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RECORD OF ACTION

Planning and Zoning Commission
Thursday, June 5, 2025 | 6:30 p.m.

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

3. Monterey Drive

25-043CP

Proposal:

Location:

Planning Contact:
Contact Information:
Case Information:

Concept Plan

Request for review and non-binding feedback for a commercial
development consisting of approximately 93,900 square foot of retail
and eating and drinking space and associated site improvements. The
6.86-acre site is zoned BSD-HTN, Bridge Street District — Historic
Transition Neighborhood.

191 and 201 W. Bridge Street and PIDs: 273-000205, 273-000207,
273-000209, 273-000210, 273-000211, 273-000212, 273-000213,
273-000214, 273-000215, 273-000216, 273-000217

Bassem Bitar, AICP, Deputy Director of Planning

614.410.4635, bbitar@dublin.oh.us
www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/25-043

RESULT: The Commission was generally supportive of the project including the layout and
open space. Members were also appreciative of the applicant’'s communication
with the neighbors. There were concerns raised about the lack of mix of uses with
suggestions for incorporating some residential and/or office uses. Concerns were
also voiced about traffic, and the need for an additional access point, but the
Commission was not supportive of taking away park space to accommodate that
access. Some suggestions included additional height on the buildings on Bridge
Street, and a pedestrianway through Building E to break up its mass.
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Case #25-024AFDP

OhioHealth Temporary Helipad =Amended Final Devetopment Ptan

Request for review and approval of an Amended Final Pevelopment Plan to allow a
zoned Planmed Commerce District (PED) - Perimeter West and is located at 6865
Perimeter Drive.

Case #25-018AFDP

Gtick Road Pool—Amended Final Pevelopment Plan

Request for review and approval of an Amended Final Pevelopment Plan fer the
construction of a new pool equipment building, renovation eof existing poel,
reptacement of afencefpool barrier;-and new access pointfrom GlickRead. The 16:19-
acre site is zoned PUD, Planned Unit Pevelopment Distriet, Muirfield Village and is
located at 6716 GlickRoad.

Ms—Catt-asked ifany member wished to-have either case removed from the-consent agenda. There
was no Tequest toremove an item from theconsent agenda.

Mr—Way moved, Mr. Garvin seconded approval of the€onsent Agenda as-fottows:
» Case #25-024=25AFDP —Minor Text Modification and Amended Final Bevelopment Pian with
thefottowing corditions:

t. Upon removal of thetemporary helipad, thesiteshall be restered to-existing erbetter
corditions mctuding butottimitedtopavement, parking spaces, landscape istands-and
treeswithin theistands, and lighting.

2. The orange jersey barrier is reptaced with a concrete barrfer prior to approval efa

ﬁ. Fhe required tree reptacements are instatted-on site-within one-year-of removal.

. Ifthe existing use ornumber of emptoyees changes thatreqtire parking ever-the4062
spaces priortoDecember 31, 2629, ShioHeatth shall coordinate with the City ef-Bublin
toobtain necessary approvats.

5. Fhe appficant continues to coordinate with Engineering during the site plan review
process.

» Case#25-018AFDP =Amended Fimat-Bevetopment Plan-withthefollowing-conditiens:

t. Fhe appticant contintres to-work with Engineering to-enstre stermwater management
requirements are-met prior-toisstance of abtitding permit.

2. Fhe appticantcontinte to-work-with Engineering to-finalize-the propesed aceess drive
inctueling material specifications and width requirements.

Yote: Ms. Harter, yes; Mr. Beschiter, yes; Mr. Atexander, yes; Mr. €hinoek, yes; Ms. Galyes; Mr.
Way, yes; Mr. Garvin, yes.

f¥otion carried 7-0]

C€ASE REVIEW

Mr—Atexander recused himseif-from the-foltowing €ase.

Case #25-043CP
Monterey Drive — Concept Plan


Ella Hancock
Cross-Out

Ella Hancock
Cross-Out
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Request for review and non-binding feedback for a commercial development
consisting of approximately 93,900 square feet of retail and eating and drinking
space and associated site improvements. The 6.86-acre site is zoned BSD-HTN, Bridge
Street District - Historic Transition Neighborhood, and is located on both sides of
Monterey Drive, south of its intersection with W. Bridge Street.

Applicant Presentation

Mark Wood, The Wood Companies, 939 North High Street, Suite 206, Columbus, provided an
introduction to The Wood Companies. He stated that the Wood Companies was founded by his
father nearly 45 years ago and he was a pioneer in developing the Short North. They have a long-
term vision for how they develop and base their development on quality. They do not develop to
maximize short-term value but commit to the highest design standards and timeless architecture.
When reflecting on what he liked most about his work, Mr. Wood shared that it is the ability to
work with great retailers to create experiences with their buildings. Their buildings contribute to
the community the way they should. They are committed to making this a Class A development in
every way. They will not have late night establishments. They manage their own properties. The
goal is to be a cherished part of the community for years to come.

Tyler Puhl, President, The Wood Companies, 939 North High Street, Suite 206, Columbus, stated
that this is a very invested community. They met with the community and found it very helpful.
The Wood Companies has been developing for a long time, and they see Commission meetings not
as hurdles but as part of the collaborative process. The big idea is to create a walkable village with
a massive community gathering space that is shaped by great streetscape with buildings that are
constructed with lasting materials and architectural charm. The City owns the corner lot at West
Bridge Street and Monterey Drive. They are discussing a trade with the City for more cemetery
space in exchange for that corner parcel. The proposal attempts to copy the downtown Dublin
layout with gridded streets of similar length. Some of the streets are really alleyways and service
roads. The center of this development is the loop that will invigorate this community and be a
game changer for the City of Dublin. [Site plan displayed.] They are trying to create an environment
where every door for a retailer looks on Bridge Street or on each other and at the square to give
a sense of enclosure. Code requires building lengths be of a specific length and perimeter and all
are in compliance except Building E. Pedestrians will only see the center area, which is 215 feet.
They are confident they can work with staff to identify something that works there. Adding a
pedestrian route through that building is not ideal because they have a pedestrian way to Bridge
Street, through the garage to the cemetery and to Monterey Park. There is nothing to access
through Building E other than some back parking and a private property owner's property. They
wanted to create enclosure and access is very important. They tried to create a lane on Monterey
Drive. They are hopeful that the City of Dublin can work to put in a signalized intersection at
Monterey Drive and Bridge Street. Through meetings with staff, there was agreement to try to add
an access road out of the northeast corner of the site to create a relief valve. There could potentially
be an extension to Corbins Mill at some point in the future. In this area, the plan is currently out
of compliance with a Traffic Code requirement prohibiting head-in parking on a Dublin street. The
thought was that they could use the parking now, then when that property [Corbins Mill] turns
over, they can repaint the parking and make it a street. Connectivity is important. Service areas
are located on the outer perimeter of the site for trash and utilities. They want to slow traffic as
this development is intended to be pedestrian-oriented. Creating parallel parking along Monterey
Drive will slow traffic. Even though it widens the street and takes more land, they view it as
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necessary. From an architecture perspective, this is a true village of buildings and not a strip mall
in disguise. The storefronts will vary. They will be 20- to 30-foot bays of interesting retail segments
with materials like stucco, brick and wood that have worked in downtowns for centuries. They will
use interesting roof materials to hide rooftops units and a garage. It also creates a variation making
the storefronts feel like different buildings that have been there for different amounts of time.
[Inspirational images displayed.] With regard to open space, they are devoting 15,000 square feet
of expensive land to create this space. They will have market stalls in the open space that are
inspired by old school New York newspaper stalls that are temporary installations that can bring
artists and small retailers into a great center. They have a 1,300 square foot building that will be
the focal point of the development. This will have a romantic sense of small-town downtowns with
children eating ice cream and adults having coffee. The applicants have tried to create quick,
convenient parking locations. There will be flat parking plate with an elevated level above that so
that it does not feel like a garage. It is a flat plate with massive openings on each side so it will
feel like covered parking. The buildings are turned to hide surface parking as much as possible.
There is angled parking around the village square. It is a character-driven element that adds
parking but maintains a slow pedestrian area. Parking on site is in compliance with Code under the
shopping center designation. They are in the process of hiring national brokers out of Texas that
have assured them that there is adequate parking. Their desire is for the majority to be non-food
retail which creates less volume of parking. They have had some community engagement. They
met with the community and they did not want height, apartments or traffic going south on
Monterey Drive. This project has taken those concerns into account. They are open to a solution
going south on Monterey that works for everyone. The applicants and neighbors would like a traffic
signal at Monterey Drive and Bridge Street and they would love for Bridge Street traffic to slow
earlier. Parallel parking would slow traffic, as would narrower lanes along Bridge Street. They would
also like to see the sidewalk in front of the cemetery expanded. They feel they have a strong
project that will be a long-standing community asset.

Staff Presentation

Mr. Bitar stated that something new with this project is the recent code change that made all
Concept Plan reviews non-binding feedback regardless of whether there is a development
agreement. Specific design details have not been determined. This is the bigger picture idea. As
the application progresses, details will be evaluated. Considerations for this review are land use
and densities, general site layout, open space, relationship to community, etc. The site is in the
Bridge Street District (BSD) on the south side of West Bridge Street. As indicated by the applicant,
there is a City-owned parcel at the southeast corner of West Bridge Street and Monterey Drive,
which is proposed to be traded for cemetery expansion. [Photos of site as existing displayed.] The
site is vacant other than the Shell gas station. There are substantial trees along the perimeter of
the site and a few within the site itself. It is located in the Mixed-Use Village Future Land Use
character area, which promotes a combination of uses including office, retail, commercial, and
residential. It is intended to complement the historic district nearby and recommends building
heights of one to three stories that have a complementary character to the historic buildings. It
promotes a walkable environment with open spaces and plazas and narrow streets with buildings
fronting the sidewalks. There is also a special area plan for the BSD with similar priorities allowing
for a transition from the Historic District to the larger retail to the west. It also transitions from the
busier Bridge Street to the neighborhood to the south. The special area plan promotes two to three
story buildings with vertical mixed use. Future connectivity to Corbins Mill is portrayed. Within the
BSD Code, there are neighborhood standards for every area within the overall BSD which call out
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specific allowances for building types, open space types and other details. The application is very
similar to what the Community Plan promotes. Mr. Bitar referenced the Bridge Street Network Plan
and stated that Bridge Street is classified as a corridor connector street and also a principle-fronted
street which means there is an expectation that the buildings fronting it would be of a certain scale,
character and importance. Curb cuts would be highly scrutinized. The site plan is designed to
convey a walkable block system even though some of the streets are service drives and technically
do not meet the block requirements because those require frontage on a public street. However,
the intent is generally met. The layout includes a parking structure on the east side that would
partially be over the first-floor retail. Code has many requirements for parking structures that would
be taken into consideration at future stages. The BSD has specific standards for right-of-way, and
this plan is different in that it reflects more of a walkable environment. As this project moves
forward, Transportation and Mobility staff will work to make sure applicable standards are met.
The curb cut along West Bridge Street will have to be scrutinized. It is close to existing turn lanes.
The applicant would have to provide calculations to see if a signal is warranted. On-street parking
on Bridge Street is not permitted but the City is undertaking a study of that corridor in the next
few months. Connectivity and circulation seems to function similarly to what the plan envisioned.
The open space is a unique setting that seems to fit under public square open space type. More
details are needed on how that will be programmed because there are limits to how many enclosed
structures can be on a property. City Council will determine if the trade for the cemetery parcel
occurs. The layout of parking would have to be examined because head-in parking is typically not
permitted on a public street. [Character images shown.]

Commission Questions

Mr. Garvin asked for more details about the west side of Building E. Mr. Puhl stated that the west
side is not intended to be customer facing. Mr. Garvin asked if the applicant had considered
additional height along Bridge Street. Mr. Puhl stated that they would consider it. They would
love to have office on the site. They would come back with a more detailed vision at next steps.
Mr. Garvin asked where the cut-through to the cemetery goes. Mr. Puhl stated that they would
work with the City to create a clear direction for pedestrians. Mr. Garvin referenced the eastern
entrance to the parking garage and asked if there are issues with cars and pedestrians there. Mr.
Puhl stated that they would not put the pedestrian path into the path of vehicles. The garage
entrance can be moved. Mr. Garvin asked about parallel parking on West Bridge Street. Mr. Puhl
stated that they have 30 feet between their property and the street. They would like to see some
of that dedicated for pedestrian movement or parallel parking. They would like to see the street
narrow there to slow down traffic.

Mr. Chinnock asked how the applicant can make Building E feel less massive. Mr. Puhl stated that
it will feel like 20-30’ storefront bays. Someone standing at the center of the building will not see
how long the building because it will not be visible in its entirety through the pedestrian ways.
Mr. Wood stated that they can accomplish that with rooflines and recessed indentions so they
feel like separate buildings. They do not want to promote a pathway to the back, because that
area is more service-oriented. Mr. Chinnock asked about building heights. Mr. Puhl stated that
everything will be under the two-story minimum. There could be more height along Bridge
Street. Mr. Chinnock asked how the second level of the parking garage will be screened. Mr. Puhl
answered that the back side would be a masonry facade. In response to Mr. Chinnock’s question
about the height of the masonry wall, Mr. Puhl stated that they would provide that detail in their
next submission. Mr. Chinnock asked if the applicant has a plan if the market does not support
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this amount of retail and restaurant. Mr. Puhl stated that in order to get this financed, they will
have to be 40-50% pre-leased. Their current developments in the Short North are 100% full. Mr.
Puhl stated that if they find they cannot do a high-quality development with a lot of tenant
velocity, they will not move forward with the project. Mr. Chinnock asked if the work would be
phased. Mr. Puhl stated that is not the intent. They need a volume of people, and a phased
approach would limit the users that would be interested. Mr. Chinnock asked what would happen
i the land swap was not approved. Mr. Puhl stated that it would greatly affect their ability to
move forward.

Mr. Deschler asked if the detail of a traffic signal should be discussed at this point in the review
process. Mr. Bitar stated that it is premature to discuss the warrant for a traffic signal or curb cut.
Mr. Deschler asked for the City’s position on the applicant’s comments regarding traffic. Mr. Bitar
stated that the BSD Special Area Plan promotes connectivity to the west. Even if a traffic signal is
not warranted, that egress would be an escape valve so that there is an alternate route rather
than going through the neighborhood. A traffic signal would greatly assist with that but technical
data is required to make that determination. Mr. Deschler asked why access to Corbins Mill is not
currently planned. Mr. Puhl stated that they have gotten mixed reactions to access that would go
through the park. Mr. Deschler asked what kind of retail is anticipated for the development. Mr.
Puhl stated that since the recession, non-grocery retail has not been built. They think this is a
high demographic area with great access and apparel shoppers want to be in the Columbus area.
The Columbus metro area has an MSA size where there should be two shopping areas. They are
anticipating apparel, fitness, quick service food (especially along Bridge Street), and full-service
restaurants. They are avoiding late night establishments all together. Mr. Wood stated that in the
Short North, they have advocated against late night happenings and are proud of their track
record with destination and community retail. Mr. Puhl stated Northstar, Brassica and Jeni’s were
in their portfolio.

Mr. Garvin asked if any previous partners expressed interest. Mr. Puhl answered affirmatively.

Mr. Deschler asked for more information about the late-night establishments. Mr. Puhl stated that
restriction would be written into leases. They are not interested in the bar scene. They want this
to be a high-quality development for families. Mr. Deschler asked if the applicants have any other
ideas about the parking behind building E. Mr. Puhl stated that the goal is that it would be for
employees only. Mr. Wood stated that it is not intended to be a consumer-facing experience.

Ms. Harter asked for more information on the kiosks in the green space. Mr. Puhl stated they are
intended to be “found experiences” that could differ from week to week. They love the idea of a
farmers’ market and a Christmas market. The intent is that the space be a unique and
programmed situation. Ms. Harter asked about the pedestrian experience along Bridge Street.
Mr. Bitar stated that there are guidelines for the frontages along Bridge Street that recommend a
wider sidewalk. The guidelines do not include on-street parking on Bridge Street but the City is
looking at undertaking a study on that corridor. Mr. Puhl stated that the doors would face Bridge
Street, and they want that to feel like the front door. The applicants are in support of benches
and seating. They are all in favor of making Bridge Street a very comfortable place. Ms. Harter
asked the applicant to expound on their intention of making the space walkable and connecting
to area amenities. Mr. Puhl stated that adding sidewalks and signage and the raised concrete
pathways can show and encourage people to walk to the site. Ms. Harter asked if the City is open
to creative pathways to the park. Mr. Bitar responded affirmatively and added that all of those
mobility initiatives will be part of the study.
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Mr. Way stated that the Commission has seen many proposals for this site. He asked where the
one-story and two-story buildings were planned to be. Mr. Puhl stated that those determinations
have not been made yet, but the goal would be to make it look like different buildings with
different heights that have been developed over time. If there was demand for office space, they
would use the second floor for more programming, but right now, the second story is more about
volume of space and interest from the pedestrian level. Mr. Way stated that in Historic Dublin,
there is a tendency for offices on second stories. Mr. Puhl stated that the issue with office right
now is that many lenders are not approving it. The Community Plan presents this site as Mixed
Use Village. The area plan suggests mixed use along Bridge Street and residential behind it. This
does not follow those patterns, and the community has strong feelings about that. He asked if
the applicant could envision residential being integrated into this plan. Mr. Puhl stated that they
want to pay attention to the wishes of the community, but they are mainly residential developers.
They would investigate that possibility if there was community support. Mr. Way stated that the
Commission’s job is to support the Community Plan. Right now, the plan is all retail. He shares
Mr. Chinnock’s concern regarding what would happen if the market would not support the retail.
He is glad to hear that the applicant is open to a mix of uses. Mr. Way asked about a graphic
shown that indicates a potential connection to Corbins Mill that jogs through the park. Mr. Puhl
stated that alternative was shown because the City owns that land and could make it happen
right now. Straight access could take decades because of land ownership. Mr. Way stated that he
is not supportive of taking away parkland to build roads.

Mr. Deschler sought confirmation that 64 Corbins Mill Drive is privately owned and occupied. Mr.
Bitar answered affirmatively. Mr. Puhl stated that they have reached out regarding possible sale
but have not made contact with the property owner. Mr. Deschler asked what the standard is for
eminent domain for a project like this. Mr. Boggs stated that the City has eminent domain
authority that would ultimately be a City Council decision. Mr. Puhl stated that they are not
advocating for someone being pushed out of their home. Mr. Deschler stated that he does not
know that a project in this area will move forward with this kind of density without a release
valve. He is also not in favor of moving the parking lane.

Mr. Garvin sought confirmation that 48 Corbins Mills Drive is Red Rooster property, and they are
not supportive of an access there either. Mr. Bitar answered affirmatively.

Mr. Way referenced the garage and stated that would be a logical place for a second level. Mr.
Puhl stated that they thought that design was a good way to meet parking needs.

Public Comment

Nicole Salva, 336 Pebble Creek Drive, Dublin stated that she is representing Waterford Village.
They met with Mr. Puhl recently and in general, a majority of those attendees were in favor of
this proposal. There were some positives and some concerns. The positives were that there is no
residential component. Traffic is concerning, especially if there were to be a large density of
living units. They also enjoy the green space presented in the middle. The potential expansion of
sidewalks on Bridge Street would be better for them to move around in a safer environment. The
community also appreciated that The Wood Companies would keep ownership of the project. The
neighborhood was concerned with the parking garage in general; however, there would be 24/7
security that they hire out. With the business being closed at 11:00 p.m. at the latest, unwanted
behavior would not be happening and that would keep their quiet neighborhood safe. Trafficis a
concern. They do not see how any project can happen here without a light at Bridge Street and
Monterey Drive. They are also concerned about traffic exiting through their neighborhood. It has
already become a cut-through if Bridge Park is backed up. They want to prevent that becoming
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worse. There was discussion regarding putting something on Monterey Drive where the
neighborhood begins as a deterrent to drivers. They would like to further those discussions to
keep their neighborhood safe from all the extra cars.

Keith Barnes, 279 Clover Court, Dublin, stated that they live next to the park. This development
would be very visible to them. They have been part of every meeting where there has been a
proposed change, and this is by far the best one. People are very supportive of this project. What
this group is proposing fits this historical transitional neighborhood better than anything they
have seen in the past. Their neighborhood is a cut through. Development across the bridge to
the right will invite more people down Bridge Street. The park is to the south of this piece of
property and this is the only way over to the park. There is also only one sidewalk on Monterey
Drive. Parents with families have to cross Monterey Drive to access the park and any increase in
traffic is dangerous. Any increase in traffic is a concern for the neighborhood. Comparing this to a
previous project by Crawford Hoying, this is more desirable because of the reduced building
height, and this will provide a place for neighborhood families to go. He is fully in support of it.
There is a creek that flows along the park that can get full. Anytime more concrete is laid, more
runoff is created. He would hope that the City and the Commission will work with The Wood
Companies to come up with a plan, because this is going to be a good fit for their neighborhood
and for Dublin. They are very proud of Old Dublin and this will transition into that beautifully. The
company has a reputation for quality which is consistent with what has been done in Dublin.

Mary Ann Clark, 146 Corbins Mill Drive, Dublin, stated that she is also concerned with the traffic.
Many elderly live there along with a lot of families with young children. She asked the
Commission to please consider that this is a residential street. She suggested a good barrier be
placed between the park and the development where the tennis courts are. The architecture is
great. The idea is great. She would like to protect the integrity of the neighborhood park and to
make sure there is a natural barrier between parked cars and the park itself.

Eric Rudd, 170 Monterey Drive, Dublin, shared his views of the proposals presented for these
properties over the past 10 years as a Waterford Village and Monterey Drive resident since 1972.
This proposal seems to offer the community the best from a land use and economic standpoint.
There are a few things he is not a fan of, including the two-story parking deck, and the cut-
through from Corbins Mill to the southwest side. Trees may shield view of the garage in summer,
but they will be looking at a parking deck when leaves are not on the trees. Regarding the cut-
through, people will find any potential shortcut. People currently cut up Waterford Drive to get to
Franklin Street. There is a need to begin long-term traffic surveys on Monterey Drive, Waterford
Drive, Franklin Street and Bridge Street to determine remedies for backups at Bridge Street to
eliminate the increased traffic on Monterey Drive to the south. Drivers running the stop signs at
Clover Court and Waterford Drive are a great concern for the safety of children and adults. He
thinks the building lines are too close to the curb. Sidewalks should be widened to four to six feet
between the boulevard strip and the storefronts to allow sufficient space for pedestrian traffic.
On-street parking spaces are going to be a problem for fire and rescue and snowplows. The plan
shows a merge lane at north end. It would be better to put a right and left turn lane northbound
because that is where the bottleneck is. The intersection of Monterey Drive and Bridge Street is
always blocked despite signage. The short stacking distance between Bridge Street and the
northern entrances to the parking lots will be problematic with traffic backups.
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Chad Fairchild, 270 Clover Court, Dublin, stated that he and his neighbors are generally
supportive of this proposal. He has been in the neighborhood for almost nine years and some of
the plans presented have been less than exciting. The creek runs through his backyard as well as
many of his neighbors, and many of them deal with flooding. He suggested the potential for
parking passes or some sort of enforcement to ensure that parking in front of homes is
protected. Traffic-calming measures like a small roundabout or speed humps would be beneficial.

One additional comment was received electronically and provided to the Commission.
Commission Discussion

Mr. Garvin stated that he is supportive of the proposed land uses. Given the traffic concerns, this
is a good solution. Proposing less than the standard height and the usage keeps the density
lower. He does not see clear solution to an outlet for traffic. He agrees with some of the
sentiments shared about taking away parkland for a road. He is not supportive of the eminent
domain suggestion. He is supportive of the proposed site layout. His concern is the road or
alleyway behind Building E. He would rather find a way to make it something that does not need
to be hidden. He likes the idea of the public square, the outbuildings and the architectural design.
Tt is important to keep the quality of finishes high. He echoes the Commission’s concerns about
the need to have this development be full and vibrant. There is opportunity to add height on the
Bridge Street side. That adds continuity along that corridor. The treatment on the back side of
the garage will be important.

Mr. Chinnock thanked the applicant for their presentation and thanked the public for attending. It
is encouraging to see the process working. It shows the value of listening to the public.
Generally, he is supportive of the project. His concerns have been raised. Questions remain
behind site access, the land swap, connection to the school, and traffic signal. The project is
going in the right direction. He is not in favor of removing parkland to access the site. As this
moves forward, it would be great if there was a way to not be so reliant on retail. He suggested
the applicant consider activation of the streetscape. There are a lot of nice opportunities to make
this feel like part of the community. With so much internal focus, the Commission needs to
understand how this looks from inside the site.

Mr. Deschler echoed many of Mr. Chinnock’s comments. He is generally supportive of the layout.
He would like to see some type of mixed use, whether it be residential or office. He likes the
open space. He shares concerns about access and utility services. Traffic is his major concern. It
seems like there will be significant things that need to be done to address the traffic. Without
having another access, it will create so much traffic on Monterey Drive that it will become
unbearable for the residents. He is also concerned about a traffic signal there. Bridge Street
backs up badly from 3:00 to 8:00 p.m., and another traffic signal may make it worse. He is
looking forward to the traffic study.

Ms. Harter agreed with her fellow commissioners. This is such an important area. Walkability
should be considered with everything. She encouraged the applicant to think of the entire area
and to look to Historic Dublin for inspiration. She liked the idea of creating some kind of special
way to indicate the entrance to the neighborhood. She is not in favor of moving the park. She is
interested in the traffic study.
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Mr. Way thanked the community for coming out. This community has come out with each
proposal, and the Commission has heard them. It is good to see that they have met with the
developer and feel like there is a plan they are willing to work with. This commission will work
hard to create something that really fits into the neighborhood. He is supportive of the project
and would not do anything different with the layout, including the circulation system. The
technical components about traffic still have to be worked out, but how this site functions makes
sense. The City looks for placemaking elements like the park in the middle. This spirit of
architecture fits into this part of Dublin. The Community Plan recommends a mix of uses. It does
suggest residential. They have heard that the community does not want residential, but maybe
there could be housing above a shop or something. Office is still a viable opportunity. The Bridge
Street frontage needs to have more scale to it. That is an appropriate place to have a second
story that will not be retail. The development in front of the parking garage is a logical place to
add another story. It would also further screen the parking.

Ms. Call echoed her fellow commissioners. She is pleased with the project and the communication
that has happened so far. She agreed with Mr. Way regarding more presence at Bridge Street.
She also echoed the comments of multiple commissioners with regard to the mixed-use
component. An enormous amount of time is spent on the community plans that only come along
once in a decade. The City of Dublin is very conscientious about development. They will never
put a project in place that creates a safety hazard for the community. They and their children live
in Dublin too. Development brings movement. Every time an applicant brings a project forward
there is discussion with public safety staff, transportation and mobility staff, and public works
staff. Concerns brought forward this evening center around traffic, open space and water
mitigation. All of those items come naturally with development applications. Each of those City
departments will be looking at those. City Council said that Dublin is patient. We will wait for the
right application. She stated that she thinks this applicant is the right partner at this point in time.
She is encouraged by this application and the communication with the Commission, the City and
the community.

Mr. Way stated that Block E needs some kind of pedestrian connection through it.
As this is a Concept Review, no action was taken.

With no objection from the Commission, the meeting recessed fora-shoert break. Fhe meeting
reconverred at8:20 p-m. with alt-members returning tothe-dais.

Ms. Call stated that because the foltowing two cases pertain to the same project on the same
pmpertywrththe-smneapmrcants theywittbediscussed together. Sepatate votes-wiltbehetd-for

Case #25-0312

Crown INEOS =Rezoning

Request for review and recommendation of-approval of rezoning a +/-2:95-acre site
from PED Planmed €ommerce PDistrict, Perimeter €enter to PUD Planned Unit
Development District, Crown €Campus. The siteistocated at- 6400 Perimeter toop.

Case #25-019AFDP
€rown INEOS =Amended Final Pevelopment Plan
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Monterey Drive
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Proposal:

Location:
Request:
Applicant:
Planning Contact:

Contact Information:
Case Information:

Concept Plan

Mixed-use development consisting of approximately 19,400 square feet of
commercial space, 53 attached single-family units and associated site
improvements.

Both sides of Monterey Drive, south of the intersection with W. Bridge
Street.

Recommendation of approval to City Council of a Concept Plan under the
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066.

Crawford Hoying

City of Dublin

Bassem Bitar, Deputy Director of Planning

614.410.4635, bbitar@dublin.oh.us

www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/24-086

Ms. Harter moved, Mr. Garvin seconded a recommendation of approval of the Concept

Plan to City Council with the following conditions:

That taller elements and further refinements be incorporated into the design of the commercial

buildings.

That the residential building design and materials be significantly enhanced to meet the applicable
building type and general BSD building design standards, and to better address the site’s context.

That the open space system be further refined to include highly usable and interconnected spaces.
That the circulation system throughout the site be further developed to address emergency access
concerns and provide better integration between the commercial and residential uses.

That as many of the existing trees be preserved as possible, including the tree line along the west

property line.

That the site design details, including lot coverage be refined to address the BSD code
requirements as well as the site’s unique setting.

That the public street right-of-way widths and the streetscape and intersection design details be
finalized in coordination with the City’s Transportation and Mobility Department.

: 5-0

LT: Motion carried 5-0 to recommend approval of the Concept Plan to City Council.

RECORDED VOTES:
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ca Call Yes

Kim Way Absent

Kathy

Harter Yes

Jamey Chinnock Yes
Gary Alexander Yes
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Deschler Absent

Dan Garvin Yes
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e 24-086CP — Monterey Drive

Concept Plan for a mixed-use development consisting of approximately 19,400 square feet of
commercial space, 53 attached single-family units, and associated site improvements. The 6.86-
acre site is zoned BSD-HTN, Bridge Street District — Historic Transition Neighborhood, located on
both sides of Monterey Drive, south of the intersection with W. Bridge Street.

Applicant Presentation

Russell Hunter, Crawford-Hoying, 6640 Riverside Drive, Dublin stated that the Commission
previously provided an Informal Review of their proposal for this site. Since then, they have revised
the plan, incorporating the Commission’s earlier feedback. This site, located at the corner of
Monterey Drive and Bridge Street is unique. It is a transitional site between Historic Dublin — Core
zoning and the residential community to the south. The site has great commercial frontage and
offers opportunities for Dublin Cemetery expansion. Adjacent to the residential neighborhood, there
is a popular City park. He highlighted the changes that have been made since the Informal Review.
They continue to have approximately 20,000 SF of ground-floor road frontage. Previously, they
had proposed additional commercial or residential on the upper floors. They have discarded that
idea for a couple of reasons. In regard to office use, the office market is not doing well at this time.
It is not a viable option to create additional office use when there is available office unleased within
the area. They looked at other use options. They are receiving potential interest in the ground-
floor spaces, but some of the potential uses are parking intensive. In this transitional site, they do
not want to create a parking issue. Instead, they are proposing 1.5-story residential units along
Bridge Street and townhomes to the rear. The Monterey Drive units would be subject to current
Bridge Street District standards. There will be a new east-west public road, which, per the
Thoroughfare Plan, eventually will connect to Corbins Mill to the west. The new road will enable
northbound traffic to SR161 to make a west turn onto Bridge Street. Monterey Drive will be the
primary road; the new road will be a secondary road. Their buildings will front those roads. This
plan will include a development agreement with the City for a property swap for land the City owns
along Bridge Street. The cemetery expansion would be enabled by the one-to-one swap. The plan
also includes the creation of some open spaces, the expansion of the existing park, and the creation
of a gateway experience into the neighborhood. He anticipates this will be an improvement for the
neighbors and the community in general. They believe this plan is the right approach for this site
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and are interested in the Commission’s feedback. They have engaged Architectural Alliance to
design the commercial frontage.

Dustin Todd, Archall Architects, 49 E. Third Avenue, Columbus stated this proposal provides parking
at the rear of the building and main entrances for the retail on the front. The goal is to extend the
Bridge Street walkability of Historic Dublin. There will be one building on each side of Monterey
Drive with a covered walkway to the parking at the rear. They are proposing 3,000 SF of exterior
patio space, extending the patio experience that exists in Historic Dublin up to this area. They
looked at the context of the Historic District when considering the scale, massing and materiality
of the proposed buildings. The two buildings will create a gateway to Monterey Drive. The building
details will be addressed with the Preliminary Development Plan.

Mr. Hunter reviewed plans for the townhomes. Crawford-Hoying is good at building, but single-
family homes are not their particular area of expertise. Consequently, they looked for a partner for
the residential component who already has a successful product, but will allow Crawford-Hoying to
modify the exterior. They are beginning with a Fischer Homes product and will apply an appropriate
vernacular that combines masonry facades with some siding, porches, and standing seam roof.
This will provide a nice transition for the Historic Core neighborhood, which is more urban next to
residential neighborhood south of this site. They anticipate this may be a product that they will be
able to re-create in other areas, as well.

Staff Presentation

Mr. Bitar stated that the Bridge Street District development process includes several steps. This
proposal was informally reviewed December 7, 2023; it is now at the Concept Plan stage. Because
a development agreement also is involved, the Commission will be making a recommendation of
approval to City Council, who will make the final decision on the Concept Plan. If approved, the
next steps are the Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and the Final Development Plan (FDP).
Tonight, the Commission will review the Concept Plan to evaluate how it relates to the Bridge Street
District intent, the Community Plan alignment and the Neighborhood District Design Guidelines.

Mr. Bitar described the site. The 6.86-acre site is zoned BSD-HTN: Bridge Street District — Historic
Transition Neighborhood and consists of 13 parcels along both sides of Monterey Drive, south of
its intersection with W. Bridge Street. The individual parcels are owned by Dublin Development
LLC, except the parcel at the southeast corner of W. Bridge Street and Monterey Drive, which the
City of Dublin owns. A Shell gas station and convenience store currently occupy the two parcels at
the southwest corner of the intersection. The rest of the site is vacant, with a previous gas station
located on a City-owned parcel and the previous duplexes located on the southern parcels
demolished in recent years. Several stands of mature trees are located on the site, especially along
the west and south property lines and across the rear of the parcels that front W. Bridge Street.
The Dublin Cemetery borders the site to the east and extends along a portion of the southern
property line. Monterey Park is located to the south of the site, west of Monterey Drive. To the
west of the site are a Marathon gas station, a home goods store, and a single-family residence, all
fronting Corbins Mill Drive. Sells Middle School is located across W. Bridge Street to the north. The
proposal is for a land swap of the parcel that the City owns for land the applicant owns, which the
City would use for expansion of the cemetery. The BSD-HTN district permits a variety of uses that
are complementary to the adjacent historic district. These include both the commercial uses
(retail/eating and drinking) proposed along the W. Bridge Street frontage and the townhomes
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proposed to the south. The site immediately to the east of this site and the school located on the
north side of Bridge Street are zoned HP - Historic Public. The site is within BSD-HTN, Historic
Transition Neighborhood District, which has its own set of standards. This district complements
the HD Historic Core district by accommodating a variety of building types within a block street
network and uses consistent with that district. It accommodates uses similar to those in the HD
Historic Core district. The HTN zoning allows an extension of the walkable mixed-use character of
the HD Historic Core district. The HTN district requirements establish open space patterns and
location requirements for building types, provide additional residential opportunities, and extend
the small-scale commercial activities of the HD Historic Core district. The site lies within the Bridge
Street District street network. The site currently has access via W. Bridge Street (a Corridor
Connector/Principal Frontage Street) and Monterey Drive (a Neighborhood Street). Principal
Frontage Streets (PFS) are designated to ensure a continuous, pedestrian-oriented block.
Development along a PFS should include front-facing building facades and limited conflicts between
pedestrian and vehicular trafficc. The BSD Special Area Plan includes the Future Land Use
recommendations, which identify the site as a mixed-use village center. It includes potential
connectivity that highlights the Historic District to the east. A new east-west public street extending
from Monterey Drive to the west property line would be constructed as part of the development
and accommodate 10 on-street parking spaces. This is consistent with the BSD Special Area Plan
recommendations, which include a Neighborhood Street eventually extending further west to
Corbins Mill Drive.

At their December 7, 2023 meeting, the Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) reviewed and
provided non-binding feedback on an informal proposal for a mixed-use development at the site
that included:

e Two buildings along the W. Bridge Street frontage with a total of 20,000 square feet of
commercial space on the ground floor, and two alternate upper floor options: one
additional floor with a total of 20,000 square feet of office space, or two additional floors
with a total of 40 multi-family residential units.

e 40 single-family attached (townhome) units organized around two new east-west streets
with rear alley garage access.

e Open space along the east property line, approximately one acre of which would be
dedicated to the City for cemetery expansion in exchange for the City parcel along the W.
Bridge Street frontage.

e Surface and on-street parking.

PZC members provided the following feedback:

e Support for upper-floor residential uses in the buildings fronting W. Bridge Street to
activate the street frontage and reduce the need for surface parking.

e General support for the development of single-family attached condominiums on the rest
of the site as a transitional use between the existing single-family detached uses to the
south and the busier Bridge Street corridor to the north.

e Improvements in the design and possibly the massing of the single-family attached
structures are needed over the character images that were provided.

Support for the overall site layout.

e Need for further refinement of the traffic management details, open space location and

design, and various other details.
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A traffic impact study (TIS) was completed when the comprehensive Bridge Street rezoning was
approved several years ago, so this application would not require a new TIS.

Mr. Bitar indicated that the revised proposal is generally consistent with the Informal Review
version with the following notable exceptions:

e Reduction in the height of the buildings at the W. Bridge Street frontage from 2-3 stories,
to 1.5 stories (one occupied story), thus also eliminating the previously proposed office or
multi-family residential uses on the upper floors.

e Reduction in the number of east-west streets from two to one (public) street.

e Increase in the number of single-family attached units from 40 units to 53 units.

Change in the proposed location of the cemetery expansion and public and private open

spaces.
The northern portion of the site is proposed to be developed with four commercial buildings fronting
W. Bridge Street (two on each side of Monterey Drive). The total building area would be 19,416
square feet, which would be supplemented by 2,960 square feet of patio space. A total of 145
surface parking spaces would be located to the rear of the buildings with vehicular access gained
through curb cuts along Monterey Drive. Pedestrian access from the parking lots to the front of
the buildings would be provided through covered pedestrian ways between the buildings. The
proposed commercial buildings are proposed to follow the Historic Mixed Use building type. The
minimum height for this building height is 1.5 stories, and the maximum is 2.5 stories. As noted
above, the applicant is proposing 1.5-story buildings. Given the character and scale of Bridge
Street, staff recommends that taller elements be added to the design to complement the majority
of historic structures along that roadway. Staff also recommends additional refinements at PDP,
such as further articulation of the pedestrian ways and adjustments to the allocation of materials
and colors to reflect the massing of nearby historic buildings. Additional details, including roof
pitches, transparency requirements, etc., will be examined at PDP to verify Code compliance with
building type and design standards. The proposed 3-story townhome buildings comprising 53 units
fall under the Single Family Attached building type, which is permitted in the BSD-HTN district, with
a minimum height of 1.5 stories and a maximum of 4 stories. The overall site organization is in the
form of blocks. If this proposal advances, there will need to be further discussion about the
circulation around the buildings, per the Fire Department. The open space has been relocated from
the east side of the site to the south side to enable the cemetery expansion. Staff has reviewed
the application against the criteria and recommends approval of the Concept Plan with 7 conditions.

Commission Questions

Mr. Alexander inquired if the Concept Plan were to move forward, the number of units would be
locked in.

Mr. Bitar responded that they would not.

Mr. Alexander inquired when the east-west connection would occur.

Mr. Bitar responded that it is dependent on if and when the adjacent property owner decides to
redevelop their parcel. This proposal includes only the section of the road that would be on this
particular property.

Mr. Alexander inquired if that would impact the viability of the proposed project.

Mr. Bitar responded that the development works without that connection; however, it will be greatly
improved at the point at which the connection is added, due to the lack of a traffic signal at the
intersection of Monterey Drive and Bridge Street.
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Mr. Alexander stated that the staff report indicates that the project would be better integrated from
a transportation perspective if there were more connections between the commercial and the
residential components. He requested additional clarification.

Mr. Bitar responded that the Fire Department has some concerns about circulation within the site
and the ability to access some of the residential buildings that do not have street frontage. If this
is a truly mixed-use development, the commercial and residential elements should be better
integrated.

Mr. Alexander stated that the staff report also points out a height issue and the recommendations
refer to vertical accents. He noticed that with their initial proposal, the buildings looked more like
20" century buildings with 2-story facades. Is that the direction staff prefers, even though
programmatically, that is not the applicant’s direction of interest?

Mr. Bitar stated that across the street is the 1919 school building, which has 3 stories and a parapet.
Staff is not suggesting a building of that type or a flat roof, but it could incorporate a 2™ floor or
some elements that address the scale of Bridge Street.

Mr. Alexander observed that the height of the proposed building compared to what exists in the
district is deceptive. The height of the Oscars building is 22 feet; the 72 N. High building height is
20 feet. This proposed building is 32 ft. 6 in. The former Brazenhead building was nearly 28 feet.
The proposed 1.5-story buildings are quite tall.

Ms. Call stated that this is a transitional neighborhood, so the perspective depends on from what
and to what we are transitioning. The Historic District has 1 to 2-story structures, but other parts
of the BSD neighborhood, such as Metro Center, have taller buildings.

Mr. Chinnock stated that the last time the Commission discussed this project, it talked about
potential solutions for the connection at Bridge Street and Monterey Drive, such as a traffic signal
and other forms of pedestrian and traffic mitigation. The discussion also included a new road
connecting to Corbins Mill. The applicant has admitted that it is very risky for traffic to turn west
from Monterey Drive onto Bridge Street. He is having difficulty contemplating recommending
approval for this project when there is no understanding of what will be happening at Bridge Street,
the future connectivity plans and the timing thereof. As the situation exists today, this project
should not be approved. It would be incredibly irresponsible of the Commission to allow this to
proceed without addressing the Monterey Drive connection at W. Bridge Street.

Ms. Call requested Mr. Bitar to review the other elements in addition to this parcel, which the City
will be considering holistically.

Mr. Bitar responded that a new TIS is not needed, because the type of density and uses were all
envisioned and studied with the original rezoning. However, the manner in which the intersections
will function and the timing of the traffic signals on Bridge Street will be studied further with the
Preliminary Development Plan.

Mr. Chinnock inquired if a condition of approval should be added that a plan for resolution of the
intersection must be in place before the project is permitted to move forward.

Mr. Bitar responded that since it is part of the typical PDP process, adding that condition to the
Concept Plan may not be necessary.

Ms. Call inquired if it would be within the purview of the Planning Commission to add that condition
of approval, since City Council would be the approving body.

Mr. Boggs responded that it would not be necessary at this stage of the development process.
Engineering will be involved in the PDP and FDP reviews, so any need for traffic-calming elements
will be identified and incorporated in the plan during Engineering’s review.
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Ms. Call requested confirmation that due to the fact that the traffic issue will be part of the existing
staff review process, it would not need to be added as a condition of approval to the Concept Plan.
Mr. Boggs responded affirmatively.

Ms. Harter inquired if traffic speeds would be considered as part of that PDP review.

Mr. Boggs clarified that a change in speed limit would not be included. That would entail a process
that is entirely independent of PZC or City Council. The Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT)
requires certain parameters to be met to change traffic speeds. However, traffic calming measures
separate from the speed limit might be considered.

Mr. Garvin stated that he was not serving on the Commission during its previous Informal Review;
however, that earlier discussion reflected the Commission’s support for 2-story residential. There
is insufficient demand to make 2-story commercial viable, but what caused them to abandon the
idea of 2-story residential along Bridge Street?

Mr. Hunter responded that the change of direction was due to the parking study results. The market
demand for ground-floor spaces is greater for a restaurant use than for a retail use. Crawford
Hoying conducts its own parking analysis independent of the City’s zoning code. If their tenants
are dissatisfied, the use is not viable. Having both ground-floor restaurant uses and 20-40
residential units above would have required another bay of parking. They would need to increase
the parking bays to 3 bays or 180 feet of asphalt. That did not seem to be the right solution. Their
first proposal for 40 units has been increased to 53, in order for the economics of the project to
work.

Ms. Call inquired if the applicant had considered retaining the desired square footage and unit
count, but extending the buildings vertically.

Mr. Hunter responded that there might be such opportunities on the corners. These first-floor
spaces are significantly taller than most of the ground-floor retail spaces along this corridor, which
is noticeable from the street. He wants to avoid deceptive, wasted space. For instance, at Easton,
the buildings appear to have second-floor offices, but there is nothing there. He will continue to
study this issue.

Ms. Call inquired if the applicant had considered the pocket plazas that are interior to the site.
Perhaps they could be pulled forward to Bridge Street and become a gateway feature.

Mr. Hunter responded that they are trying to maximize the amount of patio space for the Bridge
Street tenants. Should the gateway be at Bridge Street or internal to the site where they have
proposed it? In their plan, the gateway will be to the residential neighborhood. An argument
regarding the gateway location could be made either way. Monterey Drive will be significantly
upgraded to meet Bridge Street standards. On the west side, will be a hew shared-use path.

Public Comments

Nicole Salva, 336 Pebble Creek Drive, Dublin stated that she is a representative for Waterford
Village, the neighborhood adjacent to this site and the proposed development. A majority of her
neighbors support this proposal. They appreciate the number of units and the fact that the
apartments have been replaced with townhomes. The neighbors also appreciate that the
commercial space on Bridge Street is one story, not two stories. This site is located across from
Sells Middle School, so the residents appreciate 1.0-1.5 level commercial. They also appreciate the
grouping of the townhome units on Monterey Drive. Rather than one continuous 3-story building,
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there are different pockets and separation of the townhomes. They appreciate the patio spaces.
However, they continue to have traffic concerns. The residents deal daily with the existing traffic
issue. She does not believe this project can move forward if no traffic signal is installed at Monterey
and Bridge Street. With the commercial spaces, there will be an increase in vehicles in this area
across from the school. They discussed with Crawford-Hoying the potential for adding an element,
such as a roundabout at the entrance into their neighborhood, to deter traffic from coming through
their neighborhood. They want to deter 50 additional cars travelling along their street, when they
can't exit at Bridge Street. Additionally, there is a water runoff issue on Clover Court; hopefully,
that can be addressed. In the past, they have met with other developers interested in the property,
and this experience with Crawford-Hoying has been positive. They have been made aware when
the applicant was filing a development application with Planning staff. They have surveyed and
gauged the perspectives of their neighborhood and provided the feedback to Crawford-Hoying.
Subsequently, they have revised their plan. Because their voices were heard, the residents feel
more comfortable with the proposed development moving forward.

Ms. Rauch read the following online public comments received regarding this case.

Tony Kirchner, 3275 Lily Mar Court, Dublin:

“While I'm overall supportive of the uses the project proposes, there are some notable alterations
I think are necessary to align the proposal with Envision Dublin. To quote Envision Dublin: "The
Future Land Use designation under Envision Dublin is Mixed Use Village, which is intended to be a
small-scale, pedestrian-oriented district developed with respect to historic building context and
character." Meanwhile, the development's most prominent feature are its large dual parking lots.
This is hardly a pedestrian-oriented development despite its being within a half-mile walk to The
Link, Historic Dublin's restaurants and retail, CML Dublin, Kroger and more. This should be one of
the easiest places in Dublin to live without driving every day, but nothing about this design does
anything but encourage getting in your car and driving across the street to get coffee at Fox in the
Snow. The increase from 40 to 53 units in the back development feels like too many, especially in
attempting to call Reserve A public open space and an extension of Monterey Park, when it really
serves as the sidewalk and entrance to the homes of Building 5. I cannot imagine park users ever
feeling comfortable conducting park activities in the area shown as Reserve A, unless they were
actual residents of Building 5. Eliminating Building 5 altogether would make that public space bigger
and better, and allow more room for the rest of the development to spread out and not be so
dominated by parking lots. It would also eliminate the need for a Code waiver for frontage. The
other "public open spaces" appear to be unused corners of parking lots, which seems like a thinly
veiled attempt to reach Code requirements rather than provide any sort of valuable open space for
the community. I generally like the design of the commercial buildings taking on the character and
acting as an extension of the Historic Dublin commercial district. I agree, as well, with the housing
type proposed for the south end, but feel some work is needed to bring this development up to
Dublin standards, especially considering the district in which it is located. I hope this development
can move forward, but it should also be made clear to the developer that certain refinements are
very much needed to improve it before it reaches the next stage.”

Kevin O’Connor, Red Rooster Quilts, 48 Corbins Mill Drive, Dublin:

“Thank you for giving me the opportunity to present information to you regarding the Monterey
Drive at 201 & 191 W. Bridge Street Development. My wife and I are the owners and operators of
Red Rooster Quilts at 48 Corbins Mill Dr. We are immediate neighbors of the proposed development,
as well as long-time Dublin residents. Unfortunately, I am traveling out of state today for a funeral
service and cannot attend the meeting in person. I am happy to meet or discuss my comments
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with the Commission or members of the City at a later time, if desired. Our store opened in 2005
and has thrived, thanks to its reputation and the support of the Dublin community. During our
almost 20 years, we have remodeled and expanded two separate times. Each time we worked with
the City to meet existing code and zoning to make our business an example of what can be done
in Dublin, We also have strived to be “good neighbors” to the property owners around us. We do
this because it is the right thing to do. This is also what we believe the purpose of the Planning &
Zoning Commission’s role is: that is, to set standards and guidelines that encourage everyone to
be “good neighbors”. What we see with this proposal is not in accordance with this principle. Please
let me explain: First: the proposal for an east-west public street would have an immediate and
direct negative impact to our property. We have been here almost 20 years but now a proposal by
a "new neighbor” will dictate what can happen to our property. The extension of the road they
propose would allow them to make significant income at our expense. This future road would
require the removal of a large portion of our building and decrease the available footprint for any
future building due to the size of our lot being decreased. This decrease in total lot size would
reduce the building size because of the requirements related to “total buildable” ratios for the lot,
green space requirements, and parking requirements, etc. A new neighbor should not be able to
require another property to give up something. If their development is creating a traffic issue, it
should be their responsibility to mitigate it within the property they have, and this is what I believe
the Planning & Zoning Commission's (PZC) role is to determine. It should never be another property
owner’s responsibility. If they cannot mitigate the issue, their proposal does not meet the intent of
PZC. Instead of making “good neighbors,” it is facilitating “bad neighbors”. Additionally, if the road
is a requirement for the development, then because my property is not changing, it will not solve
or fix anything; it is a “red herring!” It is being used by them to attempt to show they are mitigating
traffic concerns without actually mitigating traffic, because the road will not be extended. We have
been here since 2005 and plan to continue to be here! A dead-end road to nowhere does not solve
or mitigate anything. This developer needs to find another way to solve this, most likely by
decreasing the density of the units so that they do not negatively impact the Monterey
neighborhood. Second: The three-story size of the residential units is out of character with all of
the immediately surrounding neighbors. While the multi-story buildings behind the Kroger shopping
center may not look out of place, the three-story residential structures proposed will be an eye
sore. They will be above the tree lines and be seen from the exit ramps of I-270 to the Historic
District, and most significantly to the immediate Monterey Drive neighborhood. The occupancy size
created by the third story is one of the contributing factors to the legitimate traffic concerns. Third:
If this Concept Plan is approved, the developer has indicated that they will be proposing to go
directly from “Concept to Final” with this proposal. I believe this is rushed and will not allow for all
parties involved, especially the neighbors, to fully evaluate the proposals. Please do not let a new
neighbor come into a neighborhood with a rushed plan that will have significant negative impacts
on the existing neighbors. While their proposal may be pretty, it does not resolve the immediate
threat to the happiness of Dublin or the neighbors. Please require them to take the full amount of
time required so everyone can participate and offer input. The Commission is tasked with making
Dublin continue to be the City we all love. Please continue to help all of us be the good neighbors
we would want to live or work next door to. Thank you for your consideration.”

Ms. Call requested that Ms. Rauch describe the provisions of the street network plan for this area.
Ms. Rauch responded that the Bridge Street Code adopted in 2012 includes a street network map,
which lays out all the existing and future street connections desired within the Bridge Street
District. As development occurs, the proposed street connections will occur in a phased approach.
Each development is responsible for providing the streets, connections, lots and blocks required
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for their particular parcel that would enable that framework to be extended on adjacent future
development parcels.

Commission Discussion

Mr. Garvin stated that he would like to see the park extension integrated. There are tennis courts
that are walled-in by chain-link fences. Efforts should be made to make the area feel more
integrated into the park. He is concerned with the building materials on the side elevations of the
buildings and recommends that they ensure high-quality materials are used.

Mr. Alexander stated that he prefers this revised plan to the earlier plan. He likes the manner in
which the applicant has taken greenspace and created a buffer to the south. It is more sensitive
to the neighboring properties and has the potential to integrate well with the park. It is a more
appropriate border for the park than a road. Even though discussion of architecture is premature
at the Concept Plan stage, he believes the units need to be changed dramatically when they do
not face a roadway. Units facing a roadway have privacy concerns, and units facing a courtyard
are much more private. Using one unit type for two very different conditions is not appropriate.
Pulte elevations that face streets are done differently than the side elevations that are internal.
They have come up with different plans based on the location of the units. He would caution that
the plan should not come back with 53 units that look the same. He is generally supportive of the
Concept Plan with staff’s conditions. He would encourage the applicant to individualize the units.

Ms. Harter thanked the applicant for reaching out directly to the residents. It improves the
development process. She is generally supportive of recommending Council approval of the
Concept Plan with the proposed conditions. The elements around the Dublin cemetery, pillars,
stonewalls and landscaping present opportunities to emphasize within the development. The
architecture and color of the units are lacking in diversity and interest. This will be a walkable
area, so the exterior elements are important. Perhaps certain elements of the adjacent Historic
District could be duplicated, such as street lamps and flower boxes. She anticipates an attractive
development.

Mr. Chinnock also stated that he was generally supportive of the Plan. However, significant site
circulation and street connectivity issues need to be addressed. He appreciates the effort Crawford-
Hoying has invested in hearing the neighborhood'’s voices.

Ms. Call stated that while the 1.5-story buildings are taller, there are design elements throughout
the community that are smaller scale; typically, they are on 2-lane roads. They are part of the
mixed-use incorporated into a residential neighborhood. This section of West Bridge Street is in a
sleepy residential neighborhood, and the buildings alongside it are in a transition situation. Here,
they are not really transitioning to the residential neighborhood. The residential neighborhood is
tucked back and hidden from the public realm. From the public realm, the transition occurs with a
grocery store. That store is located adjacent to Metro Place, where 5 and 6-story buildings are
envisioned. In this transitional neighborhood, this parcel will “set the stage.” It will be the first
development in this area to re-envision how Dublin will look in 20 years. She appreciates their
attempts to address parking concerns and make the development work economically. With
restaurant users, banquet rooms and private dining areas on the second level could create a vertical
element. The Commission is not suggesting that West Bridge Street should be lined with tall
buildings or for Bridge Park to be replicated here. However, this development looks a little sleepy
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for its position. It looks like it belongs in a more residential neighborhood, not along a 4-lane
roadway. Perhaps placing the patios immediately adjacent to a plaza would provide a landmark
area. There could be a gateway into the residential area, but the vision for the overall site would
be interesting if the public and private realms integrated. There would still be delineation between
public and private, although integrated.

Ms. Call inquired if the applicant desired further input.
Mr. Hunter indicated that they had received sufficient feedback.

Ms. Harter moved, Mr. Garvin seconded a recommendation of approval of the Concept Plan to City
Council with the following conditions:

1) That taller elements and further refinements be incorporated into the design of the
commercial buildings.

2) That the residential building design and materials be significantly enhanced to meet
the applicable building type and general BSD building design standards, and to better
address the site’s context.

3) That the open space system be further refined to include highly usable and
interconnected spaces.

4) That the circulation system throughout the site be further developed to address
emergency access concerns and provide better integration between the commercial
and residential uses.

5) That as many of the existing trees be preserved as possible, including the tree line
along the west property line.

6) That the site design details, including lot coverage be refined to address the BSD code
requirements as well as the site’s unique setting.

7) That the public street right-of-way widths and the streetscape and intersection design
details be finalized in coordination with the City’s Transportation and Mobility
Department.

Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Chinnock, yes; Ms. Harter, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Garvin, yes.
[Motion carried 5-0]
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CASE REVIEWS

e Case #23-127INF - Monterey Drive Development

A request for an Informal Review of a Development Proposal for a Mix of Residential, Commercial
and Office Uses on a 6.90-Acre Site Zoned BSD-HTN, Bridge Street District Historic Transition
Neighborhood, Located on Both Sides of Monterey Drive, South of the Intersection with W. Bridge
Street.

Applicant Presentation

Matthew Starr, Crawford Hoying, 6640 Riverside Drive, Dublin stated that they have been looking
at this particular site for some time. Many development proposals have been made for the site,
none of which have materialized. The current owners have had the site for 8 years. Tonight, they
are proposing a project that they believe would be appropriate for this site. From their present
development at Bridge Park, they have been watching where market needs and demands exist.
They are interested in hearing both the Commission’s and the public’s feedback. They met last
week with the neighborhood homeowners association and had a good conversation.

Russell Hunter, Crawford Hoying, 6640 Riverside Drive, Dublin stated Dublin’s Code permits many
uses for this historic transition site. There is a 4.5-foot general height restriction for this area, and
no residential use is permitted on the ground floor of buildings within the Bridge Street Corridor.
The Informal Review is a step early in the development process. There are a few significant items
that could make or break the proposed project, so it is important to have this conversation with
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the Commission. They have observed other proposals made for the site, which appeared to be
attempting to place too much on the site. Although the Dublin Zoning Code permits 4.5-story
buildings here, it has not “felt” right. With their awareness of the market, they are also offering a
proposal. There would be single-family development to the south on the rear two-thirds of this
site, and there would be more dense development to the front of the site. There would be
commercial on the ground floor of the structures with either commercial or residential on the stories
above. The City-owned Dublin Cemetery site is located on the southeast corner of Monterey Drive
and Bridge Street. Their proposal considers an expansion of Dublin Cemetery, perhaps utilizing a
land trade to obtain the frontage and the corner piece. Their proposal includes single-family
townhomes, similar to those they have developed in Upper Arlington and similar to those being
developed by Pulte Homes in Bridge Park. They are interested in developing single family, perhaps
townhomes or patio homes. The bigger question is what occurs on the upper stories of the buildings
along Bridge Street. There is agreement that there should be active uses on the ground floor. The
Code permits residential or office uses above. However, the current market for office space is not
doing well; in addition, office uses require additional parking. If they were to develop 2.5-story
office buildings on Bridge Street, and one restaurant was included, it would be necessary to add
another row of parking to meet the minimum parking requirements of the zoning. Placing 200 feet
of asphalt between the buildings and the single-family does not seem appropriate. If they were to
develop two or three-story buildings along Bridge Street with retail, commercial and restaurant on
the ground floors and residential uses above, the parking would work. They are interested in
learning the Commission’s opinion on whether that project could be pursued.

Staff Presentation

Mr. Bitar stated that an Informal Review is an optional first step, which provides an opportunity for
the applicant to obtain non-binding feedback from PZC at the formative stage of a development
concept. Following an Informal Review, the applicant may submit a formal Concept Plan for review
and determination by the PZC. If a development agreement between the applicant and the City
should be necessary, the Concept Plan would also require City Council review and determination.
If the Concept Plan is approved, the next steps are a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and a
Final Development Plan (FDP). After review and approval of those plans, the applicant may apply
for building permits.

Mr. Bitar provided an overview of the 6.87-acre site, which consists of 13 parcels and is zoned
BSD-HTN, Historic Transition Neighborhood. The site is located on both sides of Monterey Drive,
south of the intersection with W. Bridge Street. According to information obtained from the Franklin
County Auditor, the existing gas station and convenience store on the site were constructed in
1988. As part of the Bridge Street District area-wide rezoning, the site was rezoned to BSD-HTN
Bridge Street District - Historic Transition Neighborhood. The site is adjacent to the Dublin
Cemetery to the east, the Dublin Plaza shopping center to the west, and Monterey Park directly
south. The individual parcels on the site are currently owned by Dublin Development LLC, except
for the parcel at the southeast corner of W. Bridge Street and Monterey Drive, which is owned by
the City of Dublin. The southern portion of the site was previously occupied by eight duplexes
built at an unknown date, zoned R-2, which were demolished a few years ago. The site abuts the
Historic District Public zoning on the east side, where the Dublin Cemetery is located, and the
Dublin School site on the north side of Bridge Street. If this site were immediately adjacent to the
Historic Core zoning, there would have been greater limits on the building heights. The site is
separated from the Historic Core zoning by the church and the cemetery. To the south lies the
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municipal park and the Waterford Village community. A Historic Transition District is intended to
complement the Historic Core of the City by allowing a similar variety of uses within the district,
streets and blocks similar to the Historic Core, and is intended to extend the walkable environment.
The Historic Transition District provides larger, adjacent uses and permits additional residential
opportunities, as well as a mixture of uses complementing the Historic Core. The Bridge Street
District street network system includes several street classifications. West Bridge Street is classified
as a Corridor Connector Street and a Principal Frontage Street. Those street designations require
the area to promote walkability and limit conflict between pedestrians and vehicles. In this district,
residential development is not permitted on the ground floor along West Bridge Street. Monterey
Drive is a Neighborhood Street, which is similar to the streets in the Historic Core to the east.

The applicant is proposing to develop the southern portion of the site with 40 townhome units
arranged on both sides of Monterey Drive. Two new east-west streets would be added to create
a block system, providing frontage to some of the units and allowing for potential future
connectivity to the west. An alley system would provide access to garages at the rear of the
buildings. Approximately one acre along the east side is proposed to be traded to the City in
exchange for the 0.63-acre, City-owned parcel along W. Bridge Street. The intent is to allow for
potential expansion of the Dublin Cemetery and to account for the required open space.

The W. Bridge Street frontage is proposed to be developed with two buildings, each with a 20,000-
square-foot footprint. Two options are provided, both of which would include commercial uses on
the first floor. Option 1 would consist of two-story buildings, with the second floor allocated for
office uses. Option 2 would involve three-story buildings, with the two upper floors incorporating
40 residential units. A surface parking lot is proposed along the south side of each building.

Staff has provided the following questions for the Commission’s discussion:
1) Is the Commission supportive of upper floor residential uses along the W. Bridge Street
frontage?
2) Is the Commission supportive of the proposed layout of the site?
3) Is the Commission supportive of the height and massing of the townhome buildings?
4) Any additional considerations by the Commission.

Commission Questions

Mr. Supelak stated the street network information provided by staff shows a potential neighborhood
connection from Monterey Drive to Corbins Mill Street. He requested additional information about
that connection.

Mr. Bitar responded that the Bridge Street District contemplates future connectivity. The
contemplated blocks and street system would allow for that potential connection.

Mr. Supelak inquired if there is any additional information other than what is contemplated in the
District.

Mr. Bitar responded that there is no additional information. Currently, it is privately owned land,
not owned by this applicant.

Mr. Supelak inquired about the driveway/alleyway adjacent to the west side of the target parcel.
The Marathon gas station is located on that corner. Is that also privately owned land?
Mr. Bitar responded affirmatively.
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Mr. Schneier requested clarification of the current restrictions of the zoning and the permitted uses.
The zoning would permit residential or commercial on the second floor. What would be
Commission’s authority in directing one use over the other?

Ms. Call requested the Assistant Law Director to expand upon an answer to Mr. Schneier’s question
and also provide clarification of the zoning, permitted uses, next steps, and purview of the
Commission and City in regard to engineering, a traffic impact study (TIS), public safety and
schools.

Mr. Boggs responded that properties within the Bridge Street District (BSD) are already zoned.
That differs from other portions of the City where a planned unit development can occur, essentially
making its own zoning code for the properties within that PUD. With this application, there is no
rezoning that accomplishes the uses proposed in this application, but there are a number of
regulations in terms of location of activities, form and other development standards that exist for
any application in the BSD. Mr. Boggs reviewed the primary uses permitted on any site within the
Historic Transition District. In the Bridge Street District, residential uses are not permitted on the
first story of a mixed-use building. The City has no authority to limit a lawful residential use above
the first story, although it can impact the form of the building and subsequently, how that second
story can be used on the street-facing side, such as balconies and windows. In regard to the City’s
purview with engineering, traffic, etc., because this site is already zoned BSD-Historic District, no
traffic impact study is required. The required TIS already occurred at the time this area was zoned,
and the intensity of use took into account the TIS and traffic protections that were designated at
that time. There still are some engineering elements, such as curbcuts, that engineering can
require. However, a TIS, which would impact the zoning and the use, is not required for properties
that are already zoned BSD or have a straight zoning. In terms of impact on the school districts,
the City, through its planning processes — future land use plan, area plan, etc. lays out future
development opportunities for properties. The school district relies on those plans when they are
projecting student populations. The presence or absence of potential students is not really a
function of zoning, especially where the uses have already been established for a property. Public
safety is also outside of the purview of zoning, although there is an element of public safety in
terms of configuration of lots and blocks to ensure they can accommodate public safety vehicles.
Whether a particular retail use tends to generate property crime is not a zoning consideration for
the Commission. In regard to process, the Bridge Street development review process has 3 steps,
all of which come before the PZC. The Informal Review is an optional early step, preceding the
other three iterative steps: Concept Plan, Preliminary Development Plan, and Final Development
Plan.

Mr. Schneier requested clarification of the Commission’s purview to specify that a residential
property be either rental, condominium or single-family.

Mr. Boggs responded that the Commission does not have purview to mandate owner-occupied,
rentals, or a precise mix of property ownership and tenant arrangements. Planning looks only at
the use of property.

Mr. Chinnock inquired if a traffic signal should be needed at Monterey and Bridge streets, is the
City restricted by the proximity of the traffic signal at Corbins Mill Drive or other nearby signals?
Mr. Bitar responded that he has spoken with the Transportation and Mobility staff. If this project
moves forward, the City would look at that intersection. Signal warrants are necessary to signalize
an intersection, which involves a specific process. Other details would be considered, as well.
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Mr. Chinnock inquired about the proposed land trade. Does the plan meet the greenspace
requirement? Does the traded space factor into that requirement? If space is used as an extension
of the Dublin Cemetery, that would impact the amount of greenspace on this site.

Mr. Bitar responded that the proposed acreage accommodates both an expansion of the cemetery,
as well as the open space requirements of this project. The latter would be met even if there were
no land trade with the City. However, the details of how that open space is incorporated would
have to be defined.

Mr. Way stated that the drawing shows frontage and open space, which is potentially the cemetery
expansion space.

Mr. Bitar responded that some portion of it is intended to be cemetery expansion space; those
details would need to be defined.

Mr. Way stated he was clarifying that although the drawing shows it as open space, it is not being
planned as open space. He inquired if any improvements to Bridge Street in this area are included
in this plan.

Ms. Rauch responded that she is not aware of any at this point, but if this plan proceeds, any such
improvements would be coordinated with Transportation and Mobility.

Mr. Way stated that he has been told that a multi-use path was being planned for this side of the
street.

Ms. Rauch responded that if that should be the case, staff would ensure that this plan is
accommodated.

Mr. Way stated that the Bridge Street Vision Plan envisioned that the school building across the
street might be eliminated at some point and redeveloped. He believes the Bridge Street Area Plan
shows that.

Mr. Bitar responded that he does not have that plan in front of him.

Mr. Way stated that his point is that the north side of the street potentially could change in the
future and would probably follow a similar plan of development as is exhibited tonight. Therefore,
the Commission should not look only at what is proposed on one side of the street, but how it
might fit in with what might occur on the other side of the street in the future.

Ms. Call explained the Envision Dublin Community Plan process and shared that the information
might be viewed by the public on the City’s Envision Dublin website.

Mr. Way inquired about the greenspace depicted on the west side of the building close to the gas
station.

Mr. Hunter responded that it is tentatively patio space for a restaurant, but it is currently undefined.
Mr. Way responded that he assumed it was space being left for such an opportunity. The plan
images show outdoor activity space on the front not the side of the building.

Ms. Harter stated that this site is very close to a cemetery. Has staff searched the City’s history
and confirmed that this site was never part of the cemetery?

Mr. Bitar responded that in the past, there were residential structures on the site. The presumption
is that nothing else of historical value was there, but that would be confirmed.

Ms. Harter inquired if the contemplated expansion of the Dublin Cemetery were to go forward,
Council be involved in that conversation.

Mr. Bitar responded affirmatively.
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Ms. Harter referred to the building frontage and inquired if the building would be entered from the
front or the rear.

Mr. Hunter responded that City Code requires the front doors to be on Bridge Street, although
there would be opportunities for the tenants to have a secondary rear entrance.

Ms. Harter stated that her assumption is that the townhomes would not have basements.

Mr. Starr responded that as currently contemplated, that is correct.

Ms. Harter inquired if they had considered underground parking for the townhomes.

Mr. Hunter responded that the site is fairly flat, so it would be difficult to add. If the grade is flat,
ramps must be incorporated to reach the lower level, which would take up more space. They were
able to incorporate lower-level garages in some places in Bridge Park, because the sloped grade
permitted it. The townhomes proposed for this flat site would have garages at the back.

Public Comments

Ervin Keith Barnes, 279 Clover Ct., Dublin stated that he lives in Waterford Village. He was one of
the property owners who met with the applicants. They shared their proposal and requested
community input. He is not speaking for other residents, as the development proposal has not yet
been discussed at their homeowners association (HOA) meeting. He has received feedback,
however, from some neighbors who are concerned about the traffic. The original TIS was
conducted before most of the development that has occurred in Old Dublin and on Bridge Street.
The traffic often will back up to Frantz Road. It is virtually impossible and certainly not safe for
traffic to turn left from Monterey Drive to Bridge Street. There are four lanes of constant traffic
flow on Bridge Street. Assuming 2 vehicles per residence in this development, approximately 150-
200 vehicles will be added to the current traffic flow on Monterey Drive. Monterey Drive is used as
a cut-through street to Waterford, Franklin Street and High Street. It is also difficult to turn left on
Frantz Road. There is a community park in this neighborhood, and there is only one sidewalk to
reach the park. From Clover Ct., it is necessary to cross Monterey Drive to reach the park. He has
lived in this neighborhood for 8 years, during which time significant development has occurred in
Old Dublin and Bridge Street. He is concerned about the level of traffic in this area and safety.

Nicole Salva, 336 Pebble Creek Drive, Dublin stated that she is in charge of the community’s civic
association. They have not yet had a formal HOA meeting to discuss this topic, but she has shared
the Crawford Hoying proposal with the neighbors. She reiterated the traffic and safety concerns
for this community of families. There are approximately 220 homes in the Waterford community,
so adding 80 residential units would increase their neighborhood by 36 percent, concentrated
within this 6-acre area. All of their homes are one or two stories. Historic Dublin has 2.0-2.5 story
homes, and they would prefer to see that height restriction continued here. The applicant has
proposed townhomes and 40 apartments. They would prefer there to be only owner-occupied
residences. This site is directly across from the Dublin School site. No other Dublin schools have
apartments directly across the street. They have community activities, and it would be preferable
that any new residents build the relationships necessary to be part of their small community. Many
apartments will be added in Metro Center, so it should not be necessary to add apartments here.
The other concern is the commercial component. This site is directly across from the schools, so
it is @ concern what type of retail would be included here. They are open to conversation with
Crawford Hoying to achieve a suitable development adjacent to their neighborhood, but what is
proposed does not yet achieve that.
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Kathryn Lecklider, 274 Monterey Drive, Dublin stated that she is supportive of development in this
area and understands that it is part of the overall Historic Business District Plan. A rich and walkable
business district is the essential reason they moved to this neighborhood. She is optimistic in her
support and willingness to partner with Crawford Hoying on this project. This is the first stage of
the proposal, and it has many positives. However, at this point, there has not been enough
discussion with the neighborhood. She is concerned about the scale and density of the proposed
development of an infill project adjacent to one of Dublin’s original neighborhoods, built in the
1970-1980s. Less scale, height and density is important; this is not Bridge Park. She understands
the allowable zoning height, yet with the Dublin Cemetery to the right and no other 3-story
buildings within the Historic Business District, anything over 2.0-2.5 stories will look stark and out
of place. 40 townhomes and 40 apartments is an unmanageable residential volume to add to this
area, is not to scale and would not blend well with the neighborhood. There are other options. Any
development here should look like the original development, not new development. Her biggest
concern is the traffic and safety. They live on Monterey Drive and have young children, as do her
neighbors. The neighborhood is full of young families with children. This cannot become a cut-
through street where their children’s safety is compromised. Traffic implications must be
comprehensively addressed on the front end or they likely would not occur. She does not believe
a traffic signal is necessarily the answer, as it could encourage additional traffic down Monterey.
She suggests the City consider terminating Monterey Drive into a cul de sac before the new
development occurs, routing any new traffic out to Corbins Mill Drive. This is not an isolated project.
Consideration should be given to what else is planned long-term for the Bridge Street Corridor, as
significant impacts to their neighborhood and traffic volume will also result from whatever is
ultimately developed in the infill anticipated for Frantz Road and Metro Place.

Mary Ann Clark, 146 Corbins Mill Drive, Dublin stated that she is a daily walker through Monterey
Park. There is a proposal to add many more residents in their neighborhood, yet there is no
proposal to expand the park. The park is used by young families, the elderly and pet owners.
Dublin is very supportive of community parks. This proposal w add residents, and at the same time
enclose the park so it can never be expanded to accommodate the additional people. She sees no
greenspace in the proposed plan, so the additional residents will use the Monterey Park. The
residents in the Corbins Mill condominiums are older, and the negative impact should be limited on
the quality of life and activities of those residents.

Scott Haring, 3280 Lily Mar Ct., Dublin stated that there have been remarks about a land swap,
and that the property surrendered to the City would still count as open space for this project. That
does not sound right, so he is hoping to see that clarified.

Patricia Paolucci, 325 Old Spring Ct., Dublin stated that she has lived in this neighborhood for 15
years. She has watched this community grow, and in many ways, it has been nice. However, the
community has too many apartments. She questions if all the apartments in Bridge Park are filled.
It is not necessary to add more apartments within this small area adjacent to their community.
What the community does need is more greenspace for the park and expansion of the cemetery.
She is opposed to this development. The traffic in this neighborhood is a serious issue. She asks
the Commission not to overdevelop this beautiful city.

Michael Skalak, 249 Old Spring Lane, Dublin stated that this proposal is better than the earlier
proposals for this site. He understands that something will be developed here, but the residents
want to make sure that it fits well with their neighborhood. He has spoken with other dads within
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the neighborhood. They have expressed concerns about the traffic and the proposed apartments
across from the elementary school. Many of those students live in this neighborhood. More school
space is needed in Dublin, and adding more people here will exacerbate the problem. He described
the impact of the traffic on the walkability of the neighborhood for the families. Walking along
Bridge Street past the Dublin Cemetery is very dangerous. Pedestrians on that sidewalk are within
3 feet of semi-trucks traveling down SR161. Adding the traffic signal at Franklin Street was an
improvement, but pedestrians crossing to the other side of SR161 encounter obstacles on the
sidewalk, particularly in front of the veterinary office. The obstacles make it difficult to walk down
the sidewalk to Old Dublin. In conjunction with this project, he would encourage consideration of
ways to make this area walkable and safe. Although their school is across the street, the children
in the neighborhood cannot safely cross SR161 to reach the school. Perhaps a pedestrian bridge
or tunnel could alleviate the walkability issue in the neighborhood.

Public Comment:
[received via livestream]

Andrea Milner, 323 Clover Lane, Dublin stated that she would strongly discourage moving forward
with this plan as proposed based upon the following: (1) An increased degree of overcrowding
and congestion to the neighborhood and surrounding areas. This will only exacerbate the existing
quagmire that is rush hour traffic on Bridge Street. Perhaps consider adding a traffic signal. (2)
Adding more vehicular traffic on Monterey Drive decreases the safe space for children to play. (3)
Overcrowding of the local schools. (4) The proposed structure will ill match the Dublin aesthetics.
(5) In the age of remote work, why would this proposal include mixed-use office space? There
currently are office spaces in the City that are far under-utilized and by the conclusion of this
project, that utilization rate would further decline.

Commission Discussion

Mr. Schneier stated that the Commission appreciates the public’s interest and response in the
proceedings. He is empathetic because he lives in Historic Dublin and walks these streets, as well.
The Commission is constrained in its authority with respect to the use of this parcel. It is limited to
the Code. The proposed project is a good start. The public comments tonight represent the
residents in this neighborhood. However, the front of this site lies along a state route — SR161. If
there were not a residential community behind this site, the discussion would be very different. We
would be talking about what should be built along a state route with a high volume of traffic. Within
this small area, there is a state route, a residential community, a gas station and a municipal
cemetery. The needs and desires seem to be mutually exclusive. He commends the applicant for
making an effort to accommodate them. He likes the mixed-use. He is in favor of greater walkability
and having attractions in Dublin. There are other examples of areas that have been developed
close to schools. Jones Middle School in Upper Arlington is located at the end of the Mallway, where
there are restaurants and retail with office above. It is a very commercial area. In Grandview
Heights, across from the elementary school, there is a strip center with restaurants and a bar.
While he would not like to see that type of zoning here, he does believe the uses can co-exist. He
believes the proposed use is appropriate, and the Code prescribes it. He is supportive of working
with the applicant and residents to achieve the best outcome.

Mr. Fishman stated that he appreciates the residents’ comments. They live there and are probably
better experts than Commission members as to what should or should not be there. He believes
the site will be developed, but what is proposed lacks creativity. There are two rows of townhouses
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and two large surface parking lots, and a small strip as an extension for the cemetery. This area
deserves something much more creative and attractive. It sits along SR161 and is very visible to
people entering Dublin. This area is a distance away from Bridge Park, and he would like to see
something less dense and really beautiful and creative. The site backs up to residential
neighborhoods and is in the center of Dublin in a very visible, well-used neighborhood. The
development should be attractive, something of which the residents can be proud. He would
recommend the density be lowered and the townhomes be arranged in a more attractive manner.
The traffic issue described by the residents is quite accurate; adding more traffic here should be
avoided.

Mr. Chinnock stated that the proposed project is a nice start for a challenging site. He is
sympathetic with the residents. We need to start to consider how to make our community more
walkable, rather than using traffic mitigation. The traffic should be eliminated by creating a true,
walkable community, creating places to walk to, such as a school. Creating more safety down
SR161 would make it more walkable and discourage vehicles driving there. Adding traffic circles
and traffic signals does not reduce traffic. There need to be fewer cars and more things to walk to
in the area. He is not in favor of making Monterey Drive a cul de sac, as it would be diverting traffic
somewhere else and creating the same issue. He agrees that the proposed townhomes need to
be much more creative. There is too much proposed paving. Children will be cutting through the
site to reach the nearby park, and that amount of paving and vehicles would create risk for the
pedestrians. Confusion remains about the land trade. Does it account for the required greenspace
for the project? The intent is that the greenspace for a development be usable greenspace. The
park is already very crowded, so this project could alleviate the need by providing true usable
greenspace.

Ms. Harter stated that it is good that the applicants are meeting with the residents. She believes
this site should achieve a flow with the neighborhood and the park. There is an existing traffic issue
in the area that is already a challenge for the residents, and addressing that concern will be
important. She noted that there are apartments adjacent to the Dublin Scioto High School and
providing mounds and landscaping between the two have been helpful. The walkability in this area
is important to consider, as the pedestrians include many young students. She would suggest
adding creative entrances, perhaps including artwork and a dog park.

Mr. Way thanked the residents for participating. It is equally important for the Commission and
developer to hear the comments and for them to be on the record. This project seems to fit well
with the Bridge Street District Code, so it is difficult for the Commission to offer comments on
anything inconsistent with that Code. In terms of the uses along Bridge Street, additional parking
would not be good; therefore, he would be supportive of residential rather than office uses. He
believes the proposed site layout works well. He is supportive of transitional land uses, so the idea
of transitioning from single-family detached to single-family attached on a busy corridor is a perfect
transition. It is difficult to do layouts on tight sites, and the applicant has managed to get it all on
the site in @ manner that works well. Townhouses with garages at the rear are a direction the City
has been encouraging. The project meets the permitted height, but the community is asking that
the height not be higher than 2.0 or 2.5 story. He would recommend the applicant show some
options, and let the Commission consider the look/feel of the height and massing. He is supportive
of the proposed plan and looks forward to seeing the evolution of it.



Planning and Zoning Commission
Meeting Minutes — December 7, 2023
Page 11 of 19

Mr. Supelak stated that the Commission and the developers profit from hearing the residents
comments. He is supportive of the proposed use and project. Adding the commercial along the
thoroughfare creates a buffer, which then steps down to the single-family townhouses, which then
steps down to the single-family home community. That is a nice transition on the site. He applauds
the collaborative thinking behind the contemplated land trade. It creates a nice quid pro quo
opportunity, although the specifics have yet to be determined. He is supportive of meetings
continuing between the applicant and the community. The traffic issue is a concern at all points.
The property owner has the right to develop the property according to the current Code, so the
hope is that we leverage that collectively to improve the situation. Adding a traffic signal at
Monterey Drive and Bridge Street would alleviate the traffic access issue and provide a crosswalk
across Bridge Street to the school site. He agrees that the walkability of SR161 is a safety issue,
and efforts should be made to alleviate that.

Ms. Call stated that it is not the Commission’s purview to discuss land swaps, acquisitions and the
associated legal implications. As an administrative body, the Commission’s job is to make sure
applications meet the Code and that includes the required open space. One of the public comments
referred to obstacles in the public walkways along SR161. She would ask Ms. Rauch to speak to
Code Enforcement about that issue and ensure public walkways are not being obstructed. In regard
to the suggestion for a pedestrian tunnel or bridge over SR161, that would be a very large project
and involve many stakeholders. It would be outside the purview of this applicant, but it is an
intriguing idea. There was also a comment about the future use of the school site; however, that
would be a joint school-City decision. None of those discussions are within the Commission’s
purview, at least not at the current time. She is generally supportive of the proposed site layout.
She does believe the architecture and character images are lacking. She has viewed previous
Crawford Hoying applications that were much more conducive to what the City is looking for in
those areas. The proposed architectural feel of the next case would be nice to see in a future
application of Crawford Hoying. The cemetery expansion is outside the purview of the Commission,
but it would be nice if that cemetery could better accommodate the needs of the City. She believes
the residential and office use components could provide a positive activation of the area. She
inquired if the applicant needed additional input.

Mr. Hunter responded that they did not require anything additional at this time. He noted that with
their 520 rental units at Bridge Park, there are 14 school-age children. The density there is 32
dwelling units (du) per acre; with this site, it is 11 du/acre. The images shared in the application
were intended to represent scale and massing more than design, which will be further developed
as the plan evolves. They prefer multifamily for the upper floors, as it would have a better parking
solution. They appreciate the Commission’s feedback.
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