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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 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: Michael 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 approve this 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
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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, and 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.

* 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
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CITY OF DUBLIN. FEBRUARY 3, 2011
Land Use and
Long Range Planning
5800 Shier-Rings Road
Dublin, Ohio 43016-12346
Phone/ TDD: 614-410-4600
Fax: 614-410-4747
Web Site: www.dublin.oh.us

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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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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