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Tree Survey Information via
Stantec Consulting Services

Refer to Plant Materials List
for Plant Species/Size

DO NOT CUT LEADER ON
EVERGREENS OR PYRAMIDAL TREES.

SET ROOTBALL APPROXIMATELY 3"
HIGHER THAN FINISH GRADE.

3" DEEP SHREDDED HARDWOOD

PREPARE A 3" MIN. SAUCER AROUND PIT.
DISCARD EXCESS EXCAVATED MATERIAL.

SUBGRADE.

BACKFILL PIT WITH PLANTING PIT
TOPSOIL.

CUT AWAY SYNTHETIC CORDS AROUND
ROOTBALL AND TRUNK.

SET ROOTBALL ON UNDISTURBED
SUBGRADE.

BARK MULCH.

24"

LIMIT PRUNING TO DEAD AND BROKEN BRANCHES

SET ROOTBALL AT SAME LEVEL AS FINISHED GRADE

3" DEEP DARK HARDWOOD BARK MULCH
PREPARE A 3" MINIMUM SAUCER AROUND PIT
DISCARD EXCESS EXCAVATED MATERIAL

BACKFILL PIT WITH PLANTING PIT TOPSOIL

UNDISTURBED UPGRADE

CUT ANY SYNTHETIC CORDS AROUND ROOTBALL AND TRUNK

SET ROOTBALL ON UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

DO NOT CUT LEADER ON
EVERGREENS OR PYRAMIDAL TREES.

PRUNE 1/3 OF CROWN, MAINTAINING
NATURAL SHAPE.

WRAP TRUNK WITH APPROVED TREE
WRAP TO FIRST BRANCH.

SET ROOTBALL APPROXIMATELY 3"
HIGHER THAN FINISH GRADE.

3" DEEP SHREDDED HARDWOOD

PREPARE A 3" MIN. SAUCER AROUND PIT.
DISCARD EXCESS EXCAVATED MATERIAL.

SUBGRADE.

BACKFILL PIT WITH PLANTING PIT
TOPSOIL.

CUT AWAY SYNTHETIC CORDS AROUND
ROOTBALL AND TRUNK.

SET ROOTBALL ON UNDISTURBED
SUBGRADE.

BARK MULCH.

6"

GROUND TO A DEPTH OF 8"-10" TO A DISTANCE
AFTER BACKFILLING, ROTOTILLING EXISTING

OF 30" AROUND HOLE.

AND PLACED 6" FROM TRUNK OF TREE, EXTEND 12"

MULCH ROOTBALL WITH WOOD CHIPS OR
SHREDDED BARK.  MULCH TO BE 3" IN DEPTH,

PAST THE EDGE OF THE HOLE.

Rigid Trunk Protection

For Deer Protection

Full depth of trunk

See General Notes #17, this page
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Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Ms. Mitchell seconded, to elect Chris Brown to serve as the Vice Chair for the Planning 
and Zoning Commission. The vote was as follows: Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; 
Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0)  
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Ms. De Rosa seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 
follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, 
yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve the February 18, 2016, meeting minutes. The vote 
was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. 
Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7- 0) 
 
The Chair briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission. She said 
certain cases on tonight’s agenda may be approved by consent. She stated the following cases are 
eligible for consent tonight: 
 
Case 3: Village at Coffman Park, Phase III Amended Final Development Plan 
Case 4: Kumon Learning Center Amended Final Development and Conditional Use  
 
The Chair pulled Case 3 from the Consent Agenda as there was someone from the public that wanted to 
address the Commission. The Chair requested a motion to approve Case 4 on the Consent Agenda. She 
said the rest of the cases would be heard in the following order: 3, 1, 2 but cases would be recorded in 
the minutes in the order as presented in the agenda. 
 
 
1. NE Quad PUD, Subarea 3, Wyandotte Woods – Hawthorne Commons 

           Wyandotte Woods Boulevard 
15-118FDP               Final Development Plan 

 
The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a proposal for 86 multiple-family dwelling units for 
an approximately 13-acre, vacant site and all associated site improvements as part of the Wyandotte 
Woods neighborhood in Subarea 3 of the NE Quad Planned Unit Development District. She said the site is 
south of the eastern portion of Wyandotte Woods Boulevard and west of the intersection with Emerald 
Parkway. She said this is a request for review and approval of Minor Modifications to the Development 
Text and a Final Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. She stated the 
Commission will be required to vote on these requests separately. 
 
The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission regarding this case. 
 
Jennifer Rauch stated this application was reviewed by the Planning and Zoning Commission on February 
4 and March 10, 2016 and were tabled at the request of the applicant at both meetings. She reported the 
topics discussed were the setbacks, buffering, connectivity, stormwater, and the entry pond. 
 
Ms. Rauch presented the aerial view of the site, which is south of a single-family residential development 
and north of Dublin Scioto High School. She presented the proposed Site Plan and pointed out the single 
access point off of Wyandotte Woods Boulevard. She said the proposal includes: 19, one-story buildings, 
which contain 86 units of one, two, and two-plus bedrooms; and a community center that is on the north 
side of the main entrance into the development. She noted parking is provided within the unit or 
driveway and a small public parking area is adjacent to the community center. She added the proposed 
development is identified as a 55 and older market.  



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
April 7, 2016 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 3 of 24 

 
Ms. Rauch said the applicant has modified the proposal to eliminate the setback encroachment, which 
have resulted in changes to the site layout. She noted a portion of building A has shifted and split to 
create a new building T, but maintains the cluster layout; building C has been significantly modified to a 
lineal layout along Hawthorne Way; the end units were eliminated to create a new building S with access 
off Willow Way; and the end unit and driveway at the north end of building C was eliminated, which has 
improved the aesthetics upon entering the development. As a result, she said a more meaningful open 
space has been created in the area adjacent to buildings C and S and includes a significant tree that will 
continue to be preserved. 
 
Ms. Rauch pointed out the proposal meets the development text requirement for perimeter buffering 
along the north, west, and south sides when adjacent to single-family or school property that must 
contain a mixture of evergreen and deciduous plant material at 75% summertime opacity.  
 
Ms. Rauch indicated that Staff has requested the applicant explore grouping garages for buildings C, F, H, 
and P, to create more consolidated driveways and green space to minimize the number of garage views. 
 
Ms. Rauch presented the proposed elevations for building I, as a representative of the architecture. She 
said the building height is below 20 feet high to meet a maximum permitted height of 35 feet. She 
described the elevations as a high quality contemporary design with the incorporation of stone, Hardie-
Plank, and metal panels. 
 
Ms. Rauch noted the additional connections including the school site to the east and the existing multi-
use path to the west. She said the connection with the school site on the east side is currently under 
construction and will connect through the proposed development and then north between Lots 186 and 
187 of Section 8. She said the applicant will be required to provide a 25-foot access easement at the 
northwest portion of the site to the City to maintain the 8-foot wide shared-use path that will be 
constructed as part of the site development. She reported the applicant has revised the proposed layout 
and provided an integrated connection from the external path into the site.  
 
Ms. Rauch said the retention ponds remain in the same locations in addition to permeable pavers and 
underground storage for stormwater management.  
 
Ms. Rauch reported the applicant and Planning Staff conducted a site visit within the last two weeks to 
verify the number and quality of trees and areas of trees that provide the most benefit to the site and 
proposed site design. She said the proposal indicates the preservation of trees in certain portions of the 
site. An updated tree preservation and replacement plan was provided for review with the proposal she 
said, which identifies 20 trees of 24” diameter or greater. She said the plan shows two dead, 9 
remaining, and 9 removed with the proposal.  
 
Ms. Rauch presented graphics of the streetscape perspectives and the rear of the units to illustrate the 
decks with railings and the patios. She also presented a section view illustration of the mounding and 
landscaping proposed for between the Hawthorne Commons units and the existing single-family 
development. She presented the applicant’s illustration of the landscape buffer at the time of installation 
and then after the trees have matured. The proposed elevations of the community center were also 
presented. Lastly, she presented the proposed sign illustration that noted the location at the development 
entry that includes text “Hawthorne Commons” on top and “Treplus Communities” underneath with a line 
between the two lines of text. She reported the sign meets the Code requirements for size, height, and 
location. She noted the sign design includes an anodized cabinet mounted on a stone base that 
coordinates with the architectural style of the proposed development and will be externally illuminated.  
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Ms. Rauch said one Minor Text Modification is recommended for approval: 
 

“To permit a modification of the previously approved architectural styles to the submitted 
architectural elevations, subject to approval of the proposed Final Development Plan.” 
 

Ms. Rauch said the Final Development Plan is recommended for approval with 12 conditions: 
 

1) That the applicant work with Legal to finalize deed restrictions to provide age restrictions for 
future tenants; 

2) That the applicant work with Staff on opportunities to group garage locations on buildings C, F, 
H, and P;  

3) That the plans be revised to incorporate a sidewalk on the north side of the entrance drive 
connecting Wyandotte Woods Boulevard to the community center;  

4) That the applicant provides a 25-foot access easement at the northwest portion of the site to the 
City to maintain the 8-foot wide shared-use path that will be constructed as part of the site 
development;  

5) That the applicant and owner continue to work with the City on coordinating the details of the 
access easement, path construction, and plant materials for the connection of the path from the 
school site through to Wyandotte Woods Boulevard;   

6) That the final layout and location of the eastern path is field verified to minimize any impacts to 
the existing trees in the vicinity; 

7) That the applicant incorporates passive amenities such as benches and/or informal paths within 
the small open space areas, to the extent possible;  

8) That the final revisions to the plans regarding the alley width and turning radii will be required 
with the building permit submission, subject to approval by Washington Township Fire 
Department; 

9) That the applicant ensures tree replacement for the site occurs in accordance with the Code or 
obtains approval of a tree Waiver from City Council; 

10) That the applicant addresses the site-grading concerns identified within the report, subject to 
approval by Engineering;  

11) That the portion of landscaping located around the entry pond is completed by Fall 2016 or with 
the occupancy of the community center building, whichever occurs first and a fountain be added 
to the entry pond; and  

12) That the applicant continue working with Engineering to address all technical comments 
regarding stormwater management and continue to demonstrate all stormwater requirements as 
defined in Chapter 53 are met as well as not adversely impacting the school property. 

 
The Chair invited the applicant to come forward. 
 
Glen Dugger, 37 W. Broad Street, said he represents the applicant. He said he agreed with everything 
that was stated in the Planning Report and confirmed it was an accurate description of the site and 
proposal. However, he said there is no requirement in the underlying zoning that this property be used as 
a senior-type product. He indicated the applicant has agreed to provide that the property will be “HOPA” 
Compliant, so it will be a 55 and over community. He reviewed the 10 Final Development Plan criteria to 
emphasize the applicant’s revisions that meet the criteria for the benefit of the Commissioners that have 
not had the opportunity to attend each meeting where this application was reviewed: 
 

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 the Preliminary Development Plan  
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7) Appropriate landscaping to enhance, buffer, & soften the building and site  
8) Compliant stormwater management  
9) All phases comply with the previous criteria  
10) Compliance with other laws & regulations 

 
Mr. Dugger concluded the zoning density is a maximum of 120 units per acre and the applicant is 
proposing 86 units per acre; one-story units each with its own garage; the applicant complied with the 
setback requirements; and this proposal is HOPA compliant.  
 
Cathy De Rosa asked the applicant to highlight the top two or three significant changes in the plan from 
the March meeting to this meeting. Mr. Dugger replied there are none.  
 
Chris Brown requested clarification on the density. Ms. Rauch confirmed the applicant meets the 
development text for height, setbacks, and density. 
 
The Chair called for public comment and requested that the comments are concise and limited to under 
five minutes. 
 
Amy Kramb, 7511 Riverside Drive, said she is the president of the East Dublin Civic Association. She 
asked the Commission to disapprove this application because she feels there are many criteria that are 
not met. She referred to criteria #3 – Open Space. She said technically it meets the percentage 
requirement but it is not useable space. She noted the great central useable space at Greystone Mews as 
comparison. She demonstrated that ponds are more useable if there are walking paths with benches 
surrounding it. She said this application has two retention ponds but they are steeply graded and not 
useable as they will be heavily landscaped and there are no walking paths. She said all the paths for this 
application are on the perimeter and suggested that units be moved around to provide more useable 
open space.  
 
Ms. Kramb referred to criteria #4 – Protecting the natural resources. She said the trees are being 
eliminated, which is devastating and indicated she would have preferred the applicant have a tree 
preservation zone; it will be years before the replacement trees are beautiful.  
 
Ms. Kramb stated the applicant is not meeting criteria #6 - Signs consistent with the Preliminary 
Development Plan. She said the Preliminary Development Plan did not have any specific details but that is 
a residential area and the metal cabinet sign proposed appears commercial additionally with the 
commercial name and logo. She questions where else in the City this would be acceptable. 
 
Ms. Kramb said the applicant is not meeting criteria #7 - Appropriate landscaping to enhance, buffer, & 
soften the building and site. She indicated the landscaping is not appropriate on the western edge; there 
are two really long buildings separated by ±10 feet, which is almost a 600-foot property line on the 
western edge. She said the gap looks smaller than a driveway, which creates a harsh view.  
 
Ms. Kramb noted criteria #2 - Traffic and pedestrian safety. She said there should be a connection to the 
school property on the southwest corner of the site.  
 
Jerry Kosicki, 4313 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said there is a lot to like about this development – 55 
and over product with a single-story design; the density at 86 units per acre rather than 120; the 
developers; and a plan that is a lot better than the four-story buildings proposed previously. He said the 
neighborhood is called Wyandotte Woods but a lot of trees have been cut down recently. He stated the 
neighbors would like the best trees on the site to be preserved and cherished but since so many are 
being eliminated, it does not meet criteria #4. He said because the project is a one-story design, it takes 
up a large footprint and lacks public useable space that is meaningful. He noted everything is jammed 
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into this proposal. He said he agreed with Ms. Kramb’s comments about the retention ponds. He said the 
solid wall of buildings on the north side is visible to his neighborhood and it appears as a fort creating a 
forbidding bearer against their community. He said he agreed with Ms. Kramb’s comments about the 
western edge and how it is overwhelming and unattractive while visible to every home on Clayton Court. 
He said this development is isolating and not welcoming to the neighborhood as it does not contribute to 
the connectivity of the City, failing criteria #2. He indicated this is proposed as intensely developed and 
crowded as Bridge Street is supposed to be and this is not in the Bridge Street District; therefore, criteria 
#3 is not met. He asked that the Commission disapprove this application. 
 
Kathy Harter, 7825 Holiston Court, said she is one of the trustees of the neighborhood. She said she 
appreciates that the developer and the Commission have listened to their concerns because the 
neighborhood wants the project to be the best it can be. She said they love the 55 and over aspect of the 
project and the uniqueness of it. She said she is interested to see if the sign gets changed. She questions 
if this is too much that is being proposed overall and if there is going to be enough green space. She 
encouraged more landscaping for optimal buffering like around Kroger Marketplace and Lifetime Fitness. 
 
Mrs. Venkatesh, 4063 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said their house is the first one near the pond and 
seeing seven or eight houses from their patio will appear like a fort wall. She said the trees are being 
removed and it will take years for the replacement trees to form a buffer. She stated this development is 
too crowded and will not fit within their community.  
 
Mike Adelman, 4221 Clayton Court, said there are some positives with this application and he appreciates 
all the consideration being exhibited here tonight. He said the lower profile is appreciated as well as 
demographic of the empty-nesters. He said he is the representative for Clayton Court and they are 
struggling as to whether this development fits in with the Wyandotte Woods community and the City of 
Dublin. He encouraged preserving the green space as was the theme for Post Road. He said the western 
border will be quite visible from their backyards and it is intense from their perspective according to the 
renderings presented. He said that 600-foot run of building appears quite commercial and industrial and 
is not sure that is what they had in mind when they began building their home in 2013 and were so 
proud to move into Dublin in 2014.  
 
Mr. Adelman said the landscape buffering for privacy of the existing homes is desired and hopes the 
developer can preserve as many mature trees as possible. He said he understands it is not the 
Commission’s responsibility but hopes City Council will really consider the impact of granting a tree 
Waiver.  
 
Mr. Adelman inquired about the retention pond as to whether it will be filled at all times or just service 
the storm runoff. He said the retention ponds out on Clayton Court were sold to prospective homeowners 
as a very visually pleasing pond with a fountain yet it has been more of a cesspool full of construction 
debris and other trash. He said it has been re-landscaped a couple of times just in the 16 months he has 
resided there and not at all what any of them had envisioned.  
 
Mr. Adelman agreed the entry sign is too intense, appears industrial, and is not consistent with the 
character of Wyandotte Woods or other communities found in our City. He appreciates Mr. Dugger’s 
willingness to modify the sign.  
 
Daniel Zupnick, 4080 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said his concern is density. He said comparison 
communities shown all seemed to fit the guidelines they were looking for here. He compared the aspects 
of the Coffman Park case heard earlier to this one stating that 56 units would be better for this 
development as it is packed at 86 units. He said he liked the architecture of the building materials for the 
sign, which is forward looking but does not like the text. He stated this is not a “Treplus Community”, it is 
a Dublin Community. He asked that the corporate nature be removed. 
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Sue Hutras, 7834 Silver Rose Court, said she appreciates all the time Mr. Dugger has spent with the 
neighbors but agrees with all the points that have been made by other neighbors. She stated she resides 
on one acre, backing up to woods, and this does not feel like her neighborhood. She said the density is 
very concerning with her neighbors along with the lack of trees and conservation. She indicated she 
would prefer to see a big buffer around the outside instead of pushing the buildings as far as they are 
permitted to the setbacks. She agreed to fewer units (like 56) and for benches to be added to the green 
space.  
 
Rajeev Desai, 4071 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said he agreed this looks like a fort and there is too 
much to fit in here. He said they wanted to reside in a Dublin community because Dublin sets a high 
standard of living, including open space but this proposal does not follow a lot of the standards. He asked 
the Commission to consider this as if it were to be their neighbor. 
 
The Chair asked for further public comment. [Hearing none.] She closed the public comment portion of 
the meeting.  
 
Mr. Brown indicated Mr. Dugger tried to go above and beyond to meet all criteria and meet with the 
community and recognized that it is one story instead of two. He said he struggles with the overall 
footprint and has from day one. He said he liked the idea of the proposal, the unique architecture, and 
the whole concept but it still seems very condensed. He said he understands what the neighbors are 
saying about the linear nature of the 600 feet on the west with only small gaps. He recalled some of the 
other cases the Commission has reviewed and thought of tree preservation. He reported he has walked 
the site several times and one of his jobs is running a tree farm so he gets the different things that are 
there. He said the nature and grade of the site makes it difficult to preserve a great deal; the legacy trees 
the developer is trying to preserve is appreciated. He said he struggles with the idea that they will 
actually survive even with the fencing in place because he has been around too much construction where 
bulldozers and other large equipment is used. Protecting trees he said is very difficult to do. 
 
Mr. Brown stated he thinks everyone agrees the sign needs to change. He said he does not see an issue 
with pedestrian safety. He agreed the western edge is pretty harsh.  
 
Mr. Brown suggested that in 10 years the neighbors would be thrilled to have this development once the 
trees mature and they see how it works. He said the problem is the applicant is following a pattern of a 
development where the refined details by the way they have been carried out (starting with the retention 
pond) have not been well executed. He indicated the applicant has to ‘swim upstream’ because of the 
predecessor’s lack of detail. He said he thinks the intent of the applicant is to do this right and do it well 
but he is anxious to hear what his fellow Commissioners have to say because he is on the fence.  
 
The Chair requested clarification from Staff. She said when we go through each of our review comments, 
we anticipate that the applicant will comply with all of them for getting approval. She urged her fellow 
Commission Members to use the review criteria and explain how they find it to be met or not met.  
 
Ms. Salay said this is a difficult site and recalls there has been a lot planned for this part of Dublin but not 
without contention from the neighbors. She said she is favorable to this proposal overall – likes the 
architecture a lot; 86 units versus the 120 units per acre for density; and a 55-plus product that will 
reduce the impact on traffic and not many students generated to add to the school district. She indicated 
this is going to be a nice neighborhood from a pedestrian standpoint. She said anything developed here 
would be difficult to fit within this neighborhood. She said she appreciates the applicant working so well 
with the neighborhood and staff and appreciates the neighbor’s participation. She said there is a 
push/pull with connectivity. She noted a connection added to the southeast portion would require more 
tree removal.  
 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
April 7, 2016 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 8 of 24 

 
Ms. Salay confirmed the 55% lot coverage was accurate and acknowledged that was good. She indicated 
if there was a big apartment complex placed here, there would be a large parking lot and this feels more 
like a neighborhood to her. She stated overall she is supportive of the proposal but the sign needs work. 
She asked if the City Forrester could get involved so we have the heaviest duty tree protection we can 
get and have supervision at the site. She said there are a lot of accidents that can happen. She 
suggested the applicant plant the landscape buffer between the homes as soon as possible. She noted 
Mr. Brown’s comment about “the neighbors being really thrilled with this neighborhood in 10 years” is 
really key. She understands living through construction in our neighborhood is never fun.  
 
Ms. De Rosa said there is a lot to like about this application and is really pleased with the 55-plus aspect 
as more of it is needed in this community. She indicated she continues to struggle with the open space 
and the community aspect of this. She said they have been studying what makes senior housing 
effective, positive, and successful. She said she struggles with the pond not being accessible to the 
intended age group and in ten years, that is not going to change and open space really matters for 
successful engagement in a community. She concluded the architecture is lovely.  
 
Steve Stidhem said he struggles with this application because of a lack of neighborhood support and it 
would be tough to vote against that. He suggested if a few units were removed and open space added 
many folks would be happy with that solution. He noted the way the sidewalks are laid out in this case 
makes sense. He said he is disappointed because the same feedback was received from the neighbors a 
month ago and yet nothing has changed. He indicated the approach to tackling the intensity issue                    
is a little troubling. He said overall he does not have a strong opinion right now; there are positives to 
this application. He recalls what Mr. Brown has said in the past, which was to be careful with shooting 
something like this down because there might be something much worse coming in later that the 
neighbors will absolutely hate.  
 
Deb Mitchell said she had a general comment that she would love to see someone with academic 
research, which there is plenty of, about the psychology and experience of what density means because 
she would love for those in Dublin to consider what people are learning about how we as humans 
experience density. She suggested density is thought of as a multi-dimensional experience and construct. 
She said the whole idea of too much density or not enough density is not just in terms of a number of 
points of experience on a lot or piece of land; it has to do with a lot of different dimensions including 
height, color, and atmosphere, etc.  
 
With respect to this development, Ms. Mitchell said she is very hesitant when something is proposed that 
appears to meet the criteria and appears to be better than anything that has been brought before; she is 
troubled. She said there is an old saying “Perfect is the enemy of good”. She said if something seems 
exciting on many dimensions but not all, she is hesitant to reject it because there could be something 
better.  
 
Robert Miller applauded Mr. Dugger’s efforts; communication skills have been excellent. He said he truly 
wanted to support this project primarily because what could go on this piece of land could be far worse 
than this. He said if the applicant can deal with the sign, that will help some; but the one criteria he is 
struggling with is the open space and he is not certain how that can be attained. He said connectivity is 
not an issue for him any longer because he does not know what this development would connect to. He 
referred to the Gordon Farms apartment complex; even though it does not feel like a fort-like setting, it 
is. He said coming up behind those buildings from the green spaces outside that property, one would 
have a hard time getting into that property as there are only a couple of entrances. He said he struggles 
with the open space usability, the same as Ms. De Rosa. He said if that could be addressed, he would be 
100% in but to the neighbors he would say this is a ‘pretty good’ project as he is currently 95 – 98% 
there. 
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Ms. Newell said there are so many merits to this project. She said she has sat through several of the 
previous applications. She said the one proposal with the four-story apartment building was originally 
proposed as three stories. She said the Commission entertained the possibility of accepting four stories 
for the primary reason to preserve trees. She said when she looks at this site, it is the one natural 
resource amenity on this site that she struggles with. On the review criteria list, she said #1 - 
Consistency with the approved Preliminary Development Plan, she said if we take in that text 
modification, she believes the applicant is compliant. She has no issue with #2 - Traffic and pedestrian 
safety because this project will generate less traffic than if it were built out to the full permitted density 
and she was comfortable with having sidewalks on one side of the street and provided walkways within 
those areas including five-foot-wide walks that are more appropriate with this type of age group. She 
said when it comes to #3 - Adequate public services and open space she said the amount is adequate 
but is it useable. She said the applicant agreeing to add benches to that space makes it more usable. She 
said criteria #4 - Protection of natural features and resources is one she is really struggling with. She 
does not expect every tree on the site to be maintained but the applicant is intending to preserve 9 
legacy trees at 24-inch-caliper. She emphasized the grading is a problem when trying to preserve these 
trees and is not convinced they will survive. She said outside of those nice trees, the property is getting 
clear-cut of all trees so she does not believe the proposal is protecting the natural resources. She said the 
applicant meets the requirements in our Code for criteria #5, #6, #7, #9, and #10. For criteria #8 she 
finds in the Planning Report that they are still working on stormwater management but the issues are 
presented as minor, she believes it will meet the Code. She summarized that criteria #4 is the only one 
she still struggles with. She asked if any of the Commissioners can convince her she is not in support of 
losing the natural resources.  
 
Ms. Salay said a one-story project spreads out which is good and bad. She said it is difficult to imagine 
how the grading will impact the trees as she is not an engineer or an architect. She asked if the City’s 
Forrester has looked at this plan to determine if it is realistic to preserve trees based on the grading plan 
and the way these units are going to be built.  
 
Ms. Rauch said the main contacts have been our two landscape compliance officers within our 
department and she does not know if they consulted the City’s Forrester but they evaluate trees and sites 
for development proposals on a daily basis. She reported their recommendation is new trees would be a 
greater benefit in terms of the species and condition of existing trees. In other examples, she said we 
have moved pieces of development around to try and preserve a particular tree but they did not believe 
that should be the case for this proposal.  
 
Ms. Salay referred to the landscape plan where the trees that are to remain are green and those to be 
removed are marked red.  
 
Mr. Brown inquired about the deciduous trees being planted around the border and the entrance. Ms. 
Rauch said typically the caliper is 2.5 inches, which is the City standard. Mr. Dugger clarified the trees at 
the entrance are 3 inches and the border trees are 2.5 inches.  
 
Mr. Dugger said he can provide the detail for metal fences they plan to use to safeguard the trees to be 
preserved to get them through the construction process so accidents do not happen. 
 
Mr. Brown said if the applicant agrees to work with the sign and add a condition for the legacy trees to 
be replaced with a certain caliper tree if they die within five years, that the applicant is winning here. 
 
Ms. De Rosa reiterated – “Good can be the enemy of great”. She indicated she worries because Dublin 
consistently and repeatedly sets a higher standard. From a natural fit and open space criteria, she said it 
seems we are close enough that we should be able to get to that even better place. She asked where the 
benches are on the open space. She indicated she did not want to give up on what we want to achieve 
here but at the same time do not want to accept the substandard. She affirmed Ms. Mitchell’s comments 
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which stated there has been a lot of research which shows what makes great communities that include 
visiting and connecting with open spaces, etc. She stated those criteria are in the Code for a reason and 
she believes they are important.  
 
Ms. Rauch pointed to the areas that had been opened up where benches could be placed and the 
applicant has indicated they will do that. She also referred to the conditions regarding informal paths for 
certain areas.  
 
Ms. Salay noted that Emerald Fields Park is basically across the street from this development and it is a 
community-scale park for everyone’s use. She said there is also going to be a pathway that connects to 
the walking path that runs along adjacent to the school property on the east side. She emphasized she 
wants people to be able to walk to the school. She said for a 55-plus community, the school could 
provide many opportunities to enjoy the athletic events, plays, musicals, and art shows at the school.  
 
Mr. Dugger concluded there is a fence along as part of the school to keep people out of the football 
stadium. He said he will meet with the school but indicated they will probably want to maintain the 
security aspect. He pointed out other paths that are not as direct for connectivity. He confirmed the 
ponds are going to be wet. He said they are agnostic about the sign at the entry. He indicated the 
applicant could work with Staff to design a sign with a stone base that matches the building exterior and 
could exclude the advertising text. He said they have proposed a chain-link fence to preserve trees during 
the construction process. He said they will provide bench detail throughout the site. He noted where the 
applicant could place a stone path, not a hardscape path.  
 
The Chair asked what the applicant would like the Commission to do this evening. Mr. Dugger answered 
he does not have the opportunity to keep working on this. He said if there are to be any more changes or 
revisions within the nature that had been discussed, the applicant will have to make them on the fly.  
 
Ms. Rauch restated the Minor Text Modification recommended for approval: 
 

“To permit a modification of the previously approved architectural styles to the submitted 
architectural elevations, subject to approval of the proposed Final Development Plan.” 

 
The Commission discussed the sensibility of voting on the Final Development Plan before voting on the 
Minor Text Modification in case the FDP did not get approved. Ms. Rauch said the Minor Text Modification 
could be subject to approval of the FDP. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve the Minor Text Modification. The vote was as 
follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Brown, 
yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0)  
 
The Chair requested to see the criteria list. Ms. Rauch presented the list from her Planning Report and 
went over the conditions, noting the first 12 conditions stayed the same and are as follows: 
 

1) That the applicant work with Legal to finalize deed restrictions to provide age restrictions for 
future tenants; 

2) That the applicant work with Staff on opportunities to group garage locations on buildings C, F, 
H, and P;  

3) That the plans be revised to incorporate a sidewalk on the north side of the entrance drive 
connecting Wyandotte Woods Boulevard to the community center;  
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4) That the applicant provides a 25-foot access easement at the northwest portion of the site to the 

City to maintain the 8-foot wide shared-use path that will be constructed as part of the site 
development;  

5) That the applicant and owner continue to work with the City on coordinating the details of the 
access easement, path construction, and plant materials for the connection of the path from the 
school site through to Wyandotte Woods Boulevard;   

6) That the final layout and location of the eastern path is field verified to minimize any impacts to 
the existing trees in the vicinity; 

7) That the applicant incorporates passive amenities such as benches and/or informal paths within 
the small open space areas, to the extent possible;  

8) That the final revisions to the plans regarding the alley width and turning radii will be required 
with the building permit submission, subject to approval by Washington Township Fire 
Department; 

9) That the applicant ensures tree replacement for the site occurs in accordance with the Code or 
obtains approval of a tree Waiver from City Council; 

10) That the applicant addresses the site-grading concerns identified within the report, subject to 
approval by Engineering;  

11) That the portion of landscaping located around the entry pond is completed by Fall 2016 or with 
the occupancy of the community center building, whichever occurs first and a fountain be added 
to the entry pond; and  

12) That the applicant continue working with Engineering to address all technical comments 
regarding stormwater management and continue to demonstrate all stormwater requirements as 
defined in Chapter 53 are met as well as not adversely impacting the school property. 

 
Ms. Rauch said three conditions were added based on the discussion this evening: 
 

13) That the sign design be revised to incorporate the sign materials used for the single-family 
sections of the Wyandotte Woods Subdivision, subject to Staff approval; 

14) That the applicant work with the City Forrester to install substantial tree-protection fencing 
throughout the site to ensure the maximum tree preservation protection is achieved; and 

15) That the applicant work with Staff to install landscape buffer prior to the building construction to 
the extent possible.  

 
The Chair asked the applicant if they were in agreement with the 15 conditions. Mr. Dugger said they 
agreed with the conditions. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve the Final Development Plan with 15 conditions. The 
vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. De Rosa, no; Mr. Miller, no; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; 
Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, no. (Approved 4 – 3) 
 
Mr. Dugger thanked the Staff for working above and beyond on this application. 
 
Ms. Newell announced she had a family emergency she had to attend to and departed the meeting. She 
said the Vice Chair would facilitate the rest of the meeting in her absence.  
 
Mr. Brown called for a five-minute break. 
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2) The applicant work with staff on opportunities to group garage locations on 
Buildings C, F, H, and P.  

3) The plans be revised to incorporate a sidewalk on the north side of the 
entrance drive connecting Wyandotte Woods Boulevard to the community 
center.  

4) The applicant will be required to provide a 25-foot access easement at the 
northwest portion of the site to the City to maintain the 8-foot wide shared 
use path that will be constructed as part of the site development.  

5) The applicant and owner continue to work with the City on coordinating the 
details of the access easement, path construction and plant materials for 
the connection of the path from the school site through to Wyandotte 
Woods Boulevard.   

6) The final layout and location of the eastern path will need to be field 
verified to minimize any impacts to the existing trees in the vicinity. 

7) The applicant incorporate passive amenities such as benches and/ or 
informal paths within the small open space areas, to the extent possible.  

8) Final revisions to the plans regarding the alley width and turning radii will 
be required with the building permit submission, subject to approval by 
Washington Township Fire Department. 

9) The applicant will be required to ensure tree replacement for the site 
occurs in accordance with Code or obtain approval of a tree waiver from 
City Council.  

10) The applicant address the site grading concerns identified within the report, 
subject to approval by Engineering.   

11) The portion of landscaping located around the entry pond be completed by 
Fall 2016 or with the occupancy of the community center building, 
whichever occurs first.   

12) The applicant continue working with engineering to address all technical 
comments regarding stormwater management and continue to 
demonstrate all stormwater requirements as defined in Chapter 53 are met 
as well as not adversely impacting the school property. 
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Facts 

Site Area 13.3-acre site 

Zoning PUD, Planned Unit Development (NE Quad plan) 

Surrounding 
Zoning and Uses 

North:  PUD; Single Family homes in the Wyandotte Woods Subdivision, NE Quad 
PUD 

South:  PUD; Dublin Scioto High School, NE Quad PUD   
East: PUD; Multiple Family in the Residences at Scioto Crossings, NE Quad PUD 
West: PUD; Dublin Scioto High School sport fields, NE Quad PUD 

Site Features  Topography slopes 12 feet from north to south 
 Heavily wooded with mature trees, especially to the south and east 
 Retention pond in the northeast portion of the site constructed as part of the 
infrastructure for Wyandotte Woods, Section 8  

Site History Site history provided at the end of this report. 

Neighborhood 
Contact 

The developer has updated the representatives of adjacent neighborhoods with the 
revised proposal. 

Update The applicant presented the previously tabled final development plan application 
for the site at the March 10, 2016 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting. The 
Commission and adjacent residents expressed significant concerns regarding the 
intensity of the overall development, tree removal, and stormwater management. 
Minor changes have been made to the proposal, but the applicant has agreed to 
the conditions within the report.     

 

Details and Analysis                                  Minor Text Modification 

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

Request The site is within Subarea 3 of the NE Quad Planned Unit Development District.  
 
Figure18 
Figure 18 was included with the original rezoning in 1995 to show a typical multiple 
family elevation. Since the applicant is requesting a change in unit type this 
elevation would no longer apply. Planning supports an alternative architectural 
style as shown in the provided elevations, which are an improved architectural 
aesthetic in place of the previously required elevation.  

 

Recommendation              Minor Text Modification  

Approval Planning supports the minor text modification to the development text, as follows:  
To permit a modification of the previously approved architectural 
styles to the submitted architectural elevations.  
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Details  Final Development Plan 

Process 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. 

Proposal  The proposal includes 19, one-story buildings, which contain 86 units of one, two, 
and two-plus bedrooms. A community center is on the north side of the main 
entrance into the development.  Parking is provided within the unit or driveway and 
a small public parking area is adjacent to the community center.  
 
The proposed development is identified for 55 and older market. The applicant has 
agreed to work with the City’s Legal staff to address age restrictions in the deed 
restrictions. 

Site Layout 
Modifications 

The applicant has modified the proposal to eliminate the setback encroachment, 
which have resulted in changes to the site layout. A portion of Buildings A has 
shifted and split to create a new Building T, but maintains in the cluster layout. 
Building C has been significantly modified to a lineal layout along Hawthorne Way 
and the end units eliminated to create a new Building S access off Willow Way. The 
end unit and driveway located at the north end of Building C was eliminate, which 
has improved the aesthetics upon entering the development. A more meaningful 
open space has been created in the area adjacent to Building C and S and includes 
a significant tree, which will continue to be preserved.   

Density The development text permits multiple-family dwellings at a density of 8.6 units per 
acre, not to exceed 120 units. At 86 units, the proposal has a density of 6.4 units 
per acre, which meets the text.  

Setbacks  The required building and pavement setbacks are 35 feet for the front yard and 25 
feet for the side and rear. The revised proposal meets all setback requirements. The 
applicant has also provided an additional 5-10 feet to the required 25-foot setback 
along the northern property line to address the adjacent neighbors’ concerns.  

Lot Coverage The required lot coverage for multiple family development is a 70% maximum of 
impervious surface, which is met with the proposal.  

Buffering The development text requires perimeter buffering along the north, west, and south 
sides when adjacent to single-family or school property, and must contain a mixture 
of evergreen and deciduous plant material, which is met with the proposal. The 
applicant has provided additional graphics to demonstrate the view from the rear of 
the single-family homes within Section 8 toward the proposed project, and the 
significant screening provided with the proposal.    

Traffic and 
Access  

There is one main vehicular entrance from Wyandotte Woods Boulevard at the 
northeast corner of the site. A private internal street network connects the buildings 
throughout the site with a two-way loop road and one-way service drives providing 
access to the rear-loaded units.  
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Details  Final Development Plan 

Traffic concerns were raised at a previous Planning and Zoning Commission review 
and additional information was requested regarding the history. The site was zoned 
as part of the NE Quad, which was included in the original 1990 Consolidated 
Dublin Northeast Master Plan Traffic Study. The study accounted for a more intense 
development than what is proposed, which means the traffic requirement has been 
fulfilled. No additional traffic analysis is required. 

Fire Access The proposed modifications to the site layout altered the width of the alley and the 
turning radii throughout the development. Washington Township Fire has reviewed 
the proposed plans and requested these items be modified to meet their 
requirements. A preliminary layout was provided for review demonstrating the 
requirements will be met.  Final revisions will be required with the building permit 
submission.  

Parking Code requires 2.5 parking spaces per dwelling, or 215 spaces. A total of 320 spaces 
are provided in the proposed garages or driveways and the small public parking 
area located adjacent to the proposed community center. 

Sidewalks Sidewalks are on one side of the private drive and throughout the central portion of 
the site. Individual sidewalks lead to each building from the main drive, which 
remains largely unchanged from the previous proposal given the applicant’s desired 
character of the proposed development. The applicant has provided a preliminary 
drawing showing the provision of a sidewalk on the north side of the entrance drive 
connecting Wyandotte Woods Boulevard to the community center. The final details 
for this connection will be required with the building permit.   

Connectivity  Additional connections are shown externally, including the school site to the east 
and the existing multi-use path to the west. The connection with the school site on 
the east side is currently under construction and will connect through the proposed 
development and then north between Lots 186 and 187 of Section 8. The applicant 
will be required to provide a 25-foot access easement at the northwest portion of 
the site to the City to maintain the 8-foot wide shared use path that will be 
constructed as part of the site development. The applicant has revised the proposed 
layout and provided an integrated connection from the external path into the site. 
Planning and Engineering recommend the applicant and owner continue to work 
with the City on coordinating the details of the access easement, path construction 
and plant materials for the connection of the path from the school site through to 
Wyandotte Woods Boulevard.   
 
The applicant has revised the location of the path connection on the eastern side of 
the site, which connects to the existing city multi-use path. The previous plan 
indicated the location of the path in the northern portion between Buildings A and 
B, which has been relocated south between Buildings B and D. The layout of the 
path will need to be revised to be more informal and minimize any impacts to the 
existing trees in the vicinity. The applicant has agreed to complete this and will 
work with staff to field verify the exact location. 
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Details  Final Development Plan 

Architecture The proposed site plan concept shows 19, one-story buildings and one community 
center building. The residential units are a combination of front-loaded and rear-
loaded garages. The building design is contemporary, using flat roofs and angular 
elements to break up the longer facades of the buildings. The materials are stone, 
cementitious siding, which are mixed throughout each building. The proposed color 
palette is neutral with white, chestnut brown and beige for the siding and trim 
colors. The siding accents incorporate a galvanized metal panel. The previous 
examples indicated the use of translucent garage door panels, but the applicant has 
revised the proposal incorporating an opaque, panel garage door.  
 
The design of the units includes areas where the garage locations are grouped 
together to consolidate the driveway areas, provide larger front yard spaces and 
minimize the breaks in the private drives.  Planning recommends the applicant look 
for additional opportunities to group the garage locations on Buildings C, F, H, and 
P. 
 
The development text requires architecture in Subarea 3 be consistent with those 
indicated on Figure 18A, which was included with the original rezoning in 1995 to 
show a typical multiple family elevation. A text modification is requested for an 
alternative architectural style. 

Tree Preservation 
and Replacement  

The majority of the Code-protected trees are located in the east and southeast 
portion of the site. The applicant has made great efforts with the site layout to 
ensure significant trees are preserved. The applicant and planning staff conducted a 
site visit within the last two weeks to verify the trees and areas of trees that 
provide the most benefit to the site and proposed site design. The proposal 
indicates the preservation of trees in certain portions of the site.  
 
An updated tree preservation and replacement plan was provided for review with 
the proposal, which identifies 20 trees of 24” dbh or greater.  The plan shows two 
dead, 9 remaining and 9 removed with the proposal. Staff recommendation 
regarding the proposed 9 trees for removal indicate the species are undesirable and 
many are in fair condition, and the overall community would benefit from their 
replacement. The proposal includes replacement inches on site, but the outstanding 
inches that cannot be accommodated on site and will be required to be replaced in 
accordance with Code or the applicant will need to obtain approval of a tree waiver.  

Site Landscaping The proposal includes overall landscape design for the site.  The development text 
requires a buffer along the north, west and south side containing a mix of 
deciduous and evergreen material at 75% summertime opacity, which is met with 
proposal. Code required site planting requirements have been revised and are met 
for the site.  

Open Space 
Areas 

The revisions to the overall site layout have resulted in the creation of open space 
pockets on the site, specifically adjacent to Building G, C and S and Buildings T and 
B. Planning recommends the applicant incorporate passive amenities such as 
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Details  Final Development Plan 

benches and/ or informal paths within these areas.  

Entry Pond At the previous Planning and Zoning Commission reviews, concerns were raised by 
the Commissioners and adjacent residents regarding the existing retention pond 
located at the entry. The pond design and landscaping have not been completed 
due to future modifications needed to meet stormwater requirements for the 
remaining single family sections of Wyandotte Woods (Sections 9 and 10). At the 
March 10, 2016 meeting, the Commission approved the final development plan and 
final plat for Sections 9 and 10, which included the final design and construction of 
this pond. Staff recommends the owner and applicant continue to work together on 
the grading, site components, and other final details to ensure the design and plant 
materials are consistent with the remainder of the site.  Additionally, the owner or 
applicant will be required to install the portion of landscaping around the entry pond 
by Fall 2016 or with the completion the community center building, whichever 
occurs first.  

Entry Sign The proposed entry sign is located in the boulevard median of the entrance drive 
for the development.  The sign detail includes a sign cabinet mounted on a stone 
base, which meets Code for area, height, and location. The sign design includes an 
anodized cabinet with a stone base, which coordinates with the architectural style 
of the proposed development.  The applicant has revised the sign to be externally 
illuminated based on the Commission feedback.  

Stormwater 
Management 

The applicant has continued to work with engineering and planning staff to ensure 
stormwater management requirements as defined in Chapter 53 are satisfied in 
addition to not adversely impacting the school property.  As discussed previously, it 
was identified that the existing school system is undersized and did not account for 
the undeveloped site.  There are three existing catch basins at the north end of the 
school site that discharge the overland flow in the undeveloped condition.  
  
The applicant has proposed a retention basin centrally located on their site in 
addition to permeable pavers and underground storage.  Proposed storm sewer will 
connect to the easternmost existing catch basin at the north end of the school 
property as a means to discharge the entire site runoff.  A drainage easement will 
be needed to install and maintain the proposed connection to the school’s catch 
basin.  Rerouting the runoff from the western existing catch basins to the 
easternmost existing catch basin will alleviate the burden on the existing school 
drainage system west of the football field. Additionally, the proposed stormwater 
management has reduced the post developed release rate to the easternmost 
existing catch basin which reduces ponding limits compared to the undeveloped 
condition. The applicant has provided an exhibit showing the reduction in ponding 
to the existing school catch basins to demonstrate that the proposed development 
is not adversely impacting the school property. 
 
The applicant will be required to work with engineering to address all technical 
comments regarding stormwater management and continue to demonstrate all 
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Details  Final Development Plan 

stormwater requirements as defined in Chapter 53 are being met as well as not 
adversely impacting the school property. 

Utilities, Lighting 
and Grading 

The development will include proposed utility services.  Connections can be made to 
the existing sanitary sewer and water main along Wyandotte Woods Boulevard to 
accommodate the proposed site development.  
 
The applicant has revised the grading plan to eliminate all proposed retaining walls 
that were shown at the February 4th Planning and Zoning Commission meeting.  
The applicant will be required to further analyze site grading in order to determine 
if elevation differences between proposed decks and finished grade around the 
proposed retention basin and legacy trees can be reduced.  The applicant will be 
required to revise proposed grading around all structures to ensure building code 
requirements are satisfied by providing adequate drainage away from all structures. 
A final lighting plan will be required with the submission of building permits.   

 

Analysis  Final Development Plan 
Process Section 153.050 of the Zoning Code identifies criteria for the review and approval 

for an amended final development plan. Following is an analysis by Planning based 
on those criteria. 

1) Consistency 
with the 
approved 
preliminary 
development 
plan.  

Criterion met with text modification and condition: This proposal is 
consistent with the requirements of the Zoning Code and the NE Quad 
development text. Planning recommends the applicant look for additional 
opportunities to group the garage locations on Buildings C, F, H, and P.  

2) Traffic and 
pedestrian 
safety  

Criterion met with conditions. No additional traffic improvements are required 
with the proposal.  The site design includes internal sidewalk connects, as well as 
connections to the neighborhood, school site and larger city path system.  Planning 
recommends the plans be revised to incorporate a sidewalk on the north side of the 
entrance drive connecting Wyandotte Woods Boulevard to the community center. 
The applicant will be required to provide a 25-foot access easement at the 
northwest portion of the site to the City in order to maintain the 8-foot wide shared 
use path that will be constructed as part of the site development. Planning and 
Engineering recommend the applicant and owner continue to work with the City on 
coordinating the details of the access easement, path construction and plant 
materials for the connection of the path from the school site through to Wyandotte 
Woods Blvd.  The layout of the path will need to be revised to be more informal 
and minimize any impacts to the existing trees in the vicinity. The applicant should 
coordinate field verification for this path.  
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Analysis  Final Development Plan 
3) Adequate 

public services 
and open 
space 

Criterion met with condition. The site has access to adequate utilities. 
Additional open space dedication is not required with the proposal. Planning 
recommends the applicant incorporate passive amenities such as benches and/ or 
informal paths within the small open space areas. Final revisions to the plans 
regarding the alley width and turning radii will be required with the building permit 
submission, subject to approval by Washington Township Fire Department. 

4) Protection of 
natural 
features and 
resources  

Criterion met with conditions. The applicant has made efforts to cluster the 
proposed units when possible and alter the design to preserve a number of existing 
landmark trees and the quality trees on the site. There is significant tree removal, 
which will be required to be replaced in accordance with Code or obtain approval of 
a tree waiver. The applicant will be required to further analyze site grading in order 
to determine if elevation differences between proposed decks and finished grade 
around the proposed retention basin and legacy trees can be reduced. The 
applicant will be required to revise proposed grading around all structures to 
ensure building code requirements are satisfied by providing adequate drainage 
away from all structures. 

5) Adequacy of 
lighting 

Criterion met. A final lighting plan will be required with the building permit 
submission.  

6) Signs 
consistent 
with 
preliminary 
development 
plan 

Criterion met. The proposed entry feature sign meets Code, and the design 
complements the proposed building architecture.  

7) Appropriate 
landscaping to 
enhance, 
buffer, & 
soften the 
building and 
site 

Criterion met with conditions. The proposal meets the buffering requirements 
and site planting requirements. Planning recommends the owner and applicant 
continue to work together on the grading, site components, and other final details 
for the entry pond to ensure the landscape design and plant materials are 
consistent with the remainder of the site.  Additionally, the owner or applicant will 
be required to install the portion of landscaping around the entry pond by Fall 2016 
or with the completion the community center building, whichever occurs first.  

8) Compliant 
Stormwater 
management 

Criterion met with conditions. The proposal included a detailed stormwater 
management plan. The applicant will be required to continue working with 
engineering to address all technical comments regarding stormwater management 
and continue to demonstrate all stormwater requirements as defined in Chapter 53 
are met as well as not adversely impacting the school property. 

9) All phases 
comply with 
the previous 
criteria. 

Criterion met. The applicant has provided a phasing plan.  

10)  Compliance Criterion met: The proposal meets all other applicable laws and regulations. 
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Analysis  Final Development Plan 
with other 
laws & 
regulations. 

 
  

Recommendation   Final Development Plan 
Approval In Planning’s analysis, the proposal complies with the final development plan 

criteria and the existing development standards. Planning recommends approval of 
this request with conditions. 

Conditions 1) The applicant work with Legal to finalize deed restrictions to provide age 
restrictions for future tenants. 

2) The applicant work with staff on opportunities to group garage locations on 
Buildings C, F, H, and P.  

3) The plans be revised to incorporate a sidewalk on the north side of the 
entrance drive connecting Wyandotte Woods Boulevard to the community 
center.  

4) The applicant will be required to provide a 25-foot access easement at the 
northwest portion of the site to the City to maintain the 8-foot wide shared 
use path that will be constructed as part of the site development.  

5) The applicant and owner continue to work with the City on coordinating the 
details of the access easement, path construction and plant materials for 
the connection of the path from the school site through to Wyandotte 
Woods Boulevard.   

6) The final layout and location of the eastern path will need to be field 
verified to minimize any impacts to the existing trees in the vicinity. 

7) The applicant incorporate passive amenities such as benches and/ or 
informal paths within the small open space areas, to the extent possible.  

8) Final revisions to the plans regarding the alley width and turning radii will 
be required with the building permit submission, subject to approval by 
Washington Township Fire Department. 

9) The applicant will be required to ensure tree replacement for the site occurs 
in accordance with Code or obtain approval of a tree waiver from City 
Council.  

10) The applicant address the site grading concerns identified within the report, 
subject to approval by Engineering.   

11) The portion of landscaping located around the entry pond be completed by 
Fall 2016 or with the occupancy of the community center building, 
whichever occurs first.   

12) The applicant continue working with engineering to address all technical 
comments regarding stormwater management and continue to demonstrate 
all stormwater requirements as defined in Chapter 53 are met as well as 
not adversely impacting the school property. 
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SITE HISTORY 
1990  
PUD zoning approved for NE Quad Planned Development 
  
1995, 2003 and 2005  
Amendments to approved preliminary development plan (not involving this Subarea) 
 
November 2007  
Informal review for a 135-unit apartment development on this site (Case 07-103INF)  
 
July 2008 
Second informal review prior to the submission of a formal final development plan (Case 08-058INF) 
 
June 18, 2009  
Denial of final development plan for 110-unit multiple family development (Case 09-018FDP) 
 
September 16, 2010 
The Commission informally reviewed and discussed a proposal for a 110-unit multiple-family development. 
Three residents from the neighborhood also provided comments. While acknowledging some 
improvements from what was submitted to the Commission in 2009, the Commissioners did not believe 
that the modifications adequately addressed previous comments and concerns. The Commission stated 
that the proposal continues to create a separated environment with unusable open space and an uninviting 
streetscape lacking any pedestrian realm. A record of the meeting was forwarded to City Council. (Case 
10-032INF) 
 
May 15, 2014 
The Commission informally reviewed and discussed a proposal for a 120-unit multiple-family development 
in three, four-story buildings. The Commissioners discussed the improvements from the previous proposals 
for development. Some Commissioners favored the benefits of having taller buildings and the benefits of 
preserving trees and providing more open space, particularly given the topography of the site. Some 
Commissioners were concerned about the proposed height of the buildings and how they would fit within 
the existing neighborhood. They discussed the single entrance for this development and the potential for it 
diverting traffic through the Wyandotte Woods neighborhood. The Commission was also concerned about 
the proposal for covered parking and the proposed architecture. Some Commission members suggested 
that four-story buildings could be accepted but would require high-quality architecture and materials. 
Commissioners advised the applicant to investigate parking below the building to decrease the surface 
parking. The Commission encouraged the applicant to make the clubhouse and pool a visually amenity for 
the residents. (Case 14-032INF) 
 
July 17, 2014 
The Commission informally reviewed and discussed the revised proposal for a 120-unit multiple-family 
development. Adjacent residents commented on the importance of using high quality materials, tree 
preservation and creating a community with enduring value. The Commission complimented the applicant 
on the improved architecture and preferred the eliminated of the previously proposed covered parking. 
Commissioners suggested increasing the open space to the north by moving buildings farther south. The 
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Recommendation   Final Development Plan 
Commission agreed with staff for the need to downplay the emergency access drive and encouraged the 
applicant to make sure that all details for the buildings are well thought out and materials are selected 
carefully. Commissioners emphasized the importance of tree preservation and creating quality stormwater 
management facilities. (Case 14-032INF) 
 
October 2, 2014 
The Commission disapproved a proposal to modify the development text to allow the building height to be 
increased to 47 feet, 6 inches tall with stipulations that the building and site layout utilize the site 
topography, ensure increased setbacks from the existing neighborhood and aim to preserve the existing 
natural features. The proposed text modification was reviewed separately of the overall final development 
plan. (Case 14-098FDP) 
 
April 2, 2015 
The Commission informally reviewed and discussed a proposal for an 86-unit multiple-family development 
in 17, one-story buildings. The Commission was supportive of the single-story concept geared toward 
empty nesters and appreciated the incorporation of many units with rear-loaded garages, as it removed 
the garages from the main drives. The Commission raised concerns regarding how much of the site was 
covered with the proposed development. They encouraged the applicant to incorporate an increased 
buffer/setback from the single-family homes to the north and preserve additional trees throughout the 
site. The Commission asked the applicant to address stormwater needs for the site and to look at the 
existing and proposed ponds as amenities. They encouraged the applicant to consider alternative 
stormwater solutions in the design. The Commission directed the applicant to relocate the proposed 
dumpster and to ensure connectivity is provided throughout the development and external to the site. The 
Commission raised concerns about the location of the open space and the sense of the area as a private 
open space and appearing as inaccessible to all residents. They also asked for additional details regarding 
the proposed materials, architecture design and garage doors as the project moves forward.  Some 
Commissioners also requested the applicant consider relocating the community center. 
 
November 5, 2015 
An informal for the proposed development and the Commission provided feedback regarding the 
modifications to the proposed multiple family project, which included a revised site layout, additional tree 
removal and encroachment into the required setbacks. The Commission was generally supportive of the 
proposed changes and the encroachment into the setbacks, as long as the setback and buffering is 
provided for the neighbors to the north. Commissioners expressed concerns about the overall stormwater 
management of the site and requested the design of the existing pond be completed. In addition, the 
Commission wanted to ensure appropriate connectivity is provided throughout the site and was supportive 
of a sidewalk on one side of the proposed drives. Commission members requested the applicant provide 
the final details of the proposed garage doors with the final development plan.   
 
February 4, 2016  
The applicant presented the final development plan for the site to the Planning and Zoning Commission. 
The Commission and adjacent residents expressed significant concerns regarding the intensity of the 
overall development, particularly as it relates to the proposed encroachment into the required setbacks. 
Modifications were requested to provide a better internal connection to the proposed multiple use path in 
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Recommendation   Final Development Plan 
the northwest corner, and minor modifications to the architecture and materials. Additional concerns were 
raised regarding the view of the existing single-family homes into the site and the provision of sidewalks 
on one side of the private drive. A request was made to address age restrictions for future tenants.    
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FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 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) 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); 

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

3) The development has adequate public services and open spaces; 
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; 
5) 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; 

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; 

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; 

8) Adequate provision is made for storm drainage within and through the site feeding into 
regional stormwater basin 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; 

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; and 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Subarea 3: Multi-Family

Permitted Uses:

The following uses shall be permitted within Subarea 3:

1. Multi-family dwellings at a density of 8.6 units per acre and not to exceed 120
units.

Yard and Setback Requirements:

1. Front yard setback off the main/west collector shall be 35’ for buildings and
pavement.

2. Side and rear property line setbacks shall be 25’ for pavement and building.

Height Requirements:

1. Maximum height for structures within Subarea 3 shall be 35’ as defined by Dublin
Zoning Code.

Parking and Loading:

1. Size, ratio and type of parking shall be regulated by Dublin Zoning Code, Chapter
1193.

Circulation:

1. The main east/west artery shall have a minimum right-of-way of 66’ with 40’ of
pavement back to back with a separate bike path in addition to the 40’
pavement.

2. All other internal streets shall be private.

3. Access shall be provided through Subarea 3 to the proposed ten acre elementary
school to the west.

Waste and Refuse:

1. All waste and refuse shall be containerized and fully screened from view by a
solid wall or fence made of materials compatible with the buildings.

Landscaping:

1. Landscaping shall be according to Dublin Landscape Code, Chapter 1187.  In
addition, perimeter buffering shall be provided along north, west and south side



when abutting single family or school property containing a mixture of evergreen 
and deciduous plant material at a summer opacity of 75% taken 6’ above ground 
level.

2. Landscape entry features shall be provided along the main east/west collector at 
the northeast corner of the site.

Lighting:

1. External light fixtures may be pole or wall mounted, dark in color and of similar 
type and style.

2. All parking lot lighting shall be limited to 28’ in height.

3. Lighting program shall be designed to minimize glare and light trespass onto 
adjacent properties.

Architecture:

1. The architectural style and materials will be consistent with those as indicated on 
Figure 18.

2. Colors of materials shall be coordinated with surrounding architecture.
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1. NE Quad, Subarea 3, Wyandotte Woods PUD – Hawthorne Commons 

                Wyandotte Woods Boulevard 
 15-118FDP               Final Development Plan 

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a proposal for 86 multi-family dwelling units for an 
approximately 13-acre, vacant site and all associated site improvements as part of the Wyandotte Woods 
neighborhood in Subarea 3 of the NE Quad Planned Unit Development District. She said the site is south 
of the eastern portion of Wyandotte Woods Boulevard and west of the intersection with Emerald 
Parkway. She said this is a request for review and approval of Minor Modifications to the Development 
Text and a Final Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. She said the 
Commission is the final authority on this application and anyone intending to address the Commission will 
need to be sworn-in. 

The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission with regard to this case. 

Jennifer Rauch said the density permitted is 120 units and 86 units are proposed. She said the Final 
Development Plan is the final action for this proposal. She reported the Commission has informally 
reviewed this case several times during the past year to provide feedback and in February 2016, the 
Commission reviewed the Final Development Plan but it was tabled by the applicant due to the significant 
concerns regarding the intensity of the overall development. She said the main topics at that time were 
encroachments into the setbacks, buffering, connectivity, general architecture, and stormwater 
management that included the entry pond. 

Ms. Rauch presented an aerial view of the site, adjacent to the Dublin Scioto High School located to the 
southwest and the single-family section to the north. She presented the revised Site Plan. She noted the 
applicant modified the layout of the units and eliminated the encroachment to the setbacks but the 
overall number of units had not changed. She said the applicant has better incorporated northwest 
multiple use path into the development and modified the location of the multiple use path on the east 
side of the site. She said the building architecture is similar to what was proposed previously, a more 
modern, contemporary style with the same building materials of stone, siding, glass, and accents of 
metal panels. She presented the proposed front, rear, and side elevations, as well as the perspectives for 
the streetscape and the rear of the units. She presented an additional graphic from the applicant to show 
the decks and patios and a section view of the proposed development to show the grading, mound, and 
landscaping as it relates to the existing single-family development. She also showed a view as seen from 
the existing development at installation and then years following the installation after the trees had 
matured to provide more screening. She presented the proposed elevations of the community center 
located off the main entrance that is unchanged from the previous presentations. She presented a 
revised sign for the entry that will now be externally illuminated.  

Ms. Rauch said approval is recommended for the Final Development Plan with 13 conditions: 

1) The applicant work with Legal to finalize deed restrictions to provide age restrictions for future 
tenants. 

2) The discrepancy with the proposed elevation for building C will need to be revised prior to the 
building permit submission. 

3) The applicant work with Staff on opportunities to group garage locations on buildings C, F, H, 
and P.  

4) The plans be revised to incorporate a sidewalk on the north side of the entrance drive connecting 
Wyandotte Woods Boulevard to the community center.  
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5) The applicant will be required to provide a 25-foot access easement at the northwest portion of
the site to the City to maintain the 8-foot-wide, shared-use path that will be constructed as part
of the site development.

6) The applicant and owner continue to work with the City on coordinating the details of the access
easement, path construction, and plant materials for the connection of the path from the school
site through to Wyandotte Woods Boulevard.

7) The final layout and location of the eastern path will need to be field verified to minimize any
impacts to the existing trees in the vicinity.

8) The applicant incorporate passive amenities such as benches and/or informal paths within the
small open space areas, to the extent possible.

9) Final revisions to the plans regarding the alley width and turning radii will be required with the
building permit submission, subject to approval by Washington Township Fire Department.

10) The applicant will be required to ensure tree replacement for the site occurs in accordance with
the Code or obtain approval of a tree Waiver from City Council.

11) The applicant address the site grading concerns identified within the report, subject to approval
by Engineering.

12) The portion of landscaping located around the entry pond be completed by fall 2016 or with the
occupancy of the community center building, whichever occurs first, and a fountain be added to
the entry pond.

13) The applicant continue working with Engineering to address all technical comments regarding
stormwater management and continue to demonstrate all stormwater requirements as defined in
Chapter 53 are met as well as not adversely impacting the school property.

Victoria Newell inquired about the condition regarding stormwater management and grading on the site. 
She asked the conditions and if the applicant will be able to satisfy the grading requests. Michael 
Hendershot answered he feels confident with the proposed grading and there is adequate drainage from 
the buildings.  

Ms. Newell asked if the legacy trees will be preserved given the grading to happen around them. Mr.
Hendershot said Staff has worked with the applicant with grading in mind to see if any more of the 
landmark trees could be preserved. He explained the way the grading is proposed, the trees should 
survive. 

Steve Stidhem inquired the fire access conditions. Ms. Rauch clarified the width of the alley needs to be 
increased; it is 15 feet wide now and it needs to be 16 feet wide, which the applicant has demonstrated 
will work. 

Cathy De Rosa asked how many landmark trees have been identified in this plan. Ms. Rauch pointed out 
the landmark trees to be preserved.  

The Chair invited the applicant to come forward. 

Glen Dugger, attorney representing the applicant, 37 W. Broad Street, thanked Staff for assisting them in
returning to the Commission in an expeditious timeframe. He said the applicant has addressed many of 
the issues raised at the review last month. He noted they realigned the whole site and units no longer 
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encroach into the setbacks, which was a significant concern to the Commission and surrounding 
neighbors. He said with this proposal, the pond may appear in the same place but it is actually 10 feet 
further to the north. He said he likes the way the entrance drive terminates into a view corridor. He noted 
they addressed the pedestrian access of the northwest corner. He said they removed retaining walls that 
were on the previous plan as the units are now out of the setbacks. He reported they met with the 
neighbors and they engaged in an appropriate discussion about this plan and he has provided them with 
additional information. He said his landscaper has stated that this proposal is being landscaped as heavily 
as possible without overcrowding plant material as it matures. He emphasized this is a one-story 
community and there are several conditions written into the request for approval and they agree with all 
of the conditions as written. 

Deborah Mitchell thanked the applicant for responding to the concerns. 

Mr. Stidhem asked if there were any outstanding issues not addressed. Mr. Dugger answered there is a 
question about whether this is too dense that he believes is a subjective judgement and defended his 
proposal.  

Ms. De Rosa asked the applicant if they agree to grouping the garages and Mr. Dugger said he did. He 
said he did not go through each of the 13 conditions listed to agree to each one individually but assured 
the Commission they agreed to all. He said the applicant intends to work with Staff.  

The Chair invited the public to speak with regard to this case. 

Eric Lichtenfeld, 7789 Kelly Drive, said he is concerned about traffic on Wyandotte Woods Boulevard that 
may also be impacted by the other development for this area. He said the neighborhood could see an 
increase of 100 vehicles. He said he moved into the neighborhood this past summer. He said he lived in 
Los Angeles, CA for ±20 years and there is almost nothing as corrosive to the enjoyment of a community 
as clogged traffic. He indicated that once this has been endured, it is at the top of the list for concerns.  

Jerry Kosicki, 4313 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said no development is perfect but there is a lot to like 
about this one. He said the neighbors really like the single-story design and 55-plus restriction as a place 
for older folks to age in place, which is very much needed in Dublin. He indicated how gratified he was as 
so many of their suggestions have been incorporated into this proposal. He said he liked the amount of 
density of 86 units rather than 120 but is concerned about the size of the footprint and how many trees 
will actually survive after all of the intensive regrading is complete. He said on the north side, it is nearly 
a solid wall of buildings that back up to his neighborhood. He said the west side as viewed driving east on 
the street is overwhelming and oppressive, not welcoming or inviting. He said everything in this site 
appears to still be crowded and crammed in. He reported the neighbors are concerned about the legacy 
trees being saved. He said hundreds of trees have been removed in their neighborhood already to make 
room for the development in Sections 9 & 10. He questions the City’s ability to oversee the tree 
removal/replacement process and said ironclad assurances are needed.  

Kathy Harter, 7825 Holiston Court, thanked the City for listening to the neighbors and thanked Staff for 
their prompt responsiveness to their questions. She confirmed the neighbors met with Mr. Dugger a 
couple of weeks ago, which was appreciated. She said they like the bike paths and connections. She said 
trees are very important and she hopes that everyone makes this their quest to save as many trees as 
possible. She said there are 13 landmark trees and 7 are listed to be saved. She asked if a couple more 
could be saved by modifying the pond or the parking lot for the community center. She said the lettering 
on the sign for the entrance is a stark white and would prefer to see it mesh better with the other 
portions of the neighborhood as a stone effect. She suggested grasses to be incorporated into the 
landscaping to soften the look.  
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Mr. Stidhem inquired about her comment that the sign should be coordinated with the rest of the 
neighborhood. 

Ms. Harter said they have spent ±$10,000 this year on the front part of Wyandotte Woods at Riverside 
Drive to install a new sign that has columns and wording engraved into the stone and landscaping placed 
around it. She said they participated in the Beautify Your Neighborhood Grant program provided by the 
City. She said stone to this community is important; they even have natural stone areas at the cul-de-
sacs and would like to stone continued throughout this development.  

Brett Page, 7638 Kelly Drive, said he appreciated the collaboration the neighbors have received recently. 
He said the intensity of the development has been reiterated as a strong concern. He said he 
understands this meets the Code but asked the Commission if this is the kind of standard Dublin should 
have, allowing structures to be built to the very edge of the property as he has not seen this anywhere 
else in Dublin and is concerned this might set a precedent. He asked if some of the units on the north 
end could be removed to minimize the footprint. He inquired about signs and asked if the name of the 
manager of the development needs to be included or if it should just state Hawthorne Commons. He 
asked if the entryway could be just a right- only, out of the property to minimize cross traffic. He 
indicated the property owners probably did not anticipate the pond to expand in size and asked how 
trees could fit into the north end of the pond area. He said water already comes up to the lot line. He 
said the connectivity to the Dublin Scioto High School is special so walkability within this development is 
desired. He noted that all the trees were stripped away this past week in Sections 9 & 10, which was 
disturbing to him. He asked that if trees cannot be replaced on this property, if they can be planted in 
other areas in Wyandotte Woods. He said trees provide a calming effect and when they are removed, it is 
noticeable.  

Amy Kramb, 7511 Riverside Drive, asked that this proposal be tabled once again as there are a lot of 
conditions that Staff has included for an approval and she believes there should be more conditions in 
place based on all the comments this evening. She indicated it is not fair to leave all these conditions in 
Staff’s hands and the residents deserve to review this plan again, especially in terms of the pond, 
grading, and landscaping. She said she is not supportive of the stark, black metal cabinet for the sign at 
the entry, which is found nowhere in that area; everything is stone with pin-mounted letters or wooden 
with carved letters. She suggested that if the sign has to be made of metal, that it be a softer color. She 
said the name of the developer should not be on the sign, just the name of the development itself. She 
reiterated that they are all concerned with the trees, especially after seeing what happened in Sections 9 
& 10. She said on the west, it is one really long building proposed with only a 10-foot separation. She 
said even in the BSD there would have to be another block in between or a mid-block walkway. She 
suggested two cuts like on the south side. She inquired about the dumpster and if there will be 
appropriate screening. She said the grading for the pond is confusing as to which development it is for as 
the same conditions are listed in both applications. When she sat on the PZC, she said they reviewed the 
pond and the grading comes right up to the property line. She indicated she did not know what trees can 
grow well on a slope and in water on the north side of the pond so she urged the Commission to look at 
the landscaping plan closely. She restated that she wanted the Commission to table this application 
tonight. 

The Chair clarified the Commission cannot actually table a case; the applicant needs to request that a 
case be tabled.  

Gindu Venkatesh, 4063 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said he resides in the first house near the pond and 
the water from the pond currently encroaches into his lot. He said he is concerned because he just heard 
that the pond will be increased in size. He said Sections 9 & 10 should have their own retention pond and 
not increase the size of this pond. While standing in his back yard, he said the structure is visible from 
one end to the other end so he requested that it be reduced in size.  
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Sue Hutras, 7834 Silver Rose Court, said she agreed with everyone’s comments and appreciated Mr. 
Dugger’s willingness to work with the neighbors. She said she is still not supportive of this density 
because Wyandotte Woods is named as such for a reason. She suggested some of the inner units be 
two-stories to reduce the footprint and increase the green space. She indicated she understands one-
story units for senior housing but the garages are still the focal point and she finds that unattractive. She 
said she has three kids at Dublin Scioto High School and she still does not see the connectivity. She said 
the stadium is right there and teenagers will find the shortest way there, not necessarily following paths. 
She said she was concerned about safety because there are not continuous sidewalks. She said she 
would love to see a project like the one by the movie theater in Dublin where the garages are all on the 
backside with a small roadway.  

Rajeev Desai, 4071 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said he is the second neighbor on the north side and 
agreed with his neighbor and that it was like living in a fort; he asked for some breathing space. He 
explained that next to his property line is the pond so he does not know how trees are going to fit there.
He stated he is not supportive of the pond almost doubling in size as he is already experiencing water in 
his property. He indicated development in Sections 9 & 10 will cause more water problems.  

Eric Lichtenfeld said he is still unclear about connectivity from the neighborhood to Dublin Scioto High 
School.  

The Chair said there was no one else from the public requesting to speak; she closed the public comment 
portion of the meeting. She asked Staff to address the traffic concerns.  

Michael Hendershot said the traffic study was performed as part of the original rezoning of this entire 
area, which encompassed this development and the traffic study did account for the proposed 
development here as well as Sections 9 & 10. He reported Engineering continuously monitors the 
operations of the public infrastructure and they feel comfortable with the infrastructure in place as it 
relates to the proposed development. He reported the traffic study did not warrant a right-in/right-out so 
Engineering does not feel that is necessary based on the trip generations for this development.  

Vicki Newell asked him if he recalled what those numbers were. Mr. Hendershot responded he could not 
recall but the traffic study showed a density of 120 units and this proposal has less units at 86. 

Ms. Newell asked about the detention pond and why it is specifically at this location as she thought that 
was determined a long time ago. Mr. Hendershot said the retention pond was constructed as part of 
Wyandotte Woods Section 8 and not sized to accommodate the development of Sections 9 & 10. He said 
the applicant has proposed to expand the basin to the south by ±20 feet to accommodate the 
development of Sections 9 & 10.  

The Chair noted that Sections 9 & 10 was a separate case but she asked why they need to come to this 
location. She asked why it cannot be located somewhere else.  

Mr. Hendershot said the pond was sized and located for the undeveloped portion of Sections 9 & 10. He 
said it was determined with prior development approval that was an appropriate place for the basin. He 
indicated the applicant can explore other measures that can be taken so that basin does not have to be 
modified but as proposed in Sections 9 & 10, they are meeting stormwater requirements by increasing 
the basin.  

The Chair clarified stormwater management was approved for Sections 9 & 10 to use this pond.

Mr. Stidhem asked if there were limitations on the depth of the pond. Mr. Hendershot said the water level 
for a 100-year storm is what was taken into account for the maximum ponding so it should be the same 
elevation as it is today and not an increase in water level.  
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Cathy De Rosa asked if there is a status check because if the water is backing up there now; she said it is 
“supposed to be appropriate” but was it. She asked how this is monitored. Mr. Hendershot said that may 
be a testament to the maintenance of the pond that is not occurring or the outlet structure is causing the 
water to be ponding more than it was designed to be. He suggested that is something that should be 
checked because it was not designed to go into the neighbors’ property. 

Ms. Newell agreed this is not the way a detention pond should normally function.  

Mr. Stidhem asked who owns it and would be responsible for checking it. Mr. Hendershot answered 
Homewood owns it and is responsible. He added the expansion is occurring to the south so there will be 
no new grading along the northeast portion.  

Ms. Newell inquired about the slope sides that will be there when the modification is finished. Mr.
Hendershot replied it is probably around a 4 to 1 or a 3 to 1 coming down.  

Ms. De Rosa inquired about the trees planned for along the pond and Ms. Newell questioned how the 
trees will survive within that area.  

Jim Lipnos, Homewood Corporation, 2700 East Dublin-Granville Road, said in Section 3 of Wyandotte 
Woods there is a retention basin with similar slopes that have 50 or 60 trees planted on it and those have 
been maintained. He said they have replaced trees for those that died but it is maintained by the 
Homeowner’s Association. He said with regard to the previous questions about the level of the pond and 
if it was getting deeper. He explained the pond is not getting deeper; the normal pool elevation, which is 
where it would be on a normal day, is actually getting lower. He said the pond is not getting deeper, it is 
actually getting shallower. He said the capacity for storm events becomes deeper. He said in a 100-year 
storm event, where the water level is today, is where we would be in a 100-year storm event. He said 
the overflow structure in a pond is below the elevation of the back fill lots. He said the trees would be 
planted within the first 15 – 20 feet of the top bank from the property line and at that point would not be 
more than a 4 to 1 slope, where trees are planted all the time.  

Ms. De Rosa said she heard the Homeowner’s Association would be responsible for maintaining these 
trees once this is done. Ms. Rauch confirmed that was true for the north side.  

Ms. De Rosa said maybe the maintenance of the pond is the root cause of the problem. 

Mr. Lipnos said there is some discrepancy in this interpretation of what that pond is today. He said the 
pond was built with Section 8 with a full understanding that it was going to handle the stormwater for 
Sections 9 & 10. He said this goes back to the overall stormwater management report done 25-plus years 
ago. He said “the pond” is currently a temporary sediment basin. He said it is not maintained, not treated 
for chemicals. He said it will become a pond when they develop the next sections, finish the landscaping, 
and put in the fountain and it will be maintained by the HOA.  

Mr. Stidhem said if my property was right next to a pond and the water was coming up into my yard, I 
would contact the City and not contact PZC. He said the City would then inspect to assess the problem. 
Mr. Lipnos said there have been no complaints.  

Ms. De Rosa requested clarification as she counted six landmark trees and she has heard in the 
discussion this evening that seven would be maintained. Ms. Rauch answered the plans show six trees.  

Mr. Dugger said there may be some confusion with the tree survey. He said trees identified on the south 
are actually on school property. He confirmed there are six landmark trees preserved on this property.  
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Dennis Karem, 8220 Industrial Parkway, Environmental Management, Plain City, Ohio, 43064, said the 
tree located in area where the clubhouse parking lot is proposed is dead and identified as such. He 
confirmed there are six remaining landmark trees. Ms. De Rosa asked how many in total there were. Mr. 
Karem answered 11 – 12 trees. 

The Chair requested the tree survey be presented on screen.  

Ms. Rauch noted the various trees. Mr. Karem said they did a comprehensive study for Staff indicating 
trees to remain or be removed. He said the multi-stem apple tree (landmark) in the area of the proposed 
pond is not a high quality tree. Ms. Mitchell requested clarification that the study has been validated.  

Ms. Rauch said tree protection fencing is provided during construction. She said more heavy-duty type 
fencing has been used in the past around landmark trees so that could be incorporated into this plan. Mr. 
Dugger said a chain-link fence will be used around the landmark trees to protect them.  

Ms. Newell inquired again about the apple tree. Ms. Rauch said the survey shows it is in good condition.
Claudia Husak said the survey has it listed as a 14-inch Maple tree with four trunks. Mr. Karem 
questioned if they were all looking at the same tree on the survey, which was confirmed. He seemed 
surprised it was listed as a maple. He said the trouble with multi-stem trees is they might not be in as 
good condition as others as they are subject to cracking. 

Ms. Newell asked if there is any chance that tree could be saved and if something different could be done 
with the pond. Mr. Dugger said the applicant considered a design with that tree on a type of peninsula or 
island but he thought the overall grading of the site would not work for that. She asked him to elaborate. 

Sean Gillian, EP Ferris and Associates, 880 King Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, said throughout the multiple 
iterations of the grading plan, there was quite a few criteria they were expected to meet with the design 
in terms of tying in the grade with the existing surrounding grade. He said it was a balancing act to save 
as many trees as possible. He said this tree could not be saved.

Mr. Dugger said there was concern about through-pedestrian traffic. He stated there is a five to six-foot 
tall chain-link fence along the entire south boundary of this property that was probably constructed when 
the high school was built. He said he assumed this was part of the security perimeter fencing. He said it 
would not be easy for someone to cross this property and then scale the fence to enter the stadium. He 
said the applicant is not concerned about having a significant amount of cut-through traffic for that very 
reason.  

Mr. Dugger said Homewood would landscape and maintain the areas on the north side of the pond. He 
said Treplus is obligated to landscape and maintain the southern portion of the pond. He said the 
northern portion will eventually be conveyed to the HOA because it is part of Sections 8, 9 & 10.  
 
Ms. De Rosa asked for clarification for responsibility for maintaining landscaping around the pond. She 
asked when it gets transferred over to the HOA, who ensures the plantings become viable before the 
HOA is responsible. Mr. Dugger said typically it would be turned over to the HOA during the 90% transfer 
of the houses built in Sections 9 & 10.  

Mr. Lipnos said they do not have to transfer over to the HOA until a year of the last lot transferring. He 
said it is normally done when 90 – 95% is complete. He said sometimes they will deed the land over to 
the HOA earlier. He said there is a one-year warranty on the trees when they are planted.  

Ms. De Rosa clarified that it is the HOA’s responsibility immediately but there is a one-year warranty on 
the vegetation. Mr. Lipnos said the actual pond is maintained by the HOA, by Homewood, not Treplus.  



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
March 10, 2016 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 9 of 22

Ms. Mitchell asked about the rationale for the sign; she liked the change and the lighting of the sign but 
wondered about the construction materials and the design of it.  

Mr. Dugger said when this was reviewed last time, the applicant understood there was a strong 
preference about not having it internally illuminated and they made that change to be externally 
illuminated. He said there has not been previous discussions in terms of the other comments. He said 
Wyandotte Woods has a routed sign. He said he thought the proposed sign was more professional and 
the stone base was consistent with Dublin’s standards.

Ms. Mitchell said her inference is that this community is more modern so the sign could be more modern 
so she asked if that was the rationale. Ms. Husak said from Staff’s standpoint, the sign matches the 
architecture and the feel of this neighborhood. She said this is not necessarily Wyandotte Woods and not 
Hawthorne Commons at Wyandotte Woods. She said they reviewed comments from the Commission and 
determined it still had character and quality that fit.  

Mr. Stidhem asked if the name of the developer is allowed and in this case, Treplus Communities. Ms. 
Husak said contents of signs cannot be regulated.

Ms. Newell referred to the review criteria and said she appreciated how hard this applicant worked with 
the neighborhood. She indicated this is the most positive feedback she has heard from the residents on 
any of the cases. She said she struggles with the criteria to provide adequate public space; there is not 
much usable space on this site. She said the open areas are where the detention ponds are located. She 
said she also struggles with the tree preservation on the site in terms of the quantity of trees being 
removed because that has been the natural feature of this site. She said she was okay with removing the 
one tree in the pond area since others would be preserved. She restated she is comfortable just having 
sidewalks on one side of a street. She said the one sidewalk in the far north corner should connect to the 
community center. She suggested cross walks. Mr. Dugger said the reason the applicant did not do a 
sidewalk where she noted was because there would be 9 or 10 driveway crossings, some of which will 
have a car parked. He said they would also have to provide a ramp up, ramp down, all the way across.
He said they placed sidewalks on the front of the units without the driveway crossing. He said he liked 
the idea of the cross walk in the location she noted. Ms. Newell said she would like to see that as a 
condition in the application request.  

Ms. Newell asked Staff if benches can realistically be incorporated in open space. Ms. Rauch said ‘to the 
extent possible’. She said there might be space in the existing tree canopy.  

Ms. De Rosa thanked the applicant for all their work with the residents. She said she is the lover of 
sidewalks on both sides of a street, consistent with what she said at the last review. She said we are 
trying to accomplish walkability particularly in a 50-plus neighborhood. She said she still wants to see 
more open space. She questions whether the density can be improved to attain more green space since 
the adjacent neighborhood has so much more green space.  

Mr. Stidhem inquired about the land owned by the school to the west. Ms. Rauch said they use it for 
athletic fields.  

Philip Hartmann said the schools are going through Master Planning this year so they probably would not 
have anything. Ms. Rauch said the schools have been part of this conversation. Mr. Dugger added the 
applicant has been in constant contact with the schools.  

Mr. Stidhem agreed with the lack of open space, which does not meet the review criteria. He said he 
really worries about the ponds as the existing pond is an absolute mess. He suggested maybe the City 
could maintain the ponds like they have done in other areas. He said he is a fan of sidewalks on both 
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sides of a street but understands this layout. He agreed with the suggested location of a cross walk. He 
reiterated that the dumpster should be appropriately screened.  

Ms. Mitchell added there is a tension here that is natural because there are trade-offs involved and when 
we consider density, we have to recognize it is a multidimensional concept. She indicated when building 
cars in a factory, everyone wants to go faster, with lower cost, and higher quality but you can never get 
all three. She said then the decision becomes what you give on. She said with density, there are the 
number of units, the height of units, and then the economic logic. She said space is multidimensional, 
too; it includes grass and open space but also involves what the eye sees. She said she has resided in 
places where things are very tall and looming, even though there is open space at ground level, it is 
really important to consider all. She questions what the best way is to approach a trade-off. The Chair 
said the decision has to be based on the review criteria. 

Ms. De Rosa questions whether the Commission has done all they can to determine the appropriateness 
of a trade-off. She asked if they pushed every lever so they are certain this is where it could be. She said 
a lot of strides have been made in a lot of places but she is still concerned with the north side.  

Ms. Newell said she did not think density was the question to ponder. She said the applicant is allowed to 
have 86 units. Ms. De Rosa said it is the way it sits on the property that is the question. Ms. Newell 
explained it is criteria #3 for usable open space. She said she can get around walkability and path of 
travel but struggles with open space because it just includes the two ponds and the small space left at 
the entries.  

Mr. Dugger said the reason they got this plan to fit within the setback area was by reducing the size of 
the garages. He said they were a little larger to accommodate storage or a work bench but now they are 
a standard-depth garage. He said they reduced the total building cover by 12% per building and ±5,000 
square feet over the entire site. He said while it looks like the old plan, it fits within the setback lines and 
created the additional space on the east side and view corridor coming in through the entrance.  

Ms. Newell said those are all distinct improvements. She said she appreciated that they staggered the 
buildings because aesthetically, she preferred them staggered but she could not support the units 
encroaching the property line.  

Mr. Stidhem said he applauded all the work that had been done and for the applicant working so well 
with the neighbors. He said he would like to see a walkway and benches around the pond in the middle 
of the site.  

Mr. Dugger said he thought it was going to work that way with the internal pond. He said he is 
concerned about providing a hardscape around that pond but a mulch path might be a good alternative. 
He said stormwater management with this site has been a challenge all along. 

Ms. Rauch said the concern is with the grading. She presented a rendering of the central pond and the 
open space surrounding it. She said it was determined that the grading around the pond is too significant 
to accommodate a walkway.  

Mr. Dugger reiterated that the grade falling from one side of the site to the other has been a challenge. 

The Chair asked if there were further questions or comments. [Hearing none.] 

Mr. Dugger requested a five-minute recess.  

The Chair reconvened the meeting and reminded the applicant they have the right to request to table the 
case since only four Commissioners were present.  
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Mr. Dugger said his contract expires in one week and they are currently trying to obtain an extension 
because he wants the full Commission to review this application. He said some issues were raised this 
evening that he does not know how to deal with on the spot. He said they are trying to reach the owner 
so an extension could be issued to address the issues appropriately.

The Chair asked if it is possible to pause this review, move onto other cases, and reopen this case later 
this evening. Mr. Hartmann said that was fine if the applicant did not have an objection. Mr. Dugger said 
he did not object to a postponement to later in the evening. The Chair indicated this situation has not 
occurred before. Mr. Dugger apologized to the residents in attendance for delaying the proceedings. The 
Chair said she wanted to be fair to the applicant.  

Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Ms. De Rosa seconded, to postpone the case until after the next case is reviewed. 
The vote was as follows: Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. 
(Approved 4 – 0)

The Chair resumed the meeting for this case. 

Mr. Dugger reported the applicant has some additional time to work on the issues raised this evening but 
would need to get on the next regularly scheduled Commission meeting. The Chair said she thought the 
Commission could make an exception.  

Ms. Husak asked if the applicant would provide revised materials or if they will return with the same 
materials. Mr. Dugger said he did not know at this point and he probably would not have an answer until 
Monday. Ms. Husak said if the applicant is requesting to table the application that the 15-day rule would 
need to be waived.  

Mr. Dugger said Staff has been wonderful and the applicant will do everything they can to provide them 
with materials in an expedient manner. The Chair stated it is a tough application. Mr. Dugger officially
requested that this application be tabled. 

Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Ms. De Rosa seconded, to table the Final Development Plan at the request of the 
applicant and waive the 15-day rule to return to the next scheduled Commission meeting. The vote was 
as follows: Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Tabled 4 – 0)

 
2. Ballantrae Woods PUD       Cosgray Road 
 15-119FDP/FP       Final Development Plan/Final Plat 
 
The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is for a subdivision and development of 45 single-
family lots and 90 detached condominium units as part of the Ballantrae Woods Planned Unit 
Development. She said the site is east of Cosgray Road and north of the Conrail railroad tracks. She said 
this is a request for review and approval of Minor Modifications to the Development Text and a Final 
Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050 and request for review and 
recommendation of approval to City Council of a Final Plat under the provisions of the Subdivision 
Regulations. She noted the Commission will be required to vote on these requests separately. She said 
the Commission is the final authority on Minor Modifications to the Development Text and the Final 
Development Plan; anyone intending to address the Commission will need to be sworn-in. 

The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission with regard to this case. 
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2. NE Quad, Subarea 3, Wyandotte Woods PUD – Hawthorne Commons
15-118FDP                                                                             Wyandotte Woods Boulevard 

                                              Final Development Plan 

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a proposal for 86 multi-family dwelling units for an 
approximately 13-acre, vacant site and all associated site improvements as part of the Wyandotte Woods 
neighborhood in Subarea 3 of the NE Quad Planned Unit Development District. She said the site is south 
of the eastern portion of Wyandotte Woods Boulevard and west of the intersection with Emerald 
Parkway. She said this is a request for review and approval of Minor Modifications to the Development 
Text and a Final Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. She said the 
Commission is the final authority on this application and anyone intending to address the Commission will 
need to be sworn-in.

The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission with regard to this case.

Jennifer Rauch said the zoning was approved for the Northeast Quad in the 90’s. She said the 
Development Text permits multi-family dwelling units with a maximum density of 120 units and this 
proposal has 86 units. She said the Final Development Plan proposed tonight is their final step of 
approval. 

Ms. Rauch indicated the applicant would be pursuing a tree Waiver to be forwarded to City Council 
separately. 

Ms. Rauch said this developer has been before the Commission twice in the last year to gain feedback to 
refine their proposal with the latest review in November 2015 when they discussed setbacks and a 
proposed encroachment, buffering, and landscaping. She said the Commission wanted more specific 
information about the building materials. She said there was a lot of discussion regarding stormwater 
management for the site that included the impacts on adjacent properties and the appearance of the 
retention pond at the entry. 

Ms. Rauch presented the aerial view of the site showing the west and south is Dublin Scioto High School, 
a preserve area to the east, and Wyandotte Woods single-family section to the north including the pond 
for stormwater management. 

Ms. Rauch stated this proposal includes 86 units with 17 one-story buildings that include 1, 2, or 2-plus 
bedrooms within each unit. She said the main access to this development is at Wyandotte Woods 
Boulevard that contains a median with a sign. She said there is a main road that loops around the central 
portion of the development with alley access to provide driveway access to the rear of the units in the 
center. She said the existing retention pond is staying in its current location and an additional retention 
pond is proposed for the center of the site. She reported the applicant has provided alternative 
stormwater measures in certain areas, including pervious pavement in the clustered areas for buildings A 
and B. 

Ms. Rauch said connectivity for pedestrian access through the single-family portion to the west to the 
school site was a concern discussed at the last PZC meeting. She said there will be a future access point 
on the eastern side that will connect to the existing bike path, altering the location to avoid negatively 
impacting a significant landmark tree. She said the applicant is incorporating a sidewalk around the 
central portion of the site with appropriate connectivity. She noted the applicant has provided elevations 
and renderings in the packet to show the streetscape character comparable to a single-family 
neighborhood. She reported Staff has worked with the applicant to identify areas where the garage doors 
can be grouped together to provide consolidated pavement areas to allow for larger green spaces in front 
of the units to eliminate the driveway, green space, driveway, green space repeating. 
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Ms. Rauch said the setbacks and the encroachments into the setback are 14.4 feet maximum into the 35-
foot required front yard (north), 16.3 feet maximum into the 25-foot required rear yard (south), 10.1 feet 
maximum into the 25-foot required side yard (east), and 14.7 feet maximum into the 25-foot required 
side yard (west). She said the applicant is maintaining the 25-foot setback adjacent to the single-family 
units and included the required landscape buffer between the two uses.

Ms. Rauch said there will be modifications to stormwater management for the existing pond to be worked 
out between the applicant and the owner of the site (Homewood). She said they have been working to 
finalize the details to address everyone’s concerns and expectations to produce a high quality design for 
this proposal. She said Staff is comfortable with the direction they are taking.

Mr. Miller asked who owned the existing pond. Ms. Rauch answered Homewood owns it and will be doing 
the modifications that include the installation of the plant material.

Ms. Rauch said the applicant has been working with Engineering to ensure the negative impacts on the 
school site are minimized or non-existent. She said a condition has been added to make sure that the 
final details are addressed.

Ms. Rauch indicated there are several Code requirements that have to be met for this site including 
interior landscaping as well as buffering along the north, west, and southern boundaries containing a mix 
of deciduous and evergreen material at 75% summertime opacity. She noted the majority of protected 
trees are located in the east and southeast portion of the site. She said the proposal includes the 
preservation of trees in certain portions of the eastern property line, as well as seven of the existing 
landmark trees. She reported areas of trees that provide the most benefit to the site have been identified 
ensuring more landmark trees are preserved. She said the applicant will need to request a tree Waiver if 
there are any outstanding replacement inches that cannot be accommodated on site, or a fee paid in lieu 
of replacement.

Ms. Rauch said the applicant has included a number of landscape walls to accommodate the grade 
changes on this site; Staff will continue to work with the applicant to monitor the grading and minimize 
the length of landscape walls, particularly on the west side of the site. 

Ms. Rauch presented elevations that included more traditional garage doors and materials of stone, metal 
detailing, and siding. She said the applicant has provided a section view of the existing single-family 
homes to compare with the proposed units that include the distance between with the buffering 
mounding required and the height of the unit to compare the scale of the two different areas.

Ms. Rauch said the community center has a similar architectural style and uses the same materials 
proposed as the individual buildings of the development. 

Ms. Rauch described the proposed sign as having a metal cabinet with interior illumination and a stone 
base that meets the Code for size, height, and location. 

Ms. Rauch said there will need to be two motions and votes this evening; one for requested Text 
Modifications and the other for the Final Development Plan. 

Ms. Rauch said two Text Modifications are recommended for approval: 
  
1. To modify the development text to allow the buildings to encroach as follows:

a)  14.4 feet maximum into the 35-foot required front yard (north)
b) 16.3 feet maximum into the 25-foot required rear yard (south)
c)  10.1 feet maximum into the 25-foot required side yard (east)
d) 14.7 feet maximum into the 25-foot required side yard (west); and
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2. To permit a modification of the previously approved architectural styles.

Ms. Rauch said approval is recommended for the Final Development Plan as it meets the criteria and the 
existing development standards with nine conditions:

1) The changes to the elevations outlined in the report be revised prior to the building permit 
submission.

2) The applicant will be required to ensure tree replacement for the site occurs in accordance with 
Code or obtain approval of a tree Waiver from City Council.

3) The applicant will be required to further analyze site grading in order to determine whether the 
limits of the proposed walls can be reduced.

4) The owner and applicant continue to work with Staff on the final details for the entry pond to 
ensure the landscape design and plant materials are consistent with the remainder of the site.

5) The portion of landscaping located around the entry pond be completed by fall 2016 or with the 
occupancy of the community center building, whichever occurs first.

6) A fountain be added to the entry pond.
7) The plans be revised to address the deficiency in the interior landscape requirements and the 

minor changes to the landscape plan outlined in the report.
8) The applicant revise the proposed grading around all structures to ensure building code 

requirements are satisfied by providing adequate drainage away from all structures.
9) The applicant continue working with Engineering to address all technical comments regarding 

stormwater management and continue to demonstrate all stormwater requirements as defined in 
Chapter 53 are met as well as not adversely impacting the school property.

The Chair asked if there were any questions for Staff.

Ms. Salay asked for clarification of the west property encroachment of 14.5 feet into the setback. Ms. 
Rauch clarified it is encroaching a maximum of 14.7 feet and the encroachment is not for the entire west 
side yard due to the layout of the units.

Glen Dugger, Attorney, 37 West Broad Street, representing the applicant, Treplus Communities, said the 
pedestrian connection is under construction and the applicant changed the translucent garage door to a 
garage door that is in use in the subdivision immediately to the north. He said Homewood owns the 
property and is selling it to Treplus. He said Treplus will own the property subject to a retention 
easement, which will benefit the subdivision and the City as part of the stormwater system. He said 
landscaping will be installed by Homewood. He said if they were to get the approval for Sections 9 and 10 
then the landscape plan would have been part of the review. He said the plan shows the increase in the 
pond basin in anticipation of the approval of Sections 9 and 10.

Mr. Dugger said he has the entire team present to answer any questions. He said this is a one-story 
development with an active senior community that is compliant with the Housing For All Persons Act. He 
said this is not anticipated to generate any children in the Dublin school system. 

Chris Brown inquired about the retention wall on the west side of the site next to the soccer fields and 
asked if the community or the soccer fields were higher. Mr. Dugger replied the community is slightly 
higher and the property falls from the north to the south ±12 to 14 feet; part of the wall addresses the 
grade change.

Sean Gillilan, E.P. Ferris & Associates, 880 King Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, said the 30-inch maximum wall 
faces the community and not toward the school property. He said it is needed to break the grades to 
allow the community minimal steps as the residents go from the garage to the sidewalks.



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
February 4, 2016 – Meeting Minutes

Page 11 of 18

Cathy De Rosa inquired about the timeline and responsibility for the landscaping for the retention pond. 
Mr. Dugger answered Staff has written a condition without reference to whose obligation it is to complete
the retention pond. He said the southern portion will be the responsibility of Treplus and the remaining 
northern portion will be Homewood’s responsibility when their approvals are obtained once enlarging the 
basin and providing the landscaping on the northern portion. 

Ms. Rauch said the retention pond needs to be completed and however the applicant works out the 
details is up to them; the timing has to be defined but is due by fall 2016.

Mr. Dugger said they will have to complete it either when the community center is complete or in the fall.

Mr. Brown asked why this pond is contingent upon the approval of Sections 9 and 10. 

Claudia Husak said they have submitted the applications and are expected to be reviewed by the 
Commission soon.

Mr. Brown asked about the railing on the decks as there appears to be a lot of railing; he asked if it is 
required. 

Jim Bender, project architect, 3040 Riverside Drive, Upper Arlington, said the deck design is consistent 
with a simple and natural look. He described the decks as weather-treated wood with various profiles 
including molded 36-inch railings and pickets spaced four inches apart, which is an ADA compliant. He 
added the decks are used to focus on the water views and the other units will have patios; there are
more patios then decks.

Ms. Rauch said there was a petition and letter that was submitted by the neighbors that had been 
provided to the Commissioners. The Chair invited the public to speak.
  
Jerry Kosicki, 4313 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said they had to pull together very quickly to be able to 
make comments. He said they received an email last week from Jane Arthur saying they will be 
resubmitting materials to the City with the documents coming online on Friday afternoon that did not 
allow for much time. He said his neighbors did gather about 100 people to sign a petition. He said he and 
his neighbors appreciate the responsiveness of the developers to many of their concerns they have raised 
over the months since this project was introduced including the movement of the trash compacters, the 
enhancement of the entrance road, the use of pervious pavements, underground storage of stormwater, 
and the preservation of landmark trees. 

Mr. Kosicki said the overall size of the project, the sheer volume of construction, and the intensive use of 
the land have been the main concern from the start. He said the size and scope of this project has not 
been modified. He said the proposal is problematic because of the overall tremendous footprint the 86 
units will consume. He indicated it is due to the one-story building configuration, which is essential to the 
developers’ vision. He said when the required roads and the retention ponds are added, very little usable 
open space remains. He emphasized the project does not fit on this site and does not fit in their 
neighborhood. He said some of his neighbors contacted them to express their concerns and have 
described the project as unattractive and crowded, lacking sufficient open space. 

Mr. Kosicki said neighbors inquired about the idea of walkability when the proposal lacks adequate 
sidewalks on both sides of the streets. He said if the developers want to fit the project into the 
neighborhood he thinks adequate sidewalks are not too much to ask. He said at their last meeting, a 
couple of Commissioners rejected this line of argument and one described the sidewalks on one side of 
the street as a perk whereas he and his neighbors disagree. He asked the Commission reconsider 
because it is important to the neighbors. He said his neighborhood has a wide sidewalks that connect to 
a path but this development does not; he said it does not seem fair and they do not like it. He said 
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skimping on sidewalks just makes this apartment project similar to too many other crowded and 
ultimately dreary oppressive apartment projects that they have seen and lived in previously. 

Mr. Kosicki said previous plans included modest but usable open spaces and they have been eliminated. 
He said the current development plan tries to solve the overcrowded building program by splitting out the 
footprint of the project into areas on the periphery of the project, which is why the text modification is 
necessary. He said this strategy for fitting too many large buildings and other things on this site seems 
unprecedented and they are not familiar with any other places in Dublin where such problems have been 
solved in such an expedient way and it does not protect the interest of the adjacent single-family 
property owners. He said this proposal is simply too big for this site and should be scaled back. He said 
Treplus tries to protect the families immediately adjacent to the property by proposing the terrace 
mound, which is common where different kinds of zoning bump up against each other, but people bought 
their houses expecting Dublin’s usual rules to be followed and imposing this project as currently 
described on the neighbors is unjust and the rest of the neighborhood stands with the immediately 
adjacent homeowners to strongly oppose this. He said that neighbors are anxious that the buildings will 
detract from the value of their properties. He asked that they do not add to the burden to these families. 
He thanked the Planning Commission for their thoughtful approach overall to the development of the 
City. He said they need this project to be of the highest possible quality and want to settle for nothing 
less and asked that they not approve the Text Modification.

Mr. Kosicki asked if the pond in the north part is being shown as modified when it is all done and how 
much bigger that is being proposed to the existing pond. Ms. Rauch answered the plan reflects the pond 
as modified. 

Venkat Gundu, 4063 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, asked why the landscape wall is not consistent across 
for all the homes and inquired about the Text Modifications regarding set back encroachments.

Rajeev Desai, 4071 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, requested landscape improvements for all the homes 
and asked the Commission to oppose the modification.

Sajid Inayat, 4087 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said the footprint seems to be larger than expected. He 
said he wholeheartedly agreed with his neighbors. He said he is worried about the lack of open spaces. 
He said he has lived in different areas of Dublin for the last 19 years and this proposal seems to be one 
of the very special cases. He pointed out his home with respect to this project. He said it appears 
buildings H & F will be breathing down his neck. He again requested open space. 

Brett Page, 7638 Kelly Drive, said he has been involved in this since the beginning when his house was 
the closest to this development. He recalled receiving notification about one month ahead of the meeting. 
He said he and his neighbors received notification for this meeting, last week. He noted there is a change 
in the notification procedure. He said they have had a long-standing relationship with Planning that 
included a lot of informal discussions he believes should be valued. He said they have not had any since 
the last meeting. He said with only a week’s notice, they have been scrambling to review and identify the 
changes since the meeting in November 2015. He discussed the setbacks and requested a better view of 
what a line of multi-family units would look like built right up to the buildable line with just a mound 
between them and the single-family homes. He said he did not think that was typical of Dublin 
neighborhoods. He said even though the proposal is for a lower number of units the footprint is large. He 
suggested walkability issues could be solved if the site was laid out better, not so cramped and full, and 
sidewalks could be provided on both sides of the street. He said he understands the developers need for 
a certain number of units for this to be feasible but does not believe the applicant should be permitted a
footprint that encroaches into the setbacks just to meet their needs financially. He asked the Commission 
to consider if they would like this development right in their backyard. 
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Kathy Harter, 7825 Holiston Court, said she is one of the trustees in Wyandotte Woods. She said when 
you go up the hill in our neighborhood, there is a progression and blending and that is what they are 
asking for here. She said at the top the trees are small but they are growing giving insight to the future. 
She said walkability, sidewalks, and connectivity to the paths are important to them. She said she was 
concerned about all the trees that will be removed and the applicant having the ability to obtain a tree 
Waiver. She indicated the feel of heavily wooded lots need to be preserved. She said she is also 
concerned about the noise levels from the high school. She said she hopes construction traffic does not 
come through Riverside Drive for the safety of the children.

Lisa Gray, 7810 Holiston Court, in the first phase of the development, said we built in Dublin for their 
great schools and a great place to raise children. She said we also count on the City to protect our 
investments as other building takes place. She said she is concerned that we have rules about setbacks 
but when a developer asks for additional space, we are putting those rules aside. She said she had a 
beautiful wooden swing set put in their backyard but then received a call from the City saying their swing 
set is two feet into the setback and it needs to be moved. She said they were still within their property 
line. She said they called back two weeks later to thank them for moving the swing set but said the Little 
Tikes castle in the backyard for the young girls should be moved. She thought that was ridiculous but the 
City said she chose to build in Dublin and they have rules to not only protect her investment but to 
protect the investments of the neighbors. She said she would be fined for every day the swing set or 
castle were in the setback if she did not move them. She said the Commission is asking them to accept 
this proposal’s encroachments. She said she knew there would be additional development in their 
neighborhood when they built their house but she is upset that the City will break rules for developers
that they expect homeowners to abide by. She emphasized the rules should be enforced for everybody; 
she said if not, potential homebuyers should be told that before investing in Dublin. 

Sue Hutras, 7834 Silver Rose Court, in Wyandotte Woods said she agreed with everything her neighbors 
have said up to this point. She said the garage was the main focal point when this was first discussed 
and it still appears to be that way. She indicated she does not find a walk down a street appealing when 
garages are the first thing she sees. She said she feels sorry for the neighbors that abut this development 
as they will lose their privacy. She said not only does this development encroach on surrounding homes 
but it encroaches on the athletic fields that are used all the time for lacrosse, soccer, and football.

The Chair asked if anyone else wanted to speak with regards to this case. [Hearing none.] She closed the 
public portion of the meeting.

Amy Salay indicated she struggles with this because the Commission has had multiple projects proposed 
for this site including apartments in four-story buildings in order to preserve the open space. She said this 
neighborhood is appealing for a lot of reasons; she loves the idea of a senior community that is needed in 
Dublin that will not produce children like a conventional apartment complex might to add strain to our 
school system. She indicated the one-story aspect of this project is interesting because it will not be as 
intrusive to the neighbors. She said she has some issues with the architecture as there is too much 
metal, the white trim will look stark against the chestnut, and suggested more cream and tan. She added 
she would prefer to see the sign externally illuminated. 

Ms. Salay noted the one neighbor made a very compelling argument about the setbacks as she spoke 
about her children’s play equipment. She said she respects the Dublin standards. She asked Staff to 
provide a justification for the encroachment requests. 

Ms. Rauch said Staff weighed the same types of issues for appropriateness such as scale and types of 
use. She said the intent was to have a staggered encroachment, not the entire building encroaching in 
the setback. 
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Ms. De Rosa asked if the size of the garage doors meet the requirement for frontage in the Code. Ms. 
Rauch answered the garage door frontage requirement is part of the Appearance Code, which does not 
apply in this instance. Ms. De Rosa said she is not in love with this look either for seeing all the garage 
doors that would not invite walkability. 

Ms. De Rosa asked if senior living is stipulated in the homeowner’s agreement. Mr. Dugger said they 
committed in November 2015 that this would be a 55 and older community and work with the City’s legal 
staff to ensure that is the case. 

Philip Hartmann said it should be made a condition for approval. 

Claudia Husak said there are legal requirements also; you cannot just categorically say it is a 55 and over 
community and nobody else can live there. 

Mr. Dugger said that is why he is being very specific about his terminology. He said they are complying 
with the federal requirements, which is a very specific set of requirements and you cannot do more. 

Mr. Hartmann said Mr. Dugger and he will work on the appropriate language.

Ms. De Rosa said the desire and intent is to maintain walkability and enhance that in the community. She 
said she is concerned with only having sidewalks on one side of the street, particularly upon entering the 
property. She said she would like to see conversation advance to implement that.

Mr. Duggar said he recalled the November conversation; some people on the Commission thought one 
side was perfectly acceptable and there were some that wanted two. He said their takeaway was that 
one was preferable because if you put it on the outside, ±60 different wheelchair ramps will be required 
to be ADA compliant. 

Ms. De Rosa asked if there are opportunities to reconsider garage placement. She said if the intent is 
senior living walkability, does this design meet that. 

Mr. Dugger said the applicant thinks it does.

Ms. De Rosa said we have heard a lot from the neighbors and she agrees this does not necessarily meet 
the optimal situation from the walkability perspective. She asked if there is flexibility or approach from 
garage door placement that could help solve this and get sidewalks on both sides of the street for 
improved walkability. 

Mr. Dugger said they could start over. He said one of the challenges in this scenario is providing two 
garage spaces for every single unit, which is fairly extraordinary (18-foot garage doors). He said there is 
no getting around having the attached garage on the front of the unit. 

Vicki Newell said she was one of the Commissioners that was supportive of the sidewalk on one side of 
the street. She reported we have other projects similar to this where the Commission has approved 
sidewalks on just one side of the street. She said her neighborhood just has one sidewalk so she is 
accustomed to that and would be supportive. She stated more importantly is to have the path be 
continuous with the movement logical to navigate the neighborhood. She said she cannot be supportive 
of the encroachments into the setbacks. She said the Commission has not permitted that anywhere. She 
said this does not meet criteria number one as she does not consider this a “minor” text modification. 
She said there is a lot of great merit to this proposal - built for seniors as one story and she can support 
the architecture but it is lacking in tree preservation. She said the proposal is to preserve the larger 
landmark trees but grading is still substantial and does not believe all the trees they are claiming will be 
preserved would survive; they are disturbing too much land. She said it is one thing to say 120 units can 
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go on this piece of land but the site still has to support it. She said even with 86 units, going over the 
setback lines and nearly clear-cutting the site is too much development on one site. 

Ms. Salay said one of the speakers suggested eliminating the top row of units. She asked if that would be 
a possibility to provide room for play; walkability, connectivity, and open space could be obtained and 
moved out of the setbacks. 

Mr. Dugger said the applicant is already at 71% of what is permitted. He said the units can be made 
smaller, becoming cheaper, and provide single-car garages. He said everything being suggested reduces 
the value and quality of the project. He said the “squishing out” into the setbacks occurred in one of the 
work sessions with Staff. He said the original plan complied with the setbacks. He said a minor 
encroachment was proposed to preserve more trees and manage stormwater that is problematic to this 
site and still end up with an economically viable project. He said they are not in the situation to ask for 86 
units to settle for 75 units because they have tried to do something different and a single-story senior 
community has merit. He said undulating the buildings was a result of a great deal of discussion. 

Ms. Salay said when that decision was made, she asked if the neighborhood was involved. 

Ms. Rauch said this discussion point of the encroachment to the setback was included in the November 
15th review. 

Mr. Brown said he was not one who was opposed to one-sided sidewalks because he lived in a
neighborhood such as that and it was predominantly older residents. He said the number of driveway 
cuts does not make for an inviting place to walk on that side, however. He said it is an apartment 
community and not a single-family home development. He said the one setback the applicant does meet 
is to the north, even though that is a wall of units over there but the more he looks at this site layout, he 
notices a lot is crammed in there. He said he understands this is a concession as this was at one time a
four-story unit, trying to preserve space and going to single units more applicable to seniors. He 
concluded by stating he is not thrilled. 

Ms. Newell suggested that once the number of units is reduced you make stormwater management 
better. She restated the land cannot support this quantity of units.

Mr. Brown agreed. He indicated the setback on the east side does not bother him as much as the south 
and west. He said a good part of the reason the Commission exists is that every standard cannot be 
applied to every piece of property and there is always a give and take for what is best for the community 
and developed to where it makes the most sense. He explained we hear those appeals and try to come 
up with a design solution and that is when there is a variance. He said a few less units and not impeding 
into the setbacks is desired but he does not know how to achieve that. He noted adding more hardscape 
in the way of sidewalks takes away green areas.

Deb Mitchell indicated there are a lot of things about this development she loves – architecture, boldness 
of the design, the need for senior housing, but her issue is not with the encroachment on the east side 
but it is troublesome on the other sides. She concluded by stating bravo on a lot of fronts but there is still 
a lot to the proposal that is problematic.

Mr. Miller said the developer did a really good job of hearing what the Commission was trying to say and 
bringing that forward. He said the piece the developer missed was the intensity on this piece of land. He 
indicated he was trying to convince himself that the encroachment on the north side made some sense 
but he cannot even support that because so much is jammed into this little space. He encouraged the 
applicant to consider going vertical to lessen the footprint; the number of units need to be decreased and 
this is too much in too little of a space. 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
February 4, 2016 – Meeting Minutes

Page 16 of 18

Steve Stidhem said he agreed with his fellow Commissioners and the sidewalks were just fine with the 
exception of the northwest corner, which is really bad. He said he does not envision people from the 
housing units just walking around. He summarized there are too many units crammed in there and it is 
too crowded. 

The Chair asked the applicant how he wished to proceed. 

Mr. Dugger said he would like to table this proposal but said he could not assure the Commission the 
applicant can solve your problems with this. He said he will advise his client to endeavor to meet with 
Staff to do that but cannot assure the Commission they can accommodate everything that is being asked 
of them. 

Ms. Salay encouraged the applicant to meet with the neighbors because they seem to embrace a senior 
community as a lovely addition to their community. She indicated it would be helpful to her if she heard 
the neighbors coming in to say they support this development. She said if after meeting amongst 
themselves, Staff, and the neighbors, at the end of the day, this just might not work out. 

Mr. Miller said he supports Ms. Salay’s comments. He noted just two weeks ago, the PZC received citizen 
input on the Bright Road Plan. He said he was impressed by how the community came together with 
concepts and ideas to try and find solutions. 

Mr. Dugger said he has probably done close to 1,000 neighborhood meetings during his 30-year career 
so he is not a stranger to those and actually encourages those meetings because far too often, the 
people that know best are the people that live right there. He said we have gleaned from them what we 
otherwise did not know. 

Mr. Brown addressed the neighbors and told them they were an impressive group of people, all very 
intelligent defending their neighborhood and property rights. He stated the owner of that property also 
has rights. He emphasized if the applicant meets all aspects of zoning, they have a lot of latitude to build 
something and you might not like that. He said it is in everyone’s best interest to work together to find 
solutions. He encouraged the neighbors to keep an open mind. He said the applicant seems very willing 
to reach out and try to accommodate you and address your concerns the best they can but understand 
that there are ways to bypass this body if they meet all current zoning requirements and there could be a 
much higher density and something you don’t like put in there. He thanked the neighbors for 
participating as it does matter. 

Motion and Vote
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to table the Final Development Plan at the request of the 
applicant. The vote was as follows: Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. De Rosa yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; 
Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Tabled 7 – 0)

3. Vet Clinic                                                                                                    6131 Avery Road
16-005CU                                                                                                      Conditional Use

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is to permit a vet clinic within an existing building 
zoned Suburban Office and Institutional on the west side of Avery Road, approximately 700 feet south of 
the intersection with Shier Rings Road. She said this is a request for review and approval of a Conditional 
Use under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.236. She noted the Commission is the final 
authority on this application and anyone intending to address the Commission will need to be sworn-in. 
The Chair, swore in anyone intending to address the Commission with regard to this case. [There were 
none.]
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2. NE Quad, Subarea 3 - Wyandotte Woods             Wyandotte Woods Boulevard
15-024INF                Informal Review

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for an 86-unit multi-family development 
located west of Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, 1,000 feet north of the intersection with Emerald Parkway 
within the NE Quad PUD, Subarea 3. She said this is a request for informal review and non-binding 
feedback for the potential development of the vacant property within the Wyandotte Woods subdivision.

Jennifer Rauch provided a history on this case. She said a Preliminary Development Plan was approved 
for multiple-family dwelling units with a maximum density of 120 units in the 1990s. She said the 
development text outlines the buffering, setbacks, and architectural requirements for the subarea.   

Ms. Rauch said an Informal Review was conducted April 2, 2015, and the next step is a Final 
Development Plan requiring review and approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

Ms. Rauch presented an aerial view of the 13.6-acre-site with Dublin Scioto High School on the southern 
boundary of the site and existing single-family sections of Wyandotte Woods to the north and west. She 
noted the number of trees existing on this parcel.

Ms. Rauch presented the Site Plan shown in April that included the same number of units (86) in 17 
buildings and a clubhouse on the main entrance drive off Wyandotte Woods Boulevard with a dumpster 
at that same location. She reported there was support from the Commission regarding the one-story 
design of this development as well as the rear-loaded units. She indicated there was concern about lot 
coverage and how much the proposal is taking up on the site as well as stormwater considerations. 

Ms. Rauch presented the revised Site Plan with 86 units in 22 buildings. She said the community center 
has been moved to the northeast corner, adjacent to the existing pond. She said the trash compactor has 
been relocated to the southern portion of the site away from the main entrance drive. She said the main 
entrance is still on Wyandotte Woods Blvd. but a treed median was added and some units have been
oriented and clustered. She reported the applicant has identified the landmark trees, which they plan to 
preserve. She said the applicant created access to the eastern walking path and a bike path in the
northwest corner. She noted the stormwater drains to the school site, which has been identified as 
insufficient to handle the required volume. She explained the stormwater requirements of 1990 were 
much different than the requirements of today. She indicated the applicant is proposing a variety of 
stormwater methods to meet the requirements and limit the impacts to the school site. 

Sean Gillilan, engineer with EP Ferris, said the applicant has identified the courtyards and the alley as 
places for pervious pavers and underground retention.

Ms. Rauch said the setback requirements are 25 feet on all the property lines. She said there are areas 
where the units encroach into the setback on the eastern, western, and southern boundaries. She
presented the contemporary elevations with flat roofs using stone and brick, which are unchanged from 
the previous informal review. 

Ms. Rauch provided the discussion questions as related to the site layout: 

1) Is the proposed site layout appropriate given the existing site conditions?
2) Is the Commission supportive of the encroachment into the east, south, and west setbacks?
3) Other considerations by the Commission?

Glen Dugger, attorney with Smith & Hale, LLC, 57 W. Broad St., noted the challenges with this site that
include tree preservation and stormwater management.
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Jim Bender, JL Bender, Inc., 3040 Riverside Drive, said he was the architect for this 50-plus development 
and provided an overall concept, which is modern. He said the units are proposed with stone, siding, and 
metal panels. He explained the encroachment is not uniform and the purpose was to open up areas to 
nest the units and preserve significant trees, but also to soften the site to a more residential design for
traffic and pedestrian circulation. He pointed out the main roadway within the development that supports 
all the services and the one-way streets are oriented in the center of the site. He said the pond in the 
center is the focus and a welcome addition for the units adjacent. He presented the community building 
that will contain an oversized fitness center that opens to an outdoor activity center that will allow for 
events. Mr. Bender said the building materials will be natural stone and quality siding for long-term 
maintenance. 

Dennis Karem, landscape architect with Environmental Management, Inc., said a preliminary landscape 
plan was submitted for review.

Victoria Newell inquired about the landmark trees and the condition of the trees proposed for removal.
Mr. Karem said dead and poor condition trees have been removed. 

Mr. Bender said the applicant will make a great attempt to integrate as much universal design and 
technology into this project as they possibly can and to work it into the architecture so it does not 
become a showcase for technology. He explained the garage doors have the metal grid with infill panels 
that the applicant would like to see as translucent poly-carbon material to emit a glow for a safety factor.
He said solar tubes and high tech windows would be used. 

The Chair invited public comment.

Jerry Kosicki, 4313 Wyandotte Woods Blvd., said he is a trustee of Wyandotte Homeowner’s Association 
and the East Dublin Civic Association. He said the property in question has a history and the zoning for 
this neighborhood predates the construction of the Wyandotte Woods neighborhood. He said it allows for 
ultra-high densities that are inappropriate. He said they are seeking the highest quality that will fit in their 
neighborhood. He said the retention pond proposed is very large and he is already concerned about the 
existing retention pond as it is not landscaped and is not maintained. He indicated they like the one-story 
units but there is a lot of them and they consume a great deal of land; the development has a very 
crowded look and feel to it. He said there is a lack of sidewalks/paths and misses the courtyard area 
previously proposed. He said for a 55 and over target population, the applicant is not accommodating 
possible wheelchairs outside like they are on the interior of the units. He said the encroachments into the 
setbacks are an unwelcome change. He said the development must be sized to fit this site.

Chris Harpster, 4177 Wyandotte Woods, said he lived in the neighborhood for eight years and sold real 
estate in Columbus and Dublin for over 16 years. He said he is concerned with the contemporary design 
of the project in the sense there is nothing like that around in the area and would like to see more single-
family structures. He said brick, stone, and stucco would be more appropriate for the site. 

Kathy Harter, 7825 Holliston Court, indicated there are some aspects to this development they like, such 
as the bike trail and walking path. She expressed her concerns over tree preservation and water 
retention. She asked about the limited parking spaces for the community center. She said the 
development should fit within the property and not encroach on setbacks. 

Eric Lichtenfeld 7789 Kelly Drive, Dublin, said his family moved to Dublin this summer from Los Angeles, 
CA and they love it. He indicated he seemed to pick the one area in the Columbus area that has LA 
quality traffic, specifically Sawmill Road and Hard Road. He said he is concerned with traffic added from 
this development coming from one entrance/exit. 
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Brett Page, 7638 Kelly Drive, said he is greatly concerned about the choppiness of the walkways. He said 
there are only 23 homes that have a sidewalk in front. He questioned the added water retention pond
since they do not have a good track record with that in their neighborhood. He said there are still too 
many units for this property and a significant number backing up to the current residents. He asked 
about the vista from those homes looking back onto this development because there is not a dense stand 
of trees. 

The Chair closed the public comment portion of the meeting.

Amy Salay asked if there is going to be an actual requirement to be 55 and over to live there. Mr. Dugger 
responded affirmatively. He added the federal standard is 80%.

Ms. Salay said the existing retention pond was discussed at prior meetings. She said it is ugly and unlike 
any other pond in Dublin. She asked why that is and who is responsible. 

Ms. Rauch said the property is owned by Homewood and it is their responsibility but once this 
development is approved the applicant’s group will be responsible. She said the final details would be 
determined at the Final Development Plan stage for this development.   

Ms. Salay confirmed the existing pond does not belong to this new development. She asked why it is so 
horrific. Mr. Dugger answered it is not done yet. 

Ms. Salay said with a 55-plus community, less traffic is anticipated. She asked what the impact will be 
with that demographic. 

Ms. Salay questioned fire access given there is only one entrance/exit for this neighborhood and asked if 
that was approved by Washington Township. Ms. Rauch replied the previous development had more units
and taller buildings, which required a second entrance. 

Ms. Salay indicated this proposal is auto-oriented and does not have the sidewalks they would expect.
She said it seems odd to have sidewalks in some places and not in others. She said the Commission will 
need to be satisfied there is pedestrian safety and comfort.   

Ms. Salay questioned stormwater management. 

Michael Hendershot said the existing drainage system at the high school did not account for this site. Ms.
Salay asked him if he thought this proposal can work and not cause problems further downstream. Mr. 
Hendershot said this proposal is conceptual and preliminary. He said they want to analyze the ponding 
limits of the existing school system. 

Mr. Dugger said he has been working very closely with the schools on this issue because there is an 
undersized system on school property. 

Ms. Salay said she understands the encroachments into the setbacks. She asked if too many units are 
shoe-horned into the site. 

Ms. Salay inquired about the garage doors that would have a glow to them. Mr. Bender said the overhead 
garage light would produce the glow. Ms. Salay asked if items in the garage will be seen if they reside 
between the light source and the door. Mr. Bender said you would see light, not objects. 
  
Ms. Salay inquired about the metal panels on the exterior of the units. Mr. Bender said the metal can be 
installed horizontally or vertically. Ms. Salay emphasized the metal needs to be used only as an accent 
material.
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Ms. Salay said the zoning on this property dates back to early-1990s as a multi-family site with a 
maximum of 120 units. 

Chris Brown said he had lived in a community like this with sidewalks on one side of the street only and it 
was fine. He said he is not opposed to the east, south, and west setback encroachments. He said the 
neighbors on the north property line need to be protected with buffering. He questioned the northeast 
corner where a unit was wedged in there. 

Ms. Rauch said the existing paths will be maintained between the two single family homes. She said the 
path connect through this proposed development in the northwest corner extend west to connect with a
connection through the school property. 

Mr. Brown inquired about the trash policy in the community.

Jane Arthur Roslovic, Treplus Communities, 1515 Lake Shore Drive, Suite 225, Columbus, OH 43204, said 
the trash will be picked up three times a week from their doors by our services, which is taken over to 
the trash compactor, eliminating the need for a trash truck that would need to travel over the expensive 
pavers. 

Mr. Brown asked who built the original retention pond. Mr. Dugger answered it was originally constructed 
as part of the Wyandotte Woods single-family subdivision to the north.

Mr. Brown suggested someone work on improvements/completion of the retention pond now or at least 
in the spring to appease the neighborhood, instead of waiting for all the phases to come through. He 
requested Staff to get it done.

Steve Stidhem said the older pond is a concern. He said this proposal feels crowded and too many units 
are in here. He said the setback encroachments were not a concern but rather where the development 
backs up to existing residents. He asked Staff if anything could be done about traffic. 

Ms. Rauch said a traffic study was completed when the entire development was originally zoned in the 
90s, and the proposal meets the requirements established at that time. She said Engineering has met 
with the neighbors to discuss the traffic concern in the neighborhood and additional information can be 
provided as this proposal moves forward. 

Deborah Mitchell said she is not opposed to sidewalks on one side of the street but for a community of 
55-plus, she thought connectivity all the way through would be needed. She stated she loves the garage 
door as that is what she has and if she places a cart too close to the door, it is visible. She indicated she 
likes to make sure there is nothing closer than four feet to the door. She said she likes the look of the 
door but there are concerns with it; it is not low maintenance if you care about what it looks like from the 
outside. 

Mr. Dugger said as part of the Final Development Plan the applicant will provide material boards, which 
would include the metal siding, the stonework, as well as the garage panels. He asked the Commission to 
reserve judgement until they see the Final Development Plan details. 

Ms. Salay said there is a Lexan garage door on Ross Common. She indicated it is a very traditional house 
with this garage door and it looks cool. 

Victoria Newell said she lives in a neighborhood where there is only one sidewalk on one side of the 
street; she lives on the side of the street without the sidewalk and she is thrilled with that. She said the 
kids that grew up in the neighborhood did not have an issue with that. She stated they do need to be 
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continuous and with the appropriate width. She said she generally likes the design of the buildings but 
would like to see the full development of the elevations because she perceives potential for blank areas 
on buildings if trees were not there. She indicated she is very familiar with the Lexan doors but samples 
need to be provided. She said she thought shadows could be seen from inside of the garage. She 
suggested a light sensor or occupancy sensors be used so the garages are not illuminated around the 
clock. 

Ms. Newell restated this development is meant to be a 55-plus community where the people are 
downsizing and storage could be an issue coming with a houseful of items. She said if boxes are filling 
the garage, those that are near the Lexan garage doors can be seen when the light is on. 

Ms. Newell said she is not comfortable with the setback around the buildings and property lines. She said 
this is a standard that should be held to throughout the community. She said the current zoning allows 
for 120 units, but the land itself as developed has to support that. She said with stormwater issues, a 
really beautiful grove of trees that is going to be cut substantially, a site that has a substantial fall across 
it, this is going to be difficult to handle. She said she anticipates more trees to be cut than what was 
stated in the original presentation. She recommended the applicant make it better and easier to handle 
the drainage system, the setbacks, trees, and to use less units. 

Ms. Newell indicated when a designer reaches a point of losing units the project can still be affordable 
but the financial impact is not the concern of the Commission. She restated she is struggling with the 
number of units and making all the standards work.

Mr. Dugger said two-story units have been discussed but everyone seems to like the 55-plus type of 
community here and that limits the applicant to a one-story program. 

3. Churchman Road – Public Right-of-Way Dedication  7650 Cosgray Road
15-071PP/FP       Preliminary Plat/Final Plat

Claudia Husak said approval is recommended with one condition to City Council for a Preliminary and 
Final Plat for the dedication of a public right-of-way to the City of Dublin for future infrastructure 
improvements for the construction of Churchman Road Rings-Cosgray connector. She said the applicant 
has already agreed to the following condition:

1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 
City Council submittal to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Motion and Vote
Ms. Newell moved, Ms. Salay seconded, to approve the Preliminary and Final Plat. The vote was as 
follows: Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes.
(Approved 5 – 0)

4. Community Commercial District – Zoning Code Amendment
15-103ADMC               Administrative Request

Motion and Vote
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Stidhem seconded, to recommend approval to City Council of a Zoning Code 
Amendment to Sections 153.002 and 153.028 to define and permit business training as a permitted use.
The vote was as follows: Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; and Ms.
Newell, yes. (Approved 5 – 0)
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Ms. Newell indicated she still has concerns carried over from the first plan with regards to the fence line 
along Amlin. She reiterated her comment that the fence needed to be treated sensitively and what she 
meant was it did not just become a fence line. She said now units are running straight along that fence 
with little room for landscaping. She said the fence needs to become an amenity, possibly with masonry, 
and not just a barricade. 

Ms. Newell indicated the green space is a little bit better than it was before. She said she likes this 
arrangement because it feels more like a green space in this particular scheme. 

Ms. Newell said she has the same comment as Ms. Salay in regards to the stone. She said after reviewing 
the original sketches, she envisioned a lot more refined architectural details. She said she understands 
the new elevations were just presented this evening but there appears to be a little less detail as the 
elevations are getting developed. She said it is important to have a mix of materials between the stone 
and the siding. She recalled the presentation from before where porches were envisioned for a lot of 
these buildings and wanted to have the street connection. She said that was one of the features she had 
really liked and yet tonight she is seeing less porches and less character. She said given the close 
proximity of the zero lot line, the porches are critical. She encouraged the applicant to expand upon that. 
She concluded that overall she is supportive of the project. 

Mr. Brown inquired about the bike path where it cuts across between Lots 18 and 19. He asked what 
issue Staff has with that. Ms. Wawszkiewicz said from engineering’s perspective, having a crossing at the 
point of vehicular intersection reduces the number of conflict points and increases driver awareness that 
a pedestrian or cyclist may be in the street. 

Mr. Brown said it is on a curve and the drivers may not see them coming but he said he does not always 
believe that is a deal breaker. Ms. Wawszkiewicz said it does not have to be; we can overcome it. She 
said the first preference is to consolidate those conflict points at intersections.

Mr. Brown said he would like to see as much connectivity to that green space as can be achieved.

Ms. Menerey referred to the exhibit with the red circles that noted the plan revisions and inquired about 
the comment made about the circle over the south drive. Ms. Puranik responded it is the sidewalk link 
that is missing. Ms. Menerey said they would revise the plans to include that link.

2. NE Quad, Subarea 3, Treplus Communities             Wyandotte Woods Boulevard                
15-024INF                                                                             Informal Review    

The Chair said this application is a request for an informal review and feedback for a proposed 86-unit 
multiple-family development on a vacant property within Wyandotte Woods Subdivision located west of 
Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, 1,000 feet north of the intersection with Emerald Parkway within NE Quad 
PUD, Subarea 3.

Jennifer Rauch said this is an Informal Review for a site located on the southwestern portion of 
Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, adjacent to the new roundabout. She stated the site was zoned as part of 
the NE Quad in 1994 as Subarea 3, which permits multiple-family dwelling units with a density indicated 
in the text of 120 units with this proposal at a total of 86 units. She said there are setbacks and buffering 
requirements as well as minimal architectural standards. She indicated the informal review will provide 
review and feedback prior to the applicant submitting a Final Development Plan application.

Ms. Rauch said this site has extensive history stating that from 2007 - 2010 an application was submitted 
for a multiple-family development that had 19 -20 buildings located throughout the site with an internal 
loop road with extensive stormwater ponds. She reported the Planning and Zoning Commission 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
April 2, 2015 – Meeting Minutes

Page 10 of 17

disapproved that application due to streetscape concerns, the lack of character and relationship to the 
existing neighborhood, and significant concerns regarding the lack of tree preservation. She said in 2014, 
there were additional informal reviews with a different layout of 3, four-story buildings with parking to 
the rear and a significant buffer between the residences in Section 8 of Wyandotte Woods. She said this 
layout provided additional tree preservation with a great deal more integrated open space connections to 
the neighborhood, but ultimately that proposal did not move forward because of concerns with the 
character and height of the buildings that exceeded the text.

Ms. Rauch said the site has significant tree coverage with a number of landmark trees that would need to 
be preserved. She stated the site has a significant grade change of 14 feet adjacent to Section 8 down to 
the school site. She said the existing stormwater pond is required for the other portions of the Wyandotte 
Woods Subdivision. She noted the proposal before the Commission is for 17, one-story buildings. She 
said the main entrance to the site is provided from Wyandotte Wood Boulevard with a loop drive 
providing access to the front-loaded units and the one-way alleys for the rear-loaded units. She said the 
proposed layout takes up a significant portion of the site and the Planning Report highlights concerns 
regarding the limited size of the proposed stormwater ponds and the tree removal. She stated the 
applicant will need to further study these issues as the proposal moves forward. 

Ms. Rauch said the units are a combination of one, two and two plus bedrooms. She said the parking and 
access meet the requirements within the text. She said the architecture has minimal standards within the
text and the applicant is requesting feedback related to architecture and proposed character. She said the 
site meets the buffering requirements within the text, but is a small setback that was shown with the 
previous proposal.

Glen Dugger, Smith and Hale, representing the applicant, said the report accurately reflects the proposal. 
He said the significant difference from the prior proposals is a one-story program with lower density at 
86. He said Staff has determined the emergency access located in the northwest corner of the site is not 
necessary. He said this proposal is community targeted for persons aged 55 and over. He said some 
concerns of previous proposals have been addressed with the current proposal of lower unit count, 
different type of architecture, and the commitment of an age restricted community. 

Jane Arthur-Roslovic, 1856 Baldridge Road, Columbus, Ohio 43221, said Hawthorn Commons is the name 
of the proposed development and it will continue to enhance the neighborhood and property values of 
Wyandotte Woods. She said Treplus Communities is a family owned company and has been in 
development locally and nationally for 40 years. She said they have developed the Sycamore Townhomes 
in German Village, the Battleship Building in Downtown Columbus across from the North Market, and 
Stonegate Village in Grandview. She said all three properties have enhanced and continue to grow in 
value over the last 20 years. She said in 2012, they resumed their multiple-family acquisition and 
simultaneously started working on a 50-plus product, which they understand and are excited about. She 
said they are not offering any type of assisted living or medical services. She said they are offering one 
and two and a half bedrooms with high quality materials with higher than typical rental. She said it is 
important to their consumer to offer a unit comparable to condominium finishes and universal design, 
single-story units with no step entrances and wide hallways. She said there is a one bedroom option if a 
couple would like to have an elderly parent live next door. She said a park-like setting is very important 
and a walking path near retail is the number one amenity for their residents. She said there is a 
commons building where they could have activities, casual social interaction, but no pool, gym, and yoga 
type classes. There will be a concierge service she said, including onsite management and maintenance 
with trash pickup a couple of times a week with a trash compacter for the entire development. She said 
there is a modest level of programing that will be left up to the residents. She said there will be services 
of watching their units when a resident goes out of town. 

Ann Cook, 1515 Lake Shore Drive Suite 225, said this community is for Dublin residents that are 
downsizing, want to stay in the area, and age in place with a community type feel. 
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Jim Bender, President of JLBender Inc., 3040 Riverside Drive, Upper Arlington, is the architect and 
designer for this project. He said this is a very appropriate use with interaction with the neighboring 
associations and has been positively received. He said the concept is one or two plus oversized units, 
upgraded kitchens, baths and cathedral ceilings in the living spaces and all newest technology. He said 
the site was focused on a fresh look to the architecture and to emphasize fitness. He said they have been 
in contact with the City Arborists and they have integrated the landmark trees into the site. He indicated 
the architecture will not be any higher than 26 feet high and the design models the early structures of 
Dublin, which were more utility style with possibly a single shed roof, or a barn, or house with simple 
forms. He said the building will include quality materials of stone and cementitious siding with metal for 
an appearance of freshness with heavy duty shingles and a standing seam porch element. He said they 
are working on stormwater and refuse management to make this a community to be proud of. He said 
there are front porches where people can sit, talk, interact, and ride a bike, which is a real need in the 
community.   

Jerry Kosicki, 4313 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said he is a trustee of the Wyandotte Woods 
Homeowners Association and East Dublin Civic Association. He said he has lived in Dublin for 21 years, 
including 10 years at Wyandotte Woods. He reported they have met with the developers several times to 
discuss the proposal. He said the proposed architecture is far superior to the previous proposals and 
appreciates the quality of materials of stone and likes the idea of the metal panels. He indicated he is 
skeptical of the translucent garage doors and questioned whether they will glow at night and will it be a 
good or bad thing. He said he appreciates the contemporary character of the buildings and thinks the 
look will be an attractive selling point to the tenants. He indicated there is a lot to like about this project: 
the 55-plus clientele; and the focus on the universal home design optimized for older residents with the 
single-family format that will not be obtrusive on the site. He asked if there was an assurance that the 
tenants will be limited to the older demographic group. He said even though it is 86 units, it is land 
intensive - all the buildings are on one level and seem to have large footprints. He indicated it feels 
crowded and will need to remove a number of trees particularly in the eastern section. He said it is an 
important part of the neighborhood objectives for these trees to be protected. He asked what portion of 
the site will be built upon and how much open space will be left for all the residents to enjoy. He said 
there are problems with stormwater retention and issues related to the ponds and in previous 
applications they suggested some solutions of pervious pavements, the use of pavers, rain gardens, and 
similar innovations to reduce the use and the reliance on ponds, which are already blight on the 
neighborhood.

Brett Page, 7638 Kelly Drive, said he has been involved with this property since the beginning and this 
application is a dramatic improvement to previous applicants. He said they have been very collaborative, 
very positive, and invested with the neighbors and the community. He said they are here to provide 
additional ideas to make this project a focal point of the community. He said there are problems with the 
ponds and provided some pictures of the existing conditions. He said the retention pond is already rather 
massive, the water is murky, and not a pretty or attractive part of the community. He said this developer 
did not cause it, but it has problems. He said the adjacent properties (4063 and 4071) currently have 
water in their basements with the current situation. He said one of the proposals is to make the pond 
bigger and hold up to 12 feet of water at a maximum capacity and to wrap around the adjacent property. 
He asked if they could look at creative options regarding drainage and retention. He said the entry in 
previous plans had a median of trees with two in and out lanes that was a nice entrance and with this 
plan you enter the road and the trash compacter is the first thing you see with a shed but did not think 
that it would meet the standards of Dublin. He said he liked the connectivity to the neighborhood, to the 
high school, and within the neighborhood. 

Kathy Harter, 7825 Holiston Court, said she is one of the trustees for Wyandotte Woods Civic Association 
and has lived in Dublin for 13 years. She thanked the developer for contacting them about the application 
and hearing to make sure they were going to be a part of the discussions. She said from the beginning, it 
has been about the character and continuation of the neighborhood. She said the idea is appropriate and 
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is liked by the neighbors. She indicated the possibility of knowing the potential residents is a nice 
continuation of a good thing. She said the plans seem to be focused on neighbors getting out and 
walking around and being a part of the community. She indicated this is a better fit for the character;
however, the plans are very crowded and wondered if it might be too crowded and if the sidewalks 
should be on both side of the street to mimic Wyandotte Woods. She said the plan for a connection from 
Wyandotte Woods to the school, and all the way to Hard Road was in the 2014 budget to put in this 
path, but the construction and connection needed to be re-evaluated. She said this is the perfect time to 
bring everyone together and make the path plan a realization so that Wyandotte Woods is not left like an 
island. She said the pond should be looked at for a different approach and the wooded entrance should 
be kept the same as the entrance to the subdivision to continue a wooded theme along with the 
mounding and the trees along the path. She added the following concerns: that this development should 
have a forest look; check to see where they are with coverage issues; keep the trees; ensure that 
someone is onsite during tree removal because there have been trees cut down that should not have 
been; create double sidewalks; provide the connection with the bike trail to Hard Road; solve the pond 
and stormwater problems; keep the mounding; evaluate the effects of the garages with the clear part of 
the doors; landscaping to buffer and consider more spaces; and keep quality materials and not allow 
siding. She said overall the neighbors like the character, concept, and sense of community that this 
development is bringing to the neighborhood. She said she appreciates the time and the service of the 
Planning Commission.

Venkatesh Gundu, 4063 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said he lives next to the blue water and does not
know if he will be living on an island in the future if they extend the existing pond. He said he has some 
serious concerns about the ponds. Currently he said, it is the worst pond he has seen in Dublin in the last 
eight years; and the location is very close to the existing sidewalk, which is very dangerous. He asked for 
a fence or dense tree line with mounding for separation from their backyards to this development and 
increased setbacks. He indicated he is worried about construction traffic issues.

Inayat Sajid, 4087 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said he cannot really see how it is going to add 
character to the neighborhood when they are moving the woods. He said he understands the revenue 
stream for the City and other folks, but he is hoping that they look at the project. He said the impact to 
the community should be considered. He indicated this is better than previous proposals, but the 
crowding on this site is hard for him to accept. He said this development will probably cause him to sell 
his house of the last 12 years because he bought his house because of the woods behind it without 
knowledge of the additional phasing developments. He said a 25-foot setback will not cut it for an 
appropriate separation and requested increased setbacks to provide a better separation.

Lisa Cochran, 4103 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said she is the second house from the emergency 
access point and 25 feet is not nearly enough of a buffer zone. She said the activities at the stadium of 
the high school can be clearly heard at the existing homes, the potential residents should be aware, and 
the noise from those activities should be considered with this proposal.

Rajeev Desai, 4071 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said he lives in the second house from the pond and it 
is really bad. He said extending the pond would make it worse for the residents. He restated the water in 
basements is an issue and that needs to be considered when developing the ponds.

Sherry Rath, 7742 Kelly Drive, said to consider the trees because they purchased their homes in 
Wyandotte Woods because they like the wooded trees. She said she backs up to Summitview and when 
she bought her home, she was told the trees would not be taken down. Luckily, she said she was home 
the day they started to remove trees for the bike path and was able to stop part of what they tore down. 
She wants to ensure someone is there to watch and monitor which trees are being removed. She said 
she supports an increased setback between the existing homes that back up to this development. 
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Mr. Bender said he appreciates the comments and said the development is at 65 percent of lot coverage 
and it does look cozy because it is moved from the east property line as much as possible to preserve the 
cluster of trees. He said one of the factors in coverage is the use of two car garages for the two units and 
oversized garages for the single units to avoid having on-street parking and provide apron parking to the 
backside of the units. He said they exceed the parking requirements and maintain a clean looking street 
even with the effect of taking up more space. He said the overall aesthetic is much better. He said they 
will be working with their civil designer soon and it can be seen that the ponds are not finished and they 
plan to aerate with a fountain. He said their idea is to make the entrance tree lined but did not include a 
median at this point. He said they are paying a great deal of attention to the aesthetics of this 
development to ensure the success of the neighborhood. 

Ms. Newell asked if there was anyone else that would like to speak to this application. [There were 
none.] She closed the public comment portion to allow for Commission discussion. 

Ms. Newell said the pond needs much more attention than it is currently receiving. She indicated the 
pond needs to become an amenity and not just a retention pond. She said that feature should be 
developed and well landscaped. She said the same with prior applications, there needs to be better 
screening and setbacks between the adjoining residents that front along Wyandotte Woods Boulevard. 
She noted it is extremely important to preserve the woods. She recalled that it was stated that 50% of 
the trees may be Ash trees, which she cannot confirm. She said in the spring and fall all the trees were 
very full and does not recall seeing a lot of dead wood within these trees. She said that is such a great 
amenity and entrance feature for the residents in this neighborhood. Therefore, she said it should be 
treated really sensitively.  

Ms. Newell asked if another location could be found for the clubhouse to maybe preserve a little more of 
that area. She said that may mean ultimately having less apartment units than what is being presented. 
She indicated she appreciates Mr. Bender’s comments in terms of this being under the allowable density 
but often sites will not support the density within that development and if these were two story units or 
two story apartment buildings, greater density could be found with smaller footprints. She pointed out 
the walkways that die into the street and do not continue along both sides is a disadvantage. She said if 
metal siding is going to be introduced, she would like to see the metal siding they are proposing. She 
said it can look wonderful but it can also be installed very poorly and it is not an element that is common 
within this area. She stated the trash compactor definitely has to be relocated. 

Cathy De Rosa said the pond is less than desirable as it is and expanding it would not be good. She said 
she would not want to live across from that but perhaps a fountain could be aesthetically pleasing. She 
indicated when she first reviewed the plans, it felt crowded to her. She noted the one-way streets were 
interesting but questioned how many one-way streets there are in Dublin. She indicated it was an 
interesting approach not to have cars on the street but makes the plans feel even tighter. 

Ms. De Rosa brought up the noise factor from the high schools; that is something to consider for people 
that are 55 and older. She agrees the residents should be made aware of that reality. She asked Mr. 
Bender if the actual design elements will be the same and what was the durability from unit to unit. 

Mr. Bender responded that the applicant has set aside forms, which alternate material where one is stone 
and one is siding. He said the third one is metal and the metal is placed against the siding but everyone 
gets the stone. He indicated there is always that subtlety between a really nice earth tone development 
and the Lego-land look. He said it is possible that the applicant will introduce different siding colors 
because the particular brand they are intending to use has thirty color choices and they are all really nice 
earth tones out of the Williamsburg palette. He said they will probably end up with two siding colors and 
two metal colors and then a singular stone, which is the mountain flat rock.
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Ms. De Rosa said it is quite different than a lot of developments in the surrounding areas but is also quite
interesting. She indicated it could easily go from interesting to monotonous but it is hard to tell from the 
layout. She said the park in the middle seems quite accessible to the folks in the middle but as far as the 
green space around that it would be wonderful if the walking paths or connectivity made that really a 
wonderful space for all of the residents.

Mr. Bender said it has the playful start for a development and said there would be additional landscape 
and amenities in there to make for a good experience. He said he appreciates the comments about the 
sidewalk connectivity. 

Steve Stidhem asked about the translucent garages. 

Mr. Bender said in keeping with the fresh spirit of this development they are proposing a panel garage 
door and the panel can have a mahogany color but to keep it kind of light it is a translucent panel so the 
interior would not be visible. He explained it is a high quality door made out of a poly-carbonate, which is 
an unbreakable plastic to allow light in. He said the applicant is not 100% finalized on that element yet. 

Ms. Newell asked if the garage panels are ribbed with an aluminum frame. Mr. Bender said the initial 
thought was unribbed with a powder-coated frame.      

Ms. Newell indicated she envisioned a door that is extremely industrial and suggested the applicant 
provide some fine samples to show everyone that these would be appropriate on these buildings. She 
said to her, it appears as a negative as it does not have residential character and would not lend to a 
residential appearance. 

Ms. Newell suggested a permeable paver system would help with the stormwater. She said water could 
be held underneath the surface instead of taking all of that water and holding the runoff in the retention 
pond. She reported she drove on the Greystone Mews recently and the roads are very narrow and do not 
have the greatest appearance. She said the permeable pavers would be a better look than the asphalt 
narrow roads in Greystone Mews.       

Chris Brown said the whole alley concept of removing some garage doors from the streetscape is an 
interesting idea; it does create a lot of hard surface pavement creating some of the stormwater issues. 
He said some of the walkways between the buildings remind him of Trueville in Upper Arlington. He
indicated he knows someone that lived there because they have these collector courts that the garages 
open off and the backyards, and he uses that term loosely because they really have two fronts. He said 
one is the garage and entry and then somehow everyone tries to seclude the back because with people 
walking in between the units they lose privacy. He indicated it is an interesting dynamic that the proposal 
is not typical of Dublin and very refreshing to see. He suggested that by the applicant resolving some 
issues, they have created other issues. He said he is not a fan of the garage doors on certain 
streetscapes but he has also lived in a zero-lot line house in the suburbs of Indianapolis, IN, and it is 
amazing the number of interactions he had with his neighbors while out tinkering in the garage, washing 
the car, pulling the bikes out, or pulling a stroller out so part of any community is the interaction with the 
neighbors and part of it is when you want the privacy. He said it is an interesting balance to try and 
strike.  

Mr. Brown said he is always pleased to hear when developers are working with the surrounding 
neighbors. He said the look/materials are certainly different but he invites that. He said the envelope 
might be pushed too much with the poly-carbonate garage doors. He stated the dumpster/trash 
compactor needs to be moved. He asked if there was a better location for the community center or a way 
that can interact with the community more. He said he is assuming the goal is to get the empty-nesters 
out of their units once in a while and meet other neighbors and perhaps the larger neighborhood. He 
suggested that be explored as he is not enthralled with the layout because there is a lot of paving in 
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there that the applicant is trying to resolve in a unique way. He stated as an older community he does 
not see the need for connectivity to the schools, but for the people around there, he hates to see them 
have to take a long way around or to create an incident where they are cutting through someone’s
backyard in order to get to the community because it is cold and they do not want to go all the way 
around. He said it should be explored how this becomes a greater part of the entire fabric of the 
community. He said he appreciates the single-story homes and is curious about the legalities for limiting 
to 55-plus age group. 

Glen Dugger said this is one of the places where Federal law allows these restrictions. He explained there 
are certain things you have to do in order to create a community that serves 55 and older people and 
they would do that. He said it could be enforced by the City, the other neighbors, or the other property 
owners. In Florida, he said there are 55 and older communities all over the place. He said it is a little bit 
different here, as we do not have the numbers in Central Ohio like in Florida and Arizona but it is a pretty 
well established mechanism in other places. He indicated this one of the significant advantages of this 
proposal. 

Mr. Brown said it is tough to protect some of the landmark trees given the proximity to the buildings. He 
said you disturb the roots and they may survive a year or two and then they will die. He said that is a 
crucial element to try and preserve as many trees as possible. He said the retention pond is ugly, 
recognizing this developer did not build it. He suggested the possibility of the City holding funds in 
escrow until something is established. He said obviously it needs to be fixed and the developer needs to 
be part of that. 

Mr. Dugger said everyone that has spoken tonight has mentioned the ugliness of this pond, which he 
agrees with but it is the applicant’s front door too and they have the same interests as those neighbors. 
He said he does not know if the pond was built correctly. 

Deborah Mitchell said she has a translucent garage door and she loves it. She said they can be attractive. 
She stated she really loved the applicant’s design because it is creative, fresh, intriguing, and the integrity 
was thought about as well as what will appeal to the target audience. She said she is curious to see the 
applicant’s version of what a translucent garage door will look like but they can be great. She said if the 
homeowner forgets to turn off the internal light, there will be a soft glow that can be seen from the 
street but that is not necessarily a bad thing. She said she echoes all the comments made about the pond 
and the trash compactor but her big feedback would be that the walks need to be more intentional and 
make the community center more of a centerpiece and gathering place. She said she likes the idea of 
offering yoga classes or a gym because fitness is important to this age group. She added people want to 
walk, ride bikes, and be out interacting with other people. 

Mr. Dugger said the applicant anticipates connectivity to the path system. He said proximity to the school 
is not a bad thing and sees this community becoming very active with the school. He anticipates they will 
go to the theatrical performances, tennis matches, and the lacrosse games and sees that as a wonderful 
amenity. He understands the importance of having connectivity to the school. 

Ms. Mitchell said even calculating a walkability score or how things come together would be really helpful. 
She understands the number of units is important from an economic standpoint but if there is a way to 
make that community center more integrated, that would be great.

Mr. Dugger said the applicant has met with the surrounding neighbors twice and they learn something 
every time. He said the applicant will continue to work with the neighborhood and Staff. 

Amy Salay said she is really excited about this. She complimented the neighbors for their presentation, 
which is helpful for the Commission and the applicant as well. She complimented the applicant for 
working with the neighbors. 
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Ms. Salay said the Commission received feedback via email that the woods are going to be gone. She 
said this particular parcel is an oddball piece of the NE Quad, which dates back to 1990. She said this was 
chosen as an area to allow multiple-family homes to be built as part of the back and forth negotiation. 
She recognizes it is difficult for the community to lose the woods and the trees. 

Ms. Salay said she hoped the builder was working with the new homeowners that have water in their 
basements to ensure that is fixed before they leave the area. She said that is not acceptable in any case. 
Ms. Salay said she loves the idea of having some garage doors off the main drive. She supports the one-
way streets. She said the patio size is a nice size that is usable. She indicated the good things about this 
proposal is the traffic impact as for an age-targeted group the trips are a lot less than single-family 
homes and the school will not be impacted. She asked if any children are allowed to live here with a 
grandparent or with a parent in a shared-parenting situation or with a parent that is 55.

Mr. Dugger said a child can reside there but no more than 75 or 80% of the time. He said we cannot say 
100% of the time; we will not have a child living here because then it is a legal issue. 

Ms. Salay complimented the applicant on the earth tones and the stone; she is on the fence about the 
metal element because of how it ages. She indicated if there was less metal, she would not complain. 
She likes the idea of a one-story unit; this will be an unobtrusive development. 

Ms. Salay said Engineering has probably had some preliminary discussions about handling stormwater 
and people are not wild about expanding that pond. She asked if the pond area drains down towards the 
school. 

Aaron Stanford said when Engineering met with the applicant, they brought to their attention the initial 
retention pond was designed and sized for development to the north - Wyandotte Woods Section 8 and 
portions of Section 3. He said they cautioned the applicant that they will need additional stormwater 
management. He said there are over 15 different measures that can be provided as options and details 
for design. He said there are lots of options permitted and what Engineering would encourage. He said 
the expansion of the retention pond closer to the roadway would not be possible for a host of reasons. 
He said any new basins have to be 50 feet from the right-of-way per the new Code. 

Ms. Salay said something different and creative needs to be done with stormwater. She said sometimes 
stormwater facilities can be amenities such as rain gardens. She asked about the noise from the trash 
compactor and does not like the location. She asked if more of the woodlot can be preserved. She asked 
that the setback be increased between the homes that exist now and the new units. She said if it can be 
buffered better with landscaping and mounding so there can be better relations with the existing 
neighbors. 

Bob Miller said the biggest issue he has with this proposal are the setbacks. He said the more you can 
buffer the neighbors the better. He indicated he lives on a pond, and is not sure this retention pond is a 
finished product. He said you could literally have waterfront property that could be an enhancement to 
property values. He said he is disappointed to hear the pond cannot be expanded. He stated the 
community center should be moved. He indicated he had a problem with this the very first time he 
looked at the drawing; it seems like so much is on the site. He wonders if it is because the applicant has 
a few areas where there are seven units running on a string and asked if those could be separated. He 
explained he is trying to envision walking on that street or driving and having a long run of apartments. 

Mr. Dugger concluded the applicant learned a great deal tonight and appreciates the comments. 

Training Session
Steve Langworthy said given the late hour, he offered to forgo the training this evening if it pleased the 
Commission.  
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Ms. Husak said at the next Commission meeting scheduled for April 9th, the agenda has freed up quite a 
bit. She said all the Bridge Street cases from Crawford Hoying had been postponed so only Riviera 
updates are on that agenda. She suggested that might be a shorter, better night for the training session. 

The Chair confirmed that at the request of Staff and because of the light agenda for the next meeting 
that the Training Session will be postponed to the April 9th meeting.

Mr. Langworthy suggested a general work session after everyone returns from the APA Conference. He 
asked if questions could be sent to Staff prior so answers could be prepared in advance for the 
Commission.  

Communications
Claudia Husak said she appreciated the Commission’s comments about schedules for the APA Conference. 
She said she is preparing some ideas of sessions for next week that might be of benefit to the 
Commission. She said Joanne Shelly was considering organizing a little get-together to have some fun 
outside of the formal sessions for those who are attending the conference. 

Amy Salay said there were a couple of sessions that were mobile workshops, which she was closed out of 
a month and a half ago. Ms. Husak confirmed they are highly competitive. She asked if there was a way 
to get some of the Commissioners to those locations even if not formally.

Ms. Husak said the APA Conference travel packets would be distributed next week. 

Ms. Husak noted the schedule for the PZC packet delivery for the Riviera application being presented on 
April 9, 2015. She reported Staff has been working with the applicant to provide materials the 
Commission had requested.

Ms. Salay reminded everyone that they are all invited to a City Council event held every year, which is the 
“Celebration of Service” being held on May 5, at 6:00 pm. She said it is for all the Board and Commission 
members and a guest to come together for social time. She said they recognize individuals whose terms 
are up or who are leaving a board or commission. 

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 9:48 p.m.

As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on May 21, 2015.
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Ms. Salay said they should meet with the neighbors and East Dublin Civic Association. 

Mr. Hardt said does not support the increase in density and suspect a possible generator or oxygen tanks 
that is not on the site plan that will take up some of the green space and is extremely concerned with the 
circulation not only the external access to the site off Sawmill Road, but the internal circulation with the 
southwest corner driveway that connects with Life Time Fitness on a curve is alarming.  He said the text 
requires earth tone materials that is not being met, spandrel glass is not permitted, and blank rear 
elevation, the 6/12 roof pitch is not met.  He said he agrees the blue glass and the lantern feature it 
creates is not acceptable.  He said signs should be limited to the development text requirements.  He said 
his biggest issue is that the use does not fall into line with general or medical office and understands it 
does not fit the definition of a hospital but he does not think it is an either or proposition.  He said free 
standing emergency rooms are a new beast that did not exist when the development text or Code was 
written. He said medical offices were contemplated with normal business hours and no disruptions to the 
surrounding community. He said this 24/7 facility has the possibility of ambulances with a potential to 
have significant disruption of the area and he said he does not agree it is an appropriate use for this 
zoning classification. 

Mr. Hardt said they cannot control ambulances from coming into this facility and is concerned about the 
neighborhoods and surrounding area and if this comes forward as a formal application he would like to 
see some research into that issue of ambulances. 

Mr. Taylor said he agrees with all the comments of the Commission. He said signs should not exceed the 
text requirements.  He said the parking is not an issue.  He said the density is not very concerning unless 
the additional building size results in the loss of any of the trees on the north corner nor should it be a 
minor text modification.  He said the night pictures of other their facilities were on the web and he is not 
a fan of the tower at night being a beacon.  He said the goal of the text of this outparcel was that the 
building be subdued.  He said the architecture should be in compliance of the development text and be 
entirely earth tone colors and the 6 and 12 roof pitch has got to be the majority of the building.   

Ms. Amorose Groomes said this site is a gateway to the City and they are expecting a gateway building 
and use and she wants it to be fantastic.  She said the lot coverage will be a big issue for her and 1,000 
feet of building or 1000 square foot of parking is a wash.  She said it is a beautiful corner and it should 
remain a beautiful corner and hoping a beautiful building will fit in with this corner.   

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there are any other points or questions for the commission. 

Mr. Meier thanked the Commission and said he will take their concerns back. Ms. Amorose Groomes said 
they look forward to seeing great things. 

2. NE Quad PUD, Subarea 3 – Wyandotte Woods Apartments       Wyandotte Woods Blvd.  
14-098FDP                                                                                       Final Development Plan 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes introduced this application for three multiple-family apartment buildings to exceed 
the permitted height of the development text for a vacant parcel in Subarea 3 of the Northeast Quadrant 
Planned Unit Development District. She said the site is located west of Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, 
1,000 feet north of the intersection with Emerald Parkway and the Commission is the final authority on 
the final development plan. Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in all present to speak to this application, 
including the applicant and staff. 

Jennifer Rauch presented this application and said this is a text modification for a site located at the 
southwest corner of Wyandotte Woods Boulevard and is currently an undeveloped parcel.  She said the 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
October 2, 2014 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 6 of 16

 
site was zoned in 1999 consisting of multi-family with a density of 120-units. She stated the applicant has 
come to the Planning and Zoning Commission for two informal reviews to get feedback on the proposal.  
Ms. Rauch said the current application is a request for a text modification for the building height and 
displayed a slide outlining the review process for the benefit of the neighbors. She said the action tonight 
will be by the Planning and Zoning Commission and based on the outcome the applicant will proceed with 
one of the following options: a final development plan with approval to increase the building height, a 
final development plan compliant with the development text including the building height, or a
rezoning/preliminary development plan with a recommendation from the Planning and Zoning 
Commission to City Council for final decision. 

Ms. Rauch said this had been reviewed in May and July with the most recent plan being shown in July 
with three four-story buildings located on the main entrance drive that connects with the main access to 
Wyandotte Woods Boulevard with emergency access provided through Section 8 currently under 
construction.  She said the building location is on the south side of the access drive with parking to the 
rear backing to the High School site with single family construction to the north and northwest.  She said 
the applicant placed the buildings in this location to take advantage of significant typography, to provide 
a greater open space buffer to the neighborhood and to retain or preserve as many trees along the 
boundary as possible, particularly at the entrance of their site.   

Ms. Rauch said the final details of the building layout will be reviewed at a different time. She said the 
proposed elevations indicate the height at 47 feet 6 inches with the development text permitting a 35-
foot building height.  She said the site section shows the proposed building at grade to where Code 
would measure the height at 47 feet 6 inches and using the grade showing the existing single family 
homes under construction a height comparison.   

Ms. Rauch said there are five criteria that are reviewed as part of a minor text modification, which will 
need to be reviewed by the Commission.  She said Planning’s findings were the proposal is consistent 
with the Community Plan and while the three buildings are taller than permitted, the proposal design 
takes advantage of the typography of the site. She said the proposal places the building foundations 14
feet lower than the nearest single family house indicating that they are using the typography to make up 
the height increase.  She said the proposed alteration does not alter the density that is permitted for this 
application. She said the proposed height increase allows taller buildings and provides a more 
consolidated development area, greater tree preservation and open space between the development and 
neighbors.  She said the proposal does not hinder the applicant from meeting the final development plan 
criteria in the Code.  She said the character of the taller buildings does exceed what is found in some 
Dublin neighborhoods; however, using the typography to minimize the overall height increase, its 
adjacency to the High School, the opportunity for greater open space setback and buffer from the 
neighbors, and the preservation of trees along the eastern edge of the property are important factors 
considered.   

Ms. Rauch said Planning recommends approval of the proposed text modification recognizing the increase 
is not to exceed 47.5 feet to accommodate a building and site layout that utilizes site typography, 
ensures increased setback from the neighborhood and aims to preserve existing natural features, while 
updating the design concept consistent with elevations provided as part of this proposal in an effort that 
the architecture and character is in line with the preferences of the Planning and Zoning Commission 
during the informal reviews.   

Ms. Rauch said there was a petition distributed through drop box for the Commission from the neighbors 
within the Wyandotte Woods Subdivision, as well as copies of emails that were received regarding this 
application. 

Jason Kambitsis, Director of Land Development, A.R. Building Company, 310 Seven Fields Boulevard, 
Seven Fields, PA, said, Jeff Campbell, architect is here if there are any questions regards to architecture.  
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He said they met with staff on April 3rd to see what is expected and needed for this site and from there 
they met with the HOA and East Dublin Civic Association in a public meeting to talk about the proposal 
finding they wanted a large open space, emergency access left of the site, pedestrian circulation, and 
tree preservation.  He showed existing buildings in North Fayette called Bright Oaks, which is a 40 unit, 
4-story building with elevators and 1 and 2-story units at about a 50/50 split. 

Mr. Kambitsis said they then met with staff and talked about height, building design and required 
documents for the May 15th submission.  He said at the May 24th meeting they heard suggestions to look 
at Craughwell Village for architecture, hiding HVAC units, exposed lumber under the porches, integrating 
the Club House into the site, and the 4-stories height that can be considered with high quality 
architecture and design.  He said they came back with a design that included a main gable on the roof, 
detailing around the windows, added an entry court on the front and arched doorways on the side 
entries, changed the materials to brick and stone.  He said it was suggested that it was better to have a 
4-story building with elevators than a 3-story building with breezeways as a neighbor. 

Mr. Kambitsis said they are meeting with the HOA members the next morning with regards to the entry 
way to the site and will continue to meet with the community to talk to the design and plan. 

Mr. Kambitsis said the text modification is to increase the height not to exceed 47.5 feet to accommodate 
a building and site layout that utilizes the site typography, ensures increased setbacks from the existing 
neighborhood, and aims to preserve the existing natural features.  He said they have shown a higher 
quality building and want to continue to do a higher quality development project meeting the general 
development criteria with no adverse impacts with the buildings and layout working within the community 
based upon tree preservation, open space, and the architecture. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said there are a number of people signed in on the speaker sheets and will take 
those first and then hear the balance of thoughts from anyone wishing to speak.  She reminded everyone 
as they come forward to state their name and address into the record for documentation of the events of 
tonight. 

Jerry Kosicki, 4313 Wyandotte Woods, said he is a trustee of Wyandotte Woods Home Owners 
Association and a 20 year resident.  He said they have submitted their petition against the height 
increase which was signed by 237 neighbors from 185 different households.  He said the height increase 
is not a minor text modification.  He asked the Commission to continue to uphold the high standard that 
will ensure continuing protection of their collective investments.  He said three-story buildings are not the 
norm in Dublin although there are three story examples at Tartan West being 3-story residential units 
built over a first level of parking.  He said this proposal is a full 4-stories of residential with no covered 
parking on the site with the surrounding neighborhood is 2-story single family houses, apartments and 
condos to the east. He said the proposed buildings are very large in scale by each footprint being 220 x 
70 and they consider the height change unprecedented and a significant deviation from the Zoning Code 
and intrusive into the community and unacceptable.  He said the planning report is careful to say the 
height may be approved because of the elevation changes to the site, however constructing taller 
buildings on lower ground does not make the buildings less tall and they will be highly visible from Hard 
Road, Wyandotte Woods Boulevard and the only structures neighbors to the east will see.  He said this 
proposal is justified by saving more trees and land which much of the extra land will be used for parking 
and large roads and driveways and could be eliminated by placing the parking under the buildings as 
suggested to the builder. 

Mr. Kosicki said when the zoning was created, the average size of one to two bedroom apartments were 
smaller than planned today and because there is no trade off or compromise on the size or number of 
units they believe it is important and fair to hold the line on the building height.  He said the proposed 
buildings are higher than anything within the area and do not fit on the property, cannot be built without 
an unprecedented exception from the current building height and number of required parking spaces.  He 
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said the vision of higher buildings of 5 or 6-storys is planned for the Bridge Street Developments which 
are supported only for that unique area of urban zone and the greater heights is something that Dublin 
will have to get used to and as it only applied to Bridge Street.  He said these standards of 4-storys 
should not be applied to other neighborhoods such as Wyandotte Woods, Muirfield, Riviera 
Redevelopment, Tartan Fields or Ballantrae and felt residents would find a yes decision on this proposal 
to be highly disturbing and out of character for Dublin.  He said new Bridge Street norms should not 
affect neighborhoods elsewhere in the City were the impact of large scale buildings have not been 
carefully studied, not appropriate, nor welcomed and where there is nothing to be gained for it and asked 
that they vote no on the proposal for extra height.     

Brian Pero, 7794 Lanham Court, said he is a new resident of Wyandotte Woods, but is a 15 year resident 
of the City of Dublin of which this is the 3rd home he has owned in the City of Dublin and is the only 
home where he would be within a stone’s throw of a 4-story residential building.  He said he also lived in 
Earlington Village which has an apartment complex situated within Athenry with a 2-story building and 
well maintained which is setback from the road with a well-manicured property and is intrusive to the 
surrounding neighborhood.  He said he does not know why since he has moved to the other side of the 
river why he should expect any lower quality of lifestyle, surrounding of ambiance with respect to his 
home and asked that they vote no to this exception. 

Scott Haring, 3280 Lillymar Court, said he does not live in this neighborhood and attending because he is 
interested in the process of things and has lived in the City for over 15 years and he attends about three 
planning commission meetings per year. He said this case has puzzled him especially after sitting through 
the July meeting to try and figure out what was going on with the height issue because the facts were 
that the maximum height was 35 feet and the applicant requested to go higher and many board 
members said they would consider going higher and that puzzles him.  He said the display presented 
tonight regarding building a tall building at the end of the lot it is not so bad and he doesn’t understand.  
He said the only analogy that his house off of Martin Road could be called a 125-feet high relative to the 
Scioto River but a negative 30-feet below Sawmill Road of which he does not understand.  He said he 
does not see a minor change asking to put an entire additional story about what is currently allowed.  He 
said the heights allowed in the Bridge Street District is for a special area and asked if the height is being 
considered because of the PUD process because a lot of the details of a PUD are negotiable and is this 
what is truly at stake when there is a PUD in for a hearing.  He said he hopes they will vote no and say 4-
stories of residential living is not allowed in East Dublin. 

Randy Roth, 6987 Grandee Cliffs Drive, President of the East Dublin Civic Association, said if this was a 
rezoning it would not be accepted by today’s standards and the Association does not feel that it is 
inspired architecture for a building of this size despite the changes.  He said the drawing for a 4 building 
design was uninspired and not done in a serious 4 building solution and they would like to have a chance 
to look at that option in a creative way to determine how much greenspace would be lost in return for a 
lower height and more in scale with the high school and residential neighborhood.  He said they worked 
hard on the plan for this site and every time there was disapproval on a plan they have gotten something 
better never where they are asked to do something that isn’t as good as before.  He said this plan is not 
as good as they had asked Homewood to do and is concerned that this plan is going in the wrong 
direction and asked that they vote no.  

Kathy Harter, 7825 Holiston Court, said she is one of the trustees at Wyandotte Woods Civic Association.  
She said they are concerned that minor text modifications are being voted on by the Planning 
Commission and not before City Council because the big picture for the City decisions and precedents.  
She said when they built their home the builder informed them of the multiple family site down the hill 
that was not planned or any possibility that it would be a 4-story development because of the height 
limitations in the zoning.  She said the intent was to blend in with the area and a 4-story development 
will be overwhelming and out of place.  She said stating that the roof tops will look like they are on the 
same plane will look similar and in reality the view from the residences this building will look at of place.  
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She said they have asked for perspectives of the view from Kroger or from the homes within Wyandotte 
Woods and they have not made these examples available.  She said they do appreciate the developers 
meeting with the homeowner’s tomorrow at 7 a.m. to look at the entrance area and keeping the 
vegetation close to proximity to the entrance is experience in the neighborhood.  She said everyday there 
were petitions being dropped off looking at only the 4-stories they have a strong look about what the 
neighbors are feeling.    

Herman Shen, 4337 Wyandotte Woods, said he has been a resident for 23 years and agrees with the 
neighbors.  He said he jogs this area every day and a 4-story building with 120 units generating 300 
people with the cars could not be enough space and would be very crowded.  He said if they were going 
to building for the amount of units they would need more space for parking and recreation.  He said this 
site is not big enough and would not be fair for the proposed residents of this development and asked 
that they reconsider this application. 

Brett Page, 7638 Kelly Drive, said he is on the Board of Zoning Appeals and Code is something he 
actually likes to review and he is concerned that this text modification is being isolated from final 
development plan review as in 153.053 why are they not talking about a text modification not in the deep 
analysis of a final development plan because this looks sneaky.  He said they are being asked how does 
this development feel in the neighborhood focusing on  looking at the top of a building on Wyandotte 
Woods on the closest side of this development and forget about the rest of the building with the first 
story being hidden.  He said the Enclave was concerning because it was hidden and this proposal will not 
be hidden when you feel the buildings, but this is in-material because they are looking at a text 
modification and not a final development plan and suggested the application be tabled because he 
doesn’t feel it is in the Code to be isolated.  

Jennifer Readler said the Code does provide for a minor modification determination by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission and can be considered with the final development plan and is part of the final 
development plan application.  She said the issue with this application is for the Commission to determine 
if the proposal does or does not meet the criteria for a minor modification and for the applicant to gain a 
determination before spends additional time and money on the proposed concept.  Ms. Readler the text 
modification, if granted would not approve or automatically grant the height, and the applicant would 
have to come back with a detailed design in final development plan and be reviewed and approved by 
the Commission.  She said the text language is also linked to architecture and all the details that are part 
of the review. 

Mr. Page said they are premature in assuming this text modification is something they should be 
approving because the other proposals have not had an in-depth analysis in his opinion and they just 
want something that fits better within the neighborhood.  He said he has seen 3-story buildings around 
other areas that seem massive and he can only imagine what 4-stories are going to look like.  He asked 
for deeper analysis of this before they put this text modification to a final vote or say no and make them 
go back to zoning and work on this together.  He said the zoning for this has been questioned of what 
was approved 20 years ago and in years to come people are not going to think about the nuances they 
are just going to see the zoning and text modification for a 4-story within a residential neighborhood and 
will not look into the details and builders will come in and pick away at the nuances and make them 
forget about them.  He said he knows this is what happens because he sees it happen at the Board of 
Zoning Appeals and has heard this in their strategies and this Board should think about when making 
their final decision. 

Steve Koesters, 4312 Wyandotte Woods, said he agrees with many of the thoughts from his neighbors 
and makes him proud of the community because they care.  He said he has lived in Dublin for eleven 
years with this being his first real house and loves the open space and the green and it has an appeal 
about it.  He said you cannot hide 4-storys and even though they cannot change the zoning from 20 
years ago but can make sure it fits within the neighborhood.  He urged the Commission to vote no and 
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said they are talking about 12 feet down from the top of the hill and is one of the highest points on the 
street and then go down 12 feet and add an extra story it will not fit. 
Waleed Muhann, 4304 Wyandotte Woods, said he lives in his home with his wife and 5 children and
running out of space and will be coming to request a minor modification to increase the height of his 
house by 2 stories.  He said if they were to approve it he would have his brother and cousins move in 
and would be in his best interest to get them to rent space.  He said his point is the dangerous precedent 
for the City and if it is minor to go 12 feet higher above Code then why not 15 or 50 feet.  He said all 
Dublin residents have a vested interest in protecting property values and ensuring quality of life in their 
neighborhoods.  He said the proposed development jeopardizes those interests. He said he understands 
the developers desire to maximize their profits, but it should never be at the neighborhoods expense.  He 
said he is concerned that this development will affect his objectives for a quality life and for those 
reasons he urged the Commission to vote no. 

Sue Hutras, 7834 Silver Rose Court, said she is the Davis PTO president and there are a lot of enrollment 
concerns at this time especially in East Dublin.  She said Davis Middle is over enrollment and by 2016 is 
expected to over by at least 100 students, Chapman, Old Sawmill, Riverside, and all the elementary 
schools on the east side of Dublin are all over capacity and by 2016 they are all expected to be grossly 
over enrollment.  She said they should look at the information and know that 120 units don’t fit and she 
is disappointed that this site was ever zoned for 120 units within the neighborhood.  She said she didn’t 
expect that 12 years ago when she moved from Hilliard.  She said she expected high quality within the 
neighborhood and this development will bring down the value of her property. She urged the Commission 
to vote no. 

Paul Smith, 4385 Wyandotte Woods, said he has lived in Dublin for over 2 years and grew up in 
Worthington.  He said he is the president for what use to be Pacer International and now is XPO.  He said 
his move to Dublin was because of the esthetically difference in the community for the surrounding 
community because of the control around what was built, how it was built and what it looked like and 
specifically when you drive through Wyandotte Woods it is beautiful with the trees and open area and 
walking paths and peacefulness of the community.  He said he understood that this project was up the 
street the whole time but never fathomed they would be having a conversation about a building of this 
size.  He said his office building is a large 3 story building and couldn’t imagine a building as proposed 
fitting in the neighborhood and encouraged them to vote no on this issue. 

Chris Brownlowe, 7725 Kelly Drive, said he is new to the neighborhood and the height change based on 
the plans creates a large parking lot that backs up to a football stadium that is empty most of the time
and he is concerned that this will cause a crime issue because of the vehicles sitting out and the only way 
to emulate that is to have lots of bright security lighting which would make it look like the Kroger parking 
lot which is now blocked by the trees.  He said he is concerned about creating a large parking lot along 
the woods accessible to the jogging path with an increased crime rate and wondered if it was a 
consideration how it will affect the neighborhood.   

Josh Dritz, 4228 Clifton Court, as he sat through the emergency room project and heard the feedback 
and the amount of attention that has been given to the corner of Sawmill and Hard Road and asked that 
the same attention be given to their neighborhood in terms of impact, visibility, and what it does to the 
City. 

Ms. Kramb thanked everyone for coming out and understands this is a complex site with many issues.  
She said she feels for the neighbors and has lived through growth and knows it is hard to watch the 
growth of buildings and places.  She said they know that something will develop on this site, and Planned 
Unit Development allows the flexibility for some give and take. She said she did tell the applicant she is 
willing to give on some height for some really good buildings and has to see a lot of detail to allow the 
height.  She cannot separate the height from the details. She said without the details she cannot allow 
change in the existing development text that could allow developers coming along to have the same 
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height.  She said 12.5 feet is not minor and fails the review criteria.  She’s willing to give on some of the 
visual impacts if there are a lot of other positives, but would need to see the list together. She said she 
disagrees with the criteria analysis in the planning report and thought that it fails in leaving out the 
context of the all of the other details. 

Mr. Zimmerman said he appreciates the neighbors coming and has been in the audience many times.  He 
said this is zoned for 120 units and was trying to get the best 120 unit complex possible. He said he does 
not live there and is now looking at it differently based on the feelings and concerns as expressed in the 
letters and petitions of the surrounding neighborhood. He said he is not in support of the text 
modification. 

Mr. Taylor said he does not consider the 11.5 feet height increase to be minor but it is a procedural word 
in the Code and they have been extremely clear that the height would never be granted unless the 
quality of the project was up to standards that would be imposed being tied to the architecture.  He said 
the existing development text shows a drawing from 1995 of a really lack luster building that would be 
un-approvable today which is the bases for the very early design replaced with the current elevations of 
the proposed buildings with quality materials and design which becomes the base standard for this site.  
He said the text modification gives the developer assurance that he can proceed with his investment in 
this project and more importantly it gives the Commission the assurances they are going to get the 
quality high standard buildings even if the property gets sold. He said the final development plan will 
have ample opportunity to work out all the details to make sure it is at a high standard of design and 
quality of materials. 

Mr. Taylor said this is the best proposal they have seen for this site.  He said he has always looked at this 
as balancing the zoned 120 unit buildings location versus the height.  He said he is willing to accept the 
higher building to cover less land if they push these buildings to the south having less impact on the 
surrounding properties. 

Mr. Hardt thanked everyone for coming to the meeting and said they are volunteers that talk about 
issues that impact the City and there are usually very few people in the room. He said it is very beneficial 
and they are appreciate hearing the feedback.   

Mr. Hardt said one of the benefits to having a PUD document that governs development is that there is 
give and take between the developer and the City and that raises the standards over and above what the 
Code permits.  He said with this site there is a development text from 20 years ago that is weak and this 
review is an opportunity to improve.  He said he is mildly supportive of the text modification to include 
higher buildings.  He said the typography of the site is only one of the considerations and believes the 
project has the potential to be a better project because of the more compact footprint and preserves 
greenspace and trees and the distance between the buildings and the single-family homes.  He said there 
are construction issues too that the developer has agreed to build with internal elevators and without 
breezeways which is a significant issue in making these buildings good neighbors.  He said there is a 
significant upgrade in exterior materials with brick and stone and the balcony’s and railings makes for a 
better project on day one with better longevity.   

Mr. Hardt said he is supportive of the increased height because of the things they are getting from it and 
agrees that this is not minor, but it is a procedural question and recognizes this is a significant policy 
issue on the part of the City and has significant impacts outside of this project and does need a thorough 
and full review at the Commission as well as at City Council.  He said he agrees that the developer is on 
the right track and the proposal is better than they have seen in the past. He said at this stage of the 
game they are just promises and the documents should be incorporated into the zoning text to replace 
the 1995 drawings so the entirety of the resulting document represents a commitment of give and take. 
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Ms. Readler said they are only voting on this revision to the text if it were approved tonight the applicant
would come back with a final development plan review, if it is disapproved it doesn’t mean they are never 
going to get the height, it is a different procedure they would have to come through for a rezoning if they 
wanted the increased height so that would be a hearing at Planning Zoning Commission and a 
recommendation at City Council.   

Ms. Salay thanked all the neighbors and knows what it is like to come to a meeting and be afraid for their 
property values and quality of life and concerns about their neighborhoods.  She said she hears tonight 
that they are not comfortable with going to four stories because they are next to one of the nicest 
beautiful neighborhoods and that is further affirmed.  She said she doesn’t think this is a minor text 
modification because they are looking at four story buildings in proximity to single-family homes.  She 
said the neighborhood was aware of the multi-family project but expected it to fit in with the 
neighborhood and this does not.  She said the developer has a lot of work to do with the neighborhood 
to make sure this is something that does fit.  She said she would not want that in her neighborhood 
because it is too tall and out of context and is something that is envisioned for the Bridge Street Corridor 
and it was not envisioned for this location.  She said she will not support this as a minor text modification 
and would support voting no. 

Ms. Newell said for everyone that sits on the Planning and Zoning Commission they are often on because 
they have been in similar situations as the neighbors and appreciates when residents come in and speak 
their mind.  She said this application is difficult because of what can go on the site and that is their 
struggle because it is approved at a 120-unit development seeing several applications of what that could 
look like to the surrounding property.  She said she has walked the site and it is beautiful with the grove 
of trees and she would want to preserve as much greenspace and tree space as possible.  She said there 
is a pay back with that and with a development as approved would mean that most of the site would be 
covered with parking and individual buildings.  She said she cannot support this being a minor text 
modification without being tied to the architecture and knowing what the final results are as part of the 
development text. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she does not have a lot to add to the comments and is appreciative to the 
community coming out because she believes communities are better when people are involved and 
believes in government of the people by the people and for the people.  She said they respond to the 
things brought before the Commission and they did not bring this as a minor text modification, it was 
presented to them to weigh in and evaluated.  She said she would like to dispel anything is done behind 
closed doors or sneaky and they want to hear all their thought tonight because they want to do 
everything by the light of day.  She said they have been in this discussion of if four stories okay and it is 
a tenuous situation of preserving the land versus increasing the height with the density remaining the 
same.  She said the highest density permitted on a piece of property has always been earned by the 
highest level of architecture and the highest level site amenities that they bring.  She said in order to 
achieve the 120 units they have to bring forth the best and brightest of all the site conditions and she is 
very familiar with this site and it is a wonderful piece of property.  She said she cannot look at this in 
isolation and it is a big deal with a significant impact and was supportive of minimizing the impact to the 
site and look at them achieving the maximum density that were permitted by the zoning classification 
with earning that with the highest level of architecture, but without looking at them as a whole it is 
impossible to make the judgment call without all the details and if this is disapproved it does not kill the 
project it simply sets the path as how are they going to proceed as a community what is best for this 
piece of property.   

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked the applicant what their wishes were for moving forward with this 
application. 

Mr. Kambitsis said they would like to see a yes vote on the text modification with the intent to connect it 
to the architecture as a base line in the sense that they have never had any intention of getting this 
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passed and moving on because of the time and expense to get to this point having met with the 
community over the last 5 months leading up to this and they want direction for what happens next. 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to approve the modification of the development text. The 
vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, no; Ms. Newell, no; Mr. Hardt, no; Ms. Kramb, no; Ms. Amorose 
Groomes, no; Mr. Zimmerman, no; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Disapproved 1 – 6)
 
3.  Brandon Park                                                                                7800 Brandonway Drive 
 14-096AFDP                                                                    Amended Final Development Plan 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes introduced this application for the construction of a new fishing dock and 
enhanced walking paths for an existing park located on the north side of Brandonway Drive, west of the 
intersection with Brandbury Place. She said the Commission is the final authority on the final development 
plan, for which we will need to swear-in. Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in all present to speak to this 
application. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the presentation is not needed for a consent case and asked if there were 
anyone in the general public that would like to speak to this application. [There were none.] 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said there were no conditions on the application. 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to approve this amended final development plan. The vote 
was as follows: Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Salay, 
yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 

4. Zoning Code Amendment – Temporary Signs  
 14-097ADMC                                                                           Zoning Code Amendment 

Ms. Amorose Groomes introduced this application for an amendment to the Zoning Code to revise 
regulations for temporary sign regarding commercial and industrial For Sale/For Lease Signs. She said the 
Commission will forward their recommendation to City Council for the Zoning Code Amendment. 

Steve Langworthy presented this Zoning Code Amendment and said City Council asked that the signs and 
permits be addressed and for staff to provide basic information and alternatives regarding what could be 
done with temporary signs.  He said staff prepared a memo for City Council showing the locations and 
came up with 120 different permits for temporary signs at different locations primarily in commercial, 
retail and office locations.  He said they identified issues and talked about the issues that Council had also 
identified.  He said they use the term temporary signs but it appeared that these signs were always in the 
same locations for the same buildings saying the same things and did not appear there was a temporary 
nature about them.  He said the reasons for that were discussed and how to monitor the Code 
compliance. He said the issue was the difficulty in monitoring the vacancies noting that in many cases 
even if the building was fully occupied the owner would have leases that would be expiring and they 
would be soliciting to backfill the spaces that would be vacated shortly.  He said other concerns were the 
visual clutter of the number of signs and the spacing of the signs between separation and how they 
looked along the roadside. 

Mr. Langworthy said alternative language requirements were forwarded to City Council, who then asked 
to forward as an amendment to the Planning and Zoning Commission review for recommendation onto 
City Council. 
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AGENDA

1. NE Quad, Subarea 3 - Wyandotte Woods Multi-Family         Wyandotte 
Woods Blvd.
14-032INF            Informal 

(Discussion)

2. Woodlands at Ballantrae   5638 Cosgray 
Road

13-103INF            Informal 
(Discussion)

3. U-Haul 6419 Old 
Avery Road

14-038CU            Conditional Use 
(Postponed)

4. BSD Commercial District – Shoppes at River Ridge – 4535 West Dublin-
Granville Road                     Coldwell Banker King Thompson
14-057MPR/MSP       Minor Project Review/ Master Sign Plan Review 

(Postponed)

5. BSD Residential District – Tuller Flats Residential Development        4313 
Tuller Road
14-008BPR            Waiver 
(Disapproved)

           Basic Development Plan 
(Approved)

Basic Site Plan Review 
(Approved)

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, Victoria Newell, Amy 
Kramb, John Hardt and Todd Zimmerman. City representatives present were Steve Langworthy, 
Gary Gunderman, Jennifer Readler, Yazan Ashrawi, Alan Perkins, Claudia Husak, Jennifer 
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Range Planning 
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Rauch, Joanne Shelly, Devayani Puranik, Jeff Tyler, Barb Cox, Kristin Yorko, Dana McDaniel, 
Nikki Martin, Andrew Crozier, Logan Stang, and Laurie Wright.

Administrative Business

Motion and Vote
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The 
vote was as follows: Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes;  Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Newell, 
yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 6 – 0)

Ms. Amorose Groomes said there were no cases on the consent agenda this evening and was 
notified moments ago that the Coldwell Banker case was postponed and the UHaul case had 
been postponed prior to the meeting, per the applicant’s request. The Chair determined the 
cases would be heard in the order of the published agenda. She briefly explained the rules and 
procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission. [The minutes reflect the order of the 
published agenda.]

1. NE Quad, Subarea 3 - Wyandotte Woods Multi-Family         Wyandotte 
Woods Blvd.
14-032INF          

Informal

Ms. Amorose Groomes introduced this application for a request for informal feedback for a 120-
unit multiple-family development to be located west of Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, 1,000 feet 
north of the intersection with Emerald Parkway within Subarea 3 of the Northeast Quadrant 
Planned Unit Development District.

Jennifer Rauch said this is an informal review for the second time through for this particular site 
which is located within the Wyandotte Woods Subdivision off the recently connected Wyandotte 
Woods Boulevard. She said the site is approximately 14 acres of undeveloped land. She said the 
applicant presented a site plan informally in May of this year which had one main entry drive 
with a secondary access to 3 four-story buildings with 40 units within each building and parking 
located behind the buildings. She said the intent of the proposal was to push the development 
as far to the south as possible to take advantage of some of the grade changes and provide a 
large open space buffer between this proposal and the single-family portion within Wyandotte 
Woods currently under construction.

Ms. Rauch said there is an existing stormwater pond located in the northeast corner of the site 
and the proposal includes a pool and club house in the northern open space. She said some of 
the comments that the Commission provided in May were related to the heights of the buildings 
and how the development fits within the entire existing neighborhood. She said there was 
discussion about covered parking and this portion of the proposal has since been removed. She 
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said the applicant was encouraged to revise the proposed architecture to be more in line with 
the existing neighborhood and with additional attention to detail.

Ms. Rauch said they have revised the plans including a layout that looks similar to the previous 
proposal, but with larger and relocated stormwater facilities following the direction by staff to 
more accurately depict the needs for this development. She said the site plan also includes an 
area for deferred parking, should the Commission want the applicant to meet the parking now 
or at a later date. She said the Code requires 300 spaces for the 120 units proposed.

Ms. Rauch based on the concerns of the proposed building height some of the discussion on 
May by the Commissioners, the applicant has also included an option for 3-story buildings in a 
four-building layout. She said they would retain the single access off Wyandotte Woods 
Boulevard with the proposed buildings facing each other with a neighborhood type street 
running through the middle with parking proposed on either side. She said the parking to the 
north would be oriented toward the existing single-family homes and the club house will be 
within the trees. She said the new layout takes up more land on the property and impacts more 
trees. She said the applicant revised the architecture with a central building and added dormers 
to break up the massing of the roof, consistent gable and arch feature that is also replicated on 
the outdoor patio areas for each building. She said the other two building elevations show a 
similar rhythm and design as the central building without the main gable feature in the center. 
She said the materials will be brick and stone on all sides of the buildings. She said the 
applicant provide section drawings that show the proposed building height in context to the 
existing homes to the north. She said the proposed 4-story buildings exceed the text limitation 
on height by over 10 feet, but given the grade it takes up over the site it would be in line with 
the height of the single family that is adjacent to this project.

Ms. Rauch read the Discussion Questions:
1) Which site layout provides the best site design, including building layout, parking, and 

open space?
2) Would the Commission support a text modification to increase the building height?
3) Is the revised architectural concept more appropriate to the surrounding area?
4) Would the Commission support a lower parking ratio for this development than required 

by Code?
5) Other considerations by the Commission

Jason Kambitsis, AR Building Company, 310 Seven Fields Boulevard, Suite 350, Seven Fields, PA 
16046, said they started with a staff meeting on April 3rd wanted to get any concerns and get 
initial feedback on the design. He said they met with the HOA on April 15th, at the Fire Station 
on Hard Road and received valuable feedback. He said the following day they met again with 
staff to relay the information from the HOA meeting and received more feedback on the 
updated design. He said they met with the Planning and Zoning Commission on May 15th to
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informally get more information and feedback. He said when they completed the updates there 
was another staff review on June 19th and they returned for another HOA meeting on June 24th.

Mr. Kambitsis said the big things discussed where how can they meet the market in Dublin, how 
can they push the market within their building, how can they get higher rents and reach for 
luxury apartments with architecture and materials that were accepted and wanted in Dublin. He 
said they researched other development within Dublin to set a precedent of the direction they 
should be going in when developing their buildings, site layout and usable open space, as they 
are all add to the community. Mr. Kambitsis said they are proposing a parking ratio of 1.75 
spaces per unit and wanted to keep it less than 2.5 spaces per unit.

Mr. Kambitsis said they are showing what a development within the Code could look like and 
noted the changes within the Planned Unit Development for height and parking. He showed a 
site plan of 4 buildings with 30 units each topping out at 35 feet with 2.5 spaces per unit of 
parking. He said the current zoning allows 120 units. 

Mr. Kambitsis said they are looking to build a high quality development that meets the density 
of the zoning but also meets the character, feel and wants of Dublin. He said they want to 
create a development that has usable open space for the residents and the entire community. 

Mr. Kambitsis said the Code does not talk about design, it shows in figure 18 some sort of 
guidance in an elevation but those are not stated in the PUD text. He said this figure does not 
show where they would like to go in terms of design and everything they heard it is not the 
preference of anyone else they have met with. He said if they went with the Code compliance 
plan they would create a lot more impervious surface, would have to build 25 percent larger 
ponds and would take up more than 25 percent of usable open space for parking and building 
footprints, not to mention the additional tree removal.

Mr. Kambitsis said the benefit of going 4 stories is they will build a better building with 
elevators, no breezeways, more dramatic view for the residents creating a higher market as 
expected, invest more into the facades of the buildings to follow the wants and needs of the 
community, and create much more usable open space with less foot print, and take the air 
conditioning units and put them on the building and not on the ground. He said they feel there 
is a lot of an added benefit to going to 4-story buildings. 

Geoff Campbell, Rothschild Doyno Collaborative, Architecture and Urban Design Firm, 
Pittsburgh, PA, said they have been working with AR Building Company for about 15 years on 
their projects throughout the nation. He said when they look at the zoning text for this PUD 
Subarea 3, the multi-family zoning requirements stating that the architectural style and 
materials will be consistent with those as indicated in figure 18, and that the colors and 
materials should be coordinated with the surrounding architecture.
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Mr. Campbell said the Code mentions stucco and brick and shows a style that is not relevant to 
the comments from the Planning and Zoning Commission. He said that he would like to 
understand is the Code something they need to use as a standard or because it was created in 
the 90’s they should move on and base their elevations on the comments that were heard from 
the Commission.
Ms. Amorose Groomes said that it is a site specific within the community. She said the piece of 
property that they are contemplating is in a very nice part of town that is surrounded by schools 
and single-family homes and they are asking for different architecture than expected in other 
more commercial districts of the community. She said they want to raise the bar to match the 
surrounding uses.

Mr. Taylor said they moved past that the last time they were here.
Mr. Campbell said he appreciates the comments. He said from the comments heard from the 
HOA were to increase quality, focus on materials, and on detailing. He said they heard not to 
use vinyl, do not stretch a one story building into a 4-story building and to look at Craughwell 
Village as an example of a good project that had gone through the process using a high level of 
details.

Mr. Campbell said the visited Craughwell Village looking at the materials, brick, stone, wood 
shingles, HVAC units on the roof, the mix of materials, the dormers, and the existing precedents 
as part of the context. He said they went back to the drawing board to adapt the amenities, the 
porches, and scales of building plans. He said they came up with a plan and submitted to staff 
and their comments were roof expanse too massive, windows needed to vertically centered and 
proportionately sized, need a better material relationship, and to provide more perpendicular 
elements to break the planes of the façade. 

Mr. Campbell showed revised elevations investing more in the front façade of the buildings that 
will be visible from the street. He said they incorporated elements from Craughwell Village 
having a central gable, arched openings that accented the center, providing balconies, using a 
mix of stone and brick with a strong stone base. He said the roof tops will have all the HVAC 
systems and will be completely invisible from the front and hidden in the gable. Mr. Campbell 
asked if the architecture was consistent with what the Commission was expecting.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said they will hold off on their comments until they hear public 
comment.

Mr. Campbell said the next item they reviewed was the height and from the comments they felt 
there was support for 4 stories as an option because it provided more open space. He said they 
are going about 12.5 feet above what Code permits with the grade sloping about 12 feet. 

Mr. Kambitsis said the parking has an effect on the open space and the surrounding 
community. He said they want to make sure that when people come and live in this community 
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that they can park without searching for available parking. He said they had talked about going 
from 2.5 to 1.75 parking spaces with analysis from other communities that they built, own, and 
run. He said one sister community is Cranberry Community which is very similar community to
Dublin. He showed examples of other communities that have similar parking ratios. He said they 
have never had anyone leave their community due to parking. He said just from experience the 
ratio of 1.75 is the best for their community but they do have the space to expand parking to 
2.5 parking spaces per unit if needed.

Mr. Campbell showed the site plan and tree survey that was done in 2010 showing all the 
existing trees on the site and said that they are dedicated to meet the Code in tree 
replacement. He said they have identified 9 legacy trees that are greater than in 24 inches in 
diameter, the current site plan does not impact 5 of them located in the south of the site. He 
said the current site plan does impact trees 1, 2, 3, and 4. He said they are doing their best 
effort not to impact those trees by possibly moving the center building back a little to retain 
trees 1 and 2 on the survey. He said trees 3 and 4 will be impacted by the site plan and 
wondered if that is a situation that will hold this project or something that could be replaced if 
they are able to maintain the other 7 legacy trees.

Mr. Campbell said the HOA had concerns about the detention pond location near the stadium 
on the adjacent site and they propose changing the pond to a dry retention pond for a better 
solution. He said the northern pond is serving the single-family homes and would double in size 
with this development. He said they are working to understand how increase the pond while 
being sensitive way to maximize the open space as much as possible.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said there are a few signatures on the sign-up sheet and will begin with 
those and then anyone else that would like to speak to this application will have the 
opportunity.

Kathy Harter, Trustee at Wyandotte Woods, 7825 Holiston Court, thanked the developer for 
meeting with them, they have met twice and appreciate their time. She said they have been 
emailing neighbors to get feedback related to this development. She said the area has 
established a character of heavy tree coverage and foliage at the entrances of other 
neighborhoods and businesses. She said they were looking at all the development in downtown 
Columbus and noticed they are moving in the direction of using natural materials that really 
carries the City and would be preferred in this part of Dublin. She said this development should 
fit in with the surrounding community. She said the 120 units seem like a lot of units and was 
not sure what the name of the community will be and she wondered what impact there might 
be to the school district. She said they have been experiencing housing construction and the 
trucks coming through the development and hoped that the truck traffic utilizes the back 
entrance. She said the football field is light and neighbors are concerned that the field is used 
all year round and wondered what impact the parking lots of this project will have when lighting 
is complete for safety concerns.
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Jerry Kosicki, 4313 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, thanked the commission for the opportunity to 
speak to these plans and said getting this development is very important for the neighborhood. 
He said he appreciates the quality building standards, designs, and the use of natural materials, 
land use guidelines, and the character of the residential neighborhood. He said they understand 
this site was zoned for multi-family a long time ago and are very aware of the need for 
reasonably priced housing, current market demand for rental units, and the desire to develop 
this property. He said he is not opposed to any of these goals. He said he and everyone else in 
his neighborhood would be more comfortable if they were considering a condominium project. 
He said they would like to see as many trees retained as possible and this property developed 
in an environmentally responsible way. He said at the last meeting he criticized the plans 
because of covered parking solutions, inadequate off-street parking, height of the buildings, 
and the overall appearance of the building materials and architecture. He said the new plans 
are only a step ahead of the previous plan. He said the 4-story buildings are too large and 
would be largest buildings within the City except for North and South Terraza Court at Tartan 
West that he can see. He said buildings that are built to a standard that can be creditably 
converted to condos at a future point might be a better long term investment and fit the 
community. He said the proposed buildings are too tall, too massive and do not fit the 
neighborhood. He said the new plans do not provide any type of covered parking with garages 
or parking structure and was informed that renters do not care about covered parking by the 
developer. He said it seems that covered parking is an integral part of the proposals at Bridge 
Street that is targeting empty nesters and young professionals. He said he is fearful that their 
neighborhood will be saddled with overly large buildings that are inferior to those proposed in 
Bridge Street. He said this development will generate substantial traffic and this should be 
handled where it does not burden on the neighborhood and hopes that if traffic is sent west on 
Wyandotte Boulevard that traffic calming measures and enforcement will be forth coming.

Brett Page, 7638 Kelly Drive, said to his knowledge the extra height at Craughwell Village was 
approved because of being within a highly commercial area which does not compare to this 
neighborhood. He said this development is not a minor height change and he feels it should be 
a zoning and not a minor text change and adding 12 feet is not a minor change. He said the 
developer has indicated that they own the land and he does not believe that to be true and 
would like the ownership confirmed. He said one of the selling points of AR Building Company is 
that they keep the development they build and if they do not own the land how they can be 
sure that they will retain the property is questionable. He said if they do not own it they are just 
waiting to see what they can develop before the purchase the land. He said he does not think 
they have increased the quality of materials. He said the bottom line is that there are lighting 
rod issues regarding this development regarding the Code, quality, and what is appropriate for 
their back yards. He said developers that have not purchased the property but are waiting to 
see what they can potentially get prior to the purchase of the property.
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Jennifer Readler said it is common to have an owner sign an application to have a 
representative who is pursuing zoning for feasibility.

Kim Smith, 4385 Wyandotte Woods, said this is her first meeting. She said she questioned this 
being a luxury apartment development with only providing 8-foot ceilings and debates over 
what type of quality materials are being proposed. She said if this is a project for empty nesters 
it will not attract them because of the lack of covered parking spots. She said some of the 
points that have been made are not in agreement with what is being proposed.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were anyone else that would like to speak to this 
application. [There were none.]  

Ms. Kramb said she had sent an email requesting the height of the apartments that are near 
the High School.

Ms. Rauch said Subarea 3 is the site being discussed, Subareas 6A & 6B has units that are 30 
feet, 6 inches to the top of the gable and Subarea 4 has a maximum height to the peak of the 
gable 35 feet. She said Craughwell Village has a height of 38 feet.

Mr. Taylor said this plan is a big improvement as far as the exterior. He had some concerns 
about the roof pitch, the dormers on the roof pitch with a hip roof at two different roof pitches 
and the front to back roof pitch is lower than the roof pitches on the sides and it looks like 
8/12. He said he believes that the dormers are going to hurt the project and he would prefer 
not to see the dormers because the lower pitched roofs because you see a lot more side wall on 
the dormer. He said they are trying to play down the height of the building. He said he hopes 
when they see the detailed plans that they will see more detail of materials and more texture 
and building materials with brick coursing and bands and sills and headers to give the building 
some texture. 

Mr. Taylor said the fencing hiding the HVAC units on the roofs is going to attract more attention 
and should be screened with a different solid material. He said the entrance at the east side 
should find a way to make that a right hand turn only and to work with staff to make sure it is a 
right turn. He said the building should be pushed more to the south and he appreciates the 
green space between the building and the parking. He said he is okay with building height 
because they are getting better architecture. He said the materials should be full dimensioned 
brick. He appreciated the idea to allow for future parking and initially having less parking 
because they are encouraging less cars. He said it is always difficult to add a building and 
building type that is different than the surrounding area, but this is the future of Dublin as an 
infill community. He said this is an appropriate use of the property and overall they have done a 
good job bringing the quality level up and preserving as much open space as possible and is in 
favor of the project.
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Mr. Hardt said they have made some progress in the architecture, the elimination of the 
covered parking for aesthetic reasons is an improvement. He thanked the applicant for the 
continued communication to the neighbors and mitigating as many concerns as they can. He 
said he remains open to 4-story buildings because it keeps parking and buildings from the 
existing homes, creates more green space and tree preservation. He said the only reason he is 
willing to consider 4 stories on this site is because of the topography. He said 4-story buildings 
with elevators make better neighbors than three story buildings with breezeways. He said he 
would be more comfortable if this was a development text modification that was forwarded to 
City Council for further review. He asked what the signature material is on the building with the 
large centered gable. 

Mr. Campbell said they are looking at a manufactured stone.

Mr. Hardt thought stone was most appropriate. He said the gable in the aerial perspective is a 
parapet gable that extends past the roof line and is not appropriate because it makes the 
façade look more massive than necessary. He asked that they change to an ordinary gable that 
stops below roof line at the break and freeze boards. He said the elevations have come a long 
way and asked for detail on the railings on the porches and suggested they be a permanent 
material of vinyl or PVC or something appropriate with the trim of the building. He said the 
undersides of the balconies are intended to be closed. 

Mr. Hardt said site details regarding emergency access in the northwest corner needs to be 
addressed having a dead-end into someone’s back yard in not appropriate and should be 
wrapped into the parking lot to downplay the emergency access drive and look at pervious 
pavement. 

Mr. Hardt said the landmark trees should be preserved and saving 7 of the 9 is a good attempt 
to preservation. 

Mr. Hardt said the dumpsters locations should be identified and kept from the residents.

Mr. Zimmerman said he can support the project and the text modification only because of the 
topography of the site. He said the architecture is appropriate and agrees with the lower 
parking ratio with authority provided to the City to enforce the construction of additional 
parking if needed. He said the open space on the north side should have a playground for the 
community to enjoy something and provide the best buffer they can do between this 
development and the single-family homes in trees and plantings. He said the pool and 
clubhouse should also be screened. 

Ms. Kramb said the height is okay with the topography and would like to see line of site 
drawings from the other side with topography lines. She said she does not like the four 
buildings and is willing to have taller three buildings and would like to see the center building 
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moved south to preserve trees 1 and 2. She said she understands there may be two landmark 
trees lost and replaced on site. She said they should provide more buffers around the club 
house and pool area for noise control. She said she does not agree with a playground and 
thought this development should be kept a quiet community especially with the park across the 
street. She agreed with removing the dormers on the roofline to minimize the roof. She said the 
emergency access issue can be solved with the street being curved south into the parking lot. 
She said they should have wet ponds in the southeast corner and not dry detention because 
that corner already gets really wet. 

Ms. Newell said she appreciates the improvement in the designs and would like the fine details 
in that building to be carried out with the character through all of the components. She said she 
does like the dormers. She said she is uncomfortable with the height of the building. She said 
this is a beautiful site with a grove of trees and they want as much green space preserved and 
this is the first application that has preserved the largest area of green space in a way that is 
much more pleasant to the surrounding residents. She said there are some unique things about 
the site that gives merit for going 4 stories to preserve that much more of this site. She said the 
wet pond is a better amenity for the neighbors and should be treated as an amenity and made 
a nice feature, incorporated into the site. She said the entry street with on-street parking should 
have permeable pavers to help with stormwater runoff and also provides an amenity for the 
residents and gives a residential feel. She said they should make sure there is parking for 
visitors and she said she is not a supporter of reducing the parking ratio, but could support if 
there is a plan for future parking if needed. She said the emergency access could have a 
structured base below turf without any pavement across and should appear as a natural 
entrance. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes thanked the applicant for working with the residents and incorporating 
their comments and hoped they continue to in the future. She said the 3 versus 4 stories is a 
challenge because of the zoning in place but would be supportive because of the topography 
and open space. She said to preserve as much of the green space and be sensitive to the 
neighbors as much as possible. She said the benefit of the three building layout outweighs the 
cost of the 4-story nature of the structures. She said the building height is deferred to staff to 
address. She said to continue the quality of the materials in terms of windows, balcony 
treatments, doors and anything that can increase the quality will be appreciated. She said she 
supports the lower parking ratio with a plan in place for future parking if needed. She said 
buildings served by elevators are a nicer building than a buildings serviced by stairs. She said 
Craughwell Village was an illustration that they wanted to point them to for high quality not 
necessarily duplicity. She said to feel some freedom to be creative even if it is not like 
Craughwell but equal in quality. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that everything built on this site would be curb and gutter. She said 
the worst example of a dry pond in the City is near this site at Scioto High School and she is 
only supportive of a wet pond of a living breathing eco system and not a place for stagnant 
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water. She said they should use permeable pavement wherever possible to down play the 
entrance egress to minimize the traffic to filter out to Wyandotte Woods. She said for this site 
saving 7 of 9 landmark trees is a good effort and she agrees that the tree replacement should 
be sensitively placed for the neighbors. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if the applicant had any questions.

Mr. Kambitsis asked if there is a comfort level to proceed to a final application.

Ms. Amorose Groomes agreed.

Mr. Kambitsis said there were several comments regarding covered parking and they are 
working on potentially providing garages on site. He said there is a calculation used to 
determine how many per unit and thought 30 or 40 garages might be estimated. He thanked 
the Commission for their time.

Ms. Amorose Groomes said there does not require any motions or votes for this application and 
moved to the next informal application.
 





PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

MEETING MINUTES

MAY 15, 2014

AGENDA

1. Bates Property Management           5560 Shier Rings Road
14-019CU     Conditional Use (Approved 7 – 0)

2. NE Quad, Subarea 3 - Wyandotte Woods Multi-Family         Wyandotte Woods Blvd.
14-032INF            Informal (Discussion)

3. Tuttle Crossing/I-270, Subarea 5A          5515 Parkcenter Circle
14-033FDP Final Development Plan (Approved 4 – 3)

Chris Amorose Groomes called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. Other 
Commission members present were Joe Budde, Victoria Newell, Amy Kramb, Richard Taylor, John Hardt 
and Amy Salay. City representatives present were Steve Langworthy, Gary Gunderman, Yazan Ashrawi,
Alan Perkins, Tammy Noble-Flading, Claudia Husak, Jennifer Rauch, Aaron Stanford and Laurie Wright.

2. NE Quad, Subarea 3 - Wyandotte Woods Multi-Family         Wyandotte Woods Blvd.
14-032INF          Informal

Ms. Amorose Groomes introduced this application for a request for a 120-unit, multiple-family 
development located west of Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, 1,000 feet north of the intersection with 
Emerald Parkway within Subarea 3 of the Northeast Quadrant Planned Unit Development District. 

Jennifer Rauch said this is an Informal Review and the next step would be a Final Development Plan as 
the zoning is already in place for this development. She presented the site that is located on the 
southwest side of the Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, just recently connected through the entire 
Wyandotte Woods subdivision. She said there are existing single-family homes within the Wyandotte 
Woods Subdivision and the new sections under construction within Sections 6-8. She said the applicant 
has met with the neighbors, prior to submitting an application. 

Ms. Rauch stated the proposal includes three, four-story buildings, each with 40 units and 210 parking 
spaces with the buildings situated in the center of the site. She said there is one main public entry from 
Wyandotte Woods Boulevard at the northeast corner of the site. She said there is a private interior street 
connecting the site from east to west and includes on-street parking. She said a secondary emergency 
access point is in the northwest portion of the site between two single-family lots in Section 8, currently 
under construction. She said parking is proposed to the rear of each building in smaller pods, separated 
by landscaping. She said the five northern pods closest to the building will incorporate a covered parking 
area. She said a clubhouse with a pool is located within a large open space north of the proposed 
buildings, across from the drive serving this site. She said the intent is to provide a buffer between 
Section 8 and the proposed site. She reported new trees or tree replacement would take place in the 
southwestern corner and preservation of existing trees in the opposite corner. 

Ms. Rauch said preliminary elevations were provided in the packets for review designed to look similar 
front to back, with the main access from the rear, adjacent to the parking areas. She said the proposal 
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includes porches and balconies on all four floors. She said the predominant materials are brick and siding 
with a stone base, generally earth-tone with a more vibrant color of red brick. She noted they are 
screening their mechanicals and AC units so there are no ground units. 

Ms. Rauch said the development text limits the height of buildings to 35 feet, and the proposed buildings 
are 47 feet, 6 inches tall. She stated the proposal brought forth with the taller buildings, as an option to 
have a smaller area of building footprints allowing more useable open space on the site. She noted the 
increased height would require a text modification, should this move forward. 

Ms. Rauch said the 210 parking spaces to the rear are based on the applicant’s user needs and history. 
She stated Code would require 300 parking spaces based on 2.5 parking spaces for each dwelling unit. 
She said they are showing a future parking area in case more parking is needed. She noted the 
Commission had previously mentioned the importance of visitor parking within these types of 
developments and the applicant should more clearly indicate where visitor spaces are anticipated for use. 
As mentioned earlier, she said the applicant is proposing covered parking. 

Ms. Rauch read the discussion questions and invited feedback from the Commission:
1) Are the proposed four-story, 40-unit buildings, parking, and opens space sited appropriately

given the existing site conditions?
2) Could the Commission support a text modification to the building height?
3) Is the proposed architectural concept appropriate to the surrounding area?
4) Could the Commission support a lower parking ratio for this development than required by Code?
5) Should additional open space amenities be considered?
6) Other considerations by the Commission?  

Ms. Amorose Groomes invited the applicant to step forward and state their name and address for the 
record.

Jason Kambitsis, Director of Land Development for AR Building Company, 310 Seven Fields Blvd., Suite 
360, Seven Fields, PA  16046. He said Dan Mancosh, President of AR Building Company, Geoff Campbell, 
architect from Rothschild Doyno Collaborative, and Kevin Kershner, civil engineer from Stantec were also 
present.

Mr. Kambitsis thanked the Planning Staff, serving as a great resource. He said the community members 
have been extremely helpful and responsive and thanked them for attending tonight. 

Mr. Kambitsis said AR Building is a residential real estate development firm, established in 1968, with 
5,000 units over six states. He said they are distinguished from other real estate development firms as 
they are the owner, developer, and managers. He said they build with longevity in mind, committed to 
the community, and doing the project right. 

Mr. Kambitsis provided a background of the process to date. He said they have met with staff twice, and 
on April 15 they met with the East Dublin Civic Association, the Wyandotte Woods HOA, and the 
Wyandotte Woods Civic Association. He said they listened and incorporated their feedback. He said his 
intent tonight is to gain feedback from the Commission. He introduced Jeff Campbell to provide an 
overview.

Geoff Campbell, Rothschild Doyno Collaborative, located at 2847 Penn Avenue, Pittsburgh, PA  15222, 
presented an elevation slide showing the last building they designed for AR Building. He said his firm has 
been working with AR Building for more than 15 years. He said they design based on the context and 
what fits best on a site. He requested feedback on that last building. He has heard from the community 
that they want it to blend in with the rest of the neighborhood. He said they are trying to use similar 
materials as much as possible. 
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Mr. Campbell clarified they currently plan on having 40 condensers and have room for 24 of those to be 
located up on the roof leaving 16 units on the ground. He said they are conscientious of the views from 
above. He referred to the Site Plan as he responded to some of the feedback received from the 
neighborhood to break up the parking. He said the amount of water and ponds are based on the last 
submission they had seen. He said the existing pond would remain to use for stormwater management 
but it would not be this extensive. He said a tree survey is being done and their goal is to preserve as 
many trees as possible. He said in all the years they have been working with AR Building, they have built 
garages and parking underground but never built a freestanding parking unit. He said they have not 
clearly envisioned how the covered parking area could work, and requested feedback. He said their goal 
is to have it look as nice as possible and visually pleasing from the upper floor units. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes opened up the floor to public comment and invited the first person listed on the 
sign-up sheet. 

Jerry Kosicky, 313 Wyandotte Woods Boulevard, said the neighbors had a very productive meeting with 
the developers a few weeks ago; it was constructive and collaborative. He reported they had many 
meetings with the previous developer about the same property and they greatly appreciated the City’s 
support at that time in upholding high quality building standards, great design and materials, and 
preserving the character of the neighborhood. He said they understand this is zoned for multi-family use, 
done many years ago, to which they do not oppose. 

Mr. Kosicky said he is concerned with the significant piece of wooded property being developed in such a 
way as to be an asset to the neighborhood. He wants to see it developed to high standards with enduring 
value and great aesthetics. He confirmed the stormwater retention ponds are counted towards the 7.7 
acres of open space. 

Mr. Kosicky said he understands the tradeoffs for height and land consumption while achieving 120 units 
on this property. He said the buildings proposed are very tall and the site is going to be consumed by 
retention ponds, driveways, buildings, parking structures, and a parking lot. 

Mr. Kosicky suggested the parking be accommodated underground as it seems inadequate and can affect 
the surrounding neighborhood. He said the covered parking as it is proposed is not very aesthetically 
pleasing. He said the plans are supposed to preserve views from second and third floors but the first floor 
apartments will only have views of the parking areas. 

Mr. Kosicky noted the grassy area north of the buildings is unattractive, no park-like amenities and the 
space could be made more useful and attractive, something to draw people outside and enjoy that space. 
Mr. Kosicky commented the elevators and picture windows are nice features but he said the buildings are 
massive and somewhat intimidating. He said he would like to see some variation in the footprint and the 
design of the structures, creating more articulated details, more interest, and livable. He suggested four 
buildings with 30 units and three stories high. He stated if the Commission considers a variance for the 
height, he thinks it should be minor and perhaps for higher ceilings in each unit or to accommodate 
underground parking. He noted their neighborhood is not within the Bridge Street Corridor where tall 
buildings will someday become the norm. He said the closest four-story buildings he is aware of are the 
East Bank condominiums and they are in Columbus. He expressed his appreciation for the care AR 
Building has put into the plans and the collaborative and open, friendly approach they have displayed. He 
said the plans as they exist now are not quite right for their neighborhood. 

Brett Page, 7638 Kelly Drive, said he read through the past decisions and petitions that contained over 
150 signatures from the previous proposals. He said the neighbors were simply focusing on connectivity 
and safety as they would want the incoming residents to be fully integrated into their community. He 
emphasized architecture and parking. He said he has a hard time envisioning 120 units, pretty and 
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connected to this neighborhood. He applauds their effort because they are listening. He appreciates the 
applicant is trying to maximize green space but these are very tall, massive buildings. He said the 
neighbors are looking for a healthy balance. He asked if four buildings could be an option and staggering 
the building footprints. He indicated this is very nice land with natural features he hoped could be 
respected and softened while maintaining connectivity to Wyandotte Woods. He said he liked the 
walkway shown to the current path through Emerald Fields Park and down to the high school. He 
remarked the roundabout has really helped. 

Kathy Harter, 7825 Holiston Court, a trustee at Wyandotte Woods, said the process is moving very nicely 
as they are all communicating and the developers are listening to the different ideas the neighbors have. 
She said she thought the developers have a good understanding of what the neighbors want within the 
community. 

Ms. Harter said the neighbors are concerned about the four stories. She said she has driven by three-
story buildings in the area and tried to envision another story on top for this project. She reported the 
neighbors thought the units may be too low in price. She said they are concerned with how this 
development flows and connects. She said they appreciated the green spaces with more walking and bike 
paths. She said they are interested in what the name would be. Ms. Harter said they are going through a 
lot with the new roundabout and inquired about the new sign.

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if anyone else would like to speak with respect to this application. [Hearing 
none.] She closed the public portion off for Commission discussion and questions.

Richard Taylor thanked the applicants for their presentation and the public in attendance. He said he was 
pleased to see the cooperation going on, especially for a proposal such as this. He said they have heard 
many cases over the past few years that are inserting a different use or a slightly different use in an 
existing area. He said Dublin is doing a lot of infill and there is resistance to that and is happy to know 
the residents understand what is going to happen in terms of the use. Mr. Taylor said he was on the 
Commission for the early stages of the proposal in 2008. He noted what has changed from the last 
proposal is a lot of good improvements and recalls that useable open space was a big issue. 

Mr. Taylor said he likes that the parking is more or less hidden behind the buildings, the buildings are 
pushed back from the houses, and there are fewer curb cuts and buildings. He said there is some work to 
be done and is concerned about the pond in the upper right and the grade change from the backyards of 
the buildings to the water level in the ponds with respect to safety. He said there is going to be increased 
traffic per all the units comprised of working people and he envisions a lot of bottleneck traffic at the 
entrance to the development on the east side at peak times. He thought this might prompt traffic to take 
a shorter route than Riverside Drive by going through Wyandotte Woods Boulevard but hoped the 
completion of Emerald Parkway would alleviate that. He said he would encourage a right-out traffic 
pattern. He said the Commission has been consistent with not allowing the HVAC units to be visible as 
much as possible. He said he cannot even begin to accept covered parking. He said he appreciated the 
comments from the neighbors to blend with the surrounding structures and appreciated the applicants’ 
efforts to try and use some of those same elements and materials but if these are going to be large 
massive tall buildings, using single-family homes for architectural inspiration is the wrong direction. He 
asked they consider how to make large buildings work and look good and think about these buildings as 
one entire building, top to bottom. He recommends they look at the Craughwell Village on Perimeter 
Center for inspiration for high quality architecture and design materials on large buildings.  

Mr. Taylor said photos from other projects showing exposed lumber and the inside of the balconies would 
not be acceptable. 

Mr. Taylor said he could probably come to accept four-story buildings, but there needs to be a really big 
step up in the overall design of the building exteriors.



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
May 15, 2014 – Meeting Minutes

Page 5 of 9

John Hardt said he echoes some of the comments Mr. Taylor made and is thankful for the residents who 
came tonight and the progress that has been made. He began by addressing the questions posed by 
staff:

1) Siting of the Property – He appreciates the reduction in the number of buildings to help preserve 
the green space and sensitivity to the homes to the north and the woods on the site. He said he 
is not ready to comment if three or four buildings was the right direction. He appreciates the 
connections to the surrounding area and the extent of the pathways, as this is critical to be an 
integral part of the community. He warned the applicant to be cautious about reducing the ponds 
to the minimum size needed for engineering; they need to sustain themselves. 

2) Building Height – He said height relates closely to the siting of the buildings. He is not opposed or
entirely sold on the four-stories but the architecture has to be something special, due to the 
significant mass of the buildings. He understands the request for height to reduce the footprint to 
preserve more open space. He asked what the intended ceiling height is. Dan Mancosh replied 8 
feet for ceiling height.

3) Architecture – He agreed with everything Mr. Taylor said. He said he can only respond to the 
renderings and photos from other projects AR Building has completed and said they look ordinary 
and very high quality architecture is expected. He said he was also going to mention Craughwell 
Village as an example to follow. He said the proposal does not have to look like Craughwell, but 
the quality of architecture, detailing, and materials are a benchmark. He said vinyl windows 
without trim are not acceptable. He said he wants to see an honest use of materials, using 
traditional materials in a traditional way. 

4) Parking – He confirmed 300 spaces were required by Code and 210 spaces were proposed, which 
makes him uneasy. He said he could support a reduction in parking provided below Code with a 
couple of caveats: 1) He would want to see a plan that accommodates the missing parking 
spaces to be put back in as a relief valve; and 2) He would want to see quantitative analysis for 
the reduction from 300 to 210 as that seems severe. He said he has never seen a nice looking 
car port and will be critical of the design, materials, and architecture if brought forward. He said 
parking under the buildings might be considered, making the first level parking with three levels 
of units, above.

5) Entryway into the Development – He said when you pull off of Emerald onto Sawmill Parkway 
and head into Wyandotte Woods, this site is the first area approached. He suggested making the 
entry look like a residential subdivision and not an apartment complex with quality signage and 
landscaping.

Amy Salay thanked everyone for coming and appreciates the neighbors working with the developers, 
which is significant, and a better project will be the result. She asked the developer who the target 
market is. Mr. Kambitis answered young working professionals, empty nesters, and one to two people per 
unit were the target. 

Ms. Salay asked what the rent might be. Mr. Kambitis said anywhere from $1,000 - $1,400 a month, 
based on the local market that is around Columbus, average numbers for the past two years.

Ms. Salay encouraged quality and for the applicant to think big. She said Dublin is an extremely high 
quality community and Wyandotte Woods is one of the most beautiful neighborhoods due to the 
topography, homes, and trees. She said parkland is adjacent to this site and big dreams for our bike path 
system on the east side of the river and someday it will match what is on the west side and have 
connections between the two. She thought the applicants were underestimating how nice they could 
make this. 

Ms. Salay hopes there would not be any vinyl on these buildings and encouraged the applicant to look at 
Craughwell Village as well. She said the details are going to be really important here and something is not 
right in terms of the size and massing. She suggested creativity with the building shapes or providing a 
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different relief in the front instead of three boxes. She said she was not convinced about the four stories. 
She said she realizes the tradeoff but has a hard time imagining the fit within this neighborhood. She said 
the big boxes lend themselves to an apartment complex feel. She said she liked the amount of windows.

Ms. Salay said she was comfortable with the 210 parking spaces, because their group is the one that has 
to make it work for the residents and if there are issues their group will need to solve them. She said she 
agreed with her colleagues, she does not see how you do car ports well. 

Ms. Salay restated that connectivity to the neighborhood is important. She said 120 units were permitted 
but if they would consider reducing the number of units, higher quality, and perhaps charging more 
would accomplish a better job of promoting Dublin. 

Ms. Salay said she likes the idea of open space amenities including a swimming pool and a clubhouse but 
requesting a shape other than a square and integrated into the site, taking advantage of the natural 
features of the site. She said this could be a visual amenity as well as a place to hang out by including 
gardens. She said the entry feature is going to be important and while cut through traffic is not desirable 
for Wyandotte Woods, we are going to have traffic down to Riverside Drive as a public street. She 
reported she met with the traffic engineer that said that it is inevitable that Wyandotte Woods Boulevard 
will become the next Tara Hill Drive as it is wide, it is going to carry traffic, and connects two big streets.

Joe Budde commended both the applicant and the neighbors for achieving collaborative meetings. He 
said he did not want to reiterate all the great comments. He said the car ports are not attractive. He 
agreed with the architects on the Commission that if the four stories were combined with a better parking 
plan, better architecture with the high quality standards he could support the proposal. He said the 
parking issue of 120 units, comprised of a lot of single tenants mixed with couples; the one car, two car
scenarios he believes works with additional space that could be turned into parking if there is a problem. 
He said he sees the large green space between the two ponds and the pool and clubhouse as a great 
amenity. He noted there is a park nearby but if they were talking young professionals, exercise stations 
might be considered. Mr. Budde said most importantly, he wanted to ensure the Wyandotte Woods 
residents’ representatives continue to collaborate with the applicant and are in agreement with the 
developer’s plans as it moves forward.

Victoria Newell said she agreed the developer started in the right place by approaching the residents in 
the community and she hopes the neighbors understand this site is going to get developed. She said it is 
incredibly beautiful with the tree canopy that is full of dogwoods that will be lost when developed, which 
is painful for all of us. 

Ms. Newell said this was an improvement over what she has seen since her term on the Commission and 
appreciates the preservation of the open space and does not think there needs to be other amenities 
other than people being able to enjoy that space. She sees good merit to the plan using the large green 
space as a buffer to the residential property taking the least desirable element, the car ports and placing 
them closest to the school site. She did not mean any disrespect to the Dublin Schools but there is a 
stadium there associated with a noise issue. 

Ms. Newell said she would normally have a great deal of difficulty with so much residential property 
violating that 30-foot height requirement. She said there are unique issues to this site and reducing the 
footprint is a real plus. She said she will however, have difficulty approving four stories as the building 
architecture is presented now with three very large tall box-like structures. She said there is no change in 
the mass elevation of the height of the building, no frame detail, and following the designs of the single-
family homes might not be the best way to resolve the height issue. She said the suggestion of locating 
additional parking under the structure may help reduce the amount of parking and coverage on the site. 
She noted there is a 12-foot fall across a wooded site and when they try to grade the site, they will not 
be able to preserve the number of trees they are presenting. She indicated a building that is 47-feet tall 
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in elevation, the tree canopy at 50 – 60 feet, she suggested varying the height of the structures or 
adding another building. She emphasized the architectural character of the buildings needs to be 
improved. She said she liked the brick screen wall for the car ports. She suggested they consider 
vegetative growth within that structure to improve the view from above, which is a lot more affordable 
than five years ago. She said she liked the active wet pond features at least the ones closest to the 
residents. She said one is bordering along the school property that could be better integrated or made a 
storm water retention basin. She said she was ok with reducing the parking count as long as there is 
guest parking provided and clearly designated. She said they have been consistent with asking applicants 
to use permeable pavers along those areas. 

Amy Kramb said she likes the proposal a lot; she has been on the Commission since 2008. She 
understands this is zoned for 120 units but that does not mean that many units can fit. She 
recommended lowering the number of units and providing a better quality product and charge more and 
make just as much revenue. She suggested three stories of a much more attractive unit and would be 
willing to give a few extra feet for underground parking and take the elevator straight up. She indicated 
that 12 feet is a minor text modification and when the Code was written, it was probably assumed that 
there would be three-story buildings. 

Ms. Kramb thought the comments on architecture had been covered well; she emphasized she does not 
support the use of vinyl. She said the clubhouse definitely needs to be more unique. 

Ms. Kramb said she would approve the lower parking ratio if additional justification was provided by the 
applicant.  

Ms. Kramb highly recommended a tree survey be completed as soon as possible and would be very upset 
if a landmark tree was cut down. She said she walks the north/south trail on the east side every day and 
there are wonderful trees inside that property but there is also a lot of water, especially on the southeast 
corner where it is constantly wet. She said she is concerned the pond on the south border may not work 
well and might need to be bigger. She said they are on the right track with the smaller footprint to 
preserve more trees.

Ms. Kramb wants to see useable open space. She answered a question posed earlier stating that normally 
ponds are included in open space but nobody is going to use them in any way. She would like to see 
what is left after removing the ponds from the 7.7 acres. She does not see the need for amenities with a 
wonderful park with a playground, baseball diamonds and soccer fields located next to this site within 
walking distance. 

Ms. Kramb said it was important to connect with the school property, hopefully along the southern 
boundary if it was acceptable to the school. She agreed with her fellow Commissioners regarding the 
entrance. She asked that the cross walk where the path crosses the street, be stripped or a sign added 
because the traffic is increasing. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she did not hear much that she did not agree with from her fellow 
Commissioners. She thanked the residents for their attendance and being passionate about their 
community; that is what makes Dublin great. She thanked the developers for being willing to listen and 
to file an Informal Review application so it can be properly discussed. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she understands this area is zoned for a maximum of 120 units but when the 
maximum is proposed, they expect the best architecture and site plan. She said because they are blowing 
the height restrictions out of the water and still only proposing units with 8-foot interior ceilings; she said 
that will be a difficult bar for her to hurdle without having exceptional interiors. She may not be
supportive of the four-story buildings and hopes she has not seen their best architecture yet. 
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said there is nearly a 14-foot drop in the property. She said there would be a 
whole lot of cost associated with individual garages and asked that they “think outside the box” and 
consider bank barn parking to achieve covered parking while not using a whole lot of space on the site. 
She explained this would be two decks notched naturally into the grade change; the top deck would be 
accessible from one side and the lower would be accessed from the other with assigned parking spots so 
the two do not mingle, therefore a much more efficient way to build structured parking without losing 
valuable space for ramps and drive lanes. She said in Dublin, people will expect covered parking to avoid 
the horrific amount of snow we had this past winter. She said snow removal was quite costly and there 
needs to be somewhere for the snow to go and removal will not be needed for the lower deck. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she is looking forward to the new traffic study and what all will happen in 
light of the new roundabout and connectivity, and also very interested in a tree study. She said several 
years ago, the Kiwanis did a landmark tree survey, which might still be available on the City’s website. 
Ms. Rauch said it was not on Dublin’s website but it does exist. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she is concerned with the ponds on the south and its ability to be a living, 
breathing, eco system; we do not want puddles. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she has grave concern for the treatment of the windows, essentially, a 
window that has siding coming up to it. She said the statement had been made that you took cues from 
the surrounding residential buildings to provide inspiration for these buildings. She said the proposal is 
not for a single-family residential building and the mass, size and use of the materials is not appropriate. 
She encouraged them to look at Craughwell Village, one of the few four-story apartment buildings in 
Dublin. She said the Commission does not approve many of them so the ones they do approve are 
fantastic. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the parking ratio needs to be proven; a market study may be in order. She 
thought there would be a lot of families in these apartments because of the proximity to their fabulous 
schools. She thought that young professionals would be attracted to another part of Dublin, more 
removed from the school system. Ms. Amorose Groomes said she would like to see the open space left 
natural.

Ms. Amorose Groomes invited the applicant to come forward with any questions for the Commission or to 
request points of clarification. She asked he state his name and address for the record.

Dan Mancosh, President of AR Building Company. He said he appreciated all of the Commission’s 
comments and they could put a strong effort to restudy the building in terms of overall architectural 
design. He said the buildings they have constructed show a lot more brick than what was presented; they 
know vinyl is not acceptable to Dublin standards and never intended on using it. He said the four-story 
building differentiates and allows them to affordably build an elevator into the building opening it up to all 
age groups as being residents. He said they can make a good effort by reviewing the overall architecture 
of the building. 

Mr. Mancosh said parking under the building is not doable from an economic perspective, but he 
understands what everyone has said about car port structures. He said he would be the last person to 
build that structure if it did not fit in or work well aesthetically. He said the four-story building with an 
elevator handles half of the need that most people in a three-story walk up really complain about or 
settle for when they lease a three-story unit as getting up to the second and third floors with all of your 
packages and furniture, etc.is a challenge. He said trash can also be dealt with easier with a four-story 
building. He said that takes up 50 percent of the improvement that comes from a four-story structure.  
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Ms. Amorose Groomes thanked the applicant for his time and asked if he had any additional comments or 
direct questions for the Commission. She explained that with an informal review, a vote will not be taken, 
and looks forward to his possible return with some fantastic plans. 

Mr. Mancosh asked if the Commission would consider a four-story building with a flat roof and asked if it 
was out of character. Richard Taylor said that was a tough question because they “know it when they see 
it” but his initial response is no but that is not to say that the building could not have some parts that 
were flat. 

Mr. Mancosh asked the Commission if they could provide any further direction relative to the overall feel 
or look of the building. Mr. Taylor said the Commission does not want to design it but in terms of a 
reference point, they suggest Craughwell Village as an example of a high quality, tall, large building. Ms. 
Kramb agreed. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes assured the applicant that staff would work with them on the architecture. She 
said staff will take the Commission’s comments and lead them in the right direction.

Ms. Amorose Groomes thanked the applicant.










































































