017 390014058058.00
[Upshaw Sicve and Dans 9440 Nicholson Way Dubfin. OH 43017 944D Nicholson Way _ Dublin. OR 43017 400014058016.00
VanHuftel Mark and Kim 9576 Alder GleaCL. | Dublin, OH 43017 9574 Alder Giew CL Dublin, OH 43017 350014058023.00
VanNorman Jobn and Michelle 2 9343 Bumen Lane Dublin, OH 43017 9343 Bummet Lane Dubkn, OH 43017 400014058043.004
Wiemeyer Brandon and Jennifer F152 Glacier Ridge Bhvd Dubloy, OH 43017 7152 Glacier fudge Blvd Dubiin, OH 43017 390014058046.00)
Woll Rachard and Paisy 9464 Nichobisn Way Dublis, QH 43047 94584 Nicholson Way _|Lublin, OH 43017 400014058013.00|

RECEIVED

CITY OF DUBLIN

PLANNING

T F ]
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Tartan Ridge

Homeowners

Wong ¥ uywg 20d Jenny 582 Alder Gler Ct. Dublin, OH 43017 9582 Aldes Glen Gt Dublin, OH 43017 350014058024.00
Yu Shawn and Jessis 6222 Golden Rose Way Dublin, OH 43017 9222 Golden Rose Way Dublie, OH 43017 A00014058045.00
Zamon Martin and Kasric 9450 Tanan Ridge Blvd. Dublin, O 43017 9450 Tarn Ridge Blvd. Dublfs, OH 43017 390014055036.00
Panwar Rohsts 7107 Glacier Ridge Bivd, Dublin, OH 43017 7107 Glacier Ridge Bivd. Dublin, OH 43017 2AO014058073.00
Budzynzki Keith zad Lyon 7136 Glacier Ridge Blvd Dublin, OH 43017 4392 Davidsen Run Dr Hilliard. OH 43026 390014058044.00
Vener Frank and Susan 7139 Giacier Ridge Blvd, Dublin, OH 43017 7139 Glacier Ridge Bivd. Dublin. OH 43017 160014058087.00
Gulda Richard amd Shelley 9354 Tartan Ridge Blvd, Dublin, OH 43017 8757 Vineyard Haven Loop Dubilin, QH 43014 350014058053.00
Kolp Foben gnd Melanke 9520 Tarman Ridge C, Dubiin, OH 43017 8614 Tanan Fields Dr DOublin, OH 43017 390014058010.00
Monrfort Treey and Kyle %383 Taman Ridge Blvd Dublin, OH 43017 3 Eastan Oval Dr Caolumbus, OH 43230 190014058074.00
Shae Geoffrey and Anng 2496 Taran Ridge Ct Dublin, OB 43017 490 Emmaus Dr Marysville, OH 43040 390014058607.00
Grove Chrstapher and Abbey 9512 Tanan Ridge C1. Dublin, OH 43017 9512 Tanan Ridge Cv. Dublie. OH 4301 7 390014058009.00
Kalmar Robert and Nina 9317 Tarsn Ridge CL Drubbin, OH 43017 221 . Front 8t, #304 Columbus, OH 43214 390014053014.00
Sehule Jeffrey and Drana 7316 Wilton Loop Irblin, OH 43017 2431 Wyncouney Court Powell, OH 41065 3900240580 70.00
Buckles Seon and Jennifer 7123 Willan Loap Dubhn, OR 43017 6126 Deerside Dr Dublis, OH 43017 35001405804 1.00
Marquard Thomas 2ad Miks 7124 Wilion Loop Dblin, QH 43017 5689 Lausel Pine Lane Dublin, OH 43016 390014058047.00
Ailts Amy and Derek 7131 Wilion Loop Dubiwn, OH 43017 5074 Brosburn Court Dublin, OH 43017 330014058040.00
Pishot Jason aed Mary 7140 Wilion Loop Dublin, OY 43017 $52 Acton Rd Columbus, OH 43214 3900140580449.00
Cooper Gregory and Susan 7148 Wilton Loap Dublin, OH 43017 7148 Wilion Loop Prublin, OR 43017 390014058050.00
Slater Robert and Jackie 9392 Nicholson Way Dubl, OH 43017 2126 Shawnmont Coun Dublin. OH 43016 400014058072.00
Priestiand Joumaihan and Heatber 6773 Burnen Lanc Dublin, OH 43017 8460 Davingnon Dr Dublig, 014 43017 400014058036.00
Fliekinger Michael and Siophanic 6781 Burmcd Lane Dublin, OH 43017 6822 Meadow Qak Dr Coluabus, OH 43235 400014052037.00
wolf Rschard and Patsy 9464 Nicholson Way Dublin, OH 43017 9454 Nicholson Way Dublis, OH 43017 400014058013.00
Barker John and Sharee 9359 Burnen Lane Dublin, OH 43017 9359 Burnett Lane Dublin, O 43017 3900140580 77.00
Richards David and Leab 0 Wilton Chase Oublin, OH 43017 7964 Hoyrod Court Dublin. O 43017 390012058115.00
Masri Farid and Judith 7131 Harlan Ct. Dublin, QR 43017 7061 Cavalry Coun Dublis, OH 43017 390014058102.00
Martin Michael aod Carolyn 7147 Harian Cu. Dublia, QM 43017 6036 Glenbar Place Dublin, OH 43017 3900 14058100.00
Collins Jainey and Danielie 1142 Wilion Chase Dublin, OH 43017 7737 Brandonway Drive Dublis. GH 43017 190014058113.00
Andreas Matibew and Gina 7134 Wilion Chase Dublin, OH 43017 5016 Mount Row New Albany, OH 43054 190014058112.00
Koos Adam zod Donna 7310 Wiltgn Chase Dublin, OH 43¢17 6121 Craughwell Lang Dublin, OH 43017 390014058109 .00
Keeaer Gregory and Jenmfer 7113 Wilios Chase Dublin, OH 43017 9810 Archer Lane Dublin, OH 43017 380014058110.00
Denman Christapher and Andrea 7123 Harlan Court Oublin, OB 43017 6665 Egp Caurt, #C Dublin, OH 43017 390014058103 00
Gibson Johg and Sarsh 9378 Tactan Ridge Blvd Dublin, OH 430]7 1472 Royal Gold Dr Colwnbug, OH 43240 390014058056.00
Kopun Ravi apd Latha 7145 Wilion Chase LCublin, OR 43017

5478 Asherbrand Lane, #A

Oublin, OH 43017

390014058034 OO




Tariap Ridge
Homeowners

Beining Eric and Jenniler 9545 Alder Glen Ct Dublin, QH 43017 (2586 Canasn Cirele Dublin, OF 43017 390014058030.00
Mar Ryan and Erin 9353 Alder Glen C1. Dublin, OH 43017 9553 Alder Glen CL Dublin, OH 43017 390014058025.00
Pang Jisheng and Yuyung 9582 Alder Olen CL Dublin, OH 43017 9582 Alder Glen C Dublin, OH 43017 390014058024.00
Jutte Jasan and Joanna 9238 Golden Rose Wy, Dublin, OH 43017 9238 Golden Rose Wy. Dublin. OH 43017 290014058084.00
Surapancw Nagesh and Santaja 9243 Golden Rose Wy. Dublin, OH 43017 9243 Galden Rose Wy. Dublin, OH 43017 350014058090.00
Zhang, Hong Tang and Peibei Zhang 9367 Bumett Lanc Dublin, OH 43017 9367 Burned Lane Dubli, O 43017 350014058076.00

Shoppes al Tartan Ridge. LLC 565 Mero Place South, #430 Crblin, OH 43017 565 Mewo Place South, £480 Dubhn, OH 43017 190014058.002

Tartan Ridge, L1LC 495 South Bigh Swreey, #150 Columbus, OH 43215 495 Seuth Hiph Streel, #150 Columbus, OF 43215 39.0014058.000

Cuty of Dublin Board of Bdscation  |7030 Coffenan Road Dublin, OH 43037 7030 Coffnon Road Dublin. OH 43017 39.0014029. 101

City of Dublin 6665 Coffman Raad Dubilin, OH 43017 6665 Coffioan Road Dublin, OH 43017 40.0014058.011

M/l Homes of Central Ohio

3 Easion Oval, #500

Columbus, OH 4321%

3 Easton Oval, #5080

Columbus, OH 43219

40.0014058.044




TARTAN RIDGE SECTION 5 PART 2

FINAL PLAT

Situated in the State of Ohio, County of Union, Jerome Township, City of Dublin
and in Virginia Military Survey Number 2991, containing 26.328 acres of land, more or
less, said 26.328 acres being part of that tract of land conveyed to TARTAN RIDGE,
LLC by deed of record in Official Record 714, Page 891, and that tract conveyed to
TARTAN RIDGE, LLC by deed of record in Official Record 1024, Page 960, Recorder's
Office, Union County, Ohio.

The undersigned, TARTAN RIDGE, LLC, an Ohio limited liability company, by
MULTICON INVESTMENT COMPANY, an Ohio corporation, Managing Member,
by CHARLES P. DRISCOLL, Vice President, owner of the lands platted herein, duly
authorized in the premises, does hereby certify that this plat correctly represents its
"TARTAN RIDGE SECTION 5 PART 2" a subdivision containing Lots numbered 183
to 225, both inclusive, and areas designated as Reserve "P", Reserve "Q" , Reserve "R",
Reserve "S", Reserve "T" and Reserve "U", does hereby accept this plat of same and
dedicates to public use, as such, all of McKitrick Road, Enfield Trace, Baronet Boulevard,
Brenham Way and Emmet Row Lane (3.789 acres more or less), shown hereon and not
heretofore dedicated.

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 ’
designated easements permit the construction, operation, and maintenance of all public I
and quasi public utilities above, beneath, and on the surface of the ground and, where

necessary, are for the construction, operation, and maintenance of service connections to Approved this  Day of

all adjacent lots and lands and for storm water drainage. Within those areas designated 20 City Engineer, Dublin, Ohio

"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, L oam ,

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 Road, Trace, Boulevard, Way and Lane dedicated hercon is accepted as such by the

Engineer. Within those areas designated "Sidewalk Easement" on this plat, an additional Council of the City 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

3 In Witness Thereof I 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 hereon were
) transferred from a field traverse originating from and tying to
Transferred this __ dayof i : : Franklin County Geodetic Survey Control Monuments,
20 . Auditor, Union County, Ohio including McNeal and FCGS 6648, with a bearing of North
15°07'53” West and are based on the Ohio State Plane
Coordinate System, South Zone as per NAD 83, 1986
Adjustment, using Global Positioning System procedures and
Filed for record this  day of , equipment.
20 t M. Recorder, Union C , Ohi
Fee $ * eeoreet nion County, &io SOURCE OF DATA: The sources of recorded survey data

referenced in the plan and text of this plat, are the records of

In Witness Whereof, CHARLES P. DRISCOLL, Vice President of MULTICON File No the Recorder's Office, Union County, Ohio.
INVESTMENT COMPANY, Managing Member of TARTAN RIDGE, LLC, has '

hereunto set his hand this day of 20 . IRON PINS: Iron pins, where indicated hereon, unless
T ’ otherwise noted, are to be set and are iron pipes, thirteen
PlatBook  ,Pages sixteenths inch inside diameter, thirty inches long with a
Signed and Acknowledged TARTAN RIDGE, LLC plastic plug placed in the top end bearing the initials EMHT
In the presence of: By: MULTICON INVESTMENT INC.
COMPANY
Managing Member PERMANENT MARKERS: Permanent markers, where

indicated hereon, are to be one-inch diameter, thirty-inch
long, solid iron pins. Pins are to be set to monument the
points indicated and are to be set with the top end flush with

By the surface of the ground and then capped with an aluminum
CHARLES P. DRISCOLL, cap stamped EMHT INC. Once installed, the top of the cap
Vice President 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 P.
DRISCOLL, Vice President of MULTICON INVESTMENT COMPANY, managing
member of TARTAN RIDGE, LLC who acknowledged the signing of the foregoing SURVEYED & PLATTED
instrument to be his voluntary act and deed and the voluntary act and deed of the company BY
and the corporation for the uses and purposes expressed herein.

In Witness Thereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal this |
day of , 20 .

Evans, Mechwart, Hambleton & Tilton, Inc.
Engineers * Surveyors * Planners  Scientists

My commission expires 5500 New Albany Road, Columbus, OH 43054

T . Phone: 614.775.4500 Toll Free: 888.775.3648
Notary Public, State of Ohio emhicom

We do hereby certify that we have surveyed the
above premises, prepared the attached plat, and that

id plat i t. Al di i in feet d
Tartan Ridge Section 5 Part 2 zglcim&opq:s f(:r?;:zgf. 'mensions - are infeet an

is out of parcel numbers:

40-0014058.000 (26.328 Ac.)
Map Number: o = Iron Pin (See Survey Data)

137—-01-04—-002.000 ° MAG Nail to be set
© = Permanent Marker (See Survey Data)

Professional Surveyor No. 8250 Date
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TARTAN RIDGE SECTION 5 PART 2

NOTE "A" - BUILD ZONE: A part of the facade of
buildings will be located in the zone created by the minimum
and maximum front yard setback lines.

NOTE "B" - MINIMUM SETBACKS: Zoning regulations
for Tartan Ridge Section 5 Part 2 in effect at the time of
platting specify the following dimensions for the minimum
front, side and rear yard setbacks for each lot:

Garden Lots: Lots 183 to 207
Front As shown hereon
Side Yard 6 feet each side
Rear Yard 12 feet

Court Lots: Lots 208 to 220
Front As shown hereon
Side Yard 6 feet each side
Rear Yard 15/25 feet

Cottage Lots: Lots 221 to 225
Front As shown hereon
Side Yard 6 feet each side
Rear Yard 15/25 feet

Said zoning regulations and any amendments thereto passed
subsequent to acceptance of this plat, should be reviewed to
determine the then current requirements. This notice is solely
for the purpose of notifying the public of the existence, at the
time of platting, of certain zoning regulations applicable to
this property. This notice shall not be interpreted as creating
plat or subdivision restrictions, private use restrictions
covenants running with the land or title encumbrances of any
nature, and is for informational purposes only.

NOTE "C" - FEMA ZONE: At the time of platting, all of
Tartan Ridge Section 5 Part 2 is within Zone X (areas
determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain)
as shown on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map for Franklin
County, Ohio and Incorporated Arcas Map Number
39049C0018K, with effective date of June 17, 2008.

NOTE "D" - FENCES: No fence may be placed in a “No
Build Zone”, a “No Disturb Zone” or a “Drainage Easement”
area. Fences, where permitted in the Tartan Ridge Section 5
Part 2 subdivision, are subject to the requirements of the
approved zoning development text.

NOTE "E" - UTILITY PROVIDERS: Buyers of the lots
in the Tartan Ridge Section S Part 2 subdivision are hereby
notified that, at the time of platting, utility service to Tartan
Ridge Section 5 Part 2, power is provided by Ohio Edison and
telephone service is provided by Verizon North.

NOTE "F" - VEHICULAR ACCESS: No vehicular access
is to be in effect until such time as the public street
right-of-way is extended and dedicated by plat or deed.

NOTE "G": As per City of Dublin Zoning Code, all lots
within Tartan Ridge Section 5 Part 2 are subject to the terms,
conditions, restrictions (including lighting and house sizes)
and special assessment districts as outlined in the preliminary
plat entitled “Tartan Ridge” and the development text.

NOTE "H" - TREE PRESERVATION ZONE: As required
by the City of Dublin Zoning Code, no building, structure,
fence, patio, recreational or athletic facility, or any other
improvement of any kind may be placed temporarily or
permanently upon, in or under, the area designated hereon as a
“Tree Preservation Zone,” nor shall any work be performed
thereon which would alter the natural state of the zone or
damage any of the trees or vegetation therein; provided
however that the zone may be disturbed to the extent necessary
for the installation and maintenance of utilities and drainage
facilities, mounding, landscaping and subdivision entrance
features. Any part of the zone disturbed by maintenance shall
be restored as nearly as practicable to the original condition.
Any healthy vegetation or trees removed shall be replaced with
like number and variety, no other tree or vegetation may be
removed from the zone except for the removal of dead,
diseased, decayed, or noxious trees and other vegetation or as
may be required for conservation or aesthetic purposes or in
keeping with good forest management practices.

NOTE "I" - SCHOOL DISTRICT: At the time of platting,
all of Tartan Ridge Section 5 Part 2 is in the Dublin City
School District.

NOTE "J" - ACREAGE BREAKDOWN:

Total acreage: 26.328 Ac.
Acreage in rights-of-way: 3.789 Ac.
Acreage in Reserve "P", Reserve "Q",

Reserve "R",Reserve "S",

Reserve "T" and Reserve "U" 12.393 Ac.
Acreage in remaining lots: 10.146 Ac.

NOTE "K" - PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT: Within
those areas of land in Reserve "R" shown hereon by hatching
and designated “Public Access Easement”, a nonexclusive
easement is hereby reserved for constructing/installing and
maintaining a paved bicycle and pedestrian path for use by the
public. Unless otherwise approved by the Dublin City
Engineer, all above-ground utility structures are hereby
prohibited within said Public Access Easement area provided
that nothing herein shall prohibit such structures where
permitted by existing grants of easement.

NOTE "L" - RESERVE "Q", RESERVE "R",
RESERVE "S", RESERVE "T" AND RESERVE "U":
Reserve "Q", Reserve "R", Reserve "S", Reserve "T" and
Reserve "U", as designated and delineated hereon, will be
owned by the City of Dublin, Ohio and maintained by an
association comprised of the owners of the fee simple titles to
the Lots in Tartan Ridge Subdivision(s) for the purpose of
passive open space/storm water detention and any other uses
allowed by the then current zoning.

NOTE "M" - RESERVE "P'": Reserve "P", as designated
and delineated hereon, will be owned and maintained by a
sub-association comprised of the owners of the fee simple
titles to Lots 183 through 207, both inclusive, in Tartan Ridge
Subdivision(s) for the purpose of passive open space/storm
water detention and any other uses allowed by the then
current zoning.

NOTE "N" - VEHICULAR ACCESS - BARONET
BOULEVARD: Within the limits shown and specified
hereon, Tartan Ridge, LLC hereby waives and releases all
right or rights of direct vehicular access or claims thereof to
the present road improvements known as Baronet Boulevard
as constructed, or to the ultimate road improvement to be
constructed in the future. The execution of this plat shall act
as a waiver to the City of Dublin, Ohio, in the elimination of
any direct vehicular access to said road either for present or
future construction.

NOTE "O": At the time of platting, electric, cable, and
telephone service providers have not issued information
required so that easement areas, in addition to those shown on
this plat, as deemed necessary by these providers, for the
installation and maintenance of all of their main line facilities,
could conveniently be shown on this plat. Existing recorded
easement information about Tartan Ridge Section 5 Part 2 or
any part thereof can be acquired by a competent examination
of the then current public records, including those in the
Union County Recorder's Office.

TARTAN RIDGE SECTION 5 PART 2

20121678
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Land Use and Long
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5800 Shler Rings Road
Oublin, Ohlo 43016-1236

phone  614.410.4600

fax

©14.410.4747

www .dublinohicusa.gov P'LANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

RECORD OF ACTION

FEBRUARY 21, 2013

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

2,

Tartan Ridge, Section 5 Part 2 7610 McKitrick Road
12-089FDP/FP Final Development Plan

Final Plat
Proposal: Plat and develop 43 single-family alley lot within Subareas A, C and D1

of the Tartan Ridge Planned Unit Development. The 26.32-acre site is
located north of McKitrick Road and west of Burnett Lane.

Request: Review and approval of final development plan application under the
provisions of 2Zoning Code Section 153.050 and review and
recommendation of approval to City Council of a final plat under the
provisions of the Subdivision Regulations.

Applicant: Tartan Ridge LLC, Charles Driscoil.

Planning Contact: Caudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II,

Contact Information:  (614) 4104675, chusak@dublin.oh.us

MOTION #1: To approve this Final Development Plan because it complies with all applicable review
criteria and the existing development standards and approval is recommended with 13 conditions:

1)
2)

3)
4)

5)

6)
7
8)

9)

That the diversity matrix be revised to incdlude the alley-accessed lots; and,

That the applicant install ibbon curb along the pavement edge of the alleys to dearly delineate
the edge of the alley;

That the plans be revised to include one-way traffic restriction notes for designated alley
segments;

That the applicant provide a bikepath along the south side of Enfield Trace instead of the
sidewalk shown along the northermn edge of Reserve ‘R’;

That the applicant not remove protected trees #947 and 952 through 968 west of Lot 225 as
part of this proposal and work with Planning and Engineering to relocate storm structure #3 out
of the critical root zones of protected trees In the area;

That the trees on the south side of the pond in Reserve *Q’, be surveyed and either protected or
replaced depending on the construction impacts from Enfield Trace;

That the plans landscaping extend along the western boundary of the fence around the Columbia
Gas easement In Reserve 'R’}

That the trees within the alley landscape island be revised to Japanese Tree Lilac instead of the
proposed Tulip Trees;

That the applicant replace any trees found dead or dying in Sections 1 and 2, indicated as
replacement trees, by November 30, 2013 based on an Inspection to be performed this spring;

Page 1 of 3
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FEBRUARY 21, 2013

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

2.

10)

11)
12)
13)

Tartan Ridge, Section 5 Part 2 7610 McKitrick Road
12-089FDP/FP Final Development Plan

Final Plat
Propasal: Plat and develop 43 single-family alley lot within Subareas A, C and D1

of the Tartan Ridge Planned Unit Development. The 26.32-acre site Is
located north of McKitrick Road and west of Burnett Lane.

Request; Review and approval of final development plan application under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050 and review and
recommendation of approval to Gity Council of a final plat under the
provisions of the Subdivision Regulations,

Applicant: Tartan Ridge LLC, Charles Driscoll.

Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner 1.

Contact Information:  (614) 4104675, chusak@dubiin.oh.us

That the applicant revises the iandscape pians to indicate tree protection fencing on the north
side of the proposed sewer and grading work west of Lot 225, remove statements regarding tree
replacement credits in the legend and the plant list;

That the applicant revise the plant st to include “EA — Dwarf Burning Bush”;

That the applicant install decorative pavers on the alley loaded driveways; and

That the hedges be placed at least 3 feet off the sidewalk along the frontage of the homes and at
least 5 feet off the curb along the alley landscape island, subject to approval by Pianning.

* Charles Driscoll agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE:

7-0.

RESULT: The Final Development Plan application was approved.

RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes  Yes
Richard Taylor Yes
Warren Fishman Yes
Amy Kramb Yes
John Hardt Yes
Victoria Newell Yes
Joseph Budde Yes

Page 2 of 3
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Land Use and Long
Range Planni

5800 Shler Rings Road
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

phone  614.410.4600
fax €14.410.4747
www.dublinohiousa.gov

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

RECORD OF ACTION

FEBRUARY 21, 2013

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

2. Tartan Ridge, Section 5 Part 2 7610 McKitrick Road

12-089FDP/FP

Proposal:

Request;

Applicant;
Planning Contact:
Contact Information:

Final Development Plan
Final Plat

Plat and develop 43 single-family alley lot within Subareas A, C and D1
of the Tartan Ridge Planned Unit Development. The 26.32-acre site is
located north of McKitrick Road and west of Bumett Lane.

Review and approval of final development plan application under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050 and review and
recommendation of approval to City Coundl of a final plat under the
provisions of the Subdlivision Regulations.

Tartan Ridge LLC, Charles Driscoll.

Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner 11,

(614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.ch,us

MOTION #2: To approve this Final Plat proposal because it complies with all applicable review criteria
and the existing development standards and approval is recommended with one condition:

1) That any technical adjustments be made to the plat prior to submission to City Council, including
noting specific architectural requirements for Lots 194, 199, 208, 213, and 220,

* Charles Driscoll agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: This Final Plat application was approved.

RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes Yes

Richard Tayior Yes

Warren Fishman Yes

Amy Kramb Yes

John Hardt Yes

Victoria Newell Yes

Joseph Budde Yes STAFF CERTIFICATION

ﬁ/@m a2 ftused

Claudia D. Husak, AICP
Planner 11

Page 3 of 3
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Charl ma, representing the owner, JgeK Eggspuehler, agreed to the congitfons.

s. Newell seconded the motion, PTie vote was as follows: Mr. Fishprdn, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Ha

was as follows: Ms. Kramb,
mes, yes, Mr. Fishman, yes;

¥ Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Newell,
Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 7 —

2. Tartan Ridge, Section 5 Part 2 7610 McKltrick Road
12-089FDP/FP Final Development Plan
Final Plat

Chair Chris Amorose Groomes sald the following application is a request for a plat and to develop 43
single-family alley lot within Subareas A, C and D1 of the Tartan Ridge Planned Unit Development. She
sald the 26.32-acre site is located north of McKitrick Road and west of Burnett Lane. She said the
Commission will need to make two motions for this application and the final plat will be forwarded to City
Coundil for approval and the Commission is the final authority on the final development plan.

Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in those intending speak in regards to this application induding Charles
Driscoll, Tartan Ridge LLC, and City representatives.

Claudia Husak safd that the City Cound and the Commission recently approved Tartan Ridge, Section 5,
Part 1. She presented the proposed final plat for the site, north of McKitrick Road and east of Hyland-
Croy Road continuing several streets within the Tartan Ridge development. She said the area also
borders to the north, Glacier Ridge Elementary. She sald a temporary detention basin was installed to the
far north of the site by the applicant as part of Section 3. She said substantial tree rows are located in the
center of the site, as well as along the McKitrick Road frontage there are two existing ponds in the
southem portion, and a square 100-foot easement for underground Columbia Gas utilities surrounded by
a chain link fence. She presented a map of the Tartan Ridge development showing the northermn
boundary, Brock Road, and the eastern boundary, Jerome Road. Ms. Husak said that in Section 5, Part 1,
one of the first alley lots in Tartan Ridge was developed for a Parade of Homes model home, She said
what remains in Tartan Ridge is 24 townhouse units and a commerdal use at the comer of McKitrick
Road and Hyland-Croy Road. She said there are a few single-family lots still needing to be platted.

Ms. Husak presented the final plat which included different types of lots in different subareas, finishing
out development in many of the subareas. She said that there are more regular single family homes in
the southern portion, continuing Enfield Trace, a public road going west, and along the school boundary,
regular single famity homes. She said in the center, within Subarea D-1, alley lots are shown that are
required as part of the Tartan Ridge preliminary development plan.
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Ms. Husak said that several reserves are being dedicated as part of the development. She said that
Reserve 'R’ to the south, continues a very large, passive area buffer from McKitrick Road that continues
east to Jerome and wraps around. She said a center reserve preserves a tree stand and another reserve
area that will not be dedicated to Dublin is a landscape island within the alleys for the alley-loaded
homes. Ms. Husak said that landscape medians are on Baronet Boulevard located in the right-of-way,
which will be owned by the City. Ms. Husak said that maintenance for all of the reserves are the
responsibility of the homeowners assodiation.

Ms. Husak said the final development plan conditions Planning is recommending include tree preservation
incorporated tn the open spaces, as well as around the existing ponds. She said that the City Forester has
asked that within the landscape median for the alleys in which the applicant has incorporated visitor
parking, the tree spedes be switched so 2s not {o be the same as the street trees within that area, She
presented a detailed drawing of the gazebo proposed as part of the central reserve near the pond which
had a similar look and feel as others in Tartan Ridge. Ms. Husak said that the applicant has been
requested to install a ribbon curb which is a flat curb that distinguishes the alley from the lot and
aesthetically, gives It a litHe more separation as well as help prevent the asphalt from crumbling into the
grass. She said that around the gas easement, the applicant has been requested to screen and
landscape, which they have done. She said however, it should be finished out on the west side as well,
thus the condition.

Ms. Husak presented a layout showing the typical alley lot. She said the homes are to be built by M/I
Homes that has a similar product in the New Albany area. She said fairly large homes with three-car alley
accessed garages to be built on small lots. She said the applicant provided evidence that there is ample
room for vehicles to be parked within the driveways, particularly because there Is a restriction against
parking along Baronet Boulevard to the south. She said that the plan should also note that the alley
traffic is one-way.

Ms. Husak said the development text requires the Commission to approve fences for the alley-loaded
subarea. She sald six-feet tall wrought iron fences are allowed in this area, generally located around the
patios.

Ms. Husak said that the applicant has attempted to recondle with Planning, the tree replacement
information. She said many trees have already been planted, but they were not noted as replacement
trees. She said that Planning wanted to come out at zero as part of the approval of this development
because there are only a few lots left. She said that the applicant is showing trees to be removed
generally in this area of the eastern boundary on the final development plan and Planning prefers that
they not be removed as part of this section of the plat, and so they are proposing a condition. Ms. Husak
said with the tree replacement, Planning wants to ensure that the trees counted in previous sections,
espedally Parts 1 and 2 that are being shown as replacement trees actually are alive. She said that if
Dublin’s landscape Inspector finds those trees dead or dying In the Spring, that they will need to be
replaced to count as replacement trees.

Ms. Husak said that Pianning is recommending approval of this Final Development Plan with the following
conditions:

1) That the diversity matrix be revised to include the alley-accessed lots;

2) That the applicant install ribbon curb along the pavement edge of the alleys to clearly delineate
the edge of the alley;

3) That the plans be revised to Include one-way traffic restriction notes for designated alley
segments;

4) That the applicant provide a bikepath along the south side of Enfield Trace instead of the
sidewalk shown along the northem edge of Reserve ‘R’;
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S) That the applicant not remove protected trees #947 and 952 through 968 west of Lot 225 as
part of this proposal and work with Planning and Engineering to relocate storm structure #3 out
of the critical root zones of protected trees in the area;

6) That the trees on the south side of the pond in Reserve 'Q’, be surveyed and either protected or
replaced depending on the construction Impacts from Enfield Trace;

7) That the plans landscaping extend along the western boundary of the fence around the Columbia
Gas easement in Reserve 'R’;

8) That the trees within the alley landscape island be revised to Japanese Tree Lilac instead of the
proposed Tulip Trees;

9) That the applicant replace any frees found dead or dying in Sections 1 and 2, indicated as
replacement trees, by November 30, 2013 based on an inspection to be performed this spring;
and

10) That the applicant revises the landscape plans to indicate tree protection fencing on the north
side of the proposed sewer and grading work west of Lot 225, remove statements regarding tree
replacement credits in the legend and the plant list;

Ms. Husak said that Planning is recommending approval of this Final Plat with the following condition:

1) That any technical adjustments be made to the plat prior to submission to City Coundl, induding
noting spedfic architectural requirements for Lots 194, 199, 208, 213, and 220.

Charles Driscoll, The Edwards Company, representing the applicant, Tartan Ridge LLC, offered to answer
questions.

Ms. Amorose Groomes tnvited public comment regarding this application. [There was none.]

Amy Kramb noted that in the presentation, Ms. Husak said the alley would be one-way, however the
Planning Report stated ‘It woukd be marked jf it was one-way’.

Mr. Driscoll confirmed that it would be a one-way alley.

Ms. Kramb referred to the drawing that showed the parking. She noted that standard-sized cars would
not fit into the driveways of Lots 182, 183, or 184, and however parked, they would be in the setback.
She asked if there would be sight issues when backing out of the driveway. She said she was concemed
that three cars might not fit lengthwise in the driveways.

Mr. Driscoll sald the alley would be one-way coming off Emmet Row. He sald that the drawing showed
examples of houses to demonstrate that cars would fit with three car garages. He pointed out that most
alleys are 12-feet wide and this one Is 16-feet wide, 5o there are four more feet to help the sight
distance. He said large trucks could park near the island.

Ms. Kramb said there were a lot of trees along the alley and it seemed tight. She asked if Engineering
had considered that.

Ms. Kramb asked if the break in the island on Baronet Boulevard was for U-Turns.

Aaron Stanford said several breaks were provided to allow U-Turns and also for easy emergency vehide
access.

Ms. Kramb asked if there was a problemn with the driveway on Lot 182.

Mr. Stanford said Lot 182 will be helped by the setback in that area and with the wider pavement. He
sald that street trees were limited on those comers to increase the sight distance. He said he did not
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think the vision of drivers coming in and out of that area will be blocked by vehides parked in the
driveway for Lot 182,

Ms. Kramb asked if vehicles were allowed to park in the setback as shown on the drawing.

Mr. Stanford said that has an impact on where everything is going to be on the lot as far as the
driveways and the buikdings.

Victoria Newell asked if there was a bikepath on the street frontage in Reserve 'Q.” She said it looked like
the bikepath terminated where the proposed street was and that there was no connection. She asked if a
bike path was intended to bypass the pond along the street frontage.

Ms. Husak said yes.

Ms, Newell referred to the Landscape Plan, Sheet L-1.03 and noted that the tree replacement for Section
2, 28 were required, but provided 78. She said also in parentheses, more than once, there is a star. She
said she was curious if the 78 was a typo and it was supposed to say 28.

Mr. Driscoll explained that there were 78 counted in Section 2 as replacement trees, but he thought they
made a mistake because he asked what happened to the 200 trees he planted. He said they put some of
those back.

Warren Fishman referred to the final development text, ‘Other types of gates and trellises may be used
as long as the style and intent of the feature is maintained’. He said he was concermned that the same
material is used and not another material like vinyl.

Mr. Driscoll said there was no vinyl used.
Mr. Fishman asked who owns the alley.

Mr. Driscoll said the 26 alley lot homeowners association would own the alleys. He sald it was a private
driveway.

Mr. Ashman said he was concerned that in the future, the assodation would not be able to afford to
maintain the alleys. He said in the past, there have been private streets where the homeowners
assodiations reguested that their streets be taken over by the City because they cannot afford to maintain
them. He said in some cases, the City has been pressured to do so because the streets were falling apart
and the neighbors filled the Coundil Chambers. He sald he did not know the best answer because these
alleys will not be built to City standards.

Mr. Driscoll said that they were putting a concrete curb on the outside of the five-inch concrete base on
the street with three inches of asphalt on top. He said it was not substandard.

Mr. Fishman asked if there was a way to assess for the maintenance if the homeowners assodation did
not have the money to maintain the alleys. He said he realized that the City cannot control the deed, but
could the association documents.

Mr. Driscoll said he thought that was standard to assess a portion. He said he would make sure that it is
induded.

John Hardt asked if the alley would be built to Dublin street standards.
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Ms. Husak said the alley would not be bullt with curb and gutter, and that was why the ribbon curb was
requested.

Mr. Stenford said even though it is a private alley there is a requirement that Dublin’s strength and
durability requirements be met as what would normally be done for a public street, espedally with the
concrete base added. He said what is different from a public street is that there are no sidewalks or curbs
and the width differs in that most of Dublin’s streets are wider and two-way. He said the strength and
durability would meet Dublin’s public street standards,

Mr. Hardt asked if trash service trucks could maneuver through the alley.

Mr. Stanford said truck maneuverability would be a litHe tough, however the one-way alley helped. He
said that the Planning Report stated that with two-way traffic, there would be an tssue.

Mr. Fishman noted that there was no parking permitted in the alley.

Mr. Hardt asked if there was any reason to limit traffic from an engineering perspective. He said for
example, large moving vans could attempt to use the alley.

Mr. Stanford said there will be vehicles that will not be able to maneuver in the back area. He said it
would operate similar to what is seen at Greystone Mews. He said low-boy trailers and larger moving
vehides will have to operate from the perimeter of the site or the public street. He said they will not be
able to move easily from the alley.

Mr. Driscoll sald there would be no parking in front on the public street.

Richard Taylor asked what the proposed square footage of these homes was,

Mr. Driscoll satd they would be a size similar to those in The Lands in New Albany which is 2,500 to 3,500
square feet.

Mr. Taylor recalled the Commission approving Section 3 to remove the alley from the plan. He said then,
they were told there was no market for them. He asked what had changed.

Mr. Driscoll said the economy was better and that they had recelved an interest in the alley-loaded lots.

Ms. Husak explained that in the section to the north, the alley was an option, and here, the alley is
required. She said that Planning would have preferred that the alley remain, but it was an option.

Mr. Driscoll said that when the market went down there was a panic and it was felt safer to do standard
single-family houses instead of alleys which were unique.

Mr. Taylor sald he shared the concern with the depth of the driveways, but he was also concerned with
the aggregate width of the driveways because he saw nothing but asphalt. He asked ff for this private
street the Driveway Regulations apply.

Ms, Husak said that Dublin does not have driveway standards for alley accessed garages.

Mr. Taylor said he did not know that Code separates where the driveway is located, just that residential
driveways shall not be more than 40 percent of the lot width.

Ms. Husak said ‘front.’
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Mr. Taylor said he did not know if it said ‘front. He said it stated, ‘A driveway serving a residential
parking area’ and under ‘Curb Cuts’, He said he understood that is probably how It has to happen, but
asked if that is in conflict with Code, how is that addressed. He said he found no reference to that in the
development text.

Ms. Husak said the Driveway Code was approved in 2007, and this development was approved in 2005.

Mr. Taylor pointed out that the Commission did not have a plan showing driveways originally, but as long
as Planning Is satisfied that the Commission is covered on that, he is okay with it.

Ms. Husak said that Planning was satisfied with it.

Mr. Fishman said there still would be a lot of asphalt and suggested they could do something decorative
such as pavers or stamped concrete for the driveways instead of asphalt. He said otherwise, this will ook
like a sea of driveways.

Mr. Driscoll sald he understood what was being said, but on the other hand, they pulled all these cars
and driveways off from where the public sees It. He said the only people that drive back there are the
residents who have made the choice to live there, He said that M/I wants to build these and he cannot
speak for what materials they have planned for the driveways,

Mr. Ashman said as the developer, he could commit that 2 more decorative material be used for the
driveways.

Ms. Newell suggested that it was a good location to use a drainable paver system on the driveways. She
said that the Commission cares about the aesthetics from every direction, not just the street frontage,
but what it looks like back to back to other residences and to their own property.

Mr. Driscoll sald it was already Cadillac to him with a curb on the alley which hardly anyone else does and
trees along the alley. He said he could not deny that there was a lot of driveway surface.

Mr. Fishman sald that they want the best for the residents for Dublin and committing to pavers would
solve a lot of problems such as drainage.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked If permeable pavement had been considered since there is a large partion
of lot coverage between the rooftop and asphalt.

Mr. Gunderman said that he suspected that the Engineering Department assumed that it would be an
tmpermeable surface.

Ms. Newell said since this was a private drive that the homeowners association had to maintain and that
a permeable paver system has to be maintained as well, but she suspected it might have a longer
durability. She said in the past, staff researched it as a viable option to get incorporated in areas in
Dublin, and given the nature of this development, it is an ideal place that it could be experimented with
or entertained.

Mr. Gunderman said that staff had looked into it for certain projects in the past and generally speaking
they very much supported it. He said this would probably put it onto 3 different scale by putting it into a
single-family type of unit that they have not had a real discussion on in the past.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said when looking at these tree locations, the Commission on the previous case
was discussing a 10-foot lawn panel requirement, and there was no way that these trees would have the
ability to survive to maturity given the very limited root zone that they will have. She said looking at the
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drawings, she guessed that by the time the driveways get there, there is no place where there will be ten
feet in any direction to have a root zone for these trees.

Mr. Fishman reiterated that it would be great to commit to a paver driveway. He said that would solve a
lot of problems because the trees would live and it would look great.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if Planning looked at the reguirement for the 10-foot panel for trees here.

Ms. Kramb pointed out that the Planning Report said that the applicant chose to plant the trees on the
alley, but they were not required to do it.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that any trees planted should be required to live.

Mr. Stanford said that when tree lawns were discussed for the public street side, staff explored whether
they should do that in this instance. He said they chose not to for consistency of the street sections
because what they are tying into has an already established tree lawn. He said since this was one of the
last sections of Tartan Ridge, they opted to keep the standard street sections they have today which is 7
feet on public streets.

Mr. Gunderman said on the alley, there is no sidewalk, and so the trees are not pressed and there is
roughly ten feet by five feet on either side of the property line.

Mr. Driscoll sald the alley trees would have more room than a normal street tree.
Ms. Amorose Groomes pointed out that the areas for trees between Lots 187 and 188 were very tight.
Ms. Husak explained that those were not the final locations for the lot trees.

Mr. Fishman said he would support this application with a paver driveway which would break up the
asphalt.

Mr, Driscoll sald these lots were 55 to 60 feet wide, the driveway Is 24 to 27 feet, and there could be 50
feet between the driveways 50 there was more grass than the Commission imagined from the drawing.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said some of the lots were roomy and some were tight, depending upon what
house is built on what lot.

Mr. Hardt referred to the exhibit and asked If the intention was to have a three-car driveway and three-
car garage on every lot.

Mr. Driscoll said that was the intention.

Mr. Fishman reiterated that pavers on the driveways would solve a lot of problems.

Mr. Driscoll agreed to do paver driveways. He pointed out that they were only 20 feet long.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she disagreed that & to 24-inches should be only be replaced tree for tree.
She said although a lot of trees had been planted, there was still a lot of room for beautiful trees to
happen in this development as a whole. She said that they would not get them all on this piece of
property, but there is plenty of room.

Ms. Husak said that the Tree Waiver had been approved as part of the development text.
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Mr. Gunderman explained that this was a final development plan and the rules were established at the
prediminary development stage.

Ms. Amorose Groomes referred to the Landscape Plan Sheet, L-2.01 where the shrubs, [abeled ‘EA’ were
listed around the center Island. She noted that the Plant List, L-4.01 there Is no EA on the plant material
list. She said that burning bush should be added to the list of plant materials. Ms. Amorose Groomes on
the same sheet, noted for the hedge, the only shrubs listed were 5—6-foot Norway spruce, which is not a
shrub but an evergreen. She asked if the hedge detail is really for the euonymus alatus.

Mr. Driscoll said there were several different hedges proposed. He said they propose one for each street.

Ms. Husak said that Sheet L-3.01 had been in every final development plan thus far, and the only change
is the type of hedge in the plant list according to which street the final development plan is including.

Ms. Husak said L-3.01, in the plant material list box, it said 'green velvet boxwood' and the street name is
required. She said that each final development plan, as they have been approved has included that box
and the street that Is in the final development plan. She confirmed that buming bush and boxwood
hedges were proposed for these streets. She said they would be the same plants in the previous sections
that included the streets.

Ms. Amorose Groomes commented that the sidewalk and hedge detail on Item 4 showed the hedge being
planted two feet to the center of the shrub, off of the back of the sidewalk. She said that It also said to
maintain a one-foot dlearance between sidewalk and the base of the hedge. She sald if burning bushes
are planted two feet off of the sidewalk and a foot clearance is needed, that is only 12 inches of that
hedge which is not maintainable. She said it might be planted okay at that time, but as it grows, there is
no way that it is going to be maintained in that space.

Mr. Driscoll asked if she was saying that the burning bush hedge should be planted back farther.

Ms. Amorase Groomes said yes, because there is only 12 inches of room to grow. She said if they were
planted 24 inches off the back of the sidewalk, it will infringe upon that in very short order.

Mr. Driscoll asked if the solution was to plant them 3 feet off.

Ms. Amorose Groomes sald it would be nice if they were 4 feet off the back, and even if initially, there
was a mow strip in front of them between the sidewalk and the plant beds. She said as proposed, there
would not be any room to shovel snow or use yard equipment.

Mr. Driscoll agreed.

Ms. Amorose Groomes referred to Sheet L-2 (Darien Square enlargement of the parking areas) and said
she thought it would be very difficult, particularly in snow events to have anywhere to put any plant
material unless the hedges are backed-off at least 5 feet from the back of the curb because it was getting
very tight. She said it would be a challenge when it snows period with what they are going to do with all
of that material and still keep it passable if there is a 4 to 6-inch snow. She suggested the ones on the
radii on either end could be backed up to create storage space.

Mr. Driscoll asked if 5 feet was the right distance.
Ms. Amorose Groomes said she thought that would be good.

Mr. Driscoll said he thought moving them back another foot would not be obvious to everybody, but if
they go back three feet and the streets have already been started, it would look funny.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said that the five feet really pertained on the Island for snow protection purposes.
She said that the three added conditions are as follows:

11) That the applicant revise the plant list;

12) That the applicant install decorative pavers in the alley loaded driveways;

13) That the hedges be placed at least three feet off the sidewalk along the frontage of the homes,
and at last five feet off the curb alley along the landscaped island, subject to approval by
Pianning.

Ms. Amorose Groomes requested two motions.

Motion #1 - Final Development Plan
Mr. Fishman moved to approve this Final Development Plan because it complies with all applicable review
criteria and the existing development standards and approval is recommended with 13 conditions:

1) That the diversity matrix be revised to include the alley-accessed lots;

2) That the applicant install ribbon curb along the pavement edge of the alleys to dearly delineate
the edge of the alley;

3) That the plans be revised to include one-way traffic restriction notes for designated alley
segments;

4) That the applicant provide a bikepath along the south side of Enfield Trace instead of the
sidewalk shown along the northern edge of Reserve ‘R’

5) That the applicant not remove protected trees #947 and 952 through 968 west of Lot 225 as
part of this proposal and work with Planning and Engineering to relocate storm structure #3 out
of the critical root zones of protected trees in the area;

6) That the trees on the south side of the pond in Reserve 'Q’, be surveyed and either protected or
replaced depending on the construction Impacts from Enfield Trace;

7) That the plans landscaping extend along the western boundary of the fence around the Columnbia
Gas easement in Reserve 'R’}

8) That the trees within the alley landscape island be revised to Japanese Tree Llilac instead of the
proposed Tullp Trees;

9) That the applicant replace any trees found dead or dying in Sections 1 and 2, indicated as
replacement trees, by November 30, 2013 based on an inspection to be performed this spring;

10) That the applicant revises the landscape plans to indicate tree protection fendng on the north
side of the proposed sewer and grading work west of Lot 225, remove statements regarding tree
replacement credits in the legend and the plant list;

11) That the applicant revises the plant list to indude “EA-Dwarf Burning Bush”;

12) That the applicant install decorative pavers on the alley loaded driveways;

13) That the hedges be placed at least 3 feet off the sidewalk along the frontage of the homes and at
least 5 feet off the curb along the alley landscape island, subject to approval by Planning.

Charles Driscoll, Tartan Ridge, LLC, agreed to the conditions.

Ms. Newell seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Mr. Taylor, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Hardt,
yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; and Mr. Fishman, yes. (Approved 7 —
0.)

Motion #2 - Final Plat
Mr. Fishman moved to recommend approval of this Final Plat because it complies with all applicable
review criteria and the existing development standards and approval Is recommended with one condition:
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1) That any technical adjustments be made to the plat prior to submission to City Coundl, induding
noting specific architectural requirements for Lots 194, 199, 208, 213, and 220.

Charles Driscoll, Tartan Ridge, LLC, agreed to the condition.

Ms. Newell seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Taylor, yes; Mr.
Fishman, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes,
(Approved 7 - 0.)

Ms, Amorose Groomes called a short recess at 8:36 p.m.
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12-089FDP/FP

7610 McKitrick Road
The 26.32-acre site is located north of McKitrick Road and west of Burnett Lane.

Plat and develop 43 single-family alley lot within Subareas A, C and D1 of the Tartan
Ridge 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
Chapter 152, Subdivision Regulations.

Charles Driscoll, Tartan Ridge 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 10 conditions.
Final Plat: Approval with 1 condition.

Approval with Conditions — Final Development Plan

1) That the diversity matrix be revised to include the alley-accessed lots;

2) That the applicant install ribbon curb along the pavement edge of the alleys to
clearly delineate the edge of the alley;

3) That the plans be revised to include one-way traffic restriction notes for designated
alley segments;

4) That the applicant provide a bikepath along the south side of Enfield Trace instead
of the sidewalk shown along the northern edge of Reserve ‘R’;

5) That the applicant not remove protected trees #947 and 952 through 968 west of
Lot 225 as part of this proposal and work with Planning and Engineering to
relocate storm structure #3 out of the critical root zones of protected trees in the
area;

6) That the trees on the south side of the pond in Reserve ‘Q’, be surveyed and either
protected or replaced depending on the construction impacts from Enfield Trace;
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7) That the plans landscaping extend along the western boundary of the fence around
the Columbia Gas easement in Reserve ‘R’;

8) That the trees within the alley landscape island be revised to Japanese Tree Lilac
instead of the proposed Tulip Trees;

9) That the applicant replace any trees found dead or dying in Sections 1 and 2,
indicated as replacement trees, by November 30, 2013 based on an inspection to
be performed this spring; and,

10) That the applicant revises the landscape plans to indicate tree protection fencing
on the north side of the proposed sewer and grading work west of Lot 225,
remove statements regarding tree replacement credits in the legend and the plant
list.

Approval with 1 Condition — Final Plat
1)  That any technical adjustments be made to the plat prior to submission to City

Council, including noting specific architectural requirements for Lots 194, 199,
208, 213, and 220.
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26.32 acres in Union County

PUD, Planned Unit Development District (Tartan Ridge PUD), which allows mix of
residential and commercial uses; no commercial has been approved. The site
includes portions of Subarea A, C and D-1.

North: Single-family homes in Section 3, developed by M/l Homes also zoned
PUD, and the Glacier Ridge Elementary School, zoned R, Rural District

East:  9.5-acre central park, across Burnett Lane

South: Condominiums within the Tartan West development across McKitrick Road,
zoned PUD

West: Undeveloped land within Tartan Ridge, Subarea F

Irregularly shaped site stretches approximately 1,300 feet north from McKitirck
Road. There is a temporary detention basin along the northern site boundary that
was approved when Tartan Ridge, Section 3 was approved in 2009. An evergreen
tree row runs west to east in the center of the site and there are two ponds and a
clustering of trees in the southern portion. There is a 100 foot square Columbia
Gas easement in the southwestern portion of the site with driveway access off
McKitrick Road. A concrete pad and six-foot chain link fence are located within the
easement securing underground equipment.

City Council
January 14, 2013 Section 5, Part 1 final plat (1 lot)
May 21, 2012 Section 4 final plat approved (12 lots)

Section 2, Part 2 final plat approved (17 lots)

Section 2, Part 3 final plat approved (15 lots)

Section 2, Part 1 final plat approved (14 lots)

Revised final plat approved for lot 160 in Section 3
Section 3 final plat approved (26 lots)

Section 1 final plat approved (98 lots)

Rezoning with preliminary development plan approved

September 12, 2011
September 13, 2010
October 19, 2009
June 18, 2007
March 19, 2007

Planning and Zoning Commission

December 6, 2012 Section 5, Part 1 final plat recommended for approval and
final development plan approved

Section 4 final plat recommended for approval and
final development plan approved

Section 3, Lot 160 revised plat recommended for
approval and amended final development plan
approved

Section 3 final plat recommended for approval and
final development plan approved

Amended final development plan for changes to
the architecture requirements of the development
text tabled

Section 2 final development plan/final plat
approved

June 23, 2011

August 19, 2010

September 17, 2009

September 18, 2008

April 3, 2008
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May 17, 2007 Section 1 final development plan/final plat
approved

February 1, 2007 Rezoning/preliminary development plan recommended for
approval

The Tartan Ridge PUD permits 246 single-family units, 24 townhouse units,
approximately 68,500 square feet of commercial space, and 69.14 acres of open
space.

Subarea A is 94.87 acres, covering a majority of the Tartan Ridge plan in the
northern, eastern and central portion of the development. Subarea A is approved
for a maximum of 103 units with the following lot types and minimums:

Estate Lot: 8 units minimum
Manor Lots: 56 units minimum
Park Lot: 8 units minimum
Court Lot: no minimum

So far, 47 units have been approved with Section 1, 46 units with Section 2. This
proposal includes six units (all Court Lots) completing development in Subarea A
with a total of 99 units.

Subarea C is 42.18 acres in the southeast portion of Tartan Ridge. Subarea C is
approved for a maximum of 52 units with the following lot types and minimums:

Village Lot: 5 units minimum
Cottage Lot: 6 units minimum
Court Lot: 35 units minimum

Thirty units have been approved with Section 1 and 12 units with Section 4. This
proposal includes seven units completing development in Subarea C with a total of
49 units.

Subarea D-1 is 16.74 acres in the west central portion of Tartan Ridge. The
Subarea is approved for a maximum of 47 units with the following lot types and
minimum number of units:

Cottage Lot: 9 units minimum
Court Lot: 5 units minimum
Garden Lot: 21 units minimum

Nine units have been approved in Subarea D-1 in Section 3, south of Glacier Ridge
Boulevard, along the school’s eastern boundary. One lot was recently approved as
Tartan Ridge, Section 5, Part 1 for a model for the alley-accessed homes. This
proposal includes 30 units within Subarea D-1 and five additional units to be
approved at a later date for a total of 45 units.
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Final Development Plan

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

This Subarea includes 95 acres in the northern and western portion of the site and
accommodates a maximum of 103 lots, with a combination of Estate, Manor, Park
and Garden lots. A majority of lots within this Subarea have been approved with
previous Sections. This proposal includes six Court lots (Lots 208-213) are along
the south side of Baronet Boulevard. The lots back up to Reserve ‘Q’, a 7.25-acre
park. The public road Enfield Trace will also be extended as part of this proposal
paralleling McKitrick Road in the southern portion of the development. This
application completes development of this Subarea.

This Subarea includes 42 acres in the southeast portion of the site, and permits a
maximum of 52 lots. Village, Cottage and Court lots are permitted. The layout of
this Subarea is more compact and clusters smaller lots near open space. This
proposal includes seven Courts lots (Lots 214-220) in Subarea C on the north side
of Enfield Trace, also backing up to Reserve ‘Q’. nd completes development of this
Subarea.

Reserve ‘R’, 4.11-acre open space is shown along the McKitrick Road frontage,
south of Enfield Trace. This open space includes existing trees and ponds, as well
as the Columbia Gas easement.

This Subarea is located in the central and western portion of the site and includes
47 lots on 16.74 acres. The lots in this Subarea include Cottage, Court lots and
Garden lots in the center of the Subarea, which have alley-accessed rear-loaded
garages provide a transition from the multiple family and commercial area to the
west. Nine Cottage lots in Subarea D-1 built by M/l Homes were platted as part of
Section 3. In December 2012, the Commission approved the platting and
development for the first alley accessed Garden lot in Subarea D-1 with Section 5,
Part 1. The text characterizes this Subarea as a transitional area between the
neighborhood commercial and the townhouses to the west and south, and the
large lot development to the north.

Six Cottage lots (Lots 221-225) in Subarea D-1 are proposed on the north side
Emmet Row Lane adjacent to the Glacier Ridge Elementary school site.

Twenty five Garden lots (Lots 183-207) are proposed on the south side of Emmett
Row Lane. The lots will be alley accessed by the private alleys Stapleton Place and
Darien Square. Along the east side of these lots, Benham Way, a public road
connects Emmet Row Lane to Baronet Boulevard, a public road which will be
extended from east to west to connect with Burnett Lane in the center portion of
the development.

The proposal includes a total of 30 lots in Subarea D-1, leaving a maximum of
seven lots to be approved.
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Final Development Plan

Different types of lots are permitted within the Tartan Ridge development to create
diversity in housing by varying lot sizes and setbacks and restricting garage
location and orientation. This proposal includes three of the seven permitted lot
types: Cottage, Court and Garden Lots.

Cottage Lots (221 through 225). The minimum lot depth for these lots is 120 feet,
and a maximum width between 75 and 85 feet measured at the building line. The
front setback requirement is 13 to 20 feet from the right-of-way with a minimum
side yard of six feet. A 25-foot rear yard setback can be reduced to 15 feet if a
garage (attached or detached) is located behind the home. Permitted garages for
these lots are all street-loaded with front, side, court and rear garage orientations.
The maximum lot coverage is 50 percent.

Court Lots (Lots 208 through 220). The minimum lot depth for these lots is 120
feet with a minimum width of 55 feet, per the approved development text. The
text requires a front yard setback between 13 and 20 feet and a side yard setback
of six feet. A 25-foot rear-yard setback is required with the provision that the rear
yard can be reduce to 15 feet if a garage is located to the rear of the home. The
maximum allowable lot coverage for these lots is 70 percent.

Garden Lots (Lots 183 through 199). The text requires a minimum lot depth of 110
feet, minimum width of 45 feet, front yard setback between 13 and 20 feet, side
yard setback of 6 feet, and rear yard setback of 12 feet. Maximum lot coverage is
70 percent. Garden lots require rear-oriented garages accessed from an alley.

In compliance with the preliminary plan, the plan indicates a portion of Baronet
Boulevard with a landscaped median. This feature will restrict turning movement to
and from driveways and parking will not be permitted on the median portions of
the roadway. Baronet Boulevard intersects Burnett Lane at a traffic circle for
intersection control that will allow U-turns, reducing the impact of the median
street to the future residents.

The plan includes a single-loaded street, Enfield Trace, in the southern portion of
the site and around the neighborhood park, which obscures the rear view of homes
along Baronet Boulevard. Enfield Trace will end in a turnaround as part of this
development and be fully extended to intersect with a north-south road serving the
commercial portion of Tartan Ridge when it develops. Other public streets included
in this proposal are the extension of Emmet Row Lane and the new road, Brenham
Way.

The proposed final development plan includes the private alleys, Stapleton Place
and Darien Square, to serve the lots in this portion of Subarea D-1. Planning has
worked with the applicant to ensure adequate driveway depth for these alley-
loaded homes to provide for parking. There are also six parking spaces proposed
within the landscape island on Darien Square. The private alleys have 16 feet of
pavement located within a 20-foot access easement. Planning and Engineering
strongly encouraged the applicant to use a wider section of pavement as refuse
collection, and possibly mail delivery will occur in these areas and maneuvering in
this area could be very difficult with the limited pavement proposed. In addition,
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alleys observed on field trips received positive feedback from Commissioners were
characterized by wider pavement sections, ribbon curbs and extensive landscaping.

Planning recommends the applicant install ribbon curb along the pavement edge of
the alleys and install additional landscaping to the rear of the alley lots. No parking
is permitted in the travel way of the alleys and the plans should note if they are
intended for one-way traffic.

The text states that the same or similar front elevation and/or color treatment can
not be repeated for any home for lots: 1) two lots on either side; 2) directly across
the street from; or 3) within one home on either side of the home directly across
the street from the subject home (referred to as the “area of influence”). The text
further states that diversity requirements do not apply if a themed community with
a specific architectural style is proposed. Themes must be reviewed and approved
by the Planning and Zoning Commission. The diversity matrix submitted by the
applicant does not include the alley-accessed lots and must be revised as diversity
requirements will apply unless a theme is approved.

The development text denotes Lots 194, 199, 208, 213, and 220 as Special Lot that
requires special architectural attention to the prominent facades by the
Architectural Review Committee. Architecture for Tartan Ridge is reviewed and
approved by an Architectural Review Committee, which includes a City
representative.

Reserve ‘Q’. This 7.259-acre reserve is located between homes fronting on Baronet
Boulevard and Enfield Trace and includes and large existing pond and several
stands of existing trees. The reserve will include a bikepath running east to west
and a gazebo.

Reserve ‘R’ This 4.111-acre reserve is passive open space primarily comprised of
the 200-foot scenic setback along McKitrick Road connecting to Reserve ‘L’, and
that open space along McKitrick Road which was platted as part of Section 1. An
existing pond surrounded by evergreen trees is in the open space with the intent to
leave the area as natural as possible. The applicant provided a bikepath along the
south side of Enfield Trace with Reserve ‘L’ in a location that addresses a condition
from the rezoning that the location of the path be sensitive to existing natural
features and be sited more centrally within the setback along McKitrick Road. The
applicant should provide a bikepath along the south side of Enfield Trace instead of
the sidewalk shown.

The applicant has provided a Sugar Maples and Norway Spruce screen around the
fence for the Columbia Gas easement to soften its appearance from nearby homes.
The landscaping should extend along the western boundary of the fence.

Reserves 'S, ‘T, and ‘U. These reserves are landscape islands within Baronet
Boulevard. The islands are landscaped with deciduous and ornamental trees.

All reserves will be owned by the City and maintained by the homeowners
association.
Reserve ‘P’. This 0.803-acre reserve is the landscape island within the alleys and
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the applicant has included curbing around and landscaping within this reserve.
Plant material consists of trees and shrubs. This reserve will be owned by a sub-
homeowners association of the owners of Lots 182-207.

The development text addresses spacing, size and grouping of street trees. This
plan includes street trees for Emmet Row Lane, Brenham Way, Baronet Boulevard,
Enfield Trace and the alleys. Sugar Maples and Moraine Sweetgum along Emmet
Row Lane continue the street tree species diversification established in previous
Sections, as approved by the City Forester. Similarly, street trees along Enfield
Trace continue to be Sawtooth Oak and Bald Cypress. Brenham Way has a single
species, Skyline Honeylocust. Baronet Boulevard has Dawn Redwood as the street
tree and Japanese Tree Lilac and Ginko within the boulevard landscape islands
along with Allegheny Serviceberry.

The applicant has included Tulip Trees and dwarf burning bush within the alley
landscape island. Though not required by Code, the applicant has included street
trees along the alleys. Tulip Trees and Silver Linden will be the street trees for
Stapleton Place and Darien Square. The City Forester has requested that the trees
within the landscape island not be the same as the street trees and requests
Japanese Tree Lilac instead of the proposed Tulip Trees.

The site contains several well-defined, heavily wooded areas. The text indicates an
intent to preserve as many trees as possible and that trees 6 inches to 24 inches
will be replaced on a tree for tree basis, with all trees over 24 inches being
replaced inch for inch. Throughout the development of this project, Planning and
the applicant have monitored the replacement requirements in the different
sections to use replacement trees from one section in another.

The tree inventory shows removal of 42 trees between six and 24 inches in good or
fair condition and 311 inches of trees larger than 24 inches for a replacement
requirement of 167 trees. The plan adds 38 replacement trees to the site and the
applicant has updated the development-wide tree replacement summary
reconciling trees added to previous Sections. Ninety trees not originally shown as
replacement trees in Sections 1 and 2 have been added to the tree replacement
analysis. As a result, all required trees will have been replaced with the approval
and development of this Section.

Planning questions whether all trees shown as previously replaced in Sections 1
and 2 to be counted for replacement trees in Section 5 are in good condition and
conditions the applicant replace dead and dying trees in Section 1 and 2 by
November 30, 2013 as indicated from an inspection to be performed this spring.

In addition, protected trees #947 and 952 through 968 west of Lot 225 appear to
be salvageable and should not be removed with this phase. Planning also requests
that the applicant relocate storm structure #3 out of the critical root zones of
protected trees in the area.
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There are several existing trees on the south side of the pond in Reserve ‘Q’. These
trees need to be surveyed and either protected or replaced depending on the
construction impacts from Enfield Trace.

The applicant will also be required to revise the landscape plans to indicate tree
protection fencing on the north side of the proposed sewer and grading work west
of Lot 225, and to remove statements regarding tree replacement credits in the
legend and the plant list.

The approved development text requires that a hedgerow, located along the front
of all residential lots, be installed at a minimum height of 18 to 24 inches and
maintained at not more than 30 inches. The applicant has indicated that the
homeowners association will be responsible for the maintenance of the hedges.

The hedge material for Emmet Row Lane, Brenham Way and Enfield Trace is green
velvet boxwood and dwarf burning bush for Burnett Lane and Baronet Boulevard.

The text requires either a gate or gateposts at the front of each lot at the end of
the brick sidewalk and integrated with the landscape hedge. The plan includes a
sampling of gates, posts, as well as arbors and trellises as an illustration of the
intended design character. Allowed materials include wood, stone, brick, and
wrought iron. Other types of gates, posts, and trellises may be used as long as the
style and intent of this feature is maintained.

The development text allows six-foot fences within the buildable area of Garden
lots within Subarea D-1 to enclose the rear courtyard of homes. The fences must
complement the architectural style of the home and requires approval from the
Planning and Zoning Commission. The applicant has provided three types of
wrought-iron fences. This fence approval will also apply to previously approved
Tartan Ridge, Section 5, Part 1, fulfilling Condition #2 of the approval.

Brick sidewalks are required from the front door to the public sidewalk. The plan
includes samples of brick pavers to illustrate styles. The brick should match or
complement the primary material of the house. Other brick pavers may be used as
long as the style and intent is maintained.

Public sanitary sewer installed with Tartan Ridge Section 1 which will serve portions
of this development. This, in conjunction with the proposed sanitary sewer
infrastructure, will provide adequate service to all proposed lots. .

Over 2400 feet of new public water main and 7 new hydrants are proposed to
ensure that adequate water supply for domestic and fire fighting purposes are
provided.

To meet the requirements of the City of Dublin’s Stormwater and Stream Protection
requirements, the plan proposes to use the temporary stormwater retention basin
along Hyland Croy Road within the 200-foot scenic setback. The preliminary
development shows extensive ponds and landscaping along this road frontage to
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serve the development. The applicant is proposing to install the northernmost
portion of the stormwater management pond at this time to serve this proposal
and previously approved Sections.

Engineering and Planning urged the applicant to install the full pond with this
development for aesthetic and construction reasons, however, the applicant prefers
to only provide stormwater management for what is necessary to meet Code. The
applicant has cited ownership issues and uncertainties in the final layout of the
remaining development for the desired delay in the finished design and
landscaping of the pond and Hyland Croy Road open space treatment. The
landscape plan includes a mixture of evergreen trees and large shrubs along the
northern and western boundary of the basin.

A preliminary stormwater report has been submitted that demonstrates that this
basin, in conjunction with the other storm sewer infrastructure proposed will meet
stormwater design requirements. Additionally, a drainage easement is provided
that encompasses the areas of the detention basin and the associated stormwater
structures.

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 with Condition: This proposal is consistent with the requirements
of the proposed preliminary development plan. The diversity matrix submitted by
the applicant does not include the alley-accessed lots and must be revised as
diversity requirements will apply unless a theme is approved.

Criterion met with Conditions: The proposal provides safe vehicular and
pedestrian circulation, except as noted below. The applicant has provided an
exhibit indicating adequate driveway depth to accommodate parking.

Planning recommends the applicant install ribbon curb along the pavement edge of
the alleys to clearly delineate the edge of the alley and to provide the high quality
aesthetic desired based on previous comments. Based on the proposed pavement
width the alleys will be limited to one-way traffic and the plans should be revised to
include this restriction.

Criterion met with Condition: The proposal has all necessary public services
and several open space reserves are included in the plans. The applicant should
provide a bikepath along the south side of Enfield Trace instead of the sidewalk
shown along the northern edge of Reserve ‘R'.
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Criterion met with Conditions: The applicant has included a Tree Preservation
the final plat to the rear of Lot 220. While preservation is impacted by grading
activities, Planning recommends that the applicant not remove protected trees
#947 and 952 through 968 west of Lot 225 as part of this proposal and work with
Planning and Engineering to relocate storm structure #3 out of the critical root
zones of protected trees in the area.

There are several existing trees on the south side of the pond in Reserve ‘Q’, which
need to be surveyed and either protected or replaced depending on the
construction impacts from Enfield Trace.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Criterion met with Conditions: The applicant has worked with Planning to
address concerns about adequate landscaping. The plans show a landscape screen
around the fence for the Columbia Gas easement in Reserve ‘R’ to soften its
appearance from nearby homes. The landscaping should extend along the western
boundary of the fence.

The City Forester has requested that the trees within the landscape island not be
the same as the street trees and requests Japanese Tree Lilac instead of the
proposed Tulip Trees. The applicant will be required to replace any trees found
dead or dying in Sections 1 and 2, indicated as replacement trees, by November
30, 2013 based on an inspection to be performed this spring.

The applicant will also be required to revise the landscape plans to indicate Tree
protection fencing on the north side of the proposed sewer and grading work west
of Lot 225, remove statements regarding tree replacement credits in the legend
and the plant list.

Criterion met: Stormwater management for this development will comply with

Management the Code.
9) Phases Not applicable.
10)Other laws & Criterion met: The proposal appears to comply with all other known applicable
regulations local, state, and federal laws and regulations.
Recommendation Final Development Plan
Approval 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 ten conditions.
Condlitions 11) That the diversity matrix be revised to include the alley-accessed lots;

12) That the applicant install ribbon curb along the pavement edge of the alleys to
clearly delineate the edge of the alley;
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13) That the plans be revised to include one-way traffic restriction notes for
designated alley segments;

14) That the applicant provide a bikepath along the south side of Enfield Trace
instead of the sidewalk shown along the northern edge of Reserve ‘R’;

15) That the applicant not remove protected trees #947 and 952 through 968 west
of Lot 225 as part of this proposal and work with Planning and Engineering to
relocate storm structure #3 out of the critical root zones of protected trees in
the area;

16) That the trees on the south side of the pond in Reserve ‘Q’, be surveyed and
either protected or replaced depending on the construction impacts from
Enfield Trace;

17) That the plans landscaping extend along the western boundary of the fence
around the Columbia Gas easement in Reserve ‘R’;

18) That the trees within the alley landscape island be revised to Japanese Tree
Lilac instead of the proposed Tulip Trees;

19) That the applicant replace any trees found dead or dying in Sections 1 and 2,
indicated as replacement trees, by November 30, 2013 based on an inspection
to be performed this spring;

20) That the applicant revises the landscape plans to indicate tree protection
fencing on the north side of the proposed sewer and grading work west of Lot
225, remove statements regarding tree replacement credits in the legend and
the plant list.

Process ' . . :
The purpose of the final plat is to assure conformance with the requirements set

forth in Sections 152.085 through 152.095 of the Subdivision Regulations,
exclusive of other standards in the Code.

Plat Overview The final plat is for Lots 183 through 225 of the Tartan Ridge development. The
plat contains the right-of-way for McKitirck Road, Enfield Trace, Baronet
Boulevard, Brenham Way, and Emmet Row Lane. The plat also contains Reserves
‘P, 'Q, ‘R, S, ‘T and ‘U,

Plat Notes The plat includes notes describing the type of lot and development standards. It
should also include a note regarding lots with special architectural requirements.

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.
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1) Plat Information Criterion met with Condition: This proposal is consistent with the requirements
and Construction | of the Zoning Code and all required information is included on the plat, except as
Requirements noted. Several lots within this portion of Tartan Ridge are designated as Special

Lots and require additional architectural elements. While the applicable lots are
indicated with a star on the plat, there should also be a note explaining what the
star indicates.

Condition 1
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 comply
Sidewalk, and with the appropriate Code sections. Sidewalks or multi-use paths are required on
Bikepath 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: Open space dedication has been fulfilled with previous sections.

Approval This proposal complies with the review criteria and approval of this request is
recommended with one condition.

Condition 1) That any technical adjustments be made to the plat prior to submission to City

Council, including noting specific architectural requirements for Lots 194, 199,
208, 213, and 220.
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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:

D
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
§153.053(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: Subdlivision
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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APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

Vill. SUB-AREA C DEVELOFMENT STANDARDS

Vilt, SUBAREA C
A. Description: Subarea C shall be located in the south-central portion of the
site, just to the north of McKitrick Road. It shall consist of approximately 42.18
acres. This subarea is to contain intermediately-sized lots clustered around
expansive areas of open space. Street trees along the scenic roadways in this
Subarea are proposed be planted in a more informal setting to compliment
the open space system.
B. Permitted Uses, Lot Types:

1. Permitted uses shall include single-family detached homes.

2. Permitted lot types:

a. \Village Lots
b. Coftage Lots
c. CourtLots

C. Number of Units: The maximum number of dwelling units in Subarea C shall be fifty-two (52}. Of this total, the
following minimum numbers of each lot/unit type shall be developed:

Village Lots: 5 units
Cottage Lots: 6 units
Court Lots: 35 units

D. Lot Dimensions; Setbacks; Garage Types: The following standards shall apply to each permitted lot type in Subarea
C:

1. Village Lots: Village Lots are subject to all of the same standards as Park Lots, except that on Village Lots
front-facing garages are permitted. These lots are subject to the following standards:

a. Lot width: Minimum of eighty-five (85) feet but less than
ninety-five (95) feet at the building line
. Lot Depth: Minimum of one hundred twenty-five (125) feet
c. Frontyard setback: Minimum of thirteen (13) feet and maximum
of twenty-five (25} feet from the right-of-way
d. Rear Yard Setback: Minimum of twenty-five (25) feet, except
that there shall be a minimum rear yard setback of fifteen (15} feet if there is an attached or
detached garage on the rear of the lot that is loaded from a public street
Side Yard Setback: Minimum aof seven (7) feet
No Build/No-Disturb Zone: Minimum of fifteen (15) feet, maximum of twenty-five {25) feet
Lot Coverage: The maximum lot coverage shall be fifty percent
{50%)
Permitted garages (see Section V(EX6) for definitions of each
garage type}:
i. Street loadedffront oriented
ii. Streetloaded/accessory front oriented
iii. Street loaded/side oriented
iv. Street loaded/court oriented
v. Street loaded/rear located

T @™o

2. Cottage Lots: Cottage Lots are clustered and shall have reduced setback requirements in order to create a
compact, viilage-like feel. These lots are subject to the foliowing standards:

a. Lot width: Minimum of seventy-five {75) feat but less than eighty-five (85) feet at the building

37
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Ta o

VIiil. SUB-AREA C GENERAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

line
Lot Depth: Minimum of one hundred twenty (120) feet
Front yard setback: Minimum of thirteen (13) feet and maximum of twenty (20) feet from the
right-of-way
Rear Yard Setback: Minimurm of twenty-five (25) feet, except that there shall be a minimum rear
yard setback of fifteen (15) feet if there is an attached or detached garage on the rear of the lot
that is loaded from a public street
Side Yard Setback: Minimum of six (6) feet
No Buid/No-Disturb Zone: Minimum of fifteen (15) feet, maximum of twenty-five (25) feet
Lot Coverage: The maximum lot coverage shall be fifty percent (50%)
Permitted garages {see Section V(EX6) for definitions of each garage type):
i. Street loaded/front oriented
ii. Street loaded/side oriented
iii. Street loaded/court oriented
iv. Street loaded/rear located
v. Street loaded/accessory front oriented

3. Court Lots: Court Lots are clusterad near open spaces and shall have reduced setback requirements that,
just like Cottage Lots, are intended to create a compact, village-like feel. Court Lots differ from Cottage Lots
due to their smaller dimensions and restrictions on the types of allowable garages. These lots are subject to
the following standards:

oa o

a. Lot width: Minimum of fifty-five (55) feet at the building line
b.
c

Lot Depth: Minimum of one hundred twenty {120) feet
Front yard setback: Minimum of thirteen (13) feet and maximum of twenty (20) feet from the
right-of-way

. Rear Yard Setback: Minimum of twenty-five (25) feet, except that there shall be a minimum

rear yard setback of fifteen {15) feet if there is an attached or detached garage on the rear
of the lot that is lcaded from a public street

Side Yard Setback: Minimum of six (6) faet

No Build/No-Disturb Zone: Minimum of fiftean (15) feet, maximum of twenty-five (25) feet

. Lot Coverage: The maximum lot coverage shall be seventy percent (70%)
. Permitted garages (see Section V(E)6)for definitions of each garage type):

1. Street loaded/ffront oriented
ii. Street loaded/court oriented
iii. Street loaded/rear located

iv. Street loaded/side oriented

E. McKitrick Road and Brock Road Setbacks: The minimum building and pavement setbacks from the rights-of-way
along McKitrick Road and Brock Road shall be two hundred (200) feet.



APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

IX. SUB-AREA D-1 DEVELOPMENY STANDARDS

IX. SUBAREA D-1

A. Desaiption: Subarea D-1 shall be located in the central portion of the
site and shall De a wansitonal awes Detween neighburtwed wautgica snd

townhome uses to the west and larger-lot developrment to the east. ft shall

constst of approximately 16.74 acres. This subarea ts to contain intermediately-

sized single-family homes adjacent to the elementary school site to the west

as well as single-family homes with garage access from private alieys to the -

rear. Street trees along the scenic roadways in this Subarea are proposed be PR BN

planted in a more informal setting to compliment the open space system.
B. Permitted Uses; Lot Types:

1. Permitted uses shall include single-family detached homes.

2. Permitted ot types:

a. Cottage Lots
b. Court Lots
C. Garden Lots

C. Number of Units: Number of Units; The maximum number of dwelling units in Subarea D-1 shall be
forty-seven (47). Of this total, the following minimum numbers of each lot/unit type shall be developed:

Cottage Lots: 9 units
Court Lots: S units
Garden Lots: 21 units

D. Lot Dimensions; Setbacks; Garage Types: The following standards shall apply to each permitted lot type in
Subarea D-1:

1. Cottage Lots: Cottage Lots are clustered and shall have reduced setback requirements in order to create a
compact, village-like feel. These lots are subject to the following standards:

a. Lot width: Minimum of seventy-five (75) feet but less than eighty-five (85) feet at the building
line
b. Lot Depth: Minimum of one hundred twenty (120) feet
¢. Front yard setback: Minimum of thirteen (13) feet and maximum of twenty (20) feet from the
right-of-way
d. Rear Yard Sethack: Minimum of twenty-five (25) feet, except that there shall be a minimum rear
yard setback of fifteen (15} feet if there is an attached or detached garage on the rear of the Iot
that is loaded from a public street
Side Yard Setback: Minimum of six (6) feet
No Build/No-Disturb Zone: Minimum of fifteen (15) feet, maximum of twenty-five (25) feet
Lot Coverage: The maximum lot coverage shall be fifty percent (50%)
Permitted garages (see Section V(E)(6) for definitions of each garage type):
I. Street loaded/front oriented
ii. Street loaded/side ortented
iil. Street loaded/court oriented
iv. Street loaded/rear located
v. Street loaded/accessory front oriented

Toe ~p

2. Court Lots: Court Lots are clustered near open spaces and shall have reduced setback requirements that,
just like Cottage Lots, are intended 1o create a compact, village-like feel. Court Lots differ from Cottage Lots
due to their smaller dimensions and restrictions on the types of allowable garages. These lots are subject to
the following standards: :



APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

IX. SUB-AREA D-1 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Lot width: Minimum of fifty-five (S5) feet at the building line
Lot Depth: Minimum of one hundred twenty (120) feet
Fromt yord sethack: Minimum of thirtean (13) feet and maximum of twenty (20) fest from
the nght-ofaway
Rear Yard Sethack: Minimum of twenty-five (25) feet, except that there shall be a minimum rear
yard sethack of fifteen (15) feet if there is an attached or detached garage on the reer of the lot
that is loaded from a public street
Side Yard Setback: Minimum of six (6) feat
No 8uild/No-Disturb Zone: Minimum of fifteen (15) feet, maximum of twenty-five (25} feet
Lot Coverage: The maximum lot coverage shall be seventy percent (70%)
Permitted garages (see Section V(E)(6)for definitions of each garage type):
i. Street [oaded/front oriented
ii. Street loaded/court oriented
ili. Street loaded/rear located
iv. Street loaded/side oriented

o

.

Te e

3. Garden Lots: Garden Lots are reminiscent of traditional neighborhood development and shall feature rear-
oriented garages that are loaded from private aileys to the rear. Garden Lots shall allow for a variety of lat
widths but shall in all cases be subject to reduced setback requirements. These lots are subject to the following
standards:

Lot width: Minimum of forty-five (45) feet but less than seventy-five (75) feet at the building line
Lot Depth: Minimum of one hundred ten (110) feet
Front yard setback: Minimum of thirteen (13) feet and maximum of twenty (20) feet from
the right-of-way
Rear Yard Setback: Minimum of twelve (12) feet
Side Yard Setback: Minimum of six (6) feet
Lot Coverage: The maximum lot coverage shall be seventy percent (70%)
‘Permitted garages: (see Section V(E)(6) for definitions of each garage type:

1. Alley loaded/rear oriented
Fences: Decorative fencing or hedges with a maximum height of six (6) feet shall be permitted
within the buildable area of each Garden Lot to enclose the courtyard to the rear of the home.
Such fences shall be of a color that is complimentary to the architecture of the home. A pafette
of the allowable fencing to be used in these lacations shali be provided for review and approval by
the Planning Commission at the time of any final development plan that includes Garden Lots.

now

a~oa
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Held__ v}

and he apprediates th
at the Police Division.

provided with a certain numbe
during Mg term and after his te
and he prasented one to Chief von
years. Me algo presented an award
to him in this iission of caring for poll

the country through Rjs military service.

He thanked Sergeant Pyngler for his generous
ouncil and for his serviOs over many years, whi
amunity.

[ZEN COMMENTS
allaceaurer, 7451 Dyblin Roalt noted that:
1. Thi Nestle” Company, who reguested fee fiber optic
engaged in an aggressive hpttled water program
significapce of this is that the Migsers” will be the poor
He did AGoogle search of Nestik and discovered thelr

Is on responsiyle nutrition, promoting heaith and wellness.” In

discovered that\Nestte’ is the largest water bottling company In
had some lawsuilg filed against them for\this product. One of tRe lawsuits in
Connecticut was repQriedly settled for $10 mlion. He urged Council
do a Google search omnthis toplc. He believes that the City should not g
ee access to fiber optics, He will bring up this tdplc again in the future,

, Executive Director of\the Convention Bureau 2jout the richest floweriny, of
ity. He gathers that the RCVB would like to “carpey]” the City with things Iri

e’ offered a rebuttal “egarding the issues. e added that
or other media canndy be completely relied ubon. Perhaps
may have a rebuttaNjo these issues. A lawsbif Is a matter of a public\ecord, and

for $10million. He Is not awarengf the specific drcumsta
new ofl, Whatever the darges against Nestle’ ary, the

CONSENT AGENDA
Mayor Lecklider noted that six items are proposed for action on the consent agenda.
He asked whether any Council member requests removal of an item for further
consideration under the regular agenda.

Hearing none, Mayor Lecklider moved approval of actions requested for the six items
as proposed on the consent agenda.

Vice Mayor Salay seconded the motion.

Vote on the metion: Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes;
Mr. Gerber, yes; Mr. Keenan, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, yes.

1. Approval of Regular Meeting Minutes of December 10, 2012

2. Notice to Legislative Authority re New D5 liquor pemmnit for ). Liu
of Dublin, Inc. dba Scioto Room, 38 W. Bridge Street
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HE = EE— 20_
3. Notice to Legislative Authority re New D51 and D6 liquor permits
for American Mult Cinema, Inc., dba AMC Theatres, 6700 Village
Parkway

4. Notice to Legislative Authority re Transfer of TREX D1 liquor
permit from Tamarkin Co., dba Kingsdale Market District 6515,
3061 Kingsdale Center, Upper Arlington, OH to Tamarkin Co., dba
Giant Eagle 6520, 6700 Perimeter Loop Road, Dublin, OH

5. Approval of Final Plat — Tartan Ridge, Section 5-1 (Case 12-
0BOFDP/FP)

6. Ordinance 02-13 (Introduction/first reading)
Adopting the 2013 Residential Code of Ohlo, With Madifications, as the
Dublin Residential Code. {Second reading/public hearing January 28, 2013
Coundil meeting)

ECOND READING/PHBLIC HEARING - ORDENANCES
Qydinance 74-12
Amending Section 2 (Wade & Salary Structure/ Administration) of Ordinance
No. X3-06 ("Compensation Rlan for Non-Union Pelgonnel”).
Ms. Grigsby stated that this leghgation Includes adjustmekgs to the pay ranges fox non-
bargaininy, unit employees, If appriwed, it will be in effect fragn January 2013 throug
end of 2013 The same review process used in recent years hag been utilized, includin
market studyNone each two years bywgonsultant Martha Solang. A meeting was hel
today with supexvisors to review the infgmation. The memo alog includes information
about the deletionof a position for 2013, twg new positions In the 2043 operating budget
and the slotting of%hose two positions in Bke pay grades. Ms. SolRpo is present to
respond to any questogs relating to the methodglogy or review of the dadg in preparation
f this document. Ms, Qqgsby noted that the lash\dme there was an increage In the pay
ges was following the 2808 review, and it was efigctive for the 2009-2010'gay ranges.
Thazgeview completed in 201% indicated no need for Adjustment, and so it has keen four
years yince an adjustment was Yade to the pay ranges.

be a contributind,factor to the proposed Yqcreases in the pay randes being higher than

ici . Govemment jobs haWe decreased in number M _the state and the
uld have anticipated nocrease in salary ranges\However, she Is
discussion has been cdqprehensive, and includdg benefits and

region, and so she
aware that much of
lary levels.

Grigsby responded as noted in the mgmo, the varous positihps In the
sation plan experienchd different adjustmentsNp the market survey, Tere are
is not an adjustment pPrgposed to the pay ranged, The

City's compensation plah, For the pay grade with
a range adju e last four years it wobld average one percent

r. 7451 Dubiin

r a breakdown of union\gnd non-union personne/Np the City.



7(?&)10(‘ Dublin
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Ranage Plannin

ssmgsmer Rings -gm PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Dublin, Ohto 43016-1236

phone  614.410.4600 RECORD OF ACTION

fax 614.410.4747
www.dublinohlousa.gov

DECEMBER 6, 2012

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

4. Tartan Ridge, Section 5-1 9327 Burnett Lane
12-080FDP/FP Final Development Plan

Final Plat

Propasal; Plat and develop one single-family alley lot within Subarea D1 of the

Tartan Ridge Planned Unit Development. The site Is located at the
southwest corner of the intersection of Emmet Row Lane and Bumett
Lane,

Request: Review and approval of final development plan application under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050 and review and
recommendation of approval to City Council of a final plat under the
provisions of the Subdivision Regulations.

Applicant: Tartan Ridge LLC, Charles Driscoll.

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

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

MOTION#1: To approve this Final Development Plan application because it complies with all
applicable review criteria and the existing development standards, with 2 conditions:
1) That the applicant revise the hedge installation graphic to reflect alley accessed lots prior to
scheduling the piat for City Coundil review; and
2) That any fence for Lot 182 be selected from an architecturally appropriate paiette to be approved
by the Planning and Zoning Commission as part of the final development plan approval for the
remaining alley lots.

*Charles Driscoli, agreed to the above conditions by consent.
VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: This Final Development Plan application was approved.

RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes  Yes
Richard Taylor Yes
Warren Fishman Yes
Amy Kramb Yes
John Hardt Yes
Joseph Budde Yes
Victoria Newell Yes

Page 1 of 2
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Land Use and Long

B e ad PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

phone  614.410.4600 RECORD OF ACTION

fax 614.410.4747
www.dublinohiousa.gov

DECEMBER 6, 2012

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

4. Tartan Ridge, Section 5-1 9327 Burnett Lane
12-080FDP/FP Final Development Plan

Final Plat

Proposal: Plat and develop one single-family alley lot within Subarea D1 of the

Tartan Ridge Planned Unit Development. The site is located at the
southwest corner of the intersection of Emmet Row Lane and Burnett
Lane.

Request: Review and approvai of final development plan application under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050 and review and
recommendation of approval to City Council of a final plat under the
provisions of the Subdivision Reguilations.

Applicant: Tartan Ridge LLC, Charles Driscoll.

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

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

MOTION#2: To recommend approval to City Council for this Final Plat application because it complies
with ali applicable review criterla and the existing development standards.

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: This Final Plat application was approved.
RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes Yes

Richard Taylor Yes

Warren Fishman Yes

Amy Kramb Yes

John Hardt Yes

Joseph Budde Yes

Victoria Newell Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

% A e D Lot
Claudia D. Husak, AICP
Planner II

Page 2 of 2



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
December 6, 2012 — Meeting Minutes
Page 10 of 11

Mn #2 and Vote
r. Taylor moved to apggfove this Final Develop

73 and the existing and a

ropriate style;
to one parking space to

4. Tartan Ridge, Section 5-1 9327 Burnett Lane
12-080FDP/FP Final Development Plan

Final Plat
Ms. Amorose Groomes introduced this application to develop one single-family alley lot within Subarea D1

of the Tartan Ridge Planned Unit Development, She said the site is located at the southwest corner of the
intersection of Emmet Row Lane and Burnett Lane, She said this application will require two votes. She
said the Commission is the final authority on the final development plan and City Council will have to
approve the final plat. She swore in those intending to address the Commission on this case, including
the applicant, Charles Driscoll.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said they do not need a presentation and asked if there were anyone from the
general public that would like to speak with respect to this application. [There were none.]

Final Development Plan - Motion and Vote

Mr. Taylor moved to approve the Final Development Plan because it complies with all applicable review
criteria and the existing development standards, with 2 conditions:

1) That the applicant revise the hedge installation graphic to reflect alley accessed lots prior to
scheduling the plat for City Council review; and

2) That any fence for Lot 182 be selected from an architecturally appropriate palette to be approved

by the Planning and Zoning Commission as part of the final development plan approval for the
remaining alley lots.

Mr. Hardt seconded the motion.



Dublin Pianning and Zoning Commission
December 6, 2012 — Meeling Minutes
Page 11 of 11

The vote was as follows: Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms, Kramb, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms.
Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 7 — 0.)

Final Plat — Motion and Vote

Mr. Taylor moved to recommend approval to City Council for this Final Plat application because it
complies with all applicable review criteria and the existing development standards.

Mr. Fishman seconded the motion.

The vote was as follows: Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Amorose
Groomes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 7 - 0.)
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B e - B ——
Mr. Gerber noted that tf ity dealt with the trash pickg#esue effectively with another/”

He recalls it was related A e service confract.  Perhap

area ~ Craughwell
something simila

grPlowing, roof malntenance, grgdse hood/ducts

gOf the restricted hours agreemefit, but it has not been
glerty management company. #erefare, the residents
ound! or City staff.

included In every sgrflice contract. If the property prinagement receives a complaig# the
contract should pé
giZuercher stated that, in additjeh to Ms. Tangeman sharing thigdl rection with
the prgpérty owner, the City could alsa #8nd 2 letter reiterating each of Mlase points and
piformation that it will be enforcpd. .

oundl requested the Clerk to82d the motion on the floor.
The clerk read the mation: 1o direct staff o notify the proseriy owner to ensure "No
Parkin g/ve . G ¥ Be Zowed” sianaqe s postad withindgil dgys, enforcement to '.id
immediately thereafioy

Mr. Keenan noted jfat the signs were also to cite tee Code reference.
Council concurrgd with the addition.

Vote on the gfotion: Mr. Gerber, yes; Mrs. B#fing, yes; Ms. Chinnici-Zuerch
Keenan, yds; Mr. Relner, yes; Mayer Lecig#er, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, ye

Mr Aangworthy clarifled that Code gfiforcement by staff Is not sote
glaff requlerly conducts patrols gl always has done so.

CONSENT AGENDA

Mayor Lecklider noted that seven tems are proposed for action on the consent agenda.

He asked whether any Councll Member requests removal of an item for further
constderation under the regular agenda.

Hearing none, Mayor Leddider moved approval of actions requested for the seven items as
proposed on the consent agenda.

Mr. Gerber seconded the motion.

Vote on the motign; Vice Mayor Salay, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yas; Mr. Relner, yes; Mr.
Keenan, yes; Ms. Chinnld-Zuercher, yes; Mrs. Boring, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes.

1. Minutes of May 7, 2012 Councll Meeting

2. Ordinance 36-12 (Introduction/first reading)
Adopting the Proposed Tax Budget for Fiscal Year 2013. (Second reading/public
hearing june 4 Council meeting)

3. Ordinance 37-12 (Introduction/first reading)
Authorizing the Clty Manager to Execute Necessary Conveyance Documentation to
Acgulre a 0.172 Acres, More or Less, Fee Simple Interest (with (0.084 Acres as
Present Road Occupted), and 2 Combined a 0.031 Acres, More or Less, Temporary
Construction Easement from lacovetta Properties, Ltd. {(Emerald Parkway — Phase
8) (Second reading/public hearing June 4 Councll meeting}

4. Ordinance 38-12 (Introduction/first reading)
Authorizing the City Manager to Execute Necessary Conveyance Documentation to
Acquire a 2.0 Acres, More or Less, Fee Simple Interest from Mary M. Seay and
Charles ). Pethel. (Emerald Parkway - Phase 8) (Second reading/public hearing
June 4 Coundl meeting)
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Held_ . e
5. Tartan Ridge - Section 2, Part 2 - Final Plat

6. Tartan Ridge - Section 2, Part 3 — Anal Plat

7. Tartan Ridge - Section 4 - Fina! Plat

@91 Acres, on the East Side gFfAvery-Muirfield Drive
piNorth of the Intersection wih Tara Hilt Drive, from
plopment District {(Indlan in Meadows Commerclal)
avelopment District ([nd Run Meadows Commercia

pfise the Development Text tgsPermit up to 1,680 Square péeat of
W0 Area In Front of an Existing’Restaurant (Mary Kelley's) #ithin the

Approximately 500 Fe
PUD, Planned Umt Dé

usak stated that, In addition gr’the discussion that has occurped this evening, the
agplicant also has plans to adgeéss the concems rafsed at g last Counclt meeting
regarding the existing patio g#the shopping center. The apflicant has committed to
Induding a section of fencgsat the northern end of the exting patio to discourage any
serving for patio patronsAG occur through that space. Thé€ Code requlres a gate at one g
the two exlts, and {fat gate is to be located on Pfe south side. Staff recommerfds
approval of the gfiendment to the developmen@text to allow this patio withr/those
changes.

I Tanaepfan, Vorys, Sater, Sevimour andMease, 52 ay Street, attorney’for the
applicpdlt stated that, following the lastfouncil meeting, she and Mr. Mpash met and
furppr discussed dosing off the exisifhg patio, the Installation of thedate at the south end

d the fence at the northern eng” No further revisions occurred is her understanding
that Mr. McCash is In agreemgdt with those revislons,

Tom McCash igStreet, representative for the rgdidents, stated that the residenty
are in support of thigsfirovision. Obviously, there hagdeen a long history related to
Conditional Uses e resldents have consistently dfgued that this was not a Permjsed
Use and that g#B2oning was required. The appifcant has now done so and addpe€sed
some of thgffesidents’ concems through thg#fezoning process, incduding swipefiing the
gate to pfence at that location to avold pAotential, additional negative imyfact on the
residpefts. In the spirit of balancing thgrfnterests, the residents have agpéed to support this
regéning. Itls hoped that in the re, the other Issues discussed jafilght are also
dddressed, and that this commertial development and the nelghfpdrs can co-exist in
harmony,

Vote on the Ordinance,”Mr. Keenan, yes; Mr. Relner, ygs; Mrs. Boring, yes; Ms. Chinnicl,
Zuercher, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, yes; Mr. Gerber, yeg! Mayor Lecklider, yes.

INTRODUCTZON/PUBLIC HFARING /VOTH~ RESOLUTION
Resolutige( 28-12
Appoipting a Member to an Unexpigel Term on the Personnel
Vice Mayor Salay requested that this je§islation be postponed to the )
péeting.

ere was no abjection to this gstponement.

of Review.
4 Counct!

OTHER

e« Branding Update
Ms. Grigsby stateg’that the information on bra
packets, descripds in general what Is being do
with Econorpi€ Development, influencing theAnformation and material that
and the [afguage and words used to de e the City’s districts and proj
also he€n working with a firm to h
ongflered from a local, state and

g, which was provided in Cpdncil



PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

RECORD OF ACTION
s v g JUNE 23, 2011
Log tonge Piasning
$800 Shan-Fings Road

Oubdn. Ohlo 43014:1208
Phong/ TOD: 41 4410-4600

Fax: 4144104747
web S0’ www.dubin.ch.us

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

2, Tartan Ridge PUD, Subarea C, Section 4, Lots 171-181 Enfleld Trace and Enfleid Court
11-030FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plot
Proposal: Plat and dsvelop 11 single-famlly lots within Subarea C of the

Tartan Rldge Flanned Unlt Development. The site is located on the
north side of Enfleld Court, and along the east and west sides of
Enfleld Trace at the infersection with Bumnett Lane.

Request: Review and approval of a final development plan under the
provisions of Zoning Cods Section 153.050 and a final plat under
the provisions of the Subdivision Regulations.

Applicant: Charles P. Driscoll, Tartan Ridge, LLC.

Pianning Contacts:  Claudia D. Husak. AICP, Planner Il

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

MOTION #1: To approve this Final Development Plan because it complies with the
development text, the applicable review criteria and the existing development standards within

the area.
VOTE: 7-0.
RESULT: This Final Development Plan was approved.

Poge 1 of 2



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
June 23, 2011 - Meeting Minutes
Page 4 of 18

ation for health care.
He said for this site

Mr. Vrable sai
said there i

our years ago he was told this would be a great |
enfry point and exit pdint o every neighborh
cannot be drawn up {o e streel.

Aaylor said he is infereste

ere was g constructive gillog and this s the resol
g term care would be a pightmare.

Bridge Street Comidor
we are hoping to see i

of the street network
7 She sald she would no

2, Tartan Ridge PUD, Subarea C, Sectlon 4, Lots 171-181 Enfleld Trace and Enfield Court
11-030FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat

Chris Amorose Groomes infroduced the Final Development Plan with Final Plat which Involves
the platting and development of 11 singie family lots within Subarea C of the Tartan Ridge
planned unit develiopment. She said this site is located on the north side ot Enfield Court and
along the east and west sides of Enfield Trace at the intersection with Bumett Lane. She said the
application consists of two components the final development plan and the final plat. She said
there will need to be two motions and the final plot will go to City Councll for the final decision.
She said the Commission has the final authority on the final development application.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said a presentation was not necessary. She swore in those intending 1o
testify in regard to this case including the applicant and City representatives.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if anyone would like to speck in respect fo the application. [There
were no comments ]



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
June 23, 2011 — Meeting Minutes
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Motion #1 and Vote - Final Development Plan

Mr. Taylor made the motion to approve Final Development Plan because complies with the
development texts, the opplicable review crileria and the existing development standards
within in the areq, Mr. Zimmermnan seconded. The vote was as follows: Mr. Zimmerman, yes; Ms.
Kramb. yes; Ms, Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Harat, yes: Mr. Taylor, yes and Mr.
Budde. yes. (Approved 7 -0.)

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the final plat has three conditions
1) That the plat notes be revised to include special architectural requirements for
Lots 171, 175 and 180;
2) That the plat assign front and side yards to Lots 171 ana 180; and
3) That all technical plat information be corrected prior to submitting the plat to City
Council for review, subject to approval by Pianning and Engineering

Charles Driscoll, Tartan Ridge Assoclates. Mr. Driscoll said he agrees o the conditions.

Motlon #2 and Vote - Final Plat

Mr. Taylor made the motion to approve Final Piat because it meets the applicable Subdivision
Regulations with three conditions. Mr. Zimmeman seconded. The vote was as follows: Mr.
ZImmerman, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes: Mr.
Taylor, yes and Mr. Budde, yes. (Approved 7 -0.)

3. Chakeres Whealley Puckett PUD, Atrium I, Alcatel Lucent 5475 Rings Road
11-033AFDP Amended FInal Development Plan

Ms. Amorose Gro lan for a wall sign for a

es infroduced the Amegfided Final Developme

north building of the adnum il office complex y
Puckett Plansied Unit Development. e site is located on s the
of Atium Parkway. § ended

complex. She said t
surrounded by offi
7 the buildings operate
g areas to the front an

xt with specific
Afrium Parkway.
270 frontage. She

|gn provisions, includin
She said one ground

ree ground signs pel
ign and one wall sign a

occupy the
process.




Dublin City Council

March 19, 20067 Page 10

, yes. Mr. Reiner, yes; MsAReenan, yes,
sh, yes; Mrs. Boning, y

Mnici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. M
e Ordinance: Mr. M

Ordinance 15-07
Accepting the Upda
Lieu of Land Dediggti

Ordinance 16-07

Rezoning Approximately 189.57 Acres Located North of the Intersection of
Hyland-Croy and McKitrick Roads, Bordered to the East by Jerome Road and to
the North by Brock Road, From R, Rural, To PUD, Planned Unit Development
District (Tartan Ridge - 9756 Hyland-Croy Road - Case No. 05-1832)

Ms. Husak stated that this ordinance was introduced at the March 5™ Council meeting.
This presentation will focus on the changes the applicant has made in response to the
discussion at the prior meeting. The plan for this development includes various housing
types, large open spaces and a limited commercial area in the southwest comer of the
site. The housing consists of seven different single-family home types and 24
townhouse units in four buildings. Active parks ace proposed throughout the site and
passive open spaces are pramarly located along the scenic road setbacks. The
neighborhood commercial area proposed consists of 68,500 square feet of space that
could be utilized for office, retail and restaurant space. In discussion of the commercial
area, Counacil identified the following issues: (1) the importance of this area ta be
pedestrian oriented and accessible to bicycles; (2) the proposed location of the gas
station; and (3) development text language requiring night sky presefvation. Councit
also discussed the potential viability of the neighborhood commercial area.

The applicant has submitted a revised development text that addresses the issues.

1. The conditional use language on page 46 has been revised to include
language stating that the gas station/convenience store will be located in the
area depicted in the preliminary development plan, which is located along
Hyland-Croy Road with a 200-fool setback.

2. The text has also been revised to require a minimum number of bicycle
parking spaces, based on the number of parking spaces provided for
vehicles.

3. The language regarding lighting requirements was aiso changed, deleting a
reference to the Dublin Lighting Guidelines to state that night sky
preservation is required. Planning will continue to work with the applicant to
devise a lighting ptan for this location, which is near homes and the Metro
Park. That will be finalized during the final development plan phase.

The applicant rs prepared tonight to address the viability of the neighborhood
commercial proposal. At their February 1 meeling, the Planning and Zoning
Commission voted to recommend approval of the rezoning with 11 conditions, which are
noted in the Record of Action for that meeting.




.

Dublin City Councll

March 19. 2007 Page 11

8en Hale, Jr._representative for the applicant stated that Charlie Driscoll, Edwards Land
Company, is present to respond to Council's questions. Also present is Robin Lorms, a
commercial consultant hired by the applicant to ensure that the proposed commercial
acea is a viable cornmercial development. One of the factors Mr. Loms considered is
the amount of available commercial area west of the river. As part of that, he reviewed
vacancy rates. Out of 1,300,000 plus square feet, he found 2,000 square feet of vacant
space, which translates into an occupancy rate of 99.973%. Essentially, there is 100
percent occupancy of commercial space. Mr. Lorms has accumulated some statistics,
which should help Council to understand that this would be a very viable and successful
commercial development.

Robin Loms, principal with Integrity Resources, Crown Park Court stated that he has
been asked to render an opinion regarding the potential viability of a proposed retail

- devetopment at Hyland-Croy angd McKitrick Road. Their practice specializes in retail

development, market analysis and market research. Oae of the ficst steps they took was
1o review the occupancy levels of shapping centers west of the Scioto River to determine
the supply/demaand relationship. They focused on community and neighborhood type of
developments, including: Avery Square with Kroger, Perimeter Square with Giant Eagle,
the Shoppes at Athenry, Shawnee Square, Northbridge Village Square and Karric
Square. During the first round of analysis, all the space was occupied except one stare.
Subsequently, a bigger space became available in the Perimeter Square and another in
Avery Square. The overall market is 98 percent occupied, which is very good. A healthy
ratio would be 93-94 percent occupied. They then reviewed some demographic studies
within the following polygon: Post Road on the south, Hyland-Croy Road {o the west,
Brock Road to the north and the Scioto River to the east Within those barders, there
are approximatefy 26,000 people. A healthy ratio of retail space is around 28 square
feet per capita. That calculates to a need for approximately 800,600 square feet of retail
space. They then evaluated the content of the shopping centers and discovered that
Dublin is far below the recommended commercial space. He described several existing
examples of 800,000 square feet of retail. In the westem section of the City, there was
no retail pfanned between the existing retail at Avery Road and Post Road and that
ptanned for Jerome Village. That area is experiencing tremendous population growth,
ang additional growth is planned. His conclusions were that this site is not only viable, it
would also enhance the quality of life for the existing developments and those proposed.

Mr. Reiner inquired if Mr. Lorms made any observations in regard to the east side of the
niver.

Mr. Lormis responded that he has looked at different submarkets in Franklin county —one
is the east side of the river and the Sawmill Corridor. That area has a vacancy rate of 13
percent. However, the Dublin Village Center is included in that database and is a center
that is no longer viable. The Village Square 1s also at risk, maybe a couple of others,
When those are eliminated from the equation, the occupancy is in the low 80
percentile. Some of those developments should be subjected to an adaptive re-use
study at some point in time.

M. Keenan stated that although reviewing thal padicular area may not have been the
initial charge to Mr. Lorms, it is interesting 1o hear his opinion regarding Dublin Village
Center. This situation is part of the reason for Councif's reticencs to approve additional
retail deveilocpment.

Mr. Lormns stated that Dublin is a beautiful community; it 1s well-planned. People in the
retail business, especially those from out of town, notice immediately the vigibility and
signage that H.H. Gregg and Whole Foods have. Those are the necessary
fundamentals for retail. The problem with Dublin Viflage Center is that, atthough
aesthetically it is pleasing, there is no visibility.

Mrs. Boring stated that when Michael’s was forced to feave that center, they did not want
to leave that tocation,

Mr. Keenan responded that he was interested in hearing the views of someone who is
well Xxnown for their expertise in the area of retail development.
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Vice Mayor Lecklider inquired his views about Pedmeter Center, which is virtually full,
afthough it is situated behind gas stations, banks and fast food restaurants. In addition,
there is no signage for it on Avery-Muirfield Road. Why is this so successful?

Mr. Lormns responded that it is due to the issue pointed out tonight — there is pent-up
demand for retail on the western side of the river.

Vice Mayor Lecklider stated that it is not then entirely a signage-related issue.

Mr. Lorms responded that it is part of it. There is an anchor tenant, Giant Eagle, which is
a draw to the center. There is also a regular, sustainable patronage of customers who
live in that area and shop in that area. The Sawmill Convidor is a regional location, with
customers coming from Upper Adington, Worthington and beyond. Anchor tenants in
the Sawmill Camridor demand and receive a lot of visibility and signage. The retail at
Avery Road and Post Road s a community center.

Mrs. Boring stated that there are many communities that do not have extensive signage,
yet they have a draw to regional centers. For example, in Raleigh, North Carolina, the
Lowe's store has poor visibility, yet good business volume,

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher inquired if Mr, Lorms' formula takes into account the type of
commercial development. Presumably, it is not based entirely on square footage and
poputation but dependent upon a business that is of sufficient interest o the residents.
Mr. Lorms responded that is absolutely true. Itis analogous to the hotel industry. For
example, a healthy occupancy rate for hotels is 70 percent. If an interchange study is
conducied and the results indicate that the hotels have a 60 percent occupancy, the
conclusion could be that there 1s not encugh demand for another hotel. However, if all of
those hotels are an older format hotel, three to four newer format hotels could come in
and achieve a 90 percent occupancy. It is the same with a retail business. The right
retai), right configuration and nght mix of tenants can achieve great success in an area
with 15 percent vacancy. Ht is possible to build a new cenler and achieve 100 percent
occupancy becausa the other retail is not meeting the market demand.

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher stated that Council's concermn is with having another center with
issues such as the Dublin Village Center.

Mr. Hale stated that is a legitimate concern. If this Tartan Ridge center is built, will it
take tenants from another center and leave that center empty?

Mr. Lorms stated that is a valid concem. If there is a market with 500,000 square feet of
space of which 100,000 square feet is vacant, and the trade area can be defined
concisely, the vacancy is probably due o over supply. Adding more generic space could
present a problem, unless it was for a very unique product or a missing niche. In the
subject case, there is no space and everything is full. The simple formula is if the supply
is full and the demand is growing, if the space is well done, well designed. and well
located in the midst of existing population, then from whom would the new retail exiract
business? In this case, there is no otlher retail in the area.

Mrs. Boning stated that she does not understand how the Sawmill Road regional retait
relates to this discussion. Aside from that. she does not want to see any retail drawn
away from the community retail area located at Post and Avery Roads, even though
some customers may need to drive more than a faw minutes to access it If three
additional retail centers are added ta the equation — Jerome Viltage, Oak Park and
Tarnan Ridge ~ how do the numbers compare?

Me. Lorms stated that even with three additional retall centers added to the database,
with the population growth anticipated, the City will continue to be under-supplied.

He clarified that with the Sawmill Road example, he was atiemnpting to respand to the
distance factor — the distance between Henderson and Reed roads to Powell retail
would equate to the distance between Jerome Village and the Avery/Post Road retail.

Mr. Hale stated that the applicant has been working with staff on a finat development
plan for a portion of this site; that should be completed within a few days. The first
phase will be buiit aroung the park because it is exceptionally important to the
development and extends to the school. A road will be construcied and extended fo the
schoot
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Kimbedy Clavin, 7667 Bcock Road, Dublin stated that most of her pownts are recorded in
the public comments section of the Planning and Zoning Commission minutes.
However, she would like to emphasize the following points:

(1) The entryway. It would make more sense to line up the Tartan Ridge entryway to
rmake it fully aligned with Jerome Village. The present location isn't feasible, as
there is only 530 feet between the two — not enough for two left turn Ianes.
Vehicles will be at risk for a collision. They requested that the plan be revised to
address that, but it remains unchanged in the plan before Council.

(2) Water. There are drainage tiles throughout the field where they plan to build
upon. When they presented their concerns at the Planning and Zoning
Commission meeting, the developer indicated that they were aware of the issue
and had some plans to address the issue. However, the residents have not seen
any plans and are concemed. The developer did indicate that if any of the
neighboring properties were impacted in the future with water problems. they
would remedy those situations. But the neighbors are not comfortable with that
statement. How long would it take before evidence of a problem is seen, and
then how much longer to address it? Presently, following a rain, there is a lot of
standing water in that field. In addition, part of that water is septic. There are 15
neighboring homes on septic systems and wells, angd some of the systems are
leaking. There will be some water purification needs. She had heard that the
stormwater drain-off is intended to drain into the pond, but it would not be wise 10
have septic water draining into the ponds.

{3) Utilities. No utilities have been planned for the 15 homes in that vicinity, which
cucrently have well and septic systems. They would be interested in tapping into
City water/sewer lines,

(4) Retail. At the Commission meeting, the residents inquired why the retail is being
planned for the southwest comer, rather than the southeast. The neighbors want
to preserve the {aok of Glacier Riklge Metro Park, which is one of natural beauty.
Coming over the crest of the road on Hyland-Croy in front of Glacier Ridge, one
sees Glacier Ridge on the left and now will see retail on the right. It would be
more appropriate to place the retail on Jerome Road. The plans are to widen
both Hyland-Croy and Jerome Roads fo B0 fest, 50 they would be able to handle
a similar amount of traffic volume.

(5) Convenience store. Surely, the Tartan Ridge peopie are not happy about the
proposed canvenience store immediately across the street from large, expensive
single-family homes. fn addition, two other retail centers are already planned for -
this area. Jerome Village has an entire city planned, with a significant amount of
retail. There is no need for retail on this comer immediately across from the
Metro Park. The residents want to preserve the natural look of the area.

(6) Whnat are the pians to eliminate the “eye sores® - the water towers, construction
dumpsters, efc.

She noted that the revisions to the retail area seem to indicate that the parking has been
changed to make it more parking friendly. That is much appreciated.

Mr. Reiner inquired about the leech fields and septic systems. Did the applicant
purchase the back portions of the properties? Is that why the leech fields are protruding
into the applicant's property?

Ms. Clavin responded that her neighbor would be able to respond to that.

Greq Thecodore, 7651 Brock Road stated that all the stormwater run—off in that area flows
to Brock Road, and most of it across his back field. The proposed entry to this
development from Brock Road is along the edge of his front yard. The developer ptans
to take part of his yard for that entryway. Unfortunately, this land is past of the flow path.
There are two major retention sites for all of that area along Hyland-Croy Road. Last
week, the field was a river. All the leech beds in that area drain into the water flow and
into that field — right into the proposed entryway from Brock Road.

Mr. Reiner stated that, hopefully, the ground is absorbing it.

Mr. Theodore resgonded that it typically does, but when the ground is frozen, the water
coming from the leech beds flows across the ground.

Mayor Chinaici-Zuercher stated that it is her understanding the issues wete addressed
at the Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, but she would like Mr. Hale to
respond, as they seem to be significant.
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Mr. Hale stated that they had a private meeting with the residents, which their engineer
attended. They also had meetings with the Union County Engineer. As a tesuh, the
plans for the access road have been lined up with the Jerome Viillage entryway. Also,
they have evaluated the site carefully in context with the surrounding area, and their
engineer has identified two inlets that are bringing in the water. He has also calculated
the volume of water flow, and the pipes are being sized sufficiently to pick the water up
and fransport it into the pond system at the same rate as occurs today. The
neighborhood meeting was very beneficial. The cesidents were able to sensitize the
developer to some things they believed were occurring on their propertiss. Their
engineer has preliminanily reviewed that drainage and has assuced the developer and
the residents that the pipes will be sized sufficiently to remove the water at a reasonable
rate. In compliance with the Dublin Code, ihey will 3lso clean the stormwater before it is
released from their site.

Mr. Reiner stated that this is a tiled farm field, which appears to have funclioned well for
the farmers. Does the developer intend to intercept that water along the property line
with a swale system?

Mr. Hale responded that their enginears have identified two inlets that are the source of
the problem, and according to the topography maps, they appear to be the only cause.
However, the neighbors have stated that they befieve the water is coming from more
than those two inlets. Therefore, the developer has agreed to investigate that question
further. Regardless, there will be sufficient storage on the site to hold that water, and
they believe they have sized the pipes sufficiently to remove the water. If not. they wil
increase their size. Although their preliminary development plan indicates that they will
be able to handle the water runof, they are required {o complete a full stormwater review
in conjunction with the final development plan.

Mayor Chinnic-Zuercher referred to the neighbors’ request to tap in to the City water
and sewer lines. Wil this be set up so that they can tap in, if they so choose?

Mr. Hale responded that with the water tank located in this area, there is sufficient
capacity. They have informed the neighbors that the first step for them would be to
annax to the City of Dublin. They have offered to facilitate that for the residents at no
cost If all the neighbors would agree to the annexation, the developer wil take care of
the costs of the annexation application on a cne-time only basis. If annexed, they would
be able to tap into the City's water and sewer fines.

Mr. Reiner inquired if the developer has addressed the effluent issue. The water s |
“sheeting” toward this new subdivision and it is carrying effluent How would the City's
water punfication requirements address the effluent?

Mr. Hale stated that there are some water issues on the individual propetties. They
anficipate the problems will improve with the over-sized pipes. Presently, some of the
water is being blocked from draining. Sheet flowing is a sign of a back-up. Hopefully.
their seplic systems are functioning, but the residents would be welcome 1o tap in upon
annexation. However, their studies do not indicate that they are receiving much effluent.
Most of the houses are set far back from their property lines. In addition, there are
intervening ponds that help to clean it,

Mr. Reiner stated that the stormwater management of this plan is extremely important
When these houses are constructed, the developer should pay particular attention to the
plans. Council does not want to have the residents coming to the City in 5-7 years with
complaints of water ponding in their yards.

Mr. Hale agreed. However, there are clearly broken liles on the site that appear to have
been broken for some period of time.

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher clarified that the Oak Pack retail will be comprised of small
shops, similar to the plans for this development. She is not aware of any big box type
retail pfanned in Jerome Village. Perhaps that is located on a site much further south,
whete a property owner is interested in pursuing zoning for big box retail through Jerome
Township.

Me. Hale responded that another big box retail development has been zoned to the west
of US 33. north of Post Road on the Skilken property. Jerome Village has a portion of
big box retail in addition to the neighborhood retail, but it is a long distance from the
Tartan Ridge development. ’
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Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher stated that she did not have the map in her materials that
shows the driveway realignment.

Ms. Husak stated that Council received the same packet that was provided to the
Planning and Zoning Commission in regard to the preliminary development plan. The
plan that Mr. Hale referred to was shared with Planning staff in canjunction with the final
development plan that they have been working on. it is not part of these materials.

Ms. Husak added that the realignment was addressed by Condition #7 in the Record of
Action, regarding “access coordination.”

Mr. McCash requested clarification regarding the phasing of Subarea F. The intention is
to create some sort of architectural edge for Subarea E. the other townhome component.
However, as it reads, the gas station and the coffee shop could be built there and it
would create the necessary architectural edge. Or is the intent actually to develop the
two buildings that are claser to the entry?

Mr. Hale stated that it is the intent. It would be unusual to butld it all at one time, unless
there were tenants, but most of the infrastructure would be constructed up front

Mr. McCash stated that he recognizes that, but the text reads that the gas station, coffee
shop and other components on the northeast corner would be built, but the adjoining
Subarea E retail may not be built for several years down the road. At that point in time,
there could be issues with the property owners when that is submitted for final
development plan approval. The intention was to build the retail along with the
residential structures, bt that is not reflected in the text on page 50, paragreaph M. The
ooffee shop and car wash have na direct connection to any of the residential
components there from a buffering standpoint,

Mr. Hale stated that what they were trying to convey is that by committing to 32,500
square feet, they were making a substantial commitment for the first phase. The
question is in regard to how much architecture is necessary to make it a reality for the
residents; 32,500 square feet of building development should be sufficient

Mr. McCash noted they could then have a CVS and a gas station.

He noted that the concem is to avoid having the retail back up against the residential
area, such as the “Shoppes at Athenry” situation.

Mr. Hale responded that he discussed that situation with Mr. Driscoll, and he has
indicated that he would be willing to agree that the townhomes would not be constcucted
until the first phase of the commercial component has been built.

Mrs. Boring inquired about the square footage of the Shoppes at River Ridge

Ms. Husak responded that it is 105,000 square feet.

Mrs. Boring inquired the square footage of the Mary Kelley's area.

Ms. Husak responded that it is approximately 40.000 square feet, which includes the
UDF and the daycare center.

Mrs. Boring inquired the-number of miles between the Jerome Village shopping center
and the proposed retail center.

Ms. Husak responded that they are approximately five miles apart.

Mr. Hale noted that the Union County Engineer has indicated that the first step for them
is to build a roundabout at Brock Road and Hyland Croy and they will build Jerome Roagd
to the north. They will initiate the development on the south end.

Mrs. Boring inquired the distance between this shopping center and Oak Park.

Ms. Husak responded that it is approximately one mile apan

Mr. Reiner inquired if this development is essentially what Council observed in the field
trip to Franklin, Tennessee.

Ms. Husak responded that much of the development standards for the Westhaven
development in Frankiin were developer driven. Staff consulted the Westhaven booklets
to determine what they did to achieve those architectural results, but the booklets did not
include much detail. These development standards, on the other hand, have been
meticulously created to require architectural detail to a level not previously seen. it
should achieve the same results that were observed in Franklin.

M¢s. Boring inquiced if there are afleys in this development.
Ms. Husak responded affimalively.
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Mrs. Boring stated that Ms. Salay is not present this evening, but at the last meeting she
had inquired about the landscaping requirements for alleys to achieve the results
observed in Franklin,

Ms. Husak stated that staff noted the concerns expressed by Council on that field trip,
and they attempted to address those details thoroughly in the final development plan —
fencing locations, mailbox {ocations. how areas are landscaped. the length of driveways,
etc.

Mrs. Boring stated that if those requirements are not included in the development text,
they may not occur. For example, if it is not stated that the alleyways must achieve a
certain landscaping level, it will not occur.

Mr. Hale suggested that could be added as a condition.

Mrs. Boring requested appropriate (anguage for such a condition.

Mr. Hale suggested that &t could state that the alley design, tandscaping and fencing be
enhanced and subject to staff and Planning Commission’s final review.

Mr_ Keenan stated that he had received several inquiries about the service station,
spegcifically, the screening of the gas pumps.

Mr. Hale responded that the sefvice station would be totally interior to the site with a
200-foot setback from McKitrick Road. There is a substantial landscaped isiand in that
locatlion, and there are frees along the street. This use will be exceptionally well
landscaped, but the most effective screening is the fact that it is interior to the site. (n
addition, this is a small, six-pump operation.

Vica Mayor Lecklider stated that he is very supportive of this plan. He is hopeful that the
acchitectural style will be a “break through” for this community and Central Ohio.
However, the retail component does concem him. He requested clarification of Mr.
McCash’s concern regarding a CVS store on the comer.

Mr. McCash responded that his earlier understanding was that {he comer building would
have a retail component of a coffee shop, but he realizes it is more of a size appropriate
for a CVS.

Mr. Hale responded Mr. McCash is recalling a building of approximately 10,000 square
feet that would have a lake view.

Mr. McCash stated that his recollection was that the corner building was to be a coffee
shop, as he specifically expressed a concern that the corner building not be a pharmacy
or gas station. [t seems that will now occur.

Vice Mayor Lecklider states that he wants to be certain he understands the text. The
text precludes drive-throughs for a restaurant, but does not preclude a drive-ithrough in
connection with a pharmmacy or a dry cleaner. Therefore, the text does permit a major
phamacy on this comer, inciuding 2 drive-through.

Mr. Hale responded that is correct. However, the drive-through component would
require a conditional use. Itis a prohibited use for a restaurant and therefore, restaurant
drive-throughs.

Vice Mayor Lecklider stated that at any other location he would be tess opposed to a
phamacy location, but there is a beautiful Metco Park located immediately to the west of
this site. The image of a major retait pharmacy on that southwest corner with a small
gas station to the interior does not seem to comptement the park, in which the City has
made a very substantial investment. Regardless of what type of architecture )s used or
how well it is landscaped, he does not like this component of the plan.

Mr. McCash stated that these pharmacy buildings typically have no windows, so (1 will be
yet another building with biack or white spandoglass windows. It defeats the architectural
attempts.

Vice Mayor Lecklider stated that he observes other {ocations in the vicinity where the
residents would have easy access to gasoline. He believes there is a gas station at US
33 and SR 42. The proposed interchange at Mitchell-DeWitt provides another
opportunity for a gas station. In summary, there are several other options for gas
stations, and a gas station in this location does not fit the character of the area.

Ms. Husak stated that it is consistent with the tand Use Principles, regarding “providing
neighborhood services in convenient tocations * They had hearg from some neighbors
that there was a need for a gas station in this area. The retail space on the comer could
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be a pharmacy or a small-scale grocery store, but 20,000 square feet 1s the maximum
area any tenant can have in this center. Different uses could be accommodated there.

Mr. Hale stated that they would like fo beleve it will be a mix of uses that people want
and will come to the center to use. This is a small, crossroads type of village. it is a
neighborhood shopping center, and it has to have some destinations 10 order to te
successful. They are interested in securing a small grocery store for this center, and it
may be located on the comer.

Vice Mayor Lecklider stated that he does not disagree that pharmacies, gas stations,
and grocery stores are necessities of life, and he could likely support them in any
location other than across from the Metro Park.

Mr. Hale stated that for both the residential and commercial architecture for this
rezoning, they retained an extraordinarily tafented architect, Brian Jones. Mr. Jones has
been an integral pant of this effort, and he has created some unique designs. He is out
of town and could not be present tonight.  In terms of the residential architecture, Mr.
Hale noted that he has never been involved in a rezoning with this level of architectural
commitment for both the commercial and residentiat areas. When they return with the
final development plan, they are expected to bring extraordinary architecture as depicted
in the renderings shown tonight.

Vice Mayor Leckfider cladfied that what Mr. Hale is showing tonight is the commercial
architecture.

Mr. Hale responded that the same architect is doing both portions of the project

He then pointed out the various portions shown on the renderings

Mrs. Boring stated that she is also struggling with the need for grocery or gas stations in
this location. She has had no e-mails from residents expressing the need for such
facilities in this area. Her desire for the area across from Glacier Ridge Metro Park is
not for what is being proposed in the commercial portions. Previousfy, Council had
discussed their desire for a cural look in this area to complement the Glacier Ridge Metro
Park. She is hesitant about the gas station portion of the proposal.

Vice Mayor Lecklider asked if Council Members have any response to his and Mrs.
Boring's comments.

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher responded that she is relying upon this extracrdinary
architeture presented throughout this process. Her expectation s that the commercial
will be something very different from what has been built previously in Dublin and that it
will complement the area in question. While she does not disagree philosophically with
the comments about the gas station, she personally has concerns about the distance
people must drive from some areas of Dublin to access a gas station. Therefose, she is
hapeful that. based upon what has been shown in the renderings. this will meet
Council's expectations.

Mrs. Boring stated that the drawback is that signage is needed at a gas sfation to inform
the consumers of the prices. While the architecture and the landscaping may be
extraordinary, a sign is needed for a gas station

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher stated that she does not recall signage displayed on Avery-
Muirfield Road for the 8P and Sheli stations.

Viee Mayor Lecklider responded that BP actually does display ihe price on Avery-
Muirfield Drive.

Mr. McCash noted that the gas siation component is 2 conditional use in this proposed
pfan; it is not a permitled use. He has less concern with «t. due 1o the fact that itis a
conditional use; further, because of the setbacks, there should not be an issue with the
signage. From the architectural standpoint, he is more concerned with the free-standing
outbuilding on the end versus having a more integrated component within the entire
center. He remains concerned with the drive aisle that runs through it, separating it and
making it a free-standing structure. His concern is not with a phamacy use, but with its
location.

Mr. Hale stated that somewhere on {his row, 2 break is needed in the building to
penetrate to the parking (ot. It doesn't necessarily have to be in that location.
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Mr. McCash suggested that the break be closer to the main entry with some screening.
This structure should be more parnt of the fagade and streetscape.

Mr. Langworthy responded that staff has asked the applicant to consider reconfiguring
this commercial area to make more of a downtown street, with parking in the interior and
no parking on the Hyland-Croy side. and making the drug store be integrated as part of
the focal point. A similar area was visited in North Carolina, and he has provided the
applicant with that concept — with a goal of having it integrated into a single unit. as a
small downtown setting.

Vice Mayor Lecklider asked how the drive-through wifl be accommodated.

Mr. Langwarthy responded that it is not connected as a building, it just appears
connected as a center. They have not settled on the location for a drive-through at this
time. By the time the redesign is done, there will ikkely be some other reconfiguration for
the drive-through. It will be part of the final development plan. Mr. Langworthy
summarized that staff befieves the concern about integrating the center can be
addressed.

Mr. Hale added that Councit can centainly add a condition regarding integration of the
buildings.

Mr. McCash noted that he would prefer it be part of a mufli-tenant building versus a free
standing, outbuilding piece.

Vice Mayor Lecklider asked staff if a drive-through can be created that would not be
visible from Hylang-Croy or ihe roadway to the south, that is virtually entirely intemal.

Mr. Langworthy responded that this is possible. There is no reason for it to be visible
from the road. Even if it were on the roadside, it woutd be difficult to identify it as a drive-
through because of the setback and landscaping.

Vice Mayor Lecklider stated that the 200-foot setback is not as large as some people
may envision,

Mr. Langworthy agreed, noting it must be supplemented with tandscaping.

Vice Mayor Lecklider asked if a car wash is a prohibited use.

Mr. Hale responded it is not a permitted use.

Vice Mayor Lecklider asked that the applicant list the car wash use as a prohibited use.
M¢. Hale agreed to do so.

Mr. McCash added that a cac wash does not fall under the definttion of “outdoor sarvice
facility.” This issue has come up with previous rezonings.

Mr. Hale added that this is a small gas station comprised of three double pumps.

Mr. Reiner agreed with a previous comment regarding {he need to drive a distance to
acecass gas stations. If the mission is to build future town centers that are pedestrian
friendly and move traffic off of the roads. it is important that this centec include a gas
station to serve the nearby residents

Mr. Reiner noted that the Feanklin project was developer driven and has fabulous
architecture and tight controls. One thing that impressed him in Franklin was the frontal
elevations, with shadow patterns and relief on the structures. In this devetopment, it
appears that vinyl and PVC components are permitted. [n view of Council and Planning
Commission’s mission for high quality, was there any discussion of this architectural
detail at the Commission hearngs?

Ms. Husak responded that there was discussion about the regulation of the architecture
internal to this development by an architectural review committee, similar to what has
been done successfully with Tartan West.  There was also mention of the City having
this book as a guideline for reviewing elevations as they are submitted.

Mr. Hale noted that their architect provided pictures in the book about the right and
wrong way to do various architectural details for the development and massing
elements. There is also a section regarding gates, hedges and walkways. They have
provided guidelines for layering the various levels of architecture and landscaping. To
the extent possible, they have demonsirated alt of this in the guidebook for the
development.

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher noted that Ms, Clavin asked about the dumpsters and how they
will be screened. Dublin has strict guidelines about these and staff can review the
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requirements with her. The applicant will be held accountable to the Code in this regard.
There are also Codes about pemitted houss for trash pick-up.

Mrs. Boring asked about page 46, under 3(c), Conditional Uses, where the language is
ambiguous. It notes, “gasoline service station, provided that no more than eight (8)
fueling positians shalt be permitied.” Other language states, “In the event that a gas
station is allowed as a conditional use ....” This needs to be clarified to denole that a
gas station needs approvat as a conditional use.

Mayar Chinnici-Zuercher suggested that a motion be formulated to address the issues
regarding the alley landscaping. prohibiting the car wash use. and addressing the
integrated streetscape issue.

Mrs. Boring stated that her intention in regard to the gas station s to limit it to four
double pumps, but eliminate the language “shall be allowed” in the text and clarify 1hat it
is a conditional use.

Mr. McCash moved 1o approve Orginance 16-07 with the conditions that the text
language be revised to eliminate the language “shall be permitted” from the conditional
use section in Subarea F: that enhancement of the alleys with landscaping be addressed
as part of the final development ptan approval process; tha! at the final development
plan stage, further consideration be given to the tayout of the neighborhood commercial
aree, such as infegrating buildings versus free-standing, single-use buildings and
creating a town center with a streetscape; and that the list of prohibited uses in Subarea
F be revised to include car washes.

Vice Mayor Lecklider seconded the motion.

Mr. Hale indicated that the applicant is in agreement with the additiona) conditions.

Vote on the motion: Mr. Keenan, yes: Mr. Reiner, abstain; Mrs. Boring, yes; Mr.
McCash, yes; Vice Mayor Lecklider, yes; Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher, yes.

Mrs. Boring asked as a matter of record why a member abstained from voting.
Me. Smith responded that it is the Chair's discretion to ask for the reason for the
abstention.

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher asked Mr. Reiner to indicate for the record his reason for
abstention,

Mr. Reiner responded that he believes that one of the companies he owns may have
dealings with one of the investors in this project and so he chose to abstain. He is not
certain of this, but abstained for this reason.

Mr. Hale added that Mc. Edwards is an investor in this development, and Mr. Edwards is
2ls0 an investor in separate entities — primarily apartment entities. Mr. Reiner has partial
ownership in these.

Mr. McCash noted he is confused, as Mr. Reiner participated in this discussion.

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher asked the Law Director for his opinion, given the fact that Mr.
Reiner participated in the discussion.

Mr. Smith stated that if 2 Council Member believes fie or she has a conflict, it should be
set forth at the outset and the member should ask to be excused fram the deliberations.
If a member has a conflict, they should not ky to influence the vote or the content of the
project

residential driveway
placement of driv
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

AMENDED
RECORD OF ACTION

FEBRUARY 1, 2007

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

1.

Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 05-183Z —~ Tartan Ridge — 9756 Hyland-
Croy Road

Location: 189.57 acres located north of the intersection of Hyland-Croy and McKitrick
Roads, bordered to the east by Jerome Road and to the north by Brock Road.

Existing Zoning: R, Rural District.

Request: Review and approval of a rezoning to PUD, Planned Unit Development
District under the provisions of Code Section 153.050,

Proposed Use: A mixed-use development that includes 246 single-family iots, 24
townhouse units, approximately 68,500 square feet of commercial space, and 69.14 acres
of open space.

Applicant: Charlie Driscoll, The Edwards Land Company, 495 South High Street, Suite
150, Columbus, Ohio 43215; represented by Ben W. Hale, Jr. and Aaron L. Underhill,
Smith and Hale, 37 West Broad Street, Suite 725, Columbus, Ohio 43215,

Staff Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner.

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

MOTION: To approve this Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan based on the evaluation of
this proposal according to the criteria set forth in Code Section 153.050 and the Ten Land Use
Principles, with eleven conditions, as noted below.

1) That the applicant resolve cost sharing for the infrastructure needed to service the
site with sanitary sewer, water, and streets, to be finalized and agreed upon prior
to final development plan approval;

2) That the Traffic Study be approved by the City of Dublin and Union County prior
to final development plan approval;

3) That all nghts-of-way as outlined in this report be dedicated with the recording of
the final plat;

4) That the applicant participate in improvements to the existing North Fork Indian
Run sewer near 1-270, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

5) That the text be modified to ensurc base height for lighting fixtures are
appropriately sized for safety and that the text and plans be revised to indicate No-
Build Zones, No-Disturb Zone, and fandscape buffers as outlined in this report,
subject to Planning approval;

Page 1 of 2
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ng/Preliminary Development Plan 05-183Z — Tartan Ridge — 9756 Hyland-

Croy Road (Continued)

6)

7

8)

9

10)

11)
“12)
*13)

* 14)

* 15)

That the applicant participate in a cost sharing agreement for infrastructure
improvements constructed by the City of Dublin to be finalized and agreed upon
prior to final development plan approval;

That the access point on Brock Road be approved by the City Engineer and Union
County and that a stub street to the western property boundary, north of the
elementary school, be provided to promote connectivity with possible future
development, subject to Engineering approval;

That the commercial area be redesigned to create a pedestrian-friendly streetscape
and environment by providing parallel parking; subject to Planning and
Engineering approval;

That the bikepath along McKitrick Road be located sensitively to existing natural
features and be sited more centratly within the setback;

That the final development plan for this project incorporate additional public open
space along the front of lots in Subarea D-2;

That in lieu of meeting the Dublin Exterior Lighting Guidelines, the applicant
works with Planning on a night sky preservation program for the lighting;

That the text language be revised to eliminate the language “shall be
permitted” from the conditional use section in Subarea F;

That enhancement of the alleys with landscaping be addressed as part of the
final development Oplan approval process;

That at the final development plan stage, further consideration be given to
the layout of the neighborhood commercial area, such as integrating
buildings versus free-standing, single-use buildings and creating a town
center with a streetscape; and

That the list of prohibited uses in Subarea F be revised to inclnde car washes.

* As amended by City Council on March 19, 2007.

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

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: This Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan was approved.

STAFF CERTIFICATION

ﬁ aud-a O fused
Claudia D. Husak, AICP
Planner
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Mr. Gerber announced
things to discuss.

1. Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 05-183Z — Tartan Ridge — 9756 Hyland-Croy
Road

Mr. Gerber said the Commission reviewed this case at the last meeting, on January 18, and it was

coming back for review of the revised list of uses as it related to retail and commercial. He

asked for a progress report with respect to parking in the retail area.

Claudia Husak presented updates to this case and slides. She said this is a request for review and
approval of a rezoning for 189 acres north of the intersection of Hyland-Croy and McKitrick
Roads. She said the applicant was asked by the Commissicn to revise the text to make changes
to the permitted and conditional uses in the neighborhood commercial area, and to address any
inconsistencies in the text. Ms. Husak said this has allowed two conditions to be eliminated from
this case, and the presentation will focus on the neighborhood commercial area only, as all other
aspects have been discussed previously.

Ms. Husak said that Planning has met with the applicants in order to address concerns and the
text has been revised in terms of the permitted uses and refers to the permitted uses in three
sections of the Zoning Code: SO, Suburban Office and Institutional, NC, Neighborhood
Commercial, and CC, Community Commercial Districts. She said a revised booklet had been
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provided to the Commissioners. Ms. Husak said the text also includes language that specifies
prohibited uses which would be inappropriate in such a neighborhood setting and language that
speaks to the intent of this area as a local neighborhood serving area which will help to
determine whether a particular use is appropriate or not.

Ms. Husak said the Conditional Use section of the text has been updated, based on previous
discussion and Planning believes that the changes will ensure that this area is developed in a
manner that is conducive to a neighborhood serving commercial area. She said based on the
evaluation of this proposal according to the review criteria for a rezoning and preliminary
development plan, and with the modifications stated in the conditions, the plan will successfully
provide appropriate development standards for the site.

Ms. Husak said in addition to the meodifications stated in Conditions 9 and 10 listed in the
Planning Report, this proposal will meet all the Land Use Principles and will advance the general
planning intent of the area. She said the Tartan Ridge development is unique and attractive, and
the applicant has worked with Planning and Engineering to address issues and concerns
previously discussed. She said this development will maintain and further the high level of
development quality in northwest Dublin, and Planning recommends approval with the ten
conditions as detailed in the Planning Report:

1) That the applicant resolve cost sharing for the infrastructure needed to service the site with
sanitary sewer, water, and streets, to be finalized and agreed upon prior to submitting any
final development plan;

2) That the Traffic Study be approved by the City of Dublin and Union County prior to
submittal of a final development plan;

3) That all rights-of-way as outlined in this report be dedicated with the recording of the final
plat;

4) That the applicant participate in improvements to the existing North Fork Indian Run sewer
near 1-270, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

5) That the text be modified to ensure base height for lighting fixtures are appropriately sized
for safety and that the text and plans be revised to indicate No-Build Zones, No-Disturb
Zone, and landscape buffers as outlined in this report, subject to Planning approval;

6) That the applicant participate in a cost sharing agreement for infrastructure improvements
constructed by the City of Dublin to be finalized and agreed upon prior to submitting any
final development plan;

7) That the access point on Brock Road be approved by the City Engineer and Union County
and that a stub street to the western property boundary, north of the elementary school, be
provided to promote connectivity with possible future development, subject to Engineering
approval;

8) That the commercial area be redesigned to create a pedestrian-friendly streetscape and
environment by providing parallel parking; subject to Planning and Engineering approval;

9) That the bikepath along McKitrick Road be located sensitively to existing natural features
and be sited more centrally within the setback; and

10) That the final development plan for this project incorporate additional public open space
along the front of lots in Subarea D-2.

Ms. Husak said the question regarding the layout of parking in the commercial area is something
that Planning has discussed with the applicant and have decided to continue with Condition 8
that the design of this area would be further defined at the final development plan stage.
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Ben W. Hale, Jr.,, representing the applicant, Charlie Driscoll, The Edwards Land Company, said
the Shamrock Crossing development which City Council recently approved, had the same use
issue, and they handled that the same way. He said Council did not like to sece all those uses
listed, so they have taken out the more objectionable uses and placed the Code sections there so
that there are not three pages of uses.

Mr. Gerber noted that there were many people in the audience and asked if anyone wished to
speak to the issues before the Commission. [No response.]

Ms. Jones said she was appreciative of the update in the text. She said the uses prohibited in the
text were the items she was looking to be prohibited. She said the essence of everything
discussed at the last meeting had been captured regarding targeting this to neighborhood services
versus more regional serving uses. She noted that the Conditional Use portion was better
defined. Mr. Zimmerman said he agreed with Ms. Jones that the list requested has been
submitted.

Mr, Gerber referred to Condition 8, and asked if Ms. Husak had discussed it further with the
applicant since the last meeting. Ms. Husak said Planning had discussed with the applicants
what the vision for that area was, and she thought the applicant was working through how it can
be accommodated.

Mr. Hale said everybody is interested in having activity in front of that building, and they do not
want people to have to go all the way around the building to come back and park. He said if
parking is done that way, there might have to be roundabouts at the ends so people can come
back and get a space. Mr. Hale said they also thought there might be walls or other freatment
that might allow some angular or head-in parking on one side of the street. He said they thought
there were a variety of issues that need to be worked through, and they feel like the time to do
that is when they get into engineering, and they come in with the final development plan because
the outstanding issues are on both sides and they want to explore them fully. He said they
understand that when they come back for final development plan approval, the Commission has
the right to say that they want all parallel parking, and if so, they will abide by it. However, they
want to explore other options with Planning to make sure that they are doing the absolute right
thing.

Mr. Gerber asked if Mr. Hale had any problem with Condition 8 at this point. Mr. Hale indicated
he did not.

Mr. Hale said the only other issue they had was that they have a couple of items that they have to
do before they can do a final development plan. He said their first phase is 32 lots off Jerome
Road and they have to do a turn lane there and would like to be able to process that final
development plan prior to resolving the issue how they are going to share costs on other items.

Mr. Saneholtz deferred to staff on the timing matters.

Ms. Husak said Planning would be comfortable to add: “...prior to the approval of the final
development plan” to Conditions | and 6. However, she said for Condition 2, she would refer
to Engineering as the traffic study has to be approved by the City of Dublin as well as the Union
County Engineer. Aaron Stanford said one of the reasons why Engineering included that was so
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that the Planning Report for the final development plan would be able to explain the traffic
improvements and how they work with Union County. He said he thought they still had the
ability to do that if it were based on an approval, but they were trying to be able to have all the
information laid out so that it could be detailed in the Planning Report.

Mr. Hale agreed to submit it. He said it would give them the opportunity to work through issues
with staff while they are negotiating other items. Mr. Gerber agreed to amend Conditions 1, 2,
and 6 to replacing “prior to submitting” with “prior to final development plan approval.”

Mr. McCash said he was concerned with some commercial uses being this close to the Metro
Park. However, he said there was a need for those types of services in this area. He said because
they are close to the Metro Park and on the outskirts of Dublin in the rural areas, he did not think
the Dublin External Lighting Guidelines are appropriate for this area. He suggested making it a
condition that provisions for night sky preservation and protection be considered instead of
following the Dublin External Lighting Guidelines.

Mr. McCash suggested Condition 11: That in lieu of the Dublin Exterior Lighting Guidelines
that staff work with the applicant on a night sky preservation program for the lighting.

Mr. Hale said he had done that before and agreed there were always things that could be done.

Mr. Saneholtz said some of the uses he had concern with were auto repair and auto sales. Aaron
Underhill, Smith and Hale, said they specifically excluded automobile sales. He said auto-
oriented uses were conditional uses in these districts, therefore they would not be permitted. Ms.
Jones noted that the auto-oriented uses were listed on page 44 under number 11.

Mr. Saneholtz noted the text read: Miscellaneous repair shops and related services. He said his
concern was that if they do have a fuel facility at this location, knowing that it is a conditional
use, that he did not want to see aute repair become a part of that. He asked that it be called out in
the text. Mr. Langworthy said if the text states that conditional uses are not permitted and this
one is called out specifically as being prohibited, there may be some problems later when
someone interprets the rest of the conditional uses as being allowed because only one of them
was omitted. He said it was an ordinance interpretation issue that has to be dealt with on a fairly
regular basis. He said he was concerned how it would affect the City in the future. Mr,
Saneholtz and Mr. Walter agreced to lcave it the way it was.

Mr. Sancholtz said another concern he had was that as resuit of the Joint Work Session last
Monday, it became clear to him that Hyland-Croy Road is going to become potentially a four-
lane boulevard, and he did not think this application had addressed creating a significant ease of
connectivity or pedestrian-use in access to the Metro Park: Ms. Husak said other than at the
Hyland-Croy Road and the school access drive roundabout, where there is pedestrian crossing to
access the Metro Park, there are no other specific Metro Park accessible pedestrian areas further
south.

Mr. Saneholtz said at the Joint Work Session it was made clear to him that not only this site, but
also Union County had Jerome Road on the books from US 42 to McKitrick Road as a four-lane
roadway. He said he anticipated that the center would attract some attention from the park, and
the park certainly would attract attention from the residential area and others that will have
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connectivity to this area. Ms. Husak said she was not sure how far along the design of Hyland-
Croy Road was.

Mr. Saneholtz asked if there could be a condition that would anticipate that additional need. He
said it was not a question of if it is going to happen — it is just a question of timing.

Mr. Fishman said that was an excellent point, but he was concerned who would pay for a tunnel.
He said the City had put in several tunnels after the fact and they were expensive. He questioned
whether or not a condition could be added or was needed since the road was not yet engineered.

Mr. Hale said no one knows today what the ultimate improvement will be in the future.

Mr, Walter said he wondered what the applicant’s responsibility was to improvements, based
upon growth outside their control. He said he saw there is a pedestrian flow that will happen
from Tartan, across through this development, to the park, and he did not think they could tell the
developer that because other parcels around are going to develop and their parcel is the natural
flow between the use we are trying to get, that they should be unduly burdened with the cost of
that. However, he said he did take Mr. Saneholtz’s point seriously that the developers bear some
responsibility for providing some level of contribution. He said they should have staff consider
that.

Mr. Hale said there will be negotiation and part of that will be they will have to write a check for
Brand Road because of those planned improvements and what their share is.

Mr. Gerber said safety and related cost issues will be discussed at City Council. He said the
minutes will reflect the Commission discussion.

Mr. McCash said Council had wrestled with as far as what future needs were and how much to
put on a particular developer rather than balancing it out and taking it out of the tax dollar
component.

Ms. Jones asked if the language in Condition 1 lent to that also: “that they had to resolve their
cost-sharing arrangement prior...” She asked if “pedestrian ways” could be added so that
Council could resolve it, or should it be left to go to the next level. Mr. Saneholtz said he
believed that one of the current principles was “pedestrian accessibility to and from the site.” He
said he was in favor of adding some pedestrian language as well. Mr. Walter and Mr. Fishman
agreed that would be a great solution. Mr. Gerber said he agreed with the issues being raised,
however he interpreted that the word “streets” addressed all these issues.

Motion and Vote:

Mr. Gerber moved to approve this Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan based on the

evaluation of this proposal according to the criteria set forth in Code Section 153.050 and the

Ten Land Use Principles, with eleven conditions, as noted below.

1) That the applicant resolve cost sharing for the infrastructure needed to service the site with
sanitary sewer, water, and streets, to be finalized and agreed upon prior to final development
plan approval;

2) That the Traffic Study be approved by the City of Dublin and Union County prior to final
development plan approval;
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3) That all rights-of-way as outlined in this report be dedicated with the recording of the final

lat;

4) ghat the applicant participate in improvements to the existing North Fork Indian Run sewer
near 1-270, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

5) That the text be modified to ensure base height for lighting fixtures are appropriately sized
for safety and that the text and plans be revised to indicate No-Build Zones, No-Disturb
Zone, and landscape buffers as outlined in this report, subject to Planning approval;

6) That the applicant participate in a cost sharing agreement for infrastructure improvements
constructed by the City of Dublin to be finalized and agreed upon prior to final development
plan approval;

7) That the access point on Brock Road be approved by the City Engineer and Union County
and that a stub street to the western property boundary, north of the elementary school, be
provided to promote connectivity with possible future development, subject to Engineering
approval;

8) That the commercial area be redesigned to create a pedestrian-friendly streetscape and
environment by providing parallel parking; subject to Planning and Engineering approval;

9) That the bikepath along McKitrick Road be located sensitively to existing natural features
and be sited more centrally within the setback;

10) That the final development plan for this project incorporate additional public open space
along the front of lots in Subarea D-2; and

11) That in lieu of meeting the Dublin Exterior Lighting Guidelines, the applicant works with
Planning on a night sky preservation program for the lighting.

Mir. Hale agreed to the above 11 conditions. Mr. Zimmerman seconded the motion and the vote
was as follows: Mr. Walter, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Saneholtz, yes; Ms. Jones, yes; Mr.
McCash, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Gerber, yes. (Approved 29"

one condition as noted below:
1) That any future signs for

as as follows: Mr. Walter, yes; Mr,
r. McCash, yes; Mr. ZimmennanM

- Gerber, yes. (Approved 7~ 0.)



	TR_5.2_Draft Packet.pdf
	2. Zoning Map.pdf
	3. Application-Adj Property
	Application
	150 and 500 foot buffers
	Property Owners

	4. Plat
	20121678PLAT-SEC5_2_1.pdf
	20121678PLAT-SEC5_2_2
	20121678PLAT-SEC5_2_3
	20121678PLAT-SEC5_2_4

	5. PZC ROA
	6. PZC Minutes - most recent
	7. Latest PZC Packet - Report and Overview


