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APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

CELTIC CROSSING Development Overview

I. Location and Size

• The sire is located rrrrirrlctclv ssithirr the Crrs otDulrirn and I rrrorr
Corrrnts

• [ire site is located rpprosirnatelv .030’ north of the rrrtciscc ion at

[Sired red [ivl:ind-Crr:v Roads, norreriratelv west ofl lekrnd—Crsr
l4,rid and Dublintc,onre I fruit Scirnol Stadirirti arid practice field

• I he sire is 20 110 acres in area nre.rsur ire 755 ci the norllr-srtuttr
direction and rl 1,02 in the con ssesi direction

II. Existing Conditions and Character

• I lie site is teetriflOtilOl ri shape

• [he site is iot,rtcil nr tire North lurk Indian Run Watershed The site

sone’i aily drains franr north to si,utfr I Iigtr,inntv are lr,cMnl at the
northwest signer t des orion 012 and ntinlrerst ear tier I elevation 038)

A lois jeoiI cisc urea iltl) located svIrere .ini crusting sitcom 0ows
rift tire proper l dries tire ssrrrthern hsrurrdrty

• . stieSni htrv<is ilic uioprirts north to south. svrth [‘30) the srte east
of lie stream arid 2’3 of tile site west nf rite streatti A sirririti eon dot
piirtcctriii’ errire ssilir a bullet 5rl air both sides has been designated
mi this srreaurr

• I he site rs located entrreis ant of tire 100 year tiolteltilarni

• Tree roses and brush line die perrnreter of lire property and tire stream

• 3811 trees exist on Ire ‘ate. [3 rrf those aie larrdrtrark trees Ofthe 3ltt

trees, 121 132%) are dead or in pour cortdrtohri. 2 are Iartrhuirrk trees urr
root eonrhrtrrrn

• [lie site us genrtali lint, there ire no steep slopes air tire site

• Ni hirridins,’, esisi ii, [he site

III. Existing and Proposed Land Uses

• [tie Duirirri Criiiririiiriii, POur- I’ sistriru I turd Use Mop devrr,nates the
.srtv a. ‘‘[(rural lCesideirtiaC,h ericirirnr,,l’’ artil “b’acanti[ odes eloped

• Sriirornrilnig land rises reciude Resrderitual I us,. I )erusitv

(morurtecopor ated prrilierties sooth of the sire). ParksOpen S1tiree

IV. Parks and Open Space

• A rota) oh’S 75,) acres ‘dl ) 1 wail rer,r,ori tree of dcvelopiiierrt rod
will include the required Hylaneh-Cruv and Mrtchell-l)essutr Roads
setbacks aitd tire stiitiri water nrarvtoeniertt fiueilitres

• The open space areas ss’dl be owned ha the City of [)ubirrr arid
irrarnt:iined hs a pirvate Itonre osvnei s asSociatiorr

V. Provision of Utilities

f,eneral

• All utilities. inclirdino sanrtury serser vOter telephone, electric aid
pus, are ac,rriabic at this srte

• Alt ntilitrcs will be desuirired autO constructed to inert the standards
estrublisIted by tire City of Dirhltit boitirreer

• A eerorprehensnse storm water tttitnlrocmdirr system svnll nurer (‘its of

l)uhlrn desiuir criteria

• All utilities situ)) be placed it rppi,ipur,rrc iricarinins mr the lots that
svril best present ihe esrstinp trees in good ar fair condriron

0ayitOr bewer

• Sanitary solver tsi lire Ce[rrc Crs’ssrnrt dcvelnprrioirt will he serviced
froor rn erstrng 2—inch santtnrs sessec (C(’—t 2770) located on tIre
Cart side nit’ I iylaitd-(’ros Road

• An 8-inch ,,ioitlrrs sesse, svrli ire estendrd acruros i[s’i,rnsl-Ctus Road
tiani exrstrrrs, manhole 7 to service die entire proposed dccclopoient

Water

• OVate, seterce to tile Celtic Crosshirer deveirrtrinerrt rsatl be sd steed
tram an eSrs)iriir I ru—inch ss.rirr train loeaicd on l,c east side of

[Is ),oud4 ‘roy Road

• ‘in S-inch water turin asnil ire extended across I [elanri—Croy Road Ill

sci cite tire ertt,re priitrrrred devclnpnrcnr

• [‘irhlie water main,, will lie constructed along the pu isp-ned ro,rdsv”as
wuthtnn tire ulcseiurporcurr

Storu’ %ater — yristing

• ‘[‘he site draiiis I rirrrr truth Ii’ sr’onhi arid is tributary yr air esrstnig lirl—

named drtch that r ins liii nooh tire eastettr third at ihe pintreits

• 20 acres of olfsoc’ area drains frerm the noinli across the site to tire
dutch irtenhlnflesl ai,osc

• fire piednrnttrann soil ore is 8i ns,kstour. a tulle iS)) soil witiclr svill
fuoctrrnr as aType (‘soil The seceiridotv soil types tic Idloent and
(‘iwbe. [‘speC sin. ‘iii ssrll have a pre—decelriped uirneti’eiirse
trnrrr)rer of 70

Stoirn Water —Post De’.aloeed

• fri lhc loist_des elelrriment cr,ndiirinn tine site drain.ioc scull be handled
by tsco separate stone water rn’anagerrucot ss’sterrrs One sysierri troll

he located on the e.rst side s,t tire esistrurrt ditch arid tire other sill) lie

Irrs and oir rIte west side of tire csrstrrrir ditch

• [Jotlr systems svrli accept drarrranze front irrrirers’rotrs areas such as
roadways, drivers aes, reols md sidewalks and write irack van)

drarurige

• Tire west system ,s’ihi he tuso wet basins connected bra shallosv
sonic TIns svsieiri sun) irave a trilrnrtaiv area rn rippiosirirorels 13.6
acres [iris sy steer ssali outlet Into tire un—earned riricli Ililit rrins
tlrtsruglr tile priipsned site

• lire east basin will be a wet Irasro that lviii has-c a trrbritarv area of
ar1ri rrsrmateiv 4,3 acres arid untie; into tIre un-rraa,cd limes Iluat trunK

tIiroimnlr tIre proposed Site

• ‘enaprosiroirtelv 271 acres ci ntrvoe area frrsrrr tire n.rrrli runs be
drr ected to rite esistrrrg ditch 515 ui off-sire swale or tear yard sswmles
irs the north side cml lire riopetlu

)Ciacrer Ridge Metto Path) and Public l,icirtittiotrai’Civic t Duirirn

Jerirriie [[orb Selnool)

• [he Drilubri I rnrirrirrrrira Plan — I’ rrrnre I and f_se MAr clirssrtues the
site ins ‘Mr sed-Residential/Riutal Density (I 5 d ur - ac I

• troposed usc are residentiaL open space and parks

• The prrrpc.sal is tcr deselop the tract ssrrh 44 smngie—farrrds lots for a
gross drrisrtv of I 51r dss ellitrr, irrrrts per acre

Do-I



APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

CELTIC CROSSING Development Overview

VI. Access and Circulation

• ehtcirini access to the stte set!! be tout aslitele accost point on

I-lvland—(uw Road and ttotn a sitrie access putuui on Mitchell—I )ctvtlt

• Celtic Cre’stnz Drne ssili Connect tile accCs (aints lionS I Tyland

(rev tnt! NlttCllOll—I)Ctsttt Roatls tttd extend liii t’tult thc site tit’uttt the

I ottlte;ui aitd SseSterfl hOlticis

• lucitn (iturl svtll he a cul-de—sac street cxtctrdittit south front CelIts

Crosntg Drt e on the eastern thu d of the dc’s eloplttrntt

• Nenuintt (‘olin svtii 1w a flop street extending tom Celtic Crossing

Drive iii the ss csurnn two thirds tithe Jet clopntcnt

DO-2



APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

SECTION II—

Development Standards



APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

CELTIC—CROSSING Development Standards

I. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Basic dcselnprnerit standards arc addressed Ira this text regardtrrp proposed
density, genera) rile issues, ir attic, escalation, landscaping and architecture
These component stsirrd:ir lb. ensure csncrstcncy arid quality througtrrrut the
development UrrIe,.. otherwise spec lied ri tire submitted dr,isanrrs ire in this
svnrttcrr text. tti d’elop vent ‘,tarid,rrslv of I ‘Fapter 52 and I i of the (‘nv of
Oolrlio Casle shall appis

II. PERMITTED USES

Permitted uses shall include the liillossrnis

A Sirrrslc—farrrriy detached hurries

B Open spaces sin] related park fe.riores

III. DENSITY

A roan’sirsnnni ot finns—four (441 rosndeririori barnes shall be pesinrtieo nfl tills

Pt It)

IV. LOT STANDARDS

Sirryle_taittily Ironies rrr this desetirprnrent wr11 ho cnrnrstrrtctcd ciii traditrana) lois
ssithr tee siatple ownership St,ccrjne lot st,nrndarrl.s tinll apply to each of these
des c)ntrnrent types

A. Fee simple lots

I. I,ulhioe

liii Area Twelve thousand 515 lanirdred (I 2,500) square feet

nhirrtnrtnrn

b I_nt width at Ire tirrlsr of was’ line I’ nh)v 15111 leer ntinrrrssrrn

tot Vs rdtlr it [IL lrrnrlshrttsi lint Ninnis 1901 feel tnrnrrornrrn

lit l)e)sils (tine lnnndi ed forty It 40) leer nnrnrnnrrrnr trtepal.irly
Sli$qrei) lois shall uric a rnrnrrnrrurr lint depth of 1411 feet alrrno at
least rue s:dc lot hire, nros dcii that rnirrrrnnirrrr rrirldalrlc detrtlr
rcrtsrrrenneiris are rr ret

2. I ot Setlnircks

.1 l’rirtti yard I here shalt SC .i innirrrnrrirrn front sandserhack n)

twenty (2111 cot frsnrn the rrglrt.srt_ssay line or as shrrssnr air the

apprensed pislrroinary plot ‘the requirements of the Sirhdrnisron
Rensrlatrnns (‘hapter 152 0l9(Clhr,l shall net he apylrcable to this
des clapmnrnt.

Rear sand’ (here shall be a nsininnrrm scar said setback of
tss’enty—h’rse 125) feet as indicated irn lIre pieltrssnnirc plot

Sine a aed ‘flreic shall he a ninnmsrum side yard sit ry 10) feet far
Itnildines. pros riled, lnosseser, lint there strut) he a orrnlasrsrr of
torn teen 114) feet total side aid per lint

d I tvland-Cro’ Rirod 1 here slr,di he a snlirirrtronir m’rrildrnp and
pus eritent setback of two hundred (2(101 feet from the proposed
I tvlarrd4’rov Roan) rrnthr—of—ssay Storm scarer rtsanaysrserri
lacrlit,c l.-irrirscapinn toolti—ii,:e p.rths. Otrcii 510cc, 5.irk
orrtenrties aind entry features nuns )‘e located xi thins hun setback to
enhance tine meal chonacter of the I4chirnd-(’iov Road cotiiriar

eS’Irtclicll’Deisitt Rirad there shall Ire a raIsing lnrolilinp arid

liaxenneut setback of two hrnnrdicrl l2l1l feet ‘noun the proposed
Mitclinll-Desvitt Read rrrillt of stay east of the entry drrse to fifty

(50) feet train, the praoosed Mnclrell—Deseot Road riphrt of sssns
snest of tine entrs drive. as indicated on the prchtnnnrmary plot
Stona water nnaeageirrcfll tacllntres hondscapieu. rrnrltr.trse paths
open space, park anrenrtres arid entry features nay be located
ssit)nmn tints setback to cnrharrce tire rural character of the road
corridor

3. lot (‘noernige

[‘he rmraxtirrtnm lot ens erage slnall be thrtt’—t’ive 1451 percent

4. On-Lot Stream Corridor Protectinn 7_one

a Portions ,if Ire tn cam Corridor Protection Zoee maybe irlatted
on indiyrdrral lots

b. Nrr boilshrnty structure, fence, piano, recre,rirooah or otlrtotrc
facility. or any rrtlrcr rrrrlrroycflieflt ofanv kmd nan be placer)
tentrltorar lv or perirraneirtls irtroni, in or under lIne area designated
SCreen as a On lot Slreamnr Corridor Pr orcctron Zssne’’ nor viralt
arty sysri k be perforored threreon sshitrh ssanrld rites tIre rr,rtrirnil
state of tIre nine or d;rtrnage airs of the trees or segehirtlail therein

No tree may be rernsoved fran, the ,00e except tar tIre nennrrrs aI of
dead diseased, decayed, iS rrosrlnris trees arrd ottrcr nrrnderetirry
scrretatrnn or as mar be required for consereatino ni in kecprrv
ss iii sinrird forest inraii,rgeiireot practices Areas ssrtlrrrnt trees rrr
rhrnlcrstinrs’scgetatinrn air the lcrr nuns’ fry’ rrionrrt,riried ;rs lawn

V. STREET ACCESS AND/OR IMPROVEMENTS

A. Access

1. Hslnnd-(rtry Rondr

a (Inc lull access intersection shall be provides)

2. Mitclrctl-I)cwitt Rood:

a Out frill access illteruectuon shall be prsrs’ided

VI. STREET STANDARDS

A. Public Streets

I. Right-of-War ‘nidth trIm 1501 ‘ret mroirrrrirrr

2. Pasermtenr Widthn Tsvenrs’-eroht t2.St fret rsrrnrrrruni as
measured haek-nnf’ciin’rr lu bael.’irl-tarlr

3. Dci, i.aiirs: Iwo (21

4. Parking Louts: Parkrirp shall ire perirarted lilt sore side rn’

nulrlic streets internal tsr tlrc Pt P otiposite
lie ssaterhrne aird lire hrvdr,rrrts

5. Tree I awn: Nrst less Iran seven (7) feet rn ssadih

6. Sidcu alk: Fotrr 14) feel wade mrrruarrrrr, srdess,utks shall
be concrete.

7. Multi—rise patti: Fight (St loot sside mnnurmrtusr, mrrltr’rusc
patlrs shall ire constructed srfconeretv when

Ioe.nred ulrrectlv in Iront of sinunlc.family lots
intl may be eansrr stied of ispirali when
located rlsesshicic.

VII. UTILITIES

A. Design and Construction

I All rrnrlitics shall lie designed trod csnstru,led 1,1 heel the stasd:rnds
entalnhished liy the City of Dublin Engineer
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CELTIC—CROSSING Development Standards

B. Location

I All nurlirres shall he pl.teed to appropriate locations to tire mdtvtdooi

home Ims that will host preserve the exrstrnrr trees in rood or dir

VIII. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

A. Design and Construction

,shcuorprelrerrsts c smith 55,rter flratrarhcntcttt is stein shill he

develo1scil litlirrsvrng lie (its of Drihlrri sttrr Itt water management

polIcies

2 SIrs itt is atet’ oran,rrierrreto ii’, tire post development rorrdrrrorr is
anticipated to Ian h,imrriisd hr two sep.rrate srstnrtrs iii east system’’

and a “55cc ssstnrn’’ Roth will accept rrrrpnrntorrs areas such is

roadways srrlrssalhs, rlricess ass, roots and sortie hack void di .rrttagr

a Ire ‘‘ts’est system’’ stiall ire generally located hong tire srrrrttrero

property litre aria wail rnelrrdetsve, sscr bastes concreted by a

shallnsss—ale ‘I his ii stenrr svrll ontlul into tite eststttry an—traoted

ditch

b rhe “east svrterrr” sssll be a svet basin gencralit located east of

the proposer1 cul—de—sac ‘tins system will outlet inn thu existing

inni—irorneui ditch

IX. TREE PRESERVATiON, REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT

A. Tree Preservation

It is Ito tintenit of’ the rlernlopet tn preserve us titans cued md air

caoduiioti itees a’ pos.thln cit site A good firrth ellort will be tirade te
pretervc e nistinip tree.. iii gsvtd and lair canditnan where appropriate

B. Tree PreservatIon Zone

A irltren II SI feet ssclr tree lttesersatioo fine shall Ire established at
the re:mr mtl all urIs alottg tlte ttotthnrn arid 55051cm property lines ‘this
;ooo shall lie nndtearcd oti the prehirrrnarp .nrrd tinol plots

2. Notice nr s eectatiotr toot Ire trotsired freirt the ,,rrre except lrtr the
tn,mallnrnnrtr andierm oraiorrrranee itt utilities as apptits’ed tn the t’rnal

deeeluproettt plait tcittos;rl ‘I dead, diseased, decayed. St nosnons
trees and ittiter vegetation ri as may be roirnired fot eenscryaoire or
,tostltotre purposes ar re kee’ttrou rvith i’nuorl fittest teanagenieitt

practices Areas syrlltrrut trees or rctderstory s’egelattoir urn tIre lint ttcr

he matritorned is lawn

1 No building stroetitie, fence, patio. reetcationol or atlilenir t,ieiltty , or

any ether rntipras cmcnt ul’aop Lrnd rosy v0 placed tempmrraerts or

lx’iinaoe:itls upon. in cc under tIm area derioortted Ireteun us a “I tee
Piesors atiort ?.otrc nor utah any sxurk be perfurutrcd thereime ssteelr

scorild alter thn natural state of the ‘tine or dareage annul the trees oe

ssoet,rtmuit thetetir

4 hlistrittianee of ant’ part of the wine hr oratolenaner shalt be reytoted
as nearly is Pt aelie,rhte lii Ire enigma1 emindtttne

5 ‘h tree piolcetion fence, otinitttittrn furor 141 feet in height shall be
installed around tIre petatieter of the tree presers’atioti otirre prirtr to

any eoostrrrcrroo astir ties, the fence laeatron sholl he indicated ott
rIte float des elogtitcnt trlan aird shall minim in place until ore rrpaoi.y
iran hero gi airted o’ as otherwise apprus ed by the (‘tty lot ester for all
lets, as indicated nfl the pr etinonars p1st

C. Tree Replacement Plan

I ‘l’tee rcpiaeerrrerrt shalt hoper code unless otherssase appiitecd 1w (‘rD

(‘ironer1

2 ‘rhe rriastei der’elupet shah he tespansihnle be the replaceotent ci all

sohtect troes atTested dire to the dcseioptticnt of Site stte

1 All stte rcmjrrrred tree ucplaeetrreot tttnst be uorrtpleted yr ire to the
issuance of lIre first bsildinp perttitt ut snitlitu sis liii uurintlrs, doe rut
tutfas irrerhie ss’eothtrr canditritos

4, All tnslretdeal lot tree te1ilaeeiireut rrrrist ho completed trier to
rrsriaeee of ott oecuilarrea perottt or rs’rtbrn six rim orooths, dire tin

iunfus’orahle ssoarlrereitridirmoos

X. PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

I lire open space will rued that reeioired tttrder C ode All irperr space

shall he dedicated to tire t’ity All open spice areas shall he
nrtatrrtaroed hy n forced and funded hoirteursrrers asseetatton

2 Access lit the Metro P;rrk ssrll be provided, sttlrteet to klerro Parks

t)rstrucr oppranal. Ito the extensirru of mattr—irse paths tirtursoit etteu

spare at cay of the project ui tire \letro Path eeess tituy aeiiut svirion

tire streanr eurrrrtlenr pitatecttou zone Final de’srgrr fine e,mnoei,’ttitirs and

assitciated scieeninp sluoil be presented anda1titrused dorreg the ‘tool

Develriprtrnnr Plarr phase

XI. ARC1-IITECTIJRE

A. General Character

I ‘fhe character of tire deseiopmeor shall be ene Ill, one and tote-half
it 4) and two (Dl storm s’tirgle—tSritoie hurries ssilh a sandy of iss’o Di
or rlrree lii car garages tlrot wilt trttrrrne the qitolrts ol rite sarroorrdtng
homes ri adjacent nerghhrrriruods aird will adherc to tire City uf
Dtmhtttr Re,ideittial Appearance ctoodarda (‘ode

B. Permitted Building Height

I Muormoirt of thrrty’fuve 351 feet, us measured per the tJohimn f’oile

C. Permitted Exterior Materials

(‘iaddrrtti ttlitret isis

a I ite ester rot eladdtno ol sit cit irctroes uo alt iurs shall he ftnrvitcul
usirto at natural uroterrats, iticitidino bneL’ tire.t irrick. stone.
reanufaetured stone. 5555sf etisirtecied wood trlxt—eeirtent ‘outing
prodricts. stucco or any errrrthinoi tilts ilncrenrf

b. Srriceo shaH Ire prohilaitcil ii5 a cladding rtrateeral urn sit strucrrties
cast ci tIme streaari and tus o iats nearest ?strtebrei i—liessrtt Read

it,urs —7, 23 and 24 as rodroared rio the Ptcltnuorirs tSar I.

2. Trttrr Material.

a, hb cud, engineered ssond, srnsl, alurtisroorrr Eli’S, enpirer ire frher—
eeineirr ptoductv

h Sirutters shall be cottstder ed as’’ ti tnt’’ for the pmrrirosr ot nreerrttp

the Resu,lemrtrat Aisix’arartee Code rctluutteeiisttts

I Ratitiog Morett,i”.

a Drtntcnsrnoal ,ophalt slnrtreles ss,o’d sn,tne, concrete, tile or nteial

0, Permitted Exterior Colors

I Cladding Colors

a Natural earth tunes audur scarum learn al erniurs, mnelrrdnrg whtte

b. I ligir—ehrrnmrter euniore are riot pcnntnittc.l

2 Torn Colors

a Natural eatrh tones and’or warrtr neutral colors, necluidnng 55 hire
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6 (‘oniplenreorars OF contrasting to siding ei,lor

S Rooting (‘alt-irs

a Rooting colors shall he 1)0tH the color range sit natural materials
vricli ‘i, rut not united to ssoiril shakes aud black

lr I Iruhi—ebrorira colors arc not permitted

E. Architectural Elements

jour—sided Architecture

a Similar rrclntccviral design elenierrts and details shall be
conSisient tlirinrehro,,t all elevation, attire structure

K Dnl,lin Rcsr,torrtiai Appearance (ode ivill he adhered to
tloouglniori tire gutue cironnnhi,rnts unless i,tlnerwise stated herein

2 Ctninercys

a ‘‘Cantnlrs’ered” or ‘‘tlironglr—tlte—nvrtll’’ cIinrnoevs ate not pernrirtted

In All chimneys shill be built on an mieprai t’ouoslau ion

511 e’clerior go Sons of ehonney nl,all be h’iinshed masonry.
consisting aiM i-k sting anil,or miiitflaclnied stinne

3 Garages

w All snmrtle-f.itoiI drr-rltings shall have an attached or detached
garage of suriliciero size to ,uccooimosl,ile a ttnnntnonr two 121
standard sized r,utomolrilrs, side be side

b. I iris East ol Stig,rins II sits —7)

Stile anil corot load garages are pvmrnined Single-has front
loud gui apes are pcrnotted is part cia court load
conliyrur.ittritt

ii Hoot lorrded eaiagrs. riot part of a conit lc,,nd coniigur.itwn
are prriltrhitod

iii ‘solo coonS areas associated with eun,,rr load garages req,rrr
an itpgiirded pavement material. ,ee Section XII
t :nil’v.ipinis

no lots t md 2 as oiducared on the preloninars plus are hunted
to sscst lacing garages artless a simile—bay hoot load Ciii age
is utilized its tart at a count cooligtiu.oton

lots West of Streaitn I Lots 8—44)

i Side. court arid tronr loaded garages are re, muted

o t ass 23 and 21 a.s indicated on the prelimniarv pint are
limited to north tiictng garages ants mod single—has leant load
g,rr,,gcs as part of a catrrt eatsfigor,mtiotr

d Front loaded garages shall riot extend beyond tire firrernimsl façade
or coveted iront porch n) tire being ho ionic tlran six (Ct) feet Not
note tlrati thirty 140) percent of ill lots shall be permitted iii

rurchrdc froirt loaded garages that exicrrd bes’irnd the loremost
façade or covered front porch of lire hrsitme

All garage doors shall be decorative and rijrgraclcd cuisine doors.
stirmil,rr to “carnage—style doors

In thrive instances where a utrtagr is utihrzeil arid an auto
cirortuarul is etcHed in lire front of the house, a mntinrnrn lhrtt,
Ctrtl irvin high usa11 or Irindire shall be installed ulorig the courtyard
pa eituennt parallel tn the sun cet

p In thrrse nrrsiances wltere a side leaded garage is utilized, a
minimmrnnrr tlmirtx—Srs, Cs I inch height. severtly —five (75) percent
opacii Iredor shall be installed alerre the entire lerrgtlr sif
Invest-ar’ pavement, parirhlel to the rear ad so an to pres ent
hre,rdhrylit pollution rmrto tIre rear of ireighinor rig properties

4 Prurrorruent Facades

C,rincr irIs, end lotr, pie—shaped lots and lots adtacorrr to large
epcir )rrcseirt lnçmhrht —vr’siirlc, side kncadrs lots I, 3, 8. I 9.
20, 2’. 24. 15, 36.38 on1 39 is indicated on lIre pteltmtnory
phots[ Fch sir cct—i’ocing elevation on tlrcve lots ansi contarir at
least three design elements, in any coirrhrnatrorn. as def red in tIre
Dublin Zontirit Code 153 190,

F. Architectural Diversity

The same or sinirlar front elcsattorls shall riot hr repe.ited within

a Two 12) lots sin either side of tIre nahiret liii

Three (31 loIs directly across the street from the subtect lot

cArry lot on sr . rn—dc—sac bath

2 Corner lot influence shall be deterirrnned separately his tIre lbnrnt
elevation orientation

1 Open space areas mas riot-ide srrtnriar sepanaitirn as lots irirlirn tire
inllireirced area In ibis cisc. tIne open space rica iris Ire crrrrsrdered
an inli,reircgvi hit or lot.

4 Lots located on curves or earners irray not share a direct rime of site
with the h’msrnrs of three In Is .sctosS hhe sircel, deperuiriro on the hr our
elevation crrierrtatuon of nearhrs coroer lots In tltrs case, an additional

lot or lots tm die same side of tire sneer OS rIte ruined tot nina) nrntead
he crmnstdereul tin trrhts,orrced lot. iii additiriru to the tss ir lots on either
side of tire sulntret lot

5 A I .irt Diversity MaIns shall represent the intruded rrrter(rrenalron iii’

the archrlectrrral diversity standard, relative to tire tireliminuru
dcv elriprrreoi stair snttcl prelrnrrnsmrv plat rncinded hterern (‘Irarruer to
lot lirvout, cinnrtt, nnmhnerinmn sr/c. shape’ ansI’irr orrrntatron it’ hints
going fimuss,irsl situl I require a rrroelrfted Lit I )ivrrsiry Matrix at tire
tiniesif Frrrai Drvrinaprnrrrt Plan irr Final Plot-kin future mortified
rntotrts shall provide an tnterpret,rtrirnr if the arclntretural diversity
standards tirat rs consrstcnl svitlr tIre matrix rrteloded herein

C. Lot DIversIty Matrix

‘I’he Lot Diversity Matrix retireseots the intended inrtcr[rrer,iiroo of the
architectural divcrsnts’ stsind,irds

Subject Intlneneed
loGi Lotii

4

S ‘vest
8 mouth

10

14
IS
16

18
19 east
IS north

23
24

26
27

29
at)

2.3,4, 5, 6, 7
1,3,4.5.6,7,44
I. 2. 4. 5, 0, 7
I. 2, 3. 5, 6, 7
1.2. 3,4,s,,7
1,2,3.4,5. 7
1,2,3,4,5, ii

i) 0.38 east. 19,42.4.5,44
39,40 42,43,44
0, Ii, 12,38 gist, 39 cast. 43
8,9,11. 12. Ii. 311. 39e,rst
9 Ii), 12, 13. 37, 38, 39 east
hi), Il, 13. 14 (6 ssrailr, 37,38
11, 12. 14, 15. 10 37 3S
12, 13. 5, 16. 35, .i7, iii

13, 4, 16, 17, 36, 37, IX math
4, 5, 7, tO, 35 west, 16,37

4, 15, lb. IS, 19,35 west. 36
lb. 17 19,32,35 ssest. 36
hi, IX, 31. 32, 33. 35.36 west
2(1. 30, SI. 32, 33. 35. 4lr

9 ninth 21. 22, 27. 28, :1,

2(1, 22 24. 25. 26. 27
20 21,24, 24. 25, 26
21. 22, 23, 29. 26
2h, 22. 2t, 25,26
21.22 23.2.1 26.27
20. 2 I. 22. 24. 2 5, 27, 21)
2tl. 21. 22. 25. 2k. 28, 2i, 30
I’) ironil,, 20. 21, 26, 27, 2” 31)
i9tioritr, 20,21.27,29 39,31
IS n,rrtli, 20. 27, 20. 29. 31. 32
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APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

CELTIC—CROSSING Devetopment Standards

H. Plan Approval

‘lIre \l,rsicr flevciopcr shrill retain the right of rrrd,vrctrirrl plan
.rpprrval ‘or ill srnrrle (nails hrnnes tsithnr ho snbdivrsrnrr

XII. LANDSCAPING

A. General Overall Landscape Character

I Open space it can shall balanse naturrnitzcd and fotrnnllv niaint,tncd
elements to pros ide r lose rrrarrrtenance design tltat cirirtrihotes to the
rand chrrrr,rcter of the corridor

2 Naturalized treatntents liar include mass plantings of perennial
rirasso, ri rnrvnrosv rind less .rnrrw areas shall trausitrrnr to fonnally
nraintarned areas near streets one! trrtcrscctrnos h’eil detirred edges
..lcrll be used to en elite nn,nrrstttnnal areas hctvnecrr formally nrrrrntarned
arid naturalized larrdscapc zones

3 Fun’ te,rrrrrcs reterrinn’kdenerrntort areas ant3 other triantroen shall
blend no create a natnral effect that is characteristic of the srirrnrirndrnnr
area

B. Hyland-Croy Road Landscape Treatment

I A landscape treatrineni shall he totalled nr lie cutback arid open space
ri en alumnI t-lvlarid-Croy R ad,

2 ‘nm’ falrrrcsrrras be tarred ssnrlirrr tins rrcnlrrrcnit mu shall base a
tmnr trial char intel I arty te;strrros ma, include ferrctng. trra.nrs
crrlunrn, signage planting, lirrtrtiiig urril irrrwalirrir

3 1 rrrrte ripen areas strati transition trmnm presets cd tree rolls to
naturalized areas featurrne nin—rrrorv or li.rss—n,rw grasses rn fotrnally
ar.ruritarned areas along streets rind around crstry features

Stonirr water managenrrerrt t’acnlrties man be located in thrn treannnrcnn
and may tic in the torur afsset hands. asetlurads or dry besrirs

5 Ntrrltr—iise paths or sidoss aILs ntaa be located within Iris treatirrent, A
nirrlri—irse path aIring tltc entrne I bland (‘roy Road frorttane ii nrit

required to be cinnsnructcd ill turn of tltrs den elatnment

p t’irnil design for this lrnratrrtent shall be presented arid apprcivcd Jarrnp
the Frnal t)nrs’clopinerri Plan phase

C. Mitchell—Dewitt Road Landscape Treatment

I A landscape trcatnrent shrill he installed in tire setback arid open s}race
inca alrnrng Mitchell—Dewitt Rrrad

2 Entry features train be located isitlirri this treanrrtcnt arid shall hive a
fonirial character Frrtnw features nay include fencing, rtrursanrv
columns. sngnagc, planting, lrghtrng and rrrrgatrrrun

3 A larrdscatre serceir straTi be provided ta create a Ira ks betweca tire
lots md Mrlcltell—t tessitI Reid ‘t’ltns tre,ntnreiir mas rirchitde evcrirrccn
and decudunirn trees, cirnainental trees and everareerr anit decidrrr,us
shrrrhs.

4 Final design tnrr this trcatnrtent shall he presented and approced diirrng
tIre Frnal t)cselr’1irnnnt Plan phrase

5. Melt—rise paths nrc sidessallus may ic lricnrtod within tIns trearnuent, A
iirattn—riee path along tire trlitclicll.flesvhtn Rnrait ft antage is non

tribe cansnructed as part of’ thin dusetopnteirt

D. Entry Features

- l,ntr leatrircs shill ructride tcrrcing. masirrrn colenins integrated
protect signage, laninlscapirig. lrrihtrrrg and nrtrganrnrn

2 ‘Ore design shall errirtrrh,irte to and ieariitarrr the rural char metes at tic

3 Firral hincation, design, and standards for entn’ feanraes arsd related
landscaping arid signiaure Jcnatls shill be ircsoniied and aptrrriscd
dnrrmnc Ire Final haeceleprateat Plan phise

4 All erin’r ferinrie. icr!! be nsvutcd md rnrintrrirted ha the hoinreowners
assrrcratieri Neccssin’ easenrents iii reserves tuur entn’ features shall
ire prrrvrded tin the final plat

E. Storm Water Facilities

I Storrrr syarer facnf ties shall Ire located in the open space arc.in ‘these
faedrtrcs may Ire itt be farnr nit net ponds wetlands. andunrr nln’
basins,

2, Final location, design, arid standards for these facrhrtres nhahl ic
ptesenttcni and approved during tire Final Development Plan phase

3 A uirarirtenance antirric firm all facilrtrcs shall ire presertted and
apprursed dutrnrt the l’mnal l)r’selrrpnient Plan phase.

E. Street Trees

I Street trees will he installed in recur dance with the (‘try rrfflnrlrhia
(‘ode F mini lacatuour shrill be dcterrnrrnenl by the I ‘ity For entet

F. Fencing

Feincmmrg shah be per code

P. Auto Court Pavement (Lots 1—7)

I Auto coart areas created ba court loaded garages shall rrtrlrze an
iipgi,ided pasenrcnt material

2. Upgrrdcd lmasenrcirt nnrrmei al in Pen I sen suarid.rr Ii concrete or asphalt)
shall include. hut nut lie limited tin brick, rmrtcnlnnckrnia concrete payers,
stanrped caner etc andsrr arrchrtccriis,nl eoircrcne

35 ss’est
35 nartin
3tr west
lb srnrrth

37
lit east
38 snrnrrlt
t9 east
39 north

43
44

IS ninrili. 211, ‘9 30 32. 33, 35
Ic 20,10.31, .13.34,15
19, 31. 32. .14,35.40.41
32. 33, iS. 19 tenths 40,41,42
in hi),’i2,3.t,’34. It,
h. 20 7, 33. 34, 39 neithr, ‘tIn

IS, lb. 17. 18. 19eist, lSsscst. 37
14, IS, lb. 7. ii, 35 sseat, 37 38 srmnnhi

2, 13. 14.15. II, IS,
hwest.’i. 10, II. 12. 37. liteast
III. hI, 12, 13, Mn SiaUthi. 37, 39 Cast
8 lii 42. 33.44

8,15 inertly 10,41,32,43 44
5, 9 34, 35, 39, 41.42
33.34.35 west, 39 erst. 40,42,43
8,34. 59, 411.41. 41,44

8, 30, 41r, 41.42,44
2,8 3° 42 33

C. Open Space/Lot Line Demarcation

I A Irne of dernarcurnion, rn identified ott tIre Conccptrial landscape
Plunti, Eshrbri tDt—fl shall be prrrs’ndcd where lots abut open space
an errs tin prevent encrnraetrrncnr ofhniiiretuwner nlarrrterrarrce nnro
priblic open space ,ne.rs

2 ‘I Ire line of demarcation nay be a hew, strlit rail ft’nce. svaorl prrsts at
properma corners. landscaping or Otis oilier means to define tIne private
property fronnr public prrihreita Frnal design arid details ri’ this element
shrill bea1rprosed as porn of tire t’mnal nlcs’elopirrcnr plan

H. Private Sidewalks

..‘rt1rnnrerrnr thrice II) unit mdc siuicscaht. sInaI! Ire rer1mmnueih for es-err
ecsrderrce Ftrrs private sidewalk droll extend fnrriii nIne frrrrrt duos Ic
the dnnsesssrs’ where upplicrlrle, as he dnvcssay may ahnut Ihe frani

door urn autuoconrrt srrmranranns
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APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

CELTIC—CROSSING Development Standards

J. Cul—de—Sac Islands

I (‘ui—dc—sac island, shall S0 landscaped sviih laisni and or plain
nialerial

launi anilor 1i1iet material located ontliiii an islniid ihall lit

inn ni_i iirc,i Ii, the I IDA

XIII. HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

All resideirral properly iiiVTtCT’ located ssiihnir inc Celtic (‘rossirro P11) shall

be required In’ loin and iiiarnraifl ninrhernhrp in a fhred red landed

homeowners ,issocr,ilioii, wrric still be brined error to any lnls beinit sold

l-Iomcostncrn n_,niciarrrro enpr’:.rhrlrtics shill be derailed is ilIum Declarations

of (‘osenanis and Rirmrictiririe Pl need liv tire (‘liv el Dirhl,u lncl,rrc hemp

duly recarded in tine’ (lice il ltic I morn Ciuni Recu dci I Irene ltecloiilruor
nI (‘osenanis oul Rrnii iciiOnS shill i tin ss-illi the arid and shall include,
evriromn bonmratrirn. lie rcquue’r rents imposed upon rite lioineussrecr s association

in this tesi

Os-S
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SECTION III—

Exhibits
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APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT
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RECORbiEEDINGS
Minutes of Meeting

AprilB,2013 Pagel3of2lONYr0N LLOAJ. .NNc NO I*.I NO O41

Held 20

Vice Mayor S3 stated that there seems,R be some dispute among,ttse who spoke
tonight abylt the DSL Board’s support7the amendments. //
Mrs. Boyl’g commented that peopl9reworking under the bed’that if something is
work well, change is not needt1. She does not believe it) working well. If the samy
coript is used going forwait1 monopoly will continue t’be supported. She has herd
svtiilar excuses from cable cipanies, utilit’ companies5tc., that there is no needr

/ompetition if things are wking well. It seems that 9éople are fearful of competion,
based on the input. It iØery discouraging to hear lSout what has transpired oyr the
past two months. If D,St. and Dublin United paren were aware of what was7anspiring
they would not be hpy about it. Many peopleAave contacted her regardy(g these
matters. These andments are consistent jith Council’s vision regardi recreational
soccer program,1 Council should approve ése amendments and mo7Torward.

Mayor Leckdr called for a vote on Re1’ution 14-13, including thrrection that has
been broy4’ht forward by Mrs. Boringnd induded in the docum1t provided by Mr. Smith
tonights well as the revision thatAlates to Article IV, Sectiop’4(B) regarding the /Treasjdfer. He asked for confirma6n from Mr. Smith. / /Stepfen Smith, Jr. confirmed: / / //1. There was a change, Øted by Mrs. Boring, to Seion B(2)(1) that reference9an
/ inadvertent strikeoVt’of the language “or other,,ierson associated with DS

2. The language regéding the Treasurer in Arti%e IV, Section 4(B) is to be)eparated
out from the E&utive Director duties. Fu)1er, the language that the,xecutive
Director may/erve as Treasurer is to be,liminated and Section 4(Bs to be pulled
out and plIed in its own section regaØing the Treasurer. /

I-fe noted that a pmaining issue relates to ,-fequirement for two signates for checks,
and whether9uncil desires to set a threy$old amount for requiringyecond signature.

Ms. Chinnd’Zuercher stated that sheAuld not recommend an apopriate threshold
wlthout)ving more information. / / /Mr. Siyfth responded that perhap,ICouncil should make a reçdmmendation to DSL about/
suclIa threshold amount and l$L could bring something bfck regarding what they beiéve
is,4orkable for them. / / /

As. Grigsby stated that Coj6cil could direct staff at thØdministrative level to rev and
/ determine an appropriatjamount for a threshold, bd upon discussions with We DSL

Board. Staff can then6ake Council aware of the llar amount determinedf9(such a
threshold. / // /
Vice Mayor Salay4’nd Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher,idicated they would suppqr(”this plan.

3. It was,tfie consensus of Council to/equire two signatures on çifecks in excess of a
doll1’amount to be administratiyly determined after discudon with the DSL
B$rd. / /

Vote e Resolution (includinq4’e three changes outlined%ove):
Vi Mayor Salay, yes; Mayor LkIider, yes; Mr. Gerber, y; Mrs. Boring, yes; Mr.

enan, yes; Mr. Reiner, yeØis. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes/

SECOND READINGIPUBLIC HEARING - ORDINANCES
Ordinance 22-13
Rezoning Approximately 28.1 Acres Located on the West Side of Hyland-Croy
Road, Approximately 1,030 Feet North of the Intersection with Brand Road and
Mitchell-Dewitt Road, from R, Rural District to PUD, Planned Unit Development
District (Celtic Crossing PUD) to Establish a 44-Lot Single-Family Detached
Residential Development and 8.75 Acres of Open Space. (Case No. 12-082
Z/PDP/PP)

Mr. Goodwin stated that this rezoning ordinance was introduced at the March 11 Council
meeting. The primary point of discussion at that meeting was the tree replacement
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requirements for the development. The applicant had proposed within the rezoning
development text to include some modified tree replacement requirements versus a more
typical tree waiver process, which typically comes before Council as a separate agenda

fl item. Council expressed concern with this approach and requested that the language be
removed from the development text and that a separate waiver be brought back to
Council. The applicant has provided a revised development text that removes that
language and now states that the tree replacement is per Code unless otherwise approved
by Council. No tree waiver request has been included on tonight’s agenda, however, as
the applicant has elected not to pursue a waiver at this time. Per discussion with staff,
they have decided to move through the final development plan review process with the
Planning and Zoning Commission and seek additional opportunities to replace as many
trees as possible on the site through that process. No other changes have been made to
the text or the proposed development plan.

Ben Hale. Jr., Smith & Haie. 37 W. Broad. stated that this rezoning has been reviewed by
the Planning Commission. The applicant worked very closely with the Parks Department
regarding the bikepath, which will run from the school and through the park. They hope to
resolve tree replacement needs through the final development plan process, but if a tree
replacement waiver is needed, they will file an application requesting the waiver. An
effort is being made to protect all the trees along the north property line. One of the
reasons the bikepath has been placed within the field is to protect those trees. A drainage
ditch along the north side of the property will pick up the sheet flow, empty It into the
creek, and prevent it from reaching the homes. The bikepath and drainage issues have
been thoroughly considered. They have been very careful to ensure that the homes along
the tree line will not have future water issues. All the lots are 90 feet wide and can
accommodate three-car garages.

Mr. Reiner stated that the plan provides an interesting variety of amenities for its future
residents, and successfully retains most of the green area. The remaining question for
him concerns the homeowner associations (HOA) ability to maintain it. How will it be set
up?
Mr. Hale responded that most of the area will not require much maintenance. The creek
will be left in its natural state. With the small number of residents, the HOA fee will not be
large. The City will hold the title to the open space, so the residents will not have to pay
taxes on that land. The space will also be low maintenance. In some cases, they have
worked with Parks to take over some of that maintenance, although that should not be
necessary in this development.

Mr. Reiner stated that, based on past experience, Council is concerned that this small
number of houses will not be able to handle the cost of the maintenance and will ask the
City to assume responsibility In the future. In this plan, there are three water features
with aerators. He wants to ensure that the HOA funding is set up in such a way that these
features are self contained and maintained, and do not become a burden for future
taxpayers.
Mr. Hale responded that it will be a forced and funded association and will be able to
handle the low-cost maintenance needs.

Mrs. Boring inquired if mailboxes are addressed during the plan reviews.
Mr. Goodwin stated that they would typically be addressed in the final development plan
process. It Is detail that is not always addressed. They can work with the developer,
however, if a particular characteristic is desired.
Mrs. Boring requested that staff consider this feature during their reviews, as the mailbox
appearance is important to the aesthetics.

Vote on the Ordinance: Mrs. Boring, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Ms. Chinnici
Zuercher, yes; Mr. Keenan, yes; Mayor Leck]ider, yes.
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Mr. Hahn resp)decfthat anyone can fish,4f City ponds without a licepse. The state
considers Dlin ponds to be private pg$ls, essentially, and any reIations would be
local. Thy’state has no legal status 4his matter.

Ms. C)tfnici-Zuercher asked abo1Section 96.28, which indics that an organizer of an/
evrit in a park or recreation a must obtain a permit. Ds this apply to the /
nØghborhood parks as well the larger ones? / /

Hahn responded that tJ€ concept does not apply tçy’a gathering of neighbors iiyfheir
neighborhood park. It djs apply to those who havØrganized events, especialVthose
that involve exchange monies in the parks. / /
Ms. Chinnici-ZuerchVstated that a homeownerØssociation planning a picnjIin their
neighborhood par4Noukl not need a permit —,A that correct? /
Mr. Hahn respopded that others could be in,the park as well. However,,Wsomeone is
renting a paJi6n, they have exclusive iJfs to the pavilion.

Mayor Le4ider asked if the new AmIeigh North Park could be/eserved for a picnic.
Mr. Ha responded that the pavili9i can be rented — so one rçrfting a pavilion would /
haveftiority over an unscheduleØ’group picnic. The parks aflrst come, first served. /
Ho)w’ever, if one rents facilities,,they have exclusive rights tØlts use, such as a pavilion/
r6yor Lecklider asked if the jrt?ormation is available onlin /

Mr. Hahn responded that aA’ park amenities that can reserved can be reserved/
through the online syst,(. ,/ I,’

There will be a sec4’reading/public hearing ay1’e March 25 Council mee

Orllnance zi-,i4 / /
Adopting an/Enacting a Supplemen-(S-33) to the Code of Othnances for the
City of Dujifln, Ohio. (Request to dispense with public hearing) /
Mr. Gerbçlintroduced the ordinance./ /
Ms. Gr$by stated this is a housekçéping item, which codifies tJé legislation passed by /
City cóuncil and by the state sinthe last update. /
Vicy’Mayor Salay moved to dispense with the public hearin’
ri1 Reiner seconded the moØi. /

4Iote on the motion: Mr. Rfner, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes;)Jice Mayor Salay, yes; Mrs. ring,
yes; Mayor Lecklider, y , Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, ye’
Vote on the Ordinance s. Chinnici-Zuercher, yesyMr. Reiner, yes; Mr. Gerbe , yes; Vice
Mayor Salay, yes; M . Boring, yes; Mayor Leck5r, yes.

Ordinance 22-13
Rezoning Approximately 28.1 Acres Located on the West Side of Hyland-Croy
Road, ApproxImately 1,030 Feet North of the Intersection with Brand Road and
Mitchell-Dewitt Road, from R, Rural District to PUD, Planned Unit Development
District (Celtic Crossing PUD) to Establish a 44-Lot Single-Family Detached
Residential Development and 8.75 Acres of Open Space. (Case No. 12-082
Z/PDP/PP) (Second reading/public hearing Airil 8. 2013 Council meeting)
Vice Mayor Salay introduced the ordinance.
Mr. Goodwin noted this 28-acre site is located on the west side of Hyland-Croy, north of
Mitchell-Dewitt Road. It is surrounded primarily by Glacier Ridge Metro Park to the north
and west, and a few homes in Jerome Township to the south.
He noted the following:

• The site has frontage along Hyland-Croy Road as well as a small amount of
frontage along Mitchell-Dewitt Road. It is also bisected by a tributary to the North
Fork of the Indian Run and includes a stream corridor protection zone along that
portion of the site. The site is also impacted by a high-tension power line
easement that runs through a corner of the site.

• The proposed rezoning/preliminary development plan includes 44 single-family
lots; seven of those are located to the east of the stream, and the proposed
development text includes additional architectural requirements for those lots that
would be visible from Hyland-Croy Road.
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The proposed plan includes 8.75 acres of open space. The typical subdivision - -

regulations would require at least 1.8 acres. Those open space areas include a
200-foot setback along Hyland-Croy Road as well as a variable width of 50 to 200-
foot sethack along Mitchell-Dewitt Road. The Community Plan generally
recommends 100-200 foot setbacks along rural character roadways.

• The site includes 44 single-family lots, which is a density of 1.57 dwelling units per
acre. The Community Plan recommends 1.5 units per acre for this site.

• The open space areas include three wet stormwater retention ponds.
• The site is also bordered by tree rows along the shared border with Glacier Ridge

Metro Park to the north and the west, as well as trees along the existing stream.
The development text includes a tree preservation requirement. The text also
includes a proposed modification or waiver to the typical tree replacement
requirements. This includes a tree for tree as opposed to inch for inch
replacement as the Code requires. The primary location where trees are proposed
for removal is for the stream crossing of’ a new street that would connect Hyland
Croy Road to Mitchell-Dewitt Road through the site, as well as a small number of
trees in the southwest corner of the site to allow for improved site visibility at the
intersection of the new Celtic Crossing Drive with Mitchell-Dewitt Road. That
includes improved visibility to the Glacier Ridge Metro Park multi-use path, which
crosses Mitchell-Dewitt Road to the west of the site.

• The development plan also includes two multi-use path connections directly to the
Glacier Ridge path system — one to the north along the stream crossing. The
applicant has also worked with Metro Parks to determine an alignment for a new
path that would extend along the north edge of the site and connect to the
existing path already in the Metro Parks, directly to the west of the site. In
addition, the applicant has worked with Metro Parks to gain approval of another
path that would run parallel to Mitchell-Dewitt Road and connect to the existing
Metro Parks path system.

• The applicant is also proposing a marked pedestrian crossing at the new
intersection of Celtic Crossing Drive with Hyland-Croy Road that would provide
pedestrian access to the Dublin Jerome High School site.

Mayor Leckilder asked about the path to the north, and if this will be constructed at the
applicant’s expense.
Mr. Goodwin responded affirmatively. There will be an agreement with the Metro Parks
regarding this item.

• The proposed development plan is accompanied by the preliminary plat, that is
consistent with the requirements of the development text and the subdivision
regulations.

• The plat indicates the location of the tree preservation zone and also indicates the
location of the stream corridor protection zone. There are a small number of
portions of lots along the stream that are included in the outer portion of the
stream corridor protection zone. Engineering has reviewed this and found the
requirements included in the development text to be acceptable.

• The plat also indicates the location of seven open space reserves that will be
dedicated to the City and maintained by a forced and funded homeowners
association.

He stated that Planning & Zoning Commission reviewed this application and recommends
approval with eight conditions. Three of the conditions relate specifically to revisions of
the development text, and these revisions have been completed. They have also made
some minor modifications to the conceptual landscape plan, based on Planning & Zoning
Commission conditions. The remaining conditions will be addressed at the final
development plan stage.
The preliminary plat was recommended for approval with one condition, and that
condition has been met. Planning staff recommends approval of Ordinance 22-13 at the
second reading/public hearing on April 8, 2013.

Mayor Lecklider invited Council input.
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Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked about the tree waiver request. How is thls froosal
advantageous to the City?
Mr. Goodwin responded that the proposal is consistent with the City’s requirements for
building a street. The Community Plan actually shows a street in this particular location,
including a stream crossing. The trees that will be impacted by this proposed street were
anticipated to be removed. In terms of whether the modification to the tree preservation
requirements is appropriate, that would be a question for Council to decide.
Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher summarized that the City had originally anticipated that trees would
be removed because of a road that the City knew would be built at some point. Has it
been the City’s policy that in such a case the developer does not replace trees inch for
inch but instead tree for tree?
Mr. Goodwin responded that it is not necessarily a policy. This approach has been
undertaken with some other residential developments as well. This would not be the first
time this approach has been taken.

Mr. Gerber commented regarding lots 35 through 40. Based on previous discussion at
Council, he understood the direction to staff was to eliminate that type of design in which
neighbors look directly into the backyards of other neighbors. The design and layout were
to be more creative in order to avoid this scenario. He is disappointed to see this layout
at this point in time. There have been recurring issues with such layouts in ternis of trees
and hedges and privacy issues.
Mr. Goodwin responded that the development text does indicate that in certain driveway
and garage configurations — side loaded, for example — the rear edge of the pavement
would require a hedge along the edge to avoid headlight trespass into the rear of the
adjoining lots.
Mr. Gerber stated that his hope had been that future problems could be avoided at the
layout stage of a development.
Mr. Goodwin stated that he is not familiar with this previous discussion. These cases
occur throughout many developments when a new block is created and rear yards are
shared. It is a common problem.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher stated that Mr. Gerber brings up a good point. While the City has
experienced this type of layout in the past. Council had understood that the City would
work to eliminate these issues in the future. There is yet another section to the left of this
area that will have the same backyard situation. Perhaps one way to manage this would
be in the text in relation to landscaping requirements for backyards. This is where the
problems occurred previously, generating significant testimony at Council regarding
resolution of the issues. It seems that the property owners will desire to have
demarcation of their yard with something other than fencing. Somehow, language needs
to be devised for the text that allows for this demarcation without having the appearance
of a forest.
Mr. Goodwin asked if Council would like this considered as part of this development text,
or as a consideration for future developments?

Mr. Reiner responded that he is not certain whether or not this can be injected into the
text for this rezoning. What Council is asking of Planning staff going forward for a parcel
such as this is to do a radial design so that houses are on cul de sacs. In the earliest
phases of Muirfield, the layout was carefully done so that side yard and backyard
landscaping were not needed to block a view of neighbors. Council wants the Planning
department to nurture the design proposals to avoid the problems that have occurred
previously.
Mr. Gerber agreed.

Mrs. Boring asked for clarification about the tree preservation waiver. Is this proposed to
be done through the development text?
Mr. Goodwin responded that the applicant has proposed a development text that includes
a modification to the tree replacement requirements.
Mrs. Boring stated that she cannot approve any development text that Includes such a
waiver. When any development occurs, there will be roads constructed and trees will be
impacted. There is a need to replace the trees so that there is shade provided. She
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- cannot support this proposal with the waiver included in the text. The néedsà be
considered as a separate issue so that careful review can be done.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked why staff is recommending this process versus the standard
separate request for such a waiver by a developer.
Mr. Goodwin responded that this is not the first time this approach has been taken.
However, discussion has recently occurred with the City Manager’s office about the need
to have a separate process for the tree preservation waiver. This needs to be rectified.

Vice Mayor Salay reported that in her regular meeting with the PZC Chair, Ms. Groomes
asked if Vice Mayor Salay would relay to Council the Commission’s frustration with the tree
preservation waiver process and the fact that a developer indicates a need for a waiver
and Council approves it. There does not seem to be quantifiable criteria. Ms. Groomes
suggested there be such criteria established, as there will likely be many trees impacted
by future development, such as the future Riverside Park, and by Invasive species, such as
the Emerald Ash borer. There will be a need for more trees in the future because of these
factors. If developers are not replacing trees on site in accordance with the requirements,
they should contribute monies to the Tree Preservation Fund. Ms. Groomes indicated that
the Commission believes this process should be much more formalized so that a developer
will know from the outset what their contribution will be based on the criteria established.

Mrs. Boring noted that the Code includes a provision that if trees are not replaced inch for
inch, there is a calculation for monies to be paid in lieu of the required replacement.
Including such a waiver in the text does not provide for this monetary contribution to the
Tree Preservation Fund. By granting such waivers, monies will not be accumulated in the
Tree Preservation Fund to provide replacements for these ash trees. There is a need to
look at this more carefully versus granting a waiver via the development text. This should
be removed from the development text and treated as a separate item by Council.

Vice Mayor Salay pointed out that a developer may choose to do the layout of a site
differently to preserve more trees if they are aware of the costs of replacing the trees.
This is Council’s traditional approach to development and something valued by Council.
She will meet with Ms. Groomes and the Law Department to discuss this matter further.
There have been sites where a developer has been cognizant of tree preservation during
the layout, and other sites where this did not occur.

Mr. Gerber agreed, but would like to hear from staff about how the issue of tree
preservation waivers has been handled over the years and what is best going forward.
There are at times legitimate reasons that the City would allow a fee to be paid in lieu of
tree replacement, but not a waiver of the requirements for tree preservation. There may
be occasions when the fee should not be waived whatsoever. He wants to have a report
from staff about the various scenarios and their views on how this process has evolved
over the years. It sounds as if Planning & Zoning Commission has had discussion about
this matter. He would like to have more information from staff.

Mrs. Boring recalled that in the past, when a waiver request was brought forward, all of
the details were included — the inch for inch replacement calculation and the monies
involved, and what was being requested. Council could make a determination when they
were aware of exactly what level of waiver was being requested. In this case, such
information is not available.
Mr. Gerber added that these have been handled on a case-by-case basis over the years.
He was not aware these waivers were being included in the development text. A
discussion is needed about why they would be included in the text.

Ms. Grigsby stated that as part of the review of these packet materials, staff did have this
discussion, noting that waiver requests need to be brought to Council separately. In the
past, if brought forward at the time of rezoning, the waiver requests have typically been
handled at the same point on the agenda as the rezonlng. In a case where the need for a
waiver was recognized after the rezoning was approved, perhaps at the final development
stage, a separate request was brought to Council with all of the detailed information.
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Staff has had discussion that these should be handled as separate items, especially for
tracking purposes to ensure that the tree replacement fees are collected.
Mr. Gerber commented that perhaps this waiver was incorporated into the development
text because it would in some way expedite the entire process. In the past, he recalls fee
waivers for projects being considered at the same time as rezonings.
Ms. Grigsby stated that she is not aware of how many projects had the waivers included in
the development text, but in this one, there was discussion at staff level regarding the
need for waivers to be brought forward as separate requests.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher noted that the rezoning is scheduled for second reading/public
hearing on April 8. Given this time period, can the language regarding the tree waiver be
removed from the text so that the waiver can be considered separately on the same
night? The request can then include the specific information that is generally provided for
Council’s review.
Mr. Gerber added that Council can certainly append conditions related to tree preservation
at this preliminary plan stage as well.

It was the consensus of Council to have the tree waiver request considered separately
from the rezoning on the April 8 Council agenda. Council can add conditions to the
rezoning to address this matter, if desired.

Mrs. Boring asked for clarification. Is staff indicating that Council has previously approved
such waivers within the development text?
Mr. Goodwin responded that there have been a few residential planned unit developments
that have induded modifications to the tree replacement requirements within the text.
Staff can provide that information to Council as well.
Mrs. Boring stated that she is disappointed that staff allowed this to occur, in view of the
fact that waivers to the tree preservation requirements were to be done for specific
circumstances. There is a need to replace trees, as has been stated. She is hopeful that
this situation does not occur in the future.

Mayor Lecklider invited the applicant to provide testimony.

Kevin McCauley. Stavroff Interests Ltd.. 565 Metro Place South. Suite 48Ocommented in
regard to the tree preservation waiver. Recognizing the need for a tree waiver request,
they wanted to move the process along as quickly as possible. They went through the
analysis with the Planning & Zoning Commission. Ms. Groomes’ concern was that the site
would be left with fewer trees at the end of the process. It was determined through
analysis that — even with the waiver in place — with all the street trees and the other
landscaping trees being installed, this site will end up with more trees than prior to
development. It was not an issue of the applicant being harmed or not — they were
looking at the site in its entirety and the outcome. The true benefit of the tree
preservation policy is that trees are not removed and the site is not “harmed” by having
fewer trees after development. Therefore, the tree waiver request was included in the
text to help the applicant a cost basis so that they do not have to plant even more trees.
They can provide the analysis to Council if desired. Planning & Zoning Commission did
approve the text that included this waiver.

Mr. Goodwin commented that this is an accurate interpretation of the discussion at
Planning & Zoning Commission. The discussion of whether or not street trees should be
considered in this review was an issue. Typically, the street trees required to meet other
portions of the Code would not factor into the tree preservation calculations. This is a
different way of looking at the issue.
Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher agreed that, typically, the Street trees required for development are
not included in this computation for tree preservation.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher noted that a letter from the School District has been provided
regarding the connection path at the north end. How will that appear?
Mr. Mccauley responded that it will be the same type as the Metro Parks path In terms of
width. The path crosses Hyland-Croy and runs all the way from the north end of the site,
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down along the creek bed on the front of lo 1 and 2, and across Hyland-Croy. At thát
point, there is open space between the path on that side of the road to the path fronting
the high school. The path will be connected all the way to the high school path.
Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked what type of path this will be.
Mr. McCauley responded it will be a multi-purpose, eight or 10-foot wide path.
Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked how pedestrians will cross the street at this location.
Mr. McCauley responded there will be a marked crosswalk with flashers similar to those on
Hyland-Croy at Tullymore Drive.
Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher stated that her concern is with the potential of the School District
requesting a tunnel in this location In the future, and that funds should be set aside or
bonded for this purpose.

Ms. Grigsby stated that there is a similar crossing further to the south. She is not aware
of any discussion that would imply the Schools would make that request. Of course, they
could do so in the future. However, based upon how the City has looked at Hyland-Croy
in ternis of development, staff would not recommend a tunnel at this location.
Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher added that this subdivision includes only 44 houses, which will not
generate a tremendous number of people crossing the street in this location. As the west
side of Dublin continues to develop, staff should continue to monitor future needs for
tunnels, based upon additional elementary or middle schools to the system.
Ms. Grigsby responded that staff is not aware of any plans for an elementary schooL in this
area, based on the Glacier Ridge Elementary being located just to the north.

Mr. Goodwin noted that there are physical constraints in the Hyland-Croy corridor itself in
terms of the feasibility of a tunnel, given the depth of the water table. Engineering could
speak to this issue in more detail.

Mayor Leckiider asked if staff is satisfied that the drainage can be handled on this site.
His general impression in driving by this site is that the soil conditions result in standing
water on a frequent basis.
Mr. Goodwin responded that as part of the preliminary development plan, the applicant
was required to do a flood plain analysis. They provided sufficient information to
Engineering staff and the staff is comfortable at this stage in the development process
that stormwater will be handled adequately. Much more detail will be provided with the
final development plan.

Mr. McCauley commented further in regard to the tree waiver request and the connections
for the bikepath. One of their considerations was that a bikepath along Hyland-Croy was
the requirement under the Code. They requested not to provide that path, but to provide
instead all of the other connections as described. These are being done all at their cost,
and they have posted a maintenance bond with Metro Parks for three years to maintain
those paths. This is a $40-50,000 path system and upgrade. They believe that the desire
was to connect the high school paths with the paths on the west side of Hyland-Croy, and
that was their focus. It is a benefit to the neighborhood as well. If they cannot obtain
the waivers as requested, they may need to look at the other amenities they plan to
provide.

Mayor Lecklider asked staff if they have clear direction about how Council would like to
consider the tree waiver.
Mr. Goodwin responded that staff’s understanding is that Council would like this removed
from the text and treated as a separate consideration.
Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher added that this can be considered on the same night as the second
reading.
Mrs. Boring stated that Council does need all of the computations regarding the tree
waiver request in order to give consideration on April 8.

Mayor Lecklider stated that the applicant has Indicated they have such information
available.
Mr. McCauley responded that they have done a preliminary analysis of this and will
complete it for the next hearing.
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Ordin(e 2443
Autfl%izing the City Manager Execute Necessary veyance Documenta -

to%cquire a 0.279 Acres ( h 0.279 Acres as Prese Road Occupied), More r
ss, Permanent Multi-U , Utility, Grading and D inage Easement, a 0.0

Acres, More or Less, Te porary Easement, and .020 Acres, More or
Temporary Easement m Sumphan and Tan rn Karuchit.
Vice Mayor Salay intro ced the oitlinance.
Ms. Ott noted that if has begun negotiations ith a number of property ners in the
Brand Road corrid for the addition of a mull se path. This ordinance I authorize
acquisition of ements and some present ad occupied at the appral d value of
$19,100. Sh ifered to respond to ques

There wil a second reading/publi earing at the March 25 C ncil meeting.

R lution 1.0-13
thonzing the City Man er to Enter into a Broa nd Services Agreeme$

with Metro Data Center LLC.
Vice Mayor Salay introd ed the resolution.
Mr. McDaniel stated t every three years, the Ci makes a significant incre in
broadband services urchasirig due to the chart g requirements of its ow osted
solutions and ban •dth-heavy applications t t the City deploys on an o oing basis.
Due to a combi tion of having to purcha he service in incremental otments and the
need to carry me additional capacity, t City currently has some e ess capacity that
will not be d in the Immediate futur . Due to this excess capac and the City’s servers
now bein located in the Metro Data enter, the City has the op rtunity to lease some of
that e ess capacity to Metro Data nter for $1,750 per mon . This is similar to the
City’ ease of excess capacity of ber optics. They are purc sed in increments and /
ca ot be used all at once. It rovides the City the oppo rilty for revenue from the/

cess capacity until such ti e as the City may need it. is agreement does permi,tTre
City to pull that capacity b ck at such time when the is ready to use it. The t,fni of
the agreement is three ars, which is commerisura with the three-year Iease/
agreement In which City recently purchased bandwidth. /

Ms. Chinnici-Zuerche yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; May9/Lecklider, yes;
Mayor Salay, yes; M . Boring, yes.

reported that last WednØday, a Joint Economic Devg4ment District /
session was held atife Marysville wastewater trØtment facility. Several /

es from area townflps were present and thre-City staff members attend
was an educational upda similar to that which occed last summer. Discussiq,%

?d that the next step,ould be to schedule a meçtlng with a facilitator to be to
steps necessary tVmove forward. / /

Mayor Lecklider inquire1ow this might affect the 9lty of Dublin. /
Ms. Grigsby respond that it may not affect thefty. The City would be intØsted in
having the ability tVpartlclpate In the JEDD thrgh which the City could pentiaIly be
involved in the fytre development that may,cur. The City might be al€ to capture
some of revens generated from the devçl6pment, that are in additiojlto those needed
for capital irgrovements within the JEDistrict. There are many lsties related to the
City’s partpation due to the water ar)d’sewer agreement Dublin s with the City of
Columbr)i. In addition, there is the p6tential for one of the towghips not to approve the
City .-)ublin’s involvement. Tho’1ssues are being evaluate97 /
Mjr Lecklider stated that at%e time, he recalls discussj4 regarding entering into

4reements related to the SI(1611 US33/Post Road area/Is there anything imminenyin
/this location that might i oive the City of Dublin? / /7



tyof Dublin
Land Use PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSIONRange Planning
5800 Shier Rings Road
Dublin, Ohio 430164236 RECORD OF ACTION
*1i1e 614.410.4600
ax .410.4747 FEBRUARY 7,2013.Js., l_,.

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:
3. celtic Crossing Hyland-Croy Road

12-082 Z/PDP/PP Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan
Preliminary Plat

Proposal: A new residential subdivision with 44 single family lots on 28 acres on
the west side of Hyland-Croy road, north of the intersection with Brand
Road.

Request: Review and recommendation to City Council of a rezoning with
preliminary development plan for a new planned unit development
district under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050, This Is
also a request for review and recommendation to City Council of a
preliminary plat under the provisions of the SuIxiiviion Regulations.

Applicant: Kevin McCauley, Stavroff Interests Ltd., represented by Ben Hale, Smith
and Hale, LLC.

Planning Contact: Justin Goodwin, AICP, Planner II.
Contact Information: (614) 410-4677, jgoodwin@dubhn.oh.us

MOTION#1: To recommend approval to City Council for this Rezoning with Preliminary Development
Plan application because the proposal is consistent with the Community Plan recommendations for this
site and the applicable review criteria for a Planned Development, with eight conditions:
1) That additional landscape buffering be provided on the portion of Lot 24 withIn the Mitchell-Dewitt

scenic setback, provided that it does not Interfere with stormwater drainage In this location;
2) That the development text be revised so as not to prohibit homeowner maintenance of lawn areas

within the tree preservation zone;
3) That the applicant construct a left-turn lane with a pedestrian crossing on Hyland-Croy Road, prior to

Conditional Acceptance of the subdivision improvement, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer;
4) That gaps in the existing tree row along the rear of Lots 1 and 2 be augmented with additional

trees/and or other landscape materials as part of the final development plan;
5) That existing trees and other vegetation be removed with the construction of the Celtic Crossing

Drive/Mitchell-Dewitt intersection as indicated on the Intersection Sight Distance exhibit;
6) That the applicant continue to work with the Metropolitan Park District to seek approval of an

additional path connection along Mitchell-Dewitt Road for inclusion In the final development plan;
7) That technical inconsistencies and omissions in the lot diversity matrix be revised prior to Council

review; and
8) That the applicant provide verifIcation of formal agreements with the Metropolitan Park District and

the Dublin City School District regarding the timing, construction and maintenance responsibilities for
all off-site multi-use path and stormwater swale improvements prior to approval of the final
development plan.

*Ben Hale Jr. agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: This Rezonlng with Preliminary Development Plan application was approved.

RECORDED VOTES:
Chris Amorose Groomes Yes
Richard Taylor Yes
Warren Fishman Yes
Amy Kramb Yes
John Hardt Yes
Joseph Budde Yes
Victoria Newell Yes Page 1 of 2
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

3 Celtic Crossing Hyland-Croy Road
12-082 ZIPDP/PP Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

Preliminary mat

Proposal: A new residential subdivision with 44 single family lots on 28 acres on
the west side of Hyland-Croy road, north of the intersection with Brand
Road.

Request: Review and recommendation to aty Council of a rezoning with
preliminary development plan for a new planned unit development
district under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. This is
also a request for review and recommendation to City Courd of a
preliminary plat under the provisions of the Subdivision RegulatIons.

Applicant: Kevin McCauley, Stavroff Interests Ltd., represented by Ben Hale, Smith
and Hale, LIC.

Planning Contact: )ustin Goodwin, AICP, Planner II.
Contact Information: (614) 410-4677, jgoodwin@dublin.oh.us

MOTION #2: To recommend approval to City Council for this Preliminary Plat application because it
complies with the applicable review criteria and the existing and anticipated development standards, with
one condition:
1) That the preliminary plat be revised to identify the Macha Court cul-de-sac island and the Celtic

Crossing Drive ‘eyebrow’ loop island as platted reserves prior to submission for City Council
review.

*n Hale Jr. agreed to the above condition.

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: This Preliminary Plat application was approved.

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

STAFE. CERTIFICATION

J stin Goodwin, AICP
Planner II

Page 2 of 2
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3. Celtic Crossing Hyland-Croy Road
12-082 Z/PDP/PP Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

Preliminary Plat

Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced the following Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan and
Preliminary Plat application requesting a new residential subdivision with 44 single family lots on 28 acres
on the west side of Hyland-Croy Road, north of the intersection with Brand Road. She explained that this
application will require two motions and both application components will be forwarded to City Council for
the final decision based on the Commission recommendations. She confirmed that Amy Kramb, who had
pulled the consented case for questions, did not need to hear the staff presentation prepared by Justin
Goodwin.

Amy Kramb noted that on the Preliminary Plat, Lot 20 there was a 20-foot utility easement shown, but no
25-foot rear yard setback was marked.

Justin Goodwin said for the corner lot, two side yards are proposed, rather than a rear yard due to the
way it relates to adjacent properties. He explained that there was still a rear yard requirement measured
per the development text, but it was not platted. Mr. Goodwin said the rear yard would be angled.

Ms. Kramb referred to the proposed scenic setback by Lot 24. She noted that it cuts across the back
corner of the lot.

Mr. Goodwin demonstrated where the previously proposed 35-foot building setback line on the lots near
Mitchell-DeWitt was located on the previous Concept Plan. He said one lot has been eliminated and
shifted to the west, northward approximately 18 feet from the Mitchell-Dewitt Road right-of-way. He
explained that the applicant is now proposing a variable width setback, of 200 feet on the easternmost
portion and where it intersects the rear of Lot 24, about 50 feet from the right-of-way, extending across
the rear corner of that lot. Mr. Goodwin said that Planning has asked that the applicant provide additional
landscape buffering on that portion of that lot within that 50-foot zone. He said that piece of the setback
also overlaps the tree preservation zone on the lot. He said the conceptual landscape plan showed a
landscape buffer south of the lot in the open space reserve, but Planning has asked that they provide
additional landscaping on the lot.

Ms. Kramb noted that the Preliminary Plat did not have the path shown on the Mitchell-Dewitt Road side,
but said she knew that they were still working with the Metro Parks to develop it. She asked if a revised
Plat would be necessary to show the path.

Mr. Goodwin said if they received approval from Metro Parks to make the path connection, they would
continue to show it on the final development plan as shown on the preliminary development plan and it
would be included on the final plat. He said explained that the path connection is not being required, but
Planning is asking that the applicant make their best effort to seek Metro Parks’ approval.

Ms. Kramb asked where the offsite swale mentioned in the Planning Report was shown on the plat.

Mr. Goodwin said the swale was identified on the plat as a ‘proposed ditch’.
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Ms. Kramb suggested that the sentence structure or Condition 2 was awkward due to the double
negative used. She suggested instead the wording, ‘That the development text be revised to allow the
homeowners to maintain the lawn areas within the tree preservation zone’.

Mr. Goodwin agreed to reword Condition 2.

Ms. Kramb pointed out a typographical error in the preliminary plat condition written in the Planning
Report.

Mr. Goodwin said that Planning would also like to modify the preliminary plat condition to include the
proposed out loop as a platted reserve as well.

Ms. Kramb asked if there had been any discussion with the school about the students parking within the
development during school hours. She pointed out that Scioto High School had posted No-Parking signs
throughout the development during specific hours.

Mr. Goodwin said he would ask the applicant to address that situation with the schools.

Ms. Kramb said she thought the proposed 24-inch caliper trees were too large and the inch-per-inch
should be a lower number. She said in the text it stated that trees measured 6 to 24 inches can be
replaced tree-by-tree versus inch-per-inch, but that anything over 24 inches is per caliper.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that she had requested that Claudia Husak to see how many caliper inches
that represented.

Mr. Goodwin said that Planning has reviewed what the applicant has preliminarily identified for removal
and primarily for the stream crossing at Celtic Crossing Drive and along Mitchell-Dewitt Road to improve
the site distance to the Metro Parks’ path crossing. He said if measured by Code or replacement required
per Code that would be approximately 80 trees at 2.5-inches per tree minimum. Mr. Goodwin said with
the amount of inches they have currently identified and the requirement as they are proposing, there is
one tree they have identified that is greater than 24 inches. He said that tree is actually 25 inches and
would require 10 replacement trees. He said the remainder of trees identified thus far would be tree-per-
tree or 35 trees would be required as proposed. He said there is a difference of about 54 trees. Mr.
Goodwin noted that the conceptual landscape plan seemed to indicate somewhere in the realm of 50
deciduous trees that are simply illustrated, but that would have to be resolved at the time of the final
development plan.

John Hardt asked where the 24-inch tree was located.

Mr. Goodwin said unfortunately, it was located at the Celtic Crossing Drive stream crossing.

Ms. Kramb reiterated that she personally would go lower on the number.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that he said there were approximately 54 trees that are not being replaced.
She said that he was said that they were 54 trees short of being able to put those on here. She
translated that they equaled about 125 — 130 caliper inches per tree, and that the net loss today is 130.

Mr. Goodwin said that it was 222 inches.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she was looking for the net gain or loss. She asked if it was correct that the
net loss on this property, counting per inch, is about 130.
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Mr. Goodwin said that was correct, but that does not include the street trees that will be added as
required by the Landscape Code. He said he did not know how many street trees would be required.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said on this site, she thought there would be at least 30 or 40 street trees would
be required.

Ms. Kramb referred to page DS-1 in the development text, 4A-2 — Lot Setbacks, C — Side yard. She said
the word ‘setback’ was missing after ‘side yard’.

Ms. Kramb said if decisions were made about the tree replacement, obviously the inches would need
adjusted.

Ms. Kramb referred to the development text, DS-3 — Architectural Elements, E, and said she felt it was
too specific to say ‘similar to carriage-style doors’.

Ms. Kramb recalled that at the previous meeting, a fence was proposed between what is now to be wet
ponds. She asked if there would still be a fence.

Mr. Goodwin said there was an option in the development text to continue to have a split rail fence in
that area, however where lots border the Stream Corridor Protection Zone, it would not be permitted for
those portions of the lot that are still within a small portion of the Zone. He said in those areas, the
applicant has discussed having a small wooden post that would indicate where the edge of property line
is located, but it was not clear if it would be a fence in those other areas.

Victoria Newell and Joe Budde said they had no comments or questions.

Warren Fishman said he counted about 161 street trees on the picture. He asked if the picture was
accurate. He said there would be at least two trees on each of the 90-foot lots, and in some cases there
would be three trees.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said it appeared that the trees were 30 or 35-foot on center. She said the drawing
was not to scale. She asked the applicant if that was truly representative of what the final landscape
drawing might look like.

Greg Chillog, The Edge Group, 1400 Goodale Boulevard, Columbus, said that the illustrative plan was
close, and that was where they would start. He explained that the numbers always vary based on the
individual lot layout, where the driveways are, and where the utilities fall. He said it pretty much follows a
35 to 40-foot run of trees around the perimeter of the site.

Mr. Fishman asked what was the distance on Lot 23 between the side yard and the landscaping.

Mr. Goodwin said the landscape buffer is drawn on the illustrative landscape plan bordering up to the lot
line of Lot 23, but the plants would not be right on the lot line. He said he believed they were intended to
vary within the zone.

Mr. Fishman asked what the distance there was from the lot line to the water.

Mr. Chillog said it was 25 to 30 feet from the lot line to the water.

Mr. Fishman asked if the side yards were normal.

Mr. Chillog said the side yards were a six-foot minimum totaling fourteen feet.
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Mr. Fishman asked if that was on both sides of the lot.

Mr. Goodwin clarified that the side yards were six feet on one side and eight feet on the other.

John Hardt said he was most concerned at the last meeting about the southwest corner, and he
appreciated the last lot being moved farther away from Mitchell-DeWitt Road which was an improvement.
He said he was also concerned that the landscape plan shows a landscape buffer treatment there which
potentially will block the sightlines again. He said he would like to defer to Ms. Amorose Groomes for
advice on what kind of plant material could be used in a landscape buffer treatment that is relatively low
and appropriate for a place where there is a sightline problem.

Ms. Amorose Groomes suggested the landscape material not be low, but instead, high with deciduous
trees so that you could look underneath them. She said that today, with urban tree growing so prevalent,
a clear trunk height of seven feet can be requested. She said that the Commission could specify when
there is a final landscape drawing that the trunk height on the trees to be located in that area have a
clear trunk height of seven feet which would still give protection and not block the view sheds as much.

Mr. Hardt asked if the Commission would see the detailed landscape planting drawing.

Mr. Goodwin said that the Commission would see the detailed landscape plan with the final development
plan, and it could be handled at that time. He pointed out that the intersection sight distance analysis
performed by EMH&T suggests that the landscape buffer area would not be within that sight triangle
along the new street or the intersection of the Metro Parks trail. Mr. Goodwin said the sight distance
triangle was included in the Planning Report.

Mr. Hardt reiterated that he was cautious about the plantings in the landscape buffer.

Mr. Hardt noted that the school had public paths and a highly used site, and there was the Park a highly
used site, and there was a connection. He said between the two sites, were two residents’ front yards.
He asked why the path and crosswalk could not go through the Reserve space to get into the Park
without going through the front yards.

Mr. Goodwin said he believed the primary design reason was to couple it with the Celtic Crossing Drive
stream crossing and minimize other crossings.

Kevin McCauley, Stavroff Interests, 565 Metro Place South, Dublin, Ohio said if they took it to the other
side with the second stream crossing, there would be more trees removed for two culverts. He said it was
the best way to save the most trees and did not require two culvert crossings. He said the location
chosen was more economical and it saved trees.

Mr. Goodwin said he was not sure that if there was separate pedestrian-only crossing that it would
require a culvert, but it would have possibly affected the trees.

Mr. Hardt suspected that it really was due for economic reasons. He said he did not buy the tree
argument because this configuration is bringing the path through the stream corridor which would have
some tree affect.

Mr. Chillog said that the trees belong to the Metro Parks. He said they could handle access to the park
from their end by working around trees and removing trees on their property, but in order to get one
access point through the Park, they would have to go very wide with the footprint and work around
where the Parks want it to be routed. He said it was not just economics. He said the path is sited as such
by working closely with Metro Parks who do not want to remove trees. He pointed out that on the west,
the path curves north to avoid trees and to go through an existing break in the woods.
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Mr. Hardt referred to the Regional Context Map and said it still showed the previously submitted layout of
the development with Lots 24 and 25.

Richard Taylor referred to the development text, DS-2 — Permitted Exterior Materials, 2) Trim Materials B)
Shutters shall be considered as trim for purpose of meeting the Residential Appearance Code
requirements, but the Code actually states, ‘Trim shall be used when shutters are not used’. He said it
seemed redundant and therefore should be stricken from the development text.

Mr. Goodwin agreed it should be stricken from the text.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she wanted to keep a close eye on the net loss of trees. She said she was not
so concerned about counting caliper, as she was the net. She said in her mind, street trees count for the
net, so she was hopeful that they get as many of those back as possible. She said it looked like it would
be close, so she was okay with that.

Ms. Amorose Groomes invited public comments with respect to this application. [There was none.]

Ms. Amorose Groomes confirmed that all the Commissioners’ questions had been addressed.

Motion #1 and Vote — Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan
Mr. Taylor moved to recommend approval to City Council for this Rezoning with Preliminary Development
Plan application because the proposal meets the Community Plan designation for this site and the
applicable review criteria for a Planned Development, with eight conditions:

1) That additional landscape buffering be provided on the portion of Lot 24 within the Mitchell-
Dewitt scenic setback, provided that it does not interfere with stormwater drainage in this
location;

2) That the development text be revised to allow homeowner maintenance of lawn areas within the
tree preservation zone;

3) That the applicant construct a left-turn lane with a pedestrian crossing on Hyland-Croy Road,
prior to Conditional Acceptance of the subdivision improvement, to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer;

4) That gaps in the existing tree row along the rear of Lots 1 and 2 be augmented with additional
trees/and or other landscape materials as part of the final development plan;

5) That existing trees and other vegetation be removed with the construction of the Celtic Crossing
Drive/Mitchell-Dewitt intersection as indicated on the Intersection Sign Distance exhibit;

6) That the applicant continue to work with the Metropolitan Park District to seek approval of an
additional path connection along Mitchell-Dewitt Road for inclusion in the final development plan;

7) That technical inconsistencies and omissions in the lot diversity matrix be revised prior to Council
review; and

8) That the applicant provide verification of formal agreements with the Metropolitan Park District
and the Dublin City School District regarding the timing, construction and maintenance
responsibilities for all off-site multi-use path and stormwater swale improvements prior to
approval of the final development plan.

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

Ms. Newell seconded the motion.

The vote was as follows: Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Fishman,
yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 7 — 0.)
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Motion #2 and Vote — Preliminary Plat
Mr. Taylor moved to approve this Preliminary Plat application because it complies with the applicable
review criteria and the existing and anticipated development standards, with one condition:

1) That the preliminary plat be revised to identify the Macha Court cul-de-sac island and the Celtic
Crossing Drive ‘eyebrow’ loop island as platted reserves prior to submission for City Council
review.

Ben W. Hale, Jr., Smith and Hale, representing the applicant agreed to the condition.

Ms. Newell seconded the motion.

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



of Dublin
Land Use and Long
Range Planning
5800 Shier R ngs Road PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Dublin, Oho 43016 1236

RECORD OF DISCUSSION
www.dubHnoh ousa.gov

3ANUARY 3, 2013

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

2. Celtic Crossing Hyland-Croy Road
12-082CP Concept Ptan

Proposal: A new residential subdivision with 45 single family lots on 28 acres on
the west side of Hyland-Croy road, north of the intersection with Brand
Road.

Request: Review and non-binding feedback on a concept plan for a potential new
Planned Unit Development District under the provisions of Zoning Code
Section 153.050.

Applicant: Kevin McCauley, Stavroff Interests, Ltd., represented by Ben Hale, Smith
and Hale LLC.

Planning Contact: Justin Goodwin, AICP, Planner II
Contact Information: (614) 410-4677, jgoodwin@dublin.oh.us

RESULT: The Commission reviewed and commented on this proposal for a new Planned Unit
Development. Commissioners were generally supportive of the proposed land use and layout but agreed
that a greater setback along Mitchell-Dewitt Road was needed. Some Commissioners suggested
eliminating lots to achieve a greater setback while others recommended the applicant explore changes to
the layout of the proposal. The Commission urged the applicant to review the proposed stormwater
management facilities for feasibility and maintenance requirements and to further study the Stream
Corridor to determine the appropriate width of the protection zone so that home sites would not have to
encroach. Commissioners also urged the applicant to address visibility issues along Mitchell-Dewitt Road
near the Metro Park multi-use path crossing. Commssloners agreed that a second multi-use path
connection to the Metro Park along Mitchell-Dewitt Road was desirable, but most did not feel that a path
was necessary on Hyland-Croy Road until future roadway improvements are programmed by the City.

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:
Chris Amorose Groomes
Richard Taylor
Warren Fishman
Amy Kramb
John Hardt
Joseph Budde
Victoria Newell

STAjEF, CERTIFICATION

ustin Goodwin, AICP
Planner II
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Amy Krsaid knowing that tht does not limit thent of verbiage or they can put on /these gns was a concern. )‘Ie said there were fly7 eight-foot tall signs y Hospital Drive within1’
appçdximately one-quarter 05/a mile. She said she hed there would not bejQts of text placed on

She said in general2ewas fine with thea91cation and the three ,AJitIons.

Warren Fishman said f’t he appreciated the n,4ber of signs that wer’eeded at a hospital. Hyaid he
hoped that the signyiould be kept simple api streamlined with a to7as simple as possible.ye said the
Hospital building $ impressive, and he t3ted for it to be cluttej.d with a lot of signs/le said the
proposed signéemed necessary [or tHosital and he had nyroblem with them. /7
Joe Budde)4erred to the proposedAIySidanS Office sign aØe round portico entray’e, and asked why
the stre”addreSS was not in th%’blue panel where the’ is a little arrow with note to it. He said
peopl,Aill have a difficult time,nding it if they do noty2tw which street numb74t15. /
Ji/Lytle said that the sarp/street number was us,éfor entire building. H’aid that if they added)44’e
/umber on the sign, it j6uld be redundant becaye it is included on the/’ain identity sign in fro7 and

/on the primary canopS the main entrance fgr’the building. He explapd the entrance down fither is
for sports medicine fSd their physicians only/and that there was an/dditional access throug’the main
building that cou76eused.

/
7/

/

Victoria NeweW’aid overall, she was /upport of this appIic$n. She said she thou9li(the additional
wayfindingAgflS were good. She ag(eed that when looking the overall sign plan,,$iat it was a large
plethora sf signs, but when drivi’ through the site, it d’not seem like she wasjombarded with the
signs erywhere. Ms. Newell c$iiplimented the applica9(’for removing the prop9al for address signage /
alon,VAverY-MUirfield Drive a,6removing the sign the)

/

tion and Vote / / /
,/Mr. Fishman moved tq/pprove this Amended jfnal Development Plan ,JecauSe it meets the ap icable

review criteria and eyitin development stan)rds with three conditiop

1) That thWcight of Sign 05 rema’t six feet and that thç%’pplicant be permitted relocate the
sign ta4he north side of the ertfv drive off Hospital Driv

2) ThaYIhe applicant include irformation regarding nepssary easement encro hments with the
si/n permit application; an /

3) )(hat the applicant proves a landscape plan j6r each ground sign w the sign permit to
demonstrate that eac)/sign base is to be land39’ped in accordance with e Zoning Code.

/
/Taylor seconded theon. / //The vote was as foll: Ms. Amorose Groom yes; Ms. Kramb, yes r. Budde, yes; Ms. Nell, yes;
Mr. Taylor, yes; a Mr. Fishman, yes. (App ved 6 - 0.) /

2. Celtic Crossing Hyland-CrOY Road
i2-082CP Concept Plan

Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this Concept Plan application for review of a new residential
subdivision with 45 single family lots on 28 acres on the west side of Hyland-Croy Road, north of the
intersection with Brand Road. She explained that Concept Plan applications offer the Commission the
opportunity to provide non-binding feedback to the applicant and staff on proposals for a new Planned
Unit Development.
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Justin Goodwin presented this Concept Plan for a potential rezoning to a Planned Unit Development
located on the western periphery of the City, west of Hyland-Croy Road, north of Mitchell-Dewitt Road,
directly to the west of the Dublin Jerome High School practice fields. He said the site is surrounded by
Jerome Township, and to the north and west is the Glacier Ridge Metro Park which includes a multi-use
pathway system near the site. He said in the 2007 Community Plan, Future Land Use Map the site is cited
as Rural Mixed Residential which recommends a maximum density of 1.5 dwelling units per acre,
therefore this 28-acre site could yield 42 residential lots. He said the site is located within the Community
Plan’s Northwest Glacier Ridge Area Plan, updated in 2011 as part of the Hyland-Croy Corridor Character
Study. He said the Hyland-Croy/Brand Road roundabout that is scheduled for construction this year will
not impact this site.

Mr. Goodwin said this proposal is consistent with the recommendations of the Area Plan. He pointed out
on the Area Plan graphic that there were intended Rural Character treatments shown along Hyland-Croy
Road and that a portion of this site was visible in the image showing potential realignment of Hyland
Croy Road in the future. He said there were no immediate plans to do that, but the open space setback
shown there is a more naturalized low-mow grass type of treatment, consistent with the Glacier Ridge
Metro Park and some of the other treatments on open space frontages along Hyland-Croy Road. Mr.
Goodwin said this area is also included on the Community Plan Roadway Character Map where Hyland
Croy Road and Mitchell-Dewitt Road are designated as Rural Character Roadways and there are a variety
of design recommendations included in the Plan, including generous setbacks ranging from 100 to 200
feet, maintaining open views and vistas within and through development, informal and naturalized
landscaping treatments, fencerow preservation, meandering bike paths, and naturalized ponds.

Mr. Goodwin described this site as generally flat, draining from north to south, surrounded on most of its
perimeter by existing tree rows, particularly to the north and west along and adjacent to the Metro Park.
He said there is also a stream running through the site with a designated Stream Corridor Protection
Zone (SCPZ). He said the boundaries of this corridor are determined by Engineering through preliminary
analysis. Mr. Goodwin said the applicant is working with Engineering to complete a more refined analysis
and the result of it could yield adjustments to the stream corridor boundaries. He said a 150-foot high-
tension power line easement runs through the corner of the site.

Mr. Goodwin explained that 7 of the 45 single-family lots will be located in the eastern portion of the site,
east of the stream. He presented the concept plan showing the Stream Corridor Protection Zone where
portions of some of the rear yards of the lots may encroach into portions of the SCPZ. He said the refined
analysis being performed by the applicant will provide more information so that it can be understood how
much encroachment will occur and whether or not adjustments will be necessary. Mr. Goodwin said the
two access points will be at Hyland-Croy Road and Mitchell-DeWitt Road, connected by a street running
through and across the stream. He said a cul-de-sac will provide access to the south in the eastern
portion of the site, and a central loop Street will be located to the west of the stream.

Mr. Goodwin said the applicant has proposed a minimum 200-foot wide open space setback along
Hyland-Croy Road consistent with the Rural Roadway Character Guidelines, the recommendations of the
Corridor Character Study, and the Northwest Area Plan. He said within that open space setback, a
naturalized low-mow grass treatment is shown on the plan, consistent with recommendations of the
Community Plan. He said portions of that area would abut the proposed stormwater retention wet pond
in the open space setback. Mr. Goodwin said that the naturalized treatment would transition into more
formal mown areas along the entry drive and the front cul-de-sac.

Mr. Goodwin said to the west, the proposed building setback is shown from the future right-of-way of
Mitchell-Dewitt Road. He said the applicant has proposed a 35-foot setback that would include entry
reserves on both sides of the access point and for a portion of the southwestern-most lot, the setback
would be platted onto the rear corner of the lot. He said that Planning recommends the Commission
discuss whether this approach is consistent with the recommendations of the Community Plan. He said
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Mitchell-Dewitt Road also has a Rural Roadway Character designation. He said the applicant is proposing
vegetative buffering in these open space reserves, along Lots 24 and 25, to screen those homes from the
right-of-way. Mr. Goodwin said the applicant has noted that there are shorter setbacks from existing rural
homes within Jerome Township along Mitchell-Dewitt Road as well. He said the rear corner of Lot 25 is
proposed to intersect the future right-of-way of Mitchell-Dewitt Road as well. He demonstrated on the
Concept Plan approximately where the 100-foot setback from the Mitchell-Dewitt Road right-of-way
would be located and suggested that the Commission discuss this issue.

Mr. Goodwin said to the west of the stream corridor is another open space reserve area between the
existing rural lots to the south and the proposed lots along the central loop street. He said this would also
include a naturalized no-mow grass treatment, and would include stormwater treatment for the western
portion of the site. He said that stormwater treatment would be provided through two wetland basins
with a naturalized vegetative treatment connected together by a shallow swale. Mr. Goodwin said that at
the narrowest portion of this reserve, it is about 60 feet from the existing site boundary to the nearest
proposed lot line. He said that Planning and Engineering both support approaches such as this to
implement sustainable stormwater treatment and more naturalized or low-maintenance landscape
treatments; however, staff has concerns about the functionality and long-term maintenance issues that
could arise with this treatment in this location. He said more information is needed to understand how
this area would be accessed and maintained over the long run. He said it was very close to the residential
lots, and there are concerns about potential conflicts between the homeowners and the more naturalized
treatment in close proximity to their lots.

Mr. Goodwin said the applicant has proposed to install a two-rail, split rail fence within the open space
reserve along the rear of all adjacent lots, to delineate where the lots end and where the reserve begins.
He said that the applicant also proposes to extend the split rail fence treatment through the SCPZ to the
rear of the lots that encroach partially within that zone. He said that will require additional analyses by
Planning and Engineering.

Mr. Goodwin said existing multi-use paths are located to the east of Hyland-Croy Road along the Dublin
Jerome High School practice fields, and to the west of the site within the Glacier Ridge Metro Park. He
said is the path within the Glacier Ridge Metro Park crosses Mitchell-Dewitt Road to the west of the site
and connects to the southern portion of park. Mr. Goodwin said the applicant proposes a multi-use path
connection extending from the Hyland-Croy Road access point along the entry drive and across the
stream, then connecting to another multi-use path running through the stream corridor protection zone
and into the Glacier Ridge Metro Park. He said that the applicant is working with the Metro Parks to arrive
at an agreement to construct a path extension along the north boundary of the site, feeding into the
existing path system within the park. He said that the applicant also is proposing a formal pedestrian
crossing at Hyland-Croy Road, providing connection to the existing path system to the east. He said they
are proposing a pedestrian activated signal similar to the one at Tullymore Drive and Hyland-Croy Road.
He said the applicant is working with the Engineering regarding that potential improvement.

Mr. Goodwin said that Planning and Engineering support these efforts to provide this continuous path
connection, but there are additional path connections that should also be considered with this
development. He pointed out that there was no path connection proposed along Hyland-Croy Road to the
south property line. He said if there were a path connection, it would stub at the property line of an
existing residential lot in Jerome Township. Mr. Goodwin said as mentioned earlier, the Brand Road
roundabout will be constructed this year which will include a path connection around the roundabout
itself, but not a path connection along Hyland-Croy Road. He said the expectation is that with future
roadway improvements yet to be programmed, that path connection would be provided, so they would
like to see a stubbed path that could be connected in the future to provide additional access for residents
of this development to the south of Mitchell-Dewitt Road. Mr. Goodwin said this proposal also does not
include a path to the west of the Mitchell-Dewitt Road access point. He said this location is very close to
the existing Glacier Ridge Metro Park path crossing at Mitchell-Dewitt Road. He said staff recommends
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considering another path connection which would provide a continuous loop system for residents of this
development arid another alternative access point to the Mitchell-Dewitt Crossing.

Mr. Goodwin said as described in the Planning Report, Planning recommends the Commission provide
feedback on the following design issues warranting additional consideration:

1) Is the proposed number of lots (45) appropriate for this site based on the proposed site design?
2) Does the proposed building setback and landscape buffer along Mitchell-Dewitt Road adequately

meet the intent of the Rural Roadway character guidelines?
3) Is the wetland stormwater system appropriate in the proposed location as it relates to nearby

residential lots?
4) Should additional multi-use path connections be included in this development?

Ben W. Hale, Jr., Smith and Hale, representing the applicant, Kevin McCauley, Stavroff Interests, Ltd.,
said that they had worked closely with the Metro Parks and they are very excited about the proposed
path because it provides an access to the park across from the school. He said they had further studied
the stream, and based on the more defined studies, the width of the area needing to be protected is
actually smaller than shown on their map, and the lots will no longer be in the Stream Corridor Protection
Zone, subject to Engineering’s approval. He said they will be required, as part of this development, to
construct a left turn lane at the Hyland-Croy Road intersection, so that there will be improvement to
Hyland-Croy Road to help people get in and out. Mr. Hale said all the lots in this proposed subdivision are
90 feet and can take side-loaded garages. He said they have committed that lots that front Hyland-Croy
Road will have no stucco and all will have side-loaded garages. He said they had no problem with staff’s
suggestion that along Mitchell-Dewitt Road, they make another path there so that people can access the
Metro Parks path system. He said Lot 25, because the SCPZ is smaller, can be moved back. He said the
setbacks are consistent with the setbacks of the residences across the street and to the west.

Greg Chillog, The Edge Group, spoke regarding Lots 24 and 25 and the appropriate setback and/or
treatment to maintain a rural character along that section of Mitchell-Dewitt Road. He defended the
setback form the road for these lots by citing examples of the setbacks for surrounding rural homes. Mr.
Chillog said as drawn on the current plan, the structure on Lot 24 is approximately 95 feet away from the
edge of pavement and Lot 25 has a distance of about 70 feet from the edge of pavement. He pointed out
that they were not the 35 or 40 feet that exists along portions of Mitchell-Dewitt Road, but were closer to
the 75 to 90-foot range that is consistent along the north side of Mitchell-Dewitt Road. He also expected
that the further study of the SCPZ would allow them to rework some lots and allow an even greater
setback from Mitchell-Dewitt Road for Lots 24 and 25. He said they are planning on a planting buffer so
that while driving along Mitchell-Dewitt Road, views will be focused into the wide-open area of the Metro
Park. He said they believed the request for an additional stub of the path along that edge would fit into
that area. He said within the buffer, they are proposing a strong evergreen screen from the front setback
line to the rear of the lots, and in front of that, more deciduous ornamental-type trees to create a more
rural and natural approach. He said they would also incorporate the same type of natural treatment that
they anticipate on the east side, which is similar to what exists on Mitchell-Dewitt Road, including low-
mow grass, wide open areas, and a few trees, but it would be a little more manicured around the areas
that people are going to be in contact with such as around the sidewalk edges, lots, ponds, and entry
features.

Mr. Chillog said the two ponds referred to in the Planning Report were wetland areas where they thought
the best solution, given the proximity of the wetland research area and the other Metro Park wetland
features, was to implement those types of stormwater management facilities. He said the stormwater
areas would not be any larger or smaller than if they were wet ponds. He said however, changing to a
dry facility would drastically increase the size that they would need to be, so they thought this was a
good alternative.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if their preference was for wet or dry facilities.

Mr. Chillog said that they were proposing a wetland treatment which would be dry during portions of the
year, and wet during the other portions of the year with very specific wetland-type plantings which would
be monitored through an establishment period and maintained. He said there will be different areas
within the facility. He said some of the areas will be wet most of the time and others will be inundated
under a stormwater event. He said it was a solution not seen much in this area. He said they designed
wetland shelves at Tartan West, behind the condominiums on the southwest side of the site. He said the
wetland facilities will be located within a more naturalized environment that will not require much mowing
or vehicular access to maintain them. Mr. Chillog said the short; two-rail split rail fence is proposed to
help delineate the public open space area from the rear yards of the residential lots.

Ms. Amorose Groomes invited public comments with respect to this Concept Plan application.

Jeremy Nutting, 7787 Mitchell-Dewitt Road, Plain City, Ohio, who lives across from the proposed
entrance, said he had concerns with the Mitchell-Dewitt Road setback. He said that part of Mitchell-
Dewitt Road should have as much of the rural character as Hyland-Croy Road with the Metro Park
nearby. He said the path crosses Mitchell-Dewitt Road and opens into the field. He said the current layout
shows Lots 24 and 25 very near the path in addition to being very near the road. He said it was not in
keeping with many of the other great designs of other Dublin subdivisions. He said he also had concerns
with the access on Mitchell-Dewitt Road, especially in the summer and spring when there is the most use
of the bike path. He asked if a turn lane was proposed.

Mr. Goodwin confirmed that the preliminary analysis conducted by the applicant did not suggest that a
turn lane on Mitchell-Dewitt Road was warranted.

Mr. Nutting was concerned it was not a safe area with the bike path, the 45 mph speed limit, the curve in
Mitchell-Dewitt Road and traffic coming in and out of this proposed subdivision. He said even as it exists,
he has seen some very close calls with bicyclists and pedestrians trying to cross Mitchell-Dewitt Road. He
suggested it would be ideal not to have the access there or to have turn lanes with a safe access and
sight lines. He said if the only access was at Hyland-Croy Road, that would provide additional setbacks
and there could be a bike path access on that end for residents to use. He said preserving the character
of the park was important because once it is gone, you cannot get it back.

Ms. Amorose Groomes, after checking for additional public comments, invited the Commissioners to ask
questions or comment on issues that needed to be addressed, guided by the discussion points suggested
in the Planning Report.

Warren Fishman said he appreciated that this was a difficult site to layout. He noted that the proposed
density was under two units per acre which could not be said was too dense. He said the obstacles were
the high-tension wires, the stream that has to be preserved, and the Mitchell-Dewitt Road access. He said
he felt this had to have a 200-foot setback, not 100-foot. He said to maintain a natural setting, pine trees
and a landscape buffer will not prevent the subdivision from being seen. He said although the existing
houses, some of which were built 50 years ago, are closer to the road, this is a clean slate to work with
now. He said the existing houses are on an acre to five acre or larger lots. Mr. Fishman said regarding
Lots 24 and 25, he thought they should be located somewhere else in the subdivision. He said a much
better treatment was needed at that corner of the site. He said they needed to make this a grand
entrance like on Hyland-Croy Road to keep the natural appearance. Mr. Fishman said he also wanted to
keep the houses as far as possible away from the stream.

Mr. Fishman asked if there would be a homeowners association to maintain the proposed split rail fence.
He pointed out that throughout Dublin, even in established developments where they have associations;
those kinds of fences are always in poor condition. He said he was concerned that there will be a good,



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
January 3, 2013 — Meeting Minutes

Page 9 of 12

forced and funded association to maintain the fence. He said the wet/dry ponds will need an expert to
maintain them rather than a typical lawn service hired by the association to mow the grass. Mr. Fishman
reiterated that he thought the Mitchell-Dewitt setback needed to be 200 feet instead, and that it could
easily be done by changing the location of Lots 24 and 25.

Joe Budde said he agreed that the number of lots was appropriate, but that the setback needs to be
greater. He said he was concerned about Mr. Nutting’s comments. He said he wondered if there was a
way to eliminate the Mitchell-Dewitt Road access, have a 200-foot setback, and still maintain the
proposed number of lots.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if two separate accesses would be required by the Fire Department.

Mr. Goodwin said the Fire Department expressed a preference to have two separate access points. He
said the Fire Department would have to analyze if an access into a cul-de-sac would be adequate for
emergencies from Hyland Croy Road. He said that staff supports having two separate access points.

Mr. Budde said he thought the proposed multi-use path connections made sense.

Victoria Newell said she was not overly concerned with the density in terms of housing, but she was
concerned about Lots 24 and 25. She said she thought the setbacks for Lot 25 need to be preserved
along the street frontage in particular, taking into account the No-Build Zones, the 35-foot setback, and
Reserve ‘E.’ She explained that it was very common for the Board of Zoning Appeals to review setback
variance applications when homeowners are pinned in so many directions and want amenities such as
decks, play structures, or swimming pools.

Ms. Newell said she had a minor concern on Lot 7 in terms of the utility easement since it almost
paralleled the property line of the site, and was overlapping the Tot. She suggested that the property line
and easement should line up with each other because they are so close as a courtesy for the homeowner
since they really cannot do much in that area.

Ms. Newell said she liked the bikepath connection and extending it into the Metro Park. She said she saw
merit in providing the connection along Mitchell-DeWitt Road and she was less concerned about the
connection on Hyland-Croy Road because of how far into the future the City is planning. She said it has
always bothered her when a path was created when there was a no bike or multi-use path that it would
connect to in the near future.

Ms. Newell said she liked the idea of having the wetland area between a wet retention and dry detention
area, but she was equally concerned how it was really going to maintained and how the water is going to
be truly filtered. She said EPA regulations had to be complied with, but the issue of how it will be
landscaped and maintained in the future is different.

Amy Kramb said she was okay with the density. She agreed that Lots 24 and 25 should be eliminated to
provide a larger setback and larger entrance. She said that also would provide room for the bike
connection from the development to the Metro Park so that it would not feel squeezed in to give an open
feel to the park. She said that the two proposed entrances would provide a better traffic flow than one
entrance. Ms. Kramb said giving more room and open space at the Mitchell-Dewitt Road entrance would
help visibility.

Ms. Kramb said she assumed that the northern path through the Metro Park, once built, would be owned
by the Metro Parks who will maintain it. She said the new path added by the developer would probably
be their responsibility coming out of the neighborhood on the south side. She said the paths should be
constructed and maintained the same. Ms. Kramb said she was not in favor of locating the suggested
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path along Hyland-Croy Road, because it is not known what the City wilt do with the road in the future
and how it would fit.

Ms. Kramb said she liked the idea of the split-rail fence, but there definitely needed to be a buffer
between the rear yards and the wetlands. She said that an access for maintenance would need to be
considered if the there was a split rail fence there.

John Hardt pointed out that the Community Plan recommends a density of 1.5 dwelling units per acre. He
said if this density was lowered by removing a couple of lots, it would solve many of the problems
mentioned. He encouraged the applicant to consider that change. He said the wetlands approach to
stormwater management is okay with him. He said this idea of a grassy meadow with a split rail fence
exists already in some areas of the Metro Park. He said that east of Hyland-Croy Road on Tullymore Drive
there is an orphaned piece of land owned by Metro Parks that has exactly that situation, and he was not
aware of any complaints from those neighbors.

Mr. Hardt said he agreed with the Planning recommendations about the connectivity on the paths with a
couple of edits. He referred to the discussion about a signalized crosswalk similar to that at Hyland-Croy
Road and Tullymore Drive. He said that as Mr. Nutting previously mentioned, there were many people
using Mitchell-Dewitt Road as a path to get to the Metro Park. He said he has seen rolterbladers,
bicyclists, and dog walkers in the road. He suggested that the path being proposed to the north of the
site be brought directly out to Hyland-Croy Road rather than through the development, with a pedestrian
crossing to the north to connect to the high school. He said he wondered if that might do a better job of
providing a path to the Metro Park other than the roadway, and asked if Engineering thinks that the
crossing needs to be at the intersection. He said he thought that option would give people a route to the
Metro Park without them feeling like they have to go through the neighborhood. Mr. Hardt said he did
not know if that was ‘the’ answer, but he was interested in having something like that explored. He said
he also wondered why, realizing it would not connect very far today, there are not pathways along the
steam corridor, as has been done in many other areas of the City. He said ultimately, paths end up being
connected and the best bike paths follow the streams throughout the City.

Mr. Hardt said the southwest corner of the development was his biggest concern. He said the applicant
did not create this problem, but the Metro Park path crossing is a nightmare. He said he had instances,
particularly in the summer, when the trees are leafed out, where he has had to wait there when trying to
cross the road and rely on his ears to tell him if a car was coming. He said he was concerned about the
houses crowding the intersection, and particularly concerned about heavy landscaping in that location. He
said he did not have a strong preference as far as what the setback ought to be dimensionally or
precisely what the landscaping ought to be there. He said what he is more concerned about is that when
it is done, there is an improved sighttine on Mitchell-Dewitt Road either immediately at this development’s
entrance or at the Metro Park. He said as it exists, it was a disaster waiting to happen.

Richard Taylor said he had a concern about the density, but not because of the numbers. He said
because of the way the applicant had to deal with the obstacles that exist on the site, that it is nice,
open, and relaxed on the east side and then everything is crammed into the bottom at the west side. He
said something needs to be rearranged so that the two lots are not as close to the road as shown, and
eliminating the two lots would be the easiest solution. He suggested there might be a way to shuffle the
lots around. He said the 200-foot setback on the eastern side of this property is wonderful, but it is
across the street from the marshland near the Dublin Jerome High School stadium, and a large part of
the high-tension line easement. He said if there were an arrangement of houses that encroached on that
a little and eliminated the difficultly of the southwestern corner of the development, he would be willing
to give up a little space in the 200-foot setback on Hyland-Croy Road because there will never be any
additional development facing it across the road. He suggested rather than having the three north/south
roads, there might be a way to have the bottom portion of the loop street extend further to the west,
making one big loop, rearranging those lots, and having a stub road coming from that connection down
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to Mitchell-Dewitt, without any lots on it. He said it seemed that way they could have almost, if not the
same number of lots. Mr. Taylor said there would be a similar circulation on the site and the Mitchell
DeWitt intersection could be moved away from the corner the two lots would no longer be in that
location. He said that it was not really the location of the property line that was the issue on these lots,
but the location of the house. He said if lots along Mitchell-Dewitt were facing north, rather than east and
west, they would be as if they had a large rear yard that would be counted in the setback area, which
might solve some of that problem. He suggested that be considered.

Mr. Taylor said because there were so many obstacles on the site, he did not know if there was a way to
deal with it, but it always seemed like a lost opportunity to him that these landscaped retention ponds
with the fountains and other amenities are in front. He suggested instead locating this somewhere in the
middle of the site where it can be an amenity for the residents of this development.

Mr. Taylor asked lithe applicant’s intention was to sell the lots to builders or was one developer going to
build the homes. He also asked if it had been decided if there would be design guidelines for the houses.

Kevin McCauley, Stavroff Interests, 565 Metro Place South, Dublin, Ohio, said design guidelines have not
been decided. He said they have been working with Planning to create a text that will have satisfactory
standards. He said they are only developing the site and will not be building individual homes.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she thought all the comments made have been very valuable and she agreed
with almost all of them. She said she thought it was important to keep the Mitchell-Dewitt Road
intersection clear. She said if they could get to a density of 1.5 dwelling units per acre that would be
preferable to her rather than pushing the limit which will become a standard practice. She said the
Commission would like to be consistent and try to hold to that.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she had a great deal of concern about the wet and dry ponds. She said she
was involved with the development at Dublin Jerome High School, where two of the worst wet/dry basins
in the City are located. She said she thought when the Army Corps of Engineers selects a wetland
mitigation site, and it is next door, that should tell a lot about the character of the soils in that area. Ms.
Amorose Groomes said that they really need to get it right. She said she was not at all willing to even flex
to something that may or may not be a great solution. She said the front area of the high school is a
mess because they can never get into it to clean it out. Ms. Amorose Groomes said it was not really wet
or dry. She said it had cattails, was unsightly, and probably unsafe, given the mosquito populations
because it does not function as a living system. She said it is going to be very important to make
whatever is done on this site function as living systems that cleanse and filter themselves rather than just
stagnate and become problematic. Ms. Amorose Groomes said she would be interested in seeing what
details the applicant brings forward. She said she did not think they could get them dry to make truly dry
basins with the water table in the area. She said she doubted, given the site’s proximity to the wetland
mitigations in the Metro Park, that it would be feasible. Ms. Amorose Groomes said that they will have to
figure out good ways to manage the wetland basins, which probably will involve working with someone
on the State level to get that kind of information. She reiterated that she did not think they can be dry
and they will have to be wet. She said that designing them to be made ‘alive’ is going to be very
important.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she would not be averse to having a fee-in-lieu paid for some of the path
construction that might serve the City’s and community’s long term needs. She said it would be nice to
get some connectivity to the Metro Park from the high school and she would like to take advantage of
those ideas, but in terms of north and south along Hyland-Croy Road, she thought a fee-in-lieu would be
appropriate and the money can be put in the coffers so when that roadway gets addressed there are
funds to put the pathways on this site.
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Mr. Fishman asked if Ms. Amorose Groomes felt a homeowners association would be capable of
maintaining the area if it was not a straight wet pond. He said he preferred a wet pond because they
seemed to be easier to maintain.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said it was hard to say without seeing the design details.

Mr. Fishman said he would be opposed if the density was not below 1.5 dwelling units per acre. He said
that the Commission did not want to set a dangerous precedent for future developments. He said he
thought the entrance problem could be easily resolved if the proposed density was reduced.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said it was a nice development. She said she really appreciated the design and the
difficulties that the site gives and the 90-foot lots. She said there are a few hurdles left to make it right,
but she was supportive of a project like this on this piece of property.

Ms. Amorose Groomes invited additional questions or comments.

Mr. McCauley asked if Ms. Amorose Groomes preferred a wet pond rather than wetlands. He said that
there is room and engineering said it will work just as every other wet pond in Dublin works. He said that
their engineers said that this is a better environmental solution, but he wanted to do whatever is easiest
and what the Commission wants.

Ms. Amorose Groomes noted that the wetland mitigation and the habitat were adjacent. She asked why a
micro-habitat would develop there when there is a macro-habitat nearby. She said they are hard to
design and manage. She said that the smaller they get, the harder they are, and these were really small.
She said that is why when the Army Corps of Engineers picked out the Metro Park for wetland mitigation,
it was designed to be large. She said she would not hesitate to see them just be a wet basin because
there is a lot of habitat already in the vicinity, but that was just her thought.

Ms. Amorose Groomes thanked everyone and said after they worked with staff she looked forward to
their return. She explained to the residents attending the meeting briefly about the next processes. She
said if the applicant decides to pursue this development, they will continue to work with staff on many of
the details they discussed tonight and will submit a formal application. She said those who received a
notification of this hearing will be notified when the application is placed on the Commission Agenda. She
said that the application will be reviewed by the Commission possibly two times, and then it would likely
go to City Council another two times for a final action. She summarized that there would likely be four
more public meetings held with regards to this proposed development before it would come to fruition.

Claudia Husak explained that notifications of this informal review were sent to property owners within a
300-foot radius of the site. She invited those who did not receive a notification to provide addresses to
ensure that they will receive notice regarding any future hearings. Ms. Husak said case information is
posted on the City’s website.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the Commission looked forward to seeing something soon from the applicant.

Commission indtabIe / / /
Steve Langw9fthy announced that th’State of the City will held on March 14th, same date as a
scheduled 96mmission meeting. Hç/said that alternate meç,tl’ng dates will be sent Vthe Commission to
conside7fid vote on a new date,f the February meeting1/ /7

Ms. i’c’orose Groomes askedA’there were any other/mments. [There werhne.i She adjourned)(e
m,in at 8:01 p.m. 7/ ,,7 /7

approved by the Pl,ng and Zoning Cor2ion on February
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Septemcer 8. 2009 Page 8
Held_______________________
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Wae Maurer. 7451 Dubiin ad asked for clarficafion the memo, page one,
uer Adjustments —line o e - which indicates from 012 to 2010.Y On page

nder Parks — Major’ — it dicates from 2012 to 20
Mayor Chinnici-Zuerche esponded that this reflec Councils direction to ac lerate
the projects from 201 o the 2010 CIP.

Vice Mayor Bonn mohasized that there w lengthy discussion abou e
philosophy that rkland acquisition Would main an important pniorit for the City in
the budget go g forward. No one has to sight of that.
Ms. Grigsby dded that Council reque ed a review of the parkla acquisition
priorities later than the first quart of 2010.

Vote the Ordinance: Mr. Ger r, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes: . Salay, yes: Vice Mayor
Bor g, yes: Mr. Lecklider, Yes’ ayor Chinnici-Zuercher, es: Mr. Keenan, yes.

Ordinance 46-09
Petitioning the Board of County Commissioners of Union County, Ohio to
Adjust the Boundary Lines of Jerome Township so as to Exclude That Territory
Which, as a Result of Annexation, Now Lies within the Corporate Boundaries of
the City of Dublin, and Declaring an Emergency. (Celtic Capital LLC Annexation of
39.8+!- Acres — Ordinance 08-09)
Mr. Smith staled that this relates to the Stavroff annexation, and the ordinance allows
the City to fe a petition for the boundary adjustment from Jerome to Washington
Township. Staff is requesting emergency action so that the reparat:ons schedule for
Jerome Townshp will De effective as soon as possible.

Mr. Reiner moved for emergency passage.
Mr. Gerber seconded the motion.
Vote on the motion. Mayor Chnnici-Zuercner, yes: Vice Mayor Boring, yes: Mr.
Reiner. yes: Mr. Lecklider yes; Mr. Keenan, yes, Ms. Salay. yes: Mr. Gerber, yes.
Vote on the Ordinance: Mr. LecKlider, yes: Ms Salay, yes: Mr. Keenan, yes: Mr.
Gerber, yes: Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher, yes: Vice Mayor Boring, yes; Mr. Reine, yes.

Ordinance 47-94’ I /
Rezoning Aroximately 4.18 Acres, 6cated on the Northeast,gorner of the
lntersectio/of Shier Rings Road an/Eiterman Road, from RAural District to
HDP, Hiif Density POD District wyNn the future Central Oo Innovation
Center/(Case 08-107Z) / /
May9r’Chinnici-Zuercher stated at the applicant’s repres tative, Mr. Underhill has
rec/ested that Council postpo e the ordinance for 30 da
r( Gerber moved to postp e the ordinance to the Oc ber 19 Council meeting.

/11 r Reiner seconded the otion.
Vote on the motion: Mr erber, yes: Mr. Lecktider es: Mr. Keenan, yes: M or
Chinnici-Zuercher, ye , Vice Mayor Boring, yes; r. Reiner, yes: Ms. Salay es.

Ordinance 48-09
Authorizing th Provision of Certain Inc ntives for Purposes of tracting an
Office of the hio Fuel Cell Coalition FCC) Within the City of ublin’s
Entrepren nial Center, and Author’ ng the Execution of an conomic
Develop ent Agreement.
Mr. Mc aniel noted that the Exec ye Director of the Ohio F I Cei Coalition could
not b present tonight, due to tr el. He expressed his op eciation of Counci:’s
co ideration of this legislatio

allace Maurer 7451 Dc in Roao asked where the eadquarters of this comp y
are located arc their ce er of production.
Mr. McDanie respon d that they are headquart red in Cleveland. This wi serve as
a Central Ohio offic for the company. Tn,s is trace organization repre nting a
number of fuel ce companies, and there is production involved.
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accord ce with the Community P1 and try to maximize corn tibifty with the
surro ding areas.

T ere was no luther discuss n.

Mr. Reiner moved to tre the ordinance as emergen legislaticn.
Ms Saay seconded t motion
Vote on the motion: ice Mayor Boring, yes; Mr. eenan, yes; Mr. Reiner, y Mr.
Gerber, yes; Mr. L klider, yes; Mayor Chinnic uercher, yes; Ms. Salay, 5.
Vote on the Ord ance: Mr. Rerner, yes; Mr. ecklider, yes; Mayor Chin ci-Zuercher yes;
Vice Mayor B ing. yes, Mr. Keenan. yes; s. Salay, yes; Mr. Gerber, es.

Ordinanc 44-09
Author ng the City Manager to ter into a Modification of ater and Sewer /
Contr cts with the City of Colu us, Ohio in Order to Inc de Approximately 277 /
Acr s Located North of State oute l6lIPost Road and est of Hyland-Croy Roal
i he Excluswe Dublin Exp sion Area, and Declarin an Emergency. /

r. Foegler noted this is th ompanon piece of legisla n to Ordinance 43-09.
Ordnance 43-09 provide or revenue sharing arrang ents; this piece au:horize an
amendment to the curr t water and sewer agreem nts so that the 277 acres b comes
part of the exclusive bun servce area. The a is identified in the current greement
as negotiated area nd not exclusive Dublin ex nsion area. Staff recom ends
approval of this I islation.

Ms. Salay m ed for emergency passag
Vice Mayo oring seconded the motio
Vote on e motion: Mr Lecklider, y ; Vice Mayor Boring, yes; s. Salay, yes; Mr.
Reiner as; Mr Gerber, yes: May Chinnici-Zuercher, yes: M Keenan, yes
Vote n the Ordinance: Mr. Ger r, yes: Mr. Lecklider, yes: r. Keenan, yes; Vice Mayo
B ng, yes; Ms Salay. yes: M . Reir.er, yes; Mayor Chinni -Zuercher, yes.

Ordinance 45-09
Amending the City of bun Residential Buildin ode to Comply with Sta Law.
Mr. Tyler reported tha here are no updates regar ng this ordinance
There were no furth questions or comments.
Vote on the Ordin Ce: Mr. Gerber. yes: Mr. iner. yes; Ms. Salay. yes: ice Mayor
Boring, yes; Mr. ecklider, yes; Mayor Chin 1-Zuercher, yes: Mr. Keen yes.

NTRODUCTIONIFIRST READING — ORDINANCES
Ordinance 46-09
Petitioning the Board of County Commissioners of Union County, Ohio to Adjust
the Boundary Lines of Jerome Township so as to Exclude That Territory Which, as
a Result of Annexation, Now Lies within the Corporate Boundaries of the City of
Dublin, and Declaring an Emergency. (Celtic Capital LLC Annexation of 39.8+!- Acres —

Ordinance 08-09)
Ms. Salay introduced the ordinance.

Mr. Smith stated that this legislation relates to the boundary adjustment for the Stavroff
piece, and was part of the pre-annexation agreement approved by Council. The applicant
will pay au of the reparations due the township. He recommended that Council approve
this on September 8 There is no necessity for emergency passage tonight.

There will be a second reading!public hearing at the Tuesday, September 8 Council
meeting

‘Atl 4.cres, Located on the Nheast Corner of the
tersection of Shier Ring/Road and Eiterman Roa(from R, Rural District to”

HDP, High Density POD,istrict within the future ç4ntral Ohio Innovation /
Center. (Case 08-1074’
Mr Lecklider introdu,éd the ordinance.
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Mayo- Chin c Zuercher called the M day, June 15, 2009 Regu’ r Meeting o Dubli
City Coun to order at 7:00 p.m. at e DuDlin Municipal Buildi
Presen ere Mayor Chinnici-Zuer er, Vice Mayor Boring, . Salay, Mr. Reiner and
Mr. L k.!cer. Mr. Keenan and . Gerber were absent (ex sed).
Sta members present were: r. Foegler, Mr. Smith, Ms rigsby, Mr. McDan;el,
C el Epperson, Ms. Crand ., Mr. Hahn, Mr. Hammers ith, Mr. Harding, Ms.

usKarcik, Ms. Hoyle, Mr. urman, Mr. Gunderman s. Adkins, Ms Ott, Ms.
Worstall, and Ms. Vroom.

PLEDGE OF ALLE ANCE
Mr. Reiner led th ledge of A:legiance

APPROVAL MINUTES
Re lar Meeting of June 1, 9

Mr. Leck er moved approval of th mutes of the June 1, 20 Regular Council
meetin
Ms. lay seconced the rnotio /
Vo on the minutes: Ms. Sa y. yes; Mr. Lecklider, yes r. Reiner, yes; Vice May

ring, yes; Mayor Chinnic uercher, yes.

CITIZEN COMMENTS
Wa lace Maurer 745 Dublin Road stated that was recently made awar of
something, which s caused him to think Tha he Kihdra firing was a ca of massive
rnisurderstandin . He learned from Mr. Kin a that in the Council me ng of May 20,
2002. in regar o tne Bishops Crossing f al plat scheduled on that genda, Mr.
Kindra was t aware this item had bee scheduled. Mr. Kindra a ed Mr. Ciarochi if
the item c Id be removec from :he a enda, because there we- some remaining
issues n resolved related to main nance and vehicle speed . Mr. Kindra indicated
:o Mr. iarochi that he could no: good consc ence sign off n the plat for these
rea ns. Mr. Ciarochi refused request tnat Council res .edule the tern. During hi
di ussion with Council abou his tem, Mr. Kindra unfo unately appeared

subordinate. He was act By very concerned that t’ issues were not fully
addressed. Mr. Maurer ted that these facts were of known. Mr. Kindra’s
mo:ivations for his stat ents in 2002 were profo d. He suggested that C ncil
consder Mr. Kindra’ osihon in this and offer s me gesture of magnanim’ to Mr.
Kindra.

AGENDA MO FICATION
Mayor Chin i-Zuercher requested a tion to modify the agend o consider
Ordinance 7-09 prior to Ordnance -09.
Vice Ma r Boring moved to modif he agenda accordingly.
Ms. S ay seconded the motion.
Vot on the motion: Ms. Salay es; Mr. LeckUder, yes; V e Mayor Boring, yes; Mayor
C nnici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. ner, yes.

LEGISLATION
SECOND READING/PUBLIC HEARING — ORDINANCES
Ordinance 27-09
Authorizing the City Manager to Enter into a Pre-Annexation Agreement
Describing the Intentions of the Parties to Annex Certain Real Property Owned
by Celtic Capital LLC, Located in Jerome Township, Union County.
Mr. Foegler stated that a report was provided at the previous Council meetng. Staff is
available to answe- Councils questions.
Vice Mayor Boring inquired ‘f t.nis area is developed as resdential, is the ult;mate goal
to have these residents enjoy the same leve of services as other City residents?
Mr. Foegler staled that is correct
Vote on the Ordinance: Vice Mayor Borng, yes; Mayor Cninnici-Zuercher, yes: Ms.
Satay, yes; Mr. Lecklider, yes; Mr Reiner yes.
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Ordinance 08-09
Accepting an Annexation of 39.8 Acres, More or Less, in Jerome Township,
Union County, to the City of Dublin. (Petitioner: Celtic Capital LLC)

Mr. Foegler stated that the Droposed annexation has been reviewed at a previous
meeting. The item was postponed pending resolution of the pre-annexalion
agreement. which Council has now approved. Staff recommends acceptance of the
annexation.

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher asked who has been handling the negotiations with Jerome
Township.
Mr. Foegler responded that previous d:scussions have occurred with Jerome
Township, but tie township has not been party to the most recent discussions.

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher noted that the staff report states that, The negotiations
between the Township and the petitioner on the reparations issue were ultimately
unsuccessful.’
Mr. Foegler responded that is correct. The initial approach was to attempt to have the
petitioner provide a cash payment upfront to prepay the reparations. That effort was
not successful. What was successful were the terms of the pre-annexatior. agreement
Council has now approved, which passes those reparations costs on to the developer.
Those costs will be reimbursed as lots are recorded and will be based upon the City’s
assessment of what the tax obligations woud be at that time.
Vice Mayor Boring stated that she is confused. Jerome Township has stated that they
do not have the ability to service people in the incorporated area, so if the developer
proceeds, what happens to those residential units?
Mr. Foegler responded that the agreement w:li provide for Washington Township to
provide the fire and life safety services. In regard to what reparations will be due to
Jerome Township. the reimbursement agreement has been set up to cover the worst
case scenario, should ful-level reimbursement be required for not only the Townshp’s
base tax ob!igation, but also for the fire and life that is built into it. Tie City should be
covered under both scerarios. The developer will bear the cost of reparations.
whatever triey are ultimately determined to he.

Wallace Maurer, 7451 Dubn Road noted that on page 2 of the memo, paragraph 2,
sentence 1, it indicates that the obligation of Dublin to pay reparations to the Township
is incurred if Dublin changes the Township boundary after the annexation is complete.
How would that occur? Does the boundary change in some way? Is it the right-of-
way that is causing the inability to measure the impact on the boundaries?
Ms. Grigshy responded that in the past, when the City annexed property into the City
that was not in Washington Township, the City petitioned to extend the Washington
Township boundaries to be coterminous with the new land that is annexed. That
process is what is referred to in the memo.
Mr. Smith stated that to change the township boundaries, the City would file a petition
with the Union County Commissioners, which they would have to approve under the
Supreme Court ruling on this topic.
Mr. Maurer stated that the implication is that if the boundaries do not change, then no
reparations are paic. Is that correct?
Mr. Smith confirred that is correct.
Mr. Maurer otec tnat on page 2. paragrapn 3, sentence 1 of the staff memo, it states
that ‘the goal in negotiating a pre-annexation agreement is to ensure that the
petitioner is respOnsible for any reparations that are due to the Township over a 12-
year reparations period.” Is the 12-year reparations period defined by State Code?
Mr. Smith confirmed that is correct.
Mr. Maurer inquired if there are reparations to be paid, would they be paid over a 12-
year period?
Mr. Smith esponded affirmatively.

Vote on the Ordinance. Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher, yes:
Vice Mayor Boring: Mr. Lecklider, yes.
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Mr. F gier noted that staff conc s on those issues, but it i not possible to address
the sues by imposing candid s on this rezoning. It wo be possible, however,
st e that the issues need to e studied as part of the c ditional use process mo g

rward.

Mr. Lecklider noted th it is possible that angua may need to be added t he
conditional use porti of the straight zoning di icts that addresses the d ire to have
high quality archit ture coordinated with exi ng buildings and compati e with the
area. He would upporl proceeding with si l’s recommendation, kee ng that
particular stat ent in mind. He, too, wo d prefer to have this am dment drafted
and consid d by P&Z as quickly as p sible.

Mr. Re: r referred to the two park g spaces the applicant is illing to relocate. Is it
staff’ elief that approximately 4 square feet of parking uld be moved elsewhere
on e site, in view of the flood am issues involved? /

Adkins responded that it possible. It would be ne essary to consider creativ
olutions to shift those par ng spaces.

Vice Mayor Boring mo d approval of Ordinance 4-09.
Mr. Gerber seconde the motion.
Vote on the Ordin Ce: Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. iner, yes: Mayor Chinnici uercher,
yes: Vice Mayor oring, yes: Mr. Keenan, y s; Mr. Gerber, yes; Mr. L Ider, yes.

Mr. Gerber oved to direct staff to draf Code amendment esta shing a conditional
use revie process for institutional u
Mr. Lec ider seconded the motion
Vote the motion: Mr. Keenan s; Mr. Lecklider, yes: Mr Gerber, yes: Ms. Salay,
yes r. Reiner, yes: Vice May Boring, yes; Mayor Chin ci-Zuercher, yes.

INTRODUCTIONJFIRST READING - ORDINANCES
Ordinance 27-09
Authorizing the City Manager to Enter into a Pre-Annexation Agreement
Describing the Intentions of the Parties to Annex Certain Real Property Owned
by Celtic Capital LLC, Located in Jerome Township, Union County.
Mr. Keenan introduced the ordinance.
Mr. Foegler stated that tne annexation petition has been before Council for some
period of time. There is a four-year history associated with the petition. It has been
subject to many special circumstances and issues throughout the process, including
some concerns related to uniform coverage on the right-of-way associated with Hyland
Croy Road. A second issue is a recent interpretation in regard to fire and life safety
levies in Jerome Township for the property, which significantly complicate the
reparations discussion. Staff has considered a variety of mechanisms to ensure that
reparations are provided and collected in a reasonably straightforward manner, and to
minimize the risk for double taxation on future residents of this area. At the same time,
there is a need to maintain some level of flexibility, given the uncertainty of some of the
pending interpretations by Union County related to the recently discovered levy
language issues. Based on staff’s review, the Administration and the applicant believe
the ordinance provides mechanisms for either of the scenarios which could result.

Jack Reynolds, Sriith & Hale. representative for the applicant stated that what is
before Council tonight is the result of a long process of working with the landowners.
The applicant has been working with Jerome Township as well as with the City. A
reasonable compromise has been reached that will provide flexibility as the process
moves forward. This was, unfortunately, uncharted area in terms of the new
annexation law, how regular versus expedited annexations are handled, and how the
reparations are handled.
There were no questions.
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There will be a second reading/public hearing of Ordinance 27-09 at the June 15
Council meeting.

Ordinance 28-09 7 /Amending Section 153fl78 -153.083 of the Dubly Codified Ordinances poning
Code) regarding Nonnforming Fences (Casy’No. 09-O31ADM). /Mr. Gerber introduc the ordinance.
Mr Gunderman sta d that this Code amendm t is presented in respons o direction
given by Council their May 18 meeting. T s legislation will amend S tions 153.078 —

083 The prop ed text changes are noted the redlined version of t ordinance
— provided in C foil packets. The basic i. ent of the amendment is d ned on page 6.

item C, whi is to permit fences that w re erected prior to the effe lye date of Ordinance
75-98 (4/ /00) to be replaced in the ame location and at the s e or lesser height as
existed n the effective date of Or ance 75-98. In addition, t replacement fence shall
be of e same materials as the isting fence or other mate Is permitted in §1 53.O79
ex pt as provided in §1 53.08 ). A Certificate of Zoning Ian Approval shall be /uired. This is a first readi of the leg1slation, and the ode requires referral of th

roposed amendment to t Planning and Zoning Co ission for consideration a
recommendation to Cou ii.

Mr. Gerber request that the proposed Code mendment be scheduled or a
Commission hear g as soon as possible an that a recommendation forwarded for
Council’s June th Council meeting.
Mr. Foegler s ed that Mr. Langworthy s indicated that, based o Council’s
discussion r garding the urgency of t matter, this item could b scheduled for the
June 11 P nning Commission age a.

In re d to the last paragraph’s eference to fence materi ,Vice Boring indicated
tha he believes Council had pecified that the revised I guage should not permi all
pr vious materials, but sho read, ‘as specified by C e.” This would avoid th

ossibility of permitting th continued use of chain Ii fencing material.
Mr. Gunderman stated t at maintenance of an exi ng chain link fence has vays
been permitted, and intenance of an existing nce would continue to b ermitted
with this Code arne ment. However, if a pro rty owner changes out t fencing
material for an exi ing fence, it must be co ly with current Code req’ ements. The
Citys Code doe not permit chain link fen g in a residential area.

Mr. Keenan sked if wrought iron is a rmitted fence material.
Mr. Gund man responded that the rmitted materials are list d in Section 1 53.079,
which b ins on page one. Sectio 153.080 covers the use gulations, which provide
additi at restrictions to Section 3.079.

M yor Chinnici-Zuercher re ested clarification of the ord “or’ used in the proped
mendments, which state: ‘In addition, the replacem t fence shall be of the sa

materials as the existing f nce..gf other materials per tted in §153.079.” This i icates
that there is an option replacing a chain link fe ce with a chain link fenc However,
the intent is that if th entire fence is being rep ced, it cannot be replace with the
previous materia1 i t is no longer permitted current Code. Only for repair can the
same materials used.
Ms. Readler a eed that the language d s indcate that an existin chain link fence
could be re ced witf anotrer fence ‘the same material or wit different materials.
To ensure at a lull replacement fe e is constructed only of terials permitted by
current ode, the language will ne to be revised.

Ms alay stated that, typically hen a certain percenta of a structure is being
re odeled, compliance with urrent Code is required. houldn’t this language c am

percentage requirernert’? Otherwise, it would be p sible to replace an entir ence
in a piecemeal fashion a d continue to use the exi ng materials.
Mr. Foegier responde hat is the method that h typically been used to r ace non
conforming fences w’ the same non-conform g materials — by replacin a section at
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The Skys the Limit.” T ose words above the sha rock in the cloud have no
been used to create t economic development and.

There were no further q stions.

Vote on the Ordina e: Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Le lider, yes; Mr. Gerber. ye Vice
Mayor Boring, ye Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher, es; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mr. enan, yes.

Mayor Chinni -Zuercher wished Mr. Sla the best of luck with the eject. City
Counci :oo forward to working wth

Mr. Sla e stated that he appreciat the confidence that City ouncit has placed in
hm. 30 years of developing r at estate, he has never w ed with a finer group of
pe le, particularly Mr. McDa el, Ms. Grigsby and Mr. S ith. He expressed his

an(s to all.

INTRODUCTIONIFIRST READING - ORDINANCES
Ordinance 08-09
Accepting the Annexation of 39.8 Acres, More or Less, in the Township of
Jerome, Union County to the City of Dublin. (Petitioner: Celtic Capital, LLC)
Mr. Lecklider introduced the ordinance.
Mr. Smith stated the applicant requests the second reading/public hearing of this
legislation be postponed to the April 20 Council meeting. The property owner requires
additional time to resolve an issue regarding reparations to Jerome Township.
Mr. Gunderrnan stated that a substantial portion of this land consists of the right-of-
way along Hyland-Croy Road. This characteristic makes it different than previous
annexations. The vacant land of 30 acres is on the west side of the road. The
remander is the full right-of-way of Hyland-Croy Road from just north of the Glacier
Ridge roundabout to an area just south of Brand Road. This Regular annexation has
required a substantial number of sgnatures to be obtained on the petit:on. Upon
acceptance, the City will request an adustment of the township boundaries to place
this and in Washington Township. The annexation petition has been approved by
Union County Commissioners and by the City of Columbus, pursuant to Dublin’s utility
agreements with Columbus. The area west of Hyland-Croy Road lies within the
negotiated expansion area in the water and sewer agreements with Columbus.

Mr. Keenan inquired if the pre-annexation agreement contemplates that this area will
receive fire and emergency services from Washington Township.
Mr. Smith confirmed that it does. At the Union County annexation hearing, Jerome
Township testified that they would not object to Washington Township serving this
property.
Mr. Keenan inquired how Me repaatons wou.d mpact the single-family homeowners
along this roadway.
Mr. Gundermar stated that the single-family nomeowners sgned the petition, but they
will not be impacted by the reparations. The reparations will involve only the 30-acre
undeveloped ste.
Mr. Keenan inquired if the standard reparation payment would be based on the use of
the and.
Mr. Gunderman responded that it would he determined by the valuation of the property
at that time.
Mr. Keenan inquired what the benefits are to Dublin of annexing the right-of-way along
Hylanc-Croy.
Mr. Hammersmith responded that the discussions were initiated with the previous
Union County engineer, Steve Stolte. The City of Dublin has been responsible for all
the improvements along the roadway, such as the construction of the Hyland-Croy
roundabout at Gacier Ridge Metro Park and Glacier Ridge Boulevard. Dublin is best
suited to maintain that piece of roadway, which predominantly serves Dublin residents
over and above residents of Union County. The City will also then have jurisdiction
over access to the roadway and will be better able to regu.ate it through future
development.
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Mr. Reiner inquirec if Djblin has been maintaining it.
Mr. Harnmersmith responded that the City has been maintaining the roundabout under
a verbal agreement with Union County. Dublin does the mowing and snow plowing. It
is an overlap area between Union County and the City of Dublin.
Mr. Reiner summarized that the Dublin residents will then have a better quality of
service with Dublin’s maintenance of this area.

Mr. Gerber moved to postpone the second reading/public hearing until the April 201h

Council mee:irg.
Mr. Keenan seconded the motion.
Vote on the motion: Mr. Rcir:er, yes; Mr. Keenan, yes; Vice Mayor Boring, yes; Mayor
Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. Lecklider, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes; Ms. Saiay, yes.

Ordinanj09-09 /
Authorjng the City Manager tnter into a Pre-Annex on Agreement
Desc,bing the Intentions oft Parties to Annex Cert Real Property Locate
in J/ome Township, Ownefby Kevin and Jocelyn Ilins.

Smith stated that, pursu t to City Council policy t annex remaining islands
wnship, this is the last o hree such islands within rome Township to be a exed.

The land is owned by a ngle-family homeowner. onsistent with the previo s two
township island areas nnexed to the City. an a exation fee waiver is re ested.
There were no ques ons.
There will be a se nd reading/public hearin of the ordinance at the rch 16
Councll meetin

Ordinance -09
Adopting nd Enacting a Supple nt (S-25) to the Code of rdinances for the
City of bun.
Ms. S ay introduced me ordina e. /
Mr. nith stated that is house eping legislation, which curs twice a year, to
in rpo’ate recent:y approve legislabon into the City’s odified ordinances.

r. Gerber moved to dispe se with the second readi /public hearing.
r. Keenan seconded th motion.

Vote on the motion: Vi e Mayor Boring, yes; Mr. eenan, yes; Mr. Reiner, s: Ms.
Salay, yes; Mr. Gerb . yes; Mr. Lecklider, yes; ayor Chinnici-Zuercher, es.
Vote on the Orclina ce: Mr. Lecklider, yes; M . Keenan, yes; Vice Mayo oring, yes;
Ms. Salay, yes; . Reiner, yes; Mayor Chi ici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. G er, yes.

INTRODUCT NIPUBLIC HEARING - ESOLUTIONS
Resolutio 4-09
Authori g the City Manager to ter into Memorandums f Understanding with
the Fr kiln County Board of E ctions for Use of Muni al Property in the j
Adm’ istration of Public Elec ons.
Ms alay ntroduced the legi tion.

Ott stated that this egi tion will fomalize an on rig arrangement with th
ranklin County Board of ections to provide space. City facifties to serve a polling

locations.
Vote on the Resolutio Mayor Chnnici-Zuerch , yes; Mr. Keenan, yes; . Reiner,
yes; Vice Mayor Bo g, yes; Mr. Lecklider. ye , Mr Gerber, yes; Ms. Sa y, yes.

Resolution 06-
Appointing a ity Representative to t Board of Trustees of e Central Ohio
Transit Aut ority.
Mr. Keen introduced the resolutio
Mr. Mc niel stated that beginnin n April. the City of Dublir ill have a seat on the
COT oard of Trustees. At Co cii’s February 21 meeti , Council requested that
staf ork w:th the Dublin Cha er to seek someone in t e community to represen
th City in this capacity. Tb ublin Chamber and sta ecommend that City Co cil

point Scott White, Presi nt and CEO of Interstat as Supply (IGS). Foun d in
1989, lGS has now grow to a company with sales f over Si billion, serving ver




