Office of the City Manager

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

Memo

To: Members of Dublin City Council
From: Marsha I. Grigsby, City Manager /7/7)%6
Date: December 31, 2014

Initiated By: Steve Langworthy, Director of Land Use and Long Range Planning
Marie Downie, Planner

Re: Final Plat — Deer Run , Section 1

Summary

This is a request for review and approval of a final plat for 37 single-family lots within Subarea C,
Cortona of the Deer Run Planned Unit Development. The 17.544-acre site is east of Dublin Road
and north of Memorial Drive.

Background

The Deer Run rezoning/preliminary development plan was recommended for approval by the
Planning and Zoning Commission on February 3, 2011 and approved by City Council on March 28,
2011. Subarea C is the first portion of the development to be reviewed for a final development
plan/final plat. The Planning and Zoning Commission approved the final plat at the November 6,
2014 meeting and approved the final development plan at the December 4, 2014 meeting.

Description

The proposed final plat has 37 single-family lots to be developed as Cluster Lots, as described by
the Deer Run PUD development text. Cluster Lots have minimum build zone requirements that
create a compact, village-like feel. The proposal includes 7.304 acres of open space within
Reserves. Reserves A, B, C, F and G are proposed as landscape islands throughout the site.
Reserves D and E are along the south, east and west boundaries as Tree Preservation Zones. Sapri
Boulevard is the entrance to the Subarea from Memorial Drive. The lots are served by private drive
easements; Pesaro Way extends from east to west and connects to Sapri Boulevard to the south
and Lucera Loop to the north.

All proposed lots meet the development requirements outlined in the approved development text
with the exception of lots 19 and 33. A minor text modification was approved by the Planning and
Zoning Commission at its December 4, 2014 meeting to permit these lots to have one lot line each
that is smaller than the 120-foot depth requirement specified in the development text.

Recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission

Final Plat
The Commission reviewed and recommended approval to City Council of the final plat at the
November 6, 2014 meeting with one condition:

1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior
to City Council submission.
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This condition has been addressed with this submission.

Final Development Plan/Minor Text Modification
The Planning and Zoning Commission approved the final development plan at the December 4,
2014 meeting, with a minor text modification, and the 5 conditions below:

Minor Text Modification
To permit Lots 19 and 33 to have lot dimensions as shown in the Final Development Plan, smaller
than the 120 foot lot depth required by the development text.

Final Development Plan Conditions

1) Lots 1-8, 11-13, 18-20, 29-37 provide additional architectural details, as outlined in the
development text;

2) All fagades that are visible or oriented towards a private drive on lots 1, 12, 19, 33 and 37 be
required to have a minimum of 40% brick or stone as well as additional architectural detailing;

3) The houses for lots 19 and 33 be located as close as possible to the front of the build zone;

4) Homes with smaller footprints must be used on lots 19 and 33 to provide for adequate outdoor
space; and

5) The tree replacement fee in lieu of $27,350 shall be paid in full prior to issuing building
permits.

These conditions will be monitored with the building permit reviews.

Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the Final Plat for Deer Run, Section 1 at the January 5, 2015 City
Council meeting.
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION APPLICATI

{Code Sechion 153232

i PLEASE CHECK THE TYPE OF APPLICATION:

informal Review 71 Einal Plat
{Section 152.088)

Conditional Use
{Bection 153.238)

Concept Plan
{Section 183.088(A1Y

I T I I

Prefiminary Development Plan ! Rezoning L] coridor Development District {C0D)
{Section 153053} {Bection 153,115}

7] Finat Developmant Flan Corridor Development District {CDD) Sign
{Section 183.083{E}) {Boction 153,115}

(7 Amended Final Development Plan [ | Minor Subdivision
(Saection 153.053(E))

[ standard District Hezoning ] Right-of-Way Encroachment
{Saction 153.0418)

U] prafiminary Rlat ] oher (Please Spesify)

{Gection 1532.015)

Flease utilize the applicable Supplemental Applicalion Reguirements sheet for
additional submittal reguirements that will need 1o accompany this application form.

H PROPERTY INFORMATION: This section must bo comploted.

Proparty Address{es): Dublin Road, Dublin, OH 43017 and Memorial Drive, Dublin, OH 43017

Tax [DParcel Numberfsl Farced Sizels) {Acres)h:

Frankiin County Parcel #273-1054 17.660 acres per requested ot split
Delaware County Parcel #600-433-07-017-000

Existing Land Use/Uavelopment: R.1 Restricted Suburban Residential and PUD

IFAPPLICABLE, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING,

Proposed Land Use/Develepment: PUD with Final Development Plan for Subarea "C" single family cluster housing.

Total acres affectsd by application: 17 .660

., CURRENT PROPERTY OWNERIS): sivase stiach additional shasis if nesded,

Hame {Individual or Organizetion) Wasatch Partners LLC

330W.,. Spring Street, Calumbus, OH 43215

Malling Address: .
. Yoo
(Strest, Gity, State, Zip Code) Suik Mo

Daytime Tolephane: Please contact representative A

Emalf ar Altermate Conlaot Information:
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. APPLICANT(S}: This is the person(s} who is submitting the application if differgnt than the property ewner(s) listad i part HI.
Please complete if applicable.

Hame: Yince Romanelli, Romanelli & Hughes Building Co. Applicant is also proparty owner: yos ] nolv]

Organization (Qwner, Developer, Contraclor, ete.); Developer

Mailing Address: 148 W. Schrock Rd., Westerville, OH 43081
{Street, Clty, State, Zip Cade)

Daytime Telephone: 614-891-2042 Fux: 614-881-2045

Emall or Altarnate Contact Information: rh-homes.com

V. REPRESENTATIVE(S) OF APPLICANT / PROPERTY OWNER: This ia the person{s) who is submilting the application

on behalt of the applicant listed in part IV or property owner listed in part lll. Please complete if applicable.

Nama: Michael L. Close, Esq. and Thomas L. Hart, Esq.

Organizatlon {Owner, Develaper, Contractor, etc.): 158ac Wiles Burkholder & Teetor LLC

Malling Address:

(Street, City, State, Zip Gode) Two Miranova Place, Ste. 700, Columbus, OH 43215

Daytime Tetephone: 614-221-2121 Fax: 614-365-8516

Emall or Alternate Contact Infonnation; Mclose@isaacwiles.com; thart@isaacwiles.com

VI AUTHORIZATION FOR DWNER’S APPLICANT or REPRESENTATIVE(S): If the applicant Is not the property swner,

this sectlon musi be completed and notarized.

Toters
 Robert D. Walter/George Bennett for Wasatch LLC

, the owner, hereby authorize

Michael L. Close/Vince Romanelli to act as my applicant ar

represeritative(s) in all matlers pertaining to the processing and approval of this application, Including modifying the project. | agree
to be bound by all representations and agreements made by the destgnated representative,

— }
Signature of Currant Property Dwner; ( l__L E j: ' \\ V‘& b@,.\e_¥ Da“"é—l’(}.;q

AL
A & ] Ki ;’l,

|:[ Check this box if the Authorization for Owner's Applcant or Raprase\wtatlve(s] i5 altached

Subscribed and sworn hefore me this _¢ 1\ day of s , 20 14
Stata of OHIO

County of F\.’au \:"\ M Motary Public

T AT AR
‘v ,"' 0@.\"
Vil AUThORIZATION TO VISIT THE PROPERTY: Site visits to the property by City represar’ﬂﬁy,o gf@\ﬁgsanrjal to process this

appiication. The Owner/Applicant, as notad below, hereby authorizas City representatives to visit, photograph and post a notice on the
property describad in this application.

V‘\'\v‘d
i Robert D. Walter/George Bennett for Wasatch Rraperias LLC K. the owner or authorized reprasentative, hereby
authorize City representatives to visit, photograph and post a notice on the property described in this application,

A\
Signatura of applicant or authorized representative: é U‘ pp‘ \t Date: {<74_
ol 3 n ; 12 {ule b 24 ™
e \-
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VIIL UTILITY DISCLAIMER: The OwnerlApplicant acknowledges the approval of this request far review by the Dublin Planning and
Zoning Commisgion and/or Dublin City Council dees not constitute a guarantes or binding commitment that the City of Dublin wili be able
to provide essential services such as water and sewer facilities when needad by said OwnerfApplicant,

Cortars
| Robert D. Walter/George Bennett for Wasatch Preperties, LLC , the owner or authorized representative.

acknawledge that approval of this request dooes not constitute a guarantee or binding commitment that the City of Dublin will be able ta
provide essential servicas such as watar and sewer facilitles whan needed by said Owner/Applicant.

o ey
Y
51 f ] horized tive: . :
gnatura of applicant or authorized representa ve( flL‘ M\\: U‘C&Ql&{':} l Date 5_2\’,_\‘/\('

IX. APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT: This section must he completad and notarized.

1 Vince Romanelli for Romanelli and Hughes Building Co. . the owner or authorized reprosentative, have

read and understand the contents of this application. The information confained in this application, attachod exhibits and other
information submitted Is complete and in all respects trua and corract, to the bast of my knowledge and belief.

L
Signature of applicant or authorized representative: // W Date: / /%
lecee /f’/ﬂz% /&: ?Cf /%

Subscribed and sworn to bofore ma this & day of June B, 20 2014
State of CHIC

=
County of ch\.S\_,U Ly Natary Publls

\\\‘Kﬁfﬁ‘ (4

L S ’I,,

KAREN JENKINS
Notary Pubiic
State of Chio
Mv Comrn Exp 11 16-2017

Amount Recelved: Agpplication Na: P&Z Date(s}): P&Z Action:
Receipt No: WMap Zone: Date Recelved: Received By:
City Council (First Reading): City Councll (Second Reading):

City Councit Actiomn: Ordinance Number:

Type of Reguest:

N, 8, E, W [Circle) Side of:

N, §, E, W (Circle) Side of Nearest intersection:

Distance from Mearest Intersection:

Existing Zoning District: Requested Zoning District:
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(Franklin County),

DESCRIPTION OF A 17.660 ACRES TRACT
As shown on the plat recorded in Volume 14, Page 160
Of the SURVEY RECORDS of the DELAWARE COUNTY ENGINEER
As found in the DELAWARE COUNTY MAP DEPARTMENT

DELAWARE COUNTY, OHIO

Situated in the State of Ohio, Counties of Delaware and Franklin, City of Dublin, in Virginia
Military Survey Numbers 2544 and 2545, being comprised of a part of each of those tracts of land
conveyed to Wasatch Partners, LLC by deeds of record in Instrument Number 200205150122379
Official Record 203, Page 500 (Delaware County), Instrument Number
200404230091671 (Franklin County) and Official Record 494, Page 2604 (Delaware County) and more

particularly bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at a %" iron pin with cap stamped “M-E 6872” found at the intersection of the easterly
right of way line of Dublin-Bellepoint Road (State Route 745) and the northerly right of way line of

Memorial Drive;

elaware County Engineer

RPC Approval Required

DCE]SCRlPTION FOR CLOSING ONLY
(O Municipal Approval Required

= -/Su’ﬁ\

thence with said easterly right-of-way line the following courses and distances:

North 03°28'35" West, a distance of 178.96 feet to an iron pin set;

North 52°3828" West, a distance of 86.02 feet to an iron pin set; and

North 16°56'56" West, a distance of 196.91 feet to an iron pin set;

thence crossing said Wasatch Partners, LLC tracts the following courses and distances:

North 73°03'04" East, a distance of 139.10 feet to an iron pin set;
North 34°14'40" East, a distance of 81.94 feet to an iron pin set;
North 59°08'57" East, a distance of 81.94 feet to an iron pin set;
North 84°03'14" East, a distance of 81.94 feet to an iron pin set;
South 65°30'25" East, a distance of 152.06 feet to an iron pin set;
North 18°33'49" East, a distance of 25.72 feet to an iron pin set;
North 35°33'39" East, a distance of 61.39 feet to an iron pin set;
North 54°54'16" East, a distance of 60.45 feet to an iron pin set;
North 72°45'34" East, a distance of 100.70 feet to an iron pin set;
North 80°0122" East, a distance of 74.77 feet to an iron pin set;
South 88°54'57" East, a distance of 61.09 feet to-an iron pin set;
South 74°52'46" East, a distance of 61.09 feet to an iron pin set;
South 60°50'36" East, a distance of 61.09 feet to an iron pin set;
South 46°48'25" East, a distance of 61.09 feet to an iron pin set;
South 80°04'28" East, a distance of 15.99 feet to an iron pin set;
North 66°42'58" East, a distance of 83.85 feet to an iron pin set;
North 85°05'34" East, a distance of 71.37 feet to an iron pin set;

South 74°21'04" East, a distance of 60.94 feet to an iron pin set;

North 00°45'15" East, a distance of 176.56 feet to an iron pin set; and




17.660 ACRES
i

South 89°14'45" East, a distance of 187.57 feet to an iron pin set in the westerly line of that
12.000 acre tract conveyed to City of Dublin, Ohio by deeds of record in Instrument Number
199710100117335 (Franklin County) and Deed Book 630, Page 341 (Delaware County), at the northerly
corner of that 0.600 acre tract conveyed to City of Dublin, Ohio by deeds of record in Instrument Number
201010010129163 (Franklin County) and Official Record 997, Page 498 (Delaware County);

thence South 12°21'30" East, with the westerly line of said 0.600 acre tract, a distance of 547.31
feet to a 3/4 inch iron pin with cap stamped “6579” found at a corner thereof, in a northerly line of said
12.000 acre tract;

thence South 59°16'18" West, with said northerly line, a distance of 312.12 feet to a 3/4 inch iron
pin with cap stamped “M-E 6872” found at a corner thereof;

thence South 12°17'22" West, with a westerly line of said 12.000 acre tract, a distance of 121.90
feet to an iron pin set at the northeasterly terminus of the right of way of said Memorial Drive;

thence with the northerly right of way line of said Memorial Drive the following courses and
distances:

North 77°34'32" West, a distance of 504.49 feet to an iron pin set at a point of curvature to the
left;

with the arc of said curve, having a central angle of 29°27'54", a radius of 765.00 feet, an arc

length of 393.41 feet, a chord bearing and distance of South 87°3827" West, 389.09 feet to an iron pin
set; and :

South 72°54'31" West, a distance of 175.52 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, containing
17.660 acres of land, more or less, of which 9.903 acres falls within Franklin County, and 7.757 acres
falls within Delaware County

Subject, however, to all legal rights-of-way and/or easements, if any, of previous record.

Iron pins set, where indicated, are iron pipes, thirteen sixteenths (13/16) inch inside

diameter, thirty (30) inches long with a plastic plug placed in the top bearing the initials EMHT
INC.

Bearings described herein are based on the Ohio State Plane Coordinate System South
Zone, NADS3 (2011). Said bearings originated from a field traverse which was tied
(referenced) to said coordinate system by GPS observations of Franklin County Engineering
Department monuments MCNEAL and 04-0088.

EVANS, MECHWART, HAMBLETON & TILTON, INC.

W 4k i Y

Matthew A. Kirk Date
Registered Surveyor No. 7865

MAK:td
17_660 ac. 20140720-VS-BNDY-01
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Situated in the State of Ohio, Counties of Delaware and Franklin, City of Dublin, in Virginia
Military Survey Numbers 2544 and 2545, being comprised of a part of each of those tracts of land
conveyed to Wasatch Partners, LLC by deeds of record in Instrument Number 200205150122379
(Franklin County), Official Record 203, Page 500 (Delaware County), Instrument Number
200404230091671 (Franklin County) and Official Record 494, Page 2604 (Delaware County) and more
particularly bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at a %” iron pin with cap stamped “M-E 6872 found at the intersection of the easterly
right of way line of Dublin-Bellepoint Road (State Route 745) and the northerly right of way line of
Memorial Drive;

thence with said easterly right-of-way line the following courses and distances:

North 03°28'35" West, a distance of 178.96 feet to an iron pin set;

North 52°38'28" West, a distance of 86.02 feet to an iron pin set; and

North 16°56'56" West, a distance of 196.91 feet to an iron pin set;

thence crossing said Wasatch Partners, LLC tracts the following courses and distances:

North 73°03'04" East, a distance of 139.10 feet to an iron pin set;

North 34°14'40" East, a distance of 81.94 feet to an iron pin set;

North 59°08'57" East, a distance of 81.94 feet to an iron pin set;

North 84°03'14" East, a distance of 81.94 feet to an iron pin set;

South 65°30"25" East, a distance of 152.06 feet to an iron pin set;

North 18°33'49" East, a distance of 25.72 feet to an iron pin set;

North 35°33'39" East, a distance of 61.39 feet to an iron pin set;

North 54°54'16" East, a distance of 60.45 feet to an iron pin set;

North 72°45'34" East, a distance of 100.70 feet to an iron pin set;

North 80°01'22" East, a distance of 74.77 feet to an iron pin set;

South 88°54'57" East, a distance of 61.09 feet to an iron pin set;

South 74°52'46" East, a distance of 61.09 feet to an iron pin set;

South 60°50'36" East, a distance of 61.09 feet to an iron pin set;

South 46°4825" East, a distance of 61.09 feet to an iron pin set;

South 80°04'28" East, a distance of 15.99 feet to an iron pin set;

North 66°42'58" East, a distance of 83.85 feet to an iron pin set;

North 85°05'34" East, a distance of 71.37 feet to an iron pin set;

South 74°21'04" East, a distance of 60.94 feet to an iron pin set;

North 00°45'15™ East, a distance of 176.56 feet to an iron pin set; and

South 89°14'45" East, a distance of 187.57 feet to an iron pin set in the westerly line of that

12.000 acre tract conveyed to City of Dublin, Ohio by deeds of record in Instrument Number
199710100117335 (Franklin County) and Deed Book 630, Page 341 (Delaware County), at the northerly
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corner of that 0.600 acre tract conveyed to City of Dublin, Ohio by deeds of record in Instrument Number
201010010129163 (Franklin County) and Official Record 997, Page 498 (Delaware County);

thence South 12°21'30" East, with the westerly line of said 0.600 acre tract, a distance of 547.31
feet to a 3/4 inch iron pin with cap stamped “6579” found at a comer thereof, in a northerly line of said
12.000 acre tract;

thence South 59°16'18" West, with said northerly line, a distance of 312.12 feet to a 3/4 inch iron
pin with cap stamped “M-E 6872 found at a corner thereof;

thence South 12°17'22" West, with a westerly line of said 12.000 acre tract, a distance of 121.90
feet to an iron pin set at the northeasterly terminus of the right of way of said Memorial Drive;

thence with the northerly right of way line of said Memorial Drive the following courses and
distances:

North 77°34'32" West, a distance of 504.49 feet to an iron pin set at a point of curvature to the
left;

with the arc of said curve, having a central angle of 29°27'54", a radius of 765.00 feet, an arc
length of 393.41 feet, a chord bearing and distance of South 87°3827" West, 389.09 feet to an iron pin
set; and

South 72°54'31" West, a distance of 175.52 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, containing
17.660 acres of land, more or less, of which 9.903 acres falls within Franklin County, and 7.757 acres
falls within Delaware County

Subject, however, to all legal rights-of-way and/or easements, if any, of previous record.

Iron pins set, where indicated, are iron pipes, thirteen sixteenths (13/16) inch inside
diameter, thirty (30) inches long with a plastic plug placed in the top bearing the initials EMHT
INC.

Bearings described herein are based on the Ohio State Plane Coordinate System South
Zone, NAD83 (2011). Said bearings originated from a field traverse which was tied
(referenced) to said coordinate system by GPS observations of Franklin County Engineering
Department monuments MCNEAL and 04-0088.

EVANS, MECHWART, HAMBLETON & TILTON, INC.
O\ . ek 4y

Matthew A. Kirk Date
Registered Surveyor No. 7865

MAK:td
17_660 ac. 20140720-VS-BNDY-01
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EXHIBIT A
Subject Properties:

1. #600-433-07-017-000 — Delaware County
Dublin Road
Wasatch Partners LLC
330 W. Spring Street
Columbus, OH 43215

2. #273-1054 — Franklin County
Memorial Drive
Wasatch Partners LLC
330 W. Spring Street
Columbus, OH 43215

A. Delaware County Adjacent Parcel Owners

1. #60043401015000
5000 Deer Run Drive
Deer Run Associates LLC
330 W. Spring Street
Columbus, OH 43215

2. #60043307012000
14/673 ac. Dublin Road
Deer Run Land LLC
330 W. Spring Street, Ste. 400
Columbus, OH 43215

3. #60043307017001
8.265 ac. Dublin Road
City of Dublin, OH
5200 Emerald Parkway
Dublin, OH 43017

4. #60043306001000
1.125 ac. Reserve Drive
The Reserve Association
8509 Stonechat Loop
Dublin, OH 43017



5. #60043307017003
0.372 ac. Dublin Road
City of Dublin, OH
5200 Emerald Parkway
Dublin, OH 43017

6. #60043307017005
0.52300 Dublin Road
City of Dublin, OH
5200 Emerald Parkway
Dublin, OH 43017

B. Franklin County Adjacent Parcel Owners

1. #273-12350
Memorial Drive
City of Dublin OH
5200 Emerald Parkway
Dublin, OH 43017

2. #273-9382
Bellepoint Road
City of Dublin OH
5200 Emerald Parkway
Dublin, OH 43017

3. #273-10588
North Amberleigh
Amberleigh North Community Association
c/o Case Bowen Company
6255 Corporate Center Dr.
Dublin, OH 43016

4. #273-10587
4871 Vista Ridge Drive
City of Dublin
5200 Emerald Parkway
Dublin, OH 43017



5. #273-10589
8405 N. Autumnwood Way
Amberleigh North Community Association
c/o Case Bowen Company
6255 Corporate Center Dr.
Dublin, OH 43016

6. #273-10586
8388 Somerset Way
Kevin & Karen O’Connor
8388 Somerset Way
Dublin, OH 43017

7. #273-1381
8438 Tibbermore Court
Scott P & Marybeth Peters
8438 Tibbermore Court
Dublin, OH 43017

8. #273-4782
5125 Chaffinch Court
Ryan J. & Erin R. Arens
5125 Chaffinch Court
Dublin, OH 43017

9. #273-1383
8410 Tibbermore Court
Jeffrey A. & Paula A. Cerny
8410 Tibbermore Court
Dublin, OH 43017

10.#273-1403
Memorial Drive
Muirfield Association Inc.
c/o Sue Leonard
8372 Muirfield Drive
Dublin, OH 43017

11.#273-449
8351 Dub Bellepoint Road



MacDonald P & Cheryl A Wick
8351 Dublin Road
Dublin, OH 43017

12.#273-10580
4680 Vista Ridge Drive
Romi & Hema M. Bhasin
4680 Vista Ridge Drive
Dublin, OH 43017

2651384.1: 05523 00001



DEER RUN (SUBAREA C) FINAL DEVEL.OPMENT PLAN APPLICATION

4. FINAL/AMENDED FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN STATEMENT

A. Explain the proposed develop and how the proposal relates to existing
development in the vicinity.

The Applicant proposes to develop subarea C, roughly 17.660+/- acres out of the
Deer Run Planned Unit Development. The Deer Run PUD totals approximately 51.7
acres and was approved by Dublin City Council under Ordinance 11-11 on March 28,
2011. Deer Run is comprised of two additional sections outside of the subject subarea,
both featuring estate lots. Subarea C is the southern-most portion of the PUD and is an
architecturally significant, single-family cluster community with 37 homes and a large
percentage of open space. Subarea C homes will meet the standards of the
architectural design guidelines adopted as part of the PUD text, which are based on a
European-style village theme. Overall open space is 7.287+/- acres, much of it
wooded, including significant areas to buffer the homes from Memorial Drive to the
south and Dublin Road to the east. A boulevard entry is proposed off Memorial Drive
and is lined up with the existing street to the south. (Autumnwood Way — Amberleigh).
Green common area islands are planned for internal streets servicing the homes. With
the proposed balance of natural feature preservation, low-development intensity, and
clustering of buildings in a specific area, the plan can be appropriately characterized as
conservation development.

Relationship to Existing Land Use Character of the Vicinity: The proposed plan is
consistent with medium and low density single-family residential development to the
north, west and south. The majority of the property making up proposed Subarea C,
south of the ravine was previously zoned as part of the Amberleigh North Subdivsion
(phases 4 and 5). That previous zoning called for 63 cluster condominiums in 3 and 4
unit buildings in phase 5 on 15.32 acres and 11 single-family lots in phase 4 of the
Amberleigh North Plan. (Z96-002) This plan called for empty-nester housing with
architectural quality consistent with such projects as Weatherstone and The Mews.
Currently, this portion of the site is undeveloped, with significant existing woods.

The approved single-family cluster housing development in Subarea C represents a
less intense plan for the southernmost area with 37 cluster homes and approximately 41
percent open space replacing 63 condominium units and 11 single-family homes.



B. Relationship to Dublin Community Plan and the Approved Development Plan
and the Nature and Location of any proposed Modification from the Preliminary
Development Plan Standards

The 2007 Dublin Community plan marks the site as future "Residential Low Density”
which is made up of a density of 0.5 to 1 units per acre. This would allow up to 51
units. The approved PUD allows of 46 units on 51.7 acres and yields 0.9 units per acre,
when all three subareas are considered. This low density is provided with significant
open space, natural features and tree preservation.

The proposed development seeks to protect the site’'s unique land characteristics,
including the ravine between Subareas A and B and existing woods. Through such
preservation, and by concentrating most building in Subarea C, along with limiting the
ravine area to large, estate lot development, the proposal meets the Community Plan's
definition of “Residential Low Density". The resulting balance of protecting natural and
sensitive areas, while configuring buildings and integrating development in harmony
with the existing character of the land, is expected to create opportunities for
outstanding living environments, and is consistent with the surrounding lower density
development pattern.

Moadification from Preliminary Development Plan Standards: There are no substantial
changes.

C. Explain how the proposed final development meets the review criteria for Final
Development Plan approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission [Code
Section 153.055(B)].

1. The plan conforms in all pertinent respects to the approved preliminary
development plan provided however, that the Planning and Zoning
Commission may authorize plans as specified in section 153.053( E }{4);

The Final Development Plan substantially conforms to the Preliminary
Development Plan and the conditions approved with the Preliminary
Development Plan approval.

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

The site is limited to one vehicular access point with a boulevard entrance to
safely divide traffic. Security gates for each drive lane are triggered by an
automatic sensar, permitting 24-hour emergency access and approved by



Washington Township. The entrance is lined up with the existing Autumnwood
Way intersection. The relatively small number of dwelling units will not
significantly impact public roads. Internal streets are private and to be
maintained by the homeowner's association. Parallel parking is provided on the
inside of Lucera Loop and Pesaro Way.

Council members did not find an internal sidewalk necessary given the proposed
character of this development and the preliminary development plan/PUD text did
not provide for sidewalks. A four foot wide pedestrian path connection is made to
the future City park as depicted on the final engineering plan.

3. The development has adequate public services and open spaces;

Public services are adequate as depicted in attached plans. Homes are
clustered in order to protect trees, existing topography, create perimeter buffering
and set aside over 7 acres of open space, much of it wooded. This amounts to
conservation style development, with over 41 percent open space for this section
of the development.

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

See number 3 above. Much of the planned land development for the PUD is
located in this subarea of the site. This reflects the preliminary development plan
goal of protecting natural ravines and other sensitive areas in the other two
subareas. The clustering of the homes in subarea C is intended to group them
within a buffer of existing vegetation.

In addition, due to the large number of trees on this site, Dublin City Council
adopted specific tree survey, replacement and preservation regulations for this
development that are found in Section VI (A) through (E), pages 21 and 22 of the
PUD text. A copy of the required tree survey is provided, along with the required
preservation and replacement guidelines. Setbacks and buffers further protect
outstanding natural areas.

5. The development provides adequate lighting for safe and convenient use
of the sftreets, walkways, driveways, and parking areas without
unnecessary spilling or emitting light onto adjacent properties or the
general vicinity.



See lighting exhibits in accordance with development text requirements. Lighting
has been provided on the top of the entry columns as an aesthetic accent
lighting mirroring the existing access to the property on Dublin Road.

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

See graphics and signage plan and exhibits.

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

See landscaping plans, tree survey and tree preservation text language.

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

Adequate provision is made for storm water drainage through a combination of
strategies, such as permeable pavement strips, overland percolation and
discharge, and the installation of storm structures. See plans attached.

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

The applicant believes this criteria will be met. Development of the subject
subarea of this application will be done in a manner consistent with the
preliminary development plan in effect for the other two subareas.

10.And, the Commission believes the project to be in compliance with all other
local, state, and federal laws and regulations.

This is to be determined by the Planning and Zoning Commission, but the
applicant believes this criteria will be met.



D. For an amended final development plan, explain how the proposal is different
from the approved final development plan.

N/A

E. Explain how the proposal is consistent or inconsistent with the development
text for the Planned District.

The proposal’s themed architectural style and quality level, clustering of housing in
order to preserve natural features, buffers and mature tree areas are all consistent with
the commitments of the PUD development text. The multi-decade history of success
and the outstanding reputation of the chosen developer mean the built environment will
meet the promise of the preliminary plans and create an outstanding community. There
are no substantial inconsistencies between the development text and the final
development plan as proposed.

H2646050v1
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Situated in the State of Ohio, Counties of Franklin and Delaware, City of Dublin and
in Virginia Military Survey Numbers 2545 (17.544 Acres) and 2544 (0.116 Acre),
containing 17.660 acres of land, more or less, said 17.660 acres being comprised of a part
of each of those tracts of land conveyed to WASATCH PARTNERS, LLC by deeds of
record in Instrument Numbers 200205150122379 (Franklin County) and
200404230091671 (Franklin County), Official Record 203, Page 500 (Delaware County)
and Official Record 494, Page 2604 (Delaware County), all references being to those of
record in the Recorder's Office, Franklin and Delaware Counties, Ohio.

The undersigned, WASATCH PARTNERS, LLC, an Ohio limited liability
company, by ROBERT WALTER, President, owner of the lands platted herein, duly
authorized in the premises, does hereby certify that this plat correctly represents its
“DEER RUN SECTION 1%, a subdivision containing Lots numbered 1 to 37, both
inclusive, and areas designated as Reserve "A", Reserve "B", Reserve "C", Reserve "D",
Reserve "E", Reserve "F", Reserve "G" and Reserve "H" are hereby accepts this plat of
same.

The undersigned further agrees that any use or improvements on this land shall be in
conformity with all existing valid zoning, platting, health or other lawful rules and
regulations, including applicable off-street parking and loading requirements of the City
of Dublin, Ohio, for the benefit of itself and all other subsequent owners or assigns taking
title from, under or through the undersigned.

Easements are hereby reserved in, over and under areas designated on this plat as
"Easement," "Drainage Easement," or Reserve "H". FEach of the aforementioned
designated easements permit the construction, operation, and maintenance of all public
and quasi public utilities above, beneath, and on the surface of the ground and, where
necessary, are for the construction, operation, and maintenance of service connections to
all adjacent lots and lands and for storm water drainage. Within those areas designated
"Drainage Easement" on this plat, an additional easement is hereby reserved for the
purpose of constructing, operating and maintaining major storm water drainage swales
and/or other above ground storm water drainage facilities. No above grade structures,
dams or other obstructions to the flow of storm water runoff are permitted within
Drainage Easement areas as delineated on this plat unless approved by the Dublin City
Engineer. Within said Reserve "H", a non-exclusive easement is hereby granted to the
City of Dublin and other Governmental Employees for use in the course of providing
Police, Fire, Medical or other Governmental services to Lots and Lands adjacent to said
Reserve. Easement areas shown hereon outside of the platted area are within lands owned
by the undersigned and easements are hereby reserved therein for the uses and purposes
expressed herein.

Easements are hereby reserved in, over and under areas designated on this plat as
“Private Utility Easement” (PUE) for the construction, operation and maintenance of
storm water runoff drains, facilities and mainline waterline facilities. Such facilities shall
be owned and maintained by a master association for the Deer Run development. Said
facilities will not be dedicated to the City of Dublin and the City of Dublin will not be
responsible for the maintenance of said facilities.

Wasatch Partners, LLC, in recording of this plat of Deer Run Section 1 has
designated certain areas of land as Reserves, which may contain but not be limited to
parking, walking, green areas, playgrounds, community facilities such as a community
building, private streets, sidewalks and common parking areas, all of which are intended
for use by the owners of the fee simple titles to the lots, units and reserve areas in the Deer
Run development. Reserve "H" is not hereby dedicated for use by the general public but
is hereby dedicated to the common use and enjoyment of the owners of the fee simple
titles to the lots, units and reserve areas in the Deer Run development as more fully
provided in the declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions for the Deer Run
development which will be recorded subsequent to the recordation of this plat. Said
declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions are hereby incorporated in and made
a part of this plat.

The owners of the fee simple titles to said Lots numbered 1 to 37, both inclusive, to
said Reserve "A", Reserve "B", Reserve "C", Reserve "D", Reserve "E", Reserve "F"
Reserve "G" and to lots, units and reserve areas in existing and future sections of the Deer
Run development shall have and are hereby granted a non-exclusive right-of-way and
easement for access to and from public streets, in and over said Reserve "H" to be shared
with the owners of the fee simple titles to each other of said Lots 1 to 37, both inclusive,
to said Reserve "A", Reserve "B", Reserve "C", Reserve "D", Reserve "E", Reserve "F"
Reserve "G" and with the owners of the fee simple titles to the lots, units and reserve areas
in existing and future sections of the Deer Run development. Said owners of the fee
simple titles to Lots numbered 1 to 37, both inclusive, said Reserve "A", Reserve "B",
Reserve "C", Reserve "D", Reserve "E", Reserve "F" Reserve "G" and Reserve "H" shall
have a non-exclusive right-of-way and easement in and over similar such access ways to
public streets that future sections of the Deer Run development may provide.

In Witness Whereof, ROBERT WALTER, President of WASATCH PARTNERS,
LLC, has hereunto set his hand this day of ,20 .

Signed and Acknowledged WASATCH PARTNERS, LLC
In the presence of:

By

ROBERT WALTER, President

STATE OF OHIO
COUNTY OF FRANKLIN ss:

Before me, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared ROBERT
WALTER, President of WASATCH PARTNERS, LLC who acknowledged the signing
of the foregoing instrument to be his voluntary act and deed and the voluntary act and
deed of WASATCH PARTNERS, LLC for the uses and purposes expressed herein.

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

My commission expires

Notary Public, State of Ohio

DEER RUN

SECTION 1

Approved this Day of
20 Director of Land Use and Long
Range Planning,
Dublin, Ohio
Approved this Day of
20 City Engineer, Dublin, Ohio
Approved this day of , 20, by the Council of the City of

Dublin, Ohio.

In Witness Thereof I have hereunto
set my hand and affixed my seal this Clerk of Council, Dublin, Ohio
day of , 20

Transferred this day of ,
20 . Auditor, Franklin County, Ohio

Deputy Auditor,  Franklin County, Ohio

Filed for record this  day of ,
20 at M. Fee $ Recorder, Franklin County, Ohio

File No.

Recorded this day of ,
20 . Deputy Recorder, Franklin County, Ohio

Plat Book , Pages

Transferred this  day of ,
20 Auditor, Delaware County, Ohio

Filed for record this  day of ,

20 at M. Fee $ Recorder, Delaware County, Ohio
File No.
Official Record , Pages

By
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LOCATION MAP AND BACKGROUND DRAWING
SCALE: 1" = 1000’

SURVEY DATA:

BASIS OF BEARINGS: The bearings shown hereon are
based on the Ohio State Plane Coordinate System, South
Zone, as per NADS83 (2011 adjustment). Control for bearings
was from a field traverse which was tied (referenced) to said
coordinate system by GPS observations of Franklin County
Engineering Department monuments MCNEAL and 04-0088.

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

IRON PINS: Iron pins, where indicated, hereon, unless
otherwise noted, are to be set and are iron pipes, thirteen
sixteenths inch inside diameter, thirty inches long with a
plastic plug placed in the top end bearing the initials EMHT
INC.

PERMANENT MARKERS: Permanent markers, where
indicated hereon, are to be one-inch diameter, thirty-inch
long, solid iron pins. Pins are to be set to monument the points
indicated, and set with the top end flush with the surface of
the ground and then capped with an aluminum cap stamped
“EMHT INC.” Once installed, the top of the cap shall be
marked (punched) to record the actual location of the point.

SURVEYED & PLATTED
BY

Evans, Mechwart, Hambleton & Tilton, Inc.
Engineers ¢ Surveyors ¢ Planners ¢ Scientists
5500 New Albany Road, Columbus, OH 43054
Phone: 614.775.4500 Toll Free: 888.775.3648

emht.com

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

decimal parts thereof.

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

Professional Surveyor No. 7865 Date

DEER RUN SECTION 1 20140720
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NOTE "A" - MINIMUM SETBACKS: Zoning regulations
for Deer Run Section 1 in effect at the time of platting specify
the following dimensions for the minimum front, side and
rear yard setbacks for each lot:

Front: 0'to 10' Required Build Zone

Side: 5 feet, 10 feet total

Rear: 30 feet, 10 feet encroachment into rear yard setback for
patios, decks and fences.

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

NOTE "B" - FEMA ZONE: At the time of platting, all of
Deer Run Section 1 is within Zone X (areas determined to be
outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain) as shown on
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map for Franklin County, Ohio
and Incorporated Areas Map Number 39049C0019K and
Map Number 39049C0038K, with effective date of June 17,
2008.

NOTE "C" - FENCES: No fence may be placed in a
“Drainage Easement” area or Tree Preservation Zone. Fences,
where permitted in the Deer Run Section 1 subdivision, are
subject to the requirements of the approved zoning
development text and the City of Dublin, Ohio zoning code.

NOTE "D" - UTILITY PROVIDERS: Buyers of the lots
in the Deer Run Section 1 subdivision are hereby notified that,
at the time of platting, utility service to Deer Run Section 1,
for electric power is provided by Ohio Edison and telephone
service is provided by Frontier and Time Warner.

NOTE "E": As per City of Dublin Zoning Code, all lots
within Deer Run Section 1 are subject to the terms, conditions,
restrictions (including lighting and house sizes) and special
assessment districts as outlined in the preliminary plat entitled
“Deer Run Section 1” and the development text.

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

NOTE "G" - SCHOOL DISTRICT: At the time of
platting, all of Deer Run Section 1 is in the Dublin City
School District.

NOTE "H" - ACREAGE BREAKDOWN:

Total acreage: 17.660 Ac.
Acreage in Reserve "["

(Private Right-of-way): 2.140 Ac.
Acreage in Reserve "A", Reserve "B",

Reserve "C",Reserve "D", Reserve "E"

Reserve "F" and Reserve "G" 7.304 Ac.
Acreage in remaining lots: 8.216 Ac.

NOTE "I" - RESERVE "A", RESERVE "B", RESERVE
"C", RESERVE "D", RESERVE "E", RESERVE "F"
AND RESERVE "G": Reserve "A", Reserve "B", Reserve
"C", Reserve "D", Reserve "E", Reserve "F" and Reserve "G",
as designated and delineated hereon, will be owned and
maintained by an association comprised of the owners of the
fee simple titles to the Lots in the Deer Run subdivision(s),
for the purpose of passive open space/storm water detention
and any other uses allowed by the then current zoning.

NOTE "J"- RESERVE "H'": Reserve "H", as designated
and delineated hereon, shall be owned and maintained by an
association comprised of the owners of the fee simple titles to
the lots in the Deer Run subdivision(s). The street and lanes
constructed within said Reserve "H" will be private streets and
lanes which will not be dedicated to the City of Dublin and the
City of Dublin will not be responsible for the maintenance of
said streets.

NOTE "K"- BUILDING AND PAVEMENT SETBACKS:
The Building and Pavement Setbacks delineated hereon are
related to buildings and pavement on the lots as designated
hereon. The Building and Pavement Setbacks do not preclude
improvements in the open space reserves.

NOTE "L" - ACREAGE BREAKDOWN: Deer Run Section
1 is comprised of the following County Parcel Number(s):

9.904 Ac.
7.756 Ac.

273-001054 (Franklin)
60043307017000 (Delaware)

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

NOTE "N": At the time of platting, electric, cable, and
telephone service providers have not issued information
required so that easement areas, in addition to those shown on
this plat, as deemed necessary by these providers, for the
installation and maintenance of all of their main line facilities,
could conveniently be shown on this plat. Existing recorded
easement information about Deer Run Section 1 or any part
thereof can be acquired by a competent examination of the
then current public records, including those in the Franklin
and Delaware County Recorder's Offices.

NOTE "O": Driveway access for Lots 1 and 37 shall be
prohibited from Sapri Boulevard. Driveway access shall be
from Pesaro Way only.

DEER RUN

SECTION 1

CURVE TABLE CURVE TABLE
CORVE| DELTA | RADIUS | LENGTH oo, e CORVE | DELTA RADIUS | LENGTH A e
cl |29711'18"| 100.00'| 50.94'|S 26'57°58” W |  50.39° C48 | 49°48'34” 60.00° | 52.16'|S 21°47'32” W| 5053 DETAIL "A”
C2 | 49'50°28” | 150.00° | 130.48' | N 16°38'23" E | 126.41° C49 | 49°48'34” 60.00° | 5216’ | S 2801°02" E| 5053 No Scale
C3 | 643'07" | 1300.00°| 152.44’' | N 8504'58" E | 152.35' c50 | 57°11°14” 60.00° | 59.89'| S 81'30'56" E | 57.43
C4 18'51'44” 1300.00’ 42797 | N 72°17'32” E 426.04° C51 8'43'39” 60.00’ 9.14’ | N 65°31’37” E 9.13’
C5 |10002'19” | 1300.00° | 227.77' | N 67'52'49” E | 227.48’ C52 | 5307'48” |  40.00°| 37.09'|S 87'4342” W| 3578
C6 |1258'02" | 1300.00° | 294.22' | N 79°23'00” E | 293.59’ c53 | 121'43" | 320.00° 7.61" | S 66'23'15" E 7.61°
C7 | 2'34°30” | 1300.00'| 5843 |N 87°09'16” E| 58.42’ c54 | 11°39'28” | 320.00°| 65.11'|S 72'53'51” E |  65.00°
C8 | 8330'59” | 100.00°| 145.76'|S 3737°31" W | 133.20° C55 | 11114'57" | 320.00°| 62.83' | S 84'21°04" E| 6273
Co | 8330°59" | 100.00'| 145.76' | N 58'51'30" W | 133.20’ C56 | 1°34'57" | 320.00° 8.84' | N BI'14°00" E 8.84’
C10 | 86'48'45" | 20.00°| 30.30'| S 36°07'56” E|  27.49’ C57 | 224'24” | 1320.00°| 55.44’ | N 871419” E |  55.44’
C11 | 341710" |  73.00°| 4368 |S 242501” W |  43.03 C58 | 2:05'47” | 1320.00°| 48.30° | N 84'59’14” E |  48.30°
C12 |1729'34” | 177.00'| 54.04' | N 32°48'49” E| 53.83 C59 | 87°46'49” | 25.00°| 38.30° |N 52°10°16” W |  34.66'
C13 | 3220’53 | 177.00'| 99.93 | N 07°53'36” E| 98.61" C60 | 49°50'28” | 123.00°| 107.00° | N 16°38'23” E | 103.65'
Cl4 |87'47'18" | 25.00°| 38.30°|S 3536'48" W|  34.67 c61 | 1'34°06" | 127.00° 3.48' | S 40°46'34” W 3.48°
C15 | 1'57°44” | 1320.00°| 45.21° | N 78'31°35" E|  45.21" C62 | 3243'05" | 127.00°| 72.52'|S 2337'59” W |  71.54
C16 | 2'35°04” | 1320.00'| 59.54' | N 76'15'11" E|  59.53' C63 | 86'19'21" |  20.00°| 30.13' | N 502607 E |  27.36'
C17 | 2'35°04” | 1320.00'| 59.54' | N 7340°07" E| 59.53' c64 | 305'52” 54.50° 2.95' | S 30°29°08” E 2.95'
C18 | 2'35'51” | 1320.00°| 59.84' | N 71°04'40" E |  59.84’ C65 | 20041°17" | 765.00°| 276.22'|S 8315'09” W | 27472’
C19 | 335°05” | 1320.00'| 82.59' | N 67°59'11” E| 82.57’ C66 | 325'36” | 765.00°| 4575 | N 84'41'25" W| 4574
C20 |84'52'09” | 25.00°| 37.03 |N 7122'17" W |  33.74’ C67 | 326'19” | 765.00°| 45.91'|N 81°1528" W |  45.90°
c21 |553727" | 5450°| 52.91'|S 59'50°47” E|  50.86’ C68 | 1'54'43" | 765.00°| 2553 |N 7834'57" W| 2553
C22 |6273322" | 54.50°| 59.50' | N 61°0348”" E|  56.59" c69 | 505'53" | 100.00° 8.90' | S 09'49'22” W 8.89'
C23 |50°20°21” | 54.50°| 47.88' | N 04'36'56” E|  46.36' c70 | 180°00°00” 400 | 1257 | S 824314" E 8.00°
c24 | 822'58” 54.50’ 7.97' | N 244443 W 7.97" c71 | 180°00°00” 400°| 1257 | N 8243'34" W 8.00°
C25 | 35°08'13” | 70.00°| 42.93 |N 46'30'18" W|  42.26’ c72 | 180°00°00” 400 | 1257 | 'S 752010" E 8.00°
C26 |44'23'48” | 70.00°| 5424’ |N 86'16'19” W|  52.89’ C73 | 26'53'47" |  96.00°| 45.07' | S 28'06'43” W |  44.65
c27 | g04'37” 70.00’ 9.87' | S 67°29°28” W 9.86’ C74 | 26'53'47” | 104.00°| 48.82'|S 2806'43" W| 48.37
C28 | 213'59” | 1280.00° | 49.89' | N 64'34°09” E |  49.89’ C75 | 49'50'28” | 154.00° | 133.96' | N 16'38'23" E | 129.78'
C29 | 2'54'35” | 1280.00°| 65.00' | N 67°08'27" E|  65.00° C76 | 49°50'27" | 146.00°| 127.00' | N 16'38'23" E | 123.04’
C30 2°14’57" 1280.00’ 50.25' | N 69°43'13" E 50.25' C77 180°00°00" 4.00’ 12.57' | S 81°43'09" W 8.00’
C31 |9270318”| 25.00°| 40.17'|S 6307°40" E| 35.98 C78 | 2551°05” | 300.00° | 135.36" | S 78'37'56" E | 134.21°
C32 | 22°41°19” | 120.00° |  47.52' |N 2826'41" W |  47.21" C79 | 9148'48" | 25.00°| 40.06' | S 50002'23" E| 3591
C33 | 28°04'21” | 120.00°| 5879 |N 5349'31” W| 58.21° C80 | 8330°59” | 85.00°| 123.90°|S 3737317 W | 113.22'
C34 |28°04'21” | 120.00'| 5879 |N 81'53'51” W|  58.21° c81 | 8330'59” | 85.00°| 123.90' |N 5851°30" W | 113.22°
C35 | 4'40°58” | 120.00° 9.81' | S 81°43'29” W 9.80° C82 | 9148'48” | 25.00°| 40.06' | N 284823 E| 3591
C36 |1732'04” | 120.00°| 36.72' | S 70°36'58" W|  36.58" c83 | 029'25" | 1289.00°| 11.03' | N 74'57°30" E|  11.03’
C37 | 28°05'46” | 120.00°| 5884’ | S 47°48°03" W|  58.26’ c84 | 407°08” | 1285.00°| 92.38' | N 7726’30 E |  92.36’
C38 | 28'04'21” | 120.00°| 58.79' | S 19°42'59" W|  58.21° C85 | 422'30" | 1289.00° | 98.43' | N 81'51°58” E |  98.40° |
C39 | 948'48” | 120.00°| 20.55'|S 00°46'25" W|  20.53 C86 |180°00°01" | 23.50°| 73.83'|S 61°0349” W|  47.00° RS
C40 |92°03'18” | 2500’ | 40.17° | N 41°5340” E|  35.98’ c87 |180°00°00" | 19.50° | 61.26' | N 61°03'48” E |  39.00°
C41 | 0'31°13” | 1280.00'| 11.62' | N 8810°55” E |  11.62’
C42 22°45'58" 280.00’ 111.25' | S 80°10'31” E 110.52’ )
c43 | 30509 | 280.00°| 15.08'|S 6714'58” E|  15.08’ e‘?
C44 |5307'48” | 40.00'| 37.09'|S 39°08'30° E|  35.78" S
c45 | 758'11” 60.00° 8.35 | N 16°33'41” W 8.34’ /s
C46 | 62'56'51" |  60.00' |  65.92' |N 52°01'12" W|  62.65'
C47 | 49°48'34” |  60.00°| 52.16'|S 71°36°06” W|  50.53'
L rcr
Line Table Line Table o §
: T 1 1 e ... 27’
Nqulr?t?er Direction Length Nquert()eer Direction Length . S """"""""""" s
5. RESERVE G
L1 | S86'46'517E | 13.47° L18 | N28'39'37"W | 47.00’ Shy 71 0.004 Ac.
- ™ ™~ See Note ”I”
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7(3‘1ty of Dublin

Land Use and Long
Range Planning

5800 Shier Rings Road
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

phone 614.410.4600
fax 614.410.4747
www.dublinohiousa.gov

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

RECORD OF ACTION

DECEMBER 4, 2014

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

1. Deer Run PUD, Subarea C - Cortona Dublin Road and Memorial Drive

14-062FDP/FP

Proposal:

Request:

Applicant:

Planning Contacts:
Contact Information:

Final Development Plan/Final Plat

To plat and develop 37 single-family, cluster lots with 7.3 acres of open
space and associated site improvements for Subarea C within the Deer
Run Planned Unit Development, at the northeast corner of the
intersection of Dublin Road and Memorial Drive.

Review and approval of a Final Development Plan under the provisions of
Zoning Code Sections 153.050; and review and recommendation of
approval to City Council for a Final Plat in accordance with the
Subdivision Regulations.

Michael Close, Esq. and Thomas Hart, Esq. for Romanelli & Hughes
Building Company.

Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Senior Planner and Marie Downie, Planner.
614-410-4690, jrauch@dublin.oh.us; and

614-410-4679, mdownie@dublin.oh.us

MOTION #1: Richard Taylor moved, Todd Zimmerman seconded, to approve this the minor
development text modification to permit lots 19 and 33 to have lot dimensions that are less than the 120
foot depth that is required by the development text.

VOTE: 6-1.

RESULT: This Minor Development Text Modification was approved.
RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes  Yes

Richard Taylor Yes

Amy Kramb Yes

John Hardt No

Todd Zimmerman Yes

Victoria Newell Yes

Amy Salay Yes

Page 1 of 2
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Land Use and Long

Range Planning PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
5800 Shier Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

phone  614.410.4600 RECORD OF ACTION
fax 614.410.4747
www.dublinohiousa.gov DECEMBER4 2014
/4
1. Deer Run PUD, Subarea C - Cortona Dublin Road and Memorial Drive
14-062FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat

MOTION #2: Richard Taylor moved, Todd Zimmerman seconded, to approve this final development
plan because this proposal complies with the review criteria and development standards within the area,
with five conditions:

1) Lots 1-8, 11-13, 18-20, 29-37 provide additional architectural details, as outlined in the
development text;

2) All fagades that are visible or oriented towards a private drive on lots 1, 12, 19, 33 and 37 be
required to have a minimum of 40% brick or stone as well as additional architectural
detailing;

3) The houses for lots 19 and 33 be located as close as possible to the front of the build zone;

4) Homes with smaller footprints must be used on lots 19 and 33 to provide for adequate
outdoor space; and

5) The tree replacement fee in lieu will be required to be paid in full prior to issuing building
permits.

* Michael Close, Esq., agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 6-1.

RESULT: The Final Development Plan was approved.
RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes  Yes

Richard Taylor Yes

Amy Kramb Yes

John Hardt No

Todd Zimmerman Yes

Victoria Newell Yes

Amy Salay Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Marie Downie
Planner I

Page 2 of 2



7(:‘ityof Dublin

Land Use and Long
Range Planning

5800 Shier Rings Road
Dublin, Ohlo 43016-1236

phone 614.410.4600
fax 614.410.4747
www.dublinohiousa.gov

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

RECORD OF ACTION

NOVEMBER 6, 2014

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

1. Deer Run PUD, Subarea C - Cortona Dublin Road and Memorial Drive
14-062FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat
Proposal: To plat and develop 37 single-family, cluster lots with 7.3 acres of open

space and associated site improvements for Subarea C within the Deer
Run Planned Unit Development, at the northeast corner of the
intersection of Dublin Road and Memorial Drive.

Request: Review and approval of a Final Development Plan under the provisions of
Zoning Code Sections 153.050; and review and recommendation of
approval to City Council for a Final Plat in accordance with the
Subdivision Regulations.

Applicant: Michae! Close, Esq. and Thomas Hart, Esq. for Romanelli & Hughes
Building Company.

Planning Contacts: Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Senior Planner and Marie Downie, Planner.

Contact Information:

614-410-4690, jrauch@dublin.oh.us; and
614-410-4679, mdownie@dublin.oh.us

MOTION #1: Richard Taylor moved, Todd Zimmerman seconded, to table this final development plan
and the minor development text modification.

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: This final development plan and minor development text modification was tabled.
RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes Yes

Richard Taylor Yes

Amy Kramb Yes

John Hardt Yes

Todd Zimmerman Yes

Victoria Newell Yes

Amy Salay Yes

Page 1 of 2



7§ty of Dublin

Land Use and Long

Range Planning PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
5800 Shier Rings Road
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 RECORD OF ACTION

phone  614.410.4600
fax 614.410.4747

www.dublinohiousa.gov NOVEMBER 6, 2014
1. Deer Run PUD, Subarea C - Cortona Dublin Road and Memorial Drive
14-062FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat

MOTION #2: Richard Taylor moved, Amy Kramb seconded, to approve this final plat because this
proposal complies with the final plat review criteria, with one condition:
1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to City
Council submittal.

* Michael Close, Esq., agreed to the above condition.

VOTE: 6-1.

RESULT: The Final Plat was approved.
RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes Yes

Richard Taylor Yes

Amy Kramb Yes

John Hardt No

Todd Zimmerman Yes

Victoria Newell Yes

Amy Salay Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Marie Dowlie
Planner I

Page 2 of 2



7C‘ity of Dublin

Land Use and Long

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Range Planning

5800 Shier Rings Road
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 MEETING MINUTES

phone 614.410.4600

fax

614.410.4747 DECEMBER 4, 2014

www.dublinohiousa.gov

1. Deer Run PUD, Subarea C - Cortona Dublin Road and Memorial Drive
14-062FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat
(Approved 7 - 0)

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the application is a request to plat and develop 37 single-family,
cluster lots with 7.3 acres of open space and associated site improvements for Subarea C within
the Deer Run Planned Unit Development, at the northeast corner of the intersection of Dublin
Road and Memorial Drive and two motions are required, one for the final plat and one for the
Final Development Plan. She said the Commission will forward their recommendation to City
Council for the final plat.

Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in anyone intending to address the commission regarding this
application.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there was anyone who would like to make comments with
respect to this application. [There were none.]

Mr. Taylor thanked the applicant for the changes and improvements they have made in the
design of the buildings since they have started the process.

Motion and Vote: Minor Text Modification

Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to approve this text modification to permit lots 19
and 33 to have lot dimensions that are less than the 120 foot depth that is required by the
development text. The vote was as follows: Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Hardt, no; Ms. Amorose
Groomes, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes.
(Approved 6 —1.)

Ms. Amorose Groomes said there are 5 conditions with the Final Development Plan:

1) Lots 1-8, 11-13, 18-20, 29-37 provide additional architectural details, as outlined in the
development text;

2) All facades that are visible or oriented towards a private drive on lots 1, 12, 19, 33 and
37 be required to have a minimum of 40% brick or stone as well as additional
architectural detailing;

3) The houses for lots 19 and 33 be located as close as possible to the front of the build
Zone;

4) Homes with smaller footprints must be used on lots 19 and 33 to provide for adequate
outdoor space; and

5) The tree replacement fee in lieu will be required to be paid in full prior to issuing
building permits.
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Marie Downie said Michael Close, Esq., agreed to the conditions.

Motion and Vote: Final Development Plan

Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to approve this Final Development Plan
application with five conditions. The vote was as follows: Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms.
Kramb, yes; Mr. Hardt, no; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr.

Taylor, yes. (Approved 6 —1.)



7C§ity of Dublin

Land Use and Long

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Range Planning

5800 Shier Rings Road MEETING MINUTES

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236
phone 614.410.4600

fax

614.410.4747 NOVEMBER 6, 2014

www.dublinohiousa.gov

AGENDA
1. Deer Run PUD, Subarea C - Cortona Dublin Road and Memorial Drive
14-062FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat

(Approved 7 - 0)

The Chair, Chris Amorose Groomes, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and led the Pledge of
Allegiance. Other Commission members present were, Richard Taylor, Amy Kramb, John Hardt, Victoria
Newell, Todd Zimmerman, and City Council Representative Amy Salay. City representatives present were
Phil Hartmann, Steve Langworthy, Jennifer Rauch, Marie Downie, Alan Perkins, and Flora Rogers.

Administrative Business

Motion and Vote

Ms. Salay moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as
follows: Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Taylor, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Newell, yes;
Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Ms. Salay, yes. (Approved 7 — 0)

Motion and Vote
Ms. Kramb had submitted amendments to the October 2, 2014 meeting minutes prior to the meeting.

Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to approve the October 2, 2014 meeting minutes as
amended. The vote was as follows: Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms.
Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Taylor, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 —0.)

Ms. Amorose Groomes briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning
Commission.

1. Deer Run PUD, Subarea C - Cortona Dublin Road and Memorial Drive
14-062FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat

Chair Amorose Groomes said the following application is a previously tabled case and is a request to plat
and develop 37 single-family, cluster lots with 7.3 acres of open space and associated site improvements
for Subarea C within the Deer Run Planned Unit Development, at the northeast corner of the intersection
of Dublin Road and Memorial Drive. She said two motions are required, one for the final plat and one for
the final development plan. She said the Commission will forward their recommendation to City Council
for the final plat and is the final authority on the final development plan, for which we will need to swear-
in anyone intending to address the Commission on this case.

Chair Amorose Groomes swore in those intending to address the Commission.
Marie Downie presented this application for final development plan and final plat for Deer Run Subarea C.

She said City Council and Planning and Zoning Commission approved the rezoning and the preliminary
plans for the entire Deer Run Subdivision in 2011. She said this is Subarea C located at the corner of
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Dublin Road and Memorial Drive. She said the application was tabled at the September 18, 2014
Planning and Zoning Commission meeting where the Commission had concerns about the quality of
architecture, lot sizes as well as the drive way locations along the entry drive.

Ms. Downie said the proposal includes 37 single-family lots that are clustered behind tree preservation
reserves along Memorial Drive and Dublin Road. She said it includes 7.3 acres of open space with private
drives throughout the Subarea and access through Sapri Boulevard off of Memorial Drive.

Ms. Downie said due to concerns from the Commission regarding the driveways for lots 1 and 37 the
applicant has made revisions to the landscape island along the entry boulevard and added a note to the
plat indicating that the driveways for these lots must be off Pesaro Way.

Ms. Downie said the development text has specific requirements for each lot with lots 19 and 33 not
meeting the minimum 120-foot lot depth. She said the Commission expressed concerns at the
September 18" meeting with allowing these lots to be smaller than what is permitted by the text and had
asked the applicant to explore the options of expanding these lots. She said the previous proposal
included four lots that did not meet these requirements, however two have since been removed. She said
the applicant has considered expanding the two lots to meet the requirements however has determined
that doing so would result in significant impacts to the nature of the development. She said Planning
recommends the houses for lots 19 and 33 be located as close as possible into the zero to 10-foot build
zone and a small model be used on these lots which will allow for maximum usable outdoor space. She
said the proposed lot layouts are developable and provide adequate space, Planning recommends
approval of this minor text modification.

Ms. Downie said an architecture appendix was referenced in the development text. She said the text
provides specific requirements that were approved by the Commission as well as City Council, while the
appendix is a document that provides illustrative guidance to the architectural style. She said the
applicant has provided updated conceptual elevations to show how they meet the intent of the style and
the requirements specified in the development text. She said the development text requires front
facades with a minimum of 20 percent to be stone or brick. She said when sides or rear facades are
visible from the street, oriented toward the street or are visible from a neighboring lot, they require the
amount of brick and stone to be proportional to the amount use on the front fagade. She said the
applicant has agreed to provide brick or stone on 40 percent of all facades on lots 1, 12, 19, 33, and 37
that are visible or oriented towards a private drive. She said all of these lots are corner lots.

Ms. Downie said Sapri Boulevard remains the only entrance into the subarea and the gate is consistent
with the previous proposal with 5 decorative 6-foot tall columns. She said 3 of the columns are
incorporated within the gate and the remaining two are closer to Memorial Drive with each including 1.8-
square-foot signs. She said Planning requests the applicant provide additional landscaping around the
service structures located at the entry.

Ms. Downie said the final plat is consistent with the final development plan and includes a note regarding
the driveway access for lots 1 and 37.

Ms. Downie said there is a minor text modification requested to permit lots 19 and 33 to have lots sizes
that are smaller than permitted by the development text and these lots will be as shown in the final
development plan. She said Planning is recommending approval of the minor text modification with the
conditions included in the final development plan because the sample lot configurations show that the
lots have adequate space for the homes while providing usable outdoor space.

Ms. Downie said the applicant is meeting the criteria for the final development plan and planning is
recommending approval of the final development plan with 6 conditions as outlined in the planning
report.
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Ms. Downie said the applicant is meeting all the necessary criteria for the final plat with the one condition
included.

Tom Hart, representing Romanelli & Hughes, said he wanted to clarify lots 19 and 33 do not meet the lot
depth requirements. Ms. Downie agreed.

Mr. Hart said they heard the concerns about the corner lots with the greatest visibility and they tried to
come up with a solution. He said they agreed to increase the brick and stone architectural detail on the
three sides that face the public view or the private streets to try to meet the concerns.

Mr. Hart said they did look at shrinking surrounding lots and moving lot lines, but the impact with doing
so is difficult and would shrink 6 other lots which was too great of an impact on the balance of the site.
He said they have 32 reservations for lots within the community and explaining the lot changes was not
something they could make sense with the market information.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were anyone from the general public that would like to make
comment with respect to this case. [There were none.]

Mr. Hardt thanked the applicant for the changes they have made especially with the driveways along the
entry boulevard as well as fixing the two lots not meeting the size requirements. He asked for more
explanations to the lots 19 and 33 and the impacts to the other lots.

Mr. Hart said these corner lots are consistent with an approved preliminary plat and they have laid out
the easements, utilities and site improvements accordingly. He said to lengthen the lot line on lot 19
along Lucera Loop they have to adjust all 6 lots around that loop from 65 foot to 60 foot widths.

Jeff Strung, EMH&T, 5500 New Albany Road, Columbus, Ohio, said the one lot line that is not adjacent to
the road right-of-way meets or exceeds the depth requirement, but the lot line along the private drive is
substantially less due to the angle of the lots. He said in order to accomplish the required depth they
have to modify 6 lots by 5 feet and even with the reduction they may not make the minimum
requirement of 120 feet at the private road right-of-way. He said they are working with the approved
zoning text and preliminary development plan approved by the Commission and City Council that are not
in compliance with each other. He said the approved preliminary site plan does not meet the requirement
in that location. He said in order for lot 33 to meet the depth requirement they would have to take out
10 feet from lots 34 — 36 which are already at the minimum requirements.

Mr. Hardt said they have a couple of lots with smaller dimensions than the approved text permits and
they are off by about 30 feet which is a big deviation. Mr. Strung said the median depths are substantially
greater than it is at the right-of-way or private road.

Mr. Hardt said he thinks it is problematic if they back off the lot dimensions that Council and the
Commission thought they were getting.

Mike Close, 7360 Bellaire, said he understands but there was a discussion three years ago in conjunction
with the discussion about sidewalks. He said when they looked at the drawings they knew there would
be trouble with sizes on a couple lots and it was known by the Commission when they approved the plan.
He said they have come back consistently with the drawings and minimized to the extent they can. He
said by putting smaller houses on these two lots they have diminished the impact and there is really no
reason to do that particularly when they approved this knowing that would be an issue when they
returned with the final plan.

Mr. Hardt said he had no idea that this would have been an issue or he would not have supported it three
years ago.
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Mr. Hardt asked if the service structure was being installed in a pit. Mr. Strung said it is in a pit with 18
inches above the grade.

Mr. Hardt asked if the gates at the entry were operable or decorative. Mr. Strung said they are operable
and if someone does not wish to enter they can exit through the cut in the median.

Mr. Hardt said across the street from lots 36 and 37 there is a deviation in the width of the street and
asked if it is intended to be on-street parking and if it is wide enough. Mr. Strung said there is parallel
parking in several locations as well as along Lucera Loop with the street width designed according to
development standards as reviewed by the City Engineer.

Ms. Downie said Engineering has approved the space provided along the parallel parking areas.

Ms. Salay said that the plat needs to note the county information for the properties that straddle the
county line to inform the buyer of the appropriate county for the residence. Mr. Close said that there is a
procedure that has been developed by the County Auditors to assign the appropriate county for
properties that have dual counties on a parcel.

Ms. Salay said she is concerned stucco does not age well and she would like to see more stone on the
front facade.

Mr. Hart said the homeowners have the final decision in how the houses are designed and the detailing
and decisions are made with the builder will change the details of the houses than are shown in elevation
examples. He said the builder has asked to not forget the customers input and role in the process and
would ask for some consideration in the options and choices available to the home buyer.

Ms. Newell said because of the closeness of the houses on the lots 33, 19 and 1 the perception is that it
will not be attractive when built on those lots. She said the architectural details of chimneys are not in the
sketches and was disappointed that there was no details and creativity for the use of stone within the
elevations. She said she would like to see changes in the type and use of stone and not just flat stone
across elevations.

Ms. Kramb said they are clearing out the trees across the development and the text does not mention the
tree waiver and asked for an explanation. Ms. Downie said the development text includes the language
included the approved waiver.

Ms. Kramb said the development text indicates trees 6 to 18 inches will be replaced tree for tree and if it
is over 18 inches it will be replaced inch for inch. Ms. Rauch said the waiver was approved by City Council
and the plans indicated the number of trees replaced on-site and the remainder paid as a fee in lieu.

Mr. Hardt said one of the conditions is the fee be paid before the first building permit is issued. Mr. Close
said they have agreed to pay the fee prior to that application.

Ms. Kramb asked if lot 1 met the 70 percent lot coverage requirement because the grass left seems to be
only the 30 feet in the back yard.

Ms. Rauch said that requirement will be handled with the building permit. She said the example shows
how the lot layout would be developed, but the requirements would have to be met at permit review.

Mr. Hart said they tried to give illustrations based on the work with staff to show relatively large homes
that could fit on a lot to show their largest options could fit.

Ms. Kramb said there is still too much plain face and stucco on the designs.
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Mr. Zimmerman asked if lots 19 and 33 had enough room to install a patio. Mr. Hart confirmed lots 19
and 33 had enough outdoor usable space.

Mr. Taylor thanked the applicant for the additional work that they have done on the elevations because
they are much better and getting a lot closer to getting some buildings as examples that can be
approved. He said his concern with getting this right is because in developments like this, the first house
is always the best house. He said there will be a design review process that by the text will be a
membership of the association and there are no residents as of yet which will end up being the developer
becomes the design review board.

Mr. Taylor said he had a discussion with the Assistant City Attorney regarding Appendix 1 and it was
confirmed that when the development text is reviewed they are also reviewing Appendix 1 and while the
applicant is not held to the specific details it is intended to be the guideline that is use to make sure the
houses are meeting the development text. He said there are a number of things that need to be
addressed to be as good as it can be so there is a good starting point.

Mr. Taylor said the six examples seem to be a French Country derivative and asked if that is intended for
the entire neighborhood.

Steve Jones, 5545 Harlem Road, Galena, Ohio, said they will lean heavily to the one style with variations.

Mr. Taylor said it is one that gives a lot of opportunities and design freedom. He said all the examples
tend to be fewer major materials on the house and seemed like a few had too many materials and one or
two materials should dominate. He said the example that he was specifically referring to was the rear of
Corner Model 6 where there is siding, stucco, brick trim, stone, copper, and asphalt. He said they will do
better to eliminate a couple of the materials on that model.

Mr. Taylor said garage roofs shown in Appendix 1 have the plate heights drop down from the house and
there is a gap of space between the top of the garage windows and the bottom of the roof. He said on
the hip examples it would be a good thing to do because it would eliminate the gap of stone at the top
that is out of proportion and would lower the presence of the house closest to the street.

Mr. Taylor said some have a flared roof detail which is a nice detail, but on a couple it looked a little too
much, particularly in Model 2. He suggested having an accent on some of the main roof areas but not
necessarily going all the way around the house. He said that simplicity in the details was an encouraged
element and this is something that is more complex than it needs to be.

Mr. Taylor said the windows are clustered together nicely in Model 2 with the arch and shutters, but looks
incomplete on Model 6 and 1 where the windows are spread apart at odd distances He said bringing the
windows together might be a better look.

Mr. Taylor said there are a couple of places on the houses where the window proportions are dramatically
different than in other places. He said it would be better in some places to structure the windows
vertically and continue to accentuate that. He said that particularly on the front of Model 1 the upper
windows could have a more vertical proportion and it would look better in that position.

Mr. Taylor asked if the materials of the windows would be clad or something else. Mr. Jones said the
windows would be clad.

Mr. Taylor said it is mentioned prominent muttons on the windows. Mr. Jones said they would be snap
in’s.
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Mr. Taylor said asked if they would be the same color of the window frames. Mr. Jones said they will
match the window frames.

Mr. Taylor asked for the garage door materials if it is known yet what they are doing. Mr. Jones said it is
a simulated wood, fiberglass composite.

Mr. Taylor asked if they are doing a carriage style door. Mr. Jones agreed.

Mr. Taylor said the text mentions conductor heads for downspouts and wanted to make the point that
with houses like these with broken up roofs there will be a lot of gutters and downspouts and the
placement of the conductor heads and downspouts is going to have a big visual impact on the front of
the house and typically on the cottage style there will be a big deal out of the conductor head and make
it an architectural element, so he would like to see them addressed.

Mr. Taylor asked if the chimney on the front of Model 1 would be gas fire place. Mr. Jones said it would
be a gas fireplace. Mr. Taylor asked if there would be a big stainless steel vent on the front of the
chimney. Mr. Jones said if there is a chimney it will be vented out of the top and there will not be a vent
on the front.

Mr. Taylor said the firebox would be up taller and if it will have an actual flue then the Code requires that
it be 2 feet taller than the nearest roof within 10 feet, so it will be about 4 feet taller. Mr. Jones said it
would only be the case if it is a wood burning flue and most clients do not want to deal with burning
wood.

Mr. Taylor said if there is a chimney there it will have to still meet the requirement and if it is going to be
a gas fireplace with a flue there is going to be a cap at the top and the Code suggests chimney pots that
are difficult to do with a wood frame chimney. He said that a lot of the houses in the examples have a
really nice shroud around them and that is something that should be shown because it adds height and
has a big impact.

Mr. Taylor said when prominent on the front these styles make a big deal out of the chimney and has a
really strong architectural element, so there is a lot of pattern of masonry and carving in and out. He
recommended that if there is going to be a chimney in the front of Model 1 and Model 7 to make a big
deal out of it architecturally so it becomes an element and doesn't look like an afterthought.

Mr. Taylor said the text talks about 4-sided architecture and the side elevations of the important lots that
they have worked on have done a good job of giving those something very similar to the front. He said
he wants to make sure that the only thing that is carried from the front to the side is not just the
materials and that there are places where they can use a dormer or a different window grouping or
something that looks like they paid some attention to it rather than just putting the windows where they
are required on the inside. He said the left elevation of Model 1 could use some detailing.

Mr. Taylor said the other thing is they like to see the material change happen in a logical location and for
the most part it does although there are a couple places where there is a four-inch offset in the wall. He
pointed out that the left elevation of Model 1 is there is no change in the roof so it seems like the wall
gets thicker to accommodate the stone.

Mr. Taylor said Model 2 on the front the windows in the dormer the upper right need to have a more
vertical orientation or adjust the dormer size so that there is less space below the window. He said on
the left elevation of Model 2 they have a half round colonial window which needs to be changed to
something else. He said he had the same reaction to Model 7 in the rear with the eyebrow dormer which
is nice but the grid pattern is very colonial and does not go with the style. He said also on Model 7
garage with there is no delineation on the front of where the two gables change and is overly complex



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
November 6, 2014 — Meeting Minutes
Page 7 of 8

for that. He said the roofs they did on top of Model 1 and Model 6 work better because it is simple and
covers the roof on the garage.

Mr. Taylor said there was a picture of the sign in the front and asked to clarify the name. Mr. Jones said
it will be Cortona along Memorial Drive.

Mr. Taylor said if they can pick up some of these details and do one more round of revisions, he will be
good with it. He thanked the applicant.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she is interested in protecting the adjacent property owners and agrees with
the fellow Commissioners that 40 percent on the frontage is low and that the number should be
increased. She said the threshold should be set higher and would not impede on their creativity but will
provide a lot of protection in terms of quality.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she would like to see the top portions of the landscape walls at the entry
feature remain level regardless of any grade changes. She said the light fixtures were custom made and
wants to make sure they are identical to the existing. She said it is important that the landscape walls
are mortar throughout and asked to add that detail to the landscape plans.

Mr. Hardt said he agrees with Mr. Taylor comments regarding architecture.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she agreed with Mr. Taylor's comments regarding the over use of materials
on Corner Model 6

Mr. Close said they have heard the comments regarding the details and knows that their money is not
the Commission’s problem. He said he has been an opponent of the “No contact with the Zoning
Commission Rule” for years because it slows down and interferes with a good process. He said if they
could have sat down with Mr. Taylor and Mr. Hardt a month ago this would have been done today. He
said the details are intended to be done as part of the process. He said he accepts the conditions as staff
has indicated and that they will agree to take the recommendations made with the architecture except
exceeding the 40 percent materials subject to approval by Mr. Taylor.

Vince Romanelli, 148 Schrock Road, said he has been doing this for 45 years and he agrees with the
architectural details and will get plans back to the Commission and ask for approval tonight with the
agreement to work with staff and the Commission to get a resolution of the plans.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked for guidance from Mr. Hartmann. Mr. Hartmann said the policy is the
applications are not split.

Ms. Rauch said City Council only sees the final plat and the Commission could vote on the final plat and
forward it to City Council and continue the review of the final development plan at the Commission’s next
meeting which is prior to the next City Council meeting. Mr. Hartmann agreed.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the Commission would waive the 15-day requirements for the final
development plan to come back on December 4%, if needed.

Motion and Vote #1
Mr. Taylor moved, Ms. Kramb seconded, to approve the final plat with one condition that the applicant
ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to City Council submittal.

Mr. Close agreed to the condition.
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The vote was as follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes,
yes; Mr. Hardt, no; Ms. Kramb, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 6 — 1)

Motion and Vote #2

Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to table this final development plan and the minor
development text modification. The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Amorose
Groomes, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Tabled 7 — 0)

Communications
Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were any communications to be relayed and discussed.

Ms. Salay said she was in the Council planning room and found the Bridge Street District Transportation
Planning Study that was received June 2, 2014. She said within the study there is an executive summary
regarding traffic within the Bridge Street District. She invited the Commission to review the study and
said she would arrange for the Commission to have a copy of the executive summary.

Ms. Rauch said the executive summary was emailed in August by the City Manager’s office to the
Commission. She said the study and the summary would be put in Dropbox in the Bridge Street District
Transportation folder for the Commission.

Ms. Salay said there was an article in the Columbus Dispatch about the discussion held the night before
for the Insight 2050 and asked if any staff members made it to the meeting. Ms. Salay said it was an
interesting article and it was emailed to the commission. Ms. Rauch said Rachel Ray did attend that
meeting.

As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on December 4, 2014.
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14-062FDP/FP

Deer Run
Northeast corner of Dublin Road and Memorial Drive.

To plat and develop 37 single-family, cluster lots with 7.3 acres of open space and
associated site improvements on 17.66 acres.

Romanelli & Hughes Building Co.; represented by Mike Close and Thomas Hart.
Marie Downie, Planner I | (614) 410-4679 | mdownie@dublin.oh.us

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

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

Based on Planning’s analysis, this proposal complies with all applicable review
criteria and the existing development standards and approval is recommended with
the conditions noted below.

Final Development Plan

1) Lots 1-8, 11-13, 18-20, 29-37 provide additional architectural details, as
outlined in the development text;

2) All facades that are visible or oriented towards a private drive on lots 1, 12, 19,
33 and 37 be required to have a minimum of 40% brick or stone as well as
additional architectural detailing;

3) The houses for lots 19 and 33 be located as close as possible to the front of
the build zone.

4) Small house models must be used on lots 19 and 33 to provide for adequate
outdoor space.

5) The tree replacement fee in lieu will be required to be paid in full prior to
issuing building permits; and
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6) The applicant provides screening of the proposed service structures located at
the entry along Memorial Drive, subject to approval by Planning.

Final Plat

1) The applicant shall ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are
made prior to City Council submittal.
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17.66 acres

PUD, Planned Unit Development District (approved as Ordinance 11-11 on
March 28, 2011)

North: PUD, Planned Unit Development District, Deer Run - Subareas A & B
West: PUD, Planned Unit Development District, Muirfield Village

South: PUD, Planned Unit Development District, Amberleigh Subdivision
East: Amberleigh Community Park

e Frontage: Memorial Drive — approximately 1,070 feet; Dublin Road -
approximately 450 feet.
e Vegetation: Heavily wooded with mature trees throughout.

2014

The Planning and Zoning Commission tabled this Final Development
Plan/Final Plat at the request of the applicant on September 18, 2014. The
Commission had concerns regarding the quality of the architecture, lot sizes
and driveway locations along the entry drive.

2011

The Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed the rezoning/preliminary
development plan/preliminary plat for the Deer Run subdivision. The
Commission supported the decrease in density for Subarea C. The
Commission expressed concerns regarding the proposed private drives due
to the maintenance and expense required by the homeowners. The
Commission stressed the importance of high quality architecture and
emphasized the need for four-sided architecture in Subarea C. The
Commission did not agree with the Staff recommendation for internal
sidewalks. The preliminary development plan/rezoning and preliminary plat
was forwarded to City Council with positive recommendations.

City Council approved the rezoning/preliminary development plan and plat,
including a tree waiver due to the large number of trees planted by the
owner. City Council eliminated internal sidewalks. Council expressed
concerns regarding the private drives in Subarea C. Council recalled past
subareas that were approved for private drives but due to the high
maintenance and repair costs the homeowners associations could not
provide adequate funds. City Council requested that the development text
be revised to require a minimum of 14 lots with side-loaded garages.

2009

A concept plan for the Deer Run subdivision was reviewed by the Planning
and Zoning Commission in 2009. The Commission supported the proposal
moving forward as a formal rezoning/preliminary development plan
application.
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Final Development Plan

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

The final development plan for Subarea C includes:

e 37 single family lots clustered behind reserves along Memorial Drive and
Dublin Road to preserve surrounding trees
e Example lot configurations and architectural concepts
e Tree preservation and replacement details
e Entry feature, sign and landscape details
e 7.304 acres of open space
o Reserves ‘D’ and 'E’ are located along the perimeter of the site and
will serve as Tree Preservation Zones.
o Reserves ‘A’ ‘B’ 'C' 'F" and 'G’ are islands in the proposed private
drives.
o All reserves are to be owned and maintained by the homeowners
association.

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

The development text permits 37 single-family detached cluster lots in
Subarea C with a maximum density of 2.2 du/ac. Lots vary in size and are
required by the text to be a minimum of 120 feet deep and 60 feet wide as
measured at the maximum depth of the front build zone. Two lots fail to
meet these minimum measurements and require a minor text modification.

Dublin Road and Memorial Drive require a 100-foot building and pavement
setback. The text requires minimum setbacks of 30 feet for rear yards, five
feet for side yards, 10 feet building separation and a 0-10 foot Required Build
Zone along all private drive frontages, which are met with the proposal.
Patios, decks and fences are permitted to encroach into the rear yard setback
by 10 feet.

While the development text permits a 10-foot distance between structures
and a five-foot side yard setback, there will be additional Building Code
requirements if any portion of the structure, including overhangs, is located
less than 5 feet from the property line.

Access is provided from Memorial Drive by Sapri Boulevard, a gated private
drive aligned with the intersection of Autumnwood Way. All access
throughout the site is provided by private drives that shall be owned and
maintained by the forced funded homeowners association.
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Final Development Plan

A five-foot sidewalk is proposed along the southern border of the site
connecting the existing paths along Dublin Road to Vista Ridge Drive. A four-
foot path is proposed between Lots 29 and 30 to connect Pesaro Way to the
northern boundary of Amberleigh Community Park. No internal sidewalks are
required as approved by City Council.

There are 44 on-street parking spaces in designated bump-outs along the
private access drives. A minimum 26 foot wide, back-of-curb to back-of-curb
private drive is required where on-street parking is permitted.

All units are required to have a two-car garage and two additional parking
spaces in driveway stacking areas or auto courts. The development text
requires a minimum of 14 lots to have side-loaded garages. These are
intended to be auto court garages. Planning has clarified that the auto court
garages are considered side-loaded garages, which will allow the minimum
number of side-loaded garage requirements to be used.

The development text design requirements describe the architectural style of
the subarea as "“Romantic Revival.” The development text outlines
requirements for materials, colors, four-sided architecture, and additional
architecture on certain lots. When side or rear fagades are visible from the
street, oriented towards a street or visible from a neighboring lot, the
amount of brick and stone used must be proportional to the amount used on
the front facade. Based on this requirement, lots 1-8, 11-13, 18-20, 29-37
will require additional architectural detailing.

The Planning and Zoning Commission previously expressed concerns
regarding the quality of the architecture as part of the initial review. The
applicant has revised the architecture examples and included street-view
elevations that provide a visual of how the elevations will fit together. In
response, the applicant has agreed to provide brick or stone on 40% of all
facades on lots 1, 12, 19, 33 and 37 that are visible from a private drive or
oriented toward a private drive.

Additionally, the applicant has provided updated renderings with improved
architectural details that are consistent with the theme shown as part of the
preliminary development plan.
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Final Development Plan

The development text outlines a goal to preserve as many trees in good and
fair condition as possible. City Council approved a tree waiver, as the
property owner had previously planted a significant number of trees on the
site. The approved tree waiver requires the applicant to replace trees that
are between six to 18 inches (DBH) on a tree-for-tree basis that are removed
from open space and rear yard setbacks and any trees that are above 18
inches (DBH) on an inch-for-inch basis. Trees between six to 18 inches (DBH)
that are removed for roadway construction, utility easement improvements
or stormwater measures are not required to be replaced.

According to the tree survey, many of the existing trees are dead or in poor
condition and will be removed. The tree waiver requires 514 inches to be
replaced; 240.5 inches are provided. The applicant is proposing to pay a fee
in lieu of replacement for the additional 273.5 inches. The fee in lieu will be
required to be paid in full prior to issuing building permits.

Planning will work with the applicant to provide appropriate screening of the
proposed service structures located along Memorial Drive.

The proposed plan includes 7.304 acres of open space owned and
maintained by a forced funded homeowners association.

Reserves ‘D’ - 'E’ are located along the perimeter of the site and serve as
Tree Protection Zones to provide a buffer. Reserves ‘A’ - 'C" and ‘F' - 'G/, as
shown in the Final Development Plan, are located throughout the site as
islands in the private drives.

The development text states that the boulevard access drive is permitted a
gate and entry feature sign(s) along Memorial Drive with the total permitted
area of the signs at 20 square feet. The plans show five decorative six-foot
tall columns with Craftsman Style Light Fixtures consistent with the Dublin
Road entrance. Three of the columns are incorporated with the gate. The
remaining two columns are located on either sides of Sapri Boulevard, south
of the proposed gate along Memorial Drive, which each contain identical 1.8
square foot signs.
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Final Development Plan

Sanitary sewer service will be provided to this site through the construction
of new public mains that will connect to the existing 36 inch sewer on the
east edge of the site.

Public water service is provided via the installation of a private water system
included new mains, private hydrants and master metered services. This
system will connect into the existing 8-inch water main along the north side
of Memorial Drive.

This site will be required to meet the Stormwater Code and Ohio EPA
regulations. This will be accomplished by installing new storm sewer mains,
storm structures, and will provide water quality by means of a hydrodynamic
separator and stormwater filter. It should be noted that this sites lies within
the Scioto River Corridor Exemption area and is not required to provide for
stormwater detention or meet stormwater quantity requirements.

Analysis and Recommendation Minor Text Modification

Process

Request

Code Section 153.053(E)(2)(b)4b permits the Commission to approve a
modification to the development text and Zoning Code if they determine that
all of the appropriate provisions are satisfied.

The requested development text modification is to permit lots 19 and 33 to
have lot dimensions that are less than required by the development text. The
development text currently requires lot depths to be 120 feet and lot widths
to be 60 feet, measured at the greatest depth of the Required Build Zone,
which is not met with these lots.

As part of the initial final development plan review, the Commission
requested the applicant revise the four lots to meet the development text.
Lots 1 and 37, previously included in the text modification, were originally
shown incorrectly, but have been corrected to meet the minimum lot
requirements. The applicant has investigated the modification of the
remaining two lots to meet the text and determined that doing so would
result in alterations that would significantly impact the nature of the
development.

Planning supports this text modification with the conditions that the houses
for lots 19 and 33 be located as far as possible into the 0-10 foot build zones
and the house sited on these lots be a small model. The applicant has
provided example lot configurations to demonstrate that sufficient space is
available for a house, garage and outdoor space. The additional conditions
will place the houses closer to the street and allow for ample outdoor space
to the side and rear. Based on the criteria, the approval of this minor text
modification would not affect surrounding developments, increase the density
or influence the quality or community.
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Analysis and Recommendation Minor Text Modification

Recommendation

Analysis
Process

1) Consistency with
the approved
preliminary

development plan.

2) Traffic and
pedestrian safety

3) Adequate public
services and open
space

4) Protection of

natural features
and resources

5) Adequacy of
lighting

6) Signs consistent
with preliminary
development plan

Planning recommends approval for the minor text modification with the
conditions included in the final development plan.

Final Development Plan

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

Criterion met with conditions and text modifications: This proposal
is consistent with the requirements of the proposed preliminary
development plan with the following conditions:

Lots 1-8, 11-13, 18-20, 29-37 will be required to provide additional
architectural details, as outlined in the existing development text.

All facades that are visible or oriented towards a private drive on lots 1,
12, 19, 33 and 37 be required to have a minimum of 40% brick or stone
as well as additional architectural detailing.

The houses for lots 19 and 33 be located as close as possible to the front
of the build zones.

Small house models must be used on lots 19 and 33 to provide for
adequate outdoor space.

Criterion met: The proposal provides safe vehicular and pedestrian
circulation.

Criterion met: The proposal meets required open space and public
services.

Criterion met: The site layout for the proposal locates all of the lots
within the center of the site in order to protect the mature trees along the
perimeter of the site.

Criterion met: Lighting is proposed on the columns located at the
entrance of the subarea.

Criterion met: The entry feature signs meet the development text.
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Final Development Plan

Criterion met with Conditions: Planning recommends additional
landscaping be provided to screen the proposed service structures located
at the entry subject to Planning approval.

The fee in lieu for replacement trees will be required to be paid in full
prior to issuing building permits.

Criterion met: The proposal meets the requirements of the Code.

9) All phases comply  Not applicable.

with the previous

criteria.
10) Compliance with Criterion met: The proposal appears to comply with all other known
other laws & applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations.
regulations.
Recommendation Final Development Plan
Approval In Planning’s analysis, this proposal complies with the proposed development text
and the final development plan criteria. Planning recommends approval with six
conditions.
Conditions 1) Lots 1-8, 11-13, 18-20, 29-37 provide additional architectural details, as
outlined in the development text;
2) All fagades that are visible or oriented towards a private drive on lots 1, 12,
19, 33 and 37 be required to have a minimum of 40% brick or stone as well
as additional architectural detailing;
3) The houses for lots 19 and 33 be located as far as possible into the 0-10 foot
build zone as possible.
4) Small house models must be used on lots 19 and 33 to provide for adequate
outdoor space.
5) The tree replacement fee in lieu will be required to be paid in full prior to
issuing building permits; and
6) The applicant provides screening of the proposed service structures located
at the entry along Memorial Drive, subject to approval by Planning.
Details Final Plat
Process

Plat Overview

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

The proposed preliminary plat subdivides 17.66 acres of land into 37 single-
family lots and 7.3 acres of open space.
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Final Plat

The development text requires the dedication of 7.3 acres of open space and
the proposal contains 7.304 acres of open space. All reserves and entry
features are to be owned and maintained by the homeowners association.

e Reserves 'E’ and ‘D’ along the perimeter of the site are Tree Preservation
Zones.
e Reserves ‘A’ '‘B''C''F’ and ‘G’ are islands in the proposed private drives.

The proposed plans show easements to allow for private drives as approved
by City Council with the rezoning.

In response to the Commission’s concerns regarding driveway access off
Sapri Boulevard, the applicant has modified the landscape islands and has
included a note on the plat that requires driveways for lots 1 and 37 to be
restricted to Pesaro Way.

Final Plat

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

Criterion met with condition: This proposal is consistent with the
requirements of the Zoning Code and Subdivision Regulations and all required
information is included on the plat. Any other minor technical adjustments
should be made prior to Council review.

Criterion met: Street widths, grades, curvatures, and signs comply with the
appropriate Code sections. The lack of sidewalks throughout the subarea was
approved by City Council.

Criterion met: This plat establishes necessary easements for the
construction and maintenance of utilities in accordance with all applicable
standards.

Criterion met: Open space dedication, ownership, and maintenance are all
indicated and noted on the plat. All open space will be owned and maintained
by the homeowners association.
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Summary This proposal complies with the final plat review criteria and approval of this
request is recommended with one condition.

Condition 1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the
plat are made prior to City Council submittal.
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MINOR TEXT MODIFICATION
Section 153.053(E)(2)(b)4,b)

Compliance with the preliminary development plan. In reviewing the application, the Planning and Zoning
Commission shall determine if the final development plan substantially complies with all specific
requirements, the purposes, intent and basic objectives of the preliminary development plan, and any
commitments made or conditions agreed to with the adoption of the preliminary development plan and if
it represents an expansion and delineation of the approved preliminary development plan.

a. Planning and Zoning Commission may determine that the proposed plan complies with the preliminary
development plan and may proceed to review the Final Development Plan in accordance with the
procedures of this section.

b. The Planning and Zoning Commission may, in reviewing the final development plan, approve a
modification of a provision of the development standards text if they determine that all of the following
provisions are satisfied:

(i) The Planning and Zoning Commission determines that, for this PD, the code compliance is not
needed in order to ensure that the PD is consistent with the Community Plan and compatible with
existing, approved, or planned adjacent development;

(i) Planning and Zoning Commission determines that the proposed modification does not significantly
alter the list of permitted or conditional uses, cause an inappropriate increase in density or cause
inconsistencies with the Community Plan;

(iii) The proposed modification results in a development of equivalent or higher quality than that which
could be achieved through strict application of the requirement(s);

(iv) The principles of § 153.052(B) are achieved; and

(v) The development, as proposed on the final development plan, will have no adverse impact upon
the surrounding properties or upon the health, safety or general welfare of the community.

¢. Any proposed modification to a preliminary development plan that fails to meet the above criteria shall
require a zoning amendment to the preliminary development plan according to § 153.234.


http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=id$id=Dublin,%20Ohio%20Code%20of%20Ordinances%3Ar%3Ad610$cid=ohio$t=document-frame.htm$an=JD_153.052$3.0#JD_153.052
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=id$id=Dublin,%20Ohio%20Code%20of%20Ordinances%3Ar%3Ad610$cid=ohio$t=document-frame.htm$an=JD_153.234$3.0#JD_153.234

FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN CRITERIA

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

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

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

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

The development has adequate public services and open spaces;

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

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

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

The landscape plan will adequately enhance the principal building and site; maintain existing trees to
the extent possible; buffer adjacent incompatible uses; break up large expanses of pavement with
natural material; and provide appropriate plant materials for the buildings, site, and climate;
Adequate provision is made for storm drainage within and through the site which complies with the
applicable regulations in this Code and any other design criteria established by the City or any other
governmental entity which may have jurisdiction over such matters;

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

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



FINAL PLAT CRITERIA

Review Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3) The final plat conforms to the subdivision and zoning regulations, municipal stormwater regulations, and
other applicable requirements.
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

2, Deer Run PUD, Subarea C-Cortona Dublin Road and Memorial Drive

14-062FDP/FP

Proposal:

Request:

Applicant:

Planning Contacts:

Contact Information:

Final Development Plan/Final Plat

To plat and develop 37 single-family, cluster lots with 7.3 acres of open
space and associated site improvements for Subarea C within the Deer
Run Planned Unit Development, at the northeast corner of the
intersection of Dublin Road and Memorial Drive.

Review and approval of a Minor Development Text Modification and a
Final Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections
153.050; and review and recommendation of approval to City Council for
a Final Plat in accordance with the Subdivision Regulations.

Michael Close, Esq. and Thomas Hart, Esq. for Romanelli & Hughes
Building Company.

Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Senior Planner; and

Marie Downie, Planner I.

614-410-4690, jrauch@dublin.oh.us; and

614-410-4679, mdownie@dublin.oh.us

MOTION: Mr. Taylor moved, Ms. Salay seconded, to table this application for a Final Development
Plan and Final Plat.

VOTE: 7-0.

RESULT: The Final Development Plan and Final Plat were tabled.

RECORDED VOTES:

Chris Amorose Groomes Yes
Richard Taylor Yes
Amy Kramb Yes
John Hardt Yes
Victoria Newell Yes
Todd Zimmerman Yes
Amy Salay Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

arie Downie, Planner I
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2. Deer Run PUD, Subarea C-Cortona Dublin Road and Memorial Drive

14-062FDP/FP Final Development Plan/Final Plat

The Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this application for a request to plat and develop 37 single-
family, cluster lots with 7.3 acres of open space and associated site improvements for Subarea C within
the Deer Run Planned Unit Development, at the northeast corner of the intersection of Dublin Road and
Memorial Drive. Three motions are required, one for the Development Text Modification, one for the Final
Development Plan and one for the Final Plat. The Commission will forward their recommendation to City
Council for the Final Plat.

Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in anyone who intended to address the Commission on this case.

Marie Downie pointed out that there were some public comments that were provided to the Commission,
prior to the meeting.

Ms. Downie presented the site and said the Rezoning, Preliminary Development Plan, and Preliminary Plat
were approved by PZC and City Council in 2011, including a tree waiver due to the large number of trees
planted by the owner. She said Subareas A and B have both been approved for Estate Lots. She said
Subarea C was approved for cluster lots and is the first subarea in the Deer Run site to continue with the
Final Development Plan and Final Plat.

Ms. Downie reported the applicant did arrange a public meeting with the surrounding Amberleigh
neighbors a few weeks ago, however, there was zero attendance.

Ms. Downie stated the site is approximately 17.6 acres at Dublin Road and Memorial Drive, surrounded
by PUD residential areas as well as the Amberleigh Community Park to the south. She said the proposed
Final Development Plan includes 37 single-family lots, clustered behind two main tree preservation areas
along Memorial Drive and Dublin Road to preserve the surrounding trees. She said there are 7.3 acres of
open space proposed that will be owned and maintained by the Homeowner’s Association. She explained
that access is provided from Memorial Drive by Sapri Boulevard, a gated private drive aligned with the
intersection of Autumnwood Way. She said the streets are all proposed to be private drives which was
previously approved by City Council at the time of the rezoning. She said there were no internal sidewalks
proposed, which was also approved at the time of the rezoning, however, there is a five-foot sidewalk
proposed to the north of Memorial Drive and a four-foot path that connects Pesaro Way to the
Amberleigh Community Park.

Ms. Downie reported that the text has specific requirements for each lot. She said there are four lots that
are not meeting the minimum 120-foot lot depth or the 60-foot minimum lot width requirements and
there is a text modification included in this application for those lots. She explained the minimum width
and depth requirements are to ensure that houses will be able to fit on these lots, while providing space
for other amenities. She reported the applicant has provided examples of lot configurations in order to
demonstrate that these lots have appropriate space; therefore, Staff is supportive of these four lots being
as shown in the Final Development Plan.

Ms. Downie presented the 44 on-street parking spaces that are proposed in designated bump-outs, which
are permitted, but not required. She said all units are required to have a two-car garage as well as two
stacking spaces in the drive-way or auto-court. She said the Development Text specifies that 14 lots must
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contain side-loaded garages. She said Staff has clarified that auto-court garages specified in the text are
considered to be side-loaded garages and can be used to meet these requirements.

Ms. Downie said Staff requested the applicant provide sample elevations to show how they are meeting
the intent of the “Romantic Revival” style of architecture specified in the Development Text for this
subarea. She said the text has requirements including four-sided architecture and front facades requiring
a minimum of 20 percent to be brick or stone. She explained when rear or side facades are visible from
the street; oriented on the street; or visible from a neighboring lot, the amount of brick and stone used is
required to be proportional to the amount used on the front facade. She said there are specific lots that
require additional architecture due to their orientation, which she included in the conditions.

Ms. Downie said during the rezoning, the applicant provided an architecture appendix to illustrate
common characteristics of the “"Romantic Revival” style. She said Planning has been working with the
applicant regarding the consistency and the fine detailing such as the water table, shutters, and transom
windows. She said the exact details of the architecture will continue to be refined in order to ensure
appropriate detailing is provided before the submission of building permits. In addition to the approval
during building permits, she said the architecture will be reviewed by a design committee.

Ms. Downie said Sapri Boulevard will be the only entrance into Subarea C and is proposed to be gated.
She showed five decorative six-foot tall columns with “Craftsman Style” light fixtures consistent with the
Dublin Road entrance. She explained three of the columns will be incorporated with the gate. She added
the remaining two columns are located on either sides of Sapri Boulevard, south of the proposed gate
along Memorial Drive and each will contain identical 1.8-square-foot signs, which are significantly less
than the 20 square feet permitted. She said Staff has requested additional landscaping around the service
structures at the entry to ensure that it will not be visible from Memorial Drive.

Ms. Downie said the proposed Final Plat includes the “0—-10-foot” Required Build Zone, easements, and all
setbacks. She said Staff has asked the applicant to: revise Note ‘A’ regarding front setbacks to clearly
state a “0-10-foot Required Build Zone”; to make technical changes prior to the submission for City
Council; and that the labels of the reserves be consistent with the Final Development Plan.

Ms. Downie said there is a Minor Text Modification requested to permit Lots 1, 19, 33, and 37 to have lot
sizes that are smaller than permitted by the development text. She said these lots will be as shown in the
Final Development Plan. She said Planning is recommending approval of this Minor Text Modification due
to the fact the applicant has provided sample lot configurations that demonstrate adequate space for
homes to fit on these lots.

Ms. Downie said Planning is also recommending approval of the Final Development Plan with the
following four conditions:

1) That the applicant adjust the labels of the reserves to be consistent in both the Final
Development Plan and the Final Plat prior to the review of Final Plat by City Council;

2) That the applicant continue to refine the architectural details prior to the submission of building
permits to ensure the appropriate detailing is provided that meets the text and the overall design
theme of the community, subject to approval by Planning;

3) That lots 1-8, 11-13, 18-20, 29-37 provide additional architectural details, as outlined in the
Development Text; and

4) That the applicant provides screening of the proposed service structures located at the entry
along Memorial Drive, subject to approval by Planning.

Ms. Downie said the proposal complies with the Final Plat review criteria and approval of this request is
recommended with three conditions:
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1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to City
Council submittal;

2) That the plat be updated to include “0-10-foot Required Build Zone” in Note ‘A’ under front yard
setbacks; and

3) That the applicant adjusts the labels of the reserves to be consistent in both the Final
Development Plan and the Final Plat.

The Chair invited the applicant to come forward and state his name and address for the record.

Mike Close, 7360 Bellaire Avenue, Dublin, Ohio, said he represents Vince Romanelli, who will be the
developer of these lots. He stated they are willing to meet all four conditions including the condition of
willing to work out the architectural details with Staff prior to the issuing of building permits. He offered
to answer any questions from the Commission.

The Chair asked if there was anyone from the general public that would like to speak with respect to this
application. [Hearing none.]

Todd Zimmerman said all the questions he had were answered in the Staff Report.

Amy Kramb said she assumed these units would have patios. Ms. Downie said patios were permitted by
text to encroach into the rear yard setback by 10 feet.

Mr. Close said there are not going to be big backyards here.

Ms. Kramb was specifically concerned with the two lots on the corners and wanted to confirm the patios
are permitted now so patios are not requested later.

Ms. Downie clarified that many of the lots included in the text modification are corner lots, which makes
what would be a rear yard actually a side yard that requires five-foot setbacks.

Ms. Kramb commented on the architectural drawings showing the side elevations. She said they seemed
plain with very small windows and needed more detail.

Victoria Newell said she had the exact same comment in regards to the side elevation. She said she
would like to see the stone come up higher in elevation and have more architectural detail as she did not
believe it was meeting the intent of the Code.

Amy Salay said she really likes that architectural style but is not comfortable with the other material
besides brick or stone.

Steve Jones, Romanelli & Hughes Building Company, 5545 Harlem Road, said brick will be a minor
material, much more stone and stucco would be used, and there will be some use of cementitious siding.

Ms. Salay said the illustrations appear to have too much stucco and would prefer to see more stone. She
said she liked the photographs that were presented, but they show facades that are almost all stone with
stucco as an accent instead of the primary building material. She agreed that the windows were small but
does not know what the interior spaces are and admitted that landscaping makes a huge difference. She
asked the applicant if they considered losing a lot or two and spreading the lots out a little bit so there
were no abnormally small lots. She said it is one thing to have one lot like that but there are four and a
couple of them are located prominently.

Mr. Close said this was addressed during the Preliminary Plan and Rezoning. He said he thought they
started with 43 lots and lost six lots.
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Ms. Salay said the lots are going to be awkward unless the homeowners do not spend anytime outside.
She said they are already small lots and the way the homes are configured is going to be awkward.

Mr. Close said this is similar to a subdivision right off of Fishinger Road. He said they have smaller lots
and are very popular with empty nesters since they are low maintenance.

Ms. Salay said it is going to be a very interesting little neighborhood as she likes the architecture.

John Hardt inquired about the service structures mentioned in the presentation located up near the
entrance. He said he presumed that one of them is the water meter for the fire hydrants instead of an
underground pit.

Jeff Strung, EMH&T, said there is an underground water pit and there is a “hot box"”, 28 inches tall above
grade that is the back flow preventer meter, which is just to the north of that.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if the back flow preventer is for the underground irrigation system. Mr.
Strung clarified it is for the water line involved in underground irrigation.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked where the controller would be housed. Mr. Strung replied it is in the
underground pit.

Mr. Hardt said he agreed with Ms. Salay. He said when this project came through and the Preliminary
Development Plan was approved it was for 37 lots of a certain dimension. He said he was not supportive
of relieving that dimension right here on day one. He said he is not sure what has to be done, if a lot has
to be lost, or property lines finagled, but the change in the text that is being requested is something he is
not terribly supportive of and believes those lot dimensions were agreed upon for a reason. He said Lots
1 and 37 appear to be loaded off the main entry drive, which is mostly boulevard except where it is
broken to allow access to those houses. He said he is not a fan of that configuration and would love to
see that revisited. He said with all the homeowners coming in and out on that main boulevard drive
through the gate, it does not seem to be an appropriate place to have a driveway.

Mr. Hardt said he agreed the side elevations, in particular, are lacking a lot. He said the images that are
in the Architecture Appendix show some outstanding architecture and does not believe the black line
drawings the Commission was provided reflect the same quality. He said some of these lots have
significant side elevations that are exposed to the street and need a considerable amount of work with
regards to the architecture. He said the text requires four-sided architecture and he does not believe the
applicant has met those criteria.

Richard Taylor said he had similar concerns about the lot sizes. He asked Ms. Husak if she recalled if the
issue of these four lots not meeting the requirements came up in the preliminary or is this the first time
the Commission has addressed that and if they discussed the need to vary from the original requirement.

Ms. Husak said those four lots were shown like this. She said Lot 1 could be argued it meets
requirements based on where the 60-foot width is required to be measured at the building line. She said
the lot does not have two, 60-foot lines at the front and the rear. She said due to the other lot
configurations, there is always an issue of where that building line sits in terms of the road. She said she
did not believe those details were available at the time of the Preliminary Development Plan.

Ms. Kramb said she remembered discussions about Lots 19 and 33 specifically during the Preliminary
Development Plan. She recalled they had talked about sidewalks and how it would take much of the
space.
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Mr. Taylor said they discussed that the other two corner lots would be tight, but does not recall
discussing that they would vary from the required lot sizes.

Ms. Kramb recalls how they discussed it would be hard to measure and remembers removing lots from
the original plan.

Mr. Taylor stated he did not think the applicant needs to lose any more lots to bring those into
compliance but does not understand why the Commission would accept lots that do not meet the
requirements at the start. He indicated usually exceptions come when a house will not fit on a lot at a
later date. He said it seems like it would be a minor reshuffling of some of these lots to the east to gain
what is needed.

Mr. Taylor said there are five lots that have significant side elevations and he realizes the drawings do not
represent these specific houses, but those side elevations need to be as spectacular as the front because
they are essentially fronts of those houses. He said he does not see anything that comes close to meeting
the standard that was set in the preliminary approval when they looked at the photographs of the
examples of "Romantic Revival” homes. He said not only is it the details, but it is the massing. He said he
was concerned about some of the roof pitches proposed. He said the text also calls for ‘custom homes’
and the applicants has been building this floor plan for 30 years. He emphasized the applicant has a long
way to go on the architecture. He said Mr. Close mentioned Stonegate and that was something the
Commission talked about as an example and used as a reference for these houses three years ago, and
those for the most part are pretty extraordinarily well done homes. He emphasized that the homes in this
application do not meet that standard.

Mr. Taylor concluded that he cannot support this and does not believe that the changes that need to
happen are ready to be addressed by Staff yet. He said when the Commission talked about this property
originally, the Commission agreed it was probably the last premier piece of undeveloped land left in
Dublin and that was their motivation to ensure the homes were beyond spectacular. He said that was
certainly the strong impression he was left with at the preliminary stage. He reiterated he was
disappointed in what was proposed and does not believe it looks spectacular at all. He said he would like
to see something along the lines of Stonegate and the “Romantic Revival” examples shown.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said Lots 1 and 37 should not have the drives loaded off of the boulevard. She
said she has more concerns with Lots 19 and 33 being on prominent corners. She said she would really
like to see something placed on those lots that was better. She said if the Commission is going to deviate
from the lot size, she would like a really good reason to do that. She requested something more
imaginative so she could possibly be persuaded to say the Commission justified the relief from the lot size
requirements. She said the images the Commission was shown were really great, but said she did not like
the drawings they received. She did not know if that was because they were one-dimensional or if the
architecture really is not as good as they were hoping it would be. She emphasized she would like to see
more work on the architectural component and would like to see the architecture discussed more in the
public realm than just between the applicant and Staff.

Ms. Kramb said she agrees that the drives coming off of the boulevard need to be off the north end,
instead. Ms. Amorose Groomes clarified the point for the applicant. She said the cars coming in off of the
boulevard will have higher speeds and bring significantly more traffic.

The Chair said there were three motions and three votes before them.
Mr. Close said the difficulty with this project, when dedicating more than 40 percent of the value to open

space, is that there are constrictions on what can be done. He said 37 lots is about where the applicant
can make this happen. He estimated Romanelli & Hughes Building Company have 40 percent of the lots
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already reserved and understands architecture can be a matter of taste, but with those comments in
mind, he asked the Commission to table this application.

The Chair said to provide clear direction, the Commission is not necessarily asking the applicant to lose
any lots, but maybe reconfigure the way the structure might be set on the lot.

Mr. Close said the reality is these homes are going to be $700,000 and up as they are proposed now. He
said if they lose another lot, then economics stop working.

The Chair said that was not the request of the body here.
Mr. Close said they can fix the driveways and look into the architecture.

Ms. Kramb said she was fine with the number of lots as this is what the Commission decided upon in the
Preliminary Development Plan so she expected these would be tight.

Mr. Close said he understood what was said about side elevations.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said it was not as much the lots themselves as it is the setting of the structures on
the lots, what we have seen, and what we might like to see.

The Chair asked if there was a motion on the floor to table this application.
Motion and Vote
Mr. Taylor moved, Ms. Salay seconded, to table this application for a Final Development Plan and Final

Plat. The vote was as follows: Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; Ms.
Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 7 — Q)
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Creating a Legacy

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

3. Deer Run Estates Memorial Drive and Dublin Road
10-062Z/PDP/PP Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan
Preliminary Plat

Proposal: Creation of a new Planned Unit Development District (PUD) for a single-
family development, which includes 9 estate lots, 37 cluster lots and over
10 acres of open space, located on the northeast corner of the intersection
of Memorial Drive and Dublin Road.

Request: Review and recommendation of approval to City Council of a rezoning
and preliminary development plan under the Planned District provisions of
Code Section 153.050.

Applicant: Robert Walter, owner; represented by Michael Close.

Planning Contact: Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planner IL.

Contact Information: (614) 410-4690, jrauch@dublin.oh.us

MOTION #1: To recommend approval to City Council of this Rezoning with Preliminary
Development Plan because it complies with all applicable review criteria and the existing
development standards within the area with four conditions:

1) The plans be revised to relocate the gate and boulevard treatment at the entrance along
Memorial Drive farther into the development to provide stacking space for vehicles waiting
to enter;

2) The text and the plans be revised to incorporate a five-foot sidewalk along the north side of
Memorial Drive, and the sidewalk be continued to connect to existing sidewalk stub on the
east side of Vista Ridge Drive, subject to Engineering approval;

3) The applicant revise the proposed development text to reflect the changes requested by the
Commission, subject to Planning approval; and

4) The text and plans be revised to extend the four-foot sidewalk between lots 28 and 29 from
the proposed development into Amberleigh Park to allow easy access to the extensive park
trail system, subject to approval by Engineering and Parks and Open Space.

* Michael Close, on behalf of the applicant, agreed to the above conditions.
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Ms. Amorose Groomes asked how the Commission could help NCR meet the Code so that the
Commission does not have to feel that they are compromising on so many fronts to get them to
come to Dublin.

Ms. Norris said they were very disappointed in the Commission’s reaction. She said a lot of time
was spent with staff and their team over the last month trying to find ways to accommodate the
Commission’s concerns within their budget.

Ms. Norris suggested that this application be tabled while they seek guidance from City Council.
She said they have concerns about getting their construction started and their timeline based on
their regulatory obligations. She reiterated that the best option would be table to try for more
clarification to see if they can continue to work this through. She appreciated that the
Commissioners endorsed the concept and have been trying to work with them.

Motion and Vote
Mr. Taylor made the motion to table this Final Development Plan as requested by the applicant.
Mr. Fishman seconded the motion.

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

Ms. Amorose Groomes called a short recess at 8:05 p.m.

3. Deer Run Estates Memorial Drive and Dublin Road
10-062Z/PDP/PP Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan

Ms. Amorose Groomes introduced this Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan
application which involves the creation of a new Planned Unit Development District, PUD for a
single-family development including nine estate lots, 37 cluster lots, and over ten acres of open
space, located on the northeast corner of the intersection of Memorial Drive and Dublin Road.
She swore in those intending to address the Commission regarding this case, including the
applicant’s representative, Michael Close; and city representatives.

Jennifer Rauch presented this request. She said the area includes 51 acres and the surrounding
developments include the Amberleigh North subdivision to the south, the Scioto River to the
east, and the Kerry Glen subdivision to the north. She presented the plan that included the
proposed three heavily wooded subareas. She said Subarca A includes two existing residential
structures, and a creck runs between Subarcas A and B.

Ms. Rauch said the Concept Plan was reviewed by the Commission in 2009 and the proposed
plan is consistent. She said the Commission expressed concerns about the architectural details,
particularly in Subarea C, which the applicant has addressed in the proposed development text.
She said in addition, the Commission discussed the setback of the lots within Subarea C to be
consistent with developments to the north and south. Ms. Rauch said the property and proposed
site plan indicate two private drive access points. She said the existing drive on Dublin Road
provides access to Subareas A and B, and a new proposed private drive will be located on
Memorial Drive and align with Autumnwood Way, within the Amberleigh North subdivision on
the south side, and provide access to Subarea C.
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Ms. Rauch said the proposed development text, the uses and density meet the Community Plan.
She said the setbacks for proposed Subarea C are 100 feet from Dublin Road, which match the
setbacks for Kerry Glen and Amberleigh North subdivisions. She said stormwater and tree
preservation is addressed within the development text, but the final details will be provided,
should this be approved at the Final Development Plan. She said a traffic study was conducted,
and at this point no additional traffic improvements are required based on the study.

Ms. Rauch said Subareas A and B contain the nine estate lots on sites ranging from two to seven
acres. She said the proposed development text for these two subareas are practically identical,
the only difference is the five lots in Subarea B have a platted tree preservation zone indicated on
the preliminary plat to protect the substantial number of trees in that area.

Ms. Rauch said the architectural standards and materials were highlighted in the text. She said
the review of the final architecture will be completed by a design committee in accordance with
the text, should it be approved. She said the proposed text discusscs the material and design of
the private drive for Subareas A and B, which is consistent with the existing material, which is
asphalt with a decorative gravel topcoat. She said the widths of those are less than typical
streets, but meet the requirements of Engineering and Fire in terms of fire hydrant locations,
turning radii, and durability. Ms. Rauch said open space areas are identificd on the preliminary
plat and include 3.2 acres, in areas surrounding the edges of the property which will be owned
and maintained by the homeowners association.

Ms. Rauch said Subarea C proposes 37 cluster lots in the southernmost portion of the site and
access to the site will be provided via a private drive. She said the plans indicate a boulevard and
gated entrance into this portion of the site. She said Planning recommends a condition that the
applicant move the gate and boulevard treatment farther into the sitc to provide additional
stacking space. Ms. Rauch said the applicant is proposing a four-foot wide sidewalk along the
north side of Memorial Drive, and Engineering is requesting it be increased to five feet to meect
City standards, in addition to providing to an existing sidewalk stub into Vista Ridge Drive.

Ms. Rauch said the development text accounts for setbacks for these individual lots which
include a build zone in the front of the yard of zero to ten feet in which a portion of the building
must be located. She said the text and the plat indicate 60- and 70-foot wide lots with a 120-foot
minimum depth. She said as indicated in this proposal, some of the lots do not meet those
requirements, but will be modified prior to approval by City Council. Ms. Rauch said no internal
circulation is provided for pedestrians within Subarea C. She said Planning recommends within
the private drive easement a sidewalk be provided for pedestrians.

Ms. Rauch said architecture and materials are specified within the development text. She
presented architecture examples and potential layouts submitted by the applicant to meet the
requirements within the text. She said in addition to the development text, the applicant has
provided architectural guidelines to help provide a context for the theme and appropriate design
elements.

Ms. Rauch said based on Planning’s analysis of the rezoning with the preliminary development
plan and the preliminary plat, Planning recommends approval of the two requests with the
conditions, as listed in the Planning Report.
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Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

1) The plans be revised to relocate the gate and boulevard treatment at the entrance along
Memorial Drive farther into the development to provide stacking space for vehicles waiting to
enter;

2) The text and the plans be revised to incorporate a five-foot sidewalk along the north side of
Memorial Drive, and the sidewalk be continued to connect to existing sidewalk stub on the
cast side of Vista Ridge Drive, subject to Engineering approval;

3) The text and plans be revised to incorporate a four-foot sidewalk within the private street
casement for Subarea C; and

4) The text and plans be revised to extend the four-foot sidewalk between lots 28 and 29 from
the proposed development into Amberleigh Park to allow easy access to the extensive park
trail system, subject to approval by Engineering and Parks and Open Space.

Preliminary Plat
1) The applicant should ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat should be made
prior to City Council submittal.
Mike Close, representing the applicant, stated the applicant and the City conducted a 0.6-acre
landswap. He said the proposal is a down zoning, as in 1995 it was part of the development of
Amberleigh with 63 units in the area south of Deer Run and 11 units north of Deer Run where
the Walter residence is located. He said they were backing off 30 units from what was
previously approved. Mr. Close said in 2002 a rezoning was approved by City Council, but
because the conditions attached by City Council were not satisfactory to the applicant, they did
not make any changes to the text. He said pursuant to an opinion by the then Planning Director,
as approved by the City Law Director that zoning expired 18 months after the approval and
reverted back to the zoning of 63 units, plus 11 units.

Mr. Close said they had no problem with the conditions listed in the Planning Report, except
one. He said Planning is asking for a sidewalk within Subarea C. Mr. Close said the
Commission should consider the proposed sidewalk, as the applicant is trying to balance the
amount of impervious surface and the need for a sidewalk system. Mr. Close offered to construct
a sidewalk along the boulevard entrance from Memorial Drive into Subarea C. He said given the
size of the proposed development the applicant did not believe sidewalks were necessary.

Mr. Close pointed out the area where most of the construction will take place. He said the
applicant in conjunction with the Ohio Department of Natural Resources has planted all the trees
and there is a request that with the final development plan City Council approve a trce waiver.

Mr. Close said a waiver has been requested on the normal three-year time period to begin
development. He said the property owner, Mr. Walter, has no intention of leaving where he lives
now, and no intention of building on this site at the present time. He said Mr. Walter is
attempting to guarantee the zoning on the best buildable parcel in Dublin.

Mr. Close said they held a community meeting regarding this proposal when they first submitted
the Concept Plan. He said the plan is very similar and he said as a result, they sent letters to all
the neighbors inviting questions. He said they got one question from a neighbor, who was with
the homeowners association and they mailed him the entire development packet. He said they
had not yet met with the other neighbors and he apologized if it would have been helpful.

Mr. Taylor asked who would be the potential buyers in this development. Mr. Close said the
property would not be inexpensive and would largely be empty nesters.
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Kevin Walter referred to a resident’s note regarding proper notice for this hearing. He asked if
an appropriate notice had been mailed. Ms. Rauch said notices had been mailed, but the
particular residence was located outside the required notification of property owners, which by
Code, is 300 feet from the edge of this site. She said as a practice, Planning notifies homeowners
associations so that they are aware of what is happening.

Mr. Walter said he visited the property and saw the notification signs posted by Planning.

Jim Houk, Bird Houk OHM, explained the background of the proposal. He said the intent was to
maximize the preservation of the quality trees on the site. He said the homesites were field
located. He said an important element is a natural swale drainage area that ran between Subareas
and most of the quality trees exist in this area. He said in the area where it was sparse there was
reforestation. He said they tried to cluster the homes in the arca where they could minimize the
impact on the grade to preserve the trees, and pushed it back 100 feet with the hope that they can
continue to preserve and maintain a natural forest. He said the intent was to have a high quality
cluster back in the middle of a beautiful wooded area.

Mr. Houk said the intent was to pull the homes up close to the street. He said there was a 30-foot
rear yard to try to preserve the trees and develop a strong character. He said they agreed when
they saw the Planning comments they missed the opportunity to provide the sidewalk into the
development along the proposed boulevard entry. He said they believe with only 37 lots, people
will walk down the street naturally.

Mr. Walter asked if they plan on retaining the trees with the open space arcas. Mr. Houk said
they would retain and augment the existing trees in the open space. He said along the frontage,
all the existing trees will be preserved and they will add trees within that zone with the hope that
the homes will not be visible from Memorial Drive.

Ms. Amorose Groomes invited public comments regarding this application.

Patricia McMillen, 8397 Somerset Way, said she recently received the notification and it was the
first she knew of this development. She said many of her neighbors had concerns regarding not
having proper notification. She said a main concern was the new road proposed across from
Autumnwood Way. She said many times it was difficult to get out onto Dublin Road during
peak traffic, and approximately 148 more vehicles would be added with the 37 cluster homes,
not counting school buses, service trucks, or visitors. She said soon traffic will be arriving and
leaving from the new park. She said that would be a tremendous amount of traffic at
Autumnwood Way onto Dublin Road. She preferred to see two entrances on Dublin Road,
perhaps at each end rather than having all the traffic put on the neighborhood. She also thought
residents would use Autumnwood Way to avoid the traffic, causing more traffic through their
neighborhood. She asked how they would ever know when this development would begin and
end.

Ms. Rauch said a final development plan would have to be submitted and reviewed by the
Commission, and additional notification would be provided regarding the hearing.

Ms. McMillen was concerned about construction parking and traffic for those who build the
homes. She asked if there would be restrictions for trucks and how many people can park along
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Memorial Drive. She said that might possibly be a problem for those visiting the park. She was
also concerned about construction dust, dirt, and noise when construction begins affecting the
Amberleigh swimming pool. She asked if there would be a swimming pool on this property
because they have found neighboring communities use their swimming pool by jumping the
fence.

Nicole Kelbick, 8373 Autumnwood Way, said they heard about this proposal less than a weck
ago and she notified the neighborhood. She said they had contacted Mr. Walter’s attorney
regarding notification. She asked what address was used for the Association. Ms. Rauch offered
to check and discuss the mailings after the meeting.

Ms. Kelbick said the main concern she had heard was about the increased traffic that will result
with this proposed development. She said she was informed the traffic study conducted and
indicated that the amount of increased traffic did not justify a traffic light or roundabout. She
requested a copy of the traffic study.

Ms. Kelbick asked about house values and sizes.

Ms. Amorose Groomes explained this was a rezoning and preliminary development plan, and
those questions are typically discussed with the final development plan. She said the same
notifications would be mailed prior to that hearing. She said they appreciated the applicant
would maintain the existing trees along Memorial Drive.

Jim Olmstead, 8381 Somerset Way, said he resided outside of the 300-foot notification area, but
he had lived at his address for six years and he has been a member of the Amberleigh North
Community Association the entire time. He said traffic in the area was severe on Dublin Road
during peak times. He said when there was construction outside Amberleigh North, people used
their development as a throughway and speedway. He said traffic flow and number of cars for
this development are a great concern. He asked how the number of units will impact the power
grid and availability of power in the arca. He was also worried about overflow into the park area
and safety if there is a retention pond proposed. He said the sign posted outside the property was
the first time he was aware of this zoning application.

Ms. Amorose Groomes suggested that anyone interested in being placed on the notification
mailing list see Ms. Rauch after the hearing to exchange information.

Okey Eneli, 8382 Autumnwood Way, who had experience with rezoning applications, said to
find out one day before that this development is proposed, is critically unfair. He said he
personally thought this might be a good development, but without knowing more about it, he
cannot ask pertinent questions. He said traffic is a concern with the park and this development.
He said he did not think the traffic study had combined both the impacts of the park and this
development to the Amberleigh North neighborhoods. He said he would like to see the study
and the date it was completed, the nature of the property, and the cost of the materials. He said it
was frustrating after being a resident of the subdivision for six years that somechow this was
happening right next to him. He said without knowing more, he could not ask the right
questions, so he asked that the applicant to meet with the neighbors and tell what they are
building.

Jennifer Readler reminded everyone that the Commission was making a recommendation tonight
to City Council, and that the final decision for the rezoning will be made by Council.
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Mr. Walter said the same notice provision occurs to the same distance from that property, and he
thought the residents needed to pay attention to the 300 feet distance, because it was a large area.
He said very few properties were within that notice area. He suggested that not be used that for
their sole trigger for notice.

Ms. Rauch assured the residents their names and addresses can be added to the notification list
after the meeting.

Meredith Mann, 8306 Amberleigh Way, thanked the Commission for their time and
consideration. She said they understood that this was preliminary. She said she was an honorary
member of the Amberleigh North Association, and their three main concerns they asked the
Commission to consider were their property values, traffic, and the safety of their families,
especially their children. She said it was really their desire to work as closely with the applicant
and Mr. Close as they possibly can move forward.

Oye Olatoye, 8372 Somerset Way, reiterated that at 300 feet, not many residents were notified,
but 300 feet from the pool meant that everybody that lived on Amberleigh North should get a
notice. He asked that be considered. He said they use the swimming pool and have a vested
interest in the pool, and everyone that lives on Amberleigh North should be notified.

Mr. Olatoye said his concern was for children living in Amberleigh North and the increased
traffic. He was concerned the cost of the cluster homes would not be similar to those in
Amberleigh North and their property values might depreciate as a result of this development. He
asked 1f the properties would devalue the existing property in the area. He said he believed the
preliminary meeting with the homeowners should happen first before this Commission makes a
recommendation to City Council.

Elisha Morrison, 8374 Autumnwood Way, said she also was concerned about the lack of
notification because it did not give them enough time to meet with the homeowners association
and be more prepared for this discussion. She said she would like to see the roadway moved
onto the main street, not coming into Memorial Drive, or at least have another exit so that traffic
has an additional way to leave. She said on the plan the cluster homes on average were on
minimum 0.16-acre, and that was not consistent with the lot sizes in their neighborhood. She
said one of her main concerns was they want to safeguard the value of their properties in the
Amberleigh North development. She said they would like to seec information on what kind of
studies were conducted regarding the traffic flow, whether the park was included, and finalized
studies regarding stormwater runoff and the impact into the Scioto River.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked the Commissioners’ discussion begin.

Richard Taylor said regarding the traffic and property value concerns of the residents, traffic is
something that everyone has to deal with, he said when he pulled out onto Dublin Road from
Bellaire Avenue 20 years ago, there was no roundabout, Donegal Cliffs, Amberleigh North or
South, Reserve, or Brandon. He said the roundabout meant traffic never stops, but that was
something he had to endure. He said in terms of property values, sometimes it can be
misunderstood that property values means that the next house built has to be exactly the same as
the house that is built by you to maintain property values. He said if this development was a
street grid built directly adjacent, connected, and visible to Amberleigh, he would agree that it
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might be a potential property value situation that would be a concern, however, this is a very
isolated development. He said this kind of cluster home development, with high end houses as
shown on the plan, very comparable to Riversgate Village on Fishinger Road, which is now ten
years old, had a positive effect on area properties. He said he thought there was a potential here,
given the high quality of architecture proposed and the seclusion of this proposal that it is not
going to be a problem. He said he did not think this will generate much traffic, especially for
the age range of people considered here. He said that was his personal opinion which will be
born out more with studies.

Mr. Taylor said he was curious about what the City would do in terms of the intersection and if
any improvement is being contemplated.

Mr. Taylor said on the details submitted, he would like to see changes in the development text.
He referred to pages 5, 10 and 16 of the development text, where it discussed each subarea, That
the height shall be measured from the finished grade to the mean height of the roof. He
suggested it be changed to, “the height of the dominant roof mass”, so it is clear that they are
talking about the significant roof, and not just any roof, but the larger one.

Mr. Taylor also suggested that there be a statement somewhere in the development text that
every effort will be made to maintain significant natural features on the site. He said that
specifically refers to Subarca B, and he was sure that was the intent because that was dramatic
property back there and it will enhance that.

Mr. Taylor had a comment on page 19, under V. Architectural Standards, 2) 4 minimum of 20
percent of the front fagade shall be stone or brick materials, and the front of the house must turn
the corner to the side elevation conflicted with 3) A change in materials must occur in
architecturally appropriate locations. He said the unfortunate affect of ‘turn the corner’ is a
house ends up being stone in the front with two foot wings on the side, and then it is stucco from
there back. He said he thought that looked worse than if they made appropriate architectural
transition between materials. He asked that it be deleted.

Mr. Taylor said 5) b. — Fascia size 7) a — Minimum Roof Pitch, specifically the section That
eaves shall be a minimum of 12 inches; and 11) Doors shall include windows in the upper
portion and have simulated panel details, are okay, except that given the architectural style
proposed, it is very common in these styles to have very small overhangs and none in some
cases. He pointed out that some of the pictures showed that. He said in some places, they would
not actually have a fascia board, so in order to keep it high quality and a European style they are
looking for, he thought those restrictions probably hurt it more than they helped it.

Mr. Taylor referred to the Appendix I, second page that began F) Roofs, one of the examples is
good and one not, so he would like to see the second one taken out because he thought it was a
substantially lower quality design than the others. He said on the following two pages, the small
vignette details were great, but on Appendix I with the Romantic Revival examples, he would
like to see three removed. (Two top ones and bottom center one.) He said on the last page there
was a sharp house with a turret, but the previous turret was bad and he would like to see it
removed.

John Hardt echoed the comments made by Mr. Taylor. He said he supported this application
because the proposal would result in less than half the number of residences on this property than
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the zoning that exists. He said that was something important that they needed to make sure did
not get lost in conversation. He thanked Mr. Taylor for doing all the homework on the residential
details.

Mr. Hardt referred to page 5 of the proposed text, the first page of Subarca A — Setbacks — 3)
Minimum rear yard setback 30 feet from the property line. He said on the preliminary plat there
were cases where the property line at the rear of the estate lot is either in the ravine or across the
ravine. He said Lot 8 shows a setback of 30 feet off the rear property line that does not make a
lot of sense. He suggested establishing rear setbacks off the centerline of the creek or the 100-
year flood plain. He said he assumed the intention was not to have homes hanging off the side
of the ravine because that would destroy the environment there.

Mr. Hardt referred to page 6 — Private Streets, item scven states, All private streets shall be
designed per City of Dublin Engineering Standards. He said that seemed to be a conflict. He
said if it said All public streets shall be designed per City of Dublin Engineering Standards,
except as noted above, it would make sense.

Mr. Hardt referred to the top of page 7, The existing bridge shall be evaluated at the final
development plan to verify that vehicle load limits are suitable for emergency access. He asked
what if the bridge is not suitable for emergence access.

Mr. Houk said they were trying to locate the original construction documents regarding the
bridge, and if they cannot be located, then they will have an engineering test to determine that.
He said he understood that until they satisfy the condition, they cannot build more homes there.

Steve Langworthy said if the applicant evaluates the bridge at the final development plan, and
improvements are necded, the applicant will be required to complete the improvements prior to
the first building permit request.

Mr. Hardt said he understood Mr. Houk to say that if it does not comply with the requirements
for emergency access, it would be upgraded. Mr. Hardt said that it said, The bridge would be
evaluated to verify that it was suitable for emergence access. Signage identifying load limits
shall be posted. He said that left open the possibility that the bridge would not be sufficient and
they simply would put up a sign that said it a ridiculously low number, and it would not work for
emergency access.

Mr. Houk said the intent was to ensure the bridge can carry the required load. Mr. Hardt asked it
be rewritten.

Mr. Hardt referred to page 9, regarding the entry gate: Access shall be permitted to have an
entry security gate allowing 24-hour emergency access. Shall be approved by Washington
Township Fire Department. The existing gate shall be permitted to remain. He said if the
existing gate does not work for the Washington Township Fire Department, then what.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she understood the existing gate mects the Fire Department
requirements with the appropriate bypass systems.

Alan Perkins, Washington Township Fire Department, said the existing gate meets their current
requirements and they have been there a couple of times for fire alarm responses and have
crossed that bridge. He said the Fire Code specifies that they have a verification that it meets
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load requirements. He said the bridge was constructed before the present 2003 Fire Code. He
said because they are adding onto this road, they asked for more specifications. He said the Fire
Code specifies that it has to be posted particularly on the entry side. He said they have tankard
vehicles from other stations that may be responding or construction vehicles that need to see the
load sign. He said the bridge met the specifications and the tankard vehicles have crossed the
bridge.

Mr. Hardt said that his comments about the rear sctbacks and the design of the public streets
exist in the text of Suabarea B, as well.

Mr. Walter spoke to the residents and said when this property was originally rezoned it was for
63 homes and if the applicant chooses to do nothing, he can put 63 homes there. He said moving
it from 63 to 37 homes was a big improvement and when you think about this property, it is
going to be a fabulous development and their property values will only be impacted positively by
having a known quantity that is going to be there.

He said normally, the Commission does not usually see a text and quality specifically laid out
that says what they will do. He said this proposal is specific and the applicant is doing that on
purpose so that he can monetize this property and develop a great property within the City. He
encouraged the residents to work with staff and their Council representative, and to express to
City Council their concerns about traffic in the area, safety, the intersection and the impacts on
their property. He said there was a real difference in the demographics and when they go to
work, the Deer Run residents will not be going there. He said the residents’ concerns were valid
and they had an active association. He said they really needed to work to express those concerns
in a way that will really have an impact.

Mr. Walter said his specific concern was the HOA conveyance and he asked if deed restrictions
were spelled out in the final development plan. Ms. Rauch said the City was not involved in this,
but it happens once a final development plan is approved.

Mr. Walter said his concern was with the private street and the maintenance and expense. He
said it needed to be conveyed and he would like to see a maintenance plan or what the City
would determine to be an acceptable maintenance load for that street network.

Mr. Walter said from the applicant’s perspective, he concurred that there should not be interior
sidewalks.

Ms. Kramb echoed Mr. Walter’s comments about the traffic issues. She did not think this
development will cause any more problems than what is already there. She strongly agreed that
the entrance to this development is where it should be, and she would not approve any additional
entrances onto Dublin Road with the higher speeds and conflict points.

Ms. Kramb said she thought this proposal was great and she was very excited about rezoning it
as a PUD so that all this detail can be included so that they know exactly what is going there.
She said to see this much detail up front was excellent. She said she definitely agreed with the
waiver because whenever it is built, it will be wonderful.

Ms. Kramb said she found one grammar error on the front page, It straddles the boundary line
between Franklin and Delaware...
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Ms. Kramb referred to page 9, Entry Feature Signage. She said nowhere did they say a limit to
the amount of signs. She said that usually defaulted to Code. She noted it said Entry sign(s), but
she assumed they got one sign because they had one entrance and one on Memorial Drive.

Ma. Kramb had concerns about the Subarea A and B Tree Preservation Zones, where it said, 7he
Tree Preservation Zone is not considered a common area, therefore it is not covered by
homeowners, it is covered by property owners. She said these are going to be very hard to
determine who is the property owner because there will be a huge area of trees and it will be
difficult to determine whose tree fell.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said when a tree falls in that area, it just lies and there is nothing to do.
She said it is a preserved area and they will not be allowed to do anything. Mr. Langworthy said
that becomes an advantage to the City if there becomes some sort of enforcement problem. He
said it was casier for Code Enforcement to go after a single property owner than a homeowner/s
association responsible for it.

Ms. Kramb said she agreed with Mr. Close about the sidewalks and trec preservation, but she
questioned if the internal roadway should be a little wider than 22 feet, which does not allow for
any on street parking at all. Ms. Rauch said there is on-street parking shown in the northern
portion and each side of this open space area.

Warren Fishman echoes what Mr. Walter said to the residents about the downzoning. He said he
was concerned about the private streets because he has seen them when they go into disrepair,
years later they petition the City to take them because they do not want to repair them. He asked
if all the streets would be built to City standards.

Mr. Houk said the width will be varied and all the pavement will meet City standards.

Mr. Fishman said he also agreed that if there should be no internal sidewalks, if the applicant
does not want them. He said he thought that was the ambiance of the neighborhood.

Mr. Fishman said so often the Commission sees beautiful elevations, and no matter how you
transition, there is a beautiful elevation and three sides of stucco. He said the Appearance Code
requires four-sided architecture, however four-sided architecture when dissected by the builders
is if there is brick in the front, you can bring a watertable around in brick, and then it gets
covered with bushes, and that is their four-sided architecture.

He said since they are interested in a high quality development, he would like to sce in the text
specify the percentage of material on the sides and rear. He said if there is 100 percent brick in
the front, it should be at least 75 percent brick in the back, not a water table or brick trim around
a door. He said he would like to see materials brought around on four sides.

Mr. Houk said when houses are set close together there will be more articulation on the front.
He said to put that much money on the side, right up against another side did not make fiscal
sense He said this is typical in these type of cluster home developments. He said he would be
glad to work with their architects to find the right wording so there is the right mix, but they
certainly do not want to take the articulation to the side that is six to ten feet from another house
and is rarely seen. He said he would be glad to work the language out that if the side is seen
from a roadway that it is consistent.
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Mr. Taylor said it was very difficult to legislate. He said the applicant is interested in doing
whatever is necessary to build this development correctly. He said the neighbors at Amberleigh
will be surprised to learn how expensive these houses are going to be.

Mr. Zimmerman echoed that this downsizing is a huge plus for Amberleigh.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she agreed with the comments made by the other Commissioners
that the downzoning is a real benefit to the City and to all of its residents. She said she believed
the park will have a far more profound impact on the traffic than this proposed development will.
She said fortunately the City has a very responsive group in Engineering and she encouraged
everyone if it were to become more problematic as the park and this develops to engage them.
She said there are certain tests that they will run that will indicate whether or not there is some
action required. She said if it needs to happen and it is justifiable it ultimately will be improved.
Ms. Amorose Groomes said this development far exceeds of Dublin’s Code in terms of quality,
layout, density, and lot coverage. She said this is a legacy development which she thought was a
great thing to live around.

Mr. Olatoye said he did not want the Commission to think that they were against this
development. He said if they were included in the process many of them might not be there. He
said hearing the comments from the Commissioners put their minds to rest. He said when there
1s a neighborhood association in Dublin, the 300-foot definition for notifications should be in the
common use area, which is the swimming pool for them.

Ms. Rauch asked if the Commissioners agreed that Condition 3 regarding the internal sidewalks
should be eliminated. Ms. Amorose Groomes said she heard consensus on this topic.

Ms. Rauch said she would strike Condition 3 and add another, The applicant change the text to
reflect the modifications made by the Commission.

Mr. Langworthy said he did not think the Commission should approve any residential
development without an internal sidewalk.

Motion #1 and Vote — Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

Mr. Taylor made a motion to recommend approval to City Council of this Rezoning with
Preliminary Development Plan because it complies with all applicable review criteria and the
existing development standards within the area with four conditions:

1) The plans be revised to relocate the gate and boulevard treatment at the entrance along
Memorial Drive farther into the development to provide stacking space for vehicles waiting
to enter;

2) The text and the plans be revised to incorporate a five-foot sidewalk along the north side of
Memorial Drive, and the sidewalk be continued to connect to existing sidewalk stub on the
cast side of Vista Ridge Drive, subject to Engineering approval;

3) The applicant revise the proposed development text to reflect the changes requested by the
Commission, subject to Planning approval; and

4) The text and plans be revised to extend the four-foot sidewalk between lots 28 and 29 from

- the proposed development into Amberleigh Park to allow easy access to the extensive park
trail system, subject to approval by Engineering and Parks and Open Space.
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Mr. Fishman seconded the motion.
Michael Close, on behalf of the applicant, agreed to the above conditions.

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

Motion #2 and Vote — Preliminary Plat

Mr. Taylor made the motion to recommend approval to City Council of this Preliminary Plat
because it complies with all applicable review criteria and the existing development standards
within the area with the following condition:

1) The applicant should ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat should be made
prior to City Council submittal.

Mr. Zimmerman seconded the motion.
Michael Close, on behalf of the applicant, agreed to the above condition.

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

Ms. Amorose Groomes reiterated that residents should see Ms. Rauch to get their names and
addresses on the notification mailing list and that Mr. Close should communicate with them.

Ms. Amorose Groomes adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m.

As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission.
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4. Deer Run Residential Dublin Road and Memorial Drive
09-093CP Concept Plan
Proposal: A single-family development consisting of nine estate lots and 38
cluster lots for 51.7 acres located at the northeast corner of Dublin
Road and Memorial Drive.
Request: Review and feedback of a concept plan under the Planned District
provisions of Code Section 153. 050
Applicant: Wasatch Partners, Deer Run Land and Deer Run Associates;
represented by Michael L. Close, Esq., Wiles, Boyle, Burkholder
et al.
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RESULT: The Commission reviewed this proposal for a single-family development
consisting of nine estate lots and 38 cluster lots for 51.7 acres located at the northeast comer of
Dublin Road and Memorial Drive and was generally supportive of the proposal moving forward
as a formal rezoning/preliminary development plan application. Some Commissioners advised
the applicant to review the setbacks along Dublin Road and ensure they are adequate. The
Commission requested the applicant explore a more village-like lot arrangement for the cluster
lots in an effort to preserve more of the sit’s natural features. The provision of high quality
design and architectural standards were also emphasized and the Commission requested these
high quality standards be incorporated in the future development text.
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He said if two dwelling units per acre would work for the applicant, that would be fine, however
he would not support anything that exceeded two units per acre.

Warren Fishman pointed out that there are a number of advantages of having this type of multi-
family infill, since it would minimize access points on Avery Road. He said the Commission
would make sure there is a strong condominium association and development standards. He
added that if developed, there would be a development text that specifies certain building
materials and what the units would look like.

Mr. Fishman said he was not for or against this project, but to do this type of infill, the two lots
to the south would have to be included to create a cohesive neighborhood with one entrance on
Avery Road. He agreed that this proposal was not there yet. He commented that the architecture
would need more stone to fit with the church. Mr. Fishman said he was not ready to commit
whether he would support this project based on the density because they had a long way to go on
the site plan and architecture.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she thought a condominium product would fit here, but she would
prefer that they be detached rather than attached condominiums. She strongly believed in the
PUD process that provides so much detail for the construction and materials, but it also comes
with development standards that would govern how the development must be maintained. Ms.
Amorose Groomes said she was in favor of a single access point on Avery Road for the entire
property, and she would like to see a provision for connection with the properties to the south
and maybe to the north. Ms. Amorose Groomes said the neighbors had a right to expect similar
rear yard setbacks on this site as well as their own yards.

Mr. Fishman said it would be desirable to have the curb cut align with the one across the street at
Manteo Drive. Mr. Close said there could be a way to align the access a bit better.

Ms. Amorose Groomes confirmed that Mr. Close had received the input he needed. She wished
Mr. Close the best of luck and reminded him to remain in touch with the neighbors. Ms.
Amorose Groomes thanked the residents for their comments.

4. Deer Run Residential Dublin Road and Memorial Drive

09-093CP Concept Plan
Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this application involving a Concept Plan for a single-
family development consisting of nine estate lots and 38 cluster lots on 51.7 acres located at the
northeast corner of Dublin Road and Memorial Drive.

Jennifer Rauch presented this Concept Plan requesting Commission review and feedback. She
described the surrounding area and the multiple-parcel site located in two approved
developments. She said the northernmost portion of this proposal consists of 11 platted estate
lots as part of the Deer Run Estates, platted in 1984, zoned R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential
District. She said only two of the seven lots, have houses constructed on them. She said the
southernmost portion is undeveloped and was originally part of Sections 4 and 5 of the
Amberleigh North subdivision, which is located south of this site, across Memorial Drive. Ms.
Rauch said in 2002, City Council approved another Preliminary Development Plan for the
southern portion titled Wasatch Estates, permitting five estate lots, and a gatehouse and
caretaker’s quarters.
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Ms. Rauch explained the proposed plan is divided into three subareas with nine estate lots
located in the northern portion, divided into two subareas with the northernmost portion
containing four of the proposed nine lots, accessed from the existing curb cut. She said the
middle portion includes the remaining five estate lots as part of the northern portion, located
south of the existing creek. She said the estate lots range between two and seven acres,
depending upon their location and the topography. Ms. Rauch said the southern portion,
containing 38 cluster lots located on a new cul-de-sac and curb cut within a third subarea. She
said the cluster lots would utilize a new access point that aligns with Autumnwood Way as part
of the Amberleigh North subdivision. She said there are ten acres of common open space
provided throughout the development, located along Memorial Drive and Dublin Road, and then
a larger wooded open space area in the middle separating the cluster lots from the estate lots.
She said the proposed density for the site is 0.7 dwelling units per acre, which meets the Future
Land Use designation of Residential Low Density, which would permit up to 51 dwelling units,
or 0.5 to one dwelling unit per acre.

Ms. Rauch said the applicant has provided images from the River’s Gate development as
reference of what the cluster lots could look like. She said in Planning’s opinion, the proposal is
consistent with the recommended density of the Community Plan’s Future Land Use Map, and
the Land Use Principles are either met or met with modifications as outlined by Planning. She
said the proposal incorporates a high-quality design, strives to preserve the natural features on
the site and provides common open space. She said Planning recommends the applicant proceed
with a Rezoning and Preliminary Development Plan, which is the next step in the Planned
District process.

Ms. Rauch suggested the following three discussion points for Commission feedback:

Does the Commission support Planning’s analysis of the proposal and recommend the applicant
move forward with a rezoning preliminary development plan for the combination of estate and
cluster lots?

What design considerations should the applicant utilize to meet the Land Use Principles?

Does the Commission believe the proposed architecture concept is appropriate for the
development and compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods?

Michael L. Close, representing the applicants, Wasatch Partners, Deer Run Land, and Deer Run
Associates, said that this Concept Plan anticipated adding an additional half-acre on the northern
part of the park, which is unusable because of its severe elevation. He pointed out that the area
was registered as an agriculture recruitment area as a tree farm. He said the owner has planted
thousands of trees, most of which will not be a problem because they are too young. He said it is
a heavily wooded area, and they plan to keep the heavy forestation wherever they can. He said
the area between the middle and southern sections is anticipated to be a No Disturb Zone, and
through a series of deed restrictions, each of these subdivisions separately will be required to
maintain those portions of the forest that they own.

Mr. Close said the connectivity issues raised he did not see as being any problem. He expected
that they would have to move the wooden fence on City property. Mr. Close pointed out that
contrary to what the Planning Report stated, the parkland was dedicated when the property was
first rezoned.
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William Duecker, 8719 Glenamoy, a Kerry Glen resident, said he had no issue with this
proposal, but he would like to know what would be included in the PUD. He said fencing or
debris would flood his house, therefore he wanted it guaranteed that there would be no fencing
on the northern end where the creek was located. He said he also did not want to see a chain link
fence behind his house.

Jerry Ellis, 10815 Edgewood Drive, a Concord Township Zoning Commissioner, said the site
plan was wonderful and it was a good use of the land. He noted the southern end was at the
ravine, which made it a very attractive nuisance next to the parkland. He was also concerned
how to separate the proposed development from public access. Mr. Ellis requested an
archeological survey of the parkland and this site to check for Indian artifacts and remains.

John Hardt said he thought this was a good plan and he was pleased. He encouraged the
applicant to move forward with plans to rezone his property. He said although it is intended to
be a gated community, he asked that when the development text is written consideration be given
to how it is done, if at all. He questioned how traffic would circulate in the cul-de-sac in the
middle of the southern portion of the site, and said it should carefully be considered when going
forward.

Mr. Close said for safety reasons, they had to satisfy the Fire Department and emergency
vehicles with regard to the turn around and traffic circulation, which they will address.

Todd Zimmerman said he supported the project and the proposed density. He said on the
required setbacks should be maintained along Dublin Road.

Warren Fishman asked if this development would be a gated community. Mr. Close said the
north two subareas are proposed to be gated but he did not know if the bottom ones would be
gated.

Mr. Fishman confirmed there would be access to the river from the park. Mr. Close said there
was public access to the park along Memorial Drive. He thought Mr. Ellis was concerned about
there being river access from the park to the subdivision to the north. Mr. Close concurred with
Mr. Ellis that they did not want access across the river to the north subdivision.

Amy Kramb said she would like to see how there would be path connections within the proposed
neighborhoods through the proposed open space. Mr. Close said there would be connectivity to
Amberleigh, to the park to the east, and to the bikepath to the west, but not paths through the
proposed open space area. He said he expected it would end up as a No Disturb Zone. Ms.
Kramb confirmed that there would be no connections between the estate properties and the other
properties.

Kevin Walter said he was sure this will be a beautiful property with high standards and high
quality, but he was concerned that it might not do the site justice. He preferred to see even more
of the natural character retained with a winding road and clusters of homes in a more
conservation oriented design, because of the site’s topography. He said it might be an
opportunity lost if something even more special is not done to preserve the site, which is one of
the most beautiful sites in Dublin.

Richard Taylor said this was also one of the last pieces of developable riverside property north of
1-270, so it takes on special importance. He said he liked the north half of this plan, but he was
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not crazy about the south half because it looked like they were clear-cutting the whole area. He
said River’s Gate had the character of a European Village, which was stated as a goal on this site.
Mr. Taylor said this layout is essentially a modified series of culs-de-sac and he did not think that
achieves the village character of River’s Gate or would be appropriate for this site. Mr. Taylor
suggested the pond or open space around the edge of the site be transferred to the interior to save
more trees, and create more of a village-like environment. He said he would like to see a
substantial improvement of the layout. Mr. Taylor was concerned about the properties at both
ends of the cul-de-sac because the lots were oddly placed.

Mr. Taylor said his biggest concern was with the quality of the houses to be built. He said since
this is going to be a PUD, the Commission had the opportunity to make sure that there were
extraordinary high quality standards for the houses. He was concerned that without a very strict
development text in place, these lots like many others in Dublin, will be sold to builders whose
goals are quite different from the developer’s original intent. Mr. Taylor said for the good of the
community, this property and the existing houses he would like to see those standards
maintained in whatever is built on the site. He said the best way to do that is to make sure there
is a very good set of text requirements focused on architectural.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said this was not one of the most beautiful pieces of property in Dublin,
it was the most beautiful piece of property, developed or undeveloped. She said she would like
to see tree preservation happen particularly on the northern portion of the site with high
landscape standards that would deter anyone from removing the virgin forest as it stands today.
She said the canyon walls will begin to be lost if the vegetation holding them up is removed. She
said she would like to see strict requirements to ensure trees aren’t removed, particularly on the
north portion. She said she would like more setbacks on Dublin Road, which might impact one
or two lots because there is a nice tree stand coming from Dublin Road and the creek washes
through there. She wanted to see a little more buffer maintained on Dublin Road on the southern
half of the development.

Ms. Amorose Groomes ended the discussion saying this was a great proposal for this property
and it was the best shot at preserving it to the extent possible. She said the only other pipedream
would be if it could be given to the City as a park that everyone could enjoy. She said short of
that, this was the next best thing that could be done. She confirmed that Mr. Close had received
enough feedback from the Commissioners.

Mr. Close thanked the Commission and said they would be back again.

Ms. Amorose Groomes called a brief break at 8:41 p.m. before beginning the next case.

3 NE Quad PUD, Subarea SA — Kroger Marketplace — Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt
7545 Sawmill Road
09-100AFDP/CU Amended Final Development Plan/Conditional Use
Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this application involving a 170-square-foot patio
space for five tables in front of a tenant space for a frozen yogurt shop within the Kroger
Marketplace shopping center. She swore in those who intended to speak in regard to this case
including the applicant Sandra Leess, Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt, and City representatives.

Todd Zimmerman and John Hardt, who requested that this application be pulled from the
consent items, agreed to forego the staff presentation.
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