
RECORD OF ORDINANCES 

BARRETT BROTHERS - DAYTON, OHIO Form 6220S 

Ordinance No, ——____ Passed 
36-25 

REZONING 21.523 ACRES FROM R-1, RESTRICTED 
SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT; PCD, PLANNED 
COMMERCE DISTRICT (7315 SAWMILL ROAD); PCD, 
PLANNED COMMERCE DISTRICT (MILCO OFFICE PARK); 
AND PUD, PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 
(NORTHEAST QUAD) TO PUD, PLANNED’ UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (BEACON CCRC); AND 
REZONING 0.051 ACRES FROM PCD, PLANNED COMMERCE 
DISTRICT (7315 SAWMILL ROAD) TO PCD, PLANNED 
COMMERCE DISTRICT (MILCO OFFICE PARK); AND A 
PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF A CONTINUUM OF CARE RETIREMENT 
FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS AND 
AMENITIES (CASE 23-125Z-PDP) 

WHEREAS, Rezoning and a Preliminary Development Plan for the acreage 
hereinafter described have been proposed along with a Development Text to facilitate 

the construction of a continuum of care retirement facility; and 

WHEREAS, notice of a public hearing has been duly advertised and the public 
hearing has been held before the Council of the City of Dublin; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission has recommended approval of the 

rezoning and Preliminary Development Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the rezoning, and Preliminary Development Plan are in the interest of 
the general welfare of the citizens of the City of Dublin; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of Dublin, State 
of Ohio, "___ of its elected members concurring, that: 

Section 1. The following described real estate containing 21.523 acres, more or 

less (see attached legal description [EXHIBIT A] and parcel exhibit [EXHIBIT A-1]), 

situated in the City of Dublin, State of Ohio, is hereby rezoned PUD, Planned Unit 
Development District (Beacon CCRC), and shall be subject to regulations and 
procedures contained in Ordinance No. 21-70 (Chapter 153 of the Codified 

Ordinances), the City of Dublin Zoning Code and amendments thereto. 

Section 2. The following described real estate containing 0.051 acres, more or less 
(see attached legal description [EXHIBIT B] and parcel exhibit [EXHIBIT B-1]), 
situated in the City of Dublin, State of Ohio, is hereby rezoned PCD, Planned 

Commerce District (Milco Office Park), and shall be subject to regulations and 
procedures contained in Ordinance No. 21-70 (Chapter 153 of the Codified 
Ordinances), the City of Dublin Zoning Code and amendments thereto. 

Section 3. The application, including the list of contiguous and affected property 
owners, and the recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission, are all 
incorporated into and made an official part of this Ordinance and said real estate 
shall be developed and used in accordance there within. 

Section 4. This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the 

earliest period permitted by Law. 

ali wa eps — Hasust , 2025. 

Mayor - Presiding Officer 

ATTE Capers 
Clerky6y/Coungtt () 
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(Northeast Quad) to PUD, Planned Unit Development District (Beacon CCRC); 
and rezoning of 0.051 acres from PCD, Planned Commerce District (7315 

Sawmill Road) to PCD, Planned Commerce District (Milco Office Park); and a 
Preliminary Development Plan for the Construction of a Continuum of Care 
Retirement Facility and Associated Site Improvements and Amenities (Case 23- 

125Z-PDP) 
Mr. Bitar stated there have been no changes to this Ordinance from the first reading. Staff 
recommended approval. 

There were no public comments. 

Vote on the Ordinance: Mayor Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. 

De Rosa, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Vice Mayor Alutto, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes. 

Ordinance 37-25 

Authorizing the City Manager to Enter into a Development and Land 
Exchange Agreement with SKS Bright Road LLC and Stephen T. Newcomb 
Ms. O'Callaghan stated that this ordinance remains the same as the first reading. She 
recommended approval. 

There were no public comments. 

Vote on the Ordinance: Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Mayor Amorose 

Groomes, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Vice Mayor Alutto, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes. 

Ordinance 38-25 

Authorizing the City Manager to Enter into an Infrastructure Agreement with 
SKS Bright Road LLC for the Beacon Continuum of Care Retirement Community 

Ms. Wawszkiewicz stated that there are no changes to this ordinance from the first 
reading. Staff recommended approval. 

There were no public comments. 

Vote on the Ordinance: Ms. Kramb, yes; Vice Mayor Alutto, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Ms. De 

Rosa, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mayor Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes. 

Ordinance 39-25 

Authorizing the City Manager to Enter into a Development Agreement and 

other related agreements for the development of Indus Bridge Street 
Development with Indus Companies, Inc. and The Daimler Group, Inc. 
Ms. Rausch shared that there was one minor change included in the ordinance referencing 
Dublink. Other than that, there are no additional follow-ups and staff recommended 

approval. 

There were no public comments. 

Vote on the Ordinance: Mr. Reiner, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mayor Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. 
Kramb, yes; Vice Mayor Alutto, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes. 

Ordinance 40-25 
Authorizing the Provision of Certain Incentives to NWLFD, Inc. to Induce it to 

Lease a Facility to Locate and Expand an Office and its Associated Operations 
and Workforce, all within the City; and Authorizing the Execution of an 
Economic Development Agreement 
Ms. Falcone stated that staff has been working with NWLFD Inc., doing business as Benefit 

Bank Distributors. They're considering leasing office space in the City of Dublin for the 
location of their Ohio operations. The proposed incentive is for a 15% performance 
incentive on withholdings over three years valued at $37,000 for the term of the 

Donavan Trimble
Cross-Out
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RECORD OF ACTION 
Planning and Zoning Commission 

Thursday, May 1, 2025 | 6:30 p.m. 

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

1. The Beacon
23-125Z-PDP Rezoning and Preliminary Development Plan 

Proposal: Request for review and recommendation of approval of rezoning a 

+/-21.523-acre site from R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential 

District; PCD, Planned Commerce Districts (7315 Sawmill Road and 

part of Milco Office Park); and PUD, Planned Unit Development 

District, Northeast Quad to a new PUD, Planned Unit Development 

District, and a Preliminary Development Plan for the construction of a 

continuum of care retirement community and associated site 

improvements and amenities. 
Location: Northeast of the roundabout at Bright Road and Emerald Parkway. 
Planning Contact: Bassem Bitar, AICP, Deputy Director of Planning 
Contact Information: 614.410.4635, bbitar@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information: www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/23-125 

MOTION: Mr. Way moved, Mr. Alexander seconded a recommendation of approval to City Council 
of the Rezoning and Preliminary Development Plan with the following conditions: 

1) The development of Subarea B is limited to the floodplain compensatory cut,
temporary construction entrance, walking paths, and similar amenities, and
references to any other development in this subarea are to be removed from the
development text.

2) The Traffic Impact Study should be finalized prior to City Council review, and the
applicant is responsible for the cost of any off-site improvements, as determined by
the study.

3) The on-site alignment of the entry drive off Bright Road should be further refined at
the Final Development Plan (FDP) stage to minimize conflicts, add a focal point, and
achieve a more curvilinear design.

4) That an asphalt path with a meandering alignment be incorporated along Sawmill
Road as part of Phase 1 of the project, and that any easements needed to
accommodate it be granted by the applicant.

5) That separated pedestrian paths be provided along the emergency access drive
where entries to the structured parking are located.
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6) That the development text be modified to increase the building and pavement 
setbacks along Emerald Parkway to a minimum of 100 feet. 

7) The building elevations be refined to reflect vertical building material transitions at 
inside corners, consistent with the development text 

 
8) The applicant should continue to work with Engineering Staff to address comments 

as the plan moves through the FDP and Site Permit review process. 
 
VOTE:  7-0 
 
RESULT: The Rezoning and Preliminary Development Plan were recommended for approval and 

 forwarded to City Council. 
 
RECORDED VOTES: 
Rebecca Call  Yes 
Kim Way  Yes 
Kathy Harter  Yes 
Jamey Chinnock Yes 
Gary Alexander Yes 
Jason Deschler Yes 
Dan Garvin  Yes 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
 

Bassem Bitar, AICP 

Deputy Director of Planning 

 

Docusign Envelope ID: 8FAA9F64-4682-4D3C-89A7-6BBE83A3DA40



  

    

 
MEETING MINUTES 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, May 1, 2025 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Call called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in Council Chamber and welcomed everyone to 
the March 6, 2025 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting. She stated that the meeting also 
could be accessed at the City’s website. Public comments on the cases were welcome from meeting 
attendees and from those viewing at the City’s website.  
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Ms. Call led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Commission members present: Gary Alexander, Rebecca Call, Jamey Chinnock, Jason Deschler, 

Dan Garvin, Kathy Harter, Kim Way 
Staff members present:   Thaddeus Boggs, Jenny Rauch, Bassem Bitar, Rati Singh, Zach 

Hounshell, Heidi Rose, Tina Wawszkiewicz 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF MEETING DOCUMENTS 
  
Mr. Deschler moved, Mr. Way seconded acceptance of the documents into the record.  
Vote: Mr. Chinnock, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Ms. Harter, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. 
Garvin, yes; Mr. Deschler, yes.  
[Motion carried 7-0.] 

Ms. Call stated that the Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) is an advisory board to City Council 
when rezoning and platting of property are under consideration. In such cases, City Council will 
receive recommendations from the Commission and make the decision. In other cases, the 
Commission has the final decision-making responsibility. The Rules and Regulations of the Planning 
and Zoning Commission state that no new agenda items are to be introduced after 10:30 p.m. 
Anyone who intends to address the Commission on administrative cases must be sworn in. Ms. Call 
explained the hearing process that would be followed. 
Ms. Call swore in staff and audience members who anticipated providing testimony. 
 
CASE REVIEW 
 
Case #23-125Z-PDP 
 
The Beacon – Preliminary Development Plan  

Donavan Trimble
Cross-Out
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Request for review and recommendation of approval of rezoning a +/-21.523-acre 
site from R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District; PCD, Planned Commerce 
Districts (7315 Sawmill Road and part of Milco Office Park); and PUD, Planned Unit 
Development District, Northeast Quad to a new PUD, Planned Unit Development 
District, and a Preliminary Development Plan for the construction of a continuum of 
care retirement community and associated site improvements and amenities. The site 
is located northeast of the roundabout at Bright Road and Emerald Parkway. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
 
Steve Newcomb, Developer, Newbury Companies, 10368 Forest Glen Place, Powell, stated that it 
has been more than four years since this project began. In 2019, he began looking at senior 
housing. He built a lot of condos including a section of Corazon Village. He looked at many 
retirement communities, such as Dublin Retirement Village, Friendship Village, First Community 
and Powell Senior Living (now StoryPoint). It became clear that the single level of care communities 
did not have a continuum of care that allows people to age in place. He stated that some of the 
communities have tremendous amenities and staff because they have 450 residents. A normal, 
single level of care community will have around 100-150 residents. After much research, he found 
that a larger number of people adds to the events and is what he would rather create. A larger, 
continuum of care facility requires a lot of land. The site under consideration this evening is 13 
parcels with 7 different owners, which makes the process more complicated. Being from this area, 
he felt like this is a great opportunity to give back to the community.  
Mr. Newcomb shared details of the proposed continuum of care retirement community and 
associated site improvements and amenities. The site consists of four buildings to be built in four 
phases. The Phase 1 building is in the center and will be 138 units of independent and assisted 
living. It will cost at least $40 million. The Phase 2 building is a considerably smaller, one-story 
building with 32 memory care units. Phase 3 will have memory care on the first floor and assisted 
living on the upper floors. There could be some independent living as well. There will be 
approximately 36 memory care units and 85 assisted living units. The Phase 4 building will be the 
most active, youngest group. It will have 85 large independent living units. [Different elevations 
shown]. Mr. Newcomb stated that all of the utilities and most of the infrastructure will be installed 
immediately. He shared architectural details about Phase 1. They changed the roof height with this 
iteration giving higher ceilings and relief in the roofing system. There are large balconies planned 
that wrap around the corners and stone at the front entry. Much of this concept is about the 
amenities. Socialization is aimed at preventing isolation and getting people to be active. They will 
offer bocce ball, pickleball, croquet, and fire pits. The primary activity will be in the activity 
courtyard.  
Mr. Newcomb shared additional renderings of Phase 1. He noted that the grade falls from Bright 
Road to the creek. They will have retaining walls and an outdoor dining space. There will be at 
least four dining facilities. There is an auditorium planned and a greenhouse to meet the desire for 
gardening. Mr. Newcomb stated that the layout for the building in the second phase will handle 
independent living, assisted living and memory care. There are memory gardens planned. There 
are mounding and trees planned along Bright Road. Phase 3 will have 36 units with memory care 
on the first floor, assisted living on the upper floors and dining on the fourth floor. There is a shared 
access with the office building off of Sawmill Road. Phase 4 is the final phase of the project and 
will have a similar style as the rest of the project. Design elements include large balconies, different 
rooflines and courtyard. Phases 1, 3 and 4 all have underground parking. There is a total of 439 
parking spaces, 296 of which are underground.  
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Mr. Newcomb stated that there are two main areas for this development. Subarea A is a total of 
17 acres and Subarea B is 4.4 acres. The lot coverage percentage when considering the entire area 
is 38%. Lot coverage of Subarea A only is 48%. The plan has a lot of open space. The idea is the 
ability to walk the site and connect with Dublin paths. [Inspirational images shared].  
 
Staff Presentation 
 
Mr. Bitar stated that the site under consideration is surrounded by Bright Road, Sawmill Road and 
Emerald Parkway. The new Mt. Carmel Hospital is just to the south and Lifetime Fitness is located 
to the north of the proposed site. There is a neighborhood office park at the corner of Bright and 
Sawmill roads. The request is for a recommendation to City Council of a Preliminary Development 
Plan (PDP) and rezoning. The process for this type of application begins with an optional informal 
review, and then a concept plan review. The applicant has been before PZC three times for different 
versions of a concept plan review. The PDP and rezoning stage establishes the planned district, 
including a development text that sets the standards that become the zoning code for this particular 
development. This includes the site layout, open space and circulation. At this stage, specific details 
like plant species, specific architectural details, signage or lighting are not under consideration. 
With the recommendation of PZC, this application then moves to City Council. If approved by City 
Council, the applicant will come back to PZC for Final Development Plan approval.  
Mr. Bitar stated that the current site consists of several parcels in several different zoning districts. 
The proposal would rezone all of those into this new planned unit district (PUD). There are three 
at the southwest corner of the site that are owned by the City of Dublin. The applicant is in 
discussions with the City about trading those for a couple parcels he owns on the south side of 
Bright Road. That trade agreement will be part of discussions with City Council.  Surrounding 
properties are zoned R-1, suburban residential or different types of commercial planned districts. 
There are several vacant homes that would be demolished with approval of the development. The 
majority of the site is within the Neighborhood Office designation in the Community Plan. The 
principal uses envisioned for that are office, medical office and institutional office. Typical densities 
are less than is shown in this development, because the Community Plan covers different potential 
locations within the city that are labeled Neighborhood Office. In many cases, it is limited to two 
stories with cluster buildings. The northwest corner of this site is designated park/open space on 
the Future Land Use Map. It is intended for either public parks or open spaces/natural areas.  The 
site is also within the Emerald Corridor Special Area Plan, which is a specific plan for the entirety 
of the Emerald Corridor from Tuttle Crossing all the way to Sawmill Road. The plan designates the 
area as Neighborhood Office, but there are some recommendations about preserving the green 
character along Emerald Parkway as well as protecting the stream corridor in the woodland areas.  
Mr. Bitar stated that the first concept plan to come before the Commission (January 2020) included 
several five-story buildings and a few smaller residential buildings closer to the southwest corner. 
At that time, the Commission supported the uses but expressed concerns about density, five-story 
height, placement of buildings on the site, the architecture and the development of the northwest 
corner. The applicant came back in November 2021. At that time, they had a contract on the 
property at the southwest corner of the roundabout at Emerald Parkway and Bright Road. That 
proposal showed a less intense development on the initial site complemented by uses like senior 
villas and support services. The Commission supported the synergy and use but expressed concern 
about the residential uses being out of character with the Community Plan. They emphasized the 
need to focus on the preservation of Billingsley Creek and expressed concern about impacts on 
adjacent neighborhoods. The applicant came back again in January 2022 with the development 
scaled back. That plan included a series of three- and four-story buildings in the back that were 
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intended to complement the creek. It also included a couple of small office buildings at the entrance 
to the development. The northwest corner was left in its natural state with the exception of a few 
pathways, and the southwest corner was complemented by some retention ponds and amenities.  
PZC supported the reduction in intensity and appreciated the responsiveness of the applicant. The 
current version is similar to the 2022 proposal. The main difference is that the two office buildings 
have been removed and in their place is the memory care structure, which makes sense with other 
uses on the site. The buildings are four stories in the same orientation as previously proposed. 
Another difference is the emergency access drive/walking path changes that were made based on 
feedback from the Fire Department. It has been designed in such a way that when it is not used 
for emergency access, it is part of the pedestrian pathway system.  
Mr. Bitar stated that the Emerald Parkway Corridor is listed as a commuter boulevard with 
traditional Dublin character, including larger setbacks and natural character. It is also listed as a 
corridor of significance, which highlights major roadways and their impacts. The emphasis is on 
retaining the natural character. Bright Road is identified as a neighborhood boulevard with a river 
corridor character. Bright Road has recently been widened and the curb cut for this site has already 
been established. Sawmill Road is arterial and outside of the City’s jurisdiction. The applicant 
provided a traffic impact study that has been reviewed by Columbus and Dublin.  The applicant 
responded to some comments from the City of Columbus, and the final version is still under review. 
That will have to be finalized before Council’s review of the application, but it does not have an 
impact on the specific access points nor the internal layout, so staff felt comfortable bringing this 
forward. The curb cut from Bright Road has been established with a secondary access off of a 
shared drive with the office park just to the south. Easements have existed there for that type of 
shared access. Staff is recommending that the setback on Emerald Parkway be increased from 50 
feet as shown to at least 100 feet per the Community Plan Recommendation (Community Plan 
recommends 60 to 100 feet). Staff would like to continue work on the alignment of the entry drive. 
[Photos of existing conditions displayed].  
Mr. Bitar stated that Staff is recommending that Subarea B remains in its natural state with no 
development beyond walkways and floodplain work. There would be additional tree removal that 
would exceed the amount that City policies cover as well as increased density, if it were to be 
developed. The density as proposed is 26,000 square feet per acre, which is more than what is 
typically recommended for neighborhood office, but staff feels that it is appropriate given the low 
intensity of this particular use. The applicant does have a tree preservation plan but some of the 
interior trees would be removed because of the grading for the site and the access. Those details 
will continue as this moves to the Final Development Plan (FDP) stage. Mr. Bitar noted that Phase 
1 would include most improvements needed for the entire development including stormwater 
ponds, access drive and most of the parking. Much of the landscaping around the perimeter would 
be done as part of the first phase so that if subsequent phases do not occur for a long time, it still 
meets the intended character. Staff is supportive of the overall circulation plan for pedestrian 
pathways. There are six-foot sidewalks planned throughout site. The public sidewalk along Sawmill 
Road needs to be of the same character as that to the north. That will likely require an easement 
on the applicant’s property. It is recommended that be constructed as part of Phase 1. Staff would 
like to see pedestrian movement separate from vehicular movement in accesses to parking 
structures. The buildings in the back are four-story buildings with terraces to address the 
meandering grade. The buildings closest to Bright Road will be one-story buildings with the highest 
point being 35 feet at the top of the peak. Those buildings are more in line with the massing and 
character of the adjacent office buildings to the east. Staff would like to continue to work on 
architectural details of the transitions at FDP. Staff’s analysis is that the application meets or meets 
with conditions the criteria for approval of a PDP. Staff recommends that PZC recommend approval 
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to City Council with several conditions. The conditions are primarily to keep Subarea B free from 
development and other conditions related to the traffic impact study; the alignment of the entry 
drive; the meandering path along Sawmill Road; the safety around the entrances to the parking 
area; the setbacks long Emerald Parkway; the building elevation details; and coordinating with 
engineering staff on stormwater, utilities and other site improvements.  
 
 
Commission Questions 
 
Mr. Chinnock asked if, as currently proposed, Phase 4 meets the 100-foot setback requirement. 
Mr. Bitar stated that everything shown is well beyond the minimum setback and is in compliance.  
He added that staff’s main concern is Subarea B and any development there.  
Ms. Call asked staff to talk through where the different plans speak to setbacks. Mr. Bitar stated 
that setbacks are part of the development text, which is one of the items PZC is being asked to 
recommend approval of. Specific details like architectural details, lighting, and signage would be 
discussed at a later stage. Ms. Call stated that the development text will become the code that 
would govern the development of this particular parcel. If there are differences in the text with 
higher level tools like the Community Plan, those need to be called out. Mr. Bitar stated that 
staff’s recommendation is to follow the recommendation of Community Plan with regard to that 
setback. 
 
Mr. Chinnock thanked the applicant for their presentation, whose passion is evident. He asked if 
the many amenities are available for residents and families. Mr. Newcomb stated that they are 
not open to the public but intended for residents and their families. Mr. Chinnock asked about the 
path to the north and if the applicant is open to including more pathways. Mr. Newsome stated 
that there is a lot of infrastructure going on with Phase 1. They are going to make this as nice as 
possible and are open to additional paths. Mr. Chinnock asked about the about phasing schedule. 
Mr. Newcomb stated that each phase will probably take 18 months to two years. If leases fill up 
immediately, then it will go faster. Mr. Chinnock asked for more information on parking. Mr. 
Newcome stated that there will be plenty of parking for the residents. Not every resident will 
have parking needs. Mr. Chinnock asked if some residents will rely on surface parking. Mr. 
Newcomb stated that he does not see that happening. He noted that their calculations are based 
on consultant information. 
 
Ms. Harter thanked the applicant for attending and sought confirmation that the plan calls for 
375 total units. Mr. Newcomb answered in the affirmative. Ms. Harter asked if the units will have 
storage units. Mr. Newcomb stated he will work through that. Garage doors could be put on 
some of the spaces. There is sufficient parking to allow for that. Ms. Harter stated that sidewalks 
around the Columbus area and Bright Road are concrete but this is asphalt. Mr. Newcomb stated 
that some of the paths are asphalt, as they are more like bike paths and others are concrete. Ms. 
Harter asked if the bus stop on Sawmill Road will need to be enhanced. Ms. Wawszkiewicz stated 
that a public project is under construction right now adding a concrete pad for the existing bus 
stop just to the south of the site, near the intersection of Bright and Sawmill roads. The City of 
Dublin plans to install a shelter, as discussed at City Council at a later date. Ms. Harter asked if 
the applicant has spoken with the City of Columbus. Mr. Newcomb answered that his engineers 
have. Ms. Harter thanked the applicant for meeting with the East Side Civic Association. She 
asked if he has spoken with Mt. Carmel and the nearby office owners. Mr. Newcomb stated that 
there have been good conversations. They have invited everyone to that site (biology professors, 
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residents, neighbors, etc.). Ms. Harter asked about the stacks on top of the buildings. Mr. 
Newcomb stated that it is an architectural design creating relief and allowing variety in ceiling 
height.  
 
Matt Lones, Architect, Orange Frog Design Group, 411 Meditation Lane, Columbus, stated that 
they tried to design the parapets and step up areas so that there is not just a flat horizontal roof 
plane. They have tried to create an aesthetic that looks nice. The Phase 2 building was designed 
to respond to the office park next door. It has a pitched roof with some flat areas so they tried to 
step up elements at the corners and the entry to create more interest.   
 
Mr. Way asked how the application meets open space requirements. Mr. Bitar stated that density 
standards and open space are set up in the development text and in the recommendations of the 
Community Plan but are not specific. It was clear from the beginning that there were natural 
areas and frontage along Emerald Parkway that are critical. Staff typically considers preserved 
green space and reasonableness of proposed lot coverage. Mr. Way asked if this application 
could meet requirements with just Subarea A or if it requires Subarea B. Mr. Bitar stated that if 
you count both Subareas, the site is at 40% lot coverage. If Subarea B is developed, lot coverage 
would be 48%. The development text provides leeway up to 47%. Staff is comfortable with some 
leeway, but the development of Subarea B would raise that number. Mr. Way asked if there 
would be requirements for upgrades to Subarea B to make the open space accessible. Mr. Bitar 
stated that staff does envision some pathways. Ideally, they would all be able to connect the site 
but it may be tough with the width of the floodplain. Mr. Way stated open space has to be 
accessible. He asked the applicant what the expectations are to make this accessible. Mr. 
Newcomb stated that his thought is that he would build a really nice project and would like the 
ability to do things that are good for community. This requires a lot of upfront infrastructure 
costs. 
 
Phil Moorehead, G2 Planning & Design, 720 East Broad Street, Columbus, stated that open space 
is not necessarily the inverse of lot coverage. They have 42% open space south of the creek. 
Nothing north of the creek is being counted as open space but they are including the total 
acreage as the denominator.  
 
Ms. Call stated that the Commission is asked to make a recommendation for development text 
and rezoning. She asked Mr. Boggs to address future phases and how they would go through the 
process should there be a desire for something to be developed on a parcel that is included in 
this development text. Mr. Boggs stated the Community Plan sets forth the framework and 
intended future land uses as adopted by Council. It is not a rigid document. It serves as a 
guideline and is not itself zoning but is certainly relevant and guides recommendations of staff 
and this commission’s consideration. If a recommendation is made for approval and City Council 
approves the text, that text becomes the zoning code for this tract of property to which it applies. 
Future development would come back to the PZC for FDP and the Commission would be looking 
to see if it complies with development text. Mr. Boggs stated that if there is discrepancy between 
the text and the Community Plan, the text would supersede because it would be law.  
 
Mr. Garvin asked why there is a need to change Subarea B at all. Mr. Bitar stated that this is all 
part of the same designation because it is part of the request for rezoning. It could be consistent 
with the Community Plan but be rezoned through this process. Mr. Garvin stated that any 
condition put on Subarea B would be included in the development text and would have to be 
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heard by the PZC to be changed. Mr. Boggs stated that anything other than very minor 
modification would come back as an amendment to the development text and be treated as a 
legislative act. It would come back through PZC for recommendation, and then Council would 
make a final decision because that would be changing the law that is applicable to this property.  
 
Mr. Alexander asked if there is an agreement between the applicant and the office park regarding 
the access road. Mr. Newcomb stated that he is buying part of the parking lot. He gave up access 
to Bright Road. Mr. Alexander asked if engineering has reviewed stormwater for this project. Mr. 
Bitar stated that staff has been reviewing this for well over a year and they are down to a few 
final details. They have provided quite a few reports about floodplain, stormwater, and traffic 
impact. Engineering has done extensive reviews. Mr. Newcomb stated that the text states that 
development will be substantially similar to the plan associated with the development text. Any 
deviation would come back before the PZC. Ms. Call stated that individual agreements that apply 
to lots are different than zoning text. Mr. Alexander asked if the City of Columbus has plans to 
make changes on Sawmill Road. Ms. Wawszkiewicz stated that the current construction project 
includes a dual turn lane. That means the road north of the intersection will have to be widened 
to make all the lanes line up. Those improvements are happening now. She is not aware of 
additional roadway improvements in the immediate area. 
 
Mr. Bitar stated that with regard to the stormwater, staff did not get information regarding 
Subarea B so that has not been reviewed. Also the access off of Sawmill Road has an existing 
easement. 
 
Mr. Deschler asked if consideration was given to having asphalt paths more integrated around 
the retention ponds. Mr. Newcomb stated that the grade slopes off there. Mr. Deschler asked the 
applicant if he had any objections to the currently proposed conditions. Mr. Newcomb answered 
no. He would like to have a conversation about Subarea B. Mr. Deschler clarified that Condition 
1) “The development of Subarea B is limited to the floodplain compensatory cut, temporary 
construction entrance, walking paths, and similar amenities, and references to any other 
development in the subarea are to be removed from the development text” limits the 
development of Subarea B to what is listed.  
 
Mr. Garvin thanked the applicant for the presentation and the changes made since previous 
iterations. He is supportive of having less surface lot coverage by putting the parking garage 
under buildings. He asked if there was any way to appease the neighbors who were concerned 
about height. Mr. Newcomb stated that has not been a concern recently. From the front, it is four 
stories. Mr. Garvin asked about the development of Subarea B. Mr. Newcomb stated that he did 
not want to come back for that and have it be a surprise. 
 
Ms. Call asked if staff is expected to park underground or in surface parking. Mr. Newcomb 
stated that it could be a mixture. He added that their consultant says there is more than enough 
parking.  
 
Public Comment 
 
No public comment.  
 
Commission Discussion 
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Mr. Chinnock stated that he is supportive of the project with conditions laid out by staff.  
 
Ms. Harter stated that she thinks this is a great project. She is not concerned by the height. She 
suggested the applicant keep in mind the dense foliage as the character of the area. 
 
Mr. Way stated that he has seen this project a number of times and has walked the site. This 
plan is developed with the ability to use the site to its maximum potential and save the character 
and quality of the stream corridor. He is very supportive of the project. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that he is supportive for a number of reasons. The density makes sense 
because it is a relatively low intensity use compared to multi-family of the same size. The use in 
the location makes sense. The massing is very logical by burying the taller structures deeper in 
the site. Dublin, as an aging community, benefits from having one more facility like this in the 
community. 
 
Mr. Deschler thanked the applicant for the comprehensive presentation. He is supportive of the 
application with conditions. 
 
Mr. Garvin stated that he is supportive of the request with the conditions listed. He appreciates 
the quality of work seen and agrees with Mr. Alexander about the need in the community. If 
there is a future application to modify what we recommend here for Subarea B, it could 
undermine this approval. It is important to keep that subarea as an open space. 
 
Ms. Call stated that she is also supportive of the application. It has improved over time. She 
thanked the applicant for listening to the Commission, staff and residents. Open space in Dublin 
does not just benefit the property owner. The City has spent a lot of time waiting for the Emerald 
Corridor to develop. It would behoove us to look at the City to consider the open space not just 
from the particular user but people who live and walk along that area. To alter that experience 
could have negative effects. PUDs are wonderful because they provide flexibility. This deviates 
from the one- to two-story recommendation from the Community Plan. She is supportive of that 
because of the open space compensation. She does not necessarily think all of the improvement 
to that open space needs to be shouldered by the property owner.  
 
Mr. Way moved, Mr. Alexander seconded a recommendation of approval to City Council of the 
Preliminary Development Plan with the following conditions: 

1) The development of Subarea B is limited to the floodplain compensatory cut, temporary 
construction entrance, walking paths, and similar amenities, and references to any other 
development in this subarea are to be removed from the development text. 

2) The Traffic Impact Study should be finalized prior to City Council review, and the applicant 
is responsible for the cost of any off-site improvements, as determined by the study. 

3) The on-site alignment of the entry drive off Bright Road should be further refined at the 
Final Development Plan (FDP) stage to minimize conflicts, add a focal point, and achieve a 
more curvilinear design. 

4) That an asphalt path with a meandering alignment be incorporated along Sawmill Road as 
part of Phase 1 of the project, and that any easements needed to accommodate it be 
granted by the applicant. 
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5) That separated pedestrian paths be provided along the emergency access drive where 
entries to the structured parking are located. 

6) That the development text be modified to increase the building and pavement setbacks 
along Emerald Parkway to a minimum of 100 feet. 

7) The building elevations be refined to reflect vertical building material transitions at inside 
corners, consistent with the development text. 

8) The applicant should continue to work with Engineering Staff to address comments as the 
plan moves through the FDP and Site Permit review process. 

 
Vote: Ms. Harter, yes; Mr. Deschler, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Chinock, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. 
Way, yes; Mr. Garvin, yes. 
[Motion carried 7-0] 
 
Case #24-143AFDP 
Bridge Park, Block H – Amended Final Development Plan 
Request for review and approval of Amended Final Development Plan to develop ten 
3-story townhome buildings. The +/- 2.25-acre site is zoned BSD-SRN, Bridge Street 
District, Scioto River Neighborhood and is located southeast of the intersection of John 
Shields Parkway and Mooney Street. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying, 6640 Riverside Drive, Dublin, stated the plan is largely the same as 
seen at the informal review. There are a few minor changes. The landscape features at the corners 
of Johns Shields Parkway have been enhanced, creating a nice transition to the greenspace.  Subtle 
enhancements were made to the corner of the building at John Shields Parkway. They lightened 
the materials. This project relates to the existing H block. Parapets were added on the south 
elevation. Auto court walls were removed, and the intent is to lean on landscaping to serve the 
same purpose but make that more porous. This plan is largely consistent with what was brought 
before at the informal review. 
 
Staff Presentation 
 
Ms. Singh stated that Bridge Street District developments generally have a three-step process 
with the fourth step if there are amendments requested to Final Development Plans (FDP). 
Considerations tonight are alignment with the approved FDP and consistency with the 
surrounding character. PZC makes the final determination. Ms. Singh stated that the 2.2-acre site 
is zoned Bridge Street District (BSD) – Scioto River Neighborhood. The southern part of the site is 
surrounded by three streets and the northern part is surrounded by four streets. The site is 
centrally located in the neighborhood and is bordered by John Shields Parkway to the north and 
Dale Drive to the east, both of which are district connector streets that have a very high visibility 
frontage. The site is bordered by Mooney Street and Larimer Street to the west and south, both 
of which are neighborhood streets. The BSD-Scioto River Neighborhood provides a significant 
opportunity for a well-planned neighborhood. Special attention is given to the location and 
character of the buildings, streets, and open spaces establishing a coordinated mix of uses. 
Predominant land uses include residential, which complement and support a strong mix of uses. 
There is a greenway that connects the Scioto River Neighborhood to the Sawmill Center 
Neighborhood and provides a connection of open spaces and an active corridor for bike and 

Donavan Trimble
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RECORD OF DISCUSSION 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, January 20, 2022 | 6:30 pm 

 
 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 
 
2. Bright Road Senior Housing & Healthcare Residences at 7315 & 7379 Sawmill Road; 
 3870, 3876, 3888, 3900, 3950, 3960, 4000, & 4030 Bright Road; and PID: 273-012155 
 19-115CP                           Concept Plan 
 

Proposal: A full service, 55 and over, healthcare and housing community on a  
21.50-acre site zoned Restricted Suburban Residential District, Planned 
Commerce District, and Planned Unit Development District, Northeast 
Quad.  

Location: Northeast of the roundabout of Emerald Parkway and Bright Road 
Request: Review of a Concept Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code §153.050. 
Applicant: Bright Road Senior Development Partnership 
Planning Contact: Christopher Will, AICP, Planner II 
Contact Information: 614.410.4498, cwill@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/19-115 

 
 
RESULT: The Commission provided feedback on the updated proposal and expressed support for the 

revisions made by the applicant. The reduction in intensity of the proposal and recognition of 
the existing natural site features of the proposal addressed the concerns raised by the 
Commission at the previous review. The Commission was appreciative of the design details 
provided that help to understand the project more thoroughly. The Commission encouraged 
furtherance of the architectural and site design as the proposal moves forward.  

 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Warren Fishman Yes 
Mark Supelak Yes 
Rebecca Call  Yes 
Leo Grimes  Yes 
Lance Schneier  Yes 
Kim Way  Absent 

 
 
STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
_____________________________________ 

       Christopher Will, AICP, Planner II 
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Mr. Russell stated the conceptual renderings are not completed architectural designs. They would 
construct something much more enhanced; that is a hallmark of The Pizzuti Companies. Their company 
is typically the first developer, and as such, they work out the more difficult issues with the Commission 
and City Council to ensure the final products would be financially feasible. They can meet those 
challenges.  As has been stated, this is a changing environment, which has been occurring for some 
time. He would like to clarify his reference to luxury apartments. They will be investing money in the 
rental units, not parking facilities, as the market indicates that renters are seeing a high level of comfort, 
finishes and amenities, and are willing to pay for that. What they would build here would meet that 
need. In his personal experience, there is a difference in the places in which this generation and the 
following want to live. He has experienced apartment living adjacent to a highway and understands the 
concerns; however, the construction world also is evolving, and due to glazing, buffering and other 
options, many of those issues can be mitigated. They would like to have the Commission’s support on 
advancing the project, addressing as many of the issues and comments as possible. It is important to 
have a level of comfort in investing additional dollars to look deeper into those issues. They are willing 
to explore opportunities, such as a partnership, to address the concerns. 
 
Ms. Call stated that she could not provide any significant support until City Council’s discussion at its 
next meeting concerning future directions for the Community Plan. 
  
Mr. Supelak stated that outside the context of the highway, there are many nice components of the 
Concept Plan. His primary concern is that Dublin does not have residential uses located along the 
highways. As he stated with the previous iteration, any residential proposal must reflect a high level of 
sensitivity. Unfortunately, the revised proposal continues show a building facing and located even closer 
to the highway. That is the critical point. It would be essential for the applicant to resolve that issue, 
perhaps by incorporating mixed-use or by locating the residential buildings differently, not adjacent to 
the highway. The immediate view from a balcony or front door should not be of the highway. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that it has been said before that if a developer cannot build a project that is an 
attribute to Dublin as well as financially feasible for the developer, it should not be built. Unless there 
is underground parking, more greenspace and an architectural “Wow” factor, he cannot support this 
project. He has no objection to placing residential in this area, but perhaps it should be in the next 
phase. 
Ms. Call thanked the applicant for their presentation. 
 

2. Bright Road Senior Housing & Healthcare Residences at 7315 & 7379 Sawmill 
Road; 3870, 3876, 3888, 3900, 3950, 3960, 4000, & 4030 Bright Road; and PID: 
273-012155, 19-115CP, Concept Plan               

Ms. Call stated that this is a request for review of a Concept Plan for a full service, 55 and over, 
healthcare and housing community. The 21.50-acre site is located northeast of the roundabout of 
Emerald Parkway and Bright Road and zoned Restricted Suburban Residential District, Planned 
Commerce District, and Planned Unit Development District, Northeast Quad.  
 
Staff Presentation 
Mr. Will stated that this site is located in east Dublin, north of Bright Road, west of Sawmill, east of 
Emerald Parkway and south of the Life Time Fitness facility. The 22-acre site also includes 
approximately 3.5 acres of City-owned property. The Community Plan Future Land Use 
recommendations are Neighborhood Office/Institutional and Parks/Open Space in the northwest corner 
of the site. The Bright Road Special Area Plan provides further recommendations, seeking to strategize 
to preserve key natural features, encourage greater open space and connections and protect and buffer 
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existing residential areas while maintaining expectations of high quality development along Emerald 
Parkway. The City has two ongoing traffic studies occurring in the area – the I-270 crossing and the 
Bright Road improvements. Both resulted from the Sawmill Corridor Study completed in 2010. The 
Commission initially reviewed the Concept Plan for senior housing on a ±22-acre site on January 9, 
2020. The Commission expressed support for the proposed senior housing and healthcare uses for the 
site, but had concerns regarding the architectural style, building height, and density/intensity of 
development, given the proximity to single-family homes. On November 4, 2021, the PZC reviewed 
and provided non-binding feedback for a revised Concept Plan proposal that expanded the ±22-acre 
site to include an additional ±18-acre site southwest of the intersection of Emerald Parkway and Bright 
Road. The Commission expressed support for the assisted living and memory care uses but were not 
supportive of the villas or flats, as residential use is not contemplated for this site in the Community 
Plan. The Commission was also supportive of the open spaces and encouraged the applicant to further 
expand open space along the stream corridor.  
With this iteration, the 18-acre section has been removed from the proposal. Currently, no development 
is proposed in the northwest corner of the site. Additionally, the proposed senior villas have been 
replaced with small-scale neighborhood office, similar in scale to the office located northwest of Sawmill 
and Bright Road. On the southwest corner of the site, northeast of the roundabout, the open space 
has been embellished, including the stormwater pond. The primary buildings have been shifted south 
to provide more space for the stream corridor, and the surface parking along Sawmill Road has been 
replaced with a green buffer. The primary boulevard entry from Bright Road remains proposed, but 
the Emerald Parkway access has been removed, as no development currently is proposed on that 
northwest corner. The existing right-in/right-out drive from Sawmill Road, which is shared with the 
office park northwest of Sawmill and Bright Road, has been retained. A total of 395 parking spaces are 
proposed, most of which are partially underground, located beneath the institutional buildings. If this 
proposal should advance to the Preliminary Development Plan, a Traffic Impact Study will be required. 
Approximately 70% of the site will remain open space, including the stream corridor, which bisects the 
site east to west; the northwest area, which is approximately 3.9 acres; and the southwest area, which 
is 5 acres, including stormwater ponds, wellness garden, trails and seating area. In addition, there are 
a number of courtyards, greens and spaces between the buildings, which will be programmed with 
recreational opportunities. The recommended density for Neighborhood Office/Institutional use is 
9,500 square feet per acre. As proposed, the site contains approximately 415,000 square feet of 
development, including 408,000 square feet of institutional and 7,000 square feet of office. This 
equates to a site density of approximately 19,300 square feet per acre. The building lot coverage is 18 
percent. Total lot coverage including buildings, roads, and surface parking is 24 percent. Building 1, 
centrally located, is comprised of 3 stories located above a partially, below-grade parking structure and 
will include 93 units. Attached is Building 2, which is 3-4 stories of 107 assisted, independent living 
units. It also has underground parking and some surface parking. Building 3 is 2-3 stories, 100 units, 
including memory care, assisted independent living and adult daycare. It also has underground parking 
and some surface parking. The proposal also contains two, one-story office buildings on Bright Road, 
one on either side of the entry parkway.  The following questions have been provided for the 
Commission’s discussion: 

1) Does the Commission support the proposed mix and distribution of land uses on the site?  
2) Is the proposed layout, including building and open space location, appropriate for the site?   
3) Is the Commission supportive of the proposed building architecture and heights?  
4) Is the Commission supportive of the proposed site circulation?  
5) Other considerations by the Commission.  
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Applicant Presentation 
Steve Newcomb, 10368 Forest Glen Place, Powell OH, Newbury Homes, stated that this was always 
intended to be a continuum of care community, providing three levels of care and adult day care. Their 
research of area facilities revealed that the larger senior communities, such as Friendship Village and 
First Community, offer the residents much more than the smaller senior care facilities. Larger senior 
communities are able to provide a continuum of care, which is important, as husbands and wives often 
do not require the same level of care. Having different levels of care can avoid the need to separate a 
couple.  Larger senior care facilities also are able to provide more opportunities for socialization, 
addressing the critical issue of loneliness for seniors.   
 
Matthew Lones, AIA, NCARB, Principal, Orange frog Design Group, 411 Meditation Lane, Columbus, OH, 
43235, stated that the process has been lengthy. The first site plan also provided five buildings, but 
they were taller, spread further apart across the site; there was also structured and service parking. 
This is an attractive, well-treed site. The first plan did not effectively preserve that, nor did it address 
the neighborhood fabric to the west. The first plan provided 581 beds. With the second iteration, there 
were villas for assisted, independent living; as the needed level of care increased, residents could locate 
to the larger buildings with a higher level of care. However, that version still did not address the site 
preservation needs and the watershed to the west. Additionally, the residential use (villas) was 
inconsistent with the Community Plan. This final iteration strictly abides with the current zoning of 
Institutional/Neighborhood Office. With the combined buildings, a continuum of care will continue to be 
provided. Building 1 provides for either independent living, or assisted independent living; Building 2 
will provide assisted living; Building 3 will provide memory care on the first floor, and above that will be 
assisted living. With this third iteration, the Commission and neighborhood residents’ concerns have 
been carefully considered and addressed [issues and changes reviewed]. They have attempted to break 
up the massing of the buildings to be sensitive to the site. Walking trails and a healing garden also are 
included. The pocket of land owned by the City is remaining parkland, which both the senior living 
residents and the neighborhood residents can enjoy. They believe substantial strides have been made 
since the Commission’s last review. 
 
Public Comments 
Jenny DeVantier, 4136 MacDuff Way, Dublin, OH: 
“I like the plan so much better than the last iteration.  This plan leaves the natural area along emerald 
parkway.  I am thrilled! “ 
 
Melinda Todaro, 7325 Macbeth Drive, Dublin, OH: 
“I appreciate the changes the developer has made.  I am still concerned about traffic on Bright Road. 
A thought - even though the 18-acre additional development has been removed in this concept plan, 
the developer could come back at a later date with a plan for that lot.  Who knows?” 
 
Nan Still, 3888 Inverness Road, Dublin, OH: 
“Concerns:  
1) Outdoor Music Venue -- We would like to see this outdoor activity eliminated. Sound travels, even 

over several stories at close range. We already hear loud cars, loud mufflers on cars & loud 
radios/stereo speakers with traffic on Bright Rd. We already hear loudspeakers and marching 
band from Scioto High School. We deserve better. 

2) Architectural Design--We are most concerned with what faces Bright Road. The traditional 
rendering in the current plan for two office buildings appears to address the situation since they 
are small and have high, pitched roofs that blend with the current architecture in the surrounding 
buildings. This is particularly important for the adjacent residential areas. We hope to see a 
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continuing commitment to this plan and design from the developer if the project goes forward. 
This would prove the intent to be a good neighbor. 

3) We are concerned about the overall increased traffic that will result from this project and what the 
City of Dublin intends to do with Bright Road. We are quite concerned about the amount of land 
that the city will try to appropriate from the south side of Bright Road. Our decks are next to 
Bright Road. We do not want a four-lane road just a few feet from our decks. We will need 
something like a permanent wall to be constructed to offset the decrease in the residential 
condos' property values.” 

 
Carl Gleditsch, 7001 Grandee Cliffs Drive, Dublin, OH 
“I think this looks much better.  Still worried about the Bright Road entrance -- no way that narrow 
section of road can handle any additional traffic.  Is the developer going to pay for the widening? 
Also wanted to talk to you about the landscaping.  I am a Biologist, OCVN (Ohio Certified Volunteer 
Naturalist) and a VPS (Volunteer Pollinator Specialist).  The last two programs are through OSU. You 
might remember that I kept bring up landscaping for the Hopewell school project and was shot down, 
since the landscaping was already designed and approved.  I was wondering if we could get ahead of 
this project and maybe have some input.  Would be nice to see native trees, shrubs and flowers used.  
I am sure the future residents would like the wildlife it would bring, and it would be great to have them 
help maintain some of the flower gardens, bird feeders, and bird boxes (if they would like).  I would be 
happy to help.  What do you think? Or are we going to be stuck with the same old dismal landscaping 
like we have at Hopewell. Also, I know a number of communities in Central Ohio are updating their 
ordinances to include more natural landscapes.  Hilliard is one of them; I am trying to reach out to see 
how they are doing.  Any way to get Dublin to review any of our ordinances?  Is that Zoning, or some 
other entity in the City?” 
 
Commission Discussion 
Mr. Schneier stated that this iteration is a great improvement over the previous ones. The Commission 
appreciates the great efforts of the applicant, and he would encourage them to move forward with the 
proposed project. He is supportive of the revised plan. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he was pleased when he reviewed the revised plan for this meeting. He believes 
the applicant has done a commendable job. He has only one comment to make -- he would like the 
applicant to ensure all of the new greenspace is included in the deed so that a future owner cannot 
claim hardship and want to replace some of the greenspace with a building. He has tremendous respect 
for the applicant’s attentiveness to the Commission and neighbors’ comments. He knows this project 
has been a challenge and that the applicant has worked very hard. He has nothing more to add, other 
than to reiterate that the revised Concept Plan is very commendable. 
 
Mr. Grimes stated that this project is a far superior use of the land. Although it is a simpler iteration, it 
includes all the important pieces. He believes this use will be a phenomenal fit for the area, which the 
residents, the City and the community will enjoy it for many years to come. He is very enthused with 
this project. 

 
Public Comments 
The following additional public comment was received:  
Gerald Kosicki, 4313 Wyandotte Woods Blvd., Dublin, OH 43017: 
“This kind of facility is needed in the City. This version is much better than the previous one. The 
enhanced open space is good, and the structured parking under the building is a great feature. The 
buildings are large, but this kind of facility benefits from scale. The contemporary architecture seems 
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appropriate. My biggest issue with this are the two little office buildings. They have the wrong 
architecture entirely. Once the Mt. Carmel site is developed, they will be out of place.” 
 
Commission Discussion continued: 
Mr. Supelak stated that he concurs with fellow Commissioners’ comments. The applicant now has a 
very good plan. The proposed campus feels generous and rich. The mass has been sensitively broken 
up. He recognizes that has been difficult with all of the mature trees on the site, and applauds their 
efforts to weave the buildings and landscaping into the site. Initially, he would have anticipated more 
building heights along Sawmill Road, but the applicant has explained the efforts made to achieve the 
right balance between the building heights and the surface parking. He recognizes that they have done 
that. His only concern is the architecture, but additional work will occur on that component to ensure it 
works with everything, particularly the gateway architecture. He would caution them to remind mindful 
of the site circulation and the potential redevelopment of the corner parcel.  
 
Ms. Call stated that this has been an iterative process, and the contributions of all who have participated 
have benefited the project. The Bright Road connection is obviously a concern, more so for the City 
than the applicant. That issue is being studied and the Commission is sensitive to that. She requested 
that staff reach out to Mr. Gleditsch. We are always looking for opportunities for community members 
to become involved and to improve our Code. If we can consider native species of trees and shrubs 
that would be more fitting for the area, in addition to providing more variety and beautification, not 
only this application, but other applications could benefit. 
The applicant indicated that they have communicated with Mr. Gleditsch regarding his suggestions. 
 
Ms. Call stated that she also is supportive of the revised Concept Plan. The focus on the view corridors, 
the articulation of the building fronts along those corridors, underground major parking and minor 
parking areas adjacent to the building are appreciated. It has helped in visualizing the development. 
The Commission must look at the whole area, not just the pocket of development; therefore, they would 
encourage the applicant to be mindful of the corner parcel in advancing the proposed development. 
The Commission anticipates the future discussion on the project and looks forward to welcoming this 
type of use to the community. 
  
NEW CASE  

3. Shoppes at River Ridge at PIDs: 273-008269, 273-012910 & 273-012909, 21-
189Z, Rezoning                  

Ms. Call stated that this is a request to rezone three parcels from Bridge Street District, Commercial to 
Bridge Street District, Scioto River Neighborhood. The 14.02-acre site is located southeast of the 
roundabout of Riverside Drive and W. Dublin-Granville Road. 
 
Staff Presentation 
Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for a recommendation to City Council for a standard district 
rezoning. The site is located within the Bridge Street District. It is presently developed with a single-
story shopping center with two undeveloped parcels located southeast of the roundabout of Riverside 
Drive and West Dublin-Granville Road. The applicant is requesting to rezone those parcels, which were 
zoned Bridge Street Corridor Commercial in 2012. In 2014, the developer worked with the City on the 
rezoning of a significant portion of that area to what is now Bridge Street District (BSD) Scioto River 
Neighborhood. That district was customized to facilitate high quality, mixed-use development. This 
proposal is a request to rezone two parcels and zone a remnant right-of-way parcel to BSD Scioto River 
Neighborhood District to be consistent with the zoning to the north. This request aligns with the 
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RECORD OF DISCUSSION 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, November 4, 2021 | 6:30 pm 

 

 
 

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

 
2. Bright Road Senior Housing at Sawmill and Bright Roads 

 19-115CP                                Concept Plan 

 
Proposal: Conceptual development proposal to establish a Planned Unit 

Development for a full service, 55 and over, healthcare and housing 
community on 22-acre and 18-acre sites. 

Location: Northeast and southwest of the intersection of Bright Road with Emerald 
Parkway. 

Request: Concept Plan seeking non-binding feedback under the provisions of 

Zoning Code §153.053 (C). 
Applicant: Bright Road Senior Development Partnership 

Planning Contact: Christopher Will, AICP, Planner II  
Contact Information: 614.410.4498, cwill@dublin.oh.us 

Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/19-115 
 

 

RESULT: The Commission offered non-binding feedback and discussed the need for more 
comprehensive senior living and care options in Dublin. However, the Commission expressed 

the proposed senior villas and flats were more residential than institutional in use and did not 
align with the Community Plan recommendations. The Commission discussed the opportunity 

of a health and wellness district with synergy between senior care and the proposed Mount 

Carmel Hospital, south of Bright Road. The Commission expressed the importance of 
preserving the Wright Run Stream Corridor as a community amenity. The Commission also 

expressed concern for traffic impacts along Bright Road and the potential downstream impacts 
of additional stormwater run-off to neighbors of Wright Run. 

 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Jane Fox Yes 
Warren Fishman Yes 

Mark Supelak Absent     
Rebecca Call  Yes 

Leo Grimes  Yes 

Lance Schneier  Yes     
Kim Way  Yes   

 
 

      STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 
 

       _____________________________________ 
       Christopher Will, AICP, Planner II 
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2. Bright Road Senior Housing at Sawmill and Bright Roads, Concept Plan, 19-

115CP                     
Conceptual development proposal for a full service, 55 and over, healthcare and housing community. 
The 22-acre site and 18-acre site is comprised of 13 parcels, or a portion thereof, is zoned Restricted 
Suburban Residential District, Planned Commerce District, and Planned Unit Development District, 
Northeast Quad. 
 
Staff Presentation 
Site Details: 
Mr. Will stated that this is a Concept Plan for the Bright Road, senior housing development. If the 
Concept Plan advances, it will be followed by the Preliminary and Final Development Plan and Plat 
stages.  The site is approximately 40 acres and is located northwest of the I-270/Sawmill Road 
interchange. The site is comprised of two sections – the 22-acre northeast piece, which includes 12 
parcels, and an 18-acre, southwest parcel. The northeast parcel includes 3.5 acres of City-owned 
property. The City is not a co-applicant at this point, but if the project were to move forward, that 
discussion would occur. The existing zoning on the northeast parcel is comprised of the PUD-
Northeast Quad, which includes 530 acres of northeast Dublin; a PCD District for 7315 Sawmill 
Road; and R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential.  The southwest parcel includes only R-1, Restricted 
Suburban Residential. On the northeast parcel, there are significant topography elements. Wright 
Run and Billingsley Creek/Ditch bisect the site. A narrow floodway runs in the riparian area along 
the creek. Also noteworthy are the Village of Inverness; the nearby office park; residential areas 
surrounding Bright Road; Lifetime Fitness to the north; and Hopewell Elementary School on Emerald 
Parkway. The Community Plan recommends Future Land Uses for this area and identifies three 
Future Land Use recommendations for the two areas. The primary recommendation for the ±22-
acre site is Neighborhood Office/Institution, with the northwest portion of the site recommended 
for Parks/Open Space. The ±18-acre parcel is recommended for Standard Office/Institutional. 
Generally speaking, the Future Land Use recommendations are for more intense commercial uses 
along Sawmill Road and I-270, transitioning to a less intense residential use along Bright Road. The 
Bright Road Special Area Plan provides guidance and contemplates the character and uses in that 
area, including: the identification and preservation of key natural features; encourages office 
development along Emerald Parkway, and assurance that the surrounding natural environment and 
neighborhoods are thoughtfully considered in site design.  Emerald Parkway Phase 8 included an 
economic development focus, encouraging income-generating land uses along the roadway. The 
City has engaged in prior studies on the Sawmill Road and is participating in an ongoing study for 
an I-270 bridge crossing between Emerald Parkway and Tuller Road.  
 
Case History: 
In January 2020, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed and provided non-binding feedback 
for an initial Concept Plan for senior housing on the 22-acre site. The Commission expressed support 
for the proposed senior housing and healthcare uses for the site, but had concern regarding the 
architectural style, building height, and density/intensity of development given the proximity to 
single-family homes. Meeting attendees expressed concerns regarding the height and architectural 
style of the proposal, as well as potential traffic impacts to the area.  It is important to note that 
the 18-acre piece has been added to the proposal since then. For the current proposal, staff 
facilitated a site tour to observe existing conditions. Members of the general public and the East 
Dublin Civic Association also participated in the tour. 
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Proposal: 
The proposal includes multiple levels of care over two sites, intended to provide a continuum of 
care for the senior population in Dublin. On the 22-acre northeast parcel, Neighborhood Office and 
Institutional uses with average densities of 9,500 square feet per acre are recommended. The plan 
proposes approximately 420,000 square feet of institutional uses, with a density of approximately 
28,000 square feet per acre. On the southwest parcel, approximately 205,000 square feet of 
Institutional Use is distributed across 7 acres with 30,000 square feet of density. On the northeast 
parcel, a residential component includes 13 villas and 36 apartments occupying approximately 7 
acres at a proposed density of 7 dwelling units/acre. On the southeast parcel, a residential 
component includes 62 villas on approximately 11 acres at a proposed density of 5.6 dwelling 
units/acre. Conceptually, the 22-acre site is proposed to have three primary access points; one each 
from Sawmill Road, Bright Road, and Emerald Parkway. A stream crossing, north to south, is 
proposed, and a 250-space parking structure, which will be worked into the grade of the topography.  
Along Wright Run stream corridor, 4.5 acres of open space will be preserved, as well as 4 acres of 
open space along Emerald Parkway. Building 1 is a 3-4 story, independent living facility, centrally 
located on the site, approximately 287,000 square feet in size with 203 living units. Building 2 is an 
assisted independent living facility located along Sawmill Road, approximately 133,000 square feet 
and containing 120 living units. Building 3 includes 1.5-2.0 story, attached villas, located along 
Bright Road, with a total of 13 units. Buildings 4 and 5 are three-story, flat apartments with detached 
garages, a total of 36 units, located on the  northern portion of the site.  [Additional details regarding 
the building and access were provided, as well as precedent images.] The following discussion 
questions are provided: 

1) Does the Commission support the proposed land uses on these sites?  
2) Is the proposed layout, including the distribution of buildings and open spaces appropriate 

for the sites?   
3) Is the Commission supportive of the proposed building architecture and heights?  
4) Is the Commission supportive of the proposed circulation within the sites?  
5) Other considerations by the Commission.  

 
Applicant Presentation 
Steve Newcomb, 10368 Forest Glen Place, Powell OH, Newbury Homes, stated that their original 
intent was not that the facility be this large. However, research of area facilities revealed that the 
larger senior communities, such as Friendship Village and First Community, offer much more than 
the smaller communities do. The land is attractive, and he envisions walking trails and pickleball 
courts. This development is less of a healthcare project and more an active adult community. He 
does not believe the development will impact traffic significantly. Dublin has a real need for 
additional independent living facilities.  
 
Commission Questions 
Mr. Way requested clarification of the City-owned portion of the site. 
Ms. Rauch responded that City Council is aware of the project and the need to be a co-applicant on 
the project. They would make a determination regarding how the City-owned acres would be 
addressed.  
Mr. Way inquired if the understanding is that the City has no issue with being a co-applicant. 
Ms. Rauch responded affirmatively, although Council has requested the Commission and public’s 
input on the possibility.  



Planning and Zoning Commission      
Meeting Minutes of November 4, 2021 
Page 12 of 22 

 

 
Public Comments 
Ms. Call noted that the public comments summarized for the preceding Mt. Carmel case apply to 
this case, as well.  She invited additional public comments. 
 
Amy Kramb, 7511 Riverside Drive, Dublin, OH 43016, East Dublin Civic Association, stated many of 
the comments received regarding this project in particular expressed concern about the stream and 
stream corridor. A stream easement or protection area is needed. No images of the proposed 
buildings were provided. The neighbors along Emerald Parkway have concerns that the 3-story flat 
buildings and garages along Emerald Parkway be well screened with a buffer. There is concern that 
the 3-story flat buildings will be similar to Tuller Flats, which are not attractive. If the project moves 
forward, perspective renderings of the buildings from MacDuff Way, Emerald Parkway, and the 
Village of Inverness should be provided. Although senior living units may generate a little less traffic 
than some uses, there will be more traffic.  As she looks at the site, she believes the issue is less 
about density and more about lot coverage. She is interested in seeing a large amount of usable, 
greenspace. The developer provided images of other senior living facilities in the packet, which are 
all massive, concrete and asphalt jungles. She was on the Planning Commission, when they reviewed 
Hawthorn Commons. She is extremely disappointed how that project turned out; there is absolutely 
no greenspace. In her view, the issue is usable greenspace that can be enjoyed, versus density. 
 
Randy Roth, 6987 Grandee Cliffs Drive, Dublin, OH, Vice President, East Dublin Civic Association, 
stated that the applicant has not reached out to the civic association regarding their proposal.  This 
level of density on this type of site would not even be considered on the west side of the river. He 
is particularly concerned about the land use on the 18-acre parcel. City Council member Peterson 
has stated that Dublin has a need for prime office land and raised the idea of the City potentially 
acquiring these parcels and banking them. That would be the 40 acres to the west of Emerald 
Parkway, south of Bright Road, over to Hopewell Elementary. The goal with Emerald Parkway was 
to ensure consistent development on both sides of the river. There would be development similar 
to Metro Center on the east side of the river. The intent was for attractive, upscale office facilities 
on both sides of the river, consistent developments similar to Cardinal Health. Mt. Carmel Health is 
consistent with that vision. In regard to dense, multifamily - there are development properties to 
the south of I-270, which would be more appropriate for this kind of redevelopment. The interior 
of those sites is land-locked for retail. Prime office cannot be placed there, but it would be 
appropriate to locate these kinds of facilities in those areas. A similar, but less dense facility like this 
might make sense in the area by the creek, if a traffic plan is possible. However, he does not want 
to lose the possibility of uniting the community around a vision, rather than letting these sites go to 
multi-family facilities. He recalls testifying years ago when the Milco light office development was 
built north of the Village of Inverness.  He stated then that the development was too close to Bright 
Road. We are using “improvement” as justification for widening Bright Road. He also recalls stating 
that the proposed buildings would have to be located farther north to allow for needed road 
widening. The staff at that time inaccurately stated that Bright Road would remain two lanes; 
additional traffic would go north to Hard Road, then west, and south on Emerald Parkway. How 
would that be landscaped? There is no way to widen Bright Road to four lanes without taking the 
landscaping at Inverness, and the residents will not be able to get out of their neighborhood. It is 
a very difficult situation here, and he wants the area to work. Development such as Mt. Carmel 
Health is desired, but how would the Village of Inverness be addressed? The 1995 Community Plan 
envisioned the extension of the Village of Inverness to the west with access provided in a different 
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place for the community. Now that land has been acquired, and the community is boxed in by those 
earlier decisions. He asks the Commission to hold the line regarding the 18 acres. He wants to see 
that area be made consistent with the Community Plan, and the proposed land use is inconsistent 
with the Community Plan. 
 
Corey Barnes, 4150 Bright Road, Dublin, 43016 stated that he lives across the street from the 
aforementioned 18 acres. There has been discussion about expanding Bright Road. That would 
make it impossible for them to exit their property. The proposed development would add a lot of 
traffic into the traffic loop heading to Bright Road. There is already a significant level of traffic in 
the morning and afternoon due to the nearby school. He would request that Bright Road remain as 
it is; instead, change the entry on the northern part of the 18 acres to further down Bright Road or 
to Emerald Parkway. In regard to the proposed use, he would rather have a view of houses than of 
commercial buildings. His final concern is protection of the waterway, which does run immediately 
past his home.  
 
John Wreathall, 4157 MacDuff Way, Dublin, 43016, stated that his property neighbors Mr. Barnes’ 
property. The creek lies between their properties.  He has two concerns. The first is the waterway. 
He spends a significant amount of time clearing bottles, plastic and debris off the creek bank. He 
expressed public comment against the previous Concept Plan due to the 5-story buildings proposed. 
He had not previously seen the revised plan, and is appalled at his first view of this plan. The 
proposed apartments seem similar to those on Hard Road. The contrast of the proposed layout and 
density within an area of existing one-acre family homes is appalling. 
 
Carla Clifton, 3899 Inverness Circle, Dublin 43016 stated that she has already expressed her 
concerns. The only additional comment she would make is the hope that the proposed housing will 
not be so expensive that most of the Dublin community could not afford to live there. The monthly 
fees of many of these units can be $7,000-$8,000, with an initial endowment fee required.  
 
Ms. Kramb stated that the greatest area of concern expressed was related to the southwest parcel. 
The concern is that the additional traffic generated would impact the entrance to Bright Road. 
Hopewell School is having bussing issues this year, and a higher number of parents are handing the 
school transportation for their children. Because there is insufficient stacking room in the school 
drive, westbound traffic backs up past MacBeth Drive nearly to the roundabout. With the southwest 
corner, there is an issue with the Bright Road entrance.  
 
Commission Discussion 

1) Does the Commission support the proposed land uses on these sites?  
2) Is the proposed layout, including the distribution of buildings and open spaces appropriate 

for the sites?   
3) Is the Commission supportive of the proposed building architecture and heights?  
4) Is the Commission supportive of the proposed circulation within the sites?  

Mr. Schneier stated that he is supportive of the proposed land use, the building distribution and the 
open spaces and site circulation. It is premature to comment on the proposed building architecture 
and heights. In regard to the historical planning for offices on Emerald Parkway, one thing we have 
learned is that we cannot know the future. To say that Emerald Parkway should be reserved for 
Cardinal Health type of campuses may not be the best plan today. The Commission may need to 
take another careful look at what members have said recently in comparison to the thoughts 
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expressed regarding land use several years ago. Dublin does have an aging population and has 
need for these types of facilities. He is in favor of the project. He believes the applicant has made 
a good effort to respond to the concerns with the previous Concept Plan. Some issues remain to be 
addressed, but he believes the project is shaping up nicely. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she cannot support the project. The reason is that the Community Plan calls for 
Emerald Parkway to serve as an economic driver. It also calls for protection and buffering of the 
existing residential neighborhoods and for maintaining a quiet, rural character along Bright Road. 
The proposed development is inconsistent with that. It proposes three times the density the 
Community Plan allowed. Its character is unlike that exists along Bright Road, and it would have a 
significant level of lot coverage. The traffic is a serious issue, and with the number of units proposed, 
any access to the road will be impossible. The plan is inconsistent with the economic goals of the 
City. A traffic issue already exists with the more appropriate Mt. Carmel use, and with the additional 
density of this proposed project, the traffic cannot work. The Community Plan’s Future Land Use 
does not identify this area for the proposed zoning. The residential density transitions within the 
property but not with the rest of the neighborhood. On the southwest section, access at the existing 
roundabout will present a safety hazard.  
 
Mr. Way stated that the Commission has expressed consensus that the proposed hospital health 
and wellness campus would be an appropriate use on that site. If the Commission had not expressed 
that view, and indicated that site still should be considered an office site, it would change his 
perspective for this portion of the City. Because of the previous case, and because he supports the 
idea of health and wellness, he believes this site would play into that vision well. Perhaps the 
Commission needs to think about this differently. The Community Plan was completed in 2007, 14 
years ago; since then, the world has changed. He favors the idea of thinking holistically about this 
corner of the City, so he is supportive of the direction of the proposed project.  However, he believes 
the density is excessive. He likes the idea of a Wright Run open space that moves all the way 
through to the river. There is need for protection of that and for sensitivity in developing around it.  
In looking at the site plan for the northeast corner, the large buildings are in the wrong location. 
He would not want to see big buildings along that sensitive corridor. The higher density within the 
site is consuming the open spaces. He would recommend the taller buildings be placed at the front, 
and a larger amount of open space be preserved around the stream. The proposed ponds could be 
placed on each side of the stream, combining the man-made system with the natural system.  The 
18 acres on the southwest parcel are much too dense. He is not supportive of the proposed site 
plan. He does not believe the project would need to have access onto Bright Road; it could be onto 
Emerald Parkway, which has a better capacity. The applicant should re-think the site design in terms 
of the sensitivity of Wright Run, the density, and where the buildings are positioned in relation to 
the streets; it should be approached as a large health and wellness campus. The country’s 
population is aging, and more of these types of living units will be needed. It is important to have 
a larger vision for this corner and design it through a health and wellness lens. 
 
Mr. Grimes stated that he believes the proposed Concept Plan is far superior to the 2019 plan 
reviewed earlier. The buildings now  open toward the creek, providing both the residents and visitors 
an attractive view; the stream has been used as a focal point in this complex. The amount of paving 
has been reduced, which is a positive change. Massing the buildings along Sawmill Road is also an 
improvement. Lifetime Fitness is essentially a four-story building across from the creek, so the 
proposed buildings are not out of line. On the southwest portion, it will be important to look at how 
the traffic will impact the neighborhood. There may be better options for access to the site. Placing 
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the assisted-living facilities along Emerald Parkway will be complementary to the hospital across the 
street. Residents in the assisted-living facility will be happy to have a nearby hospital. He is in favor 
of the concept, if a few issues are resolved.  
 
Mr. Fishman expressed agreement with Mr. Way’s comments. Although the original plan was to 
have revenue-producing office in this area, the world is changing and the future of Office is 
unknown. We do know that the aging population is increasing. He believes the time and effort 
extended in this concept is impressive, and the plan has been significantly improved. However, 
there is still much work to do. As was pointed out to the previous applicant, this is a paramount 
section of the City, and the projects should be real positives for the east side of Dublin. There are 
significant concerns with the density, the lot coverage, the traffic, the watershed and the impact on 
the adjacent neighborhoods. He believes this is a good use, but much improvement is necessary. 
 
Ms. Call stated that her thoughts are in concert with those of Ms. Fox. Mr. Newcomb stated that the 
project has shifted to an active adult community. That shift makes it inconsistent with the 
Community Plan, which envisioned uses that were economic drivers in this area. She agrees with 
Commissioners who have observed that the environment and the workplace are changing, but as 
the Planning and Zoning Commission, that is not our purview. The Commission is challenged with 
executing the Community Plan; however, she is wholly supportive of the Commission expressing a 
request to Council to re-visit the Future Land Uses along this corridor. However, the current 
Community Plan and Future Land Use calls for Neighborhood Office/Institution, Parks/Recreation 
and Standard Office/Institutional, and this application for an active adult community does not meet 
any of those. If this were one of the Future Land Uses permitted, she would be supportive; as 
proposed, she is not supportive. 
 
Ms. Call stated that this is an Informal Review, so no vote will be taken. She inquired if there is 
interest on the Commission for forwarding to Council a request to re-consider the Future Land Uses 
of the Community Plan for this area.  
[Several members expressed interest in doing so.] 
 
Mr. Boggs inquired if the intent is that request would be considered in context with this application. 
Ms. Call responded that it would not be. Because today’s landscape is changing for Office and 
Institutional uses, the Commission is requesting that a look be taken at the Community Plan’s Future 
Land Uses along Emerald Parkway, not specific to any parcel to be developed.  
 
Ms. Rauch stated that there was a recent case reviewed by the Commission where that concern 
also was raised, but Council was supportive of retaining the Future Land Use outlined in the 
Community Plan. The topic has not been discussed in a more global manner, however.  
 
Ms. Fox stated that the infrastructure was constructed for a specific purpose, and it is hoped there 
will be a return on that investment. Another use would need to be proposed that would meet that 
goal in a better way, and that argument would need to be presented to Council. While she recognizes 
the need for this type of land use, the question is if it is needed here. While the project is beautiful, 
this may not be the place for it, due to all the issues that exist around the site.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated if Council decided to reconsider the Land Use for this area, he would be 
supportive of this proposal, if the traffic, waterway and impact on the adjacent neighborhoods could 
be resolved.  
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Ms. Call stated that regardless of what development occurs here, it will be essential to be cognizant 
of the riparian corridor. 
 
Mr. Schneier stated that Council’s charge to the Commission is that they wanted to hear from the 
Commission as to whether they were in agreement with this proposal. He would say that the 
majority of the Commissioners believe that the Future Land Use along Emerald Parkway should be 
revisited, particularly with respect to an opportunity to create a health and wellness campus. The 
opportunity that exists with having a hospital and this type of center approximate to each other is 
novel. Not taking advantage of that would be a lost opportunity.  We have discussed Tech Flex 
Districts and different concentration of areas within the City; that type of opportunity is now 
dropping in our lap, and we want to say that, unfortunately, the opportunity does not fit with a plan 
developed 15 years ago.  He does not know if this is a motion that should be made or a point that 
is made in the minutes, but that is his position. 
 
Mr. Way stated that comments have been made about the economic return on this land. While 
Office tends to provide a better return than other uses, it may be that what is proposed here would 
have a more significant economic return than Suburban Office. It would be nice to have that 
information, as these cases come back to the Commission.  In regard to traffic, Office generates 
traffic differently than proposals for assisted living facilities. They could have less traffic impact than 
Office.  
 
Ms. Call encouraged Commissioners to view City Council’s last meeting, when they discussed their 
particular views regarding this corridor.  
Mr. Way stated that he watched it, but the context of this particular discussion is different than the 
context of that discussion, where the City had made an investment and was looking for a return. 
However, he would like to understand what kind of economic return could occur with the proposed 
use rather than Suburban Office. 
 
Ms. Call requested that the Commission’s request be shared with City Council. 
Staff indicated that it would be shared.  
 
Ms. Call inquired if the applicant requested any additional clarification from the Commission. 
The applicant indicated no additional clarification was needed. 
  
Ms. Call stated that Cases 3 and 4 would be heard together.  
 

3. DCAP Code Amendments, MUR-4, Administrative Request, 19-117ADMC 
An amendment to the Zoning Code for the MUR-4, Mixed Use Regional – Llewellyn Farms Office 
District, establishing associated development standards.  

 
4. DCAP Area Rezoning, MUR-4, Administrative Request, 21-087ADMC                 

Area rezoning creating the MUR-4, Mixed-Use Regional – Llewellyn Farms Office, Zoning District in 
conjunction with the Zoning Code amendment.  
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SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES  
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION  

  
Monday, October 18, 2021  

  
 
Site Visit to Proposed Bright Road Senior Housing & Healthcare Residences 
(Case: 19-115CP)  
                       
MEETING ATTENDANCE  
Commission Members Present: Warren Fishman, Jane Fox, Leo Grimes, and Mark Supelak. 
Staff Members Present: Christopher Will, Nichole Martin, Jennifer Rauch, and Brian Martin. 
Several members of the public were in attendance including: Ajmeri Hoque, Amy Kramb, Kyle Rush, 
Maureen Rush, Patricia McCoy, and Jenny DeVantier.   
  
CALL TO ORDER  
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m.  The site visit and meeting procedures were reviewed 
by Staff prior to the tour.    
  
OVERVIEW  
Site visit to the 22-acres portion of the proposed Bright Road Senior Housing development site, 
facilitated by Planning Staff, to observe the existing conditions; including the location, type, and 
health of existing trees, topography, and edge conditions along the site and vistas into the site from 
surrounding thoroughfares.  
  
SITE VISIT  
The group began the tour at 1:05 p.m. along Bright Road and walked north to view the interior of 
the site at the location of the proposed entry drive. Two vacant single-family homes located at 3876 
and 3870 Bright Road, which would be demolished with the proposed development were identified 
by staff. The group paused at the location of the proposed main building with entry and drop-off to 
observe the distance between the proposed front of the main building and Bright Road. Commission 
members asked the height of the proposed main building. Staff responded the proposed height is 
three to four stories. Commission members also asked what and how tall the building located within 
sight on the opposite (north) side of the stream. Staff responded the building is Life Time Fitness 
and that the building is two-stories and approximately 38-feet in height.  
  
The group traveled east toward Sawmill Road. Along Sawmill Road the group observed vehicular 
traffic on Sawmill Road and the character of exiting development on the east side of Sawmill Road 
within the City of Columbus. A landmark Oak tree was also identified by staff. The vacant single-
family home at 7315 Sawmill Road that would be demolished with proposed development was also 
identified. Commission members asked how tall and how close would proposed development be to 
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conditions, is tentatively scheduled for consideration by consent. Does any Commission member 
or member of the public wish to discuss or comment on the item? [There were no requests to 
comment on the item.]  Ms. Newell indicated that the cases would be heard in the following 
order:   

1. Conditional Use – Brutus Custom Coatings – 6355 Avery Road 
2. Concept Plan - Bright Road Senior Housing & Healthcare Residences 
3. Dublin Gateway (Gorden Development),  7270 & 7150 Hyland-Croy Road, Rezoning with 

Preliminary Development Plan, and  
4. Dublin Gateway (Gorden Development), 7270 & 7150 Hyland-Croy Road, Preliminary Plat 

 
CONSENT AGENDA 

Case 4:    Brutus Custom Coatings – 6355 Avery Road, 19-107CU, Conditional Use 

Ms. Newell stated that this is a request to allow a personal service use within an existing 1,500-
sq. ft. tenant space zoned ID-1 Research Office District. The site is west of Old Avery Road, 
approximately 750 feet northwest of the intersection with Shier Rings Road. 

Ms. Call moved, Ms. Fox seconded to approve the Conditional Use request with no conditions. 
Vote:   Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Ms. 
Newell, yes. 
[Motion passed 6-0] 
 
CASES 
 
Case 3: Bright Road Senior Housing & Healthcare Residences, 19-115CP, Concept 

Plan 

Ms. Newell stated that this is a request for Concept Plan review of a potential development of 
±22 acres for a variety of residential and healthcare uses geared toward the senior population. 
The site is north of Bright Road, east of Emerald Parkway and west of Sawmill Road. 
 
Staff Presentation 

Mr. Hounshell stated that this is an application for consideration and feedback of a Concept Plan 
for the Bright Road Senior Housing and Healthcare Residences. The 22-acre site, located at the 
northeast corner of the intersection of Emerald Parkway and Bright Road, was annexed into the 
City in 1974.  The site has a variety of zoning districts. The City owns three parcels located at the 
southwest corner of the site. These were purchased for the completion of the last section of 
Emerald Parkway and the new roundabout with Bright Road.  In 2015, PZC reviewed a rezoning 
proposal and conditional use to permit the relocation of the COTA Park and Ride development. 
The application was met with opposition from surrounding residents due to the perceived impact 
to traffic, the timing of the project, and neighborhood involvement, which later caused the 
application to be withdrawn. 

Existing Zoning 
The site is included in the Northeast Quad Subarea 5C, which was zoned in 1995. The PUD permits 
medical office, assisted living and daycare at a density of 10,000 sq. feet with a height limitation 
of two stories. The Commission approved a rezoning in 2005 for Lifetime Fitness, located north 
of this site, which eliminated a large portion of Subarea 5C.  7315 Sawmill Road was zoned to 
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PCD in 1993 to permit the existing residential structure to be used for office space, but is currently 
not occupied. The remaining portion has remained zoned R1 since the site was annexed in 1974. 
According to the Future Land Use Plan, the site is included as part of the Bright Road Area Plan. 
The Bright Road Area Plan has designated this site for Neighborhood Office and Institutional Uses. 
Neighborhood Office/Institutional is designated for locations adjacent to residential areas where 
land use transitions or buffers are necessary. The northwest portion of the site is designated for 
parks and open space. However, this area has not been designated as a key public acquisition 
for parkland by the City.  Natural Features on this site include Billingsley Creek, which runs along 
the north side of the property, separates the northwest portion of the site from the remainder of 
the site. The creek is protected by a 100-year floodplain; a 100-year floodplain operates as a no-
build zone. The site also includes large, densely wooded spaces that would be impacted with the 
proposed development. The applicant would be required to compensate for the removal of 
protected trees by replacing trees inch-for-inch, or paying a fee in lieu of the removed trees. The 
proposed Bright Road Senior Housing and Healthcare Residence is a 22-acre, full-service 55 and 
over community. The proposal offers a variety of housing options ranging from independent living 
to full-service assisted living. 

Proposed Accesses 
1. A right in/right out off Sawmill Road; 
2. A right in/right out from Bright Road; 
3. A right in/right out from Emerald Parkway; 
4. A potential fourth access through the Millco Office Complex from Bright Road. 
5. A walking path is proposed to connect Emerald Parkway and Sawmill Roads, which would 

circulate throughout the site.  

Subareas 
The Concept Plan would encompass five subareas.  Subarea 1 – on the east, approximately 5.03 
acres, is proposed to include a three and four-story nursing home and assisted living facility. 
Subarea 2, located at the center of the site, is approximately 5.59 acres and would include a four-
five story independent living facility. Subarea 3, located southeast of Subarea 2, is approximately 
2.15 acres, and would house a two-story, assisted-living memory care facility. Subarea 4, located 
in the southwest portion of the site, is 3.91 acres and includes the proposed detention pond, and 
six, 3-story, independent loft facilities. Subarea 5, located to the northwest, is separated from the 
rest of the site by Billingsley Creek. It is approximately 5.12 acres and would house a four or five-
story, independent-living apartment complex. This is the most heavily wooded portion of the site.  

Architecture 
The applicant has provided examples of the proposed architecture, which would have a soft, 
contemporary aesthetic. There will be shared terrace spaces for community involvement. 
Different water features that could be used for the proposed retention pond that is shown at the 
corner of Bright Road and Emerald Parkway. 
 
Six discussion questions are provided to assist the Commission’s review. 

1) Does the Commission support the proposed land use at this location?  
2) Is the proposed layout and distribution of uses appropriate for the site?  
3) Can the Commission support the proposed building architecture and heights?  
4) Is the Commission supportive of the proposed four and five-story buildings, and how do 

they fit within the context of the surrounding areas? 
5) Is the applicant preserving an adequate amount of open space with this proposal? 
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6) Other considerations by the Commission. 
 

Commission Questions 

Ms. Call inquired if, with the types of uses in this proposal, staff has identified an existing standard 
zoning with an equivalent impact. 
Ms. Husak responded that the Zoning Code does not address these uses in any of the standard 
districts. All of these facilities within the City are in planned districts. 
 
Ms. Call inquired what the equivalent ERU utilization would be for something of this size. She is 
trying to see what the impact zoning would be if there was a parallel that was not a PUD. 
Mr. Supelak stated that a certain portion of the proposed PUD would be assisted living, and a 
certain portion is multifamily -- perhaps multifamily would be a good reference? 
 
Ms. Husak requested clarification of the question. 
Ms. Call stated that, currently, part of the parcel is zoned R1, which is typically one dwelling unit 
(du)/acre. Looking at the proposed 5-story, 100-bed building -- she is unable to tell on how many 
acres that structure would be located, but it is probably not more than two acres. 
Ms. Husak confirmed that is correct. 
Ms. Call stated that would then be 100 ERUs per the acreage – a significant increase in density 
in that one particular area. She is trying to determine the difference between the current zoning 
and what is being requested.  
Ms. Husak stated that R1 was the initial zoning when all of the parcels in this area were annexed. 
The Community Plan contemplates different future land uses that will not be R1. As Office and 
Institutional, the Community Plan contemplates a density cap of 10,000 sq. feet per acre, but it 
does not provide a density cap for number of du/acre. The Community Plan contemplates some 
areas with a higher density. Outside of the West Innovation District and Bridge Park, it is probably 
closer to 10-15 du/acre in high-density areas elsewhere in the City. The Bridge Street District and 
West Innovation District have higher densities. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if the use was a multifamily, apartment complex, would there be a prescribed 
du/acre. 
Ms. Husak responded there would not be. Per the Zoning Code, R12 is the highest multifamily 
district, Craughwell Village is a PUD, but has an underlying zoning of R12. There is an area with 
apartments on the south side of Post Road that has a straight R12 zoning.  
 
Ms. Call stated that Craughwell Village has 199 units. If we knew the amount of land area, it 
would be possible to calculate an equivalent. 
Mr. Fishman stated if the concern with the proposed development is the amount of traffic -- a 
senior living area would not be comparable to Craughwell Village. 
Mr. Supelak stated that although the proposed use is assisted living, we would want it to align 
with other comparable developments that may be more prescriptive relative to the Code. 
Ms. Call stated that she is not looking specifically at traffic but at impact. A five-story building is 
proposed. Not far away are single-family homes. There should be a buffer zone. She is concerned 
about the intensity of use.  
Mr. Fishman agreed. It is important to look at the impact on the people living in those existing 
single-family homes. 
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Ms. Husak noted that Craughwell Village is comprised of 12+ acres. Across the road from 
Craughwell Village is Perimeter Lakes, which has standard R12 zoning.  
Ms. Fox inquired if National Church Residences would be a development with a similar density. It 
has a multifamily component -- cottages, which are 2-3+ stories in height. Is there an associated 
density? 
Ms. Husak responded that she believes it is 11 du/acre on Avery Road. 
 
Ms. Kennedy inquired, for purposes of perspective, what are the adjacent building heights, 
specifically, the Lifetime Fitness building. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that per the 2015 rezoning, the maximum building height was 42 feet, 
with a skylight of 57 feet.  For height perspective, that building would be the closest to these in  
height.   
 
Applicant Presentation 

Randall Woodings, Principal, Kontogiannis & Associates, 400 South Fifth Street – Suite 400, 
Columbus, Ohio, stated that they are seeking the Planning and Zoning Commission’s input on 
their proposed project at Bright Road. They have been working on the project the past seven-
eight months. They met with City planners and engineers in an attempt to formulate the right 
plan for this site. They spoke with Amy Kramb, East Dublin Civic Association president. The 
apartment portion of the project will be for individuals 55 and over, which will permit those 
residents to be independent with full services. There also will be a nursing home and an assisted 
living and memory care facility. Traffic generated by this type of facility is minimal. There will be 
under-unit podium parking for the residential component. Most individuals 55 and over desire to 
have a secure path into their building. This development will be handled by different operators 
and co-developers.  
 
Questions for Applicant 

Ms. Fox inquired about the phasing of the project, and their philosophy related to this type of 
development. The City is focusing on best practices for senior living facilities in Dublin. She was 
impressed by the social areas and rooftop terraces. This is a very large parcel. How would they 
utilize the open spaces?    
 
Mr. Woodings responded that they are unsure of the phasing, as this is the beginning of the 
project. If they have independent living and assisted living, they want a place for them to go as 
they age in place and may need additional or more intensive care. Therefore, a nursing home is 
a key component. The nursing home will be comprised of private units with an extensive 
rehabilitation component.  
 
Ms. Fox inquired if they are pursuing a preferred architectural style. The City is interested in 
having an interesting variety of architecture. There is a particular style of architecture in Bridge 
Park, but the Commission would welcome something different in architectural style. 
Mr. Woodings stated that they have no preference. They looked at Bridge Park as the most up-
to-date cue for the City’s preference. The older part of the City is very traditional, but they are 
not opposed to having a different type of architecture on this site, such as a more urban type. 
They proposed a soft contemporary style, emulating the successful architecture in Bridge Park. 
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Ms. Kennedy inquired about the connectivity in the proposed development. How would it connect 
to the existing infrastructure? 
Mr. Woodings stated there would be connectivity all the way from Sawmill Road to Emerald 
Parkway. The site is bisected by a creek, so when they put the parcels together, a large piece 
was separated from the rest. In terms of building connectivity, the independent living facility will 
have a connection to the nursing home and assisted living. Not many independent living, assisted 
living and nursing homes are completely connected; that connection will be provided here. If a 
resident’s partner becomes ill and needs to be moved to a facility with more care, it will be easy 
for the couple to see each other. In terms of pedestrian connectivity, they will provide the same 
level of connectivity that is typical within the City. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired if they have spoken to Lifetime Fitness regarding connectivity to their facility. 
Mr. Woodings responded that the developer has had discussions with them. 
 
Steve Newcomb, 10368 Forest Glen Place, Powell, stated that he would be working with 
Schottenstein Real Estate to develop the project. He has spoken with Lifetime Fitness, which has 
programs in place for seniors. They negotiate with insurance companies to be able to have 
affordable programs to offer to seniors. They are supportive of this project. In terms of density, 
this project would be similar to Friendship Village. Although the density is high, they do not 
anticipate the traffic will an issue. If the concern is with Cardinal Health traffic on Bright Road, 
any traffic generated by the senior housing will not conflict with those peak times.  The density 
will be a positive for the project. The goal is for these residents is to have an active lifestyle, so 
having more people in their community will be good. The balconies and terraces will attract senior 
residents.   
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he was interested in whether there would be a pedestrian connection to 
Lifetime Fitness for the residents. 
Mr. Newcomb responded affirmatively. This will be a very high-end senior project, for which there 
is a demand. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that there are a variety of senior living facilities in Dublin. Some are very successful 
for particular reasons. A feature of National Church Residences is their community gathering 
space, where the City Recreation Department holds classes. They would be creating a 22-acre 
campus. She did not see plans for a communal gathering space or activity area, an area where 
residents from another building could come to gather. 
 
Mr. Newcomb stated that they want to provide whatever the residents would want. Plans are in 
the beginning stages, so they are open to suggestions. 
Ms. Fox suggested that it may be able to pursue a program provided by Lifetime Fitness. 
 
Mr. Woodings stated that they have done many studies. Tentatively, they have considered a 
central community building/clubhouse overlooking the pond area at Emerald Parkway.  Because 
they wanted to make sure there would be a full service kitchen, an independent building was 
preferred. However, the slate is essentially blank. Their intent is to integrate the Concept Plan 
feedback to the extent possible. 
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Public Comment 

Amy Kramb, president, East Dublin Civic Association, 7511 Riverside Drive, Dublin, stated that 
they met with the applicant earlier in the summer. At that time, there was no Concept Plan; the 
applicant was inquiring what the main concerns or issues had been with past applications on this 
parcel, and she pointed out several issues. One is the traffic.  Although the residents prefer that 
nothing be built there until the Bright Road/Sawmill intersection is fixed, they know it is unlikely 
that will happen. Something will be built before the traffic issue is solved. The second issue shared 
was that the creek frequently floods to the south. Whatever is built there would have to 
accommodate the stormwater onsite. The outcome of their meeting was that this would be a 
good use. Senior living facilities are a low traffic generator, and they do not add students to the 
school system. For the latter reason, a multifamily use would be undesirable here. She heard 
nothing more about potential plans until receiving a postcard notification two weeks ago that 
there was a Concept Plan. When she looked at the Concept Plan, she was very disappointed to 
see the building heights and density. At the earlier meeting, there had been a brief mention of a 
potential three-story building at Sawmill Road, from which the development then would be 
stepped down. There was no mention of four and five-story buildings. Her answers to the 
questions that were suggested for the Commission follow: 

1. Use - senior living is appropriate here.  
2. Layout - Subarea 5 is a concern. The Community Plan designates that area as parkland/ 

open space, but the Concept Plan has placed a five-story building there. However, the 
layout can be worked out later. 

3. Architecture – In her opinion, the architecture is completely wrong. This is a suburban 
area, not Bridge Street. There should never be four and five-story buildings that look like 
Bridge Park. In context with the surrounding neighbors – there is a one-story office 
building on the southeast corner; a one-story residential on the south side; one and two-
story residential buildings immediately to the west; and Lifetime Fitness to the north, 
which is considered a three-story building. Nothing on this site should be taller than 
Lifetime Fitness. The issue is not number of stories, but height. For example, Lifetime 
Fitness is two stories, but its height is 42 feet. From the residential community on Macduff 
Way, it is possible to see the top third of the Lifetime Fitness building. That is the case, 
although Lifetime Fitness is surrounded by trees. That building is 200 yards away; the 
proposed buildings in this development will be immediately across the street.  If they want 
to build urban buildings, do so in Bridge Street, not here. In Subarea 1, a three-story 
building next to Sawmill Road and Lifetime Fitness is fine. There can be a two-story 
building in Subarea 2, but there should only be one-story buildings in Subareas 3 and 4. 
The proposed 3-story building in Subarea 4 immediately adjacent to the one-story 
residential community is not acceptable. She is not aware of any other residential area in 
the City with a four or five-story building immediately next to a residential use. For 
comparison purposes, the Emerald Campus, XPO Logistics and Cardinal Health are four-
story buildings on Emerald Parkway. Buildings of that height should not be built next to 
residential homes.  
 

Randy Roth, Vice President, East Dublin Civic Association, 6987 Grandee Cliffs Drive, Dublin, 
stated that the applicant has not met with the homeowners. In earlier years, he and Mr. Fishman 
served on the Community Plan Committee and helped form the Bright Road Area Plan. There is 
an issue with using Lifetime Fitness as a precedent for this development. Lifetime Fitness was 
exceptionally good about screening and tree preservation. They worked with the neighbors and 
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ensured that the site could not be seen. Lifetime Fitness has been a great neighbor. The Bright 
Road Plan provides for some very high density by the interstate, but that kind of height would be 
transitioned gradually from the residential neighborhood to the intersection. A previous plan for 
a COTA Park and Ride on the site was rejected by City Council, because this is a very particular 
piece of land, and Dublin is a green city. This plan will turn Billingsley Creek into a drainage ditch. 
There are many beautiful trees here. Condominiums and light office were envisioned on this site. 
This Concept Plan violates everything they would like to see in this area. Their idea was that a 
developer would be found who would really respect this beautiful piece of property, appreciate 
how beautiful Millco and the Inverness community are, and build something on a similar scale.  
In his opinion, even a three-story on Sawmill Road and two-story buildings elsewhere on the site 
is not a green development. This is a very precious piece of property, and they are attempting to 
restore the creek on it. 
 
John Wreathall, 4157 MacDuff Way, Dublin, stated that his property, one building to the west on 
Emerald Parkway, neighbors this site. Their land abuts Billingsley Creek at its border with Emerald 
Parkway. Initially, they were interested in the proposed use, but when they saw the density and 
size of the buildings provided in the Concept Plan, they became very concerned. From their home, 
they can see the Lifetime Fitness building, but it is set well back, is substantially screened and 
offers little intrusion. In the Concept Plan, the proposed building on the northwest corner in 
Subarea 5 is five stories tall with architecture similar to that in Bridge Park. Such a building would 
be obtrusive on Emerald Parkway and out of character with the whole neighborhood. From his 
property, they would also be able to see the area to the southwest. In the original document 
provided at the website, the proposed building was two-story; now it is three-story. That would 
a concern even if it were set back somewhat from Emerald Parkway due to the pond. The 
proposed building height and style in Subarea 5 are very concerning. The Bridge Street 
development style is exciting, energetic and good for young people; a senior living facility in a 
similar architectural style is totally incongruous.  If necessary, they will fight to prevent this type 
of development. 
 
Linda Annette, 7195 Inverness Court, Dublin, stated that her concern is the number of emergency 
vehicles that would be accessing this type of use. Currently, there may be an emergency vehicle 
in the neighborhood every 3-4 months, which is very noisy. The level of intrusion from the many 
emergency vehicles that would be accessing this adjacent site is a concern. The Inverness 
community is very beautiful. She is hopeful it is not ruined by this type of development next door. 
 
Nan Still, 3888 Inverness Circle, Dublin, stated that her condominium unit is located on Bright 
Road southwest of the proposed Bright Road Senior Living development. She believes the main 
entrance will be off Bright Road. An access point is also proposed through the office 
development adjacent to Bright Road. There is a high level of traffic in this neighborhood, and it 
is no longer just the two-hour morning and evening peak traffic. When the roundabout was 
constructed, the roadway became a major thoroughfare with 3,000-4,000 vehicles per day.  
The proposed parking spaces in this development are 731 spaces.  Active 55+ seniors will travel 
to and from their homes several times a day and will drive to most of their destinations.  The 
right in/right out accesses will result in a circular traffic condition.  Drivers have a difficult time 
accessing Sawmill Road from Bright Road.  She is very unhappy about the proposed height and 
density, and the architecture does not attempt to complement the surrounding neighborhood. 
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Megan Theis, 7225 Riverside Drive, Dublin, inquired how many people would be employed by this 
facility. 
The applicant indicated that the number would be approximately 75. 
Ms. Theis inquired why the site could not be utilized as a park and retain the greenspace. 
 
Ms. Newell stated that this is only a Concept Plan. The applicant is obtaining feedback from the 
Commission and the public and will decide whether to pursue a development. They would asking 
to rezone the property to a PUD, a planned unit development. PUDS in the City give the 
Commission more control over the architectural style, land density and building placement. 
 
Stewart Meyer, 4025 Bright Road, Dublin stated that they attended three City meetings regarding 
the COTA project previously proposed for this site. When Emerald Parkway was constructed, the 
City of Dublin opened up 115 acres for development. Eventually, development will happen, and 
development means more traffic. He assumes the residents who opposed the COTA development 
realize now that they may have “shot themselves in the foot.”  Hopefully, a compromise is possible 
with whatever develops on the site. 
 
Commission Discussion 
 
Ms. Call stated that she would address the discussion questions.  First, this type of use is fitting 
for the City and appropriate for this location. The open space with the use is sufficient.  She does 
not have a strong objection to the architectural style, although it does not provide her any sense 
of warmth. The primary issue is the density. Calculating all the subareas together, the result is 
25 du/acre, which is significantly more intensive. Craughwell Village is 15 du/acre. The proposed 
density of this development is 70% higher than the City’s currently most intensive density. 
Looking at the proposed subareas individually, the highest is 35 du/acre. That is too intensive. In 
regard to the building heights – the City requires transition zones between single-family residential 
areas and taller buildings and higher density uses, increasing as they approach major 
intersections. Open space is provided next to major thoroughfares so that multifamily 
developments are not adjacent to major roads.  From multifamily, the heights transition to 
townhomes, then to single-family homes. There is no transition here. There is an abrupt change 
from single-family, duplex and triplex products to 5-story buildings. She is not supportive of that. 
Providing parking under the buildings is also a concern due to the water tables, and it would turn 
a 3-story building into a 4-story building. Overall, the product, land use and open space is good; 
it is just too much in this space. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he is supportive of this land use.  In the past, the residents on the east 
side of the river have pointed out that, compared to the west side, they have less green space. 
Subarea 5 is a heavily wooded, beautiful piece of property, and it should be retained as such. 
Perhaps it could be made a recreation area; many of these trees should be saved. No building 
should be placed in that subarea. The layout needs a significant amount of work. In regard to 
the architecture – the Bridge Street District is great, but the City has a sufficient amount of Bridge 
Street architecture. This is a unique area on the east side of the river, where the City has a chance 
to do something equally unique. He does not believe a soft and contemporary architectural style 
is appropriate here, but rather something more traditional or unique, not more of the same. The 
most building height he would support here is three stories, even as a buffer. The goal is to have 
a unique development that will blend with the Inverness community and surrounding architecture. 
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The use, concept, pedestrian connectivity, and the Sawmill Road access -- if well planned, are 
good. The plan does need a significant amount of work; however. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated she is supportive of the proposed land use. This will fill a current need in the 
City. In regard to layout and distribution -- she agrees with her fellow Commissioners, the density 
is too much for this amount of land. The proposed architecture is similar to Bridge Park and is a 
mismatch for this area. She is not supportive of four or five-story buildings here. In regard to 
open space – Subarea 5 was originally designated as greenspace, and she believes it should 
remain as such. She would prefer a staged development approach, transitioning from low density 
to a higher density along the major roadways. In regard to traffic, she uses this route to return 
home in the evening. That area has traffic issues now. The staff who will be working here will 
increase the traffic volume, as well. It is important to ensure the site access works well for 
everyone.  
 
Mr. Supelak stated that the building height and density are major issues here. He is not supportive 
of four and five stories on this site. Two-story buildings would be more consistent with what exists 
in the City. In the site layout, he appreciates that certain sensitivities were acknowledged – the 
water features, the creek, pedestrian access through the site, social gathering spaces and the 
open space. However, most of the traffic will flow through the Bright Road access, which will be 
an issue. There is a floodplain around Billingsley Creek; perhaps bridging the creek would be 
helpful. At this point, he has no significant objection to the architecture. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she agrees that the use is appropriate for the site. Its proximity to Lifetime 
Fitness will offer opportunities to the seniors to be active. There will be pedestrian connectivity 
to nearby personal services and the grocery store. Engineering and Planning will have to study 
the traffic implications of a use on this site because of Bright Road. This plan cannot proceed 
unless there is assurance that traffic is managed. The proposed density here is significantly 
greater than elsewhere in the City. This is a sensitive site. She agrees with Commissioner Fishman 
regarding Subarea 5, which is heavily wooded. Our Thoroughfare Plan emphasizes the need of 
maintaining a continuous visual appeal along the roadway. Eliminating the treed area on the east, 
leaving the treed area on the west, would break up the view. Historically, the City has required 
developers to maintain greenspaces along Emerald Parkway. It would be a mistake to eliminate 
it there. With the amount of density in the remaining site, utilizing that northwest treed area as 
a natural amenity to the development would be preferable. The Commission is also cautioned to 
consider the impact of a proposed development on the natural environment. Billingsley Creek is 
a beautiful area, and this area could be developed in a manner that would benefit the 
neighborhood and the development and protect the visual landscape along Emerald Parkway. She 
likes the Concept Plan’s suggestions concerning water features and the open, social gathering 
spaces within the buildings. Courtyards provide safe area for the residents. That is a contemporary 
best use practice, and she encourages it. She also would encourage more spaces outside the 
buildings, taking advantage of the walking paths. In regard to the building heights, three stories 
is the maximum she would support. She is not opposed to rooftop gardens on top of a three-
story building. In regard to the architecture, what Dublin is not seeing is a soft contemporary 
style blended with natural materials. Because the land here is so beautiful, something with a 
lodge-like look might be good. The architecture should provide a sense of living within a natural 
environment with the trees, creek, and other water features.  Something that is soft and blends 
with the natural environment would not only attract the desired clientele, but it would complement 
the neighborhood.  
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Ms. Newell stated that she believes this would be a good use for this site.  She is concerned with 
the proposed four and five-story buildings. She is more comfortable with a taller structure closer 
to Sawmill Road and better screening provided for the neighboring residential community. 
Subarea 5 is currently designated as park space in the City Community Plan. She is concerned 
with the loss of those trees. However, City Council would have to be willing to purchase the site 
as parkland. If not, ultimately, she would support the development of that parcel but with 
preservation of as much of the wooded area as possible. A smaller footprint building would be a 
better fit. In regard to the architecture -- she is familiar with Mr. Woodings’ capabilities, and is 
confident of his ability to address her colleagues’ remarks. 
 
Mr. Woodings stated that they have been working on the Concept Plan for eight-nine months. 
Initially, traditional architecture was envisioned, which is more typical for Dublin. Ultimately, 
images of a more contemporary architecture were provided to learn what the response of the 
Commission and public would be. They have learned what they needed in regard to use, density 
and height, and received helpful direction. They will try to incorporate it into the project.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated that for some years, there has been discussion about potential Bright Road 
improvements to Sawmill Road. It would be helpful for the residents to know if there are any 
such plans.  
 
Ms. Husak responded that construction of the cul de sac off Bright Road near Riverside Drive 
would occur before summer 2020. The project is programmed and approved. Nothing else in that 
corridor is programmed or funded. The study conducted by the City of Columbus, ODOT and City 
of Dublin has been accepted, but nothing further has advanced. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired if closing the Bright Road access to Riverside Drive would put more stress 
on the Sawmill Road access.  
Ms. Husak stated that the intent is for that traffic to use Emerald Parkway.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated that the Community Plan designated Subarea 5 as open space. Whether or 
not the City would be willing to purchase it as parkland, he wants to see it remain untouched. 
That can be achieved by having that area count as the applicant’s open space, and the remainder 
of the open space rearranged.  
 
Mr. Woodings stated that on the Site Plan, they provided a dotted line designating a crossing over 
Billingsley Creek. The intent was to have a pedestrian bridge over the stream to provide access 
to Lifetime Fitness. Mr. Supelak mentioned a potential vehicular connection there -- what are the 
Commissioners’ views on such a connection? 
Mr. Supelak noted that he is not advocating for that. Due to the 100-year floodplain there, it 
would have to be done carefully. Putting all the traffic from this development onto Bright Road 
will overburden that route. To alleviate some of the heavy traffic on Bright Road, it would be 
desirable to identify a way to divert some of it to Emerald Parkway a distance away from the 
roundabout.  
Mr. Woodings stated that they could consider it along with the rest of the Site Plan. Do 
Commissioners have any objection to that? 
Mr. Fishman inquired if that option would be a cut-through to Lifetime Fitness. 
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Mr. Woodings responded that it would not; it would be a cut-through to Emerald Parkway. 
Currently, their plan proposes a 100-ft. right-of-way onto Bright Road. He assumes that would be 
two lanes of traffic separated by an island, then another two lanes of traffic from Sawmill Road 
to the roundabout.  
Mr. Fishman stated that could destroy part of the wood. 
Mr. Woodings responded that it would destroy it by a distance of 26 feet wide. 
Mr. Fishman advised looking at that idea with caution. It is not consistent with the Community 
Plan, and the neighbors highly value that property. 
Mr. Supelak stated that it becomes a value judgment of routing some of the traffic out to Emerald 
Parkway versus the roundabout below. Such a consideration would have to be done carefully, 
and it would not work with the proposed layout.  
 
 
Ms. Newell stated that Cases 1 and 2 would be heard together.  
 
1. Dublin Gateway (Gorden Development), 7270 & 7150 Hyland-Croy Road 

17-061, Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

Ms. Newell stated that this is a request for a recommendation of approval to City Council of a 
rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan of ±45.4 acres from Rural District to Planned Unit 
Development District to permit the future development of 90 single-family homes and up to 200 
living units for seniors with varying levels of care in one or more buildings and approximately 12 
acres of open space. The site is northeast of the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road and Post Road. 
 
2. Dublin Gateway (Gorden Development), 7270 & 7150 Hyland-Croy Road 

17-061, Preliminary Plat 

Ms. Newell stated that this application for the same site is a request for recommendation of 
approval to City Council of a Preliminary Plat subdividing the site.  
 
Ms. Newell swore in staff and members of the public who intended to address the Commission 
on this case. 
 
Staff Presentation 

Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for review and recommendation to City Council of a 
Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and Preliminary Plat for a residential development 
of 90 single-family lots and a 200-unit Adult Congregate Living Facility (ACLF) with 12.4 acres of 
open space and six public streets. The 45.5-acre site is located on the east side of Hyland-Croy 
Road at the intersection with Post Road. The site is surrounded by existing developments, 
including Post Preserve, Park Place and Jerome Grand. The site is comprised of two parcels 
totaling approximately 45.5 acres in size. The site is rectangular with 3,300 feet of frontage along 
Hyland-Croy Road and 500 feet of frontage along Post Road. As it exists today, a farmhouse and 
outbuildings are located on the south side of the property near Post Road and two houses are in 
the center of the site with access off Hyland-Croy Road. The site currently has two driveways 
from Hyland-Croy Road for the existing homes and one driveway from Post Road to the south.  
 
History 
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6. COTA Park and Ride Relocation      Emerald Parkway & Bright Road 

15-006Z/CU  Standard District Rezoning-Conditional Use  
(Approved 6 – 0 Rezoning)

(Tabled 6 – 0 Conditional Use)

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for a rezoning from R-1, Restricted 

Suburban Residential District to SO, Suburban Office and Institutional District in accordance with the 
Community Plan. She said this is also a proposal for the use of the site as a Park and Ride, which requires 

the review and approval of a conditional use. She noted the site is at the northeast corner of the 
intersection at Emerald Parkway and Bright Road. She said the Commission will forward their 

recommendation to City Council for the Rezoning and the Commission is the final authority on the 
conditional use. 

Chair Newell swore in all those intending to speak on this application. 

Jennifer Rauch introduced this application for relocation of the COTA Park and Ride with two parts of the 
application with the standard district rezoning, which is the request to change from R-1 Restricted 

Suburban Residential District to SO, Suburban Office and Institutional District. She said the review and 

analysis is based on the Community Plan and the designations called out as part of the plan. She said the 
second application is a conditional use application, which is required within the proposed SO District for 

park and ride facilities and the Code outlines specific requirements related to the shelter details and 
review criteria. Ms. Rauch said the applications will be reviewed separately and two separate motions will 

be required. 

Ms. Rauch said the site is at the northeast corner of the intersection of Bright Road and Emerald 

Parkway. She said the current zoning for this site and the areas to the south and west are R-1, and to the 
north and east are zoned PUD as part of the NE Quad Rezoning.  

Ms. Rauch stated there was a public meeting held in January with COTA and City representatives, and 

the neighbors within the area regarding the proposal and the feedback provided from that meeting is in 

the packet.  

Ms. Rauch said City Council is reviewing a separate action related to real estate and a development 
agreement. She stated that as part of those discussions, concerns were raised related to the Community 

Plan and of the Bright Road Area Plan. She said in 1997, the Community Plan Future Land Use 

designated this site as existing residential. She said when the City undertook the Community Plan update 
in 2005, they looked at all the future land use designations and area plans. She said through numerous 

joint work sessions and meetings with the neighbors, the various area plans were developed including 
the Bright Road area, which originally had shown this site as a multiple-family designation. She said as 

part of City Council’s final review of the Bright Road Area Plan in 2007, Council made a recommendation 
and voted to change the site to Neighborhood Office. She said those minutes were also included in the 

packet. She said this designation was retained in the most recent updates to the Community Plan in 

2013.  

Land Use and Long 
Range Planning
5800 Shier Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

phone 614.410.4600 

fax 614.410.4747 
www.dublinohiousa.gov 
____________________ 
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Ms. Rauch said the Future Land Use Map designation is Neighborhood Office, which calls for density not 
to exceed 9,500-square-feet per acre. She said area plan recommends development with low lot 

coverages, increased setbacks, and the provision of a transition between the residential and the future 
office developments. She said the area to the east of the site is zoned for office and the area to west is 

residential, making this site the corner piece to provide the transition between the uses. She said the 
most consistent zoning district with the Neighborhood Office designation is SO, Suburban Office District, 

which is the recommendation of this site. 

 
Ms. Rauch said the Bright Road Area Plan recommends the preservation of the natural features, which 

would include substantial trees on the site as well as along the creek on the northern boundary. She said 
future development needs to ensure that those features within the area are accounted for. She indicated 

the area plan calls for opportunities for improving traffic circulation. She said the completion of the final 

phase of Emerald Parkway has helped open up and provide better access and traffic movement within 
the area. 

 
Ms. Rauch said based on the standards of the standard zoning district review, Planning has determined 

the proposal meets the criteria based on the future land use designation and the specific 
recommendations of the area plan. She said the proposed zoning district is the most compatible district 

and provides for office and institutional uses in line with the Community Plan. She stated the 

recommendation for this site is a recommendation of approval to City Council. 
 

Ms. Rauch said the second portion of this application is the conditional use review. She said under the 
Suburban Office standards conditional use approval is required for park and ride facilities.  

 

Ms. Rauch noted the proposed site shows two access points; one is off Bright Road and the second is off 
Emerald Parkway. She said there is a bus lane for the buses to circulate on the site that is separate from 

the parking area. She said the bus circulation action and route traveling is handled on-site, which is 
different from the current location on Dale Drive where it is done on the street. She said the setback on 

this site is based on the width of the right-of-way, which in this area, has been increased significantly 

from the Thoroughfare Plan and the Community Plan. 
 

Ms. Rauch indicated the proposal meets the parking setback lines but the building setback lines are 
encroached by the proposed shelter, which is one of the deviations requested as part of the proposal. 

She said based on the significant setback from the roadway and the proposed landscaping and 
mounding, Planning recommends the location for the shelter be permitted. She said the Code specifies 

the shelter be limited to 50-square-feet and the architecture of the shelter coordinates and is harmonious 

with the architecture of the surrounding area. She said Planning’s analysis finds these two requirements 
to be met.   

 
Ms. Rauch said the specific perimeter landscaping and interior landscaping meet required Code. She said 

there is a pond at the northern end of the site for stormwater retention and the creek runs along the 

northern boundary. She said the proposed pond and setback will not disturb the 100-year flood plain. 
 

Ms. Rauch said the applicant is proposing a sign at the property line at the corner of the site. She said 
Code requires signs to be setback 8 feet from the right-of-way; however, due to utilities within the area 

that they are trying to avoid, Planning recommends the sign be permitted within the proposed location. 
She indicated there will be lighting proposed on-site, which will meet the lighting requirements within the 

Code. 

 
Mike Bradley, Vice President of Planning and Service Development, 5941 Hadler Drive, Dublin, Ohio, said 

a park and ride facility is preferred next to a main arterial and located north of I-270 with good access 
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and visibility. He said COTA is looking to consolidate the park and ride facilities with the goal of increasing 

the number of trips at each park and ride for greater success. He said their consultant has recommended 
consolidating the park and rides and having more trips making it more convenient for the people by 

providing direct service to downtown destinations and operate on the freeway network. He said there is 
an express fee, which is higher than local circulation, which comes with it an expectation that the trip is 

to be express.  
 

Mr. Bradley said they surveyed the customers that currently use the Dale Drive Park and Ride and 

determined most of the riders are north of the current location. He said a park and ride is designed for 
commute trips and is weekday-service only. He said there will be 170 parking spaces on site with a 

passenger shelter and a separate bus lane. He said COTA will start off with six trips in the am that 
generally operate between approximately 6:00 am to 8:00 am. He said COTA will run three trips down 

Riverside Drive to Griggs Dam and three trips on I-270 to SR315. He noted operation for pm would be 

approximately between 3:45 pm – 5:15 pm.  
 

Mr. Bradley said COTA has 29 Park and Rides and not a single incident has been reported on record. He 
said the majority of the Park and Rides have security cameras and the noise is reasonable. He said 

lighting is directed down and light/shadowing does not go outside of their property. He said COTA has no 
trash problems to note. He reported this is COTA’s second highest Park and Ride.  

 

Ms. Rauch said based on this information and the analysis completed, approval is recommended for 
conditional use as the criteria has been met with the two deviations related to the location of the 

proposed sign and shelter.  
 

The Chair invited public comment.  

 
Gerry Kosicki, 4313 Wyandotte Woods Blvd., said he understands building a city is complicated and if 

Dublin is going to be successful in the long run the Bridge Street District needs to be about inventing a 
city and anticipating all the needs of a dense urban area including transit, safety services, environmental, 

and economic sustainability. He said the COTA relocation project provides an opportunity to rethink the 

future of transit needs and options. He said if BSD is going to be based on dense, urban walkability, then 
it should have priority to future transit needs and space should be set aside for this; the city needs can 

be addressed systematically. He said Dublin cannot rely on COTA to anticipate future transit needs as 
BSD is built out over the coming years. He indicated COTA has no credible plans for light rail and what 

they have proposed in the past has been inadequate. He said the area suffers from the lack of such 
plans. He said mass transit guides future development and infrastructure has a way of channeling density 

into areas that can be meaningfully served by mass transit. He indicated the Park and Ride relocation 

plans on Bright Road seem to be business as usual for COTA by replacing one Park and Ride with another 
to haul some people downtown and back. He said this will not meet the future transit needs of BSD and 

the City as a whole. He requested a vision for how a new location for the Park and Ride can best facilitate 
future development of transit options within BSD and between BSD and other parts of the City as well as 

the surrounding areas. He urged the PZC to carefully consider both the merits and design of this site as 

well as how this fits into the larger issue of future transit.  
 

Amy Kramb, 7511 Riverside Drive, said she was representing the East Dublin Civic Association. She 
reported she attended both of COTA’s meetings in January. She said this proposal would be a win for 

COTA at this location. She said the Smokey Row neighbors are extremely upset about this location 
because they would lose a bus route. She indicated this site was not the best for the City of Dublin. She 

pointed out that the future land designation and the area plan state this should be office. She said one 

day it may be acceptable to rezone this parcel as Suburban Office but premature to rezone it tonight 
based on this application. She said Emerald Parkway is lined with beautiful corporate headquarters. She 

questioned why the City is asking to place a parking lot on this prominent intersection on this new 
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signature roadway that recently just opened as a gateway from Columbus to the City of Dublin and the 

first parcel being developed along Emerald Phase 8. She said this is suburban office. She said in a work 
session in 2007, one of the former city staff members, Mr. Combs said that this plan is intended to 

preserve the key natural features and to maintain the residential character along Bright Road. She said 
the plan also continues the high quality design in corporation of offices along Emerald Parkway. She read 

where Mr. Combs said the concepts give the general expectation for future development with buildings 
closer to the street, internal parking lots, appropriate landscaping and buffer zones. She said that vision 

that Staff said was going to be in this area is in nothing like what is being presented tonight. She 

reiterated that this parcel should not be rezoned tonight. 
 

Ms. Kramb said this is the wrong location for a Park and Ride with regard to the conditional use request. 
She agreed with the prior speaker-resident that BSD was a much better location. She reported 2013 

Census data that showed the City has 21,338 Dublin residents over the age of 16 working in the City. She 

reported 8,248 of these residents drive alone to work. She said only 74 reported riding transit to work. 
She referred to COTA’s point of origin survey that showed where people come from to ride their services. 

She said there were 43 riders by adding up the little dots on the survey originating in that area, which 
extended up to Union County, Powell, Delaware, over to Smokey Row and Columbus. She said there 

were just 23 dots in the City of Dublin and only 5 of those dots were on the east side of the river. She 
said if we are looking at this proposal from the City of Dublin’s perspective, and their residents, excluding 

COTA’s demographics, we are looking at building a parking lot on land that was $1.2 million. She said 

there are more than 25 people present tonight that are opposed to this Park and Ride going to the 
proposed location. She said the City is in a hurry to acquire this land because it is needed for the Bridge 

Park District. She said there are other mechanisms for the City to acquire the land. She said the City 
relocated Spa at River Ridge and they can do that with COTA. She summarized this does not have to 

happen now and does not have to happen at this location.  

 
Ms. Kramb said vehicular circulation will interfere with the existing circulation around there. She said 

Planning said it is not going to interfere at all. She said she contests that because Bright Road is not 
sufficient to handle those trips or those buses at Bright and Sawmill Road. She said that is a horrible 

intersection at rush hour, which is the exact time these buses will be going through there. She explained 

that intersection backs up past Inverness every morning and every night as it is and now buses are 
proposed to be added to the congestion. She said Engineering has repeatedly said Bright Road would be 

widened to alleviate traffic at this intersection and that when Emerald Parkway went in, there would be 
less traffic on Bright Road. She said the City is now proposing to allow additional traffic onto Bright Road 

when the City said they were going to take it off by using Emerald Parkway. She said we will get 
additional traffic from Smokey Row when their route has been closed down.  

 

Ms. Kramb said this application impedes the development of the area and is harmful economically. She 
said there will be two residences stuck there between the existing offices to the east if a parking lot is 

constructed on that site. 
 

Ms. Kramb indicated we should take pride in this corner of the intersection and build something 

worthwhile on this valuable parcel at this corner. She said the Planning Report states this Park and Ride 
is going to be an amenity but it is just an amenity for COTA, not for the City of Dublin.  

 
Ms. Kramb said even if people are drawn from Delaware, Powell, and Columbus, there is nothing to keep 

the riders here. She said they will come, add congestion to our roads, and then will leave the area. She 
said if the Park and Ride was down in the BSD and riders were dropped off the bus after work, they 

might grab some dinner at the new restaurant, have a drink at the new bar with a happy hour, hit the 

gym, or use any number of amenities they could walk to before heading home, spending money in our 
City.  
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Ms. Kramb concluded she hopes the PZC votes no to the rezoning and conditional use tonight. She said if 

the conditional use is approved, there should be a condition added, which is to require COTA to restrict 
all buses from using Bright Road. She said it would be appropriate for the buses to enter on the south 

entrance off of Bright Road but always exit north on Emerald Parkway, using the Emerald Parkway and 
Hard Road intersection. She said COTA is getting everything they want with this application and the 

residents are not getting anything.  
 

Randy Roth, 6987 Grandee Cliffs Drive, said he is president of East Dublin Civic Association. He said he 

just learned about this application at the end of December. He said whether Council is going to vote 
against this or not, the residents are being heard and taken very seriously. He said he is concerned about 

stream buffer locations and the natural habitat. He indicated the landscaping trees appear to grow right 
at the edge of the creek. He said 20 feet at the top of the bank should be natural to retain the habitat 

and the key is the top of the bank. He said we like our coyotes and had them shifted over from Brandon. 

He said not only should the traffic be diverted from the Sawmill/Bright intersection but consider a way to 
make it natural.  

 
Mr. Roth said he serves on the Community Plan Steering Committee and served on the Transportation 

Task Force. He suggested there should be two centers of Park and Rides; one in the BSD and one on 
Perimeter in the commercial area. He said we could have our own circulator system of buses and 

suggested working with COTA. He said once you come here, you are far from our Metro Center and the 

hospital where the jobs are. He read from the website that states “The existing Park and Ride on Dale 
Drive is in the area that shows potential BSD mixed development and realignment with Dale Drive and 

any relocation of this facility should minimize service disruptions and should remain in close proximity to 
the existing Park and Ride.” He reported persons with disabilities live between the interstate and along 

SR161; persons 65 years old and older are in that same parcel. He reported persons in households 

without a vehicle are in the same area. He said he spoke with some COTA riders and they do not own 
cars. He said all of this new demographic data really fits our original vision but that is where COTA needs 

to be to help us. He suggested we take time to consider options and plan this out for an ultimate 
transportation solution.  

 

Mr. Roth said the City of Dublin voted down a request from COTA to locate near the interchange on the 
north side. He said every intersection on Sawmill Road by 2030 will have seven lanes. He said we need a 

decentralized system to pick up Columbus people in Columbus, Powell people in Powell and try to keep 
them off of Sawmill Road. He said with this plan, COTA will forget about the people of Powell, close the 

Park and Ride on Smokey Row, and draw all traffic to the jump point. He said we already know all these 
intersections are going to fail. He said there will not be a Park and Ride between Sawmill Road and US23. 

 

Mr. Roth referred to the Community Plan for Bright Road. He said if this plan is defeated he wants to flip 
back to the plan they all support. He said this land should be used for multi-family and put the office on 

the more barren land to the south. 
 

Don Spangler, 3614 Jenmar Court, said there does not seem to be a lot of riders to justify the need. He 

said the long-time residents of Dublin did not expect to see a parking lot as the first thing constructed on 
the new section of Emerald Parkway. He said they are very disappointed. He believes there probably is 

not anyone on City Council that desires to have a Park and Ride in their neighborhood. He said if this is 
an amenity as described, sitting in a residential area, why it was not an amenity sitting in the BSD where 

there were a lot more people to use it. He said if the bus would stop where there were restrooms, 
activities, entertainment, or shops revenue could be made. He said the Park and Ride appears to be a 

loser as it does not generate revenue and it takes up space. He suggested that if the Park and Ride were 

located by Chase Bank by Kroger Marketplace on Sawmill Road there is open space and shopping areas 
besides the grocer and bank. He reiterated at Bright Road and Emerald Parkway, there is nothing. He 

said people will drive in, get on the bus, and when they return they will get back into their cars and 
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Dublin will never make any money off of them. He said if this is an amenity, we need to rethink how we 

look at amenities. He concluded this only seems to be an amenity for approximately 50 people and does 
not see how this Park and Ride fits the criteria for businesses, entertainment, opportunities, parks and 

recreational facilities that benefit and protect the majority of Dublin residents.  
 

Scott Haring, 3280 Lilly-Mar Court, said he understands the City owns this parcel and the City’s purchase 
of this parcel was to facilitate a little bit of the frontage and west edge to make this new roundabout. He 

said he read where this parcel was referred to as over three acres of access land. He asked to clarify that 

the PZC was being asked to rezone the parcel from R-1 (one house per acre) to Suburban Office and 
then once that is in hand for the parcel to be used as a parking facility as a conditional use. He stated he 

did not believe this was the right place.  
 

Mr. Haring said he heard the applicant say they wanted good visibility but he also heard there would be 

mounding around this so it would be hidden from the street. He added being a block back, west of 
Sawmill Road, does not sound visible. He said other speakers have noted more recognizable commercial 

areas where this Park and Ride could be located. He said this proposal reminds him of another facility 
that is west of Sawmill Road with mounding, which is Dublin Village Center. He recalls hearing years ago 

that mounding and lack of signage killed Dublin Village Center so he is surprised to hear that these are 
some of the goals here tonight.  

 

Mr. Haring said he attended the recent City Council meeting that precipitates all this for a new road that 
is going to bisect the current Park and Ride facility. He said he still does not understand the mechanics 

that the City could buy the right-of-way on that parcel but it sounds like the preference is to purchase the 
entire parcel. He said then the City will go back to having two small slivers of excess land. He said it is 

not clear what happens to that excess land if Dublin does this. He indicated we are a heck of a city to say 

to COTA you have a Park facility, we would like a sliver of your land for a new road, let us build you a 
new facility for $1 million. He said he understands there is supposed to be some land trading and some 

value but as he had mentioned to City Council 10 days ago, there is another parcel near a roundabout in 
the City where a little portion of that will be for the future SR161/Riverside Drive Roundabout. He said he 

understands the City also owns the former Wendy’s restaurant lot. He suggested that would be a great 

place; ±two acres will be taken for the roundabout but it would be a much more ‘like for like’ and it 
would be closer to BSD. He said earlier it was stated that the previous goal was to keep it near the BSD 

and Wendy’s lot would meet that requirement. He said there is a line on the map showing a bus route 
down Riverside Drive and this piece is right next to Riverside Drive. He said he had heard repeatedly from 

PZC over the years a phrase “the highest and best use for property”. He said he went to the party at 
Emerald Parkway for its opening of the final phase. He was told there were a few more parcels and 

hopefully big office to come and this parking lot does not seem to fit in the whole spirit of it.  

 
Mr. Haring concluded by stating he hoped the PZC would table this application and consider other ideas 

or say no; this is not good use.  
 

Robert Cudd, 4281 McDuff Place, said the creek that runs alongside this parking lot, actually runs along 

the residential area in his back yard. He said he often pulls debris out of that creek, like whenever there 
is a storm; the stream runs pretty quickly. He said if this lot is fully utilized it will have approximately 

44,000 cars parking in it during the year. He said he is concerned about radiator needs, litter, and all the 
other things that blow into the stream, which feeds right into the Scioto River. He asked the PZC to 

consider the elements that could go into the stream including the sealants that will be applied to the 
parking lot. He indicated this is bad for wildlife such as deer, rabbits, and squirrels that are there. He 

summarized this is a bad idea of putting a parking lot with that kind of capacity right on a stream that 

feeds into the Scioto River.  
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The Chair asked if there were any further public comments to be made. [Hearing none.]  She closed off 

the public comment portion of the meeting and invited questions or comments from the Commissioners. 
 

Amy Salay remarked on the phrase “highest and best use”. She said that is a development term and it 
has to be used very carefully because a lot of times a developer looks at a piece of land very differently 

than we do in Dublin in terms of maximizing what you can get out of a piece of ground. She said she was 
unsure that they ever wish for “highest and best use” in Dublin as that is a dangerous term.  

 

Ms. Salay asked Staff about stormwater. She asked if pervious paving was considered for the parking lot 
so there would not be runoff. She admitted she did not know the price comparison from one to the other. 

She asked if maybe the part that is not going to be used all the time could be pervious. She asked if that 
question could be answered before this proposal goes to Council.  

 

Ms. Salay said she had a couple of questions for Mr. Bradley of COTA. She said she had spoken to a few 
people from Smokey Row that attended the COTA meeting and they did not know that they would 

necessarily lose their park and ride but the bus service might be decreased. She asked him if he could 
answer that question. 

 
Mr. Bradley said COTA was proposing that but it was not final yet to combine Route 30 with this 

proposed location. He said the consultants for the transit system review first recommended eliminating it 

completely. He said the reason COTA left it in was because it was a little bit further from Dale Drive. He 
said COTA had made a statement if a park and ride is established in the Sawmill corridor they would 

consider combining the routes. He said they do see the people from Smokey Row using the Dale Drive 
Park and Ride. He said the watershed for the Park and Ride is pretty large. He said in short, we will not 

make that decision until the end of May. He said during the transit system review, they considered a lot 

of changes redesigning the network.  
 

Ms. Salay said what the Smokey Row residents heard, or maybe it was wishful thinking, was that there 
may be a bus or two removed but that there would still be a facility. Mr. Bradley said that was the 

residents’ suggestion, not COTA’s.  

 
Ms. Salay said we have heard a lot of suggestions about keeping a park and ride facility in the BSD. She 

asked Mr. Bradley how he sees the COTA service within the Bridge Street District working in tandem with 
park and ride facilities. She said she knows he wants one somewhere on the west side of Dublin in the 

Perimeter/Avery area. She asked how he sees COTA serving Dublin in the future or would it be 
something that Dublin would invent themselves.  

 

Mr. Bradley said the long range transit plan was done around 2011. He said even with the Dale Drive 
location and without the proposed Bridge Street District, COTA was considering a park and ride in Sawmill 

Corridor as those are the growing corridors. He said in the early 1990s, Dublin was not as extensive and 
dense to the north and west. He explained the key to a park and ride is capturing people before they get 

to the highway. He said if they go beyond the freeway they do not want to back up for the most part. He 

said we have to change with the community. He said COTA is proposing local service on SR161 coming 
from Sawmill Road over to the Metro Place by 2017. He said the denser an area, the more people will use 

their service. He said he does not expect the large numbers from the BSD. He said it takes a larger 
watershed in order to be effective on a park and ride.  

 
Victoria Newell asked Engineering about the circulation with the buses. She thought the buses were going 

to function at the intersection at Bright Road. 

 
Tina Wawszkiewicz said the site layout shows the Emerald Parkway access as a right in/right out only 

because there is a median. She said the applicant is proposing to include a left turn lane on Bright Road 
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to get into the site and the length calculated for that left turn lane is only a 50-foot stacking lane. She 

said Engineering has been working with them to increase that to 125 feet. She said from a traffic 
perspective a park and ride is good for the transportation system by consolidating trips. She said 

Engineering wants to see how things go with Emerald Parkway as traffic patterns have not fully been 
established there. She said they still believe that the completion of Emerald Parkway will take some 

burden off of Bright Road as those patterns develop. She said Bright Road will continue to be evaluated, 
but Engineering is aware there is congestion.  

 

Ms. Newell asked if there was a formal traffic study completed for this project. Ms. Wawszkiewicz said a 
traffic study was submitted and reviewed by Engineering. She said the details are being finalized and will 

be completed during the site planning process.  
 

Ms. Newell said that was not included in the packets. Ms. Rauch said the planning report included an 

overview of the traffic study. 
 

Ms. Salay asked Ms. Wawszkiewicz about a timeframe for improvements on Bright Road. She stated the 
Community Plan discusses the widening to Bright Road between Emerald Parkway and Sawmill Road to 

four lanes. 
 

Ms. Wawszkiewicz said it is not programmed at this time and reiterated Engineering wants to understand 

the traffic patterns of Emerald Parkway before any improvements are made.  
 

Paul Hammersmith agreed with Ms. Wawszkiewicz that traffic patterns have to be established with the 
opening of Emerald Parkway. He recalled what was said during the update of the Community Plan that 

they were very uncertain as to what Bright Road needed to be when it grew up and what would happen 

to the network. He said Engineering would start taking counts later this year to understand these 
patterns. He reported the City of Columbus is considering a southbound lane addition to Sawmill Road, 

which will include the Sawmill/Bright intersection. He said working from a systemic standpoint we need to 
work together with Columbus not only to improve Bright Road but also the intersection of Bright/Sawmill. 

He said Bright Road could be widened to eight lanes wide but if the capacity does not exist at the 

intersection it does not matter how wide Bright Road is between Emerald and Sawmill. He explained the 
controlling factors are always going to be the intersection and again that is the City of Columbus’ 

jurisdiction.  
 

Ms. Salay asked about the timing of the cul-de-sac at Bright Road and Riverside Drive. Mr. Hammersmith 
said Engineering has not determined that yet. He said it will be discussed during the next CIP update. He 

said there will be some land acquisition required.  

 
Cathy De Rosa asked about the traffic flow. She said the traffic study is completed and Engineering is 

evaluating what will happen now that the intersection is open. She asked what the anticipated change is 
in that demand. Ms. Wawszkiewicz said Engineering’s expectation would be for people to gravitate 

towards Emerald Parkway. She said there is no question that there will still be a delay on Bright Road at 

Sawmill Road. 
 

Ms. De Rosa asked if Engineering was starting to see that happen or if it was too early to tell. Ms. 
Wawszkiewicz said there have not been any formal counts as it would not help during the change in the 

traffic pattern.  
 

Deborah Mitchell asked for clarification about the results of the traffic study. Ms. Wawszkiewicz said the 

study provided for this site is directly related to the two access points that are proposed and the impacts 
on the roadways.  
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Ms. Mitchell confirmed Engineering has completed the review of the traffic study, but it was not included 

in the packet for this meeting. Claudia Husak said Engineering has conducted the analysis of the traffic 
study and the numbers were provided in the Planning Report. She said detailed traffic studies are not 

provided to the Commission for review, because those are under the purview of Engineering.  
 

Ms. Mitchell confirmed the conclusion drawn by Engineering was an extreme traffic problem is not 
anticipated. Ms. Wawszkiewicz said the use outlined in Community Plan as an office would be a more 

intense use and generate more trips than the proposed park and ride.  

 
Ms. De Rosa asked if any additional properties were forecast to be rezoned in the near future to align 

with the Community Plan designation. Ms. Rauch said no additional properties were being considered at 
this point.  

 

Todd Zimmerman asked if any other locations were considered for the park and ride or if this was the 
primary targeted area. Ms. Rauch said this is the site we were presented to consider for this particular 

use.  
 

Ms. Salay said the City needs to consider COTA’s request to be located north of I-270. She indicated with 
the Bridge Street District becoming a reality the City needed to relocate some businesses, which includes 

the park and ride. She said Council’s goal was to determine how to make that happen with COTA as a 

partner with the City. She said the City owns this land and it was considered to be an option for the 
relocation COTA. She indicated the use works from a traffic standpoint and that is how the proposal 

turned in an application. 
 

Mr. Langworthy said the Commission needs to evaluate this site and this use on this site and not focus on 

where it might be better located. He said ultimately, the site location is up to COTA to determine where 
they think the best location is and the Commission’s task is to evaluate this proposal on this particular 

site. 
 

Mr. Zimmerman said Dublin will give ownership over to COTA. Ms. Salay confirmed that is what is 

envisioned.  
 

Mr. Zimmerman said COTA will be responsible for the maintenance of the facility. Ms. Rauch agreed. 
 

Mr. Miller asked if there were options to keep the buses off Bright Road and move the buses across 
Emerald Parkway to Hard Road. 

 

Mr. Bradley said it would add operational costs for every day they serve this site and there are no 
restrictions at this time. He said the routes are done very efficiently and not being able to get through on 

Bright Road would cause a run around every day at 16 times at $70.00 per hour. He said it adds up and 
the cost to deliver this service to Dublin is passed on to the passengers, who only pay about 20 percent 

of the total costs. 

 
Ms. Salay asked if COTA was talking about four trips down Bright Road and two trips down Emerald 

Parkway. Mr. Bradley said COTA is not sure at this time. He said to provide the best service would be to 
travel on Sawmill Road to I-270 and travel the freeway downtown.  

 
Ms. Wawszkiewicz said from Engineering’s perspective, if this were an office use as it was envisioned in 

the Community Plan, those trips would not be restricted to any particular route. She said rerouting this 

particular use, even if those trips went up to Hard Road and came south on Sawmill, they are still using 
the same intersection, which would be the same level of delay. 
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Ms. Newell said the retention basin is 11 feet deep and not a very attractive shape as a triangle and 

extremely close to the creek. She said the suggestion about pervious pavers or underground storage 
could contribute to reducing the size of the pond. She said this would add a benefit to the site. She 

referred back to the tree survey noting a good grouping of trees pretty close along the property line. She 
said if the retention pond is reduced through underground storage there may be an opportunity to reduce 

a row of parking and extend the green space to the north. She indicated COTA might be able to hold the 
front parking a little bit farther off of Emerald Parkway and save a few more of those trees that are in 

that area. She said the plan can be improved and is still bothered with the access along Bright Road. She 

expressed concerns for the residences across the street and the traffic being too great. 
 

Ms. De Rosa said she had driven around and found the intersection at Bright and Sawmill to be really 
hard to navigate. She said she was not sure if rerouting solves all the problems because congestion still 

ends up back on Sawmill Road. She asked if there was any opportunity as far as timing here to think 

about some ways to advance what could be done at Sawmill and Bright Road. She asked if that was 
totally out of our hands and if it was a broader conversation with the City. She said waiting until 2018 or 

2019 to solve that problem seems impractical.  
 

Mr. Hammersmith said it is going to be a long study process; there are no cheap solutions and again it 
has to be a systemic approach. He said not only at Bright and Sawmill Roads but they are looking at 

Billingsley. He said the study will look at the entire corridor and not just one location, and it is not going 

to be an immediate solution. He said there will need to be funding sources identified. He said in the end, 
this is going to be a project between $10 million – $15 million to implement a correction. He explained 

this is being driven by the City of Columbus. He said he would report back to City Council as alternatives 
come forward but it is not going to be something that this project is going to solve.  

 

Ms. Salay thought a decision was made but it looked like prior to that there was a lot of discussion about 
the Bright Road plan. She said we decided on the alignment of Emerald Parkway, 20 some years ago. 

She said the properties that are adjacent to the park and ride as you go eastbound toward Sawmill Road, 
are all in single ownership and being sold for redevelopment. She suggested the neighbors sit down with 

Staff, PZC, and Council to discuss the Community Plan and possible land uses west of Emerald Parkway. 

 
Ms. Salay agreed with Ms. Newell about holding stormwater underground. 

 
Ms. Newell said Suburban Office is the appropriate rezoning for this site. She said she takes exception to 

the conditional use.  
 

Ms. Salay addressed stream protection and invited Mr. Roth to speak.  

 
Mr. Roth said it would be nice to have natural woodland for about 20 feet; whole preservation would 

require more than that.  
 

Ms. Newell said it can be two working together and does not have to be one or the other. She said the 

design of the retention basin on this plan is poorly functional and has no aesthetic redeeming qualities 
whatsoever. She said by doing a portion of piping underground and splitting the depth the site design 

would be improved. She said Engineering can speak to how to best balance the retention. She indicated 
there is a better aesthetic solution than what we were presented with this evening.  

 
Ms. Newell said she was not in favor of the current plan conditional use. She said it fails to be 

harmonious to the existing intended character of the vicinity. She said she is comfortable with the 

rezoning of Suburban Office as it meets the Community Plan. She said there is an option to table this 
case and return with a revised plan that addresses the Commission’s concerns or the Commission can 

vote on the application as presented.  
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Ms. Rauch said the City is the applicant for this project. She suggested if the Commission was inclined to 
vote on the rezoning tonight that portion of the application could be forwarded on to Council. She said 

Planning could work through the details and comments with regards to the conditional use and come 
back with a revised plan.  

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Zimmerman moved, Ms. Salay seconded, to recommend approval to City Council of this rezoning 

from R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District to SO, Suburban Office and Institutional District 
because it complies with the Community Plan. The vote was as follows: Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Mitchell, 

yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; and Mr. Zimmerman, yes. (Approved 6 – 0) 
Motion and Vote 

Ms. Salay moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to table this conditional use. The vote was as follows: Ms. 

Mitchell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Ms. Salay, 
yes. (Approved 6 – 0) 

 
Communications 

Claudia Husak reminded the Commission that the early registration for the National Planning Conference 
ends February 19, 2015. She said if anyone on the Commission is considering traveling to Seattle, 

Washington, she asked that they get in touch with Flora Rogers with dates and check some flights 

beforehand so Flora can book the hotel at least. Victoria Newell said she was interested in attending. Ms. 
Salay said she was going too. 

 
Todd Zimmerman asked if the next PZC meeting was set aside for training. Ms. Husak said the February 

19 meeting is a training session in conjunction with ARB and BZA. She explained Mr. Foegler will speak 

about our history with the BSD and where we are currently; Engineering will provide a transportation 
update; and Rachel Ray will discuss the form-based Code, which is another aspect of reviews. She said 

the material is geared more for the new members as the others should already be familiar with the 
content but are welcome to attend.  

 

Deborah Mitchell asked if it would be beneficial to talk to Rachel Ray or other Staff before the February 
19 meeting as she has questions and would like to get up to speed. Ms. Husak said it might be a benefit 

to all to hear the conversation so it would be better to wait until the 19th. Steve Langworthy said anyone 
can come in and have a one-on-one discussion with Staff for more detail at any point in time and 

recommended sending a request via email to schedule a meeting. 
 

Both Ms. Husak and Mr. Langworthy commended the new Commission members on their first meeting as 

their questions were great. 
 

Ms. Husak said MORPC has offered to come to one of our training sessions. Ms. Newell said that was a 
great idea.  

 

Mr. Langworthy suggested the possibility of a Planning Commission Exchange in the future.  
 

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 10:15 p.m. 
 

 
 

As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on March 12, 2015. 

 
 
 


	08-25-2025 Council Minutespdf.pdf
	The Beacon_5 History.pdf
	Pages from Ordinance 36-25 - Rezoning - Beacon PUD, 21.523 Acres, 082525.pdf
	The Beacon_5 History.pdf
	050125 PZC Record of Action.pdf
	Planning and Zoning Commission
	Thursday, May 1, 2025 | 6:30 p.m.

	05-01-25 PZC Meeting Minutes - draft.pdf
	Mr. Deschler moved, Mr. Way seconded acceptance of the documents into the record.

	The Beacon_ History.pdf
	The Beacon - 1.20.22 - ROA
	Planning & Zoning Commission
	Thursday, January 20, 2022 | 6:30 pm


	The Beacon - History 1.0
	Pages from pzc-action-11-4-21 v2.pdf
	History.pdf
	C2_History.pdf
	19-115CP.ROA.pdf
	C3_History.pdf









