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PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS

Fine Fescue Links Blend

Features:
e Low Maintenance Grasses

e  Very Fine Textured

e  Drought Resistant

¢ Low Mature Plant Height

e Little or no mowing
Ingredients:

40% Gotham Hard Fescue

30% Foxfire Creeping red fescue
20% Shadow Il Chewings fescue
10% Marco Polo Sheep Fescue

Description:

Fine Fescue Links Blend is designed for
low maintenance areas such as far roughs
on golf courses, orchards, roadsides and
slopes. Fine Fescue Links Blend requires
minimal fertilization and is attractive in an
unmowed state because of its very fine
texture and low mature plant height
Mowing is necessary once a year to
remove seed heads. Fine Fescue Links
Blend can be grown in sun or shade and
has excellent winter hardiness. All varieties
used have dark green color and improved
disease resistance as well as endophyte
content which aids in stress tolerance and
insect resistance.

Geographical Adaptation:

Fine Fescue Links Blend is adapted to
shaded areas throughout the cool humid
and cool arid zones Fine Fescue Links
Blend can also be used for slope seeding
and erosion control in the Warm Arid zone.

Cool Humid
Cool Humid
Coof Arid
RN
Worm id
Warm Arid )
Subtropicol

Suggested Usage:

Any low maintenance areas where mowing
will be infrequent. Fine Fescue Blend
requires minimum fertilization and no
supplemental irrigation after establishment
This blend is also good for erosion control,
and can be used as a companion for
wildflower and native grass seed mixtures In
an unmown state, Fine Fescue Links Blend
will create a “Scottish links” golf rough
appearance.

Recommended Seeding Rates:

New Establishment

2 3 Ibs/1000 sq ft for low maintenance
{(unmown areas)

4 5 Ibs/1000 sq ft for mown turf
Renovation

20 75% existing cover 1 2 Ibs/1000 sf

Recommended Maintenance Practices:

Turf Establishment Guidelines:

Adequate seed bed preparation is important
in new turfgrass establishment as well as in
overseeding Check soil pH and apply
LESCO Starter Fertilizer prior to seeding

Seed at recommended rate. Cool season
grasses germinate best in the 60° to 85° F
(16° to 30° C) soil temperature range.
Frequent light irrigation and/or seed starter
mulch is required for optimum germination.

Germination should be visible within 21 days;
complete turf establishment will take three to
six months.

SPECIFICATIONS FOR BIDDING:
Fine Fescue Links Blend
033569
PACKAGED IN 50 LB WOVEN
POLYPROPYLENE BAGS

@ JOHN DEERE
LANDSCAPES

[ESCO

#033569
50 Ib. bag

#33569

Fine Fescue Links Blend

50 Ib. bag

800-347-4272

* 5610 McGinnis Ferry Road + Alpharetta, GA 30005

John Deere Landscapes
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APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

CELTIC CROSSING

Development Overview

l. Location and Size

The stte 15 located completely within the City of Dublin and Union
County

‘The site 15 located approximately 1,030" north of the intersection of
Brand and Hyland-Croy Roads, immediately west of Hyland-Croy
Rond and Dublin Jerome High School Stadim and practice field

The site 1s 28 110 acres in area, measuring 758" in the nortlysouth
direction and 1,682 1n the east west direction.

Il. Existing Conditions and Character

‘The site 15 rectangular in shape

The site 15 located in the North Fork Indian Run Watershed  The site
generally drams from north to south. Hhghpoints are located at the
northwest comer (elevation 942) and northeast comer (elevation 936)
A low pont (elevation 930) 1s located where an existing stream flows
off the property along the southern boundary

A stream bisects the property nosth to south, with 1/3 of the site east
of the stream and 2/3 of the site west of the stream. A stream corndor
protection zone with a buffer of 63" on both sides has been destgnated
for this stream

The site 1s located entirely out of the 100 year floodplain

Tree rows and brush line the perimeler of the property and the stream
380 trees extst on the site, 13 of those are landmark trees. Of the 380
trees, 121 (32%) are dead or in poor condition, 2 are landmark trees in
poor condition

The site 15 generally flat, there are no steep slopes on the site

No buildings exist on the site

Ifl. Existing and Proposed Land Uses

The Dublin Commusity Plan - Existing Land Use Map designates the
stte & “Rural Residential/Agnicultural” and “Vacant/Undeveloped ™

Surrounding land uses include Restdential Low Density
(umincorporated properties south of the site), Parks/Open Space

(Glacier Ridge Metro Park) and Public Instituttonal/Civic (Dublin
Jerome High School}

The Dublin Community Plan - Future Land Use Map classifics the
site as “Mixed-Residential/Rural Density (1 5d u ‘ac.)

Proposed uses are residential, open space and parks

The proposal 18 to develop the tract with 44 single-farily lots for a
gross density of 1 56 dwelling umts per acre

IV. Parks and Open Space

A 10lal of 8 75+ acres (£31 1%%) will remain free of development and
will include the required Hyland-Croy and Mitchell-Dewatt Roads
setbacks and the storm water management facilities

The apen space nreas will be owned by the City of Dubhin and
maintaned by a private home owners association.

V. Provision of Utilities

General

All utilities, including sanitary sewer, water, telephone, electric, and
gas, are available at this site

All utilities will be designed and constructed to mee! the standards
established by the City of Dublin Engineer.

A comprehensive storm water management system will meet City of
Dubhin design critena

Al utihtties shall be placed in appropriate locations on the lots that
will best preserve the existing trees in good or fair condition.

Saritary Sewer

Santary sewer to the Celtic Crossing development wall be serviced
from an existing 12-inch samitary sewer (CC-12770) located on the
east side of Hyland-Croy Road

An 8-inch sanitary sewer will be extended across Hyland-Croy Road
from existing manhole 17 to service the entire proposed development

Water

Water service to the Celtic Crossing development will be serviced
from an existing 16-inch water main located on the cast side of
Hyland-Croy Road

An 8-inch water main will be extended across Hyland-Croy Road to
service the entire proposed development

Public water matns will be constructed along the proposed roadways
within the development

Storm Water - Existing

The site drans from north to south and is tnbutary to an existing un-
named ditch that runs through the eastern third of the property

29 acres of offsite area drans from the north across the site to the
ditch mentioned above

The predominant sosl type 1s Brookston, a Type B/D soil which will
function as a Type C soil The secondary soil types are Blount and
Crosby, Type C soils. All will have a pre-developed runoff curve
number of 70

Storm Water —Post Developed

1 a4

In the post-d: P the site di ge will be handled
by two separate storm water management systems One system wall
be located on the east side of the existing ditch and the other will be
tocated on the west side of the existing ditch

Both systems will accept drainage from impervious areas such as
roadways, dniveways, roofs, and sidewalks and some back yard
drainage

The west system will be two wet basins connected by a shallow
swale Thus system will have a tributary area of approximately 13.6
acres This system will outlet into the un-named ditch that runs
through the proposed site

The east basin will be a wet basin that wll have a tnbutary area of
approximately 4.3 acres and outlet into the un-named ditch that runs
through the proposed site

Approximately 27 8 acres of offsite area from the north may be
directed to the existing ditch via an off-site swale or rear yard swales
on the north side of the property



APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

CELTIC CROSSING Development Overview

V1. Access and Circulation

e Vehicular access to the sitc will be from a single access pownt on
Hyland-Croy Road and from a smgle access point on Mitchell-Dewait
Road

s Celuc Crossing Dnve will connect the access points along Hyland-
Croy and Mitchell-Dewatt Roads and extend through the stte along the
northern and westemn borders

e Macha Court wall be a cul-de-sac strect extending south from Celtic
Crossing Drive on the castern third of the development

e Nemain Court will be a loop street extending from Celtic Crossing
Dnive on the western two thirds of the development

DO-2
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APPROVED DEVELOPMENT TEXT

CELTIC-CROSSING

Development Standards

I. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Basic devel dards are add: d in this text regarding proposed
density, general site 1ssues, traffic, I landscaping, and arch

These dards ensure y and quahty throughout the
dcvelopmenl Unless otherwise specified 1 the sub d d 1S or in this

written text, the development standards of Chapter 152 and 153 of the City of
Dublin Code shall apply

. PERMITTED USES
Permutted uses shall include the following:
A Smgle-famnly detached homes

B Open spaces and relfated park features

Il. DensiTy

A maximum of forty-four (44) residential homes shall be permitted n this
PUD

V. LOT STANDARDS

Stngle-famuly hames in this development will be constructed on traditional lots
b Q

with fee simple p Speaific lot dards shall apply to each of these
development types

A. Fee simple lots
1. Lot Size

a Lot Area Twelve thousand six hundred (12,600) square feet
mnmum

b Lot wadth at the nght of way line Fifty (50) feet mmimum

¢ Lot Width at the building line. Ninety (90) feet munimum

d Lot Depth Onc hundred forty (140} feet mummum  Irregularly
shaped lots shall have a miniruum lot depth of 140 feet along at
least onc stde lot line, provided that ownimum buildable depth
requirements are met

2. Lot Sethacks

a  Frontyard There shall be a mmmum front yard setback of
twenty (20) feet from the nght-of-way line or as shown on the

approved prehmunary plat. The requirements of the Subdivision
Regulations Chapter 152.019(C)(6) shall nat be applicable to this
development

b Rearyard: There shall be a minimum rear yard setback of
twenty-five (25) feet as indicated on the prelimmary plat

¢ Side yard There shall be a minimum side yard of six {6} feet for
buildings, provided, however, that there shall be a mmumum of
fourteen (14) feet total side yard per lot.

d. Hyland-Croy Road: There shall be a minimum building and
pavement setback of two hundred (200) feet from the proposed
Hylnnd-Croy Road nght-of-way Storm water management

| paths, open space, park
amenities and entry features may be located within this setback to
enhance the rural character of the Hyland-Crov Road comdor

¢ Mitchetl-Dewatt Road: There shall be a varying building and
pavement setback of two hundred (200) feet from the proposed
Mitchell-Dewatt Road right of way east of the entry dnive to fifty
(50) feet from the proposed Mitcheli-Dewitt Road night of way
west of the entry drive, as mdlcaled on the prelimimary plat
Storm water 8 It paths
open space, park amenities and entry features mny be located
within this setback to enhance the rural character of the road
cortidor

Lot Coverage
The maximum lot coverage shall be forty-five (45) percent
On-Lot Stream Corridor Protection Zone

a  Portions of the Stream Cornidor Protection Zone may be platted
on individual lots

b. Nobuilding, structure, fence, patio, recreational or athletic
facility, or any other improvement of any kind may be placed
temporanly or permanently upon, n or under the area designated
hereon as a “On Lot Stream Comidor Protection Zone™ nor shall
any work be performed thereon which would alter the naturat
state of the zone or damage any of the trees or vegetation therein

¢ Notrec may be remov:d from the zone except for the removal of
dead. d d, d , or trees and other understory
vegetation of as may / be r:quncd for conservation or in keeping
with good forest management practices. Areas without trees or
understory vegetation on the lot may be mamtained as lawn

V. STREET ACCESS AND/OR IMPROVEMENTS

A. Access
1. Ryland-Croy Road:
a.  One full access intersection shall be provided
2. Mitchell-Dewitt Road:

a  One full access intersection shall be provided

VI. STREET STANDARDS

A. Public Streets
1. Right-of-Way Width: Fifty (50) feet minimum
2. Pavement Width:

Twenty-eight (28) feet nunimum as
measured back-of>curb to back-of-curb

3. Drive Lanes: Two (2)
4. Parking Lanes: Parking shall be pernutted on one side of
public streets internal to the PUD opposite
the waterline and fire hydrants

5. Tree Lawn: Not less than seven (7) feet in width.

6. Sidewalk: Four (4) feet wide mummum; sidewalks shalt
be concrete.

7.  Multi-use path: Eight (8) feet wide mmmimum, multi-use
paths shall be constructed of concrete when
located directty in front of single-farmly lots
and may be constructed of asphalt when
located elsewhere.

Vil. Unumes

A. Design and Construction

1. Al utilities shall be designed and constructed to meet the standards
established by the City of Dublin Engincer

D5-1
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B. Location

1 Al utulitres shall be placed in appropniate locations on the individual
home lots that wili best preserve the existing trees in good or fair
condion

Vill. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

A. Deslgn and Construction

1. A comprehensive storm water management system shall be
developed, following the City of Dublin storm water management
policies

2 Storm water management in the post development condition 15
d to be handied by two sep Y an “cast system”
and a “west system™ Both will accept impervious areas such as
roadways, sidewalks, driveways, roofs and some back yard dranage

8 The “west system" shall be generally focated along the southem
property line and will include two wet basins connected by a
shallow swale This system will outlet into the existing un-named
ditch

b. The “cast system™ will be 2 wet basin generally located east of
the proposed cul-de-sac This system will outlet into the existing
un-named ditch,

IX. TREE PRESERVATION, REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT

A. Tree Preservation

I 1t1s the intent of the developer to preserve as many good and farr
condition trees as possible on site. A good faith effort will be made to
preserve existing trees in good and fair condition where appropnate

B. Tree Preservation Zone

1. A fifteen (15) feet wide tree preservation zone shall be established at
the rear of all lots along the northern and western property hnes This
zone shall be indicated on the preliminary and final plats

(]

No tree or vegetation may be removed from the zone except for the
I and/or of utslities as approved in the final
plan | of dead, d d, decayed. or noxious
trces and other \cgelauan or as may be required for conservation or
purp or in keeping with good forest manogement

Anvel

practices Areas without trees or understory vegetation on the lot may
be mantained as lawn

3 No building, structure, fence, patio, recreational or athletic factlity, or
any other improvement of any kind may be placed temporarily or
permanently upon, 1n or under the ares designated hereon as a “Tree
Preservation Zone” nor shall any work be performed thereon which
would alter the natural state of the zone or damage any of the trees or
vegetation therein

4. Disturbance of any part of the zone by maintenance shall be restored
as nearly as practicable to the original condition

5. A tree protection fence, mimmum four (4) feet in height. shall be
installed around the penimeter of the tree preservation zone prior to
any constructson activities. The fence location shall be indicated on
the final development plan and shall remain in place until occupancy
has been granted or as otherwise approved by the City Forester for all
fots, as indicated on the prelinunary plat

C. Tree Repiacement Plan

I Tree replacement shall be per cade unless otherwase appraved by City

Council.

2 The master developer shall be r ble for the repl of all
subject trees affected due to the devel of the site

3 All site required tree repl must be pleted prior to the

tssuance of the first bu:ldmg permt or within six (6) months, due to
unfavornble weather conditions

4 All individual lot tree repl must be pleted prior to
issuance of an occupancy permit or within six (6) months, due to
unfavorable weather conditions

X. PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

1 The open space will meet that required under Code  All open space
shall be dedicated to the City All open space areas shall be
mamtaned by a forced and funded homeowners association

(¥

Access to the Metro Park will be provided, subject to Metro Parks
District approval, by the extension of multi-use paths through open
space areas of the project to the Metro Park Access may occur within
the sm:am corridor protection zone Final design for connections and

2 shall be p d and approved during the Final
Development Plan phase

Xi. ARCHITECTURE

A. General Character

1 The character of the development shall be one (1), one and one-half
(1%2) and two (2) story single-family homes with a vaniety of two (2)
or three (3) car garages that will numic the quality of the surrounding
homes in adjaccm nelghborhoods and will adhere to the City of
Dublin Resid Standards Code

App

B. Permitted Bullding Height

1. Maximum of thirty-five (35) feet, as measured per the Dublin Code.

C. Permitted Exterior Materials
1. Cladding Materials

a  The extenor cladding of all structures on all lots shall be finished
using all natural matenals, including bnck. thin brick, stone,
manufactured stone, wood, d wood, fibe t siding
products, stucco or any combmmmn thereof

b, Stucco shall be prohibited as a cladd | on all
east of the stream and two lots nearest Mitchell-Dewit Road
{Lots 1-7, 23 and 24 as indicated on the Preliminary Plat)

2 Tnm Matenals

a.  Wood, engineered wood, vinyl, alummum, EIES, copper or fiber-
cement products

b Shutters shall be considered as ** tnim” for the purpose of meeting
the Resid App Code req

3 Roofing Matenals

a D 1 asphalt shingles, wood, slate, concrete, tile or metal

5

D. Permitted Exterior Colors
1. Cladding Colors.
a  Natural earth tones and/or warm neutral colors, including white
b. High-chroma colors are not permtted
2 Tnm Colors

a  Natural carth tones and/or warm neutral colors, including white
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b.  Compl y or

g to siding color
Roofing Colors

a  Roofing colors shall be from the color range of natural matenals
such as. but not limited to wood shakes and black

b High-chroma colors are not permitted

E. Architectural Elements

Four-sided Archutecture

a  Swnilar architectural design elements and details shall be
hroughout all el of the

Ld

b Dublin Residential Appearance Code will be adhered to
throughout the entire community unless otherwise stated herein

Chimneys
a  “Canulevered” or “through-the-wall” chimnevs are not permitted
b All chumneys shall be built on an integral foundstion

¢ All exterior portions of chimney shall be finished masonry,
consisting of bnick, stone, and/or manufactured stone

Garages
a  All single-family dwellings shall have an attached or detached
garoge of sufficient size to acconymodate a minimum two (2)
standard sized automobiies, side by side
b. Lots East of Stream (Lots 1-7)
1 Side and court load garages are permitted Single-bay front
load garages arce permitted as part of a court load

configuration

u  Front loaded garages, not part of a court foad configuration,
are prohibited

i Auto court arcas assoctated with court load garages require
an upgraded pavement matenal, see Section XII
Landscaping
w. Lots | and 2 as indicated on the prehnunary plat are linuted
to west facing gorages unless a single-bay front load garage
18 utthzed as part of a court configuration
¢ Lots West of Stream (Lots 8-44)

1 Side, court and front loaded garages are permutted

1. Lots 23 and 24 as indicated on the preliminary plat are
limited to north facing garages only and single-bay front load
garages as part of a court configuration

d  Front loaded garages shall not extend beyond the foremost facade
or covered front porch of the home by more than six (6) feet. Not
more than forty (40) percent of all lots shall be permitted to
inctude front loaded garages that exiend beyond the foremost
facade or covered front porch of the home

¢ All garage doors shall be decorative and upgraded garage doors,
simtlar to “carnage-style™ doors.

f  Inthose instances where a garage is utilized and an auto
courtyard 1s created in the front of the house, a mimmum thirty
(30) snch high wall or hedge shail be installed along the courtyard
pavement paralle] to the street

8 Inthose tnsiances where a side loaded garage 1s utifized, a
minimum thirtyv-six (36) inch height, seventy-five (75) percent
opacity hedge shall be installed along the entire length of
driveway pavement, parollel to the rear yard, so as to prevent
headtight poliution into the rear of neighbarning properties

4 Promnenm Facades

a  Comer lots, end lots, pie-shaped lots and lots adjacent to large
open spaces present highly-visible, side fecades (Lots 1, 3, 8, 19,
20, 23, 24, 35, 36, 38 and 39 as indicated on the preliminary
plats). Each street-facing elevation on these lots must contain at
Ieast three design cll in any as defined in the
Dublin Zoning Code 153 190

F. Architectural Diversity

The same or sinular front clevations shall not be repeated within
a  Two (2) lots on either side of the subject lot

b.  Three (3) lots directly across the street from the subject lot
¢ Any lot on a cul-de-sac bulb

Comer lot influence shall be deternuned separately by the front
clevation orientation.

Open space arcas may provide sinular separation as Jots within the
influenced area In this case, the open space area may be considered
an influenced lot or lots

Lots located on curves or comers may not share a direct hne of site
with the fronts of three lots across the street, depending on the front
elevation onientation of nearby corner lots In this case, an additional

lot or lots on the same side of the street as the subject lot may nstead
dered an infl d lot, i add: to the two lots on either
side of the subject ot

A Lot Diversity Matrix shall rep the ded p of
L hi | d y dards relative 1o the prelimunary
develop plan and prel y plat included heresn Changes to

lot fayout, count, numbering, size, shape and/or orientation of lots

going forward shall require 2 modified Lot Diversity Matrix at the
time of Final Development Plan or Final Plat. Any future modified
matnx shall provide an P of the arch al diversity

standards that 1s consistent with the matrix included herein

G. Lot Diversity Matrix

The Lot Diversity Matrix rep! the ded interp of the
h | diversity Jard

Subject Influenced

Lot # Lot#

1 2,2,4,5,6,7

2 1.3.4,5,6,7.44

3 1,2,4,56,7

4 1.2,3.5,6,7

5 1.2.3.4.0.7

6 1,2,3,4,5,7

7 1,2,3,4,5,06

8 west 9, 10, 38 cast, 39, 42, 43, 44

8 north 39,40,42,43 44

9 8, 11, 12, 38 east, 39 cast, 43

10 8,9.11,12, 13, 38, 39 cast

i 9, 10, 12, 13, 37, 38, 39 east

12 10,11, 13, 14, 36 south, 37, 38

13 11,12, 14, 15,36, 37,38

14 12,13,15, 16, 36, 37, 38

i5 13, 14,16, 17, 36, 37, 38 south

6 14, 15,17, 18, 35 west, 36, 37

17 14,15, 16, 18, 19, 35 west, 36

18 16,17, 19. 32, 35 west. 36

19 east 17, 18, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36 west
19 north 20, 30, 31, 32,33, 35.40

19 north, 21, 22, 27, 28, 29, 30
20, 22, 23,25, 26,27

20, 21, 23, 24,25, 26
21,22,24,25,26
21,22,23.25.26
21,22,23.24,26,27
20,21,22.24,25,27,28
20,21, 22, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30
19 north, 20, 21, 26, 27, 29, 30
19 north, 20, 21, 27, 28, 30, 31
19 north, 20, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32
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3l 19 nonth, 20, 29, 30, 32, 33.35 £ Storm Water Facllitles
32 19, 20, 30, 31, 33, 34,35 3 Large open areas shall transition from preserved tree rows, to
ki) 19, 31,32, 34, 35,40, 41 naturalized areas featuring no-mow or low-mow grasses, to formatly .
34 32,33, 35, 39 north, 40, 41, 42 mamtaned areas along streets and around entry features. 1. Storm water facilities shall be located i the open space areas These
15 west 18, 19, 32, 33, 34, 36 facilittes may be tn the form of wet ponds, wetlands, and/or dry

35 north 19, 20, 32, 33, 34, 39 north, 40
36 west 15, 16,17, 18, 19 east. 35 west, 37
36 south 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 35 west, 37, 38 south

37 12,13, 14, 15, 36, 38,

38 east 8 west, 9, 10, 11, 12, 37,39 cast
38south 10,11, 12, 13, 36 south, 37, 39 east
39 east 8.9,38,42,43,44
39north 8,35 north, 40, 41, 42,43, 44
40 8,19, 34, 35,39, 41,42
a1 33, 34, 35 west, 39 cast, 40, 42, 43
42 8.34,39,40,41, 33, 14
43 8,39,40,41, 42,44
44 2,8,39,42,43

H. Plan Approval

1 The Master Developer shail retain the night of individual plan
approval for all single famtly homes within the subdivision.

Xll. LANDSCAPING

A. General Overall Landscape Character

| Open space oreas shall balance naturalized and formslly mamtained
elements to provide a low masntenance design that contributes to the
rural character of the comdor

2 Naturalized treatments that include mass plantings of perenmial
grasses n no-mow and low-mow areas shall transition to formally
mantained areas near streets and intersections. Well defined edges
shall be used to create | areas b formall d
and naturalized landscape zones

Y

3 Entry features, retention/detention areas and other plantings shall
blend to create a natural effect that 1s charactenstic of the surrounding
area

B. Hyland-Croy Road Landscape Treatment

I A landscap shall be lled n the setback and open space
area along Hyland-Croy Road

2 Entry features may be located wathin this treatment and shall have a
farmal character Entry features may nclude fencing, masonry
I I hghting and smigation

n

4 Storm weater management facilities may be located in this treatment
and may be in the form of wet ponds, wetlands or dry basins

5 Multi-use paths or sidewalks may be located wathin ths treatment. A
multi-use path afong the entire Hyland Croy Road frontage 1s not
required to be constructed as part of this development

6  Final design for this shall be p d and approved dunng
the Finat Development Plan phase

Mitchell-Dewitt Road Landscape Treatment

1 Aland shall be iled in the setback and open space

area alonngilchcll-Demn Road

2 Entry features may be located wathin this trestment and shall have a
formal character. Entry features may include fencing, masonry
i 1 Iighting and irmgation

BIAEE, P

3 Alandscape screen shall be provided to create a buffer between the
fots and Mitchell-Dewitt Road This reatment may include evergreen
and decid trees, or | trees and evergreen and decid
shrubs

4. Final design for this shall be p
the Final Development Plan phase

d and approved dunng

5. Multi-use paths or sidewalks may be located within this treatment. A
multi-use path along the Mitchell-Dewtt Road frontage s not
required to be constructed as part of this development

Entry Features

1. Entry features shall include fencing. masonry columns, integrated
project d i and imgation

PINg,

2. The design shall contribute to and marntarn the rural character of the
area.

3 Final location, design, and standards for entry features and related
lendscaping and signage details shatl be presented and approved
durmg the Final Development Plan phase

4 All entry features wall be owned and d by the h
N or reserves for entry features shail

P Yy
be provided on the final piat

basins.

2 Fmal location, design, and standards for these facilities shalt be
presented and approved during the Final Development Plan phase

3 A maintenance outline for all facilities shall be presented and
approved duning the Final Development Plan phase.

E. Street Trees

1. Street trees will be installed in accordance with the City of Dubhin
Code Final location shall be determined by the City Forester

F. Fencing

1. Fencing shall be per code.

G. Open Space/Lot Line Demarcation

1 Aline of dematcation, as identified on the Conceptual Landscape
Plan, Exhibit PDP-6, shall be provided where lots abut open space
areas to prevent h of b onto
public open space areas

2 The line of demarcation may be a low, spht rail fence, wood posts at
property corners, landscaping or any other means to define the private
property from public property Final design and detals of this element
shall be approved as part of the final development plan

H. Private Sidewalks

1. A mmmum three (3) foot wide sidewalk shalt be required for every
residence This private sidewnlk shali extend from the front door to
the driveway, where applicable, as the dnveway may abut the front
door in auto-court situations.

I. Auto Court Pavement (Lots 1-7)

I Auto court areas created by court loaded garages shall utshze an
upgraded pavement matenal

2. Upgraded pavement matenial types (not standard concrete or asphalt)
shal! include, but not be limited to brick, mnterlocking concrete pavers,
d and/or arch | concrete
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CELTIC-CROSSING

Development Standards

J. Cui-de-Sac islands

I Cul-de-sac 1slands shall be landscaped wath lawn and /or plant
material

Any lawn and/or plant matertal focated within an 1slend shall be
mantained by the HOA

Xitl. HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

Alt residential property owners located within the Celtic Crossing PUD shall
quired to Join and bership 1n a forced and funded

homeowners association, which will be formed prior to any lots bemnyg sold

Hi ponsibilities shall be detailed within Declarations

of Covenants and Restrictions as approved by the City of Dublin before being

duly recorded in the office of the Unton County Recorder These Decl

of Covenants and Restrictions shall run with the land and shall mclude,
without | the req d upon the h s

1 thrs text
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RECORD, OF PRQCEEDINGS

Minutes of Meeting
April 8, 2013 Page 13 of 21

DAYTON LEGAL BLANK, INC  FORM NO 10143

Held 20

y stated that there seems/0 be some dispute among those who spoke
tonight aboyf the DSL Board’s support of the amendments.

g commented that peoplg/are working under the belief that if something Is
workl well, change is not needgfl. She does not belleve it }€ working well. If the samg
is used going forward, monopoly will continue tg/be supported. She has he;
ilar excuses from cable panies, utility companies, £tc., that there is no need §dr
mpetition if things are wefking well. It seems that péople are fearful of compe ion,
based on the input. Iti discouraging to hear giout what has transpired oyfr the

)5 were aware of what was #anspiring,
they would not be happy about it. Many peoplefiave contacted her regard g these
matters. These a endmenls are consistent wif] il's visi ]

% Coundil should make a regd
5L couid bring something b

enan, yes; Mr. Relner, yes,/Ms. Chlnnld-Zuercher, 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)

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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Minutes of Meeting
April 8,2013 Page 14 of 21

DAYTON LEGAL BLANK, ING . FORM NO 10148

Held 20

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 Councll as a separate agenda
item. Councii expressed concern with this approach and requested that the ianguage 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 atherwise approved
by Councii. No tree walver request has been induded on tonight's agenda, however, as
the appiicant 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.

W, stated that this rezoning has been reviewed by
the Planning Commission. The applicant worked very closely with the Parks Department
regarding the bikepath, which wili 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 walver 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
resldents, and successfully retains most of the green area. The remalning question for
him concems the homeowner assodations (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 naturai state. With the smali number of residents, the HOA fee wili 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, aithough that shouid not be
necessary In this development.

Mr. Relner stated that, based on past experience, Councii 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 wiil 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 pian 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 Lecklider, yes.
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Mr. Ha nrespgnded atanyonecanfish Citypons outal . estate

lin ponds to be private  ds, essentiaily, and any r  iations wouid be
te has no legal statusi  is matter.

nnici-Zuercher asked abo Section 96.28, which indi that an organizer of an
in a park or recreation ar a must obtain a permit. D  this apply to the
ghborhood parks as well  the larger ones?

r. Hahn responded that  concept does not apply  a gathering of neighbors i
neighborhood park. It apply to those who hav organized events, especiall;
that involve exchange  monies in the parks.
Ms Chinnicd-Zuerch stated that a homeown ation planning a picn|
neighborhocod pa  ould not need a permit that correct?
Mr. Hahn respo ed thatothers could bein  park as well. However,
renting a pavi n, they have exdusive rig  to the pavilion.

Mayor L  ider asked if the new Am  eigh North Park could be yeserved for a picnic.
Mr.Ha responded that the pavil can be rented ~ so one rerting a pavilion would
have ority over an unschedul group picnic. The parks ap# first come, first served.
Ho r, If one rents fadlities, ey have exclusive rights
or Lecklider asked If the tion Is available onling.

r. Hahn responded that park amenities that can hé
through the online

Ordinance 21-
Adoptinga Enactinga Supplengen S-33) to the Code of Ordinances for the

Mr. Gerb introduced the ordinance.
Ms Gri y stated this Is a housekeé
City undil and by the state sincg

Mayor Salay moved to dispé

Mayor Salay, y&s, Mps. Boring, yes; Mayor Leckligér, 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 Developmen
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 April 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 Mitcheli-Dewitt Road. Itis 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 iine
easement that runs through a comer of the site.

e 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 additionai architectural requirements for those ots that
wouid 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 setback 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 dweliing 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 Giacier Ridge
Metro Park to the north and the west, as well as trees along the existing stream.
The development text indudes 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 wouid connect Hyland-
Croy Road to Mitcheli-Dewitt Road through the site, as well as a smaii number of
trees in the southwest comner 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 directiy to the
Glacier Ridge path system — one to the north along the stream crossing. The
appiicant 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 wouid run parailel to Mitcheil-Dewitt Road and connect to the existing
Metro Parks path system.
e 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 Dubiin Jerome High School site.

Mayor Lecklider 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.

o The proposed development plan is accompanied by the preliminary piat, 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
approvai with eight conditions. Three of the conditions reiate specificaily 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 pian 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 Aprii 8, 2013.

Mayor Lecklider invited Coundl input.
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Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked about the tree waiver request. How is this proposal
advantageous to the City?

Mr. Goodwin responded that the proposal is consistent with the City’s requirements for
bullding 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. Chinnid-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 fots 35 through 40. Based on previous discussion at
Council, he understood the direction to staff was to eiiminate 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 avold this scenario. He is disappointed to see this layout
at this point in time. There have been recurring Issues with such layouts in terms 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 iots.

Mr. Gerber stated that his hope had been that future probiems could be avoided at the
iayout 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. Chinnid-Zuercher stated that Mr. Gerber brings up a good point. Whiie 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 anather 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
probiems accurred 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 Coundil 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 Coundil 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 earilest
phases of Muirfield, the layout was carefully done so that side yard and backyard
landscaping were not needed to biock a view of neighbors. Council wants the Pianning
department to nurture the design proposals to avold the problems that have occurred
previously.

Mr. Gerber agreed.

Mrs. Boring asked for ciarification 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 indudes
a modification to the tree replacement requirements.

Mrs. Boring stated that she cannot approve any development text that includes such a
waiver. When any deveiopment occurs, there wiil 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 walver needs to 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 reguiar meeting with the PZC Chair, Ms. Groomes
asked if Vice Mayor Salay would relay to Coundil the Commission's frustration with the tree
preservation walver 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 spedes, 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 thelr contribution wili 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 monles 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, monles wili 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 shouid
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 Councii.
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 aliow a fee to be paid in ileu of
tree replacement, but not a waliver of the requirements for tree preservation. There may
be occaslons when the fee should not be walved whatsoever. He wants to have a report
from staff about the various scenarios and their views on how this process has evoived
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 ievel of walver 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 Iincduded 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 rezoning. 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 Councii with aii 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 walvers Induded 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/pubiic
hearing on April 8. Given this time period, can the language regarding the tree walver be
removed from the text so that the waiver can be considered separately on the same
night? The request can then Indude the specific Information that is generally provided for
Council’s review.

Mr. Gerber added that Councll can certainly append conditions related to tree preservation
at this preliminary plan stage as well.

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

Mrs. Boring asked for darification. Is staff indicating that Council has previously approved
such waivers within the development text?

Mr. Goadwin 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 aliowed 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.

Sta e 480 commented in
regard to the tnee preservatton walver., Reoognlzing the need for a tree walver 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
wouid be ieft with fewer trees at the end of the process. It was determined through
analysis that — even with the waiver in place — with ail 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 analysls 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. Thisis a
different way of looking at the issue.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher agreed that, typicaily, 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 iots 1 and 2, and across Hyland-Croy. At that
point, there is open space between the path on that slde of the road to the path fronting
the high school. The path will be connected ali the way to the high school path.

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher asked what type of path this will be.

Mr. McCauley responded it wili be a muiti-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 shouid 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
couid do so in the future. However, based upon how the City has looked at Hyland-Croy
in terms 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 Gladier 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 Lecklider asked if staff Is satisfied that the drainage can be handled on this site.
His general impresslon 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 wiil 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 malntaln
those paths. This is a $40-50,000 path system and upgrade. They belleve 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 weli. If they cannot obtain
the walvers 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 Councll 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 ali of the computations regarding the tree
walver 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 anaiysis of this and will
complete it for the next hearing.
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There will be a second reading/public hearing of the Ordinance on April 8, 2013.

Ordinarfce 24-13

A zing the City Manager Execute Necessary veyance Documen

to Acquire a 0.279 Acres ( 0.279 Acres as Pre Road Occupied), More
, Permanent Multi-U  Utility, Grading and D inage Easement, a 0.0

MoreorLess, T porary Easement, and .020 Acres, More or

Temporary Easement m Sumphan and Ta Karuchit.

Vice Mayor Salay intro ced the ordinance.

Ms Ott noted that  ff has begun negotiations th a number of property  ners in the

Brand Road corri  for the addition of amu ~ path. This ordinance | authorize

acquisition of ments and some present  d occupied at the appral  value of

$19,100. Sh ffered to respond to qu

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

R lution 10-13
rizingtheCityMan rtoEnterintoaBroa nd Services Agreeme

with Metro Data Cente
Vice Mayor Salay i the resolution.
Mr. McDaniel stated  t every three years, the makes a significant in in
broadband services rchasing due to the chan g requirements of its osted
solutionsand ba  dth-heavy applications  t the City deploys on an o oing basis.
Due to a combi tion of having to pu e service in incremental  otments and the
need to carry me additional capacity, ~ City currently has some  ess capacity that
will not be in the Iimmediate futu . Due to this excess capa  and the City’s servers
now bel  located in the Metro Data  nter, the City has the rtunity to lease some of
that 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
tbe used all at once, It  vides the City the oppo  nity for revenue from the

ess capacity until such ti e as the City may need it.  is agreement does permit the
City to pull that capacity at such time when the is ready to use it. The tgfm of
the agreement is three s, which is commensu  with the three-year lease
agreement in which  City recently purchased  bandwidth.

: Ms. Chinnici-Zue yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mayogr Lecklider, yes;
Mr. Gerber, y ce Mayor Salay, yes; M Boring, yes.

STAFFCO MENTS

reported that last Wed , a Joint Economic Devgfopment District
inform onal session was held at e Marysville wastewater trgétment facllity. Several
rep ntatives from area to Ips were present and three staff members atten
was an educational upda , similar to that which occyrred last summer Dlscusi

dicated that the next step ould be to scheduie a megting with a fadilitator to
identify steps necessary  move forward.
Mayor Lecklider inqui ow this might affect the City of Dublin.
Ms. Grigsby respond that it may not affect the @ity. The City would be in
having the abilityt  rticlpate In the JEDD thrgligh which the City could
involved in the re development that may gccur. The City might be al
some of reven  generated from the develbpment, that are in additiop'to those needed
for capital i rovements within the JED[Ydistrict. There are many |
City'spa pation due to the water and
Columb  In addition, there is the p!
City o blin’s involvement. Thosg

with the City of
ips not to approve the

M or ecklider stated that at/dne time, he recalls discussjén regarding entering into JEDD
reements reiated to the §K161/ US33/Post Road ar there anything imminen¢in
this location that might involve the City of Dubin?
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

Celtic Crossing Hyland-Croy Road
12-082 zZ/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 Subdiision 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@dublin.ch.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)
2)
3)
4
5)
6)
7)
8)

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;

That the development text be revised so as not to prohibit homeowner maintenance of lawn areas
within the tree preservation zone;

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;

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;

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;

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

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 muiti-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 Rezoning 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



?gty of Dublin

Land Use and Long
Range Planning

5800 Shier Rings Road
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

phone  614.410.4600
fax 614.410.4747

noh

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
RECORD OF ACTION
FEBRUARY 7, 2013

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

3. Celtic Crossing
12-082 Z/PDP/PP

Proposal:

Request:

Applicant:

Planning Contact:
Contact Information:

Hyland-Croy Road
Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan
Preliminary Plat

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.

Review and recommendation to City Councll 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 Councll of a
prefiminary plat under the provisions of the Subdivision Regulations.
Kevin McCauley, Stavroff Interests Ltd., represented by Ben Hale, Smith
and Hale, LLC.

Justin Goodwin, AICP, Planner 11,

(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 Coundl

review.

*Ben 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 additiona!
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.



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
February 7, 2013 — Meeting Minutes
Page 5 of 6

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

2. Celtic Crossing Hyland-Croy Road
12-082CpP Concept Pian
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 IT
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 feaslbility 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 muiti-use path crossing. Commissioners agreed that a second muiti-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
CERTIFICATION
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Amy Krapib said knowing that thg’text does not limit the @mount of verbiage or tiings they can put on
these gigns was a concern. SHe said there were five”eight-foot tall signs oy Hospital Drive within

Hospital building j
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2. Celtic Crossing Hyland-Croy Road
12-082CP 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 eastem
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 and 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 concems 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 concemned 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 comer 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,
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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 lot. 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 will 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 rolierbladers,
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 sightline 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 if the 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 wetfand
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 wettand
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.
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HDP, High Density POD District w* in the future Central O o Innovation
Center/(Case 08-1072)

Mayg” Chinn ci-Zuercher stated at he applicant s repres  ative, Mr Underhi has
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Ms. Saaym ed or emergency passag .
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Ordinance 45-09
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INTRODUCTION/FIRST READING - ORDINANCES

Ordinance 46-09

Petitioning the Board of County Commissioners of Union County, Ohio to Adjust
the Boundary Lines of Jerome Towns ip so as to Exc ude That Territory Which, as
a Result of Annexation, Now Lies wi hin the Corporate Boundaries of the City of
Dubli , and Declaring an E ergency. (Ce ‘¢ Capital LLC Annexation of 39 8+/- Acres —
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Ms Salay introduced the ord'nance
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wilpaya of the reparat ons due the township. He recommended that Counc’ app ove
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ihance 47-09
oning Approximately 4.

Acres, Located on the Ndrtheast Corner of the

Mr Leck der ntrodugdd the ordinance



RECO D OF P OCEE ING
Minutes DubinC' yCo ¢ Meetin

J e 5209
Held

Mayo Chingfc Zuercher caledthe M day June 15, 2009 Regu r Meeting of Dubli
toorde at 7:00 pm. at e Dublin Mun cipa Buildi .

ere Mayor Chinn ci-Zuer er, Vice Mayor Borng, . Salay, Mr Re er and
Mr Lefk der. M . Keenan and . Gerber were absent (ex sed).

Stajfmembers p esent were: r. Foege , Mr Sm'th Ms  rigsby, Mr. McDan e

lef Epperson, Ms. Crand , Mr. Hahn, Mr Hammers " h Mr. Harding, Ms.
uskarck, Ms Hoyle Mr. urman Mr Gunder an s Adkins, Ms Oft Ms.
Worstall, and Ms. Vroo .

PLEDGE OF ALLE ANCE
M Renerledth ledgeof A ega ce

APPROVAL MINUTES
« R lar Mee ing of June 1, 9
Mr. Leck " er moved approval of th  nutes of the June 1,20 Regular Cou ci
meetin .
Ms. lay seconded the motio
Vo onthem utes. Ms. Sa y yes; Mr. Lecklider, yes: r. Reiner yes V'ce May
rng yes, Mayor Chinnic  ercher yes.

CITIZEN COMMENTS
Wa a Maurer 745 Dubin Road stated that  was recently made awar of

some hing, which s caused him to hink tha he Kindra fiingwasaca of massve
misu derstandin . He learned from Mr. Kin a that n the Council me ng of May 20,
2002 nregar o the Bishop's Crossing f al plat scheduled on that genda, Mr.

Kind awas taware this item had bee scheduled Mr.K'ndraa ed Mr. C'aroc
heitemc Id be removed from he enda, because there wer some remain’ng
issues n resolved related to main nance and vehicle speed Mr. Kindra ind cated
o Mr. ‘arochi that he could noti good consc ence sign off n the plat for hese
rea ns. Mr Ciarochirefused request that Counclres edule the tem. During
di ussion with Council abou his tem, Mr. Kindra unfo nately appeared

* subordinate. He was act y very concerned thatt ‘ssues were not fuly
addressed. Mr. Maurer ted that hese facts were ot known Mr. K'ndra’s
mot vations for his stat  ents in 2002 were profo d He suggested that Cgdn
cons'der Mr. Kindra® ositon 'nths and offers e gest re of magna imy4 to Mr.
Ki dra

AGENDA MO FICATION
Mayor Chin  i-Zuercher reques ed a ionto odify the age
Ordnanc 7-09 prorto Ord nance 09

V'ce Ma rBoring moved to modi  he agenda according y
Ms S ay seconded the motion.
Vo onthe motion: Ms Salay es; Mr. eckide, yes, Vide Mayo Bo ng yes, ayo
C nic-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 a t e previous Council meet ng. Staff s
aval able to answer Council’'s questions.

Vice Mayor Boring inquired f this area is deve oped as residential, is the ult mate goa
to have these residents enjoy the same level o services as other City residen s?

Mr Foegler stated that s correct

Vote on the Ordinance: Vice Mayor Boring, yes, Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher yes' Ms.
Salay, yes; Mr Lecklider yes; Mr Reiner, yes
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POSTPONED ITEM

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 proposed annexation has been reviewed at a previous
meeting. The item was postponed pending resolution of the pre-annexation
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 discussions have occurred with Jerome
Township, but the 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-annexation 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 would 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 will 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 full-level reimbursement be required for not only the Township’s
base tax obligation, but also for the fire and life that is built into it. The City should be
covered under both scenarios. The developer will bear the cost of reparations,
whatever they are ultimately determined to be.

Wallace Maurer, 7451 Dublin 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? s it the night-of-
way that is causing the inability to measure the impact on the boundaries?

Ms. Grigsby 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 paid. Is that correct?

Mr. Smith confirmed that is correct.

Mr. Maurer noted that on page 2, paragraph 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 responded 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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e jgsues by impos'ng cond t gAis on this rezoning. Itwo  be possib e, however, t
stle t at the issues need to Me studied as part of the  ditional use processmo * g

itis possbe that angua may need to be addedt he
conditional use portigh of the straight zoning di  ‘cts that addresses the d re to have
h gh quality architg€ture coordinated with ex’ ng buildings and compati e with the
area. He would gupport proceeding with st s recommendation, kee ng that

ent nm'nd. He too, wo dprefe to have thisam dment drafted

by P&Z as quickly as p sible.

rrefe red tot e two park g spaces the applicantis iling to relocate Is 't
el e tha approximately 4 square feet of parking uld be moved e sewhere
on e site, in view of the flood ain ssues invo ved?

. Adk ns responded that *~ possbe It would be ne essary to cons der creatv

o ut ons to shift those pa ng spaces.

Vice Mayor Bori g mo  d approval of Ordinance 4-09.

M . Gerber seconde the motion.

Voteonthe Ordi ¢ Ms. Saay, yes, Mr. iner, yes: Mayor Ch'nnici  uercher,
yes, Vice Mayor oring yes; Mr Keenan  s; Mr. Gerber, yes' Mr.L  ider yes

Mr. Gerber oved to drect staff to draf Code amendment esta shing a condit ona
usereve process for nstitutional u

Mr. Lec der seconded he mot'on

Vote themoton: Mr. Keenan s; Mr. Lecklider yes, Mr Gerber, yes, Ms Saay
yes' r Re'ner, yes' V'ce May Boring, yes Mayor Chin c-Zuercher, yes.

INTRODUCTION/FIRST READING — ORDINANCES

Ordinance 27-09

Authorizing the City Manager to Enter ‘'nto 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 troduced the ordinance.

Mr Foegler stated that the annexat on pet'tion has been before Council for some
period of ime. There s a four-year h'story associated with the petition. t has been
subject to many special c rcums ances and issues throughout the process, inc ding
some concemns related to uniform coverage on the right-of-way associated with Hyland
Croy Road. A second issue s arecen interpretation n regard to fire and life safe y
evesi erome Townsh p for the property, which s gnificant y complicate the
reparations discussion Staff has considered a variety of mechan’sms to ensure that
reparations are prov'ded and col ected in a reasonably straightforward manner, and to
minimize the risk for doub e taxation on future residents of this area. At the same time
there1s a eed to ma'n ain some level of f exibility, given the uncertainty of some of the
pending interpretations by Union County re ated to the recent y discovered levy
anguage ss es. Based on staff's rev'ew, the Admin'stration and the app icant believe
the ordinance provides mechanisms for e'ther of he scenarios wh'ch could result.

Jack Re nolds Smith & Hae re resentative for the a |cant stated that what s
before Council ton'ght is the resu t of a ong process of working with the andow e s.
he applicant has been working wt Jerome Townsh'p as welasw hthe Cty. A
reasonab e comprom se has been reached that w | provide flexiblity as the process

oves forward. This was unfortunately uncharted area in terms of the new
annexation law, how regular versus expedted annexa ions are hand ed, and how t e
reparations are handled

here were no questions
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There will be a seco dread ng/ ub chea g of O di ance 27-09 at the June 5
Councii meet'ng

Ordinance 28-09
Amending Section 153,478 -153.083 of the Dub * Codified Ordinances ( 'ng
Code) regarding Nongbnforming Fences (Cas o 09-03 ADM .

Mr G nderman siajéd thatt s Code amendm t s presented in respons o d'rection
gven by Counci gl their May 18' meetng T  eg's ation willamend S  ‘ons 153 078
083. The propgéed text changes are note heredlined verson of  ordinance

‘tem C, whigh is to permit fences that w re erected prior to the effe ive date of Ordinance
75-98 (4/0/00) to be rep aced in the ame location and atthe s e or lesser height as
existed 4n the effect’'ve date of Or * ance 75-98. naddition, replacemen ences all
e same materias as the  sting fence or other mate * Is permitted n § 53.079,
exgfp asprovded n §15308 ). A Certficate of Zon'ng lan Approval sha be

ured Thsisafirstreadi ofthe egsaton,andt e ode requires re erra of th
oposed amendment to Panninga d ZonngCo  ss'on for consideration a
recommendatio to Cou |

Mr. Gerber request  that the proposed Code mendment be sc edued ra
Commission hea * g as soon as possblea that a recommendation  forwarded or
Councl's June Counci meeting.

Mr. Foegler s ed that Mr. Langworthy s indicated tha, based o Co ncil's
discusson r gard ng the urgency of t  matter, this item coud b scheduled o the
June 11 P nning Commission age a.

Inr d to the last paragraph's eference to fence materi , V ce Boring ind cated
ha he believes Council had ecfied that the revised | guage should not perm

pr vious matenas, butsho  ead, “as specified by C e.” This would avod th
ossibility of permit ng h continued use of chan fencing material.

Mr Gu derman stated at maintenance 0 anex ng chain link fence has  ays

been perm'tted, and  intenance of an exsting ncewoudcont uetob emted

with th's Code ame ment. However, if apro rty owner changes outt fencing

matena for an ex' ‘'ngfence it mustbeco ywith current Codereq emens. T e

Citys Code doe notpermtchan nkfen * g 'n aresidenta area

Mr Keenan sked fwroughtironisa rmitted fence matena.

Mr Gund  anresponded that the rm'tted materials arelist -~ Section 153 079
whchb inson page one. Sectio 153.080 coversthe se gulations which p ovde
additi  al rest ictions to Secton  3.079.

yor C nnici-Zuercherr  ested clarification of the ord “or” used i the prop sed
mendments, which sta e: Inaddton the repacem tfence sha be of the sa

materials as the existing nce_or othe materias per itted in §153.079." Th'si ‘cates
that there 's an option  replacing a chain link fe e with a chain link fenc  However,
the ‘ntent s that if th entire fence is being rep ced, 't cannot be replace wth the
prevo smatera tisno ongerpermited current Code Onyfor repa'rcanthe
same materials  used.
Ms. Reader a eed that the anguage d s nd'cate that an existn chain ‘nk fence
coudbere cedwit anotherfence t esame materalorwit different matenas.
Toensure atafullrepacementfe eisconstructedonyof terials permitted by
current ode the language wilne to be revised

Ms aay stated that, typicaly hen a certain percenta  of a structure is being
re odeled, comp ‘ance with urrent Codeisrequ’ ed.  oudn't this anguage
percentage requirement? Otherw se, it would be p  sible to replace an entir
napecemealfas ona continue to use the ex' ng materials.
Mr. Foeg er responde hat s the me hodthath typ'ca y been used to reflace non
conormngfences ~ the same non-conform’ g materials - by rep acing’/a sec ion at
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The Sky's the L'mit.” T ose words above he shagfrock  he cloud have no
been used ocreatet econom’c deve opment

e e were no furtherq sto s.

Voteonthe Ordna . Ms. Salay yes; Mr Legklider yes; Mr. Gerber ye
Mayor Boring, ye ~ ayor Chinn ci-Zuercher, fes, Mr Reiner, yes; Mr
Mayor Chinni -Zuercher wished Mr. Slap€ the best of | ck wit t egfo ect. City
Counci oo forward to working w'th b

M. Sl e stated that he appreciatg$ the confidence that City @ounc has placed in

hm 30 years of developing rgal estate, he has never wgfked with a Iner group o

pe e, particular y Mr. McDapfe , Ms Grigsby and Mr. S . He expressed s
anks to all

INTRODUCTIO /FIRST READING - ORD NANCES
Ordinance 08-09
Accepting the Annexation of 39.8 Acres, More or Less in the Township of
Jerome, Un on County to the City of Dubli . (Pettioner Celt c Capital, LLC)
Mr. Lecklider ntroduced the ordinance
Mr. Smith stated t e app icant requests the second reading/public hearing o this
leg slation be postponed to the April 20 Council meetng The property owner requ res
additional time to resolve an issue regarding reparations to Jerome Township.
Mr. Gunderman stated that a substantial port on of this land consists of the right-of-
way along Hyland-Croy Road. This characteristic makes it different than previous
annexations. The vacant and of 30 acres i1s on the west side of he road. The
remainder is the full right-of-way of Hyland-Croy Road from just north of the Glacier
Ridge oundabout to an area just south of Brand Road This Regu ar annexation has
required a substantial number of s'gnatures to be obtained on the petiton Upon
acceptance, the City will request an ad'ustment of the township boundaries to place

s and in Wash ngton Township. The annexat on petition as been approved by
Un on County Commiss oners and by the City of Columbus pursuant to Dub n's util ty
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 ‘nquired f the pre-annexation agreement contemp ates that this area w |
receive fire and emergency serv ces from Wash ngton Township

Mr. Sm'th confirmed that it does. At the Union County annexat'on hear g, Jerome
Townsh p testified that they would not object to Wash ngton Townsh p serving th's
property.

Mr. Keenan ‘nquired how the eparat ons wou d ‘mpact the s’ ge-fam y omeowne s
aong this roadway.

Mr Gunderman stated that the sing e-family homeowners s gned the pet tion, but they
wi not be impacted by the reparations. The reparations will involve only the 30-acre
undeve oped s te.

Mr. Keenan nquired if the standard reparation payment would be based on the use of
the a d.

Mr. Gu derman responded that ~ wou d be determ ed by the valuation of he property
at that t me.

Mr Keenan inquire what the benefits are to Dub in of annexing t e nght-of-way a ong
Hyland-Croy.

Mr. ammersmith responded that he d scuss’ons were nit'ated with the previous
Un'on County eng nee , Steve Sto te. The C'ty of Dublin has been responsible for all
the improvements a ong the roadway, such as the construction of the Hyland-Croy
rou dabout at G ac’er Ridge Metro Park and G ac er Ridge Bou evard Dublin is best
su'te to ma'ntain that piece of roadway, which predominantly serves Dublin residents
over and above res'dents of Un'on County. The City will also then ave jurisdict'on
over access to he roadway a d wi be better able to regu ate t hrough future

deve opment
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Mr Reiner inqu red if Dublin has been mainta ning it.

Mr Hammersm th responded that the City has been ma'ntain’'ng the roundabout under
aver a agreement with Union County. Dublin does the mow ng and snow plowing It
s an over ap area between Union County and the Cty of Dub n.

M . Reiner summarzed that the Dublin res'dents wi | then have a better qua ity of

serv ce w th Dub n s maintenance of this area.

Mr Gerber moved to postpone the second read ng/public hearing until the April 20"
Co ci meeting

Mr Keenan seconded the mot'on

Vote on the motton Mr Reiner, yes, Mr Kee an yes' V ce Mayor Boring yes, Mayor
Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. Leckl'der yes; Mr. Gerber, yes; Ms. Saay yes

nter into a Pre-Annex on Agreement
Parties to Annex Cert  Real Property Locat

y Kevin and Jocelyn llins.

t to City Counc poicyt annex rema ning is ands

ree suchisandsw'thn rome Townshiptobea exed
The and is owned by a gihg e fam y homeowner  onsistent with the previo s two
township ‘'sland areas Annexed to the City ana exation fee waiver is r sted.

There w'l be a segbnd read'ng/publ c hearin oft e ord” ance atthe rch 6

nt (S-25) to he Code of rdinancesfo t e

‘th stated that is house epnglegsato , which curs twce a year, to
rporate recent y approve egislat on nto the Cty's dified ord'nances.

r. Gerber moved od'sp se with the seco d eadi /pub'chear g

r. Keenan seconded th motion.

Vote on _he motion Vi Mayor Boring, yes; Mr eenan, yes Mr. Rener, s;Ms
Saay, yes, Mr. Gerb  yes; Mr. Lecklider, yes, ayor Chinn'ci Zuercher, es.
Voteont e Ordi  ce: M. Lecklider, yes: M . Keenan, yes, V'ce Mayo oring yes
Ms. Sa ay, yes; Reiner, yes; Mayor Ch  ic-Zuerche , yes, Mr G  er, yes

INTRODUCT N/PUBLIC HEARING - SOLUTIONS
Resolutio  4-09
Autho ° ° g the City Manager to  ter into Memorandum  f Understanding with
the Fr  klin County Board of E ctions for Use of Muni ° al Property in the
Adm’ istration of Public Elec ons.
Ms aay ntroduced the eg ton.
Ott stated that this eg” tion wil formalize a on ng arrangement w'th th

ank n County Board of ections to provide space C'ty fac ties to serve agpol g
locatons.
Vote on the Resoluto  Mayor Ch nnici-Zuerch  yes, Mr. Keenan yes; Reiner
yes V'ce Mayor Bo ' g, yes Mr Lecklider, ye , Mr Gerber, yes' Ms Sajdy, yes.

Resolution 06
Appointing a ity Representativetot Board of Trustees of tie Central Ohio
Transit Au ority.
Mr. Keen introduced the resouto .
Mr. Mc niel stated that beginn'n n Ap ~ the City of Dubl n/will have a sea ont e
COT  oard of Trustees. At Co ci's February 2™ meetng, Council requested t at
sa orkwththe Dublin Cha erto seek someone n tfe community to represen
h City in this capacity. Th  ublin Chamber and s afffrecommend that City Coyfic
point Scott Wh'te Presi nt and CEO of Interstat






