Office of the City Manager
. . 5200 Emerald Parkway » Dublin, OH 43017-1090
Clty Of DUblll’l Phone: 614-410-4400 » Fax: 614-410-4490

Memo

To: Members of Dublin City Council
From: Marsha 1. Grigsby, City Manager Ny
Date: June 27, 2013

Injtiated By: Steve Langworthy, Director of Land Use and Long Range Planning
Paul Hammersmith, P.E., Director of Engineering/City Engineer

Re: Preliminary Plat of Rights-of Way for John Shields Parkway, Trinity Street,
Tradala Row, Tollgate Avenue, and Dublin Center Drive (Case 13-052PP).

Summary

This is a request for review and approval of a Preliminary Plat for 7,091 acres of public right-of-
way in the Bridge Street District. This plat (which will be followed by a separate Final Plat
application) establishes a new street system for a portion of the Dublin Village Center (DVC) site
within the Bridge Street Corridor Sawmill Center Neighborhood (BSC-SCN) District. No individual
lots are proposed with this Preliminary Plat; however, the new rights-of-way will establish the
boundaries of the proposed 324-unit Edwards Communities apartment building currently under
review by the Administrative Review Team.

Background

The Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed a Basic Plan for the initial phase of the DVC
redevelopment and the associated Edwards apartment proposal at their May 16, 2013 meeting.
The Commission also reviewed and made a recommendation to City Council on the Preliminary
Plat request on June 20, 2013.

The applicant has also submitted Development Plan Review and Site Plan Review applications o
the Administrative Review Team (ART). The Development Plan Review includes the proposed
street network and block system. The Site Plan Review focuses on the proposed apartment
building and associated site improvements. Approval of the Preliminary Plat by City Councit and
of the Development Plan by the ART is necessary prior to approval of the proposed Site Plan.

Description

The site is part of Dublin Village Center and is bounded by Tuller Road to the north, Village
Parkway to the west and Dublin Center Drive to the east. Existing uses served by the proposed
rights-of-way include the AMC Theater, Applebee’s restaurant, and portions of two shopping
center bulldings and associated parking lots. The Preliminary Plat also provides streets for the
proposed Edwards apartment building. Portions of the existing shopping center buildings will be
demolished (by the property owner) prior to construction of the new streets within the platted
area.

The development blocks created by these rights-of-way were approved by the Planning and
Zoning Commission on May 16, 2013 with the Basic Plan Review, including approval of a waiver
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to exceed the maximum permitted block size for the Edwards apartment project and for the
existing AMC Theater. The proposed street network meets the objectives of the Code and
achieves walkable blocks that place high value on pedestrian movement and safety and that
appropriately distributes vehicular traffic. The access points onto the proposed public streets
and the new intersections are acceptable at this preliminary stage and the general layout of the
streets conforms to the Street Network Map in the Bridge Street Code.

Street Section Details

The Subdivision Regulations require the Preliminary Plat to include the proposed street details,
including lane widths, sidewalk dimensions, planting areas, etc. The plat provides right-of-way
widths based on typical street sections developed as part of the Bridge Street District planning
process, and as further refined through the review process for the proposed Edwards
apartment project and the planned redevelopment of the Dublin Village Center.

All proposed street pavement sections have two 11-foot wide travel lanes and 8-foot wide
parallel parking lanes on both sides of the street. Except as noted below, 2 or 2%2-foot wide
“carriage walks” (a paved walkway for passengers to step when entering or exiting a parked
vehicle) are adjacent to the parallel parking.

Typical street intersections will be designed with pedestrian crossing “bump-outs” to minimize
crossing distance and define the parallel parking lane, similar to those implemented in Historic
Dublin. All streets will have minimum 5-foot wide tree lawns on both sides, with the exception
of John Shields Parkway, which will include 6-foot wide tree lawns. All streets include 6-inch
vertical curbs separating the vehicular and pedestrian realms.

The Plat provides rights-of-way for the following new or reconfigured streets:

o John Shields Parkway (76-foot right-of-way) is the east-west District Connector Street
intended to provide a road connection from Sawmill Road to Riverside Drive. The first
phase of John Shields Parkway was approved with the Vrable Healthcare Final
Development Plan and Final Plat (located on the south side of Tuller Road east of
Riverside Drive). The details of the John Shields Parkway street section are discussed in
the next section of this memo.

o Dublin Center Drive (76-foot right-of-way) will be reconfigured to create a T-intersection
with John Shields Parkway. Additional right-of-way is provided to straighten the existing
curve.

e Tollgate Avenue (65-foot right-of-way) provides an additional east-west connection from
Dublin Center Drive to Village Parkway. The AMC Theater and the Applebee’s restaurant
will have frontage along this new street. Tollgate Avenue will include 11-foot travel
lanes, 8-foot wide parallel parking lanes, 2-foot wide carriage walks, 5-foot wide tree
lawns and 6-foot wide sidewalks.

o Tradala Row (65-foot right-of-way) is a proposed north-south street that connects Tuller
Road to Tollgate Avenue and creates the eastern boundary of the apartment block for



Memo re. Preliminary Plat of Rights-of Way for John Shields Parkway,
Trinity Street, Tradala Row, Tollgate Avenue, and Dublin Center Drive
June 27, 2013

Page 3 of 9

the Edwards project. Two street sections are proposed for Tradala Row. North of John
Shields Parkway, the street will include 8-foot wide sidewalks as required by the
Commission during the Basic Plan Review, and 5-foot wide tree lawns. South of John
Shields Parkway, Tradala Row will include 2-foot wide carriage walks, 5-foot wide tree
lawns, and 6-foot wide sidewalks.

o Trinity Street (60- to 65-foot right-of-way) connects Tuller Road to the new Tollgate
Avenue east of the AMC Theater and to the west of the proposed Edwards apartment
building. Two street sections are proposed for Trinity Street. A 65-foot right-of-way will
be provided for the section south of John Shields Parkway, including 2-foot wide
carriage walks, 5-foot wide tree lawns, and 6-foot wide sidewalks. North of John Shields
Parkway, a 60-foot right-of-way includes 5-foot wide tree lawns adjacent to the travel
lane and 5%-foot wide sidewalks. Due to the location of an overhead power line
easement and related development restrictions to the west of the proposed apartment
block, the narrower right-of-way in this location is adequate to accommodate all
necessary street details.

John Shields Parkway

Provision of Bicycle Facilities

Planning and Engineering have worked together to develop a typical roadway section (Figure A)
for portions of John Shields Parkway extending from Riverside Drive to Village Parkway, which
is envisioned to provide frontage primarily to new urban residential development (this typical
section was approved as part of the Final Plat for the Vrable Healthcare facility). This section
includes a “cycletrack” facility on both sides of the street. Unlike the City’s standard multi-use
paths, cycletracks are facilities dedicated to bicyclists and intended for direct travel along the
street grid. Cycletracks on John Shields Parkway are intended for one-way bicycle travel in each
direction and will be located behind the curb at the same level as the pedestrian sidewalk,
separated by a tree lawn. Pedestrians walking to or from vehicles parked on the street will walk
across the cycletrack to access the sidewalk. This bicycle/pedestrian cross-flow is not expected
to be a problem in more residential areas, where parking turnover will be less frequent than in
an area with greater commercial and mixed use activity.

Cycletracks are not expected on every street in the Bridge Street District. Staff has prioritized
the use of cycletracks on a loop system on portions of the District Connector Streets planned for
the Bridge Street District that will connect Riverside Drive to Village Parkway. The system will
run along portions of John Shields Parkway, Village Parkway, and a new street that will
eventually connect Village Parkway to Dale Drive. A two-way cycletrack is planned along the
east side of Riverside Drive to connect the north and south legs of this system. The cycletrack
system is also planned to connect the east and west sides of the Bridge Street District when
John Shields Parkway is eventually extended across the Scioto River.
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Figure A. John Shields Parkway (Typical Section with Cycletracks)

Although John Shields Parkway is a District Connector Street, the land use context and
character of this street is expected to change east of Village Parkway. Staff's expectation for
John Shields Parkway inside Dublin Village Center is for bicyclists to use the street rather than
providing a separate facility for bikes. This is based on the expectation that the redeveloped site
will be among the densest, most urban centers of activity within the Bridge Street District, with
a greater emphasis on retail, dining and entertainment uses and very high levels of pedestrian
activity and parking turnover. Vehicle speeds are intended to be low (targeted at 25 miles per
hour). Staff's design intent for streets in this area is that bikes and cars will be able to safely
comingle within a typical travel lane and cyclists will be permitted to ride in the center of the
lane to avoid the “door swing zone” of parked cars. This will avoid conflicts between pedestrians
and cyclists between the sidewalk and the parallel parking lane, as well as at crosswalk
locations. It is also expected that many cyclists traveling to destinations within Dublin Village
Center will choose to walk their bicycles along the sidewalk, and/or park their bicycles at a
public bike rack and proceed to their destinations on foot.

Planning and Zoning Commission Basic Plan Review

As part of the Basic Plan application submitted for the Edwards apartment project and
surrounding blocks, the applicant proposed a typical street section for John Shields Parkway
(Figure B) that was consistent with staff's design intent as described above. At the Basic Plan
Review, the Planning and Zoning Commission made a condition of approval that a “designated
bicycle way” be provided along John Shields Parkway within Dublin Village Center rather than
requiring bicyclists to rely on riding within the street. Staff worked with the applicant to develop
a revised street section (Figure C) to meet this condition as part of the Preliminary Plat review.
The revised section included a two-way shared bicycle/pedestrian path on the north side of
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John Shields Parkway (in front of the proposed Edwards apartment building) along with a
separate pedestrian-only sidewalk on the other side of the tree lawn. The south side of the John
Shields Parkway was proposed to have a carriage walk and typical sidewalk, with no bicycle
facility. Staff supported this solution and recommended approval of the Preliminary Plat.
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Figure B. John Shields Parkway as proposed at the Basic Plan Review with no bicycle facilities

JOMN SHIELDS PARKWAY
NORTH SIDE

JOHN SHIELDS PARKWAY
SOUTH SIDE
Adjacent to
Edwards
Project

e x z w - o o w w (L] w z x
E & Ed = z X z z z o
z »Z = 5
g H BE 32 g 3 | H b E S
5 = 3 gu =3 z - o i 2 3 =
oo ] @ ¥y F = = i o I [
3 o « 8 5% o & 3 = < e i
W = PE23 e o a frr @ = 4
x £ 5 52 58 3 = & 3 = 5 g
i Z o a5 Be F o] ) 3 Z 2 o
z B I+ w g ] T [+] a o ok il o
= &+ £ ax F T & EL P 3 2
: 8 8 5 - . $ g
L 4 8 ] - [
9 - 2 w L 2
9 @ L]
B

PEDESTRIAN ZONE VEHICULAR ZONE PEDESTRIAN ZONE

Figure C. John Shields Parkway as originally submitted to the Planning and Zoning Commission with the Preliminary
Plat with a shared bicycle/pedestrian path
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After further analysis of the revised plan depicting the shared bicycle/pedestrian path
configuration, the applicant expressed concern with the potential for pedestrian/bicycle conflicts
in the proposed bikeway due to the high volume of retail-oriented pedestrian activity expected
in this area. To address this concern, the applicant developed an alternative street section
(Figure D) for the Commission’s consideration. The alternative street section eliminated the
sidewalk-level shared path and instead added an additional three feet of pavement width to
both vehicular travel lanes, with a “sharrow” marking on the outside edge of the widened travel
lane (this is the same pavement marking used on portions of Emerald Parkway).
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Figure D. John Shields Parkway — Applicant’s alternative section as proposed to the Planning and Zoning Commission
during the Preliminary Plat review

Staff is concerned with the wide lane/sharrow approach and is not supportive of this solution
for the following reasons:

1) One of the key design objectives for streets within the Bridge Street District is to
minimize pavement width, helping to control traffic speeds and enhance pedestrian
mobility;

2) A sharrow marking along the outside edge of the travel lane encourages cyclists to ride
within the door swing zone of the parallel parking lane and within the maneuvering area
used by cars to back into parallel spaces;

3) Wider vehicular travel lanes induce increased automobile speeds, potentially negating
the effect of providing additional space for cyclists on the road; and

4) The additional pavement width increases pedestrian crossing distances at intersections.
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Accommaodating bicycle travel while maintaining a safe, pedestrian-friendly environment is very
important. It is staff's opinion that in highly walkable urban environments, streets should be
designed with the clear expectation that cyclists may use typical vehicular travel lanes and
additional pavement width is counterproductive for low-speed streets.

Planning and Zoning Commission Preliminary Plat Review

During the Planning and Zoning Commission’s review of the Preliminary Plat, the Commission
felt that neither of the proposed street sections (either the two-way bicycle/pedestrian path on
the north side of John Shields Parkway, or the wide lane/sharrow configuration) adequately met
the original Basic Plan condition requiring “a designated bicycle way.” The Commission
recommended that staff continue to explore an acceptable solution and added the following
condition of approval (Condition 5) to the Preliminary Plat:

That the applicant continue to work with staff to design the proposed bicycle facility for
John Shields Parkway as a space separately designated to avoid confiicts with pedestrians
and vehicles, and that the street sections be updated accordingly prior to submitting the
Preliminary Plat to City Council.

The Commission also added a condition of approval (Condition 3) to provide minimum 5-foot
wide tree lawns and minimum 8-foot wide sidewalks on John Shields Parkway.

Staff has continued to work with the applicant to find an acceptable solution to accommodate
bicycle travel on John Shields Parkway while addressing the design objectives reflected in the
Commission’s condition. Another option that was considered would have further widened the
pavement width to provide a striped and dedicated bicycle lane adjacent to the parallel parking
lane. However, staff has concerns with this approach for the same reasons noted above for the
wide lane/sharrow option.

Proposed John Shields Parkway Section

The applicant has provided a revised Preliminary Plat for Council’s consideration. The proposed
street section for John Shields Parkway (Figure E) includes 11-foot wide “shared lanes” and 8-
foot wide parallel parking lanes. The shared lanes include sharrow markings in the center of the
travel lane, rather than within the “door swing zone” at the edge of the travel lane, with no
increase to the overall lane width. Additionally, the street will be signed to clearly indicate that
bicyclists may use the full lane, using appropriate pavement markings and traffic sign standards
per the Ohio Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (OMUTCD).

In addition to the pavement markings and signs encouraging cyclists’ full use of the shared
travel lanes, the preferred street section includes a 6-foot wide tree lawn and a 10-foot wide
sidewalk. Both the tree lawn and sidewalk dimensions exceed the minimums requested by the
Commission. The wider sidewalk reinforces the Commission’s desire for an active pedestrian-
oriented street and is consistent with the planning and design objectives for streets within the
Sawmill Center Neighborhood District.
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Figure E. Proposed John Shields Parkway Section with shared bicycle/vehicle lanes, pavement markings and traffic
signs

While this solution does not meet the letter of the Planning and Zoning Commission’s condition
to provide a “separately designated” bicycle facility, staff believes that it meets the spirit and
intent of designing John Shields Parkway within the Dublin Village Center as a bicycle-friendly
street with an inviting pedestrian realm. This design solution will help avoid conflicts with
bicyclists and vehicles by setting a clear expectation for both motorists and cyclists that cyclists
are expected to ride within the travel lane and motorists are expected to respect their right to
do so.

Other Plat Considerations

Right-of-Way Lines at Street Intersections

The Subdivision Regulations 152.029(B)(6) require rights-of-way at street intersections be
connected with a straight line tangent. The proposed plat does not include this chamfered
intersection due to the Bridge Street Code requirements for “corner occupancy” by buildings,
and Engineering has confirmed that the subdivision requirement is not necessary in this
location. Code allows the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council to modify this
requirement. The Commission approved a condition (Condition 4) to waive the requirement. By
approving the proposed plat, Council will waive the requirement; no additional action is
necessary.

Utility Infrastructure

The applicant is proposing to use existing sanitary sewer infrastructure to serve the proposed
Edwards apartment project. New public sanitary sewer extensions may be needed to serve
future development in this area and will be studied as part of future project proposals. New
public water lines will be installed within the proposed rights-of-way. The applicant proposes to
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reuse portions of the existing on-site storm sewer system. Engineering has undertaken a review
of the existing stormwater infrastructure conditions and will determine if additional storm
sewers will need to be installed with this project. The applicant is also proposing to use a
permeable paver in the parallel parking spaces along John Shields Parkway. This will provide
the necessary water quality storm control measures to meet both City and State requirements.
More information on the existing and proposed utility infrastructure is included in the June 20
Planning and Zoning Commission Report (attached to this memo).

Open Space

Open Space dedication is not required with a right-of-way plat. A Development Agreement
between the City and the property owner will include provisions for the fulfillment of the
required open space dedication for the Edwards residential project.

Tree Preservation

The required tree survey includes a table listing all trees within the proposed right-of-way to be
removed and their conditions. There are 167 trees that equate to 1,524 inches to be removed.
Code Section 153.065(D)(9)(b) provides for exemptions to tree replacement requirements in
the Bridge Street District when trees were planted as part of a previously approved
development plan, requiring no replacement of the removed trees.

Recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission

The Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed the proposed Preliminary Plat on June 20, 2013
and recommended approval to City Council with five conditions (listed below). Conditions 1, 2
and 3 have been addressed by the applicant to the satisfaction of Planning and Engineering.
Condition 4 will be met with approval of the proposed Preliminary Plat by City Council. Although
a “separately designated” bicycle space as described in Condition 5 is not provided, it is staff's
recommendation that the proposed street section for John Shields Parkway is an appropriate
solution that addresses the objectives of the condition.

Recommended Conditions (Planning and Zoning Commission).

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

2) That the applicant provide street names for proposed Streets A, B and C prior to submitting
the preliminary plat for City Council review;

3) That the applicant revise the proposed street section for John Shields Parkway to include
minimum 5-foot wide tree lawns and minimum 8-foot wide sidewalks, and provide additional
easements where necessary;

4) That the subdivision requirement stating rights-of-way lines at street intersection must be
connected with a straight line tangent be waived with this proposal; and

5) That the applicant continue to work with staff to design the proposed bicycle facility for
John Shields Parkway as a space separately designated to avoid conflicts with pedestrians
and vehicles, and that the street sections be updated accordingly prior to submitting the
preliminary plat to City Council.

Recommendation

Staff recommends City Council approval of the proposed Preliminary Plat.
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February 2009

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION APPLICATION

(Code Section 153.232)

I. PLEASE CHECK THE TYPE OF APPLICATION:

[J Informal Review [ Final Piat
CITY OF DUBLIN. (Section 152.085)
| Land Lsa an [ Concept Plan [ conditional Use
S S, raog (Section 153.066(A)(1)) (Section 163.236)
Dublin, Ohlo 430141234
Phons/ TDD: 814-4)0-4400 O Preliminary Development Plan / Rezoning [ corridor Development District (CDD)
web St obinenn (Section 163.053) (Section 153.115)
O Final Development Plan [ corridor Development District (CDD) Sign
(Section 153.053(E)) {Section 153.115)
[0 Amended Final Development Plan [ Minor Subdivision
(Section 1563.063(E))
[ standard District Rezoning [ Right-of-Way Encroachment
(Section 163.018)
Preliminary Plat [ other (Please Specify):
(Section 152.015)
Please utilize the applicable Supplemental Application Requirements sheet for
additional submittal requirements that will need to accompany this application form.

Il. PROPERTY INFORMATION: This section must be completed.

Property Address(es): 6635-689, 6669, 6711-815 Dublin Center Dr., 6800 Federated Blvd., 6825 Tuller Rd.

Tax ID/Parcel Number{s): Parcel Slze(s) (Acres):
273-009054, 273-009045, 273-009084, 273-009153, 273-009127, 273-008154, 13.690+10.807+8.428+0.923+1.492
273-009058, 273-008030 +0.911+7.446+1.920 = 45.617 Ac.

Exlsting Land Use/Development: Dublin Village shopping center

IF APPLICABLE, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING:

Proposed Land Use/Development: Public roadways

Total acres affected by application: 7,181 Ac.

lll. CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER(S): Please attach additional sheets if needed.
Name (Individual or Organization): Whittingham Capital, LLC

565 Metro PI. S. Ste. 480
Malling Address: Dubiin, OH 43017
(Street, City, State, ZIp Code) ptin: Kevin McCauley

Daytime Telephone: 814-764-0981 Fax: 614-764-2207

Emall or Alternate Contact Information: kevin@stavroff.com

Page1 of 3
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IV. APPLICANT(S): This is the person(s) who is submitting the application if different than the property owner(s) listed in part Ill.
Please complete if applicable.

Name: Edwards Communities Development Co., Altn: Steve Simonetti Applicant is also property owner: yes O nel?]

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

Mailing Address: . High St., Ste. 150, Col OH 43215
(Street, City, State, Zip Code) 495 S. Hig ,» ote. . umbus, 32
Daytime Telephone: 614-241-2070 o 614-241-2080

Email or Alternate Contact Information: $8imoneti@edwardscompanies.com

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 if applicable.

Name: EMH&T, Aitn: Robert Ferguson, PE

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

Mailing Address:
(Street, City, State, Zip Code) 5500 New Albany Rd., Columbus, OH 43215

Daytime Telephone: 614-775-4619 Fax: 814-775-4806

Email or Alternate Contact Information: rferguson@emht.com

VI. AUTHORIZATION FOR OWNER’S APPLICANT or REPRESENTATIVE(S): If the applicant is not the property owner,
this section must be completed and notarized.

| Matt Stavroff , the owner, hereby authorize

Edwards Communities Development Co. c/o Steve Simonetti to act as my applicant or

representative(s) in all matters pertaining to the processing and approval of this application, including modifying the project. | agree
to be bound by all representations and agreements made by the designated representative.

\
Signature of Current Property Owner: M == 'ﬁ‘x ‘., Date: é - ; ~f '3

o >3
\. 5
|:] Check this box if the Authorization for Owner's Applicant or Represgnta s) is apt as e‘ilocuman
H : ' Y ACE L DANIELS
Subscribed and sworn before me this day of )r(/ll’\f ,20 & :  Notary Public, Stte of Ohio
" ¥, t i My Commission Expires 09-27-2014
stateof _ O W © il

3
e Pl
Triigrare ot

county of "2 vis MCim Notary Public QGA arek Q ‘B
‘ ? 7,

Vil. AUTHORIZATION TO VISIT THE PROPERTY: site visits to the property by City representatives are essential 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.

| Steve Simonetti B, the owner or authorized representative, hereby
authorize City representatives to visit, photograph and post a notice on the property described in this application.

| S T
Signature of applicant or authorized representative: %‘*‘\M Date: c,\ 3 \ -
z5p
Page 2 of 3 | i W £
Fini COPY
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February 2009

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION APPLICATION

(Code Saction 153.232)

|. PLEASE CHECK THE TYPE OF APPLICATION:

(] Informal Review (] Final Plat
{8ection 152.085)

[] Concept Plan (O conditiona! Use
{Section 163.056(A)X1)) {8ection 153.236)

(J Preftmimary Davelopment Plan / Rezoning {_] Corridor Devefopmant Diatrict (COD)
(Sectlon 153.053) {Saction 183.115)

O Final Development Plan [[] Corridor Davelopment Dlatrict (GDOD) Sign
(Section 153.053(E)) (8ection 158.115)

[0 Amendad Final Davalopment Plan [J Minor Subdivision

(Section 163.063(E))

[ standard District Rezoning [ Right-of-Way Encraachmant
(Saction 183.018)

[ Praliminary Plat O other (Plaass SpacHy):
(Saction 152.0156)

Please utltize the applicabla Suppfements! Application Raquirements sheet for
additional submittal requirements that will naed to accompany this application form.

Il. PROPERTY INFORMATION: This section must ba complatad.

Property Addressa(os):

Tax ID/Parcel Numbor(s):

Parcal Size(x) (Acres):

Exlsting Land Uss/Davelopment:

IF APPLICABLE, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING: ]

—

Proposad Laad Usg/Developmeant:

Total acres affacted by application:

lil. CURRENT PROPERTY QOWNER(S): Pleass attach additional shests i nsadad.

Nama {Individual or Organization). Clearviaw Dublin, LLC

Malling Address:

2121 N. Akard, Sulte 250
Dalles, Texas 75201

{Stroot, City, Stata, Zip Cade) aty: Michael D. Starcher

Daytime Telsphona: 214-855-0550 Fax: CQ-UJ( Bsg 0{558

Emali or Altarnate Contact information: M[LC %@ c.:l \_l..at LonA
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IV. APPLICANT(S): Yhia (s the parson(s) wha Is submltting tha application If different than the property owner(s) iiatad In part {iL.
Please campiste If appiicable.

Name: Edwards Gommunities Co., Attn: Steve Somonatti Appiicant Ia alse progorty owner: yes ) no[Z]

Organlzation (Owner, Daveloper, Gontractor, stc.); Developer

Mai(ing Addrasa: 495 S, High St, Ste. 150, Calumbue, OH 43215
[Btreet, Clty, Stata, Zip Code)
Daytima Tolaphone: 514-241-2070 Fax: 614-241-2080

Emall or AResnats Contact Informatlon: Ssimonetti@edwardscompanies.com

V. REPRESENTATIVE(S) OF APPLICANT / PROPERTY OWNER: This Ia the porson(s) who Is submitting the application
on behalf of tha applicant listad In part [V or proparty owner ligted In part [II. Plsase compiets H appiicable.

Name: EMHA&T, Attn: Robart Farguson, PE

Organization (Owner, Developer, Contractor, ote.): Civil Engineer

Malling Addreas:
(8trat, City, Stato, ZIp Code) 5500 Nsw Albany Rd., Celumbus, OH 43054

Daytime Telaphona: 814-7754619 Fax: 514-7754808

Emasll or Aiternats Contact Informatinn: fferguson@emht.com

Vi, AUTHORIZATION FOR OWNER’S APPLICANT or REPRESENTATIVE(S}: if the spplicant i not the proparty owner,
this section must be completed and notarized.

1 M lm&] D 8+( LKLV\B\E. , tho awner, hersby authorize

Edwards Communities Development Ca, c/o Stave Simonstti to act aa my applicant or
rapresentative(s) In all mattors pertsining to the processing and approval of this appllcation, Including modlfying the project. I agree
to be baund by ail represantatl made hy the dotgaahd raprasentative,

Signature of Current Property Owner; Dy (g! 13) |3
} ‘

\OALel D, ?QRFEWWTE
Chock this box i the Auu\oﬂu!ﬁ\‘or Ownes'r's Ppplanl or Representative(s) I8 attached as a separate documsnt

I { g ' QLLJ_‘}C 20 | 2 T
Subscribed and aworn befora me this day of ) 3\'?-:';;"' MARY B. CASTLEBERRY
State of [exus *% Notary Public, State ot Texas
County of D o H a5 Notary Public

doy My Commission Expires
October 09, 2016

Vi, AUTHORIZATION TO VISIT THE PROPERTY: Site i/isita to the propsrty by CHy repremantstives ara ssaantisl to process this
application. Tha Owner/Applicant, aa notad teiow, horaby authorizas Clty rapresentatives o visit, photograph and post a notice on the
property described In this appiication.

| , the owner or authorized roepresantative, heraby
puthoriza City representatives to vialt, photogrsph and post a notice on the property describad In this appi(catian.

Signature of applicant or avthorizad represantative: Data:
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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 Council does not constitute a guarantee or binding commitment that the City of Dublin will be able
to provide essential services such as water and sewer facilities when needed by said Owner/Applicant.

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

= S
Signature of applicant or authorized representative: _AHQ <—‘——\“‘—‘§;§ Date: (9\ 2, \ ‘%

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

i Steve Simonetti , the owner or authorized representative, have
read and understand the contents of this application. The information contained in this application, attached exhibits and other
information submitted is complete and in all respects true and correct, to the my k and belief.

) "
Signature of applicant or authorized representatw@lu—_q‘ é;‘:‘_\:'\ Date: (’ \ 3 \ 1’5
Subscribed and swomn to before me this : ) day ofé ’ | Al I,£ , 20

State of O\(\J =}
Countyofhjt rﬁ{l\CIl (\

Notary Public

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Amount Recolved:J%\-(gg‘ Apptication No: | ?J -051 P? P&Z Date(s}: P&Z Action:

Recelpt No: 1300394 Map Zone: Date Received: |4 \’5 \ 1®% Received By: W/
City Councll {(First ReadIng): City Gouncil (Second Reading):

Gity Councl( Action: Ordinance Number:

Type of Request: PVU’LWV\M/I W_.
N.S,E@Imle)smaof Sawnill QM_'{ / w LM(/ m'“’[ /Dan Cundles By,
N.W(CIrcla) Side of Nearest Intersection: V\ l[tU]‘ (/?MN ﬂuli % TVl @pﬁ.&(

Distance from Nearest {ntersection:

Existing Zoning District: f4,(+ Sawpall MMWA" Zoning DISMV

Fii COPY



PARCEL DESCRIPTION
7.091 ACRES

Situated in the State of Ohio, County of Franklin, City of Dublin, lying in Quarter Township 2,
Township 2, Range 19, United States Military Lands, and being part of the 7.467 acre tract conveyed to
Clearview Dublin, LLC by deed of record in Instrument Number 201009140119604, the 0.919 acre tract
conveyed to Whittingham Capital, LLC by deed of record in Instrument Number 201008040099452, and
the 13.545, 10.917, 0.931, 8.381, and 1.502 acre tracts conveyed to Whittingham Capital, LLC by deed of
record in Instrument Number 201304010053357, (all references are to the records of the Recorder’s
Office, Franklin County, Ohio) and being more particularly described as follows:

Beginning, for reference, at the centerline intersection of Tuller Road (60 feet wide) and Dublin
Center Drive (60 feet wide);

Thence North 86°24°35” West, a distance of 74.02 feet, with the centerline of said Dublin Center
Drive, to a point;

Thence North 03°32°13" East, a distance of 30.00 feet, across said Dublin Center Drive, to a
point in the northerly right-of-way line thereof, being a southerly line of said 7.467 acre tract, being the
TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING;

Thence with the northerly and westerly right-of-way lines of said Dublin Center Drive, with the

arc of a curve to the left, having a central angle of 90°35'28", a radius of 257.88 feet, an arc length of
407.74 feet, and a chord that bears South 48°16'57" West, a chord distance of 366.57 feet to a point;

Thence South 02°59'32" West, with said westerly right-of-way line, a distance of 236.06 feet to a
point;

Thence across said Whittingham tracts, the following courses and distances:
North 87°18'39" West, a distance of 775.0S feet to a point;

With the arc of a curve to the left, having a central angle of 47°17'34", a radius of 217.50 feet, an
arc length of 179.53 feet, and a chord that bears South 69°02'34" West, a chord distance of 174.47 feet to

a point;

South 45°23'47" West, a distance of 6.53 feet to a point in the easterly right-of-way line of
Village Parkway (60 feet wide);

Thence North 44°36'13" West, with said easterly right-of-way line, a distance of 65.00 feet to a
point;

Thence across said Whittingham tracts, the following courses and distances:
North 45°23'47" East, a distance of 6.53 feet to a point of curvature;

With the arc of a curve to the right, having a central angle of 33°01'46", a radius of 282.50 feet,
an arc length of 162.85 feet, and a chord that bears North 61°54'40" East, a chord distance of 160.61 feet
to a point;

North 04°58'05" West, a distance of 19.73 feet to a point of curvature;

With the arc of a curve to the right, having a central angle of 07°3926", a radius of 282.50 feet,
an arc length of 37.75 feet, and a chord that bears North 01°08'22" West, a chord distance of 37.73 feet to
a point of tangency;

North 02°4121" East, a distance of 321.70 feet to a point;
With the arc of a curve to the night, having a central angle of 19°22'27", a radius of 288.00 feet,

an arc length of 97.38 feet, and a chord that bears North 61°54'39" West, a chord distance of 96.92 feet to
a point of reverse curvature;
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With the arc of a curve to the left, having a central angle of 35°05'14", a radius of 212.00 feet, an
arc length of 129.83 feet, and a chord that bears North 69°46'03" West, a chord distance of 127.81 feet to
a point of tangency;

North 87°18'39" West, a distance of 217.38 feet to a point in said easterly right-of-way line;

Thence North 02°36'10" East, with said easterly right-of-way line, a distance of 76.00 feet to a
point;

Thence across said Whittingham tracts, the following courses and distances:
South 87°18'39" East, a distance of 217.50 feet to a point of curvature;

With the arc of a curve to the right, having a central angle of 35°05'14" a radius of 288.00 feet,
an arc length of 176.37 feet, and a chord that bears South 69°46'03" East, a chord distance of 173.62 feet
to a point of reverse curvature;

With the arc of a curve to the left, having a central angle of 14°13'32", a radius of 212.00 feet, an
arc length of 52.64 feet, and a chord that bears South 59°20'12" East, a chord distance of 52.50 feet to a
point;

North 02°41'21" East, a distance of 631.40 feet to a point in the southerly right-of-way line of
said Tuller Road;

Thence North 85°55'21" East, with said southerly right-of-way line, a distance of 45.49 feet to a
point;

Thence continuing across said Whittingham tracts, the following courses and distances:
South 02° 41 14 West, a distance of 84.12 feet to a point;

South 42° 18” 39" West, a distance of 15.34 feet to a point;

South 02° 417 21 West, a distance of 555.59 feet to a point on the arc of a curve;

With the arc of said curve to the right, having a central angle of 04° 11°* 307, a radius of 212.00
feet, an arc length of 15.51 feet, a chord bearing and distance of South 85° 12° 54” East, 15.51 feet to a
point;

South 87° 18’ 39” East, a distance of 347,19 feet to a point;

North 02° 41’ 21" East, a distance of 661.58 feet to a point in the southerly right-of-way line of
said Tuller Road;

Thence South 87°18'39" East, with said southerly right-of-way line, a distance of 71.28 feet to a
point;

Thence continuing across said Whittingham and Clearview Dublin tracts, the following courses
and distances:

South 61°03'33" West, a distance of 7.37 feet to a point;
South 02°4121" West, a distance of 657.71 feet to a point;

South 87°18'39" East, a distance of 659.93 feet to a point in the northerly right-of-way line of
said Dublin Center Drive,

Thence with the northerly right-of-way line of said Dublin Center Drive, with the arc of a curve
to the right, having a central angle of 48°31'23", a radius of 25.00 feet, an arc length of 21.17 feet, and a
chord that bears South 63°1925" West, a chord distance of 20.55 feet to a point;
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Thence North 86°24'35" West, continuing with the northerly right-of-way line of said Dublin
Center Drive, a distance of 18.33 feet, to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, and containing 18.521

acres of land, more or less.
EXCEPTING THEREFROM, THE FOLLOWING:
EXCEPTION | OF 2:

Situated in the State of Ohio, County of Franklin, City of Dublin, tying in Quarter Township 2,
Township 2, Range 19, United States Military Lands, and being part of the 7.467 acre tract conveyed to
Clearview Dublin, LLC by deed of record in Instrument Number 201009140119604, and the 13.545,
8.381, and 1.502 acre tracts conveyed to Whittingham Capital, LLC by deed of record in Instrument
Number 201304010053357, (all references are to the records of the Recorder’s Office, Franklin County,
Ohio) and being more particularly described as follows:

Beginning, for reference, at the centerline intersection of Tuller Road (60 feet wide) and Dublin
Center Drive (60 feet wide),

Thence North 86°24°35™ West, a distance of 74.02 feet, with the centerline of said Dublin Center
Drive, to a point;

Thence North 03°32°13” East, a distance of 30.00 feet, across said Dublin Center Drive, to a
point in the northerly right-of-way line thereof, being a southerly line of the 7.467 acre tract conveyed to
Clearview Dublin, LLC by deed of record in Instrument Number 2010091401 19604;

Thence South 86°24'35" East, with said northerly right-of-way line, a distance of 18.33 feet to a
point of curvature;

Thence continuing with the northerly right-of-way line of said Dublin Center Drive, with the arc
of a curve to the left, having a central angle of 48°31'23", a radius of 25.00 feet, an arc length of 21.17
feet, and a chord that bears North 69°19'25" East, a chord distance of 20.55 feet to a point;

Thence South 87°1839” West, across said Whittingham and Clearview Dublin tracts, a distance
of 659.93 feet to a point;

Thence South 02°41°21” West, continuing across said Whittingham tracts, a distance of 76.00
feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING;

Thence continuing across said Whittingham tracts, the following courses and distances:
South 87°18'39" East, a distance of 356.86 feet to a point;

South 02°59'29" West, a distance of 359.43 feet to a point;

North 87°18'39" West, a distance of 354.96 feet to a point;

North 02°4121" East, a distance of 359.43 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, and
containing 2.937 acres of land, more or less.

EXCEPTION 2 OF 2:

Situated in the State of Ohio, County of Franklin, City of Dublin, lying in Quarter Township 2,
Township 2, Range 19, United States Military Lands, and being part of the 10.917 and 8.381 acre tracts
conveyed to Whittingham Capital, LLC by deed of record in Instrument Number 201304010053357, (ali
references are to the records of the Recorder’s Office, Franklin County, Ohio) and being more particularly
described as follows:

Beginning, for reference, at the centerline intersection of Tuller Road (60 feet wide) and Dublin
Center Drive (60 feet wide);
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Thence North 86°24'35” West, a distance of 74.02 feet, with the centerline of said Dublin Center
Drive, t0 a point;

Thence North 03°32°13" East, a distance of 30.00 feet, across said Dublin Center Drive, to a
point in the northerly right-of-way line thereof, being a southerly line of the 7.467 acre tract conveyed to
Clearview Dublin, LLC by deed of record in Instrument Number 201009140119604;

Thence South 86°24'35" East, with said northerly right-of-way line, a distance of 18.33 feet to a
point of curvature;

Thence continuing with the northerly right-of-way line of said Dublin Center Drive, with the arc
of a curve to the left, having a central angle of 48°31'23", a radius of 25.00 feet, an arc length of 21.17
feet, and a chord that bears North 69°19'25" East, a chord distance of 20.55 feet to a point;

Thence South 87°18'39” West, across said Whittingham and Clearview Dublin tracts, a distance
of 724.93 feet to a point;

Thence South 02°41°21” West, continuing across said Whittingham tracts, a distance of 76.00
feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING;

Thence continuing across said Whittingham tracts, the following courses and distances:

South 02°41'21" West, a distance of 359.43 feet to a point;

North 87°18'39" West, a distance of 355.63 feet to a point;

North 04°58'05" West, a distance of 19.68 feet to a point;

With the arc of a curve to the right, having a central angle of 07°3926", a radius of 217.50 feet,
an arc length of 29.07 feet, and a chord that bears North 01°08'22" West, a chord distance of 29.05 feet to
a point;

North 02°41°21" East, a distance of 311.23 feet to a point;

With the arc of a curve to the left, having a central angle of 02°35'11", a radius of 288.00 feet, an
arc length of 13.00 feet, and a chord that bears South 86°01'04" East, a chord distance of 13.00 feet to a
point;

South 87°18'39" East, a distance of 347.19 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, and
containing 2.970 acres of land, more or less.

Leaving a net acreage of 7.091 acres.
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Dublin Village Center

Sawmill Center Neighborhood
District-Tuller & Village Pkwy
Edwards Communities

Progressive Realty Associates LP
3800 Tuller Road
Dublin, OH 43017

EQI Financing Partnership, 11l L P
3920 Tuller Road
Dublin, OH 43017

Whittington Capital LLC
6800 Federated Boulevard
Dublin, OH 43017

Chelsea RP Ltd
6671 Village Parkway
Dublin, OH 43017

e Whittingham Capital, LLC

Stavroff Interests Ltd
Matt Stavroff

565 Metro Place Ste 480

Dublin, OH 43017

Bef Reit, Inc.
3830 Tuller Road
Dublin, OH 43017

Divya Jyoti Ltd
3950 Tuller Road
Dublin, OH 43017

CAR GER OH DUB LLC
6715 Sawmill Road
Dublin, OH 43017

Byers Realty LLC
6801 Village Parkway
Dublin, OH 43017

e Edwards Communities Dev. Co
c/o Steve Simonetti
495 S. High Street, Ste. 150
Columbus, OH 43215

S-One LLC
3890 Tuller Road
Dublin, O 43017

Hardage Hotels | LLC
4130 Tuller Road
Dublin, OH 43017

Clearview Dublin LLC
6825 Dublin Center Drive
Dublin, OH 43017



April 25,2013

Project Description
Edwards Communities — Dublin Village Center

Project Description - Edwards Communites, central Ohio’s premuer residential community
buildes, proposes to design, construct and manage a new high-end multi-family residential
commupity within the Sawmill Neighborhood District area of Dublin, The community will consist
of approximately 324 residences and will incorporate all of the unique and important design
elements of the new Dublin — Bridge Street District. There will be approximately 224 one-bedroom
units and 100 two-bedroom units. The community will be marketed to young professionals. Some
of the larger two-bedroom units will also have a den space and will be macketed to empty nester
families, which is an increasing demographic.

The tesidental community will consist of an approximately 6.5 acre site which is fronted on the
north by Tuller Road, on the south by a new John Shields Parkway, and on the east by a new
roadway. The new roadways will be designed and constructed to include 2ll of the important urban
clements of the Bridge Street District Code. The road network will essentially define the new
community within 2 well-connected urban framework and will bave a strong pedesuian friendly

SttCCtSCﬁpCA

This residential community will be a very impottant ingredient within a new mixed-use
neighborhood which will include residences, restaurants, retail shops, office space, a newly
renovated AMC movie theatre and urban green spaces. The streetscape on all sides of the
community will reflect the goals of the Brdge Street District and will be inviting to both the
passerby as well as the residents.

The Architectural Design will reflect a classical style which is nmeless and will strengthen the new
neighborhood’s sense-of-place. The main residental building will consist of an assemblage of well-
designed classic architectural components that reflect the important goals of the Bridge Street
District. The building will be designed utilizing the Podium Apartment Buslding design guidelines and
will be 2 and 3 stories of residential over a single level of podium parking, There will also be
residental units on the ground floot.

The main entrance will be fronted on the south side 2long the newly built John Shields Parkway and
will focus on the projects leasing center and community clubhouse amenity. The pedestrian
oriented streetscape will offer an inviting first impression feeling. There will be a strong
indoor/outdoor relationship between the streetscape and the entranceways. This new entrance atca
will be just across the street from the new neighbothoods urban core consisting of new restaurants
and an exciting urban green space.



The 7,500 square foot community clubhouse and leasing center will include 2n inviting Jeasing center
space, a well-equipped fitness facility, casual living areas spaces, a movie theatre and othes resident
ameniries such as a business center and mail room. The clubhouse atea will have a strong
relationship to the pool courtyard with large outdoor seating areas and lush landscaped spaces.

Additional entranceways will be on the east and west sides of the main residential butlding. The
entrance coustyards will have a strong connection to the streetscape and will offer a very inviting
expetience. These entrance courtyards will essentially be pocket parks and will offer seaung,
interesting paved areas and landscaping.

A majority of the parking spaces for the communury will be housed within the podiumn parking area
on the ground floor. Of the projects apptoximately 468 parking spaces, 300 spaces will be within
the building’s podium parking area, with another 65 spaces within a parking area on the west side of
the building. There are also another 103 on-street parking spaces along the new tree lined streets.
The total parking ratio is 1.44 spaces per unit including the immediate on-street spaces. The exact
parking count is preliminary and will be finalized during the constructon document phase. Edwards
feels very comforrable with this parking rano as it 1s consistent with their other communities,

LEED Certification — Edwards Communities feels strongly that they are on the leading edge of
architectural design & planning. Under the U.S. Green Building Council LEED Certification Points
System, the project as cutrently designed meets or exceeds the LEED Certified points threshold.

Landscaping - The community will include 3 private lushly landscaped open-air atnium courtyards.
The main courtyard which adjoins the community center will include 2 swimming pool, interesung
paved areas, seating areas and lush landscaped spaces. The middle courtyard of the building will be
constructed above the podium parking level and will incorporate various well designed tandscape
features including paved terrace seating areas and landscaped treatments, The north courtyard will
also be on the ground level and include walkways, seating areas and Jandscaping.

Edwards Communities’ current development schedule anticipates that the residential community
will bave 2 phased construction schedule and be totally completed in 2014.

Edwards feels that the overall project will be greaty improved as a result of the approval of this
waiver. The architectural and site design teams have taken this waiver into consideration throughout

the enuare design process.

Edwards Communities feels that this new residential community along with the newly renovated
AMC theatre will be the critical first phase of a new mixed use neighborhood within Dublin’s Bridge
Street Distrcr and will te-energize this entire area of Dublin. This neighborhood’s new identity will
be further strengthened by the new well-designed streetscapes, a renovated Applebee’s Resravrant,
new retail uses and a central urban green space surrounded by future first class restaurants. Edwards
Communities feels that all of the imporrant marketr demographics are already in place and will only
improve after this first phase of development is completed in 2014.
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BENCH MARKS

All bench marks and elevations shown upon this plan are based on the

(NAVD88) North American Vertical Datum of 1988.

Chisled "X” on the southwest flange bolt of a fire hydrant located 150 feet
south of the southeast corner of the AMC Movie Theater on the east side

the main entrance to the Dublin cemetery, 15 feet east of the cemetery
of Village Parkway.

entrance, 2 feet north of a stone fence, 2 feet west of a witness post, 1
foot south of a decorative ground plaque, 2 inches below mulch (USC &

Aluminum disk in concrete monument at the intersection of S.R. 161 and
GS & SS disk).
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Toll Free: 888.775.3648

Evans, Mechwart, Hambleton & Tilton, Inc.
5500 New Albany Road, Columbus, OH 43054
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Engineers ¢ Surveyors * Planners ¢ Scientists

Phone: 614.775.4500
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Number Latin name Common name DBH Condition Number Latin name Common name DBH Condition Number Latin name Common name DBH Condition Number Latin name Common name DBH Condition Number Latin name Common name DBH Condition

1 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 10 Good 44 Ricesa Blte—spruce 7 Ferit 227 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Good 240 i + + 46 Seod 452 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Poor
2 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 10 Good 15 Pices Blue—spruce 6 Good 228 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good T4 Agstrian—pin + Good 453 Fraxinus americana White ash 9 Dead
3 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 9 Good 16 Pices SprHee 7 Good 229 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good T4 Fiie—cordate Htteteat—tinden & Good 454 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Fair
4 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 9 Good 7 Pices } SprHee 8 Good 230 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good Z4% Fiie—cordate Htteteat—tinden & Good 455 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 9 Fair
5 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 8 Good +4-8 Rirus—nigre Fier—pire 12 Sood 231 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Good Bl Fraxints—americana Wirite—ash +6 Pead 456 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 14 Good
6 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 9 Good 49 Rinds—aigre Aan—pine 9 Sood 232 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good 345 Pyrus—ealeryane——————Orramental—pear 10 Sood 457 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 14 Good
7 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good 126 Picee—pungens SprHee 7 Good 233 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 12 Good Z46 callerrare————1——Ornamentalpear 9 Good 458 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 13 Fair
& Fitte—cordata Hitteteaf—tinden +H Good +24 ¥ 9 Good 234 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 10 Good Z47 ———OFRarmental—pear 16 Good 459 Quercus bicolor Swamp white oak 6 Good
9 Fta—cordata Httteteaf—tinden 8 Sood +22 Pirus—higre Adstrier—pire +2 Sood 235 Metis—spp- Grabepple 6 Sood 348 Blue—spraee 7 Fait 460 Picea abies Norway spruce 4 Good
10 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 12 Good 123 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 13 Good 236 Metus—spp- Crabeapple & Sood 349 Spruee 4 Pead 461 Pinus strobus Eastern white pine 4 Good
+4 Rirts—rigre Austrien—pire 18 Good 124 Malus spp. Crabapple 10 Good 23F Ricea—pungens Blue—spruece 4 Fert 250 Agstrier—pire 42 Fert 462 Pinus strobus Eastern white pine 4 Good
12 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 18 Good 125 Malus spp. Crabapple 10 Good 238 Picea pungens Blue spruce 4 Good 254 lhe—spraee S Seod 463 Picea pungens Blue spruce 5 Good %
13 Fraxinus americana White ash 10 Poor 126 Ptatants—x—acerifotia tordomr—Flanetree +H Good 239 Ricea—pungens Blue—spruce 4 Good 352 Pree—abtes Nerwey—spruee 5 Good 464 Fa—cordata Hitteteaf—tinden 16 Good %
14 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 10 Good 127 Picea pungens Blue spruce 12 Good 240 Pyrus—ealeryane——————Orramental—pear & Sood 353 Pieea—abies Nerway—spruee 9 Sood 465 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good =
15 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 7 Good 128 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 14 Good 244 Pyrus—ealeryane——————Orramental—pear 12 Sood 354 Rinds—aigre Adstrian—pia + Sood 466 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good EJ
16 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good 129 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 11 Good 242 Pyrus—eaellerreng—————Orramental—pear + Good 355 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 6 Good 467 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good
17 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Poor 130 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 12 Good 24% Pyrus—eaellerreng—————Orramental—pear + Good 356 Acer rubrum Red maple 10 Fair 468 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 8 Good
18 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good 131 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 10 Good DAt Pyrus—eaellerreng—————Orramental—pear 15 Ferit 357 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Fair 469 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 9 Good -
19 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Fair 132 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 10 Good 245 Pyrus—eaellerreng—————Orramental—pear + Good 358 Acer x freemanii Freeman Maple 9 Fair 470 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Good =
20 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Fair 133 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 12 Good o ae; Fite—cordata Hitteteaf—tnden 9 Sood 359 Acer x freemanii Freeman Maple 9 Fair 471 Malus spp. Crabapple 10 Good E

Fraxinus americana White ash 5 Poor 134 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Good 247 Fitte—cordata Hitteteaf—tinden 10 Sood 360 Acer x freemanii Freeman Maple 10 Good 472 Malus spp. Crabapple 10 Good &
22 Fraxinus—armericana White—ash + Pecad 135 Pinus mugo Mugo pine 8 Good 248 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good 361 Acer x freemanii Freeman Maple 7 Fair 473 Acer rubrum Red maple 8 Good %ﬁ
23 Freximgs—americana White—earsh 4 Poort 136 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 12 Good 249 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good 562 Frexirts—americana White—eash 5 Pead 474 Acer rubrum Red maple 6 Good
24 Fraxinus americana White ash 4 Poor 137 Pinus sylvestris Scotch pine 13 Good 250 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Poor 365 Fraxinus—amerieana White—ash 15 Pead 475 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Good =
25 Fraxinus americana White ash 4 Poor 138 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 12 Good 251 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 12 Good Z64 Fiie—cordate Htteteat—tinden 15 Good 476 Acer rubrum Red maple 6 Good g
26 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 10 Good 139 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 14 Good 252 Ricea—pungens Blue—spruce 15 Good 365 Rirds—aigre Adstran—pHe 44 Good 477 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 5 Good
27 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good 140 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 14 Good 253 Ricea—purgens Blae—spruce 8 Good 366 Austrier—pire 16 Ferit 478 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 5 Good §
28 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 10 Good 141 Picea pungens Blue spruce 5 Good 254 Piecea—pungens Blue—spraee 8 Sood 367 Austrian—pire + Fait 479 Malus 8 Good §
29 Setditsta—triacantios—var—inermis FHhorrless—honrey—toeust +6 Sood 142 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Good 255 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Good 368 ——Orremental—pear 9 Sood 486 Pirds—higr + Sood
36 Orrarnental—pear 9 Sood 143 Picea pungens Blue spruce 7 Good 256 Acer rubrum Red maple 6 Fair 369 White—ash 9 Bead 484 Pirds—higr + Sood
34 Orrarrertal—pear 1+ Sood 144 Picea pungens Blue spruce 7 Good 257 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Good 370 Norway spruce 9 Good 452 Rinds—rigre +6 Sood
32 peear 9 Sood 145 Picea abies Norway spruce 6 Good 258 Fraxints—americare White—ash 8 Feit 37 Austrian—pire +2 Sood 483 Piaus +0 Sood —~
%% pear & Good 146 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Good 259 Getditsie—trigeanthos—var—imerrmis Thorrless—honrey—ecust 8 Good 372 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 12 Fair 484 Pirus 1o Good i =
4 pear +6 Sood 147 Malus spp. Crabapple 8 Good 260 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 7 Poor 373 Picea abies Norway spruce 13 Good 485 RiAde—et 9 Sood < g
35 Ryruc—eatoryana Orrarmental—pear +6 Good 148 Malus spp. Crabapple 5 Good 261 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 8 Good 374 Picea abies Norway spruce 9 Good 486 Rirds— P 9 Good E <
26 calleryrana Orrarrertal—pear 16 Good 149 Malus spp. Crabapple 5 Good 262 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 9 Fair 375 Picea abies Norway spruce 7 Good 48F Rirus—rigre Agstrier—pire 9 Good - i
37 calleryrana 8 Good 150 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 263 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 9 Good 376 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 8 Fair 488 Rirus—rigre Agstrier—pire 8 Good m >-4
%8 s—ealeryana 9 Good 151 Malus spp. Crabapple 5 Good 264 Fiie—cordata Htteteat—tinden 13 Good 377 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Good 489 Picea abies Norway spruce 3 Good < =
9 Getditsia—trigeantios—var—imermis F Ferit 152 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Dead 265 Fe——eordate Httteteaf—finden +H Good 378 Picea abies Norway spruce 8 Fair 490 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 12 Good p.4 ;
40 Pyrus—ealeryana 8 Fert 153 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Good 266 Rirus—nigre Agstrier—pire +4 Good 379 Malus spp. Crabapple 8 Good 491 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 10 Good E -
44 Pyrus—ealeryana & Good 154 Malus spp. Crabapple 5 Good 267 Rirus—nigre Agstrier—pire 43 Good 380 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Good 492 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 10 Good _—
42 & Good 155 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 268 Fhe—eordate Hitteteaf—tmden 44 Good 381 Picea pungens Blue spruce 5 Good 493 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Good _ =
4% 5 Sood 156 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Good 269 Fite—cordata Hitteteaf—tnden +6 Sood 382 Picea pungens Blue spruce 5 Good 494 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Good E E
et Getditsia—triacanthos—var—inermis Fhorrless—honey—tecust 9 Good 157 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 270 Fraxinus americana White ash 5 Dead 383 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 10 Good 495 Prunus x Weeping cherry 10 Good =W =
45 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 8 Good 158 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Poor 271 Fraxinus americana White ash 5 Dead 384 Fraxinus americana White ash 11 Dead 496 Prunus x Weeping cherry 10 Good -
46 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 7 Good 159 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Poor 272 Pieea—orientats Oriental—s 7 Sood 385 Acer—raram Red—maple + Sood 497 Prunus x Weeping cherry 10 Good
47 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 8 Good 160 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 273 Pieea—orientats Oriental—epruce 7 Sood 386 Picea—abies Nerway—epruee +3 Sood 498 Rin + Adstrieh—pHe 9 Sood
48 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 7 Good 161 Malus spp. Crabapple 8 Good 274 Fraxints—armericand Witte—ash 4 Beerd 387 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 13 Good 499 Rin Adstrieh—pHe 10 Sood
49 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 11 Good 162 Malus spp. Crabapple 8 Good 275 Fraxints—armericand Witte—ash 4 Beerd 388 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 12 Fair 566 R Adstrieh—pHe 10 Sood
50 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 9 Good 163 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 276 Picea—abies 5 Fert 389 Picea abies Norway spruce 5 Fair 564 Rin Adstrieh—pHe 10 Sood
51 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 9 Good +64 Fitte—cordate Hitteteaf—tinden 8 Sood 277 Pieea—orientats 7 Sood 390 Picea abies Norway spruce 7 Fair 502 Pinus ni Austrian pine 10 Good -
52 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 8 Good 165 Fitte—cordate Hitteteaf—tinden 7 Sood 278 Fraxints—armericand Witte—ash 4 Beerd 391 Picea abies Norway spruce 9 Good 503 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Good - %
53 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 10 Good +66 Fitte—cordata Hitteteaf—tinden 7 Good 279 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 7 Fair 392 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good o~ N ]
54 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 8 Good 167 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 11 Good 280 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 7 Fair 393 Picea abies Norway spruce 6 Good A a M
55 Setditsia—triacanthos—var—inermis Fhorrlese—honey—leeust 8 Sood 168 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Good 281 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Good 394 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 7 Trees removed due to: Total Trees Removed: Total DBH Inches E Z. 7z
56 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 6 Poor 169 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 7 Good 282 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Fair 395 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Good Roadway & Re%%\fd. 7 < é
57 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 7 Good 170 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 7 Good 283 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Good 396 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Good ot Z. a . =
58 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 7 Good 171 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 7 Good 284 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Fair 397 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Good < a = >-4 =
59 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 4 Good 172 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Good 285 Acer—rubram Red—meple & Ferit 398 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Good =N e) o a2 o @)
60 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good 73 Fitte—cordata Hitteteaf—tinden & Good 286 Acer—rabrom Red—n & Good 399 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Good =2 fo Z < et
61 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good 174 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good 287 Getditsia—triacanthos—var—imermis Hrorrtess—hon 15 Good 400 Acer rubrum Red maple 10 Good o e E E m
62 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 8 Good +75 Pyrus—ealioryena Orrerrertel—pear +4 Sood 288 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 10 Good 401 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 7 Good < = é - Z. =
63 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 10 Good 176 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 12 Fair 289 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 10 Good 402 Picea pungens Blue spruce 5 Fair g > a E ) =
64 Fraxinus americana White ash 4 Fair 177 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 14 Fair 290 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 7 Good 403 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good EXISTING TREE hli ;‘: a. i @) Q
65 Fraxinus americana White ash 5 Poor 178 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 9 Fair 291 Fraxinus americana White ash 8 Dead 404 Pyrus—ecalleryrana Ornamental—pear + Fait OR TREE MASS @) S E = @) E
66 Fite—cordata Httteteaf—tinden 7 Sood 179 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Fair 292 Fraxinus americana White ash 8 Dead 465 Pyrus—ealoryand poer +0 Sood FI‘ o n ot Z'\ <«
67 Getditsia—triacomtiros—var—mermis Fhorrloss—honey—locust 7 Sood 180 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 11 Fair 293 Fraxinus americana White ash 8 Dead 406 Pyrus—ealoryand Ofrarrental—poar + Sood NOTES: an Z. < o
68 Getditsia—triacanthos—var—inermis Thorrtess—honey—tocust +5 Good 181 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 7 Fair 294 Fraxinus americana White ash 8 Dead 407 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Good 1. INSPECTION OF INSTALLATION IS REQUIRED. U E % ; é 7))
69 Getditsta—triccanthos—var—imermis F Good 182 Fitte—cordata Hitteteaf—tinden +6 Good 295 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 5 Good 408 Picea abies Norway spruce 6 Good CALL (614) 410-4600. ) a0 =)
75 Getditsia—triacanthos—var—inermis & Good 183 Quercus bicolor Swamp white oak 8 Good 296 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Fair 409 Picea pungens Blue spruce 7 Good — U / 2. THE CITY IS TO BE CONTACTED IF FENCE a4 o
= Cetdtera—tracarth - - Thormloso—honoy looust v P - - - - - - N ! LOCATION NEEDS TO BE ADJUSTED OR =i S=]
7 Getditsia—triacantros—var—inermis HreFress—heRey—toeust +6 Sood 184 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 13 Good 297 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Fair 410 Picea pungens Blue spruce 7 Good PRIOR TO ANY ENCROACHMENT OF e —
— ST - - e P m ——— - - — - - - o=
72 Getdhitsta—triccanthos—var—mermis Hrorpless—honey—loeust +o Sood 185 Quercus bicolor Swamp white oak 8 Good 298 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 5 Poor 411 Picea pungens Blue spruce 7 Good — PRESERVATION AREA. < e o
73 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Good 186 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 13 Good 299 Picea orientalis Oriental spruce 7 Good 412 Picea pungens Blue spruce 7 Good 5 o) O Z
74 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Good 187 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Good 300 Picea orientalis Oriental spruce 6 Good 413 Picea pungens Blue spruce 5 Fair gq . 85 O D >-'
75 Malus spp. Crabapple 8 Good 188 Pinus Austrian pine 12 Fair 301 Fraxinus americana White ash 8 Dead 414 Picea pungens Blue spruce 5 Good 2& —~ z‘@ = E
76 Malus spp. Crabapple 8 Good +89 t Adstrien—pire +3 Feit 302 Fraxinus americana White ash 8 Dead 415 Picea pungens Blue spruce 5 Good 2y 2X4 WOOD CRZ OR =5 O
77 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Good 196 +2 Fert 303 Fraxinus americana White ash 7 Dead 446 RPyrus—eateryana OFrarmental—peear +4 Good 58 RAILS | 15' RADIUS 59
78 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 4+ +8 Feri 304 Fraxinus americana White ash 8 Dead 417 Picea orientalis Oriental spruce 4 Good X4 WOOD POST 5 WHICHEVER HIGH VISIBILTY MEDIUM WEIGHT BARRIER
79 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Good +92 Austrian—pire + Poot 305 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Fair 418 Picea orientalis Oriental spruce 6 Good (OPTIONAL) \I'j SQUARE ))sf| IS GREATER FENCING ATTACH TO POST WITH ZIP TIES AT 1' .
80 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 193 Acer rubrum Red maple 8 Fair 306 Gelditsia triacanthos var. inermis Thornless honey locust 6 Good 419 Picea abies Norway spruce 7 Good B 3 ' O.C. §§3§
81 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 194 Fraxinus americana White ash 6 Fair 307 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Fair 420 Picea pungens Blue spruce 6 Good EXISTING = | m\“ i l— g@ﬁg
82 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 195 Acer rubrum Red maple 8 Fair 308 Acer rubrum Red maple 5 Fair 424 Picea—orientalis Ortertal—sprace & Sood GRADE  meamukmaimamaoinit 7 v o T E‘:’U‘gé
83 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 196 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Fair 309 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Fair 422 Picea abies Norway spruce 3 Good | STEEL FENCE <3 ‘é‘gg‘ﬁ
84 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Dead 197 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 7 Fair 5+0 Fitte—cordata Hitteteaf—tinden +2 Good 423 Picea pungens Blue spruce 4 Good s STAKE AT 6' O.C. | % EE% =
85 Malus spp. Crabapple 4 Good 198 Tilia_cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Fair 4 Ricoa—pungens Blue—spruce +2 Sood 424 Picea pungens Blue spruce 3 Poor | STORAGE OF MATERIALS OR g§8§ S
86 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Good 199 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Good 242> THe—eordate Hideteaf—tircen 44 Sood 425 Picea pungens Blue spruce 3 Good I‘CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC IS pROH|B|TEDVI 8 %g £
87 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Poor 266 Pyrus—eatlerranea Orrarrertal—pear 9 Good 245 Pyrus—eatlerranea Orrarmrental—pear 7 Fert 426 Picea pungens Blue spruce 3 Fair %‘ 3f;u8) g
88 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 201 Acer rubrum Red maple 8 Fair 214 Agstrier—pire +4 Good 427 Picea pungens Blue spruce 3 Poor E‘%ég
89 Malus spp. Crabapple 7 Good 202 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 7 Fair 345 Fraxints—armericand White—ash 12 Beed 428 Picea pungens Blue spruce 3 Good TREE PRESERVATION DETAIL 8;‘;2
90 Malus spp. Crabapple 6 Good 263 Fte—cordata Httteteaf—tinden 6 Feit 36 Fraxints—americare White—ash +2 Poot 429 Picea pungens Blue spruce 4 Good SCALE: NONE fggi
91 Acer rubrum Red maple 8 Good 204 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 10 Good AR Picea—purgens Blue—spraee +0 Sood 430 Picea pungens Blue spruce 5 Good §§,§§
92 Picea abies Norway spruce 12 Good 205 Fraxinus americana White ash 5 Dead 315 Fraxints—armericana White—ash H ferit 431 Picea abies Norway spruce 3 Good o o
93 Picea abies Norway spruce 12 Good 206 Acer rubrum Red maple 7 Good 39 Fraxints—armericand Witte—ash 10 Beerd 432 Picea abies Norway spruce 5 Good TREE PRESERVATION GENERAL NOTES DATE
94 Picea abies Norway spruce 8 Good 207 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Good 320 Picea orientalis Oriental spruce 8 Good 433 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 11 Good
95 Picea omorika Serbian spruce 11 Poor 208 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 12 Good 22 Pieea—orientats Oriertal—spruce 9 Good 434 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 11 Good 1. The owner shall be responsible for the construction, erection and maintenance of temporary fencing around tree
96 Picea omorika Serbian spruce 8 Poor 209 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 12 Good 255 Aeer—rabrar Red—meap! 6 Poor 435 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 13 Good preservation areas so ‘rhqf'oll profecfeq trees shall be p(eserved.The fencing shall bﬁe Iocofgdodisfonce from fhe} JUNE 12, 2013

- - - - . frunk that equals, at a minimum, the distance of the critical root zone or 15 feet, whichever is greater. Where physical
97 Picea pungens Blue spruce 9 Good 210 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Good 323 Acer—rabrom Rod—maple B8 Good 436 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 9 Good site constraints do not allow for such installation, tree protection locations and methods shall be determined on site,
98 Malus spp. Crabapple 9 Good 211 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Good 224 Acer—rabram Red—meaple +6 Good 436A Pinus nigra Austrian pine 9 Good with the consultation of the City of Dublin Landscape Inspector. Call 410-4600 for free fencing inspection.
99 Malus spp. Crabapple 9 Good 212 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 10 Good 295 Tihe—eordate Hittreteaf—tmden P Seood 437 Pieea—abies ) Ferit 2. Fenc_:ing.sholl remain in place gnd be_secured in an uprighf position Fjuring ’rhe entire consfruction period TQ prevent
—— = . —— — ——— — - - — — — — —— — ——— — — — — ——— the impingement of construction vehicles, materials, spoils, and equipment into or upon the free preservation area.
A - > vood 213 Tilia_cordata Littleleaf linden 10 Good ozY meTcoraata St aen © vood S rreeaTabTtes © Tood 3. Tree preservation signs, available from the Division of Land Use and Long Range Planning, must be located along the
+64 Rir A 9 Good 214 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 6 Good 527 Fraximas—american e White—ash 1o Pead 439 3 Sood fencing. Any change in protective fencing must be approved by the Director of Land Use and Long Range Planning.
e Festianpire———o—{—emt—| [ 215 Uil Tnden | 8| Good | |38 —{—Fronis-smorioon o] e e e P At b vk i iy
103 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 8 Good 216 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Good 529 Pyrue—oaiieryana Ornementel—pear 8 Sood it Blue—spruce 8 Sood 5. During all phases of constfruction, all steps to prevent the destruction or damage to protected trees shall be taken. No
104 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 17 Good 217 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 7 Good 335 Frexiras—armrerieare Wite—ash 5 Poor 442 Wite—ash 4 Deed construction activity, movement and/or placement of equipment, vehicles, materials or spoils storage shall be
105 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 15 Good 218 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 9 Good 334 Pyrus—eatlerranea Orparrental—pear 9 Good 4l T Austrigr—piae 9 Peerd permitted within the tree preservation area. No excess soil, additional fill, liquids, or construction debris shall be placed JOB NO.
106 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 14 Good 219 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Good 232 Fite—eordata Hitteteaf—tirden 8 Good 444 Agstrier—pire +6 Fert 6 '\i‘vithin the criﬁcolroofzgne of all Tre.esAThoTore fo be p.reserved.u ) .
- - - - . No o’rtochme.ms, mclgdmg but noT. limited to ropes, nails, advertising posters, signs, fences, or wires (other than those 2013-0554

107 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 14 Good 220 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 8 Good 3% Ricea—pungens Blte—spruece +6 Sood 445 Austrian pine 10 Fair used for bracing, guying or wrapping) shall be attached to any tree.
108 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 16 Good 221 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 7 Good 224 Ricea Ble 9 Good 446 Austrian pine 12 Fair 7. No gaseous liquids or solid su}bs‘ronc‘es‘which are harmful Tg trees shall be permitted within the tree preservation area.
109 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 17 Good 222 Pyrus calleryana Ornamental pear 7 Good 235 Ricea—pungens Blte—spruece 8 Good 447 Malus spp. Crabapple 8 Good g ':ﬁS'tr“emoersbﬁgrjgﬁgigﬁig::ggs\?:';m'g;hiiszgelfezrisgrcvcc';'rod%ﬂrce:\'/vim the free preservation plan.
e Pirus—higra Austrign—pine 45 Ferit 223 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good 336 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good 448 Fraxinus americana White ash 14 Dead
111 Picea abies Norway spruce 10 Good 224 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good 337 Picea pungens Blue spruce 9 Good 449 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Poor
112 Picea abies Norway spruce 7 Good 225 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 9 Good 338 RPyrus—eateryana Orparmental—pear 12 Good 450 Picea abies Norway spruce 8 Fair
113 Picea abies Norway spruce 8 Good 226 Tilia cordata Littleleaf linden 8 Good 339 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 14 Good 451 Pinus nigra Austrian pine 10 Poor
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JOHN SHIELDS PARKWAY - PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

DUBLIN, OHIO

DUBLIN VILLAGE CENTER
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7(?ity of Dublin

Land Use and Long

Range Planning

5800 Shier Rings Road

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

phone 614.410.4600
fax 614..410.4747

RECORD OF ACTION

www.dublinohiousa.gov

JUNE 20, 2013

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

1. BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center
Tuller Road & Village Parkway
13-052PP Preliminary Plat
Proposal: To plat approximately 7.166 acres of right-of-way for new public streets
and associated infrastructure in the BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood
District, located west of Sawmill Road, south of Tuller Road, and east of
Village Parkway.
Request: Review and approval of preliminary plat application under the provisions
of the Subdivision Regulations Section 152.020.
Applicant: Steve Simonetti, Edwards<Communities Development Co.; represented
by Robert Ferguson, EMH&T.
Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II1.
Contact Information:  (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us
MOTION: To recommend approval to City Council of this Preliminary Plat application because it

meets the requirements of the Subdivision'Regulations, with five conditions:

1
2)

3)

4)

5)

That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made
prior to City Council submittal;

That the applicant provide street names for proposed Streets A, B and C prior to
submitting the preliminary. plat for City Council review;

That the applicant revise the proposed street section for John Shields Parkway to include
minimum 5-foot wide tree lawns and minimum 8-foot wide sidewalks, and provide
additional easements/where necessary;

That the subdivision requirement stating rights-of-way lines at street intersection must
be connected with a straight line tangent be waived with this proposal; and

That the applicant continue to work with staff to design the proposed bicycle facility for
John Shields Parkway as a space separately designated to avoid conflicts with
pedestrians and vehicles, and that the street sections be updated accordingly prior to
submitting the preliminary plat to City Council.

* Mr. Simonetti agreed to the conditions.

VOTE:

7-0.

Page 1 of 2



PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
RECORD OF ACTION
JUNE 20, 2013

1. BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center
Tuller Road & Village Parkway
13-052PP Preliminary Plat

(Continued)

RESULT: Approval of this preliminary plat was recommended to City Council.

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

Claudia D. Husak, AICP
Planner 11

Page 2 of 2



7C‘ity of Dublin

Land Use and Long
Range Planning
5800 Shier Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
phone  614.410.4600
fax ~  614.410.4747 MEETING MINUTES

www.dublinohiousa.gov

JUNE 20, 2013

AGENDA

NEW CASE

1. BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center
13-052PP Tuller Road & Village Parkway
(Approved 7 — 0) Preliminary Plat

Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this application requesting a review and recommendation of
approval to City Council of a preliminary plat of approximately 7 acres of rights-of-way for new public
streets and associated infrastructure in the BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District, located west of
Sawmill Road, south of Tuller Road, and east of Village Parkway.

Claudia Husak presented this application and said they are looking at an area within Dublin Village
Center, anchored by Tuller Road to the north and Village Parkway to the west and Dublin Center Drive to
the east. She said the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed and approved the Basic Plan for the
Edwards Apartments that was serving as the Basic Plan.for the Development Plan and the Site Plan in the
Bridge Street District in May. She said the applicant had started the case review by the Administrative
Review Team. She said the next step for them is to get the public infrastructure and roadways into the
area and that is what is being reviewed with the Preliminary Plat.

Ms. Husak showed a slide of theStreet Network from the Area Plan that the Commission just recently
approved as part of the Community Plan which is scheduled for City Council first reading on Monday
night.

Ms. Husak said the plat that is proposed includes several of the streets with John Shields Parkway going
east to west from Village Parkway to Sawmill Road as part of this preliminary plat and all the way down
to Riverside Drive in the Bridge Street District Street Network Plan. She said there are several other
streets proposed with this plat, two north-south streets and then an additional east-west street.

Ms. Husak said the Edwards Apartment site is being created by these rights-of-way being platted. She
said the preliminary plat consists of several pages and within the preliminary plat documents there is a
preliminary tree survey and utility information as well. She said some of the proposed streets are
remaining nameless and they have proposed a condition that the applicant include street names on the
preliminary plat before it gets scheduled for review at City Council.

Ms. Husak said Street A is north to south connecting Tuller Road to the proposed Street C, it has 60 feet
of right-of-way to the north, 11 foot travel lanes, parallel parking, a 5-foot tree lawn to the north of John
Shields Parkway as well as a 5.5-foot sidewalk. She said on the south side there is 65 feet of right-of-way
proposed with the 5-foot tree lawn, 2-foot carriage walk to help with door swings and a 6-foot walk on
the southern side.

Ms. Husak said there are similar details for Street B also north to south connecting Tuller Road to Street
C, it has 65-feet of right-of-way and on the north side north of John Shields Parkway it has a 5-foot tree
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lawn, 8-foot walk which was something the Commission wanted to see at the Basic Plan. She said to the
south there is again the 5-foot tree lawn, 2-foot carriage walk and a 6-foot walk.

Ms. Husak said that Street C is the east to west street connecting Village Parkway to Dublin Center Drive,
it also has 65 feet of right-of-way, 11-foot travel lanes with parallel parking on both sides and 5-foot tree
lawn, 2-foot carriage walk to help with door swings and a 6-foot walk. She said a lot of the streets have
similar amenities or within the Bridge Street District.

Ms. Husak showed a section drawing the applicant prepared and submitted after the packets were
delivered. She explained that the sections were for options for John Shields Parkway. She said the right-
of-way for John Shields Parkway is 76-feet and as proposed there are two 11-foot travel lanes, 8-foot
parallel parking spaces, a 3-foot carriage walk, a 6-foot tree lawn and a 9.5-foot sidewalk on both sides.
She said this is the section that was submitted with the Basic Plan in May.

Ms. Husak said there was a condition at the request of the Commission to include a designated bikeway
within the street and have enhanced pedestrian amenities and they have been working with the applicant
through several options. She said the preliminary plat requires that streets sections be included within the
preliminary plat documents and this is the time where this gets decided and why it is presented to the
Commission for review.

Ms. Husak said they have included in the proposed plan the bikeway plan that is also within the Area Plan
of the Community Plan, highlighting the existing the multi-use paths within the City, the typical 8-foot
bike path intended for all kinds of users. She said.the future cycletrack along John Shields Parkway ends
into the multi-use path on Village Parkway to provide the connection south toward Sawmill Road. She
said staff thought within Dublin Village Center people would be.on bikes either in the road or they would
park their bikes and walk around and they had a little bit of that discussion at the Basic Plan Review and
the Commission wanted to have a designated bikeway within Dublin Village Center.

Ms. Husak said staff supports the preliminary plat-documents that shows a 76-foot right-of-way, 11-foot
travel lanes, 8-footcycletrack on the north side, which is the apartment side and is intended to be a two
way designated bikeway, with a 6-foot sidewalk, on the south side there is a 10-foot sidewalk, with the
carriage walk to help with the door swings and the 6-foot tree lawn on the south.

Ms. Husak said within the preliminary plat documents there is a tree lawn on the north side proposed
with a width of 4-feet and they conditioned it to be a 5-foot tree lawn on the approval recommendation.

Ms. Husak said the last page of the additional information street sections that the applicant has provided
is being called their preferred choice which is a sharrow essentially with a wider street section for a 14-
foot travel lane with the sharrow and all the other dimensions are similar, it is just in this instance the
bikes would be in the road and staff felt this did not get to Mr. Hardt’s condition of the door swing issue
as well as providing a designated bikeway. She said increased pavement width, which is concerning in
terms of travel speeds by inviting higher speeds. Ms. Husak said the applicant and the developer’s team
wanted to discuss this option with the Commission and she pointed out that within the plat the proposed
option is B.

Ms. Husak said they are recommending approval of this Preliminary Plat with four conditions:

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

2) That the applicant provide street names for proposed Streets A, B and C prior to submitting the
preliminary plat for City Council review;
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3) That the applicant revise the proposed street section for John Shields Parkway to include a 5-foot
tree lawn and a 3-foot sidewalk easement for a 6-foot sidewalk prior to submitting the preliminary
plat for City Council review; and

4) That the subdivision requirement stating rights-of-way lines at street intersection must be connected
with a straight line tangent be waived with this proposal.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes asked if the applicant was present.

Ben Hale, Jr., Smith and Hale, representing the applicant, said that they had met with staff and others
regarding how the bikepath is done. He said they also had been working hard on the TIF and
development agreement and they hoped that they were close to closure on that. He said that they had
met with the Fire Chief and Police Chief about what they feel is the right way to do this. He said that they
had also checked about it with MORPC and bikes.org.

Kerry Reeds, MKSK, 452 South Ludlow Alley, Columbus, said to‘understand why they consider the
sharrow to be the best scenario in this case is that, although he appreciated that Dublin is blessed with a
multitude of bikeways that traverse the City which serve a wonderful purpose, but that is a different
animal as to what he thinks everyone’s vision of what this will be. He said this is no longer a suburban
feature. He said he thought the intent of the Bridge Street Corridor is to create this very vibrant energetic
place with lively sidewalk conditions with retail where there is a high pedestrian volume of traffic. He said
he thought that inherently, there is a conflict when bicycles are introduced on a sidewalk. He said when
he parked his car either in the Short North, Easton, or German Village, he expected to see people walking
on the sidewalk, but not bicycles. He said he appreciated the concerns of a forced lane and eliminating
bicycles from vehicular traffic, he thought it was just trading one conflict for another. He said that
bicycles are considered vehicles legally and.they are required to follow the same laws as a vehicle.

Mr. Reed said at build-out, he did‘not think cars would be going very fast. He said at Easton or any
vibrant busy town center, traffic is crawling. He reiterated that he appreciated the conflict, but he did not
think vehicles would be traveling that fast. He said he thought people are much more cognizant of seeing
a bicycle on a street because that is where most bicyclists ride. He said that having a wider roadway will
accommodate both the bicycles and. cars, although it be at low speed, and preserve the sidewalk
environment for what it was intended to be, which was for pedestrians. He said that is why they
preferred this option.

Mr. Hale said that they discussed this option with the Police and Fire Departments, who said that they
could be quoted that that this is clearly their preferred option. He said that the Police Department saw
the conflict between the pedestrian and the bicycles as problematic. He said the Fire Department felt like
because of what is going on here; that they are going to be bringing hook and ladder trucks to the taller
building, and they like to have wider streets. He said that they said that their clear preference was to
have the configuration where a designated, marked bike lane is on each side of the street. Mr. Hale said
that when they researched with MORPC and bike.org, they said that this was the preferred option.

Ms. Amorose Groomes noted that Alan Perkins from the Fire Department was present, but no one was
present to represent the Police Department. She asked if staff understood that was the Police
Department’s clear preference.

Justin Goodwin said that the topic was discussed last week and at today’s Administrative Review Team
meeting and some of the context of it had to do with how a cycletrack may eventually tie in all the way
to Sawmill Road, and what happens if that major roadway, if there is an expectation for bicyclists to be
able to continue onto a similar system on a roadway that the City does not control, and that it would not
likely provide that system.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said that did not sound like Police language to her. She said it sounded like
Planning language. She said she was looking for the Police and Fire Department language.

Mr. Goodwin said he could not speak for their positions. He said there was a difference of opinion staff.

Steve Langworthy said that Lt. Steve Farmer, from the Police Department was adamant about keeping
bicycles on the street in some way. He did not know that he had a preference for adding three feet or
not, but that the preference was on the street versus off the street. Mr. Langworthy recalled that the Fire
Department had more concerns about being able to have set up areas for their hook and ladder trucks.
He did not recall the Fire Department discussing the bikepaths.

Dan Phillabaum recalled that the Fire Department discussed mainly the benefit of the additional width of
the pavement to set up equipment. He said that the 22 feet has generally been acceptable. He said that
Lt. Farmer said that bicycles are vehicles, and there was an expectation that that they would travel in the
same in the street too.

Mr. Hale said that a very vibrant, lively street scene is wanted, so they have asked in the development
agreement, they be allowed to have some use of some of the parking spaces for restaurants, valet drop-
off, and outdoor seating. He said he did not know if it would happen on the north side, but they believed
that keeping bicycles with a clearly designated lane on the street is the right place for the bicycles to be,
not on an expanded sidewalk. Mr. Hale said this is not about money or right-of-way, it is about what is
the best way to accommodate all the interests that are here because they are also dealing with how
people are going to live and use the sidewalks. He said because of the nature of this development, they
think that bicycles should be on the street. Mr. Hale said that they are trying to build a walkable
community. He said that people will not be speed biking through what they hope is a congested area. He
reiterated that they thought providing a designated place on the street for bicycles is the right thing to
do, and they hoped that the Commission agreed with them.

Steve Simonetti, Edwards Communities‘Development Company, 495 South High Street, Columbus, said
that the feedback they received through Stavroff, AMC Theater, and Applebee’s, the three substantial
existing tenants, was that all preferred keeping the bicycles on the road instead of the sidewalk. He said
that they preferred that their customers not be coming in and out on the sidewalk with bike traffic on it.
Mr. Simonetti said that it would be their preference that the higher speed traffic of bicycles flow around
the development and within the development, either have bicycles on the street if they are going through
or have access to a parking space within the development, which made more sense for the retail
community. He said that developer has also indicated that the strong preference for any of the potential
retail customers within the Dublin Village Center would also be for the bicycle traffic on the road. He said
the thought was that widening the lanes would solve that purpose and the interests of what they heard
from the Police and Fire Departments, existing and potential future tenants.

Ms. Amorose Groomes invited public comments regarding this application. [There were none.]

Amy Kramb said she did not think last time, any of the Commissioners said they wanted bicycles on the
sidewalk. She recalled that they wanted bicycles to have their own dedicated space. She said her opinion
was that she did not want bicycles sharing pedestrian space. Ms. Kramb said she did not say last time
whether it should be its own bike lane or on the street, but the typical section where they are marked as
bike only lanes where they are differentiated from the sidewalk and marked. Ms. Kramb reiterated that
she did not want to mix pedestrians and bicycles. She said she was hoping that they could get bicycles
their own separate lane.
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Ms. Kramb said that this was new to the Commission. She said that usually they approve the general
amount of right-of-way, and then they fit in what is needed. She said that the Commissioners are not
engineers and they do not know how many feet are needed. She said on one plan, there is a four-foot
tree lawn shown which seems small. She reiterated that she wanted dedicated places for pedestrians, for
people to ride bicycles and be able to park. Ms. Kramb said she did not care if there is parking on both
sides of the street, or just one side.

Ms. Kramb said if they are presented with picking between Options A, B, and C, in front of them, it was a
hard choice, she would prefer Option B if they had what looked like a normal sidewalk was actually a
dedicated bikepath. She said as it is shown, it looks like a big sidewalk where people might walk or bike
on it, and she did not like that approach.

Ms. Kramb referred to Sheet 5 of 7, and noted that the cross section did not match anything. She said
she definitely did not like it because it had 10-foot walkways, and 4-foot on the other side.

Ms. Husak said it was essentially, the north and south section, it was just that in the section drawing,
they are showing a five-foot tree lawn that Planning has conditioned that they do. She explained that in
the section that was reviewed tonight, a four-foot tree lawn is shown.

Ms. Kramb noted that the parallel parking is shown as 7% feet wide and it was shown as 8 feet on the
presentation, the walkway is shown as 10 feet wide.

Ms. Husak confirmed that it was 10 feet and that the parking spaces were 7V2 feet wide, with a 6-inch
curb.

Ms. Kramb noted that the distributed section showed 2"- feet, and the presentation showed 3 feet. She
said she wanted to make sure that they were approving the right thing.

Ms. Husak clarified that the Commission was reviewing the preliminary plat as submitted, and that the
street sections distributed tonight were submitted by the applicant as illustrative to the discussion, after
the fact.

John Hardt said relative to the overall submitted materials, he recalled from the Basic Plan Review a
desire to have sidewalks wider than six feet. He pointed out that the sidewalks were widened only on
Street B, north of John Shields Parkway and the rest remained six feet wide.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if all of John Shields Parkway had six-foot sidewalks.

Ms. Husak said they were shown as six-feet on the north side and ten feet on the south side. She said
that the street sections in the preliminary plat show a ten-foot sidewalk on the south side and a six-foot
sidewalk on the north side of John Shields Parkway.

Mr. Hardt referred to the Street Network diagram from the Bridge Street Code and noted that it showed
three significant east/west streets in the Bridge Street Corridor (BSC), John Shields Parkway, Village
Parkway, and State Route 161. He said that the Planning Report stated that it was staff’s expectation that
John Shields Parkway would have bicyclists using the street rather than providing a specific route for
them. He recalled when the Commission went through the BSC visioning plan, Code writing and work
sessions, they saw photographs showing many ways to accommodate bicycles in an urban environment.
He asked if the intent was not to provide some kind of explicit bike provision on John Shields Parkway,
then where did they plan on doing that.
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Ms. Husak referred to the bikeway plan and said it was on John Shields Parkway, it just went to Village
Parkway and then made you go south as a commuter to go through that portion of Dublin to get out to
Sawmill Road which is a signalized intersection.

Mr. Langworthy recalled that during their discussions, they discussed that as they came down from that
eastbound direction; that the nature and character of what would happen once we cross Village Parkway
would change. He said that the idea was that Dublin Village Center, being much more intensely
developed than many other parts of the Corridor would take on a different character at some point. Mr.
Langworthy said that it would be less inclined to be like the other sections and be more of that urban
streetscape.

Mr. Hardt said that he clearly recognized that once you get outside of the BSC, the character of any route
is going to change, pedestrian, bicycle, vehicle, or otherwise. He said that the diagram presented is
short-sided because if the only way to get to Sawmill Road and beyond is on Village Parkway, the east
side Sawmill Road, Village Parkway continues as Federated Boulevard,-which goes to the Anderson’s and
nowhere else, while Snouffer Road to the north continues all the'way to the east across the City of
Columbus and ultimately connects to the Olentangy Bike Trail. He said he did not know why we would
not be encouraging as many connections as possible. Mr. Hardt said he did not expect an answer to that,
but it troubled him that they went through all those conversations, and we are inclined to throw up our
arms and say it is too hard or we are not sure how to_solve the problem, so we are just not going to
bother doing it on the first street built.

Mr. Hardt said that when the Commission had_this conversation during the Basic Plan Review, it was
never his intention that bicycles would be on the sidewalk. He said tonight, the debate has been boiled
down to bicycles in the street versus on the sidewalk.

Ms. Husak said it was not on the sidewalk. She said it was a designated cycletrack that is in the street.

Mr. Hardt said not according to the applicant tonight who commented that they did not want bicycles on
the sidewalk because it was not conducive to business and they do not feel it was the smart place to put
it. He said he did not want them on the sidewalk either. He said conversely, the applicant said better
place was to put them in a designated lane for bicyclists, which he could probably agree, but that was
not what he saw. He said that sharrows are not a designated lane for bicyclists; they are what is used
when there is a street and there no other way to solve the problem and motorists need to be told to
watch. Mr. Hardt said he was not inclined to dictate a solution, but what the Commission asked for was a
designated place for bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles. He said he did not see those problems solved in
any of the things presented tonight.

Ms. Husak asked if a pavement marking or sign on the cycletrack would get there, or just the idea of the
two-way cycletrack is not what the Commission envisioned.

Ms. Kramb said the Commission was being asked if they wanted a designated place for bicycles and they
are saying ‘Yes'. She said whether they are pavers, concrete, or it is green, is not what the Commission is
deciding tonight. She said in her opinion, when the Commission approves this amount of right-of-way,
there should be a designated place for bicycles, and pedestrians should not be on it.

Mr. Hardt said that when he was in New York City, he went on a 2 hour bike ride in the densest urban
area with six others, and they felt absolutely safe because they were on a route that had a cycletrack. He
said the cycletrack was at the street elevation.

Ms. Newell said a problem in the interpretation that the cycletrack is a sidewalk is that it is at the same
elevation as the sidewalk. She said the conflict exists in Dublin who has beautiful bikepaths that are
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shared with walking communities. She said she lives on a very narrow street where bicyclists exercising
travel at high speeds want to travel at the same speed as the traffic. She said that was a small segment
of a number of cyclists in Dublin. She said there are just as many parents who ride with small children
who cannot go fast enough to keep up. She said the bikepath has to accommodate all residents, not just
particular aspect of it. She said in the street and shared with that is also completely contrary to what was
discussed in many of the Planning discussions. She said that narrower streets will reduce the speed of
traffic because you have to drive more cautiously. She said at Easton, they are narrower streets with
parking on both sadisms. Ms. Newell said because you have parking and the conflict of pedestrians,
drivers tend to drive slower. She said Easton is also a destination, and it is not designed for continual cut
through traffic, so it was not a fair comparison on what is being considered. Ms. Newell said she has
never been comfortable riding her bicycle in the street. She said she would ride 20 miles on her bicycle if
she was given a comfortable place to ride that was not in the street.

Warren Fishman disclosed that he received a phone call from Matt Stavroff who wanted to know exactly
what the Commission voted on last time. He said he told Mr. Stavroff that as far as he knew, the
Commission voted that they would have an independent, definite bikeway, but they did not say what
kind. He said that he told Mr. Stavroff to contact Planning.

Mr. Fishman said what the Commission envisioned is a separate bikeway. He said that a sharrows is not

a separate bikeway. He said what he envisioned was a_separate bikeway. He said that he did not care
what it is, just so it was a place that pedestrians do not walk and vehicles do not drive. Mr. Fishman said
that he did not know that the Commission should design the road. He said he thought it was clear that is
what all the Commissioners want. He said that sharrows are an afterthought, there so that you do not
get injured when bicycling on a heavily travelled street. He pointed out that sharrows are usually ignored
by drivers when he rides his bicycle. Mr. Fishman said this discussion was very superfluous. He said the
Commission made it clear when they approved the Basic Plan Review that they wanted separate
bikeways done the way they want. He said that they did not want sharrows, but something dedicated for
bicycles. Mr. Fishman agreed with Mr. Hardt that they were needed throughout the development, not just
on one street.

Mr. Hardt said that there were precious few routes to get to the west.

Ms. Newell said that Snouffer Road was very congested on the other side of Sawmill Road. She said that
she did not see that changing realistically.

Joe Budde asked what was the projected speed limit of John Shields Parkway from Sawmill Road to
Riverside Drive.

Ms. Husak said that inside of Dublin Village Center, it was 25 mph.

Mr. Budde asked if after this development occurs and John Shields Parkway gets developed to Riverside
Drive, it would likely remain 25 mph all the way.

Paul Hammersmith said in this sort of business district, Engineering would certainly promote a 25 mph
speed limit in this sort of environment, especially when it is a pedestrian-rich environment, with the hope
that they would have compliance in the 30 mph range. He said in his view, it was not one to post at 35
mph. He said that we would constantly battling speed.

Mr. Budde said he was a biker and he did not want to be on a sidewalk, but on a street, whether he was
on his road bike or hybrid bike. He said there needs to be a dedicated bikeway, not a just sharrows.
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Richard Taylor said that the examples cited were retrofits. He said we were starting from scratch,
constructing an entirely new road where whatever is wanted can be done. He said clearly, the
Commission at the last meeting said that they wanted a designated bikeway and an enhanced pedestrian
pathway, so they did not anticipate that the sidewalk and bikeway would be the same. He said he did not
know if the bikeway needed to be 8 feet wide. He said to Ms. Newell’s point, the types of Dublin bicyclists
vary. He said to put bicycling families on the street with vehicles at any speed is not good. Mr. Taylor said
that it is hoped that this becomes a vital connection throughout the whole City. He said it is not known
what will be to the south of this building, but it is going to be restaurants, shops, open space, and parks
which may attract families to this area. He said there may be single parents with small children in the
apartments. He said what is important is that as many options are left open as possible going forward
and that we make sure that we can accommodate lots of different uses going forward. Mr. Taylor said
whatever it takes to make sure that bicycles are accommodated in a safe manner, whether on the road in
a designated lane or off the road in a designated lane is not important to him. He said what is important
is that we have it.

Ms. Newell noted that only one of the street sections showed pervious pavers which she thought was a
wonderful amenity and a great feature and she encouraged more @get incorporated.

Mr. Budde said that from the drawings submitted he could. not tell where vehicles came off John Shields
Parkway to go to the movie theater and parking. He said.that on what Ms. Husak presented, he could see
it better.

Ms. Husak said that the parking lot north of John Shields Parkway, just north of the theater, is also one of
the crosswalk areas that was discussed at the last Commission meeting, that it would be an area that
was going to be shown within the street, that it was the designated crosswalk to get from that exit from
the theater to that parking area. She said.that was one of the conditions as well.

Ms. Kramb said that the Commission would be approving tonight the crosswalks or anything like that, but
they are showing parallel parking across from the theater entrance. She said she assumed there was no
intention of crossing where the existing doors are located.

Ms. Husak said there will be areas that even, though parallel parking can be accommodated that will be
striped or marked that'there cannot be vehicles parked in it, and that it was a definite crosswalk area.

Mr. Langworthy recalled that a condition previously discussed was to make sure that there was safe
crossing between the theater and the parking to the north. He said that staff has been looking at the
drive that takes off into the theater area right at the crosswalk in terms of getting that eliminated, turning
all of that area into open space or park space, eliminating the drive that comes in so that the crosswalk
stays clear.

Mr. Hardt asked if that was the drive on the north side of John Shields Parkway into the parking lot that
is to remain.

Ms. Husak said it was the drop-off area, on the south side of John Shields Parkway, just as you are going
east, past the theater.

Ms. Amorose Groomes disclosed that Mr. Stavroff had phoned her also. She said that since he was unable
to attend the last Commission meeting, he wanted clarification on what her perspective was of what it
was that the Commission had voted. She said that the Commission had voted on a condition that said
that the bicycles would be intentionally dealt with and whatever that meant, they assumed that it would
be subject to staff approval, which was part of a condition. She said that she and Mr. Stavroff had a brief
discussion about it.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said during her seven years on the Commission, they have never designed a
bikepath or bike lane in their meetings. Ms. Amorose Groomes said she was not sure why they were
doing it tonight, because she was likely to take the perspective that if the Fire and Police Departments
say the bicycles need to be on the street, and then they need to be on the street. She said she would like
it to be safe for bicycles to be on the street, so she did not know that sharrows are appropriate, but the
Commission saw things where there were sections of the edge of the street that was painted green and
maybe the two bike lanes can be next to each other on the street, maybe they go down the center of the
street. She said she did not know because she was not the bicycle expert’s. Amorose Groomes said she
was completely uncomfortable on voting on anything other than what is going to be the right-of-way. She
said what is contained in that right-of-way, she did not know that she was comfortable in dictating what
she deemed are life-safety issues that happen within that right-of-way any more than she would want to
say where the fire exit should be on a building’s.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said for the aesthetic and functionality portions; which is what the Commission is
charged with, she would not be willing to accept any tree lawns less than five feet wide or any sidewalks
less than eight feet wide. She said if we are trying to make an urban, highly walkable environment with
six-foot sidewalks, the battle will be lost in her mind.

Mr. Hardt said he agreed with everything Ms. Amorose Groomes said in principle. He asked how they
would vote on a right-of-way dimension if they do not know what that dimension has to be to
accommodate the design.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that the other side of the street has no platting yet, and there could be
additional right-of-way that would be dedicated when it gets platted and the right-of-way becomes wider.

Ms. Husak said that was the entire right-of-way for both sides of the street.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if this will govern everything, but the plat is for the piece of property being
considered.

Ms. Husak said that the‘preliminary plat was for all the streets presented on the screen. She said the
preliminary plat was for all the rights-of-way.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she agreed, but did not know what else to do.

Mr. Fishman said he agreed with all the Commissioners, but he also thought they voted and made very
clear that they wanted a dedicated bikeway and dedicated walkway, and so he did not care how that is
done, as long as there is not a sharrow. He said this is a new street and sharrows are a last ditch effort
to try to allow bicycles in a congested area. Mr. Fishman said he thought the Commission wanted to
make it clear that they did not care how that is done. He said he agreed with Mr. Taylor about voting for
a width because the Commission does not know what it will take. Mr. Fishman said he agreed that a six-
foot sidewalk in a congested area is not going to work. He said this is really simple, the Commission
wants a dedicated walkway, dedicated bikeway, and a place for vehicles, and the rest is up to them.

Mr. Langworthy said he thought that was clear to the Administrative Review Team who took a more
conservative stand to begin with by doing the cycletrack, because there is also a cycletrack planned on
the other end of John Shields Parkway by the Vrable development. He said in the end, he thought all
they really wanted to know from the Commission tonight is if it is on street or off street.
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Mr. Fishman said if it was on street, it cannot be a sharrow, it has to have extra width and a definite line.
He said in Europe, there were small curbs sticking up to delineate where the bicycles and vehicles go. He
said it had to be a delineated bikepath. Mr. Fishman said he did not care if it was on the street.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said if 11-foot lanes were needed, that provides 6 extra feet. She said maybe all
six feet could be on one side or down the middle.

Ms. Husak said it sounded like a bike lane was being described.

Mr. Fishman said not a bike lane that is shared with vehicles or pedestrians. He said it had to be
delineated with a curb or something that vehicles cannot easily cross.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that the Commission tonight is not going to dictate what this is going to look
like. She said the Commission is telling the applicant the kinds of things that they are thinking that define
intentional space for bicycles. She said maybe the Commission did not give enough information when
they said wanted the space to be intentional. She said they wanted the space to be very intentional and
something that is safe.

Mr. Hammersmith said that they heard it loud and clear — designated bike path versus shared bikepath.

Ms. Newell said that when the Commissioners make comments.and ask staff or the presenters tonight to
do something, she thought they had the responsibility to atleast give them a suggestion. She said she
thought they do have a responsibility on the Commission to come up and contribute to that solution, not
just say do it, we want it, we do not know what we want. She said when she looked at the design
presented tonight on Option B, she thought it had the potential of being close, and she thought there
was a hybrid design part way in between. She said putting a curb barrier might not be the right barrier
because of trying to take care of storm drainage and debris out of the street, but it might be a ride able
gutter or some other designation or change in pavement and an occasional barrier that might keep the
separated bike lane from clearly vehicle and pedestrian traffic. She said that she thought there was
something close in Option B that would get probably to what she thought the rest of the Commissioners
are suggesting.

Mr. Hardt said his comments have been negative, but he wanted to be helpful. He asked if in order to
accomplish the dedicated and not shared intent heard from the Commission how much right-of-way did
Mr. Hammersmith think was needed:

Mr. Hammersmith said on pavement, it was probably a five to six-foot wide designated area adjacent to
the parallel parking spaces and probably thinking forward he would have some concerns about that. He
said one was how is the parallel parking going to function because when lining up to adjacent to the
vehicle along the curb, you will be out five feet and people are not used to parallel parking that way. He
said having a designated striped area, whether it is five or six feet, it keeps the lane width at about 11
feet, which keeps speed down and he had heard that with sharrows, regardless of shared or designated
use, where they have added pavement width, that vehicles think that is all theirs speeds go up
accordingly and usually exponentially so that is a concern. Mr. Hammersmith said their challenge is trying
to figure out a designated area for bicycles and he did not know that they have completely solved that
yet.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if Mr. Hammersmith had ever seen bicycle paths go down the middle of the
street.

Mr. Hammersmith said that the literature researched indicated that they were always done in the same
direction as the flow of traffic and adjacent to the right edge of pavement. He said that door swings also
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have to be considered and also the turnover of parking spaces in a very rich environment with
restaurants and retail shops in trying to get the bicycles and vehicles that coexist. Mr. Hammersmith said
this was not a challenge due to the City, it was universal and global in how to best accommodate it.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that spoke to the point of that the Commission is certainly not capable of
solving that this evening. She said that the Commission understands the tight timeframes and want
everyone to be able to go on their merry way. Ms. Amorose Groomes said that as a Commission, they are
very excited about this project and looking forward to this District and want it to be right. She said that
the Commissioners are not highly-schooled urban planners, but they need some to rely on for their
expertise and input on this.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that she did not know that the Commission wants to approve any of the
options. She said she thought they were comfortable with platting the rights-of-way. She said she
understood Mr. Hardt's comment about knowing how they know if they have enough if they do not know
what is going in it. She said she supposed it could be replatted in the future to get more space on the far
side if they do not have enough. She asked for suggestions on how to do it otherwise. Ms. Amorose
Groomes said although she did not know the other Commissioners supported it, but she would like to see
all the tree lawns to be five feet or greater, and all sidewalks eight feet or greater.

Mr. Hardt said that she had his support in principle, but he was trying to get comfortable with his
question to Mr. Hammersmith that there was enough space, but-he did not hear that.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said there was not a lot.there and she did not know why they cannot have the
flexibility for it to be 78 feet wide or whatever the right number is. She said now is the easiest time to
change the width of the plat, but she did not know that is entirely up to the Commission.

Ms. Kramb said she supported Ms. Amorose Groomes on the tree lawns. She said she thought there
should be a standard width of the sidewalks, instead of them varying as shown. She said if eight was the
magic number; that was fine.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said.it could.be a minimum, in her opinion.

Mr. Fishman referred to Mr. Hammersmith’s comment about the difficulty of the putting the bikepath on
the street because of vehicle doors, parallel parking, and those kinds of things. He reiterated that he
wanted what they wanted, but he also wanted a dedicated bikeway because that is what this is all about.
He said if we want this to be young and vibrant as we have been hearing for the last three years, he
thought people want to get rid of their cars and want to bicycle.

Mr. Simonetti said with all due respect, the message they read on what was approved was designated
bike pathway. He said it was not dedicated and it was not separate. He said they took their lead off of
the term designated, not dedicated from the last meeting. He said their thought was that in this
downtown area, if you are not comfortable riding on the road, this part of Dublin Village area is not a
place, in their opinion, to be riding with your family on bicycles. Mr. Simonetti said their belief is that the
cycletrack and the flow of traffic ought to be out and around the hub of Dublin Village to drive the retail
community to be what he thought we all want it to be. He said their thought on the east/west connection
was that if you are coming up from the river and come to where it dead ends at John Shields Parkway
and head right on Tuller Road, instead of going up the middle of John Shields Parkway, if the traffic flow
wants to go down to the river and Columbus and go straight across and you are riding that far anyway,
the eighth of a mile that you go around that road, around the hub of Dublin Village makes far more sense
than having a bicyclist go right through the middle of Dublin Village. He said it did not make sense, and
would not make sense for potential tenants or retail people. He said that is why Dublin is putting a park
by the river.
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Ms. Newell said she would ride a bike to go shopping because there is not anyplace to get by bike to go
shopping to do that right now.

Mr. Simonetti said their suggestion was to get the flow to Dublin Village, and allow bicycles to be parked,
not allow it as a through street up and down John Shields Parkway. He said put a wonderful bike parking
spot in three or four locations with all of the bikepaths that get you to Dublin Village, and when you get
there, walk around and do your shopping, and then go back to your bicycle and head home. He said that
was what they were thinking when they were wrestling with the idea.

Mr. Simonetti said if you start to add the numbers with an 8-foot sidewalk, 11 feet and 11 feet for lanes
is 22 feet, add another 8 feet and 8 feet for the required parallel parking, add another 3 feet and 3 feet
for door swings, add another 5 feet and 5 feet for trees, and then 8 feet and 8 feet for sidewalks and you
are at 70 feet on a 65-foot right-of-way everywhere else, you are 5 feet over with what is being
suggested on 8 feet and 8 feet on all sides. He said there was some thought behind putting 8 feet on
Street B and not putting it on the other side because the other side has not developed and it is not
known what kind of an entity is going there and whether or not they are going to need eight or ten feet,
there are setback requirements also.

Ms. Amorose Groomes suggested that whatever goes in first, will not be the last store. She said that they
cannot design for the store that goes in first.

Mr. Simonetti said that they do have to design.what goes into the rights-of-way and what he just
described was five feet greater than the right-of-way and.it has nothing for a bicycle on it.

Ms. Kramb said the whole point of tonight was that they were coming up with new rights-of-way.
Mr. Simonetti said a right-of-way had been approved which they were trying to design.

Ms. Kramb said she said not say that there had to be parallel parking on both sides.

Mr. Simonetti said that they were following the Code requirements.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if on street parking was required on both sides of the street.

Ms. Husak said that it was required by the Bridge Street Code.

Ms. Kramb asked what were the sidewalk and tree lawn widths required by the Bridge Street Code.

Ms. Husak said that the Code requires the sidewalk to be a minimum of five feet and the tree lawns, a
minimum of four feet, although the standard is typically five feet.

Ms. Kramb said that the Commission normally has not designed street sections.
Ms. Husak explained that the street sections are part of this rights-of-way plat.
Ms. Kramb said that this was the first time they have done that.

Ms. Husak said that each preliminary plat the Commission reviews has street sections in it, and this was
the first application for a plat in the Bridge Street District.

Mr. Hale said that this is a plat and they meet the Code.
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Mr. Fishman said there would be many residents coming out of the 324 unit apartment building who will
need someplace to go from the apartment to the bikepaths or where ever they go.

Mr. Hale said the way the site is planned they are less than 100 yards to a bikepath toward the west.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said this is the difficulty they get into when they do a Bridge Street Corridor Code
that is kind of a “one size fits all” for this huge swath of land and this is the uncomfortably that this body
expressed explicitly and repeatedly about the process, is that they both loose so much flexibility and they
do not have a lot of flexibility of giving them anything else they might want and maintaining they cannot
have 5-foot sidewalks in the most dense and urban and active part of the corridor. She said 5-foot
sidewalks makes sense in front of the retirement home and in a lot of these areas. She said that she
knows everyone present would like to come up with the right answer, including the applicants, of what is
going to make this a successful as the possibly can.

Mr. Hale said they have been having meetings with staff and made tremendous progress and have been
with Mr. Edwards and have been a big supporter of Bridge Street, because in terms of what it has the
opportunity to produce for the City is terrific and goes beyond. re-developing a part of town that has had
some problems, but it's about providing housing and encouraging businesses to come. He said part of all
of that in getting developers to come and do what they have to. do to move through this system, Mr.
Edwards has spent or on the hook for 1.2 million dollars.

Mr. Taylor said he did not think anybody here would argue that what was created for this district has
played a big role in attracting development to this area; it is clear that an area that had nothing going on
now has a lot going on and it is wonderful, but does not mean-it is perfect.

Mr. Taylor said they have wanted a designated track and do not want the cars and the bikes to mix as
directly as got here and would like see a solution to that. He said they are all the time and effort and the
money spent on Nelson/Nygard and everyone else-and when it comes down to it they are designing the
absolute minimum that they can have and it is disappointing. He said the second disappointment is that
this applicant sees Dublin Village Center as some kind of walled compound that you stop when you get to
and get out and walk through instead of a part of this street network and a couple of blocks in this
greater thing. He said that is why at the previous discussion he said “let’s not have some kind of an
obvious entrance feature that calls out this is the new Dublin Village Center”, he said it is not, it is the
edge of Dublin.

Mr. Hale said it is clear that within the Dublin Village Center that the conception of the densest part of
the Dublin Village Center is this project, it has the widest range of uses. He said it is seen as trying to
create a very vibrant center and they are happy to work with staff with the right-of-ways, but the right-
of-ways are designed to meet the right-of-way requirements and the sidewalk requirements. He said they
have not completely finished with the design of the roads.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said she did not think anyone is suggesting that they turn around and basically
what is happening is they are pointing out some of the deficiencies in the Code that they wrote, because
they are not professional code writers either. She said she sees a 5-foot sidewalk and they are talk about
door swings on cars, let’s talk about door swings to stores. She said it could choke down to 2 feet really
quick with a 36-inch door opening. She said these sidewalks are presumably going to be right on the
building.

Mr. McCauley said they are designing the sidewalks at a minimum it is only within the right-of-way and
according to the Stavroff’s the sidewalk between the tree lawn on the sidewalk and building face it is 15-
feet all day long. He said it is what you can design outside of the right-of-way and if they look outside of
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the right-of-way to the front of the building it is not a 5-foot sidewalk, the 5 feet is just what has been
dedicated as right-of-way. He said the concern was with one stretch of the apartment on the one side of
the road they wanted a wider sidewalk and everywhere else it is guaranteed there will be more than 5
feet of sidewalk.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said the unfortunate part of that is that they do not have that information. She
said she is just explaining the frustration with the process.

Mr. McCauley said when they came in with the apartments it was said that they were short on one

sidewalk and it was done, so when they come back with each section or quadrant or each area they will
see the improvement.

Mr. Hardt asked whether Engineering is comfortable that 76 feet of right-of-way is enough and to the
applicant’s point that is what the rules say they have to provide, so in some respects it better be.

Mr. Hammersmith said he also heard 9 feet on one side for bicycles and a 3-foot carriage lane on the
other side of the street and now they would have a street that.is off-set in the right-of-way and not in the

center and it comes with its own complications.

Ms. Kramb asked if they are being asked to vote on the 76 feet of right-of-way for the roads, so they can
plat these roads and are they voting on the typical section as:it is shown in the plans.

Ms. Husak answered that they are asked to do both.

Ms. Kramb asked what happens if they want to change a typical section that is in the plan that has been
voted on.

Ms. Readler said that it could be conditioned it subject to staff approval.

Ms. Kramb asked how they can vote without approving typical sections, they can vote and give them
their right-of-way and they can figure out what they put between those 76 feet.

Mr. Hardt said if they can get comfortable that 76 feet is enough, they can vote on the 76-foot right-of-
way in the plat and condition that the roadway section be worked out with staff.

Ms. Readler agreed, and said the condition that exists regarding working with staff to revise the street
sections for John Shields Parkway to include the designated bike lane and then the extra easement.

Ms. Husak said she has drafted a condition to get to that point.

Mr. Hardt said he is looking for some comfort level that 76 feet is enough or do they have a bigger
problem.

Mr. Hammersmith said Street B is centered in the right-of-way because they have 38-feet, 38-feet with 3-
feet that hangs outside of right-of-way.

Mr. Hardt said there is a proposed condition to deal with that.
Ms. Kramb said she would like to recommend a condition that the Street A have the 6-foot sidewalks like

everything else does down there, Street A has 5.5 feet and everything else has 6 feet and asked if there
is a reason why they cannot add one more foot and make it the same.
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Mr. Phillabaum said she is referring to the street on the west side of Edwards, he said it is a 60-foot right-
of-way on the north side of John Shields Parkway because there is a overhead power easement, so there
is more constrained space in which to get the roadway. He said something else would have to give in that
scenario.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said the long and short of it is that she believes that the Commission is
comfortable with voting on this plat. She said she relies heavily on all of staff to write a Code that they
were to approve that was right and if it is not right they need to start right away making those
corrections.

Mr. Edwards asked if they want bicycles where they are trying to have retail and if they hope to make
this really successful they are looking at a small piece. He said Easton is the most successful development
in retail that there has been in the last 20 or 30 years. He said retail cannot have bicycles on the sidewalk
with the people if you want it to be successful. He said he supports the Stavroff’s in not wanting bicycles
on the sidewalk between the retail and the parallel parked cars. He said he is trying to do something that
is needed in Dublin and if they put too many restrictions on that do not make the retail work.

Mr. Taylor said this is an apartment building not retail.

Mr. Edwards said there is a third party which is the Stavroff’s and they have to make the whole project
work.

Mr. Taylor said they are looking at a road and an apartment building right now and they are not seeing
any proposals for retail next to it.

Mr. Edwards said they are not going to see it at the same time. He talked about all the work he had done
in the past to make Ballantrae a success in Dublin.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said the applicant has asked for a 76-foot wide right-of-way on the plat and they
are hearing that they can-get all the things they want within the 76 feet. She said there are some
conditions that they need to entertain and ask the applicant if they agree.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes read through the conditions.
Ms. Newell asked for the applicant to explain the difference between dedicated and designated bike path.

Mr. Simonetti said designated means there is something that identifies that it is a bikepath and dedicated
means it is nothing but a bikepath.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said she does not want them to paint themselves so tightly that they use the term
cycletrack because maybe that is not the right thing. She said if the Police and the Fire say it is safe and
she is comfortable with that and if it is not safe then she is not and she is not inclined to make condition
#5 so narrow that they say that is what they have to do and cause them to generate something that is
not safe.

Mr. Taylor said the word dedicated would solve that and nothing else.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said they have 76 feet and they want dedicated space for bicycles and they want
it to be safe.
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Mr. Hardt said they want a 5-foot tree lawns and a minimum of 8-foot sidewalks and acknowledging that
the sidewalks do not have to fit within the right-of-way.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said the sidewalk does not have to be 8-foot in the right-of-way, if there is 10 feet
out of the right-of-way, it can be 5-foot in the right-of-way she is okay with that and that they are wide
enough.

Mr. Simonetti said he cannot see how anywhere in here there is not going to be additional sidewalk
outside of the right-of-way, so he would prefer they not put a right-of-way stipulation on there that limits
their ability to get the other stuff in.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said they need to look at what the Code that says the overall sidewalk width must
be rather than we have to mandate an 8-foot sidewalk and maybe some of those things need cleaned up
and this is exactly what they said would happen once they start getting applications in, it would reveal to
them the faults in their Code and that is what this applicant is doing is revealing to them the faults of that
and gives them some things to work and improve themselves with.

Ms. Kramb said they need to change designated to dedicated.
Mr. Fishman said he is happy if it is dedicated.

Mr. Simonetti said to make it separately designated because where they put it there will be people
walking on it too.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said they need to let them work this problem out, the Commission cannot do it
here because they do not have the tools.

Mr. Fishman said that is fine.

Ms. Newell said she is not sure the whole Commission knows what they want and the applicants are
going to walk away and not-know what to do.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said they need to have a clear understanding of the general concepts that they
are looking for and staff having clear direction for them to work it out. She said the whole process was
designed to get the Commission out of the middle of it and if they re-insert themselves in the middle of
it, it is not beneficial.

Mr. Langworthy said the only reason to have this discussion at this depth is because of what the
condition that was placed on the Basic Plan.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said the condition was very clear, they are having this conversation because the
applicant asked them to.

Mr. Langworthy said now the terminology is getting in the way about dedicated vs. designated and he
thinks that is the rub they are having right now is it a totally separate facility and he is hearing more on-
street.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said she is clearly in favor of on-street because that is what the Fire Department
and the Police Department said was the safest way to do it.

Mr. Budde agreed.
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Mr. Fishman said he agrees with that as long as cars do not drive on it.

Ms. Husak said they want a bike lane, a striped separated from the street bike lane would meet that
condition.

Mr. Langworthy said after that point if they can get them to the point saying it is a dedicated area off-
street, they can properly design it.

Ms. Kramb said they are not saying it has to be off-street they are saying they do not know where it has
to be to be safe, they just do not want cars in the same spot. She said it is not a sharrow, it is going to
be something else.

Mr. Langworthy said that part they get and understand.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes asked if staff felt like they have enough direction to be able to work with the
applicant to resolve this issue.

Ms. Husak asked again whether the street section Option B with the cycletrack as proposed but signed or
colored or with pavement markings would it meet what the Commission looking for.

Ms. Kramb said that is close, but if the police says it is not safe then it is not the answer.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said they are going to approve 76-foot of right-of-way and in that right-of-way
they would like for bikes to be handled intentionally and.safely and have 5-foot tree lawns and an overall
width of 8-foot minimum of sidewalk on each side that does not all have to be in the right-of-way, but
there has to be at least 8 feet of sidewalk.

Mr. Taylor asked that in the future that they help them help the applicant and give them the context of
this stuff, it would be help to have or be told what the whole pictures.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes said-if they would have known there was more sidewalk they could have outside
of the easement, it would have really changed their perspective.

Mr. Langworthy said they had that in the Basic Plan, but it did not get to that level of discussion.

Ms. Husak modified conditions 3 and added 5. She read the following conditions into the record:
1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to City

Council submittal;

2) That the applicant provide street names for proposed Streets A, B and C prior to submitting the
preliminary plat for City Council review;

3) That the applicant revise the proposed street section for John Shields Parkway to include
minimum 5-foot wide tree lawns and minimum 8-foot wide sidewalks, and provide additional
easements where necessary;

4) That the subdivision requirement stating rights-of-way lines at street intersection must be
connected with a straight line tangent be waived with this proposal; and

5) That the applicant continue to work with staff to design the proposed bicycle facility for John
Shields Parkway as a space separately designated to avoid conflicts with pedestrians and
vehicles, and that the street sections be updated accordingly prior to submitting the preliminary
plat to City Council.

Ms. Amorose-Groomes asked if the applicant agreed to the modified conditions.
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Mr. Simonetti agreed to the conditions.

Motion and Vote
Mr. Fishman moved to recommend City Council approve this Preliminary Plat application because it meets
the requirements of the Subdivision Regulations, with five conditions:

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to
City Council submittal;

That the applicant provide street names for proposed Streets A, B and C prior to submitting the
preliminary plat for City Council review;

That the applicant revise the proposed street section for John Shields Parkway to include
minimum 5-foot wide tree lawns and minimum 8-foot wide sidewalks, and provide additional
easements where necessary;

That the subdivision requirement stating rights-of-way lines at street intersection must be
connected with a straight line tangent be waived with this proposal; and

That the applicant continue to work with staff to design the proposed bicycle facility for John
Shields Parkway as a space separately designated to® avoid. conflicts with pedestrians and
vehicles, and that the street sections be updated accordingly prior to submitting the preliminary
plat to City Council.

Mr. Simonetti agreed to the conditions.

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

0).

Ms. Amorose-Groomes thanked the applicant.
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Case Summary

Agenda Item 1

Case Number 13-052PP

Site Location West of Sawmill Road, south of Tuller Road, and east of Village Parkway.

Proposal A preliminary plat of approximately 7 acres of rights-of-way for new public streets

and associated infrastructure in the BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District.

Applicant Steve Simonetti, Edwards Communities Development Co.; represented by Robert
Ferguson, EMH&T.

Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II | (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us

Requests Review and approval of preliminary plat application under the provisions of the
Subdivision Regulations Section 152.020.

Planning

Recommendation  Approval of the preliminary plat with 4 conditions.
Based on Planning’s analysis, the proposal meets the requirements of the
Subdivision Regulations.

Conditions

1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat
are made prior to City Council submittal, including noting the open space
ownership and maintenance responsibilities, and setback information;

2) That the applicant provide street names for proposed Streets A, B and C prior
to submitting the preliminary plat for City Council review;

3) That the applicant revise the proposed street section for John Shields
Parkway to include a 5-foot tree lawn and a 3-foot sidewalk easement for a
6-foot sidewalk prior to submitting the preliminary plat for City Council
review; and

4) That the subdivision requirement stating rights-of-way lines at street
intersection must be connected with a straight line tangent be waived with
this proposal.
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7 acres of platted rights-of-way for property within Dublin Village Center
(no lots are being platted with this submission)

BSC-SCN, Bridge Street Corridor Sawmill Center Neighborhood

The site is part of Dublin Village Center and is bounded by Tuller Road to
the north, Village Parkway to the west and Dublin Center Drive to the
east. Existing uses served by the platted rights-of-way include the AMC
Theater, Applebee’s restaurant, and portions of two shopping center
buildings and associated parking lots. The preliminary plat also provides
streets for the proposed Edwards Apartment building, which the
Commission recently reviewed as a Basic Plan. The site and all
surrounding sites are in the BSC-SCN, Bridge Street Corridor Sawmill
Center Neighborhood.

Parts of the rights-of-way include existing private drives serving various
sites in the Dublin Village Center.

May 16, 2013

The Commission reviewed a Basic Plan and requested Waivers for a 324-
unit apartment building with podium parking, and associated site
improvements including new public streets and open spaces. The
Commission:

1) Approved two Development Plan Waivers: to permit two new blocks
to exceed the maximum block dimensions, and to waiver the required
mixed use “shopping corridor” as part of this development;

2) Approved the Basic Plan - Development Plan with 12 conditions;

3) Disapproved a Site Plan Waiver to permit the use of vinyl siding as a
permitted building material;

4) Approved the Basic Plan - Site Plan with 9 conditions; and

5) Disapproved a Fee-in-Lieu of open space land dedication request.

The Commission commented on the overall quality of the project, its
general consistency with the Bridge Street District vision, and proposed
architecture. The Commissioners agreed that the applicant should
continue to work with the City to provide the full amount of required open
space instead of payment of a fee. The Commission added conditions to
ensure that bicyclists are adequately accommodated within the new public
streets and that sidewalks were wide enough to facilitate pedestrian
activity. The Commission also requested the applicant ensure safe
connections between the AMC theater and its designated parking on the
north side of the new public street, and that terminal vistas be provided.

The applicant filed applications for Development Plan and Site Plan
Review for review and determination by the Administrative Review Team.



Details

Plat Overview

City of Dublin | Planning and Zoning Commission

Case 13-052PP | Dublin Sawmill Center Rights-of-Way Plat
June 20, 2013

Page 4 of 10

Preliminary Plat

The proposed preliminary plat provides 7.091 acres of public right-of-way
to establish the street network, block layout and dimensions for a portion
of the Sawmill Center Neighborhood District. This plat is only for rights-
of-way; no lots are included.

The plat provides a 76-foot right-of-way for John Shields Parkway, 60
feet for the north section of Street A, and 65 feet for other rights-of-way.

John Shields Parkway is the east-west District Connector street intended
to provide a road connection from Sawmill Road to Riverside Drive. The
first phase of John Shields Parkway was approved with the Vrable
Healthcare final development plan and final plat.

Street A connects Tuller Road to the new Street C east of the AMC
Theater and to the west of the proposed Edwards Apartment building.
The 60-foot right-of-way for the north section is adequate to
accommodate all necessary amenities. The location of the power line
easement and the development restrictions it creates allows the lesser
right-of-way to be used.

Street B connects to Tuller Road north from Street C and creates the
apartment block for the Edwards project.

Street C provides an additional east-west connection from Dublin Center
Drive to Village Parkway. The AMC Theater and the Applebee’s restaurant
will have frontage along this new street.

Additional right-of-way at Dublin Center Drive and John Shields Parkway
creates a T-intersection to straighten the existing curve.

The development blocks created by these rights-of-way were approved
by the Commission on May 16, 2013 with the Basic Plan for the
Development Plan for the Edwards Apartment project. The Administrative
Review Team is scheduled to make a determination on the Development
Plan at its June 27, 2013 meeting.

The proposed street network meets the objectives of the Code and with
the waivers approved by the Commission achieves walkable blocks that
place high value on pedestrian movement and safety and a street
network that appropriately distributes vehicular traffic.
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The Subdivision Regulations, §152.018, contain content requirements for
preliminary plats. The requirements include general plat information, the
detailed depiction of the existing site conditions, public street information,
including street sections, and a tree preservation plan.

The proposed preliminary plat includes a vicinity map showing the general
location of the subdivision as required. The proposed name of the plat is
Preliminary Plat of Right-Of-Way for John Shields Parkway, Street A,
Street B, Street C and Dublin Center Drive. Prior to the plat review at City
Council, the applicant will be required to provide street names for all
proposed streets and the new names will be in the preliminary plat title.

The plat shows site conditions as described in this report.

The Subdivision Regulations require the preliminary plat to include the
proposed street details. The applicant has provided sections for each of
the proposed streets. Except for John Shields Parkway, a district
connector street, all proposed streets are classified as neighborhood
streets. The access points onto the proposed public streets and the new
intersections are acceptable at this preliminary stage and the general
layout of the streets conforms to the Street Network map in the Bridge
Street Code.

The street pavement sections have two 11-foot travel lanes and 8 feet for
parallel parking spaces on both sides of the street. Except as noted
below, a 2-foot carriage walk is adjacent to the parallel parking; each side
of the street will also have a 5-foot tree lawn and an 8-foot sidewalk.

Two street sections are proposed for Street A. North of John Shields
Parkway the 60 feet of right-of-way includes a 5-foot tree lawn and a
5'%-foot sidewalk adjacent the travel lane. South of John Shields
Parkway, the 65 feet of right-of-way will include a 2-foot carriage walk
and a 6-foot sidewalk separated by the 5-foot tree lawn. All other
elements are the same.

Two street sections are also proposed for Street B. North of John Shield
Parkway will include an 8-foot sidewalk as required by the Commission,
and the 5-foot tree lawn. The 65-foot right-of-way for Street B south of
John Shields Parkway will include also have the 2-foot carriage walk, a 6-
foot walk, and 5-foot tree lawn. All other elements are the same.

Street C will include 65 feet right-of-way with 11-foot travel lanes and 8



Details

Grading & Utilities

City of Dublin | Planning and Zoning Commission

Case 13-052PP | Dublin Sawmill Center Rights-of-Way Plat
June 20, 2013

Page 6 of 10

Preliminary Plat

feet for parallel parking on both sides of the road. The section will also
have the 2-foot carriage walk, 5-foot tree lawn and 6-foot sidewalk.
Staff's expectation for John Shields Parkway inside the Sawmill Center
Neighborhood had been for bicyclist to use the street rather than
providing a specific realm for bikes. However, the Basic Plan for the
Development Plan approval was conditioned to provide a designated
bikeway. Accordingly, through the review of the Development Plan by the
ART, staff has worked with applicant to arrive at a solution addressing the
Commission’s condition while working within the right-of-way for John
Shields Parkway. Planning and Engineering have requested the
modification of the proposed Shields pedestrian zone section as follows:

North side: 8-foot wide cycletrack for two-way bicycle traffic and 3-foot
carriage lane; 5-foot tree lawn (4 feet shown) and a 6-foot sidewalk.
Meeting these requirements will necessitate a 3-foot sidewalk easement
(2 feet shown) outside of the existing right-of-way.

South side: 3-foot carriage lane; 6-foot tree lawn; 10-foot wide
sidewalk.

The Subdivision Regulations 152.029(B)(6) require rights-of-way at street
intersections be connected with a straight line tangent to the intersection.
The proposed plat does not include this chamfered intersection detail due
to the Bridge Street provisions of the Zoning Code that require corner
occupancy by buildings. The Commission and City Council may modify
this requirement with the approval of the plat. Engineering recommends
the requirement stating rights-of-way lines at street intersection must be
connected with a straight line tangent be waived with this proposal.

New handicap ramps will be needed on the west side of Village Parkway
in the existing shared use path to accommodate the connection to the
new sidewalks on the proposed streets. Street lights will be installed on
these new streets. A 25-foot tall version of the City’s standard street light
(including the LED fixture) is proposed.

The spot elevations shown reflect the more detailed information that we
have received for review on the street construction drawings. The
appropriate benchmark information is shown.

An existing 8-inch public sanitary sewer located near Street A will be used
for the northern portion of the project. Engineering has analyzed the
downstream system for the currently proposed apartment building and no
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further improvements are necessary for the apartment complex. There is
a label on page 4 of the preliminary plat that indicates a possible future
sanitary sewer extension to this existing line (no linework is shown).
Further review of the downstream capacity will be required if this
extension happens and if the uses change from the densities shown in the
calculations we recently received.

The sanitary sewer service to the southern portion of the project is not
shown. A private 8-inch sewer is shown that most likely services the
existing shopping center buildings. New public sanitary sewers may be
needed to serve future development along Street C.

There are 12-inch waterlines on Village Parkway, Tuller Road and Dublin
Center Drive surrounding the site. The applicant is proposing to install all
new 8-inch public waterlines within the rights-of-way of John Shields
Parkway, Street B and Street C. These lines will provide adequate looping
and service to the proposed development. The applicant has worked with
the Washington Township Fire Department to provide a fire hydrant at
the mid-point of Street A. This is accommodated by the extension of a 6-
inch public line within the right of way.

The plans show the reuse of portions of the existing on-site storm sewer
system to provide the necessary drainage for the project. These storm
sewers were installed as part of the construction of the shopping center —
more than 20 years ago. Engineering is concerned about accepting the
existing pipes for public infrastructure due to many factors: age,
condition, unknown bedding and backfill of the pipes. The applicant has
provided closed-caption televised video of the pipe they wish to reuse. A
separate consultant for Engineering will review the conditions of these
pipes to provide a recommendation if they are acceptable as public
infrastructure. If it is determined that the existing pipes are unacceptable,
additional storm sewer will have to be installed to provide the appropriate
drainage for the public street.

This project will be done in compliance with Chapter 53, Stormwater
Regulations and the OEPA General Construction Permit. The applicant is
proposing to use a permeable paver in the parallel parking spaces along
John Shields Parkway. This will provide the necessary water quality storm
control measures to meet both the City and State’s requirements.
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Preliminary Plat

Open Space dedication is not required with a right-of-way plat. A
development agreement will include provisions to fulfill the required open
spaces dedication for the Edwards residential project.

The tree preservation plan includes a table listing all trees within the
right-of-way to be removed and their conditions. There are 167 trees that
equate to 1,524 inches to be removed. Code Section 153.065(D)(9)(b)
provides for exemptions to tree replacements requirements when trees
were required as part of a previously approved development plan, where
structures are required to be located and for the provision of utilities,
requiring no replacement of the removed trees.

Preliminary Plat

The Subdivision Regulations identify criteria for the review and approval
for a plat. Following is an analysis by Planning based on those criteria.

Criterion met with Condition: This proposal is consistent with the
requirements of the Subdivision Regulations and all required information is
included on the plat. The applicant must ensure that any minor technical
adjustments to the plat are made prior to City Council submittal, including
open space ownership and maintenance responsibilities and setback
information.

Criterion met with Conditions: Street widths, grades, curvatures, and
intersection signs comply with the appropriate Code Sections and
Engineering requirements. Public streets meet City construction standards.

Street names for proposed Streets A, B and C will be needed prior to
submission of the preliminary plat for City Council review.

The applicant proposed street section for the north side of John Shields
Parkway must be revised to include a 5-foot tree lawn and a 3-foot
sidewalk easement for a 6-foot sidewalk prior to submitting the preliminary
plat for City Council review.

The Subdivision Regulations 152.029(B)(6) require rights-of-way at street
intersections be connected with a straight line tangent to the intersection.
The proposed plat does not include this chamfered intersection detail due
to the Bridge Street provisions of the Zoning Code that require corner
occupancy by buildings. The Commission and City Council may modify this
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Preliminary Plat

requirement with the approval of the plat. Engineering recommends the
requirement stating rights-of-way lines at street intersection must be
connected with a straight line tangent be waived with this proposal.

Criterion met: Utility lines are adequately sized and located to serve the
development and provided within appropriately sized and accessible
easements.

Not applicable.

Recommendation Preliminary Plat

Approval

Conditions

This proposal complies with the preliminary plat criteria and a
recommendation to City Council for approval of this request is
recommended with three conditions.

1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the
plat are made prior to City Council submittal, including noting the open
space ownership and maintenance responsibilities, and setback
information;

2) That the applicant provide street names for proposed Streets A, B and
C prior to submitting the preliminary plat for City Council review;

3) That the applicant revise the proposed street section for the north side
of John Shields Parkway to include a 5-foot tree lawn and a 3-foot
sidewalk easement for a 6-foot sidewalk prior to scheduling the
preliminary plat for City Council review; and

4) That the subdivision requirement stating rights-of-way lines at street
intersection must be connected with a straight line tangent be waived
with this proposal.
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PRELIMINARY PLAT

If approved, the preliminary plat will be reviewed at a later date by City Council. If the
Commission disapproves the preliminary plat, it must state its reasons for doing so. Approval of
the preliminary plat is effective for 24 months and authorizes the developer to proceed with
construction after meeting all Engineering requirements. The Commission and City Council will
later review the final plat for each phase, generally after infrastructure is complete, to ensure
that it conforms to the preliminary plat.

Review Criteria:

In accordance with Chapter 152, the Code sets out the following requirements as part of the

platting requirements for the subdivision of land:

1) The proposed plat provides the minimum plat contents required by Sections 152.018(B) and
152.018(C);

2) The proposed plat will comply with all applicable subdivision improvement procedures as
defined by Sections 152.035 through 152.053;

3) The proposed plat will provide required improvements as specified by Sections 152.065
through 152.072.
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building located on the north side of Tuller Road at the intersection with Village Parkway, however the
application is being withdrawn. She said Planning has reviewed the proposal as well as the applicable
Zoning Code provisions and has determined that a sales facility of this nature without any exterior
changes is a permitted use and no further review is needed.

3. 13-051MPR — BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — AMC Theater — Signs —
6700 Village Parkway
Jonathan Lee said this is a request for two new permanent wall signs to replace existing wall signs for an
existing movie theater in the Dublin Village Center, located at the southeast corner of the intersection of
Tuller Road and Village Parkway. He said this Minor Project Review application is proposed in accordance
with Zoning Code Section 153.066(G).

Mr. Lee presented the proposed site plan and explained that the proposed replacement signs will be
internally illuminated channel letters.

Rachel Ray said the property owner has been meeting with staff on behalf of AMC to discuss more
significant facade improvements, but their intent is to obtain approvals for the signs only at this time.
She said there were several sign variances that were approved for this site a number of years ago that
need to be reviewed prior to the ART’s determination on this proposal next week.

Mr. Langworthy asked how this site was permitted to have two signs. Ms. Ray said she believed they
were a result of the variances granted for this site, and since the variances run with the land, would still
be in effect for this site. She noted that under the new sign regulations, two signs would be permitted
because a new street will be platted south of the theater, which would provide two frontages for signs.

Mr. Langworthy asked if the Administrative Review Team members had any further comments or
guestions at this time. [There were none.]

Ms. Ray said the target Administrative Review Team determination for this proposal is Thursday, June 13,
2013.

4. 13-052PP — BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center
Preliminary Plat — Tuller Road & Village Parkway
Claudia Husak said this is a request to plat approximately 7.166 acres of right-of-way for new public
streets and associated infrastructure in the BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District, located west of
Sawmill Road, south of Tuller Road, and east of Village Parkway. She said this is a request for review and
recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Preliminary Plat under the
provisions of the Subdivision Regulations, Section 152.020.

Ms. Husak reviewed the proposed preliminary plat showing streets, lots, easements, and rights-of-way.

Barb Cox noted that the drawings show future improvements that are not necessary for the preliminary
plat and asked that they be removed.

Ms. Husak said there is a general staff meeting on Friday afternoon. She said she would like to mark up a
set of plans with all of staff's comments to return to the applicant in order to turn this application around
for the Planning and Zoning Commission packets at the end of next week.

Ms. Husak reported that original signatures were still needed on the application, since a portion of the
plat involves an adjacent property.

Steve Langworthy pointed out that the plans still show the right-in driveway to the AMC theater off of
John Shields Parkway. He noted that that driveway should also be removed from the plat and that his
understanding was that the City Engineer was not supportive of the driveway.
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Ms. Husak said that if the applicant does not remove the driveway, they could make its removal a
condition of approval of the Preliminary Plat at the Planning and Zoning Commission’s review.

Mr. Langworthy asked if there were any further comments on the application at this time. [There were
none.]

Ms. Husak said the target Administrative Review Team recommendation is Thursday, June 13, to the
Planning and Zoning Commission for their June 20, 2013 meeting.

5. 13-049DP-BSC — BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center —
Edwards Apartment Building — Tuller Road & Village Parkway
Rachel Ray said this is a request for review of an approximately 324-unit podium apartment building to
be constructed on an approximately 6.4 acre site with approximately 7.82 acres of new public streets and
7.78 acres of off-site improvements in the BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District. She said this is a
request for Development Plan Review by the Administrative Review Team under the provisions of Zoning
Code Section 153.066(E).

Ms. Ray reviewed the application submittal, including the proposed rights-of-way, interior blocks, lots,
street types, existing conditions, and the neighborhood standards.

Steve Langworthy said the proposed street sections should be depicted on the plans.

Ms. Ray said the applicant will need to provide an interim plan for the period of time following the
demolition showing the “temporary” conditions of the parking lots, new streets, and associated
landscaping until new development is proposed on the adjacent development blocks.

Barb Cox said she had requested that the applicant make the mid-block pedestrian crossings eight feet in
width, which is wider than they would typically be, so that they would be more noticeable to vehicles.
She stated that there is a meeting with the project engineer on Friday to review the outstanding items of
concern such as the ownership and maintenance of the retaining walls within the right-of-way.

Fred Hahn asked if the Development Plan application was intended to include the resolution for the
provision of required open space.

Ms. Ray noted that the open space proposed with the Development Plan is the same amount of open
space shown at the Basic Plan Review, and that the resolution for the provision of required open space
would be addressed through the Development Agreement and a future application for development in the
center. She stated that the details for the open spaces that are being provided would be addressed with
the application for Site Plan Review.

Brian Griffith, Creative Design + Planning, representing the applicant, stated that they were working
through the process.

Ms. Ray said that the target ART determination is Thursday, June 27, 2013.

Mr. Langworthy asked if there were any further questions or comments from the ART members at this
time. [There were none].
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Ms. Husak said that if the applicant does not remove the driveway, they could make its removal a
condition of approval of the Preliminary Plat at the Planning and Zoning Commission’s review.

Mr. Langworthy asked if there were any further comments on the application at this time. [There were
none.]

Ms. Husak said the target Administrative Review Team recommendation is Thursday, June 13, to the
Planning and Zoning Commission for their June 20, 2013 meeting.

5. 13-049DP-BSC — BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center —
Edwards Apartment Building — Tuller Road & Village Parkway
Rachel Ray said this is a request for review of an approximately 324-unit podium apartment building to
be constructed on an approximately 6.4 acre site with approximately 7.82 acres of new public streets and
7.78 acres of off-site improvements in the BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District. She said this is a
request for Development Plan Review by the Administrative Review Team under the provisions of Zoning
Code Section 153.066(E).

Ms. Ray reviewed the application submittal, including the proposed rights-of-way, interior blocks, lots,
street types, existing conditions, and the neighborhood standards.

Steve Langworthy said the proposed street sections should be depicted on the plans.

Ms. Ray said the applicant will need to provide an interim plan for the period of time following the
demolition showing the “temporary” conditions of the parking lots, new streets, and associated
landscaping until new development is proposed on the adjacent development blocks.

Barb Cox said she had requested that the applicant make the mid-block pedestrian crossings eight feet in
width, which is wider than they would typically be, so that they would be more noticeable to vehicles.
She stated that there is a meeting with the project engineer on Friday to review the outstanding items of
concern such as the ownership and maintenance of the retaining walls within the right-of-way.

Fred Hahn asked if the Development Plan application was intended to include the resolution for the
provision of required open space.

Ms. Ray noted that the open space proposed with the Development Plan is the same amount of open
space shown at the Basic Plan Review, and that the resolution for the provision of required open space
would be addressed through the Development Agreement and a future application for development in the
center. She stated that the details for the open spaces that are being provided would be addressed with
the application for Site Plan Review.

Brian Griffith, Creative Design + Planning, representing the applicant, stated that they were working
through the process.

Ms. Ray said that the target ART determination is Thursday, June 27, 2013.

Mr. Langworthy asked if there were any further questions or comments from the ART members at this
time. [There were none].
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Mr. Langworthy asked if there were any further comments from the ART.
Ms. Ray said there will be a determination at the next ART meeting June 6".

Determinations
None

Pre-Application Case Review
3. Pre-Application Review (Bridge Street District) — BSC Sawmill Center
Neighborhood District - Dublin Village Center — Edwards Apartment Building —
Tuller Road and Village Parkway
Rachel Ray this is a request for pre-application review prior to submission of a Development
Plan Application in accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066(C).

Ms. Ray said the applicant is not present, however they had met earlier in the day to review
what is needed for the submission of the Development Plan Review application expected on
Friday, May 31, 2013.

Administrative

Mr. Langworthy asked Ms. Ray to provide a brief update regarding potential upcoming
applications. Mr. Langworthy asked if there were any changes to the May 23, 2013 meeting
minutes. Mr. Langworthy accepted the minutes into the record. Mr. Langworthy confirmed there
were no further items of discussion and adjourned the meeting.
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Attendees

Steve Langworthy, Director of Land Use and Long Range Planning; Rachel Ray, Planner Il; Dan
Phillabaum, Senior Planner; Alan Perkins, Fire Marshal; Jeff Tyler, Director of Building
Standards; Barb Cox, Engineering Manager; Jeremiah Gracia, Economic Development
Administrator; Laura Ball, Landscape Architect; Ray Harpham, Commercial Plans Examiner;
Aaron Stanford, Civil Engineer; Steve Simonetti, Edwards Communities Development Company;
Stephen Caplinger, Creative Design + Planning; Tim Volchko, EMH&T; Brad Parrish,
Architectural Alliance; and Flora Rogers, Administrative Assistant.

Steve Langworthy called the meeting to order.

Case Introductions
None

Determinations
None

Pre-Application Case Review

1. Pre-Application Review (Bridge Street District) — BSC Sawmill Center
Neighborhood District - Dublin Village Center — Edwards Apartment Building —
Tuller Road and Village Parkway

Rachel Ray said this is a non-binding review of a future application for Development Plan

Review for a 324-unit podium apartment building to be constructed on an approximately 6.3-

acre site with approximately 7.8 acres of new public streets in the BSC Sawmill Center

Neighborhood District. She said this is a request for pre-application review prior to submission

of a Development Plan application in accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066(C).

Ms. Ray distributed plans submitted by the applicant and comments prepared by Planning and
Engineering.

Ms. Ray reviewed the General Application Requirements including the application form, fee,
project description and the description of the conformance to Code Sections 153.060-061 and
153.063.

Ms. Ray reviewed the General Site Plan Elements including the Existing Conditions Plan as
shown on Sheet C-1, identifying additional information needed to identify the project area
boundaries, defining the site to include all new streets and rights-of-way, new development
blocks, and adjacent portions of the site impacted by the new streets/development and to split
the existing conditions plan into detail plans to a scale of not more than 1”=100'. She said the
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Demolition Plan as shown on Sheet C-2, should include the removal of unnecessary line work to
help with the plan’s legibility, clearly identifying existing property lines and all areas to be
impacted by the demolition. She said that if the parcels to the east of Dublin Center Drive will
be impacted beyond the right-of-way, owner authorization will be required. She said the plans
should identify the total building square footages to be demolished, and total square footage to
remain and to be constructed. Ms. Ray stated that the trees to be removed, including size,
species, and their condition should be identified in accordance with Code Section
153.065(D)(9).

Ms. Ray stated that, with respect to the Interim Conditions Plan, Sheet C-3, the plans should
identify how existing parking lot access, pedestrian circulation, etc. will be maintained to areas
impacted by the demolition and road construction. She referred to the Parking Lot Modifications
Plan, Sheet C-4, and requested the removal of unnecessary line work, and that the applicant
create labels or some other consistent identifier for each new Block and each new street
segment. She requested that the applicant provide detailed plans for each new Block to be
created or impacted, showing the new block directly south of the Edwards site as graded and
seeded. She stated that the plans should include a calculation of the number of existing parking
spaces, and parking spaces to be removed and reconfigured, and the final parking count.

Ms. Ray reviewed the Streets and Utilities Plan, Sheet C-5, noting that the plan is illegible at this
scale and with the amount of line work shown, asked that the applicant refer to comments
regarding the site information on sheet C-1. She said that intersection modifications at Tuller
Road and the new North/South street to the west of the Edwards site, the intersection of Tuller
Road and new John Shields Parkway, and Dublin Center Drive and new proposed East/West
street south of the Applebee’s should be shown, and the plans should also reflect the latest
street configurations discussed at the Engineering meeting on Tuesday, May 21, including street
sections with permeable pavers on John Shields Parkway, 8-foot sidewalks, 5-foot planting
zones with tree grates, and 5-foot cycletracks where appropriate.

Ms. Ray reviewed the Lot and Block Configurations and requested that the plans identify each
block dimension for all new blocks created and known open spaces with dimensions and
acreages.

Ms Ray reviewed the Neighborhood District Requirements, identifying the areas where terminal
vistas will be required, but noted that details should be provided at appropriate Site Plan
Reviews. She stated that details related to the proposed pocket parks should also be provided
at the Site Plan Reviews, but the locations should be shown on the plans at this time.

Ms. Ray said the applicant needs to provide the proposed preliminary plat and interim
reconfigured lot lines as well.

Tim Volchko said these were submitted with the Roadway Package to Engineering on
Wednesday, May 22".

Ms. Ray asked Ms. Cox to comment on Engineering’s preliminary comments on the initial set of
plans.

Barb Cox stated that she had prepared Engineering comments and considerations with respect
to the Preliminary Plat, the Interim Conditions Plan, Water, Sanitary Sewer, and Stormwater
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Management Plans for both the Edwards site as well as the public street network. She also
noted comments on the proposed street network plans, including parking lot access, mid-block
crossings, driveway intersections, street lighting, bicycle parking, and the parallel spaces shown
on Tuller Road. Ms. Cox noted that she had shared this information with Rob Ferguson, also
with EMH&T, the representative for the applicant at the Tuesday May, 21% Engineering
meeting.

Ms. Ray asked if there were any other questions or concerns from the ART at this time. Ms.
Ray said Planning and Engineering had scheduled a meeting for this upcoming Friday, May 24"
to discuss some of the comments noted by Engineering, and will provide the appropriate
information and conclusions to the applicants.

Ms. Ray concluded the discussion regarding the pre-application review to discuss architecture
while Stephen Caplinger arranged for Pete Edwards to join the meeting via conference call. She
noted that the applicant had requested the opportunity to discuss questions related to the
architectural requirements in preparation for the Site Plan Review application for the Edwards
project.

Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance, representing the applicant, led the discussion on
architecture. He requested clarification on Code requirements related to horizontal and vertical
facade divisions, roof pitches, roof ridge breaks, window types, shutter details, terminal vista
requirements, first floor opacity calculations for parking garages, podium parking garage ceiling
height, balcony encroachments into setbacks, balcony depth calculation, and
dumpster/compactor location and design.

Pete Edwards commented with respect to his concern for the expense associated with the
public improvements and how far the TIF funds were projected to stretch to cover these
expenses.

Jeff Tyler asked for details related to dryer vents and the exterior treatments required.

Steve Simonetti said they would like the opportunity to provide examples of window treatments
and details related to the high quality material as well as using vinyl as a building material for
the facade of the interior courtyards.

Mr. Edwards commented on the use of vinyl siding as a high quality, durable, and low
maintenance building material.

Steve Langworthy agreed to note the areas of clarification necessary within the ordinance
regarding the architectural requirements.

Administrative

Mr. Langworthy asked Ms. Ray to provide a brief update regarding potential upcoming
applications. Mr. Langworthy asked if there were any changes to the May 16, 2013 meeting
minutes. Mr. Langworthy accepted the minutes into the record. Mr. Langworthy confirmed there
were no further items of discussion and adjourned the meeting.
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

1. BSC Sawmill Center Nelghborhaod District — Dublin Village Center

Edwards Apartment Bullding Tuller Road and Village Parkway
13-031BPR Basic Plan Review
Proposal: To construct a 324-unft podium apartment building on a 8.32-acre site,

on the north side of a new public street in the Bridge Street Corridor
Sawmill Center Nefghborhood District northeast of the existing AMC

Theater.

Request: Review and approval of Basic Plan Review application under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(D).

Applicant: Steve Simonett, Edwards Communities,

Planning Contact: Rachel S. Ray, AICP, Planner I,

Contact Information:  (614) 410-4656, rrry@dublin.oh,us

MOTION #1: To approve the requests for the following two Development Plan Waivers: 1) Table
153.060-A-Maximum Block Dimensions - To permit two new biocks to exceed the maximum block
dimensions; and 2) 153.063(C){(5)(a) — Shopping Corridor - To not be required to provide a mixed use
"shopping corridor” as part of this development,

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: The two Development Plan Waivers were 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 7
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center

Edwards Apartment Building Tuller Road and Village Parkway
13-031BPR Basic Plan Review
Proposal: To construct a 324-unit podium apartment bullding on a 8.32-acre site,

on the north side of a new public street In the Bridge Street Corridor
Sawmill Center Neighborhood District northeast of the existing AMC

Theater.

Request: Review and approval of Basic Plan Review application under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(D).

Applicant: Steve Simonetti, Edwards Communities.

Planning Contact: Rachel S. Ray, AICP, Planner 11,

Contact Information:  (614) 410-4656, rray@dublin.oh.us

MOTION #2: To approve this application for Basic Plan Review (Development Plan) under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(D), with 12 conditions:

1)
2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

2

That the applicant coordinate driveway access along Jonn Shields Parkway (Street Segment 1) to
direct pedestrian activity, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

That driveway access points along the neighborhood streets (Street Segments 2 and 3) be
coordinated and aligned, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

That heightened architectural detailing and an open space node be provided at the intersection
of Street Segments 1 (John Shiekds Parkway) and 2 at the southwest comner of Block B;

That the applicant work with the property owner to reconfigure the proposed open space to
provide the required open space “node” at the intersection of Street Segments 1 and 2, with
open spaces (pocket plazas or pocket parks) at a minimum of three, if not all four corners of the
Intersection and provide the minimum required 1.49 acres of open space on-site and/or within
660 ft. of the development site;

That the applicant submit a demolition plan in addition to a plan for the interim site conditions,
induding grading, seeding, parking lot reconfiguration, etc. as part of the Development Plan
Review;

That the applicant coordinate the timing of the improvements to Tuller Road with the City
Engineer;

That the applicant provide a phasing plan as part of the Development Plan Review;

That the applicant provide all necessary public and private infrastructure plans as part of the
Development Plan Review;

That the applicant provide a designated bicycle way and enhanced pedestrian pathways on John
Shields Parkway;

Page 2 of 7
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1, BSC Sawmil} Center Neighborhood District —~ Dublin Village Center

Edwards Apartment Building Tuller Road and Viliage Parkway
13-031BPR Basic Plan Review
Motion #2 (Continued)

10) That the applicant provide additional sidewalk width on the eastern north-south street;

11) That the applicant work with staff to address concerns regarding theater exits and safe roadway
crossings for pedestrians; and

12) That the applicant provide greater architectural detailing at the terminal vista of a potential road
connection east of the proposed apartment building.

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

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: The Basic Plan Review (Development Plan) 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 3 of 7
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

1. BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center

Edwards Apartment Building Tuller Road and Village Parkway
13-031BPR Baslc Plan Review
Proposal: To construct a 324-unit podium apartment building on a 8.32-acre site,

on the north side of a new public street in the Bridge Street Comridor
Sawmill Center Neighborhood District northeast of the existing AMC

Theater,

Request: Review and approval of Basic Plan Review application under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(D).

Applicant; Steve Simonetti, Edwards Communities.

Planning Contact: Rachel S. Ray, AICP, Planner II,

Contact Information:  (614) 4104656, rray@dublin.oh.us

MOTION #3: To disapprove the requested Site Plan Waiver to Zoning Code Secton 153.062(EX1) -
Fagade Materials, Permitted Primary Materials, to permit the use of vinyl siding as a permitted facade
material.

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: The requested Site Plan Waiver was disapproved.
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 4 of 7
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

1I

BSC Sawmilll Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center

Edwards Apartment Building Tuller Road and Village Parkway
13-031BPR Basic Plan Review
Proposal: To construct a 324-unit podium apartment building on a 8.32-acre sfte,

on the north side of a new public street in the Bridge Street Corridor
Sawmill Center Neighborhood District northeast of the existing AMC

Theater.

Request: Review and approval of Basic Plan Review application under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153,066(D).

Applicant: Steve Simonett, Edwards Communities.

Planning Contact: Rachel S. Ray, AICP, Planner II.

Contact Information:  (614) 410-4656, rray@dublin.oh.us

MOTION #4: To approve the Basic Plan Review for the Site Plan with nine conditions:

1)
2)

3)

)

5)
6)
7)

8)

That the ridge lines parallel to the streets be interrupted to meet Code Section 153.062(DX2)c);

That the applicant provide a pedestrian circulation plan demonstrating safe access to the building
for residents and visitors;

That the bullding’s architecture be modified to provide the appropriate vertical fagade divisions
(no spans greater than 40 feet), horizontal facade divisions (detailing required within 3 feet of
the top of the ground story), and required change in roof plane (changes required every 80 feet)
to meet the Podium Apartment Building Type requirement;

That Pocket Park D be redesigned to eliminate the proposed bioretention fadility and reconfigure
the stormwater management fadlities (if needed) to maintain usable, accessible open space
area;

That the applicant provide publidy available bicyde parking facilities within the streetscape and
within the pocket parks and plazas for visitors and residents;

That the applicant provide additional details regarding the parking structure operation and
drculation at the Site Plan Review;

That the surface parking lot plans be modified to provide a street wall consistent with Section
153.065(E) with the landscape treatment required by Sections 153.065(D)(5)(a) and (¢);

That the applicant wark with Planning and Engineering to reevaluate the proposed dumpster
location In refation to the proposed right-of-way, prior to Site Plan Review; and
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1. BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Viltage Center

Edwards Apartment Building Tuller Road and Village Parkway
13-031BPR Basic Plan Review
Motion #4 (Continued)

9) That the applicant work with the City to execute a suitable agreement that provides the full
amount of required open space as required by Code as part of a future phase development of the
BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District.

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

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: The Basic Plan Review (Site Plan) 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
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The Planning and Zoning Commisslon took the following action at this meeting;

1, BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center

Edwards Apartment Building Tuller Road and Village Parkway
13-031BPR Basic Plan Review
Proposal: To construct a 324-unit podium apartment building on a 8.32-acre site,

on the north side of a new public street in the Bridge Street Corridor
Sawmlll Center Neighborhood District northeast of the existing AMC

Theater,

Request: Review and approval of Basic Plan Review application under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(D).

Applicant: Steve Simonetti, Edwards Communities.

Planning Contact: Rachel S. Ray, AICP, Pianner II.

Contact Information:  (614) 410-4656, may@dublin.ch.us

MOTION #S5: To disapprove the request for payment of a Fee-in-Lieu of open space land dedication,

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: The request was disapproved,
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 _

S e, s Vo

Racge/l S. Ray, AICP ' -
Planner 11 S5 4

-~
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Motion and Vote

Mr. Taylor moved to accept the May 2, 2013 meeting minutes as amended. Mr. Hardt seconded the
motion. The vote was as follows: Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr.
Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes (Approved 7 — 0.)

Administrative Business
Ms. Amorose Groomes briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning
Commission. She determined that the cases would be heard in the order of the published agenda.

1. BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village Center
Edwards Apartment Building Tuller Road and Village Parkway
13-031BPR Basic Plan Review

Ms. Amorose Groomes introduced this application Basic Plan Review to construct a 324-unit podium
apartment building on an 8.32-acre site, on the north side of a new public street in the Bridge Street
Corridor Sawmill Center Neighborhood District northeast of the existing AMC Theater. She said this Basic
Plan Review application is in anticipation of Development Plan and Site Plan Review applications and is
proposed in accordance with the Zoning Code. She noted that this application also includes requests for
Site and Development Plan Waivers and a request for Open Space Fee-In-Lieu. She said the Commission
will be required to make five motions.

Rachel Ray said that they are pleased to present this Basic Plan Review for the Edwards Podium
Apartment Building within Bridge Street Corridor Sawmill Center Neighborhood District. She explained
that this is the first step in the development application process and includes requests for Development
Plan and Site Plan Waivers that have been identified at this early stage of the proposal that require
review and determination by the Commission, and involves a request to pay a fee-in-lieu of providing the
full public open space dedication requirement.

Ms. Ray presented a site plan of the location of the Dublin Village Center shopping center located west of
Sawmill Road, south of 1-270 and Tuller Road, with the AMC Theater in the western portion of the
shopping center and the Applebee’s restaurant in the eastern portion facing Dublin Center Drive.

Ms. Ray provided an outline of the presentation as this is the first significant Bridge Street District project
of this nature and scale, and she said she wanted to review the application and process to clarify the
current stages and status of the project, the steps that will follow, and what is going to be requested of
the Commission as part of the request for Basic Plan Review. She said that at the end of the presentation
she will have the applicant spend some time discussing their project as well as responding to some of the
issues that have been raised in the ART Report to the Commission.

Ms. Ray explained that as staff had been meeting with potential developers, architects and designers and
presenting the Code in various forums, potential applicants were encouraged to meet with staff early and
often, the purpose of which was to make sure that when they are ready to bring forward an application
that they have a substantial understanding of the Code requirements and how that impacts their project.
She said that this applicant has embraced that “early and often” process and are pleased to let the
Commission know that the applicant has been meeting with staff on a regular basis even before the
application was filed. She said if, however, an applicant doesn't meet with staff prior to submitting an
application, there is a Pre-Application Review process built in to the Code that makes sure that once an
application is ready to be filed that they have all the appropriate materials that are necessary to make
sure they have a complete submittal for review.

Ms. Ray said the first step is the Basic Plan Review application, and this requires an Administrative
Review Team review and recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission with a determination
within 28 days from the submittal of the complete application. She said the purpose of the Basic Plan
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Review is to outline the scope, character, and nature of the proposed development, and the process
allows the required reviewing body (which in this case is the Planning and Zoning Commission, but might
end up being the Architectural Review Board for projects in the Historic District) to evaluate the proposal
for its general consistency with the Bridge Street Corridor Vision Plan as well as the Bridge Street zoning
regulations. She noted that the Basic Plan Review also provided the opportunity for public input at the
earliest stages of the development process.

Ms. Ray said the Basic Plan Review is required prior to submission of applications for Development Plan
and Site Plan Review and since the applicant will be filing both those applications in the near future, this
Basic Plan Review application includes the Basic Plan Review for both. She said the Commission is
required to make a determination on the Basic Plan Review proposal to either approve, approve with
conditions or deny the request.

Ms. Ray said since the applicant has already identified some of the Development Plan and Site Plan
Waivers and their desire to pay a fee-in-lieu of dedicating all of the required open space, all of which
require Planning and Zoning Commission review and determination, those requests have been combined
with the Basic Plan Review process. She said following the Commission determination on the Basic Plan
Review the next steps are the Development Plan and Site Plan Review applications and they can be filed
concurrently or separately and are only required to receive Administrative Review Team review with a
determination required within 28 days from the submission of a complete application.

Ms. Ray said the Development Plan Review looks at development project elements including the street
network, the lots and blocks, and elements typical of what would be included in a subdivision plat which
also requires review and recommendation to City Council by the Planning and Zoning Commission. She
said Site Plan Review is required for all other developments that do not qualify as Minor Project Reviews.
She stated that the Site Plan Review includes the specific building design and materials, open space
details and all other site development standards including landscaping, parking, building materials, signs
and lighting. She reported that the Administrative Review Team'’s review is the final step before building
permitting.

Ms. Ray said the provision of publically accessible open spaces are intended to be planned and
incorporated in concert with proposed development projects to the extent possible, rather than
purchased by the City after the fact, using those park land funds generated by those fee-in-lieu of open
space dedication payments. She said there might be circumstances in limited situations where payment
of a fee might be appropriate, and as such it was included as a process in the Code, but that process
does require Planning and Zoning Commission approval.

Ms. Ray presented the proposed development project overview describing the shopping center as a
typical auto-oriented center with surface parking located in front of the theater, and noted that the site is
served by a series of private drives coming off the public streets that circumscribe the site including Tuller
Road to the north, Village Parkway to the west and Dublin Center Drive to the east. She said that a
portion of the existing shopping center structures will be demolished as part of this project moving
forward. She pointed out an electric transmission line easement along the western portion of the site
running in front of the theater that bisects the theater from the rest of the site. Ms. Ray explained that
there are new streets proposed to serve the development on the east and west sides of the new building,
with the new public street serving as an east/west connector through the Bridge Street Corridor Sawmill
Center Neighborhood District. She said that this street as proposed is to be a District Connector street
that will ultimately continue on west and down toward Riverside Drive that will establish the public street
network and connect to a new portion of the street recently approved as part of the Vrable Skilled
Nursing project.

Ms. Ray said the proposed building is on an approximately 8-acre site and will contain approximately 324
apartment dwelling units making the project approximately 40 dwelling units per acre. She stated that



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
May 16, 2013 — Meeting Minutes
Page 4 of 20

there are about 519 parking spaces shown at this time to be provided in a private off-street parking lot
on the western portion of the site west of the apartment building as well as on-street and principally
within the parking structure within the ground story of the proposed building. She reported that in
addition to the building and the parking, approximately ¥ acre or so of publiclyaccessible open space has
been provided with this development as well as 1.6 acres of privately owned and operated open space
within the courtyard interiors of the building.

Ms. Ray said this building is referred to as a “podium” apartment building and has two to three stories of
apartments on top of the parking garage at the first floor of the building. She explained that the building
will be three stories on the southern and northern portions of the site and four stories in the center. She
pointed out that there is a clubhouse and management leasing office proposed along the new principal
frontage street that will help provide greater pedestrian activity along the street in that area and across
from the theater. She noted that there are a few ground level apartment units proposed in the pockets of
the ground floor adjacent to the proposed Pocket Parks. She said the materials proposed at this time
include brick, glass and siding as primary building materials and they plan to incorporate a higher level of
architectural detailing and landscaping along the ground floor where portions of the parking structure
would be visible from the street.

Ms. Ray said the portions of the application for consideration under the Development Plan Review include
the street network and the blocks created as part of the new streets as shown. She said that anything
interior to the new blocks that are being created are not under review as part of this application, since
those areas will come forward as future Basic Plan Review applications once the applicant or the owner is
ready to develop those particular blocks. She reiterated that the Site Plan Review portion of this
application includes the proposed use, the building type, site development standards and the provisions
of open spaces.

Ms. Ray said the Administrative Review Team has reviewed the Basic Plan Review application with
respect to the review criteria applicable to the Development Plan Review and determined that the
proposed block layout is consistent with the objectives of the Code, which is to achieve the walkable
block dimensions that place a high value on pedestrian movement and safety and a street network that
appropriately distributes vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Waiver requested for the maximum
block length. She said the proposed street network is consistent with the conceptual street network
shown in the Bridge Street Code, with conditions relating to the coordination of intersections, spacing and
alignment and also driveway spacing, which are details that will be determined through the Development
Plan Review in coordination with the City Engineer and others on the Administrative Review Team.

Ms. Ray said this proposal is the first significant step toward the redevelopment of the Dublin Village
Center shopping center and is being coordinated with other improvements in this center. She said this
new residential site development and corresponding street networks are going to set the conditions for
future development opportunities in this Neighborhood District. She stated that the Neighborhood District
standards here have some other requirements for minimum amount of mixed use shopping corridor, the
purpose of which is to help define a critical mass of commercial activity to anchor development in this
area. She explained that since the shopping corridor is not proposed with this development, a Waiver is
required to be approved by the Commission to not meet this particular requirement.

Ms. Ray referred to the proposed Waiver request to exceed the maximum block dimensions for Block B,
where the Edwards site is located. She explained that the request is to have 660-foot long north/south
block dimensions, which exceeds what Code allows, which is 500 feet or less for block faces or a
maximum block perimeter of 1,750 feet. She said due to the configuration of the podium apartment
building and the fact that it is not practical to run a street through the center of that building, the
applicant is requesting a Waiver for the block dimensions for Block B. Ms. Ray stated that the dimensions
for Block C, which is the theater block, are created by existing conditions, and while the maximum block
perimeter is met, the 658-foot or so of Village Parkway does exceed the 500-foot limitation, but because
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of preferred intersection spacing and the existing theater building footprint it's not possible to reduce the
block segment along Village Parkway to meet the requirement.

Ms. Ray said this site is located within the Bridge Street Corridor Sawmill Center Neighborhood District,
which is one of the three neighborhood districts included in the Bridge Street Code. She explained that
the Neighborhood District Standards were developed to address some of the master plan elements
desired in these areas, recognizing that actual development is likely to occur in phases. She explained
that certain elements that would be incorporated into larger scale areas as development phased in were
intended to be addressed by the Neighborhood District Standards, and for example, the oval shaped area
is where the mixed use anchor, or “shopping corridor,” was expected to be provided. She pointed out
that since this is a primarily residential development in the northern portion of this district, it is not
appropriate that the shopping corridor be provided in the northern portion of the Sawmill Center
Neighborhood District at this time, but the shopping corridor should be provided with future development
that does occur throughout the rest of the shopping center.

Ms. Ray said the Site Plan Review criteria has been reviewed by the Administrative Review Team and
based on the information that the applicant has developed at this time, and all appropriate Code sections
represented have either been met, met with conditions, met with approval of the Site Plan Waiver that is
being requested, or are details that are anticipated to be worked out with the development as the project
moves forward.

Ms. Ray said there is one Site Plan Waiver that is being requested with this application and that is a
request to use vinyl siding as a permitted primary building material in limited applications on each of the
building facades. She said the primary materials as defined by Code are any materials that comprise
more than 20 percent of an individual building elevation, although the Code actually requires two
different primary building materials to make up that 80 percent to help break up the building facades and
provide greater architectural interest. She noted that the Code does say that other high quality synthetic
materials can be approved by the required reviewing body with examples of successful high quality local
installations. Ms. Ray stated that he Waiver, if approved, would permit the use of vinyl siding as a
permitted primary material. She reported that since the Administrative Review Team had made their
recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission, staff had been meeting with the applicant and
they have agreed to reduce or eliminate the use of vinyl siding but they are including this as a request for
the Commission to make a determination on this since the materials were included in the materials that
Administrative Review Team reviewed and based their recommendation to the Commission.

Ms. Ray referred to the request for payment of an Open Space Fee-In-Lieu. She said that while this
residential project includes a sizable amount of private open space, including 1.6 acres of land provided
within the courtyards of this development, the intent of the open space requirement is to achieve public
open spaces that enhances quality of life and fosters a sense of community of the neighborhood at large.
She explained that the desire is to provide these public open spaces scattered throughout the Bridge
Street District to help provide greenway connections and also community spaces for visitors and
residents.

Ms. Ray stated that staff would like to continue to work with the applicant to identify and provide the
required open space within a walkable distance of this site as permitted by the Code and consistent with
the open space character and network considerations as described in the Neighborhood District
Standards. She said based on the number of dwelling units (324), the Code requires 200 square feet of
publicly accessible open space for each of those units which ends up being about 1.5 acres of open space
required. She stated that the applicant has provided some of that in the pocket parks on the west and
east sides of the building and the pocket plazas on the south side of the building. She said that the
applicant has also been meeting with the City to discuss strategies for providing the required open space
either on-site or within the walkable distances permitted by the Code, and they are exploring
opportunities to make sure that the open space is provided in a suitable manner. She said the
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Administrative Review Team is recommending disapproval of the request for open space fee-in-lieu of
actual land dedication, and an additional condition has been recommended that as this proposal moves
forward to Development Plan and Site Plan Review, that the applicant work with the City to execute a
suitable agreement that provides the full amount of required open space as required by Code as part of
the next phase of development of this neighborhood district. She said the applicant has expressed a
willingness to work with the City to achieve this objective, and they have begun to explore opportunities
to meet this condition.

Ms. Ray noted that the Administrative Review Team’s comments have been summarized and included in
the ART report for the Commission’s review and consideration, in addition to an Engineering memo that
was provided as an attachment to the report. She said there are five determinations with five motions.

Development Plan
1. Basic Plan Review (Development Plan): The Administrative Review Team recommends approval
to the Planning and Zoning Commission with 8 conditions:

1) That the applicant coordinate driveway access along John Shields Parkway (Street Segment
1) to direct pedestrian activity, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

2) That driveway access points along the neighborhood streets (Street Segments 2 and 3) be
coordinated and aligned, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

3) That heightened architectural detailing and an open space node be provided at the
intersection of Street Segments 1 (John Shields Parkway) and 2 at the southwest corner of
Block B;

4) That the applicant work with the property owner to reconfigure the proposed open space to
provide the required open space “node” at the intersection of Street Segments 1 and 2, with
open spaces (pocket plazas or pocket parks) at a minimum of three, if not all four corners of
the intersection and provide the minimum required 1.49 acres of open space on-site and/or
within 660 ft. of the development site;

5) That the applicant submit a demolition plan in addition to a plan for the interim site
conditions, including grading, seeding, parking lot reconfiguration, etc. as part of the
Development Plan Review;

6) That the applicant coordinate the timing of the improvements to Tuller Road with the City
Engineer;

7) That the applicant provide a phasing plan as part of the Development Plan Review; and

8) That the applicant provides all necessary public and private infrastructure plans as part of the
Development Plan Review.

2. Development Plan Waivers: The Administrative Review Team recommends that the Planning and

Zoning Commission consider approval of the following:

1) Maximum Block Dimensions, for Block B (Edwards Apartment Building site) - Table 153.060-
A, to exceed the maximum permitted block length of 500 feet at approximately 658 feet, and
exceed the maximum permitted block perimeter of 1,750 feet at approximately 1,987 feet,
and allow Block C (AMC Theater site) to exceed the maximum permitted block length of 500
feet at approximately 658 feet.

2) Placemaking Elements, Shopping Corridor - 153.063(C)(5)(a), to not be required to provide
the minimum 600 linear feet of mixed use “shopping corridor” development as part of this
Development Plan/Site Plan Review, and instead ensure that the shopping corridor is
provided on the blocks south of Street Segment 1 (John Shields Parkway).

Site Plan Review
3. Basic Plan Review (Site Plan Review): The Administrative Review Team recommends approval to the
Planning and Zoning Commission with 9 conditions:
1) That the ridge lines parallel to the streets be interrupted to meet Code Section
153.062(D)(2)(c);
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2) That the applicant provide a pedestrian circulation plan demonstrating safe access to the
building for residents and visitors;

3) That the building’s architecture be modified to provide the appropriate vertical facade
divisions (no spans greater than 40 feet), horizontal facade divisions (detailing required
within 3 feet of the top of the ground story), and required change in roof plane (changes
required every 80 feet) to meet the Podium Apartment Building Type requirement;

4) That Pocket Park D be redesigned to eliminate the proposed bioretention facility and
reconfigure the stormwater management facilities (if needed) to maintain usable, accessible
open space area;

5) That the applicant provide publicly available bicycle parking facilities within the streetscape
and within the pocket parks and plazas for visitors and residents;

6) That the applicant provide additional details regarding the parking structure operation and
circulation at the Site Plan Review;

7) That the surface parking lot plans be modified to provide a street wall consistent with Section
153.065(E) with the landscape treatment required by Sections 153.065(D)(5)(a) and (c);

8) That the applicant work with Planning and Engineering to reevaluate the proposed dumpster
location in relation to the proposed right-of-way, prior to Site Plan Review; and

9) That the applicant work with the City to execute a suitable agreement that provides the full
amount of required open space as required by Code as part of the next phase of
development of the BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District.

4. The Administrative Review Team recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission consider
disapproval of the Site Plan Waiver for Section 153.062(E)(1), Facade Materials — Permitted Primary
Materials, as the criteria for the Waiver are not met.

Open Space Fee-in-Lieu
1. The Administrative Review Team recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission consider
disapproval the request for payment of a Fee-in-Lieu of open space land dedication.

Ms. Ray said it is important to note and to recognize that the redevelopment of the center has been a
priority for many in the community, and City Council has been made aware of the development plans that
are in the works for this project. She reported that the shopping center has been assembled over the
years to provide for a larger scale more coordinated master plan for this site, however there is no master
plan in place at this point in time. Ms. Ray stated that the City has been working with the property owner
and is confident that future phases will be catalyzed by the new residential development that is proposed.
She said that staff recognizes that this being the first truly urban project developing under the new
Bridge Street District regulations, there might some pause due to the lack of an overall master plan to
guide the center’'s overall development, but staff feels that this is a catalytic project, and with the
adjacent street network and all of the adjacent blocks that are being created being very consistent with
the character, they would like to see this project set a good precedent for future development in the
Bridge Street District.

Richard Taylor asked for clarification regarding the process. He summarized that the Commission will be
reviewing the Basic Plan Review, but they are voting on Development Plan Review and Site Plan Review
Waivers, although the Waivers are only to the Development Plan and Site Plan Reviews. He asked how
this was possible, since the applicant hadn't filed Development or Site Plans yet.

Ms. Ray said the applicant has identified these three Waivers for which a determination is requested from
the Commission at this stage. She explained that because the applicant is required to receive Basic Plan
approval from the Commission anyway, they have included the Waivers that they already know they need
with this application. She said that if however the applicant identifies additional Waivers further in the
process, those will have to come back before the Commission for review; these are just the Waivers that
have been identified at this point.
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Ben Hale, Jr., representing the applicant, Pete Edwards of the Edwards Communities Development
Company, who is in attendance, said this property was purchased a few years ago by the Stavroff family,
who he believes are making a leap of faith by tearing down half of the shopping center, but they are
betting that they will attract new tenants and will build new buildings here as part of the shopping center.
He said this is also a real leap of faith by the Edwards Company, who has done a lot of urban projects
around the country as well as a lot of great developments here in Dublin such as Ballantrae, and now
they want to be a part of Bridge Street. He said they have been working very closely with the City on the
plans for the construction of the new streets, which will cost in excess of $5.5 million dollars and is a
huge undertaking. He said the apartments are on a fast track is because there are ideal times to open
apartment projects, which is usually in the spring since the leasing season starts in March. He said that
they will need to start renting apartments next March, and to make that timeline, construction needs to
start by around July 1%

Mr. Hale introduced the team, Stephen Caplinger, Creative Design + Planning; Brian Jones, architect; and
Steve Simonetti, project manager.

Mr. Hale said the applicant is willing to drop the request for the vinyl on the exterior on this building. He
said that Mr. Edwards has used beaded vinyl over the years and has not had any issues with it and found
that it is a very good product requiring very low maintenance. He stated that the other products like
Hardiplank need to be painted regularly, and since this is a three and four story building, it will not be
cheap to paint. He said that from a maintenance and appearance point of view, the beaded vinyl is the
best product out there, but they will agree to not use vinyl.

Mr. Hale said the property has in its interior courtyards 1.5 acres of open spaces with a pool and other
places for the people who live here to use. He noted that between the 1.5 acres of open space in the
interior of the building and what they're providing on the exterior, they have more than what is needed
with 2.2 acres total. He added that there will likely end up being a park across the new public street to
the south, and a plaza area at the theater, so there are a lot of other open spaces that will be usable. He
stated that the owners will also have other open space requirements and he believes there will be plenty
of other places to supply the open space in the area. He said that Pete Edwards is willing to pay the fee
for the direct purchase of open space in the area and will put the funds into escrow. He said everybody
believes that when this project is said and done, there will be adequate open space.

Mr. Hale said the owners have worked very diligently on the theater since they bought this site. He
explained that the theater had been looking for a place to go and were even looking at Tuttle mall, but
the owners have gotten the theater to agree to stay, which is important for the entire shopping center
because it is a magnet that brings people in. He noted that the theater will also help with attracting good
restaurants and will also help retailers. He stated that the interior is being updated with stadium seating
and adding a bar, and although the theater is happy with the exterior of the building, the owners are
planning to spend over a million dollars on the exterior of the building with a new design that will go to
the City soon to upgrade the overall appearance of the theater consistent with the overall redevelopment
plans for the shopping center.

Stephen Caplinger, said this is an ambitious project, and the owners have stepped up and been very
fortunate to be part of the first phase with their project along with the AMC theater renovations. He said
they took the lead with the Administrative Review Team and City staff and diligently met early and often,
read the Code, did all of their homework, and put together a great design team with Brian Jones’ office,
Brad Parish with Architectural Alliance, and Kerry Reeds with MKSK, all of whom have been working with
the owners on their master plan for the center, along with civil engineering services from EMH&T.

Mr. Caplinger said Edwards carved out an 8-acre parcel within the project and they have created a site
that will net about 6 acres because of the new roads being carved out of the 8-acre site. He said the new
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building will be about 5 to 20 feet from the property lines, with parallel parking on all the streets, street
trees, new street lights, nice paving and an urban setting. He said it is their intent to create a new
building type with a more urban feel, with a center hall corridor and elevators and much more of a dense
urban project with three and four stories with ground floor parking. He said the street theme along the
new John Shields Parkway will include the clubhouse entrance and will be very richly landscaped and will
have sidewalks with fountain features as well as architectural elements that come out from the building.
Mr. Caplinger said that the pocket parks are being used as entry ways into the building and will provide
breaks in the longer east and west building facades. He said the building is shaped with three courtyards
in the center of the buildings, which are very important feature of all the Edwards projects and are also
planned to be richly landscaped, serving as an oasis for the residents to enjoy. He said they feel they
have more than enough open space for this project with the public open space provided as well as the
private open space.

Brian Jones, Jones Studio Architects, representing the applicant, said that over the last decade he has
been working with Pete Edwards on a number of projects and they have been outside of central Ohio,
which has been relevant to their understanding the objectives of the Edwards Companies. He said this is
a big project and they looked at breaking down the scale of the buildings into very dynamic townhouse-
style scale elements, and they see each of these styles with three or four key components that together
give the project a wonderful texture and character.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were anyone from the general public that would like to speak with
regard to this application. [There were none.] She closed public comment portion of the agenda and
invited the Commission’s comments on the proposal.

John Hardt said he is excited about this project and since many people have been working on the Bridge
Street District plan for a few years now and keep hearing about the potential redevelopment of Dublin
Village Center, it's exciting that it’s finally here, and it is exciting for him personally and he is glad to see
it happening. He agreed that it is a strong step forward and he thanked the applicant for the work done
to date.

Mr. Hardt asked about the warehouse site to the east of the Edwards project and how will it be handled.

Ms. Ray said the Development Plan application will deal with the new street rights-of-way, street
landscaping, and other infrastructure, and she agreed that there is expected to be some impact to the
adjacent parking lots as well as the side of the warehouse building where the adjacent buildings will be
demolished. She said that at this time, they expect minor driveway relocations and minor parking lot
landscaping modifications, and they anticipate those off-site modifications being reviewed as part of the
Development Plan Review. She said if there is something that is specific enough to require additional
review by the Commission in terms of either a Waiver or significant site modification requiring Basic Plan
Review, it would be brought forward.

Amy Kramb noted that the existing theater parking to the east in front of the building will be removed
with the new streets and blocks, and she asked when and how in the process they are going to factor in
the change to the theater parking.

Ms. Ray said the theater was planning to allocate all their required parking to the north of their building.
She said that with this development, a lot of the existing structures will be demolished, and the need for
all of that parking is going to be greatly reduced. She said that staff will be looking at the required
theater parking to make sure it is adequately provided and accessible as part of the next steps.

Mr. Hardt said there was a note in the engineering comments that the applicant is requesting to omit the
bikeway on John Shields Parkway and asked for an explanation.
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Ms. Ray said that comment is in reference to the cycle track planned through the Bridge Street District.
She said that staff had determined that instead of having bike facilities up at sidewalk level in a highly
pedestrian-oriented environment, ultimately the staff decision has been to re-route the plans for the cycle
track down Village Parkway that would continue west along John Shields Parkway as additional
development occurs to the west. She said that since a very different environment will be established at
Village Parkway, the expectation is that bicycles would be primarily in the street at that point. She said
that the cycle track is to be intended to be a commuter route connection with higher speeds and fewer
interruptions, with more point A to point B travel, as opposed to pedestrian activity anticipated in this
area with more potential for conflicts.

Ms. Amorose Groomes commented that with a 324-unit apartment building and the potential for 600-700
people living in this building with 500 parking spots could result in a high demand for bicycle activity.

Ms. Ray said bicycles will be accommodated at street level, with lower vehicle speeds because of the
pedestrian-oriented environment, and the cycle track will be picked up to the west of this site and down
along Village Parkway. She pointed out that a change of character occurs at Village Parkway as part of
the overall neighborhood district standards.

Mr. Hardt said he did not agree with that, and noted that as the Commission went through the Bridge
Street Corridor Code regulations, they extensively discussed the accommodation of bicycles virtually
everywhere.

Ms. Ray agreed and said bicycle facilities will be provided on all streets.

Justin Goodwin said the intent for all of the streets within the Bridge Street District is that, regardless of
whether or not there is a specific dedicated facility, all of the streets are intended to be bicycle-friendly.
He explained that the overall design of the right-of-way itself should accommodate cyclists as part the
street system, whether there is a sharrow marked on the street or a bike lane or a cycle track. He noted
that they do not expect high speeds of traffic through what is going to become more of an urban core
through this area. He stated that the intent is that cyclists should be able to share the travel lane with
vehicles.

Mr. Hardt said they only have once chance to build the street and a cycle track will never be built later.
He said he was not supportive of the proposed street without the cycle track.

Mr. Hardt said there is 1.6 acres of private open space provided on the site, and he thought it curious
that a third of that is on the roof. He asked if green roof space could be considered open space if it were
publicly accessible.

Ms. Ray said the Code requires a certain amount of right-of-way frontage to allow open space areas to be
counted as required, publicly available open space. She supposed that there could be a circumstance that
stairs could lead to a second level to a publicly accessible open space along a frontage.

Mr. Hardt said he was not inclined to consider the interior courtyards to be counted as public open space
and would like to see the open space requirement met, but he wondered whether it would be possible.

Mr. Hardt said he is concerned with how to get the theater patrons across John Shields Parkway to the
new designated parking areas to the north. He asked if the applicant had considered patterned pavement
or something to alert vehicles that there is a pedestrian zone.

Dan Phillabaum said they have been working with EMH&T and with the grading changes that need to
happen on the north facade of the theater, they are looking at means possible to steer pedestrians
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toward the main intersection. He explained that there will be a four-foot drop from the sidewalk to the
street and there will be barriers to direct pedestrian movement to the intersection crossing.

Victoria Newell said her struggles with the application are the process. She noted that the process is very
different, and since the Commission doesn't yet have all the details about this project, they are being
asked to make a leap of faith and trust that the project will turn out as they expect it to. She stated that
the development will come, but she thought that everything needs to function in concert with each to
make this a truly spectacular and successful development, and not having all of the pieces makes this
even more challenging for the Commission.

Joseph Budde said after all the work developing the streets, block requirements and the size of those
blocks within the Code, the very first applicant is requesting excessive block sizes. He asked if there is a
way to separate the building and have a part of this project on the other side of a street and build what
was required to be built in terms of required block sizes.

Ms. Ray said that was a concern for staff as well, and they want this project to be as pedestrian friendly
as possible and make sure there is a street network that appropriately distributes traffic the way it needs
to be distributed. She said that while Planning was working on the Code, they had even worked with the
applicant to develop the Podium Apartment Building as a building type as part of the additions made to
make sure this type of building could be accommodated. She said that Planning recognized that there
might be some areas that were more residential in character that might have this larger scale of
development and still be appropriate. She said that it is the Administrative Review Team’s opinion that
this portion of the Bridge Street Corridor Sawmill Center Neighborhood District is set off to the edge of
the overall area of critical mass of commercial mixed use urban core area. She noted that, while the block
sizes are a concern, they feel it is appropriate to this site and this location. She said as additional
development phases in over the long term, they would make sure they have the necessary street
connections. She noted that there are entrances provided as part of the building so that pedestrians
coming from this building could have shorter walks to the intersections from the middle of the
development block.

Ms. Kramb said she was okay with the larger block assuming they were not going to break up the other
adjacent blocks with new east/west streets that dead end into this block. She said if that was the plan for
the streets, then she is against the proposal.

Mr. Goodwin said the streets would not be “dead ended,” and they do expect that there will be streets
that will terminate at “T” intersections. He pointed out that the Code allows for additional architectural
details at those intersections with terminal vista requirements at the end of those streets.

Ms. Kramb said that if the intention is to put another east/west street north of John Shields, then she
thought the building needed to be redesigned.

Ms. Ray said the new streets would be built as future development phased in, and they would be looking
at intersection spacing with the new streets, as well as what happens to Tuller Road in the future. She
stated that there are lots of factors that would be considered in terms of how those streets would be
developed.

Warren Fishman said the streets as proposed make it difficult to walk around the building and crossing
the main street from the movie theater to an intersection or a crosswalk is a concern. He said the open
space requirement has to be met with publicly accessible space. He said they are encouraging bicycles
and pedestrians and they need to put bicycle circulation in the plan and provide adequate bicycle parking.

Mr. Caplinger said there will be bicycle parking within the parking garage along with bicycle racks. He
said their experience is that people carry their bicycles to their units, however it is not encouraged.



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
May 16, 2013 — Meeting Minutes
Page 12 of 20

Ms. Ray said they would like some bicycle racks to be provided within the public open spaces as well. She
stated that the Code requires one bicycle parking space for every two dwelling units.

Mr. Fishman said he is thrilled with this project and with Mr. Edwards because he has looked at many of
his projects and have not seen a bad one yet, and he hoped that he feels that Dublin deserves the quality
that was provided in Mr. Edwards’ projects downtown.

Mr. Fishman asked if the existing shopping center use will be continued in the future. Mr. Hale said they
are tearing down 125,000 square feet of the shopping center and they plan to rebuild 75,000-80,000
square feet of restaurant and retalil.

Mr. Fishman asked for the total number of parking spaces provided within the parking garage. Mr.
Caplinger said there are 324 units and approximately 325 parking spaces within the parking garage and
the remaining is in the lot to the west. He said that Edwards feels comfortable with the amount of
parking being provided.

Ms. Newell said the ratio is 1.64 spaces if they include all of the on-street perimeter parking and 1.4
spaces if counting the spaces being provided off-street.

Ms. Kramb said she is against the additional east/west street to the north and if they are giving a Waiver
for a larger block size she does not want to see a street “T'd” into this building.

Ms. Kramb said there are mid-block pedestrian crossings into the parking lots, which makes sense, but
the crossing to what might be to the east, she did not understand why it would be necessary at this time.

Kerry Reeds, MKSK, said the entrances will have pedestrian access from either the parking lot to the
north end which is more the pedestrian portion of the open space, as well as from the east.

Ms. Kramb said the big parking lot will be connected to the little parking lot through one shared drive on
the north side of the park.

Mr. Taylor said it is wonderful that the project being proposed is the high quality that it is and in many
ways is an embodiment of the ideas that they have all been talking about and hoping to see in this
district. He said the master plan does not have a lot of “plan” to it yet, but he understands and is okay
with the idea that this part of the project does not having shopping associated with it, since that wouldn't
make sense. He said, however, the next part of the area that gets developed better have a lot of retail
associated with it to draw people.

Mr. Taylor said they need to make sure that as they are planning open spaces that the entire areas are
planned as spaces with just as much thought as the buildings and that they do not become left over
spaces. He wanted to make sure that if they are going to be doing a fee-in-lieu that it doesn't become a
pile of money in a piggy bank, and that it is planned for spaces that will actually be provided within the
district.

Mr. Taylor said the pocket parks are very interesting and when they are done they will be nice entrances
to the building. He noted that pocket parks succeed because they are a relief to the urban density.

Mr. Taylor noted that the new John Shields Parkway extends to Sawmill Road, and on the plan it
indicates a new entry feature at the new intersection. He said that, since this is not intended to be just a
district or just a development, he would not want to see another clock tower or names of retail shops as
part of an entry feature. He stated that this will be a major gateway for the city as a whole, discouraged
the use of an entry feature. He said he is concerned with the extension of John Shields Parkway possibly



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
May 16, 2013 — Meeting Minutes
Page 13 of 20

from 1-270, across the river onto Sawmill Road and the potential for a two lane road to handle the
volume of traffic that is likely to occur. He said he would like the right-of-way to be wide enough for
future expansion.

Ms. Ray stated that the urban street grid helps to distribute traffic, avoiding the problem we currently
have at the intersection of Bridge Street and High Street. She said that the challenge there is that there
are no other options for vehicles to cross the river and they are forced to use Bridge Street to get across.
She said that in the future, drivers will continue to use both Bridge Street as well as John Shields
Parkway, but there is also Banker Drive and Village Parkway to help provide access onto Sawmill Road at
signalized intersections to help distribute traffic demand. She said they are confident that the right-of-
way and the lane configuration will meet traffic needs going forward.

Mr. Taylor said that the theater parking lot being separated by a roadway and getting people to use an
intersection that is 100 feet away will be difficult, and he would like to see the access corrected now
while there is nothing there and they have the opportunity to solve it.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that she too is excited about this project and seeing the Bridge Street
Corridor start to develop. She thought the theater exits should be relocated to the front and make the
sides emergency-only exits, making the front exit into the courtyard with easier access to get to the
parking areas.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she is concerned about only putting in six-foot side walks through these areas
that are expected to be as busy as we hope. She said she did not know why we wouldn’'t want to put in a
wider sidewalk where two people could walk together. She stated that it would be a huge mistake to
make the sidewalks that narrow and would be more inclined to eliminate some of the other streetscape
elements to get a bigger sidewalk.

Ms. Amorose Grooms said she is concerned that they are not providing any accommodation for bikes,
and even though the law says bicyclists can ride in the auto lane, in her opinion that is not “providing for”
bikes and she thought the provision for bicyclists needed to be better than that in this area.

Ms. Amorose Groomes called for a short break at 8:27 pm.
Ms. Amorose Groomes resumed the meeting at 8:31 pm.

Steve Simonetti, Edwards Communities, said they have been meeting with the theater even though it is
outside of their 8-acre site. He reported that the theater is going from 3500 seats to 1500. He added that
the theater has a contractual obligation for a certain number of parking spaces and they have
contemplated and located the parking within an area relative to the theater and those factors have driven
their site layout and parking.

Mr. Simonetti said that, with respect to the Edwards project, he said they exceed the Code-required
parking because they know that if they can't provide adequate parking spaces for their tenants then the
tenants will rent somewhere else. He agreed that it would be ideal if they could take the full 60 acres and
master plan it all up front, including block layout and open space, but it is their belief that if they can
come in and put in 324 apartment units (with roughly 70 percent one bedroom and the rest two bedroom
units), there will be less than 500 people; however, if they can get 400-500 people in this area, then that
is the catalyst that causes the rest of the development to occur throughout the center.

Mr. Simonetti said they are working with the Stavroffs and they are listening to their needs for their
complex with an apartment perspective while they work with them to accommodate what they think they
are going need for the rest of the development.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said they will move their discussion to architecture.

Mr. Budde said this is a fantastic project based on what they have seen so far, however, he said he is not
in favor of vinyl siding. He said his experience with one bedroom apartments is that they turn over
rapidly, and it is not always that the tenant leaves, but that they often fail to pay rent. He said that he
knows that single people with single incomes are faced with a more challenging financial situation, and
with 70 percent of this project being one bedroom units, this concerns him from his experience.

Jennifer Readler said there are certain things the developer has to decide upon, such as number of
bedrooms and payment of rent, and the Commission should not go into a review of that part of the
application.

Ms. Newell said she likes this project and the renderings are lovely. She commented that the drawings in
the back half of the packet include lovely renderings, and she heard a great presentation about the
texture of materials. She noted that the applicant talked about how they were planning to change the
materials across the facades, and yet she looked at the north building facade that appears very flat in the
elevations that is in the packet. She asked how are they moving forward, knowing that staff has assured
the Commission that they will get the quality and detail they desire.

Ms. Ray noted that the Administrative Review Team raised the same concern about the north elevation.
She said that the podium apartment building type does have special detailing requirements for where the
parking structure at the street level will be visible. She agreed that there is some concern that the design
is not there yet, but they have made the applicant aware of their expectations and they will work with
them on it. She said the Code has requirements for multiple different types of primary materials to help
break up the facades and get more architectural interest in the elevations, and the applicant has heard
and understands the concern.

Ms. Newell said the printed form is the record going forward and not necessarily what is stated at this
meeting. She said she is bothered by the printed form, and wondered whether it would be referenced in
the future and whether it would clearly convey the desire for quality and detail with respect to the
architecture.

Ms. Ray said that concern was specifically documented within the report. She pointed out that as staff as
research is done for each project, the reports and minutes from past Commission meetings are often
referenced more than the graphics. She said the point is well made that this is all part of the overall
record, and the Code requirements still have to be met.

Mr. Jones said this is part of the process, and as the plans move from the general to the specific, they
are actually six weeks beyond what was included in the original submittal packet. He stated that they
have solved a lot of the concerns, but the three dimensional renderings do the best job of showing some
of the steps and surfaces and the massing and articulation that is a part of these buildings. He said that
he has a long history of working with this team and this is representative of the projects this team has
put together, and that is the strongest qualification and fundamental part of their product offering. He
said that if there are things that are missing from the very extensive Code that has been established and
they are subject to performing within, that they will bring those back to the Commission for review.

Mr. Simonetti said this is a process where the actual architectural detail is not submitted for review until
the Site Plan gets submitted which is 28 days after the Development Plan gets submitted, which typically
is after the Basic Plan is approved. He suggested they are ahead of where they might normally be, where
the process is for the Commission.

Mr. Fishman said they have talked about no vinyl siding and they deserve in Dublin to get an all-masonry
building like in Edwards’ downtown development.
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Ms. Kramb said that, from what she could tell, the renderings are improving and she likes what has been
shown and not necessarily what was in the packet. She said she did not like the use of wrought iron
gates along the first level along the east and west elevations and did not see as many in the newer
drawings. She said she did not like the first floor treatments with the gates and the fake signage over the
gates. She commented that the south elevation did not have a strong central focal point, but thought it
might be fixed. She agreed that there should be no use of vinyl siding, and but overall, the architecture
will get there.

Mr. Hardt said he shares the concern with the elegance in the renderings being missing from the
submitted documents, but the displays presented at this evening’s meeting demonstrate that the project
is heading in the right direction and in fact look better than what was submitted. He asked about roof
pitches of the front to back of the longer roofs, since they did not look to be a 6:12 pitch.

Ms. Ray said that is an element that will be refined as it goes forward, since Mr. Hardt is correct that the
Code does have a range of permitted roof pitches.

Mr. Hardt agreed with Ms. Kramb’s comments on signage. He said there is something a bit a "Disney-
esque” with some portions of the elevation being made to look like a storefront. He said that, given the
whole district is conceived to be an active and vibrant work place and play place, he is not in favor of that
kind of architectural move; if it is an apartment, then it should look like an apartment.

Mr. Taylor said everyone has hit on his comments, but he wanted to know why they are all afraid of big
buildings. He said he is uncomfortable with trying to make this big building look like a series of little
buildings. He said he likes the north elevation of this building because it is the only elevation that looks
like a building and not a collection of smaller buildings, but he agreed that it can be improved but it
doesn’t need bits of siding and other materials, and it looks good the way it is with a good concept.

Mr. Taylor said the south elevation is good and symmetrical, very clear and easy to delineate the parts
that make it up, and if there is a part of the building that works as a collection of buildings, it is there. He
said that on the east and west elevations, that idea falls apart because it's trying to be something like
eight different buildings jammed together and he thought it would be better to make it two buildings with
a piece in between, or three individual buildings, or one big building. He said he would love to see a
simpler building with an overall concept and get away from "Disney-esque.” He said the two corners of
the buildings are detailed to look like shops, but they are in fact apartments, and should look like
apartments and get rid of the signage that makes it look fake.

Mr. Taylor said he thought they should get rid of the siding altogether and make the building all brick and
simplify the whole building. He said they need to work on roof pitches and window frames and the
windows need to have a profile and be set back from the brick, as required by the Code. He commented
on the cornice and trim details shown on the rendering presented this evening. He said there are other
ways to create the detail without introducing new materials that are going to cause maintenance issues.
He said the railings appear to have with details and a balcony railing with design characters add tons of
life to a building. He said that with buildings like this in a district like this, you experience the building at
different levels and cannot let the detailing fall down in any part. He said it has to be richer as they
approach the building, so elements such as the type of brick, window frames, railings, cornices and
materials are vitally important.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she finds it an attractive building and wanted to make sure the bar is set very
high with this project. She said that this takes a tremendous amount of faith on the part of the
Commission, far more than she is comfortable with, but it is the charge that has been set before the
Commission, and the product better be good or this Commission will request Code changes. She stated
that this is their chance to get it right, or they will do things differently in the future.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes stated that she would move on to the recommendations, if the Commission had
no further comments at this time. She referred to the Development Plan Waivers and asked if the
Commissioners had any concerns with the two requested Waivers for the block dimensions or the
shopping corridor.

Ms. Newell said she is okay with the block design that is proposed and is also okay with the street “T-ing”
into the building, since she thought the goal was to provide pedestrian-friendly streets, and she thought
much of the conversation on this topic was on being car-friendly.

Mr. Taylor agreed with Ms. Newell and said he has no problem with the building size and is only
concerned with the lack of a mid-block pedestrianway. He said he rejects the notion that the building
looks like it has an inset on both sides and that somehow satisfies the intent of the Code for mid-block
pedestrian access. He said he is in favor of the Waiver for block dimensions, but he doesn’t agree with
the stated reason. He said he thought the building being too big is not a reason for the Waiver.

Mr. Hardt said he agrees with Mr. Taylor, and the comment in the staff report that says that the Waiver
request to maximum block size is caused by the proposed building type, and he said he cannot think of a
worse reason to ask for a Waiver. He said the whole intent of the Bridge Street Corridor is to create a
network of lots and blocks and streets, and then fill those blocks with buildings. He said that the notion
that because the building is too big they want to leave the mid-block divisions out is not a good
argument. He said he can support this Waiver because of the specific block. He stated that there are two
specific characteristics about this lot that are unique; the bend in the road north of the theater, and the
slight southward trend of Tuller Parkway. He said that if the mid-block alleys were omitted as
development occurs to the west, the subsequent blocks (whether they have mid-block crossings or not)
are going to fall into line with the required dimensions. He said that if that weren't the case he wouldn't
support the requested Waiver because he was concerned that a precedent would be set that would carry
on down to the river. He said that in sum, he does think this specific request meets the threshold of the
unique site characteristics and that is why he supports the Waiver.

Ms. Kramb said she had the same comment and the reason for the Waiver.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she would like to see a terminal vista treatment at the areas where a street
might “T” into the Edwards block based on the best information they have on hand at this time.

Ms. Amorose Groomes confirmed that the second portion of the Development Plan Waiver regarding the
Placemaking Elements, Shopping Center did not need conversation. The Commission agreed that all were
in support for this Development Plan Waiver to not require a shopping corridor as part of this application.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were any questions or additional conditions to be considered for the
Basic Plan Review.

Motion #1 and Vote — Development Plan Waivers
Mr. Taylor made a motion, and Mr. Fishman seconded, to approve the two waivers. The vote was as
follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes;
Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 7 — 0.)

Ms. Amorose Groomes reviewed the additional four conditions added by Planning and Zoning
Commission:
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Motion #2 and Vote — Basic Plan Review for the Development Plan
Mr. Fishman moved, and Mr. Taylor seconded, to approve the Basic Plan Review for the Development
Plan with 12 conditions:

1) That the applicant coordinate driveway access along John Shields Parkway (Street Segment 1) to
direct pedestrian activity, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

2) That driveway access points along the neighborhood streets (Street Segments 2 and 3) be
coordinated and aligned, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

3) That heightened architectural detailing and an open space node be provided at the intersection
of Street Segments 1 (John Shields Parkway) and 2 at the southwest corner of Block B;

4) That the applicant work with the property owner to reconfigure the proposed open space to
provide the required open space “node” at the intersection of Street Segments 1 and 2, with
open spaces (pocket plazas or pocket parks) at a minimum of three, if not all four corners of the
intersection and provide the minimum required 1.49 acres of open space on-site and/or within
660 ft. of the development site;

5) That the applicant submit a demolition plan in addition to a plan for the interim site conditions,
including grading, seeding, parking lot reconfiguration, etc. as part of the Development Plan
Review;

6) That the applicant coordinate the timing of the improvements to Tuller Road with the City
Engineer;

7) That the applicant provide a phasing plan as part of the Development Plan Review;

8) That the applicant provides all necessary public and private infrastructure plans as part of the
Development Plan Review;

9) That the applicant provide a designated bicycle way and enhanced pedestrian pathways on John
Shields Parkway;

10) That the applicant provide additional sidewalk width on the eastern north-south street;

11) That the applicant work with staff to address concerns regarding theater exits and safe roadway
crossings for pedestrians; and

12) That the applicant provide greater architectural detailing at the terminal vista of a potential road
connection east of the proposed apartment building.

Mr. Hale agreed to the conditions.

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

Motion #3 and Vote — Site Plan Waiver for Facade Materials
Mr. Taylor moved, and Ms. Newell seconded, to disapprove the Site Plan Waiver for Facade Materials.

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

Motion #4 and Vote — Basic Plan Review for the Site Plan
Mr. Taylor moved, and Mr. Hardt seconded, to approve the Basic Plan Review for the Site Plan with 9
conditions:

1) That the ridge lines parallel to the streets be interrupted to meet Code Section 153.062(D)(2)(c);

2) That the applicant provide a pedestrian circulation plan demonstrating safe access to the building
for residents and visitors;

3) That the building’s architecture be modified to provide the appropriate vertical facade divisions
(no spans greater than 40 feet), horizontal facade divisions (detailing required within 3 feet of
the top of the ground story), and required change in roof plane (changes required every 80 feet)
to meet the Podium Apartment Building Type requirement
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4) That Pocket Park D be redesigned to eliminate the proposed bioretention facility and reconfigure
the stormwater management facilities (if needed) to maintain usable, accessible open space
area;

5) That the applicant provide publicly available bicycle parking facilities within the streetscape and
within the pocket parks and plazas for visitors and residents;

6) That the applicant provide additional details regarding the parking structure operation and
circulation at the Site Plan Review;

7) That the surface parking lot plans be modified to provide a street wall consistent with Section
153.065(E) with the landscape treatment required by Sections 153.065(D)(5)(a) and (c);

8) That the applicant work with Planning and Engineering to reevaluate the proposed dumpster
location in relation to the proposed right-of-way, prior to Site Plan Review; and

9) That the applicant work with the City to execute a suitable agreement that provides the full
amount of required open space as required by Code as part of a future phase development of the
BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District.

Mr. Hale agreed to the conditions.

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

Motion #5 and Vote — Open Space Fee-in-Lieu
Mr. Hardt moved, and Ms. Newell seconded, to disapprove the request for payment of a Fee-in-Lieu of
open space land dedication.

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

Pete Edwards, Edwards Communities Development Company, thanked the Commission for the Waiver to
the maximum block size, because it was much more important than they realize. He said he understood
what was being said about the materials. He said he had been working with Brian Jones for 10 to 15
years and relies a lot on his guidance on architectural design. He added that they would like to build
much better building even than the Commission does, but he was concerned that some of the material
choices would drive up the development costs so much to the point that the units could not be rented at
a marketable rate. He said that one bedroom units are becoming increasingly popular as people want to
live alone, and the size of the apartments has also gotten much smaller. He said that his units are
upscale, and at the same time, he has found that vinyl is a much better product with using light colors
that do not fade or need painted. He said they are learning and they have hired the best people and they
will give them all a good product.

2. Community Plan Update

12-046ADM Administrative Request
Mr. Goodwin said he wanted to give a quick summary of what has changed from the last Commission
meeting. He said they had a thorough review at that time and Planning has summarized the changes
made since then in the Planning Report. He said that Planning has gone through and done a
comprehensive effort at formatting the site and taken the track changes off, so the Commission can see
what the Plan is going to look like.

Mr. Goodwin said there are still some tweaks to the formatting that will be done. He said the bulk of the
plan is what will be adopted as seen now. He said you can click on different chapters and see the
previous track changes in a PDF format. Mr. Goodwin said Planning has placed a lot of images throughout
the Plan to help illustrate the points.
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The Administrative Review Team made the following determination at this meeting:

2. 13-031BPR — BSC Sawmlll Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village
Center — Edwards Apartment Building — Tuller Road and Village Parkway
This is a request for review of a 324-unit podium apartment building to be
constructed on an 8.32-acre site on the north side of a new public street in the BSC
Sawmill Center Neighborhood Dlstrict to the northeast of the existing AMC Theater.
This Basic Plan Review application is for future Development Plan and Site Plan
Review applications and is proposed In accordance with Zoning Code Section
153.066(D).

Property Owner: Whittingham Capital LLC; Stavroff Interests, Ltd.

Applicant: Pete Edwards, Edwards Communities Development Company;
represented by Stephen Caplinger, Creative Design + Planning

Planning Contact: Rachel S. Ray, AICP, Planner II at (614) 410-4600

RECOMMENDATION: Basic Plan Review (Development Plan): The Administrative Review
Team recommends approval to the Planning and Zoning Commisslon with 8 conditions:

1. That the applicant coordinate driveway access along John Shields Parkway
(Street Segment 1) to direct pedestrian activity, subject to approval by the City
Englneer;

2. That driveway access points along the neighborhood streets (Street Segments 2
and 3) be coordinated and aligned, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

3. That heightened architectural detailing and an open space node be provided at
the intersection of Street Segments 1 (John Shields Parkway) and 2 at the
southwest corner of Block B;

4, That the applicant work with the property owner to reconfigure the proposed
open space to provide the required open space “node” at the intersection of
Street Segments 1 and 2, with open spaces (pocket plazas or pocket parks) at a
minimum of three, if not all four corners of the intersection and provide the
minimum required 1.49 acres of open space on-site and/or within 660 ft. of the
development site;

5. That the applicant submit a demolltion plan in addition to a plan for the interim
site conditions, including grading, seeding, parking lot reconfiguration, etc, as
part of the Development Plan Review;

6. That the applicant coordinate the timing of the improvements to Tuller Road with
the City Engineer,
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That the applicant provide a phasing plan as part of the Development Plan
Review; and

That the applicant provides all necessary public and private infrastructure plans
as part of the Development Plan Review.

RECOMMENDATION: Development Plan Waivers: The Administrative Review Team
recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission consider approval of the
following:

1.

Table 153.060-A, Maximum Block Dimensions, for Block B (Edwards Apartment
Building site) to exceed the maximum permitted block length of 500 feet at
approximately 658 feet, and exceed the maximum permitted block perimeter of
1,750 feet at approximately 1,987 feet, and allow Block C (AMC Theater site) to
exceed the maximum permitted block length of 500 ft. at approximately 658
feet.

153.063(C)(5)(a), Placemaking Elements, Shopping Corridor, to not be required
to provide the minimum 600 linear feet of mixed use “shopping corridor”
development as part of this Development Plan/Site Plan Review, and instead
ensure that the shopping corridor is provided on the blocks south of Street
Segment 1 (John Shields Parkway).

RECOMMENDATION: Basic Plan Review (Site Plan Review): The Administrative
Review Team recommends approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for the
request with 8 conditions:

1.

That the ridge lines parallel to the streets be interrupted to meet Code Section
153.062(D)(2)(c);

That the applicant provide a pedestrian circulation plan demonstrating safe
access to the building for residents and visitors;

. That the building’s architecture be modified to provide the appropriate vertical

facade divisions (no spans greater than 40 feet), horizontal fagade divisions
(detailing required within 3 feet of the top of the ground story), and required
change in roof plane (changes required every 80 feet) to meet the Podium
Apartment Building Type requirement;

That “Pocket Park D” be redesigned to eliminate the proposed detention basin
and reconfigure the stormwater management facilities (if needed) to maintain
usable, accessible open space area;

That the applicant provide publicly available bicycle parking facilities within the
streetscape and within the pocket parks and plazas for visitors and residents;
That the applicant provide additional details regarding the parking structure
operation and circulation at the Site Plan Review;
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7. That the surface parking lot plans be maodified to provide a street wall consistent
with Section 153.065(E) with the landscape treatment required by Sections
153.065(D)(5)(a) and (c);

8. That the applicant work with Planning and Engineering to reevaluate the
proposed dumpster location in relation to the proposed right-of-way, prior to Site
Plan Review.

RECOMMENDATION: Site Plan Waiver: The Administrative Review Team
recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission consider disapproval of the
Site Plan Waiver for Section 153.062(E)(1), Facade Materials — Permitted Primary
Materials,

RECOMMENDATION: Open Space Fee-In-Lleu: The Administrative Review Team
recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission consider disapproval the
request for payment of a Fee-in-Lieu of open space land dedication.

RESULT: The recommendations and conditions as amended will be forwarded to the
Planning and Zoning Commission for determination on May 16™.

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Steve Langworthy \]
Director of Land Use and
Long Range Planning
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Attendees

Steve Langworthy, Director of Land Use and Long Range Planning; Rachel Ray, Planner II;
Justin Goodwin, Planner II; Dan Phillabaum, Senior Planner; Claudia Husak, Planner Il; Gary
Gunderman, Planning Manager; Allan Woo, Fire Chief; Jeff Tyler, Director of Building Standards;
Barb Cox, Engineering Manager; Colleen Gilger, Economic Development Manager; Steve
Farmer, Police Lieutenant; Fred Hahn, Director of Parks and Open Space; Laura Ball, Landscape
Architect; Ray Harpham, Commercial Plans Examiner; Teri Umbarger, BHDP Architects,
representing Ohio University; Steve Simonetti, Edwards Communities Development Company;
Stephen Caplinger, Creative Design + Planning; Tim Volchko, EMH&T; Kevin McCauley,
Stavroff Interests Ltd.; and Flora Rogers, Administrative Assistant.

Steve Langworthy called the meeting to order.

Case Introductions
None

Determinations

1. 13-038MPR — BSC Commercial District — Dublin Plaza — Awesome Skin and
Body Care — Sign — 333 West Bridge Street
Rachel Ray stated that the applicant had requested that this case be postponed.

2. 13-031ARB-MPR — BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village
Center — Edwards Apartment Building — Tuller Road and Village Parkway

Steve Langworthy said this is a request for review of a 324-unit podium apartment building to
be constructed on an 8.32-acre site on the north side of a new public street in the BSC Sawmill
Center Neighborhood District to the northeast of the existing AMC Theater. He said this Basic
Plan Review application is for future Development Plan and Site Plan Review applications and is
proposed in accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066(D). He noted that the Administrative
Review Team was asked to make a recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission on
this application at today’s meeting.

Rachel Ray said there are no new plans to review at this meeting, so she would provide an
overview of what had been addressed in the Planning Report. She noted that the report
outlines the review process, addresses the comments raised by the ART members, and includes
a detailed Code analysis. She explained that the detailed Code analysis was provided for the
applicant’s benefit, given their expedited project timeline, in anticipation of what information
would be needed for future application reviews. She stated that this level of detail was greater
than what might typically be expected with future applications for Basic Plan Review.
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Ms. Ray said she would begin by identifying the higher-level issues requiring specific discussion
by the ART. She noted that Planning had noted the proposed block layout as exceeding the
maximum block dimensions permitted by the Code for two of the new blocks proposed, and
that the applicant is requesting to provide open space a small portion of the required open
space on site and is requesting to pay a fee in lieu of open space dedication for the remainder,
which requires Planning and Zoning Commission approval. She stated that the overall street
network is generally consistent with the conceptual network shown in the Code, with the
exception of the two blocks that exceed the maximum permitted block lengths, and the
maximum permitted block perimeter for the proposed Edwards development site. She said
however that Planning was recommending approval of the Development Plan Waivers
requested for these block dimensions because of the configuration of the proposed podium
parking building.

Ms. Ray said that in addition to the block layout and open space, which would receive further
discussion in a moment, Planning had some concerns with the architecture of the podium-style
apartment building design. She explained that the parking structure being on the ground floor
has the potential to deactivate the streetscape, and therefore a higher level of architectural
detail, landscaping elements, and high quality building materials would be required to minimize
the overall mass of the building and enhance the streetscape. She said this was a detail that
would be examined further at the Site Plan Review, but she wanted to make note of this point
at this stage in the process for the applicant’s reference.

Ms. Ray stated that she would move on to the specific comments raised by Engineering.

Barb Cox stated that as this project moves forward, Engineering will continue to review the
public improvements and their impact on the development. She said that Engineering and the
applicant have scheduled weekly meetings to continue to work to refine the necessary
infrastructure improvements for this site.

Ms. Ray said the ART report outlines the recommendations and had included the Engineering
memo detailing the review of the drawings as submitted. Ms. Cox said they are moving
through the Development Plan street network northeast of the theater building and have some
concern with some of the intersections shown, including the intersection of Tuller Road with the
new John Shields Parkway, and the intersection of that street with the new street proposed in
front of the theater.

Ms. Ray presented the slide showing the proposed Edwards site plan. Ms. Cox noted that the
dumpster is currently shown in the right-of-way for the new north/south street on the west side
of the Edwards development.

Ms. Ray asked if there were alternative locations for the dumpster.

Stephen Caplinger, Creative Design + Planning, said this was the original location of the
dumpster, designed to coordinate with the design of the building. He explained that the
compactor and roll off container are shown near the maintenance office.

Ms. Cox said they could look at the easements and right-of-way lines, but encroachment into
the right-of-way would require City Council approval. She said she was also concerned about
sight triangles at the corner.
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Mr. Langworthy asked if this particular issue could be resolved with the Site Plan Review. Ms.
Ray said that it could. Ms. Cox noted that the condition of approval be reworded requiring the
applicant to work with staff on the dumpster location.

Mr. Caplinger referenced the condition in the report to the Development Plan Review regarding
the future improvements to Tuller Road. He said that they would like to go ahead in install all of
the on-street parking now for use by the residents, rather than waiting until Tuller Road is
completely redone.

Ms. Cox said that there was some concern with piecemeal improvements to Tuller Road, from
driver predictability to the implications for the actual street section, but this topic could also be
discussed further as the Development Plan application and Preliminary/Final Plat applications
proceed.

Ms. Ray asked if the condition concerning the improvements to Tuller Road should be
eliminated or reworded.

Ms. Cox suggested that the condition be reworded to reflect that the timing of the Tuller Road
improvements should be coordinated with staff.

Ms. Ray asked that Parks and Open Space address the request for Open Space Fees-In-Lieu.

Fred Hahn said there was a lot of effort that went into developing the open space Code
regulations, and it is important for this development to have public gathering spaces as
amenities for the residents. He said that in addition to the open space serving as an amenity, it
was important that land be dedicated with development as it occurs in order to achieve the
open space network desired as a key component of the Bridge Street District plans.

Mr. Caplinger said he believed they were meeting the open space and gathering space needs of
their tenants through the provision of the private courtyards.

Mr. Hahn stated that the Sawmill Center Neighborhood District is intended to be a public place
and needs to have useable space that meets the spirit of the Code. Mr. Hahn said the Code
does allow for off-site open space, so that was an alternative that could be explored.

Steve Simonetti, Edwards Communities Development Company, said they have 1.6 acres of
private space and 1.4 acres of proposed public open space, which is about 3 acres on an 8 acre
site, which equates to approximately 40 percent of private and public open space, which is a lot
of open space for a project of this size.

Ms. Ray stated that the Code does not require the applicant to provide private open space, and
the Code requires high quality urban open spaces that serve as “oases” and amenities in an
urban environment, and they need to uphold that objective.

Jeff Tyler said the 40 percent is a choice based on their design with the large block sizes and
the podium parking configuration.

Mr. Hahn stated that in addition to providing the required open space, the open space would
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need to be designed to be usable, and not taken up by significant stormwater facilities, as was
shown with Pocket Park D. He said that stormwater could be integrated if designed as an
amenity such as a rain garden, but should not take up the entire space with a detention basin.

Mr. Caplinger said page 13 item #3 pocket park was mislabeled should be identified as “D”. Ms.
Ray confirmed and noted that the condition referencing this pocket park would be amended.

Ms. Ray asked Mr. Tyler to comment on behalf of Building Standards

Mr. Tyler said the building’s architectural treatment on the north elevation on Tuller Road looks
like the “back door” to the project and needs to have a similar architectural character in terms
of materials and details. He suggested the use of additional shutters and variety of materials to
help break up the building’s mass.

Mr. Caplinger acknowledged Mr. Tyler's concern and stated that they planned to come back
with additional building design details. He said they are working on the selection of the specific
brick specifications, potentially using a brick with 3 colors, different color awnings, and roof
materials with color variations to ensure that the building appears to look like smaller buildings.

Mr. Tyler said the ART talked about bicycle parking and the alternative based on LEED
requirements.

Ms. Ray said the Code allows the reduction of bicycle parking, although the applicant would be
required to demonstrate the actual anticipated bicycle parking need, as well as to provide some
bicycle parking spaces near the public entrances to the site and within the open space areas.

Mr. Caplinger said they could comply with the LEED standards for bicycle parking, but were not
going to apply to be LEED certified, although they were planning to use a variety of
development strategies that are consistent with LEED certification standards.

Ms. Ray said the request to use vinyl siding would require a Site Plan Waiver. She explained
that the Code requires certain materials including brick, stone, glass, and fiber cement siding to
be used for at least 80 percent of the fagade, and the remaining 20 percent could include other
materials, including high quality synthetic materials with demonstrated successful local
applications. She stated that vinyl siding was not considered to be an acceptable material either
as a permitted primary or secondary building material.

Mr. Caplinger thought they could get the vinyl use down below 20 percent and showed an
example of the vinyl product Edwards uses on all their projects.

Mr. Ray said they need to provide documentation of successful installation and long-term
maintenance to meet the criteria before its use could be considered.

Chief Woo asked if the proposed balconies shown on the elevations were planned to be
functional. Mr. Caplinger said that most of them shown were intended to be usable.

Chief Woo said balconies shown against vinyl siding causes a concern for Fire, especially with
the type of 13R sprinkler system proposed, being only a life safety system. He said the
balconies with vinyl siding would become combustible areas. He said that other Fire comments
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included that the setup zones should be established based on the size of the buildings and the
type of systems being used, and he informed the applicant of the maintenance concerns he had
with the 13R system, from installation and throughout the life of the project.

Mr. Simonetti said there was a detailed analysis completed and there will be strict rules
prohibiting the use of grills or other devices on balconies.

Ms. Ray asked Mr. Farmer to provide Police’s comments.

Steve Farmer said Police would like to note the potential security issues for the podium parking
garage and the need for lighting and safety for the areas, since this area is currently
experiencing a criminal element with property crimes.

Mr. Caplinger said there will be keycard access to door openings and the driveways into the
parking areas.

Lt. Farmer said the parking areas need 24 hour lighting for safety.
Mr. Caplinger said the street lights will be standard.
Ms. Ray asked Ms. Gilger to provide Economic Development comments.

Colleen Gilger said they were supportive of the proposal, particularly with the projected
demographics being empty nesters and young professionals desiring one and two bedroom
housing options, since impact on the school district would be minimal.

Mr. Simonetti said the project is 70 percent one bedroom.

Ms. Ray reviewed the conditions and the next steps for Development Plan Waivers and Site Plan
Waivers and the request for payment of fees in lieu of open space land dedication.

Mr. Langworthy said the applicants need to be prepared to make the case for these requests as
part of the review by the Planning and Zoning Commission, noting that this is the first project to
be reviewed under the Bridge Street District standards for Basic Plan Review, and as such, the
project will be held to the Code.

Mr. Caplinger asked if it would be possible to schedule a meeting with Parks and Open Space to
review the options for resolving the Open Space Fee-in-Lieu issue.

Kevin McCauley, Stavroff Interests, Ltd., stated that he thought the overall development could
provide the appropriate amount of open space necessary for this development and other new
development to the south, but it simply has not yet been designed, and that needs to be
discussed.

Mr. Langworthy said the ART could consider the master plan for the entire area. Mr. Hahn
agreed and encouraged the applicant to look at the areas immediately to the south of this site.

Mr. Simonetti said they are willing to provide an open space bank for the overall development
master plan to fund the public spaces.
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Mr. Hahn said he is open to ideas to resolve the issue of open space.

Ms. Ray agreed to arrange a meeting to discuss the issue of open space code requirements.

Ms. Ray showed the following slides to review each of the recommendations with their
conditions (amended conditions in bold):

1. The Administrative Review Team recommends approval to the Planning and Zoning
Commission for the request for Basic Plan Review (Development Plan) with 8 conditions:

a.

That the applicant coordinate driveway access along John Shields Parkway (Street
Segment 1) to direct pedestrian activity, subject to approval by the City Engineer;
That driveway access points along the neighborhood streets (Street Segments 2 and
3) be coordinated and aligned, subject to approval by the City Engineer;

That heightened architectural detailing and an open space node be provided at the
intersection of Street Segments 1 (John Shields Parkway) and 2 at the southwest
corner of Block B;

That the applicant work with the property owner to reconfigure the proposed open
space to provide the required open space “node” at the intersection of Street
Segments 1 and 2, with open spaces (pocket plazas or pocket parks) at a minimum
of three, if not all four corners of the intersection and provide the minimum required
1.49 acres of open space on-site and/or within 660 ft. of the development site;

That the applicant submit a demolition plan in addition to a plan for the interim site
conditions, including grading, seeding, parking lot reconfiguration, etc. as part of the
Development Plan Review;

That the applicant coordinate the timing of the improvements to Tuller
Road with the City Engineer;

That the applicant provide a phasing plan as part of the Development Plan Review;
and

That the applicant provides all necessary public and private infrastructure plans as
part of the Development Plan Review.

2. The Administrative Review Team recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission
consider approval of the following Development Plan Waivers:

a.

Table 153.060-A, Maximum Block Dimensions, for Block B (Edwards Apartment
Building site) to exceed the maximum permitted block length of 500 feet at
approximately 658 feet, and exceed the maximum permitted block perimeter of
1,750 feet at approximately 1,987 feet, and allow Block C (AMC Theater site) to
exceed the maximum permitted block length of 500 ft. at approximately 658 feet.
153.063(C)(5)(a), Placemaking Elements, Shopping Corridor, to not be required to
provide the minimum 600 linear feet of mixed use “shopping corridor” development
as part of this Development Plan/Site Plan Review, and instead ensure that the
shopping corridor is provided on the blocks south of Street Segment 1 (John Shields
Parkway).
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3. The Administrative Review Team recommends approval to the Planning and Zoning
Commission for the request for Basic Plan Review (Site Plan Review) with 8 conditions:

a.

That the ridge lines parallel to the streets be interrupted to meet Code Section
153.062(D)(2)(c);

That the applicant provide a pedestrian circulation plan demonstrating safe access to
the building for residents and visitors;

That the building’s architecture be modified to provide the appropriate vertical
facade divisions (no spans greater than 40 feet), horizontal facade divisions
(detailing required within 3 feet of the top of the ground story), and required change
in roof plane (changes required every 80 feet) to meet the Podium Apartment
Building Type requirement;

That “Pocket Park D” be redesigned to eliminate the proposed detention basin and
reconfigure the stormwater management facilities (if needed) to maintain usable,
accessible open space area;

That the applicant provide publicly available bicycle parking facilities within the
streetscape and within the pocket parks and plazas for visitors and residents;

That the applicant provide additional details regarding the parking structure
operation and circulation at the Site Plan Review;

That the surface parking lot plans be modified to provide a street wall consistent
with Section 153.065(E) with the landscape treatment required by Sections
153.065(D)(5)(a) and (c);

That the applicant work with Planning and Engineering to reevaluate the
proposed dumpster location in relation to the proposed right-of-way, prior
to Site Plan Review.

4. The Administrative Review Team recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission
consider disapproval of the Site Plan Waiver for Section 153.062(E)(1), Facade
Materials — Permitted Primary Materials.

5. The Administrative Review Team recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission
consider disapproval the request for payment of a Fee-in-Lieu of open space land
dedication.

Mr. Langworthy asked if the Administrative Review Team members had any further questions or
concerns regarding this proposal. [There were none.] He confirmed the Administrative Review
Team’s agreement of the recommendations and the conditions as amended and that the
recommendations will be forwarded to the Planning and Zoning Commission on May 16™.

Case Review

3. 13-036WID-DP — ID-1 — Ohio University Heritage College of Medicine — Site &
Architectural Modifications — 7001, 7003 Post Road
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the character of the area and will review the plan with the applicant, but wanted to take the
lowest tree waiver request to City Council as possible.

Bryon Sutherly said they will put together the documentation to make the request for waiver
clear to City Council.

Mr. Goodwin said this application would be back before the ART for a determination on or
before May 16™.

Mr. Harpham said they will be reviewed through “E-Plan” and would have a 21-day review
process.

Determinations

4. 13-032MPR — BSC Commercial District — Shoppes at River Ridge — White

Dress Co. — Signs — 4455 West Dublin-Granville Road

Rachel Ray said this is a request to install an 18-square-foot wall sign and a 4-square-foot
projecting sign for an existing retail facility in the Shoppes at River Ridge shopping center
located at the southeast corner of the intersection of West Dublin-Granville Road and Dale
Drive. This Minor Project Review application is proposed in accordance with Zoning Code
Section 153.066(G).

Ms. Ray said they are recommending approval of this Minor Project Review application with the
following conditions:
1. That the wall sign be proportionally reduced in size to maximum of 15 square feet,
subject to Planning approval; and
2. That the wall sign be centered over the tenant’s main entrance to ensure that the sign is
appropriately balanced on the building’s facade.

Steve Moore, Moore Signs, stated that the tenant space is actually 32 feet wide, instead of 30
feet wide, allowing up to 16 square feet. He asked if the first condition could be amended.

Ms. Ray said it could, but Planning would need documentation of the actual width of the tenant
space at sign permitting. She said approval is recommended with the following amended
conditions:
1. That the wall sign be proportionally reduced in size to maximum of 16 square feet,
subject to Planning approval; and
2. That the wall sign be centered over the tenant’s main entrance to ensure that the sign is
appropriately balanced on the building’s facade.

Mr. Langworthy asked if the Administrative Review Team members had any further questions or
concerns regarding this proposal. [There were none.] He confirmed the Administrative Review
Team’s approval of this application with two conditions.

Case Review
5. 13-031ARB-MPR — BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village
Center — Edwards Apartment Building — Tuller Road and Village Parkway
Ms. Ray reiterated that the ART determination and recommendation to the Planning and Zoning
Commission on this application was targeted for the May 2™ ART meeting.
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Brian Griffith distributed revised plans to the group. He said the additions have been updated
and the elevations have been refined, the south phase and project description is updated with
the new street.

Ms. Ray distributed a detailed Code analysis of the project and stated that these would be
discussed in greater detail at the General Staff Review meeting scheduled for next.

Ms. Ray reiterated that this application is scheduled for Planning and Zoning Commission review
on May 16™.

Administrative

Mr. Langworthy asked Ms. Ray to provide a brief update regarding potential upcoming
applications. Mr. Langworthy asked if there were any changes to the April 18, 2013 meeting
minutes. Mr. Langworthy clarified for the Jeni's Sign the calculation for the projecting sign is 6-
square-foot and the minutes need to reflect the correct square footage. Mr. Langworthy
accepted the minutes into the record as amended.

Mr. Langworthy confirmed there were no further items of discussion and adjourned the
meeting.
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existing brick sidewalk, subject to approval by Engineering.

Ms. Rauch said there will be two tables with chairs within the right-of-way. She said that she
checked with Aaron Stanford, Civil Engineer, who confirmed that because these tables and
chairs are temporary in nature that there will not be a need for City Council review of a Request
for Right-of-Way Encroachment.

Steve Langworthy said there is a potential issue over time to keep the tables and chairs pulled
off the sidewalk. Anthony Zinder, representing the applicant, said they will keep them within
the designated area.

Gary Gunderman confirmed that there were no further comments.

The Administrative Review Team recommends that the Architectural Review Board consider
approval with two conditions:

1. The applicant work with Planning to provide and appropriately locate a trash receptacle.
2. The applicant uses the matching brick detail for the proposed area to coordinate with
the existing brick sidewalk, subject to approval by Engineering.

Mr. Gunderman stated that this application would be reviewed by the Architectural Review
Board at their next scheduled meeting on Wednesday, April 24, 2013.

Case Review

4. 13-031ARB-MPR — BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village

Center — Edwards Apartment Building — Tuller Road and Village Parkway

Steve Langworthy explained that staff members met with the applicants earlier in the week to
review the vehicular access on the west side of the building. He said that the applicant brought
three options for consideration, of which they wanted to ask the ART if they would agree that a
60-foot right-of-way on the west side with parallel parking would be a viable option, in lieu of a
65-foot right-of-way. He said normally 65 feet would be required to provide adequate
pedestrian and planting facilities on both sides of the street, but because the development is
one-sided at this time, the applicant would like feedback regarding whether 60 feet would be
adequate at this time. He said that with this option, they would eliminate the need for a Waiver
request for block size based on the east/west dimensions of the proposed block. He noted that
the applicant is asking for a decision prior to revisions for the Planning and Zoning Commission
review.

Barb Cox added that she was continuing to work with the applicant’'s engineering team on
stormwater calculations and management strategies.

Stephen Caplinger, Creative Design + Planning, said he brought a new version of the plans with
new renderings, stating the front shows a three-story building and the detail is more refined
showing more brick. He said the project description is updated with more accurate parking
numbers including the new on-street parking. He stated that the plans are showing a
stormwater detention basin in the open space to the west of the building that was also intended
to serve as an amenity. He said when they re-submit improved renderings will show the new
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60 foot street as recommended by the Administrative Review Team.

Mr. Caplinger said the engineering plan included today read better with architecture and
existing sewer lines, by pulling the building back from the sewer lines they were able to avoid
any disruption and all other sewer lines will remain the same.

Mr. Caplinger said they are actively working on elevation drawings and material boards and will
have them available for the May 2 meeting.

Ms. Ray reiterated that the ART determination and recommendation to the Planning and Zoning
Commission on this application was targeted for the May 2 ART meeting. She requested that
the architectural elevations be labeled with percentages of each material used on each
elevation, and noted that any use of materials such as vinyl or other materials not permitted by
the Code would require approval of a Site Plan Waiver from the Commission.

Jeff Tyler asked if vinyl was permitted in the Code. Ms. Ray stated that the Code permitted
“other high quality synthetic materials...with examples of successful high quality installations,”
and the applicant would need to provide this documentation for any material other than the
permitted primary materials such as brick, glass, or stone.

Ms. Cox said they met Monday to discuss the roadway network. She said Dublin Center Drive
will be straightened out and there will be two new streets on each side of the proposed
building. She noted that there will be some grading challenges on the theater site and how it
interacts with the street intersections. She said that weekly meeting have been scheduled with
the engineering team to talk about the roadway and work with EMH&T after the survey work is
complete. She didn’t know if the changes in the street layouts will cause them to lose parking.

Mr. Langworthy said the deadline for the plats to go to City Council is July 1% before their
summer hiatus.

Ms. Ray said they are working on the overall schedule for the project and will circulate the
schedule once finalized.

Mr. Langworthy said he wanted to verify that the 60 foot roadway on the west side was
appropriate with the Administrative Review Team. [The ART members agreed.]

Alan Perkins said the new layout with the 60-foot right-of way and streets with parallel parking
were better for the Fire Department to better access the building in the event of an emergency.

Mr. Caplinger said they will revise the plans accordingly and send a digital update as soon as
possible for the team’s review.

Ms. Cox confirmed with the applicant that she would work directly with Tim Volchko, EMH&T,
on the stormwater management.

John Delarnette asked what kind of security will be provided for the court yards. Mr. Caplinger
said the access is limited to card holders/residents for the entrances and the parking garage. He
said that during the day there will be an arm barrier and at night there will most likely be a
gate.
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Ms. Cox pointed out that they would need to determine at some point soon the best way to
handle addresses for the building and the residential units. She said that given the number of
units, it would not be practical to assign each unit its own address, so they would need to
coordinate the addresses through the Police Department.

Ms. Ray asked Mr. Perkins if he had any comments relating to fire access at this time.

Alan Perkins said they will need to see the construction drawings to determine the use of fire
protection within the building zones and access zones. He said the street widths are helpful
and he would need to see the location of the fire hydrants and determine possible set up
locations, but most likely the trucks will set up on the corners and the mid-points of the
building, but with the drive aisles they will be able to get close to the building with the ladder
truck and only needed 16 feet, but at this point there are no issues with the preliminary site
review.

Mr. Tyler said they need to talk about the interior and the use of gas piping. Mr. Caplinger said
they were not planning to use gas at this time.

Ms. Cox asked if the water line at 8 inches along John Shields Drive will be sufficient for the Fire
Department and possibly reducing the line size to 6 inches on the east side of the building
would be acceptable. Mr. Perkins said he would need to see the mechanical plans and indicate
the hydrant locations and the water access provided inside the building.

Ms. Ray said the next review meeting will be Thursday, April 25. She said she would work with
Planning to conduct a complete review of the plans for compliance with the Code to determine
any possible waivers or other issues requiring discussion before the determination targeted for
May 2"

Ms. Ray confirmed the application was received on April 11" and was posted to the website.
There will be a General Staff meeting for this application after the ART meeting next Thursday,
April 25, 2013.

Administrative

Mr. Gunderman asked Ms. Ray to provide a brief update regarding potential upcoming
applications. Mr. Gunderman asked if there were any changes to the April 11, 2013 meeting
minutes [there were none]. Mr. Gunderman accepted the minutes into the record as
presented.

Mr. Gunderman confirmed there were no further items of discussion and adjourned the
meeting.
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restaurant located at the southeast corner of the intersection of South High Street and Spring
Hill. She said this Minor Project Review application is proposed in accordance with Zoning Code
Section 153.066(G). She said the Administrative Review Team would make a recommendation
to the Architectural Review Board at the next meeting on April 18.

Ms. Rauch said this is a multi-tenant building with an existing 36-inch landscaped planting bed
that will be removed and replaced with brick pavers that will match the brick used for the
existing brick sidewalk. She said there will be two tables with chairs within the right-of-way.
She said that she checked with Aaron Stanford, Civil Engineer, who confirmed that because
these tables and chairs are temporary in nature that there will not be a need for City Council
review of a Request for Right-of-Way Encroachment.

Jeff Tyler noted that the existing landscape bed is not well maintained.

Fred Hahn asked if there would be any trash cans associated with the patio seating. Ms. Rauch
said she would check to see if there are trash receptacles in the area, or if they would only be
available inside the building.

Gary Gunderman confirmed that there were no further comments.

3. 13-031ARB-MPR — BSC Sawmill Center Neighborhood District — Dublin Village
Center — Edwards Apartment Building — Tuller Road and Village Parkway

Rachel Ray introduced this request for review of a 324-unit podium apartment building on a
8.32-acre site to be constructed on the north side of a new public street in the BSC Sawmill
Center Neighborhood District to the northeast of the existing AMC Theater. She said this Basic
Plan Review application is proposed in accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066(D). She
explained that this Basic Plan Review application was for future Development Plan and Site Plan
applications for this proposal.

Ms. Ray explained that the Basic Plan Review is for part of the first phase of the overall Dublin
Village Center redevelopment. She said that since the development is greater than five acres
with new streets and infrastructure proposed, the applicant is required to first file a Basic Plan
Review application, which requires review by the Planning and Zoning Commission. She said at
this time, the applicants are targeting the Planning and Zoning Commission review on May 16.

Ms. Ray said this building will have podium parking on the 1° level and be constructed at 2 to 3
stories on top of the first floor parking. She described the new public street proposed to the
south of the apartment building and the new street and vehicular access drives on either side of
the project.

Stephen Caplinger, Creative Design + Planning, representing the applicant, said they have been
working on this proposal for a couple of months, and had been meeting with the City to discuss
the project’s components. He distributed the application materials to the Administrative Review
Team members and went through and described each page of the submittal package. He said
there will be 100 two bedroom apartments and 220 one bedroom units. He said Edwards was
only purchasing and developing this 8.32-acre site.

Mr. Caplinger said the building will be located close to the street and adhering to the Bridge
Street District street sections and setbacks. He said they are requesting a waiver for the block
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length, addressing the length issue with a break in the middle of the building with pocket parks
and with park-like features in front of the building.

Jeff Tyler asked if the connector piece of the building is planned to be constructed with different
building materials. Mr. Caplinger indicated it would be designed to look like a series of different
buildings.

Ms. Ray said that Planning had discussed the block length Waivers with the applicant, and that
they were generally supportive of the Waiver to the north/south block length given the
building’s dimensions resulting from the podium parking element. She said a second Waiver
would be required for the block width, if a street was not provided on the west side of the
apartment building, as currently shown, and the City was not supportive of that Waiver. She
said however that the City was willing to work with the applicant on the design and character of
that street to see how the applicant’s objectives for private parking could be achieved on that
side of the development.

Mr. Caplinger said there will be one single layer of parking on the first floor and the center court
yard is a green roof with parking below. He said there will be court yards interior to the building
to the north and south of the green roof element that go all the way down to grade.

Colleen Gilger asked if there were residences at grade level along the new public street on the
south side of the building, or if they were planning to provide retail uses.

Mr. Caplinger said the building heights along the south side of the building are designed to
potentially accommodate retail in the future, but the market will not support commercial uses at
this time, so there are a few residential units at ground level on the south side of the building.
He said that the clubhouse, administrative offices, fitness facilities, mail room, etc. are located
along the public street frontage, which would help activate that streetscape.

Mr. Caplinger described the proposed open spaces shown on the plans. He said that based on
the number of dwelling units, a total of 1.49 acres of open space were required, and the
proposal was about .6-acre short of the requirement. He said the applicant planned to request a
fee in lieu of providing that remaining open space, but would like to use those funds to make
additional enhancements to the existing green spaces within the site. He said the court yards
are not included within their open space calculations and will not be open to the public.

Mr. Caplinger said their parking ratio is at 1.7 spaces per unit including the on-street parking, so
without the on-street parking included in the calculation, the proposal is about 1.5 spaces per
unit.

Mr. Caplinger said they are enhancing the front entrance with urban landscape treatments,
providing details of the pocket parks which are heavily landscaped.

Mr. Caplinger said having the residential units at grade will give a nice streetscape appearance.
He said the trash will be deposited into trash shoots located on each floor and will be collected
at the ground level by maintenance to the trash compactors.

Tim Volchko, EMH&T, went over the engineering plans that included the street, utility, site
layout and grading plans.
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Mr. Caplinger described the proposed building character and building access, which includes
four stairwells and access halls on each side of the building, and one main entrance on the
south side of the building. He said the buildings will be card access only.

Mr. Tyler said since there are no doors proposed for the Tuller Road side of the building that
they would need significant landscaping and architectural treatments there to avoid the north
side of the building just looking like the back of the building. Mr. Caplinger said that was their
intent, and they would provide better detailed elevations with the next submittal.

Mr. Caplinger said all units have exterior balconies and all will have a residential character. He
said the roof plan will include all of the air conditioning units within roof wells and will be
screened with walls and will be hidden from the street.

Ms. Ray asked if the building is mostly brick and glass materials. Mr. Caplinger said there will
be a small portion of high quality vinyl siding. Ms. Ray asked that the applicant calculate how
much vinyl is proposed as a percentage of the building materials to be used.

Ray Harpham said the parking layout indicated a few dead ends and asked how they would
handle someone getting to the end with no available spaces, and how maneuverability would
work. Mr. Caplinger said the parking will be assigned, there will be a fee to have parking within
the garage and a fee for an assigned or reserved space.

Ms. Ray thanked the applicant for the overview of the plans. She said that because this is the
first Basic Plan Review, she wanted to make sure that the ART members understood the
process and what they were being asked to review. She asked that the ART identify the “make
or break” issues, any potential Waivers to certain Code requirements, and to identify any other
inconsistencies with the code. She said after the May 16™ Planning Commission meeting, the
Commission will be asked to approve the Basic Plan application, and following the Commission’s
decision, the next step is the Development Plan, and later the Site Plan Reviews, which are
administrative reviews at that stage. She noted that the ART will have the opportunity to review
this application at the next two meetings prior to being forwarded to the Planning and Zoning
Commission, with a recommendation planned for the May 2™ ART meeting.

Ms. Ray asked the applicant to provide an update to their project timeline. Mr. Caplinger said
they are hoping to start leasing units by March 2014 and would need to be under construction
by this August 2013.

Ms. Ray said they are working with the applicant on the schedule and would soon be bringing
forward the plats for the new roadways.

Mr. Tyler asked if this was a LEED project. Mr. Caplinger said they do not pursue LEED
certification but they incorporate many LEED requirements such as green roof, redevelopment
of an existing site, recycling, bicycle parking, water quality standards and neighborhood
connectivity.

Barb Cox asked what part of the existing buildings will be demolished. Mr. Caplinger indicated
the portion of the building on the aerial and said the demolition will be initiated very soon.
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Mr. Tyler said Building will review the demo permit. He said he would like to consider how the
ART will participate in the review process for the demolition.

Ms. Cox said they will be going through the platting process for the roadway and will be
considering police and fire access with the plat.

Mr. Goodwin said there are fire access requirements with dedicated access to the building.

Alan Perkins said they will require a certain width for access and will work with the applicant to
satisfy the requirements.

Gary Gunderman asked if there were any further questions at this time. [There were none.] He
thanked the applicant.

Case Determination

4. 13-026WID-DP — West Innovation District ID-3 — AEP Substation — 7723

Plain City-Dublin Road (SR 161)

Justin Goodwin said this case was introduced last week and that this is a request for the
development of a new electrical substation for electrical transmission and distribution on an
approximately 4.8-acre site. He said the site is adjacent to City of Dublin land along Houchard
Road and SR 161 in the West Innovation District. He said this Development Plan Review
application is proposed in accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.042(D).

Mr. Goodwin said this AEP Substation development has requirements as part of a purchase
agreement with the City dealing with landscaping and fence location. He said the report
outlines comments from staff and that our Law Director has determined that the purchase
agreement is flexible enough to accommodate the landscaping site restraints. He said the
clarifications and changes to the plan will be dealt with during the permitting process, as well as
easements.

Andrew Schall, EMH&T, asked who would take the lead on the documents for the easements.

Barb Cox said that EMH&T would start with definitions of AEP rights and obligations, legal
descriptions, and surveys. She confirmed that the Law Director would assist with the easement
language.

Mr. Goodwin said with the application EMH&T requested 3 administrative departures regarding
two landscaping issues and a gravel drive. He said the departures are not necessary due to the
nature of the agreement and the temporary access drive.

Mr. Goodwin said the fence departures regarding fence height and the use of barbed wire are
however required, and approval is recommended with a condition that the barbed wire be
coated black to match the fence.

Mr. Schall agreed as long as the barbed wire is available in coated black.
Mr. Schall said AEP was concerned with Fire having direct access to the compound with

consideration to the high voltage and asked that they provide a 24 hour point of contact for the
facility for safety reasons.
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