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CITY OF DUBLIN .. 
Land Use and 

Long Range Planning 
5800 Shier-Rings Rood 

Dublin. Ohio 43016· 1236 

Phone/ TDD: 614-410-4600 
Fax: 614-410-4747 

Web Sile: www.dublin.oh.us 

l Co - 0 o ~br~""b /ooP Pf/ 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION APPLICATION F}) r' 

0 Informal Review 

0 Concept Plan 
(Section 153.056(A)(1)) 

(Code Section 153.232) 

I. PLEASE CHECK THE TYPE OF APPLICATION: 

0 Final Plat 
(Section 152.085) 

0 Conditional Use 
(Section 153.236) 

0 Preliminary Development Plan I Rezoning O Corridor Development District (CDD) 
(Section 153.053) (Section 153.115) 

E] Final Development Plan 
(Section 153.053(E)) 

0 Amended Final Development Plan 
(Section 153.053(E)) 

0 Standard District Rezoning 
(Section 153.018) 

0 Preliminary Plat 
(Section 152.015) 

0 Corridor Development District (CDD) Sign 
(Section 153.115) 

0 Minor Subdivision 

D Right-of-Way Encroachment 

D Other (Please Specify): ______ _ 

Please utilize the applicable Supplemental Application Requirements sheet for 
additional submittal requirements that will need to accompany this application form. 

II. PROPERTY INFORMATION: This section must be completed. 

Property Address(es): 6185 Craughwell Lane, Dublin, Ohio and others 

Tax ID/Parcel Number(s): Parcel Size(s) (Acres): 

20-3761940 13.04 acres 

Existing Land Use/Development: six apartment buildings converted to condominiums 

IF APPLICABLE, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING: 

Proposed Land Use/Development: No change to land use - building upgrades 

Total acres affected by application: 13.04 acres 

Ill. CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER(S): Please attach additional sheets if needed. 

Name (Individual or Organization) : 

Mailing Address: 
(Street, City, State, Zip Code) 

Daytime Telephone: Fax: 
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I'll. APPLICANT(S): This is the person(s) who is submitting the application if different than the property owner(s) listed in part Ill. 
Please complete if applicable. 

Name: Lisa Pearson Applicant is also property owner: yesO no0 

Organization (Owner, Developer, Contractor, etc.}: Case Bowen Company 

Mailing Address: 6255 Corporate Center Drive Dublin Ohio 43016 
(Street, City, State, Zip Code) ' ' 

Daytime Telephone: 614-799-9800 I Fax: NIA 

Email or Alternate Contact Information: lpearson@casebowen.com 

V. REPRESENTATIVE(S) OF APPLICANT I PROPERTY OWNER: This is the person(s) who is submitting the application 
on behalf of the applicant listed in part IV or property owner listed in part Ill. Please complete if applicable. 

Name: Jim Bender, AIA, NCARB, President 

Organization (Owner, Developer, Contractor, etc.): JL Bender, Inc., Architects and Planners 

Mailing Address: 3040 Riverside Drive Suite 132 
(Street, City, State, Zip Code} ' 

Daytime Telephone: 614-488-8814 I Fax: 614-488-7224 

Email or Alternate Contact Information: jbender@jlbender.com 

VI. AUTHORIZATION FOR OWNER'S APPLICANT or REPRESENTATIVE(S): If the applicant is not the property owner, 
this section must be completed and notarized. 

L -~ , · L ,/l iJ..~ ·71 Im I ·-y- f _/ ~ -- _ _L,;., '\/ 0 () r J ;VJ .t1 {!., <!..ond!.o A 
I ·c:r :;;)proc.~ ,.nOOY(_ emcc ._,. ~]Uf' r t' --r?]C.- 'the OWAe-r, hereby authorize 

L - · -,,.. , " ,,,- · · - _r to act as my applicant or 
representative(s) in all matters ertaining to the pr cessing and appr I of this application, including modifying the project. I agree 
to be bound by all representations and agreements made by the designated representative. 

Signature of Current Property Owner: Dateqk / 
0 Check this box if the Authorization for O~ner's :A.pplicant o 

i'}{,,_~ 
Subscribed and \)orn before me this C2l Lll day o 

State of D ,4A I D 

County of '-::r ~.J\ \l\l:1 J~ Notary Public +----'=::c..,,"'4:a~:.=ii..,...<'-"='="--"~ 
~ .-ti' ~ ... 

,s,,,-1 ~ , .. , .. 
VII. AUTHORIZATION TO VISIT THE PROPERTY: Site visits to the property by ~r~ifffl~tl\tives are essential to process this 
application. The Owner/Applicant, as noted below, hereby authorizes City representatives to visit, photograph and post a notice on the 
property described in this application. 

I Lisa Pearson of Case Bowen Co. , the owner or authorized representative, hereby 
authorize City representatives to visit, photograph and post a notice on the property described in this application. 

<-----.......___ 
Signature of applicant or authorized representativ~ Date: 94 
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VIII. UTILITY DISCLAIMER: The Owner/Applicant acknowledges the approval of this request for review by the Dublin Planning and 
Zoning Commission and/or Dublin City Council does not constitute a guarantee or binding commitment that the City of Dublin will be able 
to provide essential services such as water and sewer facilities when needed by said Owner/Applicant. 

I Jim Bender, AIA, President , the owner or authorized representative, 
acknowledge that approval of this request does not constitute a guarantee or binding commitment that the City of Dublin will be able to 
provide essential services such as water and sewer facilities when needed by said Owner/Applicant. 

Signature of applicant or authorized representative: I Date: 

IX. APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT: This section must be completed and notarized. 

1 Lisa Pearson of Case Bowen Company , the owner or authorized representative, have 
read and understand the contents of this application. The information contained in this application, attached exhibits and other 
information submitted is complete and in all respects true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Signature of applicant or authorized representativet}IJJO-, Date: 9/_2{o // {p 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this .tl, ~ ~ day of __d.x..,p+ -
State of -~t:S~>\o...,_,._}-'----'D~-----

, 20 l l, 

County ot--:;}:A=~l/1..,XL ) ,1) 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

Amount Received:$ 3, 2 IO Application No: 16- (jg L.\ P&ZDate(s): 11/\0/16, 2/16/11 P&ZAction: Av~rovco.\ to Coun,1\ 

Receipt No: Map Zone: f - 3 Date Received: \ 0- 03- 16 Received By: 

City Council (First Reading): 3- 13- \ 7 City Council (Second Reading): 1-j - I 0- I 7 

City Council Action: Ordinance Number: 06 - 17 

N,@E, w (Circle) Side of: Pe'f\l'l\e'ter l)r\ve 

N, S, E, W (Circle) Side of Nearest Intersection: Crc1..v~~wt\\ L~l\e 

Distance from Nearest Intersection: N/ A 

E 
. t· 2 . 0 . t. t PLR, ?\11.Me.d. Low te.ri,l't~ 

xis mg onmg 1s nc : R~\~tn'\,.,\ 'i::i',(,~r\<.'1 Requested Zoning District: Pl/D, Plo.nneA Un\1 lli!.v(,\orrne.ni-
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16-084Z/PDP/FDP 
Craughwell Village  

*Lisa Pearson 
6255 Corporate Center Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
*Jim Bender 
3040 Riverside Dr. Suite 132 
Columbus, OH 43221 

Javad Adalkhani 
3342 Muirfield Pl. 
Lima, OH 45805 

 
Elham Abrishami 
6208 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jill Alexandrunas 
3363 Kitzmiller Rd. 
New Albany, OH 43054 

Jude Almeida 
6020 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Faraajollah Amirmokhtari 
6514 Weston Circle West 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Kent Anders 
9225 Brock Rd. 
Plain City, OH 43064 

Payal Anil Shah 
8304 Bruntsfield Rd. 
Columbus, OH 43235 

 
Philip Averbeck 
6221 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Ricky Coria 
6237 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Katie Bailey 
6079 Hayden Farms Rd. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Jeremy Bailey 
3925 Glenna Ave. 
Grove City, OH 43123 

 
Sean Bailey 
105 Grunwell St. 
Columbus, OH 43201 

Andrew Baker 
6017 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Karen Balmert 
6073 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Maria Barber 
180 W Cherokee Dr.  
Powell, OH 43065 

Nicole Bartman 
6002 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jeffery Berner 
408 Mariemont Dr. E 
Westerville, OH 43081 

 
Elizabeth Blake 
8448 Greenside Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

William Bode 
4688 Leilani Ln. 
Bonita, FL 34134 

 
Linda Bollie 
6111 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Noah Brader 
6428 Riviera Ct. 
Westerville, OH 43082 

Bryan Bramley 
6015 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Erin Brown 
6177 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Gregory Burnisde 
1902 Indian Trails Ct. 
Lakeland, FL 33813 



Rebecca Call 
6012 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Neal Carter 
84 E. 3rd St. Apt. 1D 
New York, NY 10003 

 
David Cassan 
6206 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Manuel Cestari 
6909 Flagstone Cir. NW 
Canton, OH 44718 

 
James Clouser 
1056 Antar Pl. Apt. A 
Columbus, OH 43240 

 

Barbara Conlin 
2851 Brandon Rd. 
Columbus, OH 43221 
 

Lisa Connelly 
6569 Wyndburne Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Stephanie Creamer 
6024 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jack Curtis 
6485 Ballantrae Pl. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Hamid Danesh 
8146 Summerhouse Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Rania Darwish 
6226 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Danielle Dematteo 
6227 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

David Demidovich 
20539 Barker Rd. 
Marysville, OH 43040 

 
Alka Dhankani 
6649 Weston Circle W. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Robert Dixon 
PO Box 4644 
Park City, UT 84060 

Anne Donovan 
3532 E. 24th St. 
Casper, WY 82609 

 
Travis Duerstock 
6117 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jonathan Dunham 
3453 Windy Forest Ln. 
Powell, OH 43065 

Mandana Enami 
6271 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Makiko Pinto 
5100 Bradenton Ave. Suite A 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jeremy Feeney 
5367 Stoltz Ave. 
Groveport, OH 43125 

Joe Fox 
7998 Glenmore Dr. 
Powell, OH 43065 

 
Noriko Furumata 
6212 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jason Galli 
6259 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Michael Giardini 
6039 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
David Glynn  
6203 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Vikas Goyal  
6207 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 



H&N Real Property LLC 
7191 Springview Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Wesley Hahn 
6102 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Kaori Hare 
6251 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Mark Harris 
6051 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Matthew Hente 
6244 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Rachel Hoertz 
5697 Sells Mills Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Todd Homan 
6007 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Paul Hosutt 
PO Box 593 
Davidson, NC 28036 

 
Monica Hurst 
920 Kentucky Circle 
Marysville, OH 43040 

PBTC, Inc. 
7850 Wayside Ave. 
Delaware, OH 43015 

 
Jay Ingram 
6231 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Mark Izzard 
9434 Shawnee Trail 
Powell, OH 43065 

George Jacyncz 
288 Bellus Rd. 
Hinckley, OH 44233 

 
Yi Jen Jeng 
7646 Wallsend Ct. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jonathan Joodi 
6045 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Dinesh Jotsinghani 
8163 Avery Rd. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Quetta Jutte 
10065 Morris Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Ryan Keenan 
6173 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Garth Kerr 
6131 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Matthew Kiefer 
10310 Summersweet Way 
Plain City, OH 43064 

 
Clarke Kiner 
1820 Africa Rd. 
Galena, OH 43021 

Jack Klein 
6202 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Brian Klima 
7024 Gray Loop 
New Albany, OH 43054 

 
Adam Koos 
8113 Summerhouse Dr. W 
Dublin, OH 43016 

Christopher Kozar 
6236 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Joshua Kramer 
6067 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Michal Kukreja 
6038 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 



Alok Kumar 
6122 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jennifer Lahn 
6014 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Henry Lee 
6147 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Daniel Lenarz 
6031 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Joseph Letina 
6611 Karl Rd. 
Columbus, OH 43229 

 
Scott Byers 
6128 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Steve Ma 
6731 Park Mill Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Morgan Mace 
528 Hess Rd. 
Washington Ct., OH 43160 

 
Rajesh Madan 
4531 Cemetery Rd. 
Hilliard, OH 43026 

David Maienza 
5420 Dunmere Ln. Apt. B 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Allison Martin 
324 Fox Glen Dr. E 
Pickerington, OH 43147 

 
Amy Mattern 
6161 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Scott Mauller 
6243 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jessica Lang 
166 E Tulane Rd. 
Columbus, OH 43202 

 
Renee McGarvey 
4718 Club Park Dr. 
Hilliard, OH 43026 

Matthew McPherson 
6016 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Benjamin Meagie 
852 Bovee Ln. 
Powell, OH 43065 

 
Todd Mees 
6034 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Sejfovic Mensur 
6223 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
William Mertz 
6338 Markham Ct. 
Independence, KY 41051 

 
William Miller 
6023 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

William Miller 
33 Chatham Rd. 
Dublin, OH 43214 

 
Austin Miller 
4851 Stoneybrook Blvd. 
Hilliard, OH 43214 

 
Robert Miller 
5278 Lola Way 
Columbus, OH 43235 

Jerry Miller 
9830 Malibu Ct. 
Plain City, OH 43064 

 
Ken Mitchell 
11430 Smith Rd. 
Lithopolis, OH 43136 

 
Janis Mitchell 
635 Park Meadow Rd. Suite 212 
Westerville, OH 43081 



Henry Moczydlowski 
2823 Helen St. 
Allentown, PA 18104 

 
Timothy Monaghan 
5578 Corey Swirl Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Bruce Moore 
6228 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Abrishami Moshen 
6210 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
 

Robert Mugan 
6263 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
George Murphy 
6005 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Karan Nair  
6255 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Amarendra Nandigam 
8159 Buttleston Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
David Ngo 
6021 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Beth Ann Painter 
49 Ridge Side Dr. 
Powell, OH 43065 

 
Edibert Palines 
6036 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Colin Parks 
444 Sparrow Dr. 
Marysville, OH 43040 

Christopher Parrott 
6006 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Yuka Pearl 
6253 Post Rd. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Timothy Peitsch 
6275 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Shawn Penn 
1945 Woodland Hall Dr. 
Delaware, OH 43015 

 
Brain Penza 
6137 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Michael Peterson 
6639 Ballantrae Pl. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

Eric Piotrowicz 
6242 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Scott Polacek 
6142 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Adam Popilowski 
5971 Whittingham Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Luke Powers 
6248 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Brian Jonard 
PO Box 8227 
Zanesville, OH 43702 

 
Laureen Radcliffe 
6254 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Molly Rawdon 
6115 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Ascending Real Estate 
2324 Shuford Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
George Ridilla 
6071 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 



Andrew Ring 
6057 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Amanda Robson 
6235 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Mandy Roebuck 
6156 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Carla Rose 
5954 McClellon Dr. 
Galena, OH 43021 

 
Stephen Roshon 
6049 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Andres Ruiz 
6261 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Raymond Rundlett 
6140 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Tracey Samms 
7728 Tillinghast Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Srinivasa Sanga 
6205 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Jim Saraceni 
6105 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Yamal Satizabal 
6032 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Elicia Scanlon 
6154 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Robert Seely 
9000 Brock Rd. 
Plain City, OH 43064 

 
Shazia Sheikh 
6010 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Brian Silverman 
6125 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Jacob Sirotin 
6247 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Lloyd Sprockett 
6500 Ballantrae Pl. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Robert Stalter 
6101 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Lauren Stanko 
126 West Elm St. 
Granville, OH 43023 

 
Havilah Stansberry 
6230 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Sarah Starlin 
6025 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Allison Stir 
6144 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
David Stump 
6034 Tuswell Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Suguness Suguneswaran 
4340 Manor Ct. E 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Mark Sullivan 
6167 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Robert Tackett 
6150 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Alison Talcott 
6028 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 



Jessica Tardino 
6004 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Sarah Thompson 
6112 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Nicholas Tokarz 
6175 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Andy Trux 
6217 Balmoral Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Toker Tufan 
6133 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Bala Vishwanath 
8150 Timble Falls Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

Nancy Waller 
5210 Reserve Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Eric Ward 
7075 Riverside Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Alice Weiland 
6059 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Rodney Wells 
6159 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Peter Westerheide 
6042 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Edward Wheeler 
511 N Rhodes Dr. 
Niles, OH 44446 

Angela Whitaker 
3960 Cedric Ln. 
Dublin, Oh 43016 

 
Denice Wiggins 
6138 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Christin Will 
7156 Billy Goat Dr. 
New Albany, OH 43054 

Jack Williams 
7095 Shady Nelms Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Christopher Winter 
1042 Home Rd. 
Delaware, OH 43015 

 
Nathan Wollenburg 
106 E Muskinggum Dr. 
Powell, OH 43065 

Douglas Wu 
6134 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Mingzhi Xu 
6169 Craughwell Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Edward Yuhas 
941 Woodmere Dr.  
Wooster, OH 44691 

John Yurasek 
6118 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

 
Jianjun Zhang 
7631 Windsor Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43016 

 
Yuwei Zhao 
4839 Vista Ridge Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 

Xiao Qiang Zheng 
6222 Inishmore Ln. 
Dublin, OH 43017 
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Approved Proposed Development Text 
Perimeter Center – Subarea G-1 

As recommend by the Planning and Zoning Commission to City Council on February 16, 2017 
As Submitted to City Council  

 

 
 

PERIMETER CENTER SUBAREA STANDARDS  (Revised 1/3/94, 11/7/94, 01/29/02, 
02/08/10, 11/01/10) 

 
The following Subarea Descriptions and Development Standards by subarea shall be made part 
of the Concept Plan and are further discussed and illustrated in the Subarea Plan. 

 
SUBAREA DESCRIPTIONS 

 
Subarea B  Post Road Related: (1.4 acres) 

 

This area is characterized by its relationship with residential uses on the north side of Post Road 
and the need for a reasonable landscaped setback buffer between the residential uses and the 
proposed development. 

 
Subarea C  Internal Orientation: (35.0 acres) 

 

Uses within this subarea shall include a mix of commercial, office research and light industrial 
uses or uses that exhibit a degree of clean, quiet unobjectionable processing activities within an 
enclosed structure.  These uses are more appropriate to Subarea C because of its internal 
relationship within the site. 

 
Subarea C-1 WD Partners: (24.6 acres) 

 
Uses within this subarea include office, research and laboratory, packaging and assembly, 
wholesaling, and light manufacturing.  These uses are appropriate to this subarea due to the sizes 
and nature of existing building found therein. 

 
Subarea D  State Route 161 Related Uses: 

 

Because of extensive State Route 161 frontage, uses within Subarea D are primarily freeway 
oriented, general office, corporate headquarters office and institutional uses, hotels and motels. 

 
Subarea E  Services Zone: (12.8 acres) 

 

Typically found between a major interchange and the first arterial intersections, this subarea 
contains freestanding uses on individual lots that require a highly visible orientation and 
immediate access.  Architecture, signage and site planing/traffic elements are coordinated 
through various controls to assure a unified development appearance. 

 
Subareas F, F-1, F-2, F-3 and F-4  Retail Center:  (33.0 acres) 

 

This area contains a mix of retail/commercial uses in an integrated shopping environment typical 
in size to a community center. This self-contained area also has access on all sides creating an 



Approved Proposed Development Text 
Perimeter Center – Subarea G-1 

As recommend by the Planning and Zoning Commission to City Council on February 16, 2017 
As Submitted to City Council  

 

 

even distribution of traffic. (Revised 2/6/95) 
 

Subarea G Multi-Family:  (16.2 acres) 
 

As a buffer or a transition zone to the single-family area to the north (Post Road frontage), the 
multi-family area will have a unified, residential scale appearance with a limited density. 

 
Subarea G-1  Multi-Family:  (13.1 acres) 

 

This area contains high density multi-family development which serves as a transition zone 
between a retail/commercial community center to the west and lower density multi-family 
development to the north and east. Architecture of the buildings is to be consistent substantially 
similar with the Perimeter Shopping Center (Subarea F) in its design, materials, architecture, 
detailing and overall quality. 

 
Subarea H  Condominium: (8.0 acres) 

 

This subarea may be used for multifamily condominium housing at a density of less than 7 units 
per acre. (Revised 11/7/94) 

 
Subarea I  Transitional Area: 

 

This zone will function as a transition zone between the retail uses of Subarea E (the service 
zone along Avery Road), and F, F-1, F-2, and F-3 (the retail mall) and the freeway oriented 
office area - Subarea D to the east. 

 
Subarea K Gordon Flesch Co., Inc.: (4.37 acres) 

 

Due to Subarea K's high visibility from state Route 161/US 33, it is essential to maintain a high 
level of quality development. All the qualitative aspects of "Subarea D" as originally established 
shall be incorporated in this Subarea K, but the use definition shall be expanded so that Gordon 
Flesch may operate within the new subarea. 

 
Subarea L Services Zone: (1.959 acres) 

 

Typically found between a major interchange and the first arterial intersections, this subarea 
contains freestanding uses on individual lots that require a highly visible orientation and 
immediate access.  Architecture, signage and site planning/traffic elements are coordinated 
through various controls to assure a unified development appearance. 

 
Subarea M Child ren’s Hospital:  

 

Due to Subarea M’s high visibility from State Route 161/US 33, it is essential to maintain a high 
level of quality development.  All the qualitative aspects of “Subarea D” as originally 
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established shall be incorporated in this Subarea M, except for the parking requirements which 
shall be modified due to the unique nature of Children’s Close to Home Facility. 

 
 

Subarea G-1 - Multi-Family(Revised November 21, 1996) 
 

Permitted Uses: 
 

The following uses shall be permitted within Subarea G-1: Multi-family units at an overall 
density of fifteen (15) units per acre. 

 
Yard and Setback Requirements: 

 
1. Along Perimeter Drive pavement setbacks shall be 35' and building setback 75'. 

 
2. Total ground covered by all buildings, excluding parking garages, shall not exceed 25% 

of the total lot area.  However, parking garages and buildings shall cover no more than 
75% of the total lot area. 

 
Height Requirements: 

 
1.  Maximum height for buildings in Subarea G-1 shall be 45' as measured per Dublin 

Zoning Code. 
 

Parking and Loading: 
 

1.  The appropriate parking ratio shall be determined at final development plan. 
 

Circulation: 
 

1. Perimeter Drive shall have a 100' right-of-way and a 56' pavement width. 
 

2. All other local public access streets shall have a 60' right-of-way and a 32' pavement 
width. 

 
3. Opposing curb cuts on Perimeter Drive shall be offset no less than 100' (as measured 

from the driveways centerline) or directly aligned wherever possible consistent with 
prudent traffic engineering principles and practices, subject to the approval of the City 
Engineer. 

 
Waste and Refuse: 

 
1.  All waste and a refuse shall be containerized and fully screened from view solid wall or 
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fence. 
 

 
Storage and Equipment: 

 
1.  No materials, supplies, equipment or products shall be stored or permitted to remain on 

any portion of a parcel outside a permitted structure. Mechanical equipment or other 
utility hardware on roof, ground, or buildings shall be screened from public view with 
materials harmonious with the building. 

 
Landscaping: 

 
1. All landscaping shall conform to the Dublin Landscaping Code Chapter 1187. 

 
2. In addition, landscaping within the Perimeter Drive and Mercedes Drive setback shall 

include a continuous three foot hedge with stone pilaster fifty (50) feet on center with 
street trees planted fifty (50) feet on center within the R.O.W. and planted + 1 from 
R.O.W. 

 
Signage & Lighting: 

 
1.  All signage and site lighting shall comply with Dublin code (but not the design 

guidelines), subject to staff approval. 
 

Architecture: 
 

The architectural design of the buildings shall be compatible with the Perimeter Shopping 
Center (Subarea F) and as illustrated on plans dated October 30, 1996, and elevations dated 
September 17, 1996, prepared by David Benjamin Meleca revised based on the approved 
revisions to the buildings as part of Case 16-084Z/PDP/FDP dated xx/xx/xxxx . 

 

Apartment Buildings & Clubhouse 
All buildings will be finished with brick, wood, manufactured stone, and stucco, and roofs 
shall have a pitch no flatter than 6:12 and shall use wood shingles or high-quality 
dimensional asphalt shingles to ensure compatibility with the Perimeter Shopping Center 
(Subarea F). 

 
Detached Garages 
All detached garage buildings backing onto the service corridor of Perimeter Center will be 
finished with a dimensional asphalt shingle to match, as close as possible, the wooden 
shingles in color and texture, a clay colored vinyl siding to match the dryvit portions of the 
main buildings, and dark green garage doors. 

 
Reversion: 
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If construction activity has not commenced one year after zoning takes effect, then the parcel 
shall revert back to its previous zoning, as described within the Perimeter Center 
Development Text, revised February 6, 1995. 
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RECORD OF DISCUSSION 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, February 16, 2017| 6:30 pm 

 
 

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

 
1. Perimeter Center, Subarea G1- Craughwell Village Condominiums 

16-084Z/PDP/FDP                6185 Craughwell Lane 
                                        Rezoning/Preliminary & Final Development Plans 

       
Proposal: An amendment to the approved development text of a Planned District 

to revise permitted building materials and architectural elevations; and 
the replacement of roofing and building materials for an existing 
condominium development on the south side of Perimeter Drive at the 
intersection with Craughwell Lane. 

Request: Review and recommendation of approval to City Council of a Rezoning 
with a Preliminary Development Plan and review and approval of a Final 
Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. 

Applicant: Jim Bender, JL Bender Inc., Architects and Planners.  
Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Senior Planner. 
Contact Information: (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us 
 
 

MOTION #1: Mr. Brown motioned, Mr. Stidhem seconded, to approve Rezoning and the Preliminary 
Development Plan with no conditions. 
 
VOTE: 5 – 2 

 
RESULT: The Rezoning and the Preliminary Development Plan were approved. 
 
RECORDED VOTES: 
Victoria Newell No 
Amy Salay Yes 
Chris Brown Yes 
Cathy De Rosa Yes 
Robert Miller Yes 
Deborah Mitchell  No 
Stephen Stidhem Yes 
 
 
MOTION #2: Mr. Brown motioned, Mr. Miller seconded, to approve the Final Development Plan with no 
conditions. 

 
VOTE: 5 – 2 
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1. Perimeter Center, Subarea G1- Craughwell Village Condominiums 
16-084Z/PDP/FDP                6185 Craughwell Lane 
                                        Rezoning/Preliminary & Final Development Plans 

 
 
RESULT: The Final Development Plan was approved. 

 
RECORDED VOTES: 
Victoria Newell No 
Amy Salay Yes 
Chris Brown Yes 
Cathy De Rosa Yes 
Robert Miller Yes 
Deborah Mitchell No 
Stephen Stidhem Yes 

 
 
 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Senior Planner 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, February 16, 2017 
 
 
AGENDA 
 

1. Perimeter Center, Subarea G1- Craughwell Village Condominiums 

16-084Z/PDP/FDP                6185 Craughwell Lane 
              Rezoning/Preliminary Plan (Approved 5 – 2) 

   Final Development Plan (Approved 5 – 2) 

 
2. BSD HTN/R Dedication of Right-of-Way Plat         N. Riverview Street & N. High Street 

 16-111PP/FP     Preliminary Plat/Final Plat (Recommended for Approval 7 – 0) 

 
3. BSD C – Home 2 Hotel           Upper Metro Place 
 17-006MSP             Master Sign Plan (Tabled 7 – 0) 

 

4. Perimeter Center, Subarea C1 - Ohio Premier Soccer     7007 Discovery Boulevard 
 17-005CU          Conditional Use (Approved 7 – 0) 

 
5. BSD SRN – Cap City Diner       6644 Riverside Drive 

 16-080WR                  Waiver Review Revision (Approved 7 – 0) 

 
 

 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Other Commission members present were: Cathy De Rosa, Stephen Stidhem, Chris Brown, Bob Miller, 

Amy Salay, and Deb Mitchell. City representatives present were: Phil Hartmann, Vince Papsidero, Claudia 
Husak, Logan Stang, Aaron Stanford, and Laurie Wright.  

 
Administrative Business 

 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Brown moved, Ms. Mitchell seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 

follows: Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Mitchell, 
yes; and Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 

 

The Chair briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission. She said 
four of the five cases this evening are eligible for the Consent Agenda. She reported there is a list of 

speakers for Craughwell Village Condominiums so that was pulled from the Consent Agenda. She said the 
Home 2 Hotel was pulled at the request of her fellow Commissioners. She determined the cases would be 

heard in the following order – 4, 2, 1, 3, and 5 but will be recorded in the minutes as represented on the 
agenda. 
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1. Perimeter Center, Subarea G1- Craughwell Village Condominiums 

16-084Z/PDP/FDP                6185 Craughwell Lane 

                                        Rezoning/Preliminary & Final Development Plans 
 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is an amendment to the approved development 
text of a Planned District to revise permitted building materials and architectural elevations; and the 

replacement of roofing and building materials for an existing condominium development on the south 
side of Perimeter Drive at the intersection with Craughwell Lane. She said this is a request for a review 

and recommendation of approval to City Council of a Rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan and 

review and approval of a Final Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. 
 

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

Claudia Husak explained there are two sentences in the development text that require wood shake as a 

shingle material and for all elevations to adhere to elevations approved in the mid 90’s as this complex, 
which was apartments at the time, was approved by the Commission. She added the Final Development 

portion of the application is for all the final details - specifically materials that the applicant is proposing 
to change as part of the application. 

 

Ms. Husak presented an aerial view of the site that contained all of the condominium units as well as the 
clubhouse. She said the Commission tabled this case as requested by the applicant in November, 2016. 

She said the application has changed to some extent in terms of building materials and elevations. 
 

Ms. Husak presented photographs provided by the applicant showing some of the damage that the units 
have experienced over the years. She added the discussion about the cause of the damage has not 

changed; there is aging material and installation issues. She reported staff has spent approximately 18 

months with the applicant to figure out how to best address the issues of the complex. Prior to that, she 
said they had discussions about faux chimneys that are on all the elevations and how to address water 

intrusion and mold that is in these units. She said as the applicant has been able, they have been 
repairing those chimneys one by one. She explained the damage is widespread throughout the complex 

and staff from Planning and Building Standards have visited the site to see the damage, first hand.  

 
Ms. Husak presented an elevation of one of the existing buildings. She indicated the applicant has chosen 

to keep the stucco and stone chimneys and repair as needed. She said the shake shingles are supposed 
to be removed, all substructures inspected, and replaced with a dimensional, high-quality asphalt shingle. 

She added metal work will be replaced with matching material. Depending the on the elevation, she said 
stucco and stone is still being proposed but only using one stucco color instead of two. She noted all the 

windows and garage doors will remain the same.  

 
Ms. Husak presented the proposed southeast elevation and explained the stone on the street facing 

facades will be replaced with new stone once all the repair work has been done and there would be no 
difference noticed. She said on the interior elevations the proposal is to replace the stone with matching 

stucco.  

 
Ms. Husak said staff specifically focused on the General Welfare criteria so the applicant ensures the 

residents have a safe environment. She said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission and also to City Council.  

 

Ms. Husak presented the material details of the Final Development Plan proposed: beige stucco to match 
the stone and the asphalt shingle that was approved for Key Bank, which is in Perimeter Center but in a 

different Subarea.  
 

The Chair invited the applicant to speak. 
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Glen Dugger, an attorney with Smith and Hale, said he represents Craughwell Village. He said there are a 

lot of residents here to speak. He noted the Planning Report articulated the changes that are being 

sought from the original Development Plan. He pointed out that the 199 unit condominium association 
was converted in 2006 from prior apartments and the situation that the owner’s association finds 

themselves in is one in which is not their responsibility and not their fault. He said he does not see how 
any of the owners could be charged with understanding the nature and extent of the deficiencies that 

were apparent in this project when they purchased their units, at least prior to 2014. He reported that 
76% of the residents voted in favor of this proposal twice and spend an extraordinary amount of money 

to remedy these problems. He said that is what this process is about as far as he is concerned and they 

are requesting support from the Commission so that can happen. He suggested Jim Bender, Jim Bender 
Architects, speaks to the proposed materials. 

 
Amy Salay inquired about Mr. Dugger’s involvement. He answered he was involved with the original 

people that built this complex but cannot find the files on this specifically but has files on the big picture 

of what happened on the east side of Avery Road.  
 

Ms. Salay inquired about how the apartment complex became condominiums and sold the units 
individually. She said she was curious as to what problems they knew about and when they knew it; she 

wanted to know when the mold started appearing. 

 
Mr. Duggar explained condominiums require a process to go from apartments, which includes a survey 

that has to be recorded. He indicated there is a three-year warranty that goes along with the sale of the 
units. He noted that was not the time period for which these issues started becoming apparent as that 

was late 2013 and clearly in 2014. From the time of the condominium conversion to the appearance of 
deficiencies in its construction, he reported is approximately eight years. He said the original conversion 

was handled by an LLC, which no longer exists.  

 
Deborah Mitchell asked if the condominium board was set up with the proper amount of reserves. Mr. 

Dugger answered it was properly funded. He said the association management is here and they can 
speak to that; they manage condominiums all over central Ohio. 

 

Ms. Mitchell asked if there were recommendations made to the prospective buyers or the condominium 
association for inspections to be conducted. Mr. Dugger answered the association has been trying to get 

to the root of this problem at least in the last 18 months. Ms. Mitchell inquired about the three-year 
warranty period. Mr. Dugger indicated he has never seen anyone physically inspect a roof of a 

condominium. Ms. Mitchell said she has herself, many times.  
 

Jim Bender, Jim Bender Architects, 3040 Riverside Drive, said his responsibility is how the exterior looks 

and the technology to make it last for the next 20 – 30 years or longer. He said they understand the 
street presence is very important and a significant community asset. He explained there will be a rain 

screen in the back and the materials will be installed correctly so no water infiltrates the walls. He 
discussed the materials they plan to use, which includes synthetic stone and shake. He said he plans to 

install the shake over the existing sheathing, otherwise they would uncover problems nobody could 

afford.  
 

Bob Miller inquired about the cost of the shingles from a square foot perspective. Mr. Bender answered 
the shingles are more expensive but the roof will look similar to how it looks now.  

 

Mr. Miller inquired about the stucco. He asked if old stucco would touch new stucco. Mr. Bender 
answered they plan to emulate the old stucco as close as possible except they are using a synthetic 

finish. Mr. Miller asked if the difference will be visible. Mr. Bender indicated he spoke with the best stucco 
subcontractor in Franklin County who said a difference will not be noticeable. He added he has seen it 
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side by side and cannot see a difference but they will do a test and the Commission is welcome to come 

take a look before it is started.  

 
The Chair invited public comment. 

 
William Loveland, 3300 Riverside Drive, said he is an attorney representing a resident that owns two 

units. He said he is here to help the Commission understand how massive the harm is from the delay that 
is occurring in resolving this problem. He said his client has had 3 or 4 written contracts to sell one of her 

units but all have fallen through because of the uncertainty as to the special assessment. He said even to 

do the job with these replacement materials, assessment of 20% of each unit is going to have to be paid 
and the units sell for about $110,000 so renovations will cost 20 -30,000 per unit. He reported his client 

has had tenants move because of the mold and leaking water issues. He said the units are nothing but a 
burden to his client. He indicated he is experienced in condominium law. He said the only warranty that 

comes with a condominium is a one-year warranty on unit elements, which is a box of air in this 

condominium; there is no hardware to the unit other than interior walls and cabinets. He said the 
warranty for the common area is two years from the date of recording of the first deed to a unit so it 

expired two years after the declaration for this condominium was filed. He explained condominiums can 
be created by any multi-family property owner without a zoning review as it is not a change in use, it is 

still residential and within the Zoning Code.  

 
Mr. Loveland said the units leak like a sieve. For 18 months, he said the units have been totally 

unmarketable because black mold has been identified. In his 35 years of experience, he finds shake 
shingles are not appropriate for this climate and do not work long-term, failing after 8 – 10 years after 

installation. He thought the only basis possible for turning down this request is an aesthetic 
consideration. He indicated we are trying to address a real hardship on people as they cannot live in, 

rent, or sell their units. He said the association that encompasses 199 members can govern the common 

area. He stated the properties have gone down in value to over $100,000 and they cost a lot more than 
that when originally purchased. He indicated his clients are threatening to sue the Board because they 

are not fixing these problems and the Board is saying they cannot fix the problems because the City is 
not willing to cooperate with them.  

 

Kent Anders, 6113 Craughwell Lane, said he agreed with Mr. Loveland in that this is an aesthetic issue. 
He thanked the Board/group of volunteers for all of their efforts. He indicated he likes the changes the 

applicant made to the proposal from before to now, where the aesthetics are very close to the current 
structure. He said wood shingles in this area do not age well. He listed a few buildings that had asphalt 

shingles, which he thinks look horrible in most cases. He stated the water issue starts at the top. He 
indicated the owners are going to be in financial distress, according to the last Board meeting he 

attended. He concluded he hopes the Commission will vote yes to pass this proposal/application.  

 
Garth Kerr, 6131 Craughwell Lane, reported he has been a resident in Craughwell Village since 2007, 

during the initial conversion. He said he is painfully aware of the original construction shortcomings. He 
said he did a complete window replacement in 2011, under a different management association at which 

time there was no warranty. He said the engineer at the time was well aware of the mold and moisture 

problems in 2001 to the point the Mr. Loveland, the original builder, and he actually met during his 
purchasing process and the original builder sold all the units as premium condominiums and skipped 

town.  
 

Ms. Newell asked Mr. Kerr if he knew the name of the original builder to which Mr. Kerr answered he did 

not. He said when he replaced his windows he did some investigating and found the website and 
company to be gone but because that was 6 or 7 years ago he does not remember. Ms. Newell said she 

knows the name of the original developer of this project. Mr. Kerr said he was no longer building in this 
area or under that same name.  
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Mr. Kerr reported he spent approximately $5,000 for windows, $8,000 for HVAC, and $2,000 for water 

damage; all told, it has not been a great experience.  

 
Mr. Kerr indicated their architects and association have done an incredible job and have thoughtfully 

come up with a detailed plan to use outstanding building materials that match and exceed what currently 
exists. He said the building materials will have no negative impact to the overall visual appeal of the 

properties and will last longer and are more environmentally conscious in line with Dublin’s self-
proclaimed green initiatives. The existing shingles can be potentially hazardous in high wind; he said they 

are far less resilient than the proposed replacements.  

 
Mr. Kerr said he was disappointed the Commission did not originally support the application. He noted the 

whole community is excited about revitalization effort, improved curb appeal, and potential increases in 
property values. He asked the Commission to consider the outcome of not addressing the issue at all; 

minor aesthetic changes based on curb appeal as opposed to doing nothing. He reiterated that some 

people are really in limbo in terms of market and resale. He said everyone trying to speak today is trying 
to make the best out of a bad situation. He said he appreciates Dublin’s strong zoning standards and that 

is part of the reason he lives here.  
 

Lisa Pearson, Case Bowen Company, said she is the property manager for the Manor of Craughwell. She 

said there are 199 unit owners and over 75% of them voted in favor of this application. She said her role 
this evening is to explain the events from November to the present. She said the first instances of water 

intrusion resulting from poor backing behind the stone and bad flashing was reported in mid Sept. 2013. 
In 2014, she said there were two additional circumstances reported and at that time, the Board could not 

identify it as a systemic problem; it was isolated.  
 

Ms. Pearson said in November 2014, the Association engaged with an engineer, Andy Halter, NRC 

Engineering. She said they began to evaluate the cost of the project and the Board looked at possible 
financing options. She said the responses to the request for proposal came in at between $3.1 mil and 

$4.5 mil and this would not include any monies for contingency including the mold behind the stone and 
any issues discovered underneath the shingles themselves, nor did the RFP include what would be 

required to put shake shingles back up, which is a replacement of the sheathing and the current shake 

shingles are not treated with a fire retardant. She indicated that if the association would be required to 
go back with shake shingles, they would choose to treat those with a fire retardant and cost would be 

enormous. She said two banks would approve the association loan to the extent needed for the 
construction and only one bank was willing to do a 20-year loan. The most the association would qualify 

for is a $3 mil loan.  
 

Ms. Pearson said in June 2015, the Board began working on the passage of the first amendment specific 

to this project and that allowed the Board to take the loan; the collateral on that loan is the association 
dues. Throughout this time, she reported the Board and Andy were engaging as was shared with the City 

of Dublin. In beginning Sept 2015, she said the Board began to interview architects and Jim Bender was 
engaged in Feb 2016 and has been working diligently with staff since that time. She noted he has worked 

very hard in response to the comments made in November to move forth the project to meet with the 

Commission’s approval. She said they have passed the second amendment in Dec 2016 to allow the 
modifications to the exterior of the buildings.  

 
Ms. Pearson restated Craughwell Village is owned by 199 separate unit owners and without approval of 

over 75%, the association does not have the authority to change somebody’s home without their prior 

approval. She emphasized, 75% of the owners of Craughwell have approved of this project. She said if 
the Commission does not approve, it is not a doable project for the owners because the association 

cannot afford it.  
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Ms. Newell asked if any forensics have been done on the building and had infrared imaging been done on 

the structures. Ms. Pearson answered there have been no infrared images taken.  

 
Ms. Newell said, as a design professional, it is something she highly recommends for this project. She 

said the investment will tell them how wet the building actually is on the inside of the structure. She said 
where there are no contingency funds in place, it is highly likely that all the sheathing will need to be 

replaced, a lot of the roof sheathing, and the expense associated with doing that infrared imaging is not 
expensive compared to the knowledge that is gained.  

 

Pat Noland, 6018 Innishmore Lane, said her husband works for a roofing company but unfortunately, he 
was not able to attend this evening. She indicated $250 a square seems pretty high. She said she just 

moved here a couple of months ago and loves it, it is a great property, it is beautiful, and she did not 
know all these issues were going on. She said people had difficulty selling their units because they could 

not tell prospective buyers how much the assessment is going to be but they love it so much they 

thought it was worth the risk as they did not plan on it being too expensive. She said now after this 
evening’s comments, she is really concerned. She asked why the new and improved materials are not to 

be used to provide the same appearance and function of what exists.  
 

Rachel Hoertz, 6213 Craughwell Lane, said she purchased her unit in 2006, and she is in contract on her 

unit now, which is in jeopardy of falling through. She said she is losing a substantial amount of money 
just to walk away from the property because the value of the property has declined so badly. She 

reported she has lived in Dublin since 1995, attended Dublin Coffman High School, and remembers when 
this building was constructed and how wonderful and beautiful she thought it was. She stated the 

aesthetic changes being proposed will not diminish that at all but the most important thing in this room 
tonight is what is happening to the homeowners involved and the significant financial impact this is 

having. She said she grew up in Muirfield and knows what cedar shake shingles cost. She said 

construction on this development has been a major problem and it is not something any of them were 
aware of when purchasing their property.  

 
Brian Silverman, 6125 Craughwell Lane, said he has three different perspectives on this issue. He said he 

has been a unit owner since 2005, he is a Board member who maintains a safe and quality of life that 

this community provides to him and his neighbors, and he proudly represents the Boards of over 75% of 
his fellow owners who support this project down to its living, breathing origins. He said he has the unique 

ability to emphasize and exhibit the very evidence of those origins. He said the pictures of mold and 
wood rot that the Dublin staff presented to this Commission are of his home. He said the discovery was 

made only because of a water line break due the arctic temperatures the City experienced in the early 
days of January 2014. He said the water line break was unavoidable and similar events occurred 

throughout the country. He said the mold and structural deterioration that the Commission has been 

presented were exposed due to the extent of the otherwise unrelated water damage. He asked the 
commission to pay close attention to the level of mold and deterioration; this is among the contingencies 

of the association needs to be prepared to address as part of this project. Although there is some level 
yet to be determined, he said structural issues are ensuing from the failure of the roofs He said their 

expert team believes that the conditions behind the stone as pictured would be much more prevalent and 

costs do not result from materials alone.  
 

As presented by staff, Mr. Silverman reported the association heard the Commission’s comments in 
November and propose the replacement of a predominantly stone façade with a predominantly stone 

façade on the portions that face the streets. He said the passage of the second amendment in 2016 

represents the serious consideration owners gave to this situation. After their review of the proposed 
renderings from November and tonight, he noted 76.3% of the 199 unit owners approve of the proposed 

exterior modifications, less than 2% or total of 3 voters cast negative votes and the remainder of the 
ownership did not vote. He said this plan does not cheapen the exterior and not proposing the use of 

cheap materials or anything inconsistent with the character of Dublin.  
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Mr. Silverman said he purchased his unit in 2005 with an interest in its proximity to the cutting edge of 

Dublin’s growth and development perimeter. He said he grew up in Dublin and enjoys the safe, well-
maintained community that take pride in both its people and property values. He said this property was 

desirable for someone his age and income bracket. He said the location at the time was primary for all 
that was new and exciting in Dublin’s future development plans; now the location offers proximity to 

many of those developments. He said it never dawned on him that his investment in a Dublin home could 
become such a gamble. He said he is happy to be here and has no plans to leave unless a governing 

body of the people, by the people, makes it an unreasonable and unmanageable. 

 
Jack Williams, 7095 Shady Elms Drive, said he and his wife own the unit at 6250 Innishmore Lane, which 

they have been fortunate to keep rented for nearly what they have to pay for it. He reported it has never 
really been above water but they have experienced front row seats to some of the problems described 

here as they are on the top floor. He gave credit to the management company, their band aid team 

actually did a great job at getting out there and fixing the problem but it is clear that leaks are springing 
as fast as they can patch them. He said the wood shingle has not been a good roofing solution for us. 

 
Mr. Williams said there are several units that have been for sale for a very long time, not just because of 

the uncertainty of the looming specter of having an assessment but because it has been costing him 

economically as much to keep the unit as he can get for it in rent. He said we do not need a lot of empty 
buildings in Dublin. Over the past several years, they have thought this is not the experience they had 

hoped for. He indicated they would not mind selling it but there are enough empty units in this building 
that they do not think they could sell it without a significant loss and that is not going to get better unless 

they have a lasting solution for the roof and they can say to prospective buyers that they have a sound 
solution and worth their while. 

 

Josh Emenovitch, 6257 Craughwell Lane, said he is also the president of the Board of Directors of 
Craughwell. He said he has been part of this community since 2007 and has been on the Board since 

2011. He said they pulled data from the City of Dublin from 2014 – 2016 and also from Craughwell for 
the same period. He said the trends are quite alarming and do not support the concept of maintaining or 

increasing value by putting the same material up as they have now. He said the price per square foot for 

the City of Dublin in 2014 was $124.28. In 2016, the City of Dublin price per square foot increased to 
$132.96. In percentages, that is an increase of 7% from 2014 - 2016. The price per square foot for 

Craughwell in 2014 was $96.01 and in 2016, the price per square foot decreased to $87.31 or a 9% 
decrease. He added the average days on the market for the City in 2014 was 50 days and in 2016 was 48 

days or a decrease of 4%. Average days on market for Craughwell in 2014 was 49 days and in 2016 was 
93 days, a 90% increase.  

 

The Chair closed the public comment portion of the meeting. 
 

Chris Brown said everyone represented themselves very well despite this emotional topic. He explained 
part of the Commission’s duties are to assess every Code that they have and see when they may be able 

to waive a Code and all the materials were codified on that and everything defined. He stated that the 

reluctance to switch is based on that and also the aesthetics. He stated cedar shake shingles are a great 
construction material, only though if installed correctly and ventilated in the rear, underneath. He said in 

Central Ohio that does not happen very well. He said there are roofs in Kansas City that have been there 
30 – 50 years. He said he deals with a Dublin home that has 35-year old cedar shake shingles and they 

are beautiful. He said in this case, the shake shingles were installed improperly along with the other 

exterior construction materials. He emphasized it is not the material that is the problem, it is the 
installation method.  

 
Mr. Brown said the shingle proposed is suitable for three stories up and at that angle and the way it will 

be perceived. He said the shadow line is important and the way it is read. He said he appreciates the 
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effort to find an appropriate replacement that obviously is not a cedar shake but at least it keeps a lot of 

the character alive. He appreciates that the street façade is proposed to be put back in order. He said 

there is a certain character to that complex; part of which adds value. He said the stucco on the interior 
court is acceptable.  

 
Amy Salay said she is fine with what is proposed as there is really not a great alternative. She said she is 

concerned about having units safe to live in completely repaired and people hope to buy. She said once 
the facades are being torn off, what is the likelihood that $3 mil will not be enough to make this whole. 

And if we run into that situation then what is the solution or are we absolutely certain that this fix as 

proposed is going to get us to where we all want to be.  
 

Mr. Dugger indicated we would all be fooling ourselves and he would be disingenuous if he stood here 
and said $3 mil will absolutely 100% address every problem. He stated Ms. Newell’s suggestion to use 

infrared imaging will be helpful to find out what is going on behind some of these wall segments that 

they may or may not know have problems. He said if that is a condition of approval, that is something 
they would agree to. He said they do not want to get a fix that only takes care of 80% of the owners, 

excluding the remaining 20%. He said we have a ways to go to completely defining the problem but the 
applicant could not tear off wall segment and roof until we could get to some point with the Commission. 

He said none of us want to be to the point we put blue tarps up but maybe by holding off exacerbated 

the problem.  
 

Ms. Newell said, in her professional opinion, the infrared imaging will show what materials below are wet, 
which will need to be replaced. She recalled the testimony that Mr. Bender said this evening with 

proposal of doing asphalt shingles and that product is used on commercial and residential buildings. She 
said she has used that particular product on a number of houses in Dublin over the years. She noted he 

had said he wanted to preserve the sheathing in place but she said it is highly likely it will still need to be 

replaced on a good portion of the roof that is there. She told the residents that they are facing poor 
construction in that building when it was originally built so materials that were there, synthetic stone, 

wood shakes, and brick, are all durable materials that would have a good life expectancy; cedar shakes 
last 20 – 40 years, the proposal and reviewing warranties on roofing materials in general, get asphalt 

shingles that will have a 50-year warranty but the fine print has to be read to see what it provides. It 

does not guarantee that a roof is going to last 50 years and they do not guarantee the water tightness of 
the whole assembly, just the product. She said it is the flashing and air and vapor barriers that are 

important at installation to make the building water tight. She said where there is stucco above the stone, 
there was no flashing so water was permitted to pour behind those materials year after year. She 

restated it is not the materials that are failing, it was the construction/installation originally that is failing.  
 

Ms. Newell said she struggles with two issues on this application. She said as a Commission in general, 

our task is not to consider cost and she explained that every developer that comes before them could 
make the exact same argument that is being made here tonight in regard to materials. She said the 

Commission has opposed and turned down applicants that were requesting to replace cedar shakes with 
a different material simply because it was expensive. She said she feels terrible for the residents and why 

they are here. She said she cannot support a different material or the Commission is inviting that center 

to come back and make the same argument. She said what is in the development text is what the 
residents originally fought for. She said she is supportive of the other material changes on the non-street 

facing side.  
 

Cathy De Rosa asked if someone could speak to the sequence of this work and if the roof would be 

completed first. She asked what the homeowners agreed to when they approved this proposal. 
 

Ms. Pearson said they did not contemplate the order of the work and the first thing they would do is to 
have Jen, who is currently working on the bid documents, to have the final bid documents done. She said 

then they would look at the financing and likely they would start with the roofs and go top to bottom but 
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that was not part of the amendment or part of what was discussed with the owners. She said their 

biggest hurdle has been getting the project through the Commission. She said until they know what 

building materials are permitted they have not moved beyond that.  
 

Ms. De Rosa indicated they are likely to find more than what is there and the sequence will be important 
to the residents. She said the proposal from November in comparison to today is quite different and is 

much more in character with the original intentions of that property and what it is today. She said that 
will help with the value. She indicated she feels a lot better about this proposal today. She inquired about 

the look and feel from a distance aesthetically if changed per proposed compared to what is there today. 

 
Ms. Newell noted everyone is going to have a different opinion. She said she always sees a difference 

between asphalt and wood shake shingles.  
 

Mr. Brown said he agreed that the materials are not the issue but the installation. He said since this is a 

third floor, there is a lot of trees, and is close to the street, the building is not read from afar and that is 
the only reason he is supportive of the asphalt.  

 
Mr. Miller said the height of the structure reads quite tall, almost four stories to him. He asked if the 

Commission is supportive of this, if they will be setting a precedent. He asked what would happen if Giant 

Eagle asked for the same. 
 

Phil Hartmann said these are two separate areas so the text being altered tonight is just for that one 
subarea. He said he does not have a great deal of concern because they are different circumstances.  

 
Mr. Miller said beauty is in the eye of the beholder and he has never liked cedar shake shingles. He said 

inside the property is irrelevant and at this height. He said this product will not look like cedar shakes but 

he does not think it will standout enough to make a difference. He reported he was supportive of the 
facelift across the property proposed in November. He said he is supportive of this proposal. He 

cautioned the applicant that they are facing much higher expenses than what they have considered. He 
noted there are not cedar shake shingles on the Craughwell garages today and the asphalt shingle is not 

dimensional, just a standard residential shingle. 

 
Mr. Brown said the one caveat is that the clubhouse retain cedar shake shingles. 

 
Mr. Stidhem said his concern in November was the stucco as he is not a big fan; he is not concerned with 

the roofs. He reiterated that the Commission as a whole is stating the installation of materials is more 
important than the products themselves. He encouraged the applicant and the residents to take the 

passion they have this evening and monitor the construction to fix these issues.  

 
Ms. Mitchell she said she has had mixed feelings on aesthetics. She said if the original construction is 

bad, it is a money pit and is worried for the residents.  
 

The Chair opened the floor for public discussion a second time. 

 
Jack Williams, 7095 Shady Nelms Drive, said they have been owners since 2005 and he believes the 

clubhouse was redone several years ago. He stated it was the first structure to spring leaks. He recalled 
in 2008 or 2009 there was an increase in the association fees specifically to redo the clubhouse.  

 

The Chair closed public comment since nobody else wanted to address the Commission regarding this 
case. 

 
Ms. Husak said she added a condition to the zoning application to address the clubhouse roofing. 
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Ms. Salay indicated she was not comfortable with the mix of materials. Mr. Brown said he has always 

read the clubhouse as different. Ms. De Rosa said it might stand out more than it blends in. Mr. Brown 

said they are really different because the roofs on the other structures are read the same as the 
clubhouse, to which Ms. Newell agreed. 

 
Mr. Dugger said they are indifferent to the materials for the clubhouse roof as long as the application is 

approved as presented. He said there seems to be a disagreement about that and he does not want to 
get into the middle of that and will defer to the Commission’s decision.  

 

Mr. Miller said the clubhouse is a different animal but he could go either way. 
 

Ms. Salay clarified that she was not requesting that the applicant change the roof on the clubhouse just 
that when the time comes to do so, the applicant should not be required to keep the same shake 

shingles.  

 
Mr. Brown said if the Commission is fine to leave it for their own Board, he is fine with that so the 

condition does not have to be added.  
 

Mr. Stidhem said he did not have passion for roofs but if it was installed properly, it will be a long time 

before it will even have to be addressed. 
 

Ms. Husak said approval is recommended for the Rezoning and Preliminary Plan with no conditions. 
 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Brown motioned, Mr. Stidhem seconded, to approve the Rezoning and Preliminary Plan with no 

conditions. The vote was as follows: Ms. Mitchell, no; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Newell, no; 

Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; and Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 5 – 2) 
 

Ms. Husak said approval is recommended for the Final Development Plan with no conditions. 
 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Brown motioned, Mr. Miller seconded, to approve the Final Development Plan with no conditions. The 
vote was as follows: Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Newell, no; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Mitchell, 

no; Mr. Miller, yes; and Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 5 – 2) 
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2. BSD HTN/R Dedication of Right-of-Way Plat         N. Riverview Street & N. High Street 

 16-111PP/FP          Preliminary Plat/Final Plat 

 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is for the dedication of right-of-way to the City of 

Dublin for the construction of North Riverview Street and future infrastructure improvements along North 
High Street. The site extends from the intersection of North High Street and Indian Run Drive to North 

Street. She said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to City Council for a 
Preliminary Plat and a Final Plat under the provisions of the Subdivision Regulations. She said City Council 

is the final authority on this application. 

 
A formal presentation was not requested as this was on the consent agenda. 

 
Chris Brown inquired about the creek that runs through Indian Run. He asked staff if the City of 

Columbus controls that property because it is a waterway. 

 
Logan Stang answered the City of Dublin owns the properties on the north edge of this application. 

 
Mr. Stang said approval is recommended to City Council for a Preliminary Plat and a Final Plat with the 

following condition: 

 
1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 

City Council submittal. 
 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Brown motioned, Ms. De Rosa seconded, to recommend approval to City Council with one condition. 

The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Newell, 

yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; and Mr. Brown, yes. (Recommended for Approval 7 – 0) 
 

 
3. BSD C – Home 2 Hotel           Upper Metro Place 

 17-006MSP                Master Sign Plan 

 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is a Master Sign Plan for two wall signs and a 

monument sign for a hotel on a 2.57-acre parcel, south of SR161, at the intersection with Frantz Road. 
She said this is a request for a review and approval of a Master Sign Plan under the provisions of Zoning 

Code §153.066. 
 

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

 
Logan Stang 

 
Mr. Stang… 

 

 
 

Mr. Stang said approval is recommended for a Master Sign Plan with no conditions. 
 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Brown motioned, Mr. Stidhem seconded, to approve the Master Sign Plan with no conditions. The 
vote was as follows: Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; 

and Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 
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4. Perimeter Center, Subarea C1 - Ohio Premier Soccer     7007 Discovery Boulevard 

 17-005CU                 Conditional Use 

 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is to permit an approximately 18,000-square-

foot indoor recreational use within an existing building in Subarea C1 of the Perimeter Center Planned 
District. The site is on the west side of Discovery Boulevard, at the intersection with Post Road. She said 

this is a request for a review and approval of a Conditional Use under the provisions of Zoning Code 
§153.236. 

 

The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission on this case. She stated since this case 
was kept on the Consent Agenda that a formal presentation was not required. 

 
Claudia Husak said approval is recommended for a Conditional Use with no conditions. 

 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Brown motioned, Ms. Mitchell seconded, to approve the Conditional Use with no conditions. The vote 

was as follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. 
Mitchell, yes; and Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 

 

 
5. BSD SRN – Cap City Diner       6644 Riverside Drive 

 16-080WR                          Waiver Review Revision  
 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is for the installation of operable weather 
screens and sun shade for a new restaurant located in Bridge Park, Building C2 on the southwest corner 

of Riverside Drive and Bridge Park Avenue. She said this is a request for a review and approval for a 

revision to the condition of an approved Waiver to revise the required opacity of a previously approved 
sun shade under the provisions of Zoning Code §153.066. 

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

 

Lori Burchett… 
 

Ms. Burchett… 
 

 
 

 

 
Ms. Burchett said approval is recommended for the Waiver Review with five conditions, including the 

amended first condition: 
 

1) That the applicant will install a Corradi USA-SL 135 hand crank system with shy zip tracks; 

Material is 8” woven acrylic borders (tempotest USA-Tempotest marine with 10 year warranty, 
T40779-60 ‘Silver Tweed’) with clear vinyl windows (O’Sullivan Films-O’Sea clear vinyl; .030 

gauge, marine grade) which is the same product as shown to the Planning Zoning Commission at 
the public hearing; Sun shades will be Mechosystems-Mecho/5 with manual operation with finish 

housing to match patio columns; The shade cloth will be ThermoVeil, Basket Weave 2100 ‘black’ 

with 10% opacity;  
 

2) That the applicant will only utilize the screens during inclement weather events and as shade for 
patio patrons;  
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3) That the screens are only permitted to be lowered during patio operation hours when patrons are 

present and the screens shall be raised at all other times; 

  
4) That the screens shall be replaced every five years or sooner as needed; and 

 
5) That the applicant come before the Planning and Zoning Commission after two years from 

occupancy to ensure suitability of the product.  
 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Brown motioned, Mr. Stidhem seconded, to approve the Waiver Review with five conditions, including 
the amended first condition: 

 
1) That the applicant will install a Corradi USA-SL 135 hand crank system with shy zip tracks; 

Material is 8” woven acrylic borders (tempotest USA-Tempotest marine with 10 year warranty, 

T40779-60 ‘Silver Tweed’) with clear vinyl windows (O’Sullivan Films-O’Sea clear vinyl; .030 
gauge, marine grade) which is the same product as shown to the Planning Zoning Commission at 

the public hearing; Sun shades will be Mechosystems-Mecho/5 with manual operation with finish 
housing to match patio columns; The shade cloth will be ThermoVeil, Basket Weave 2100 ‘black’ 

with 10% opacity;  

 
2) That the applicant will only utilize the screens during inclement weather events and as shade for 

patio patrons;  
 

3) That the screens are only permitted to be lowered during patio operation hours when patrons are 
present and the screens shall be raised at all other times; 

  

4) That the screens shall be replaced every five years or sooner as needed; and 
 

5) That the applicant come before the Planning and Zoning Commission after two years from 
occupancy to ensure suitability of the product.  

 

The vote was as follows: Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Stidhem, 
yes; and Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 

 
Planning Items 

Vincent Papsidero said  
 

 

 
 

 
 

Communications 

Claudia Husak said  
 

 
 

 

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 9:01 pm. 
 

 
As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on __________, 2017.  
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PLANNING REPORT 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, February 16, 2017 
 
 
Case Summary 

 
Agenda Item 1 
 

Title Perimeter Center, Subarea G1 – Craughwell Village Condominiums 
 
Case Number 16-084Z/PDP/FDP 

 
Proposal An amendment to the approved development text of a Planned District to revise 

permitted building materials and architectural elevations; and the replacement of 
roofing and building materials for an existing condominium development. 

 
Request Review and recommendation of approval to City Council of a Rezoning with 

Preliminary Development Plan and review and approval of a Final Development Plan 
under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. 

 
Site Location On the south side of Perimeter Drive at the intersection with Craughwell Lane. 

 
Applicant Manor at Craughwell Village Condominium Association. 
 
Representative Lisa Pearson, Case Bowen Company and Jim Bender, JL Bender Inc., Architects 

 and Planners. 
  

Case Manager  Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Senior Planner  
 (614) 410-4675 | chusak@dublin.oh.us 
 
Planning 
Recommendation   Approval of Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

In Planning’s analysis, the proposal meets the regulations outlined in the proposed 
development text and the applicable review criteria. Approval of this proposal is 
recommended. 
 

                          Approval of Final Development Plan 
In Planning’s analysis, the proposal meets applicable review criteria and meets the 
development pattern within the Planned District. Approval is recommended. 
 

mailto:chusak@dublin.oh.us
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Facts 

Site Area ±13 acres 

Zoning PLR, Planned Low Density Residential District, (Perimeter Center, Subarea 
G1) for 199 residential units within six, three-story buildings 

Surrounding Zoning 
And Uses 

North:  R-12, Urban Residential District (Perimeter Lakes Apartments 
  PLR, Perimeter Center, Subarea H (Village at Heatherstone 

Condominiums)  
East:  PUD, Planned Unit Development District, Perimeter Center, Subarea 

F4 (Giant Eagle Shopping Center) 
South:  PCD, Planned Commerce District, Perimeter Center, Subarea I 

(Crown Car Dealership)   
West:   PCD, Planned Commerce District, Perimeter Center, Subarea F3 

(Daycare, Bank and Veterinary Office) 

Site Features The site consists of a single 13.114-acre parcel on the south side of 
Perimeter Drive at the intersection of Craughwell Lane. The linear parcel 
includes 1,100 feet of frontage along Perimeter Drive and approximately 700 
feet of frontage along Mercedes Drive. The site includes mounding and a 
hedge row along Perimeter Drive and a clubhouse at the entrance to the 
site.  The western edge of the property is adjacent to the Perimeter Center 
shopping center.   

Case Background November 10, 2016 
The Planning and Zoning Commission tabled this request for an amendment 
to the approved development text of a Planned District to revise permitted 
building materials and architectural elevations; and the replacement of 
roofing and building materials for an existing condominium development. 
The Commission was concerned about the represented materials not being 
of the same quality as existing and generally felt as though the character of 
the approved architecture was not upheld with the proposal.   
 
October 5, 2006 
The Planning and Zoning Commission approved an amended final 
development plan that included the addition of three garage buildings and 
associated parking lot modifications for the development.  
 
June 19, 1997 
Planning and Zoning Commission approved a final development plan that 
included 199 residential units. 
 
December 16, 1996 
City Council approved the rezoning/preliminary development plan. 
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Details                                            Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan  

Overview Rezoning to a Planned Unit Development requires approval of a development 
text to serve as the zoning regulation for the development requirements 
noted; the Zoning Code covers all other requirements. The development text 
typically addresses permitted and conditional uses, setbacks, parking, 
landscaping, signs and architecture, among other subjects. In this case, the 
development text contains specific regulations and requirements for the 
building architecture and building materials. Planning determined that the 
proposed changes require modifications to the development text that cannot 
be approved as a minor modification and advised the applicant to revise the 
text accordingly. The proposed text modifications address architecture and 
building materials only.  
 
Planning and the applicant have worked over the last 18 months with the 
applicants to determine the best approach to address the on-going 
maintenance issues for this condominium complex. Site visits with staff from 
the Division of Building Standards have highlighted and verified many of the 
buildings’ deterioration due to age, improper installation and backing 
materials. Moisture intrusion, mold and insect infestation are the most 
pressing issues the condominium owners and the maintenance company are 
facing and are attempting to address with this proposal. Due to the 
magnitude and extent of the damage, the proposal is for a complete overhaul 
of the exterior of the buildings.  
 
The application includes many letters of support from current condominium 
owners who voted to have their dues increased to cover the epxenses of this 
renovations and who support the proposed plans.  

Proposal The applicant is proposing to renovate the six residential buildings in phases 
to address significant maintenance and material life cycle issues, water 
infiltration and lack of installation details when the structures were originally 
built. The renovation will consist of replacing the existing wood shake shingle 
roof and the underlayment down to the sheathing to thoroughly inspect and 
replace and upgrade where necessary. New metal work, drains, flashing and 
underlayment will be installed. The proposed new roofing material is a 
lifetime, heavy duty asphalt shingle with dimensions and colorations closely 
resembling the existing shake.   
 
As for the building façades, the applicant is proposing to repair or replace all 
sub surfaces. Stone façades on the interior will be replaced with stucco to 
match the stone and to match the same stucco as existing on the street 
facing façades. The applicant has revised the plans to replace all stone on the 
street facing facades with the same amount of stone. Several existing stucco 
elevations will remain. The plans indicate replacement and repair of each 
elevation of each building.  
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Details                                            Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan  

Development Text The development text is proposed to be revised in the Subarea summary 

paragraph to address a requirement for architecture to be consistent with the 

Perimeter Shopping Center. The applicant has indicated in their submitted 

materials that Subarea G-1 (Craughwell Village) is the only Subarea within 

Perimeter Center that requires wood shakes as the shingle material. The 

Commission has previously approved a dimensional ashpahlt shake designed 

to have the appearance of wood shake for Key Bank in Subarea E. The 

Perimeter Lakes apartments were approved with asphalt shingles as well. The 

architecture section of the text was revised to permit a high-quality asphalt 

shingle in addition to wood shake and to permit architectural style and 

detailing to match what is proposed as part of this application. Brick, stucco, 

wood and manufactured stone are currently permitted in the text and no 

changes are proposed.  

Architecture and 

Building Materials  

The proposed development text requires architecture as it was shown on 
plans in 1997. Planning has not been able to locate the final approved 
elevations, however, the buildings as they exist today are assumed to be as 
approved. The proposed renovations will not change the architectural style, 
windows, doors, chimneys or wood detailing. The architectural style will 
remain as it is today. The proposed development text modifications are 
limited to permitting dimensional asphalt shingles as a permitted building 
material. All other proposed materials, manufactured stone, brick, stucco and 
wood are currently permitted.  

 

Analysis                                          Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 

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

1) Consistency with 
Dublin Zoning Code  

Criterion met: This proposal is consistent with the requirements of the 
Zoning Code. 

2) Conformance with 
adopted Plans  

Criterion met: No changes proposed impact existing or future land use. 

3) Advancement of 
general welfare & 
orderly 
development 

Criterion met: The proposal addresses a need for residents to live in a safe 

environment.  

4) Effects of adjacent 
uses  

Criterion met: The proposed changes will continue to fit well within 
Perimeter Center and complement the surrounding area with high-quality 
architecture and building materials. 
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Analysis                                          Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 

5) Adequacy of open 
space for 
residential 

No changes are proposed. 

6) Protection of 
natural features 
and resources 

No changes are proposed. 

7) Adequate 
infrastructure 

Criterion met: All required public infrastructure is in place. 

8) Traffic and 
pedestrian safety 

No changes are proposed. 

9) Coordination & 
integration of 
building & site 
relationships 

Criterion met: The proposal provides for a coordinated and integrated 
development with consistent architectural details. 

10)  Development 
layout and 
intensity 

Criterion met: The proposal meets all other applicable laws and regulations. 

11)  Stormwater 
management 

No changes are proposed. 

12)  Community 
benefit 

Criterion met: The proposal facilitates the maintenance and upkeep of a 
prominent residential community in the City.  

13)  Design and 
appearance 

Criterion met: The proposed development plan permits the use of high 
quality materials consistent with the development in the vicinity.   

14)  Development 
phasing 

Criterion met: The proposed phasing of the proposal is appropriate and will 
be completed consecutively.  

15)  Adequacy of 
public services 

Criterion met: There are adequate services for the proposed uses. 

16)  Infrastructure 
contributions 

Criterion met: No public infrastructure contributions are required. 

 

Recommendation                         Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 

Approval In Planning’s analysis, the proposal complies with the criteria and the 
proposed development standards. Planning recommends approval of this 
request. 
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Details                                                                      Final Development Plan 

Overview The final development plan indicates revisions to the exterior building 
materials of each façade of the six condominium buildings to address 
ongoing maintenance issues and quality concerns.  

Architecture and 

Building Materials 

The proposal includes the removal of the wood shake shingles, which are a 
significant feature of these buildings. However, they have reached the end 
of their lifecycle and have experienced algae growth, mold, insect 
infestation. The owners are concerned that given the climate and lack of 
durability, installation of a new wood shake roof would perpetuate the 
existing maintenance issues. 
 
The proposed dimensional asphalt shingles have a life-time warranty, are 
heavy-duty and have dimension and colorations similar to the wood 
shakes. The proposed The proposal includes the removal of the existing 
wood shake roofing material and its replacement with lifetime, heavy duty, 
dimensional asphalt shingles to mimic Cedar Shake in Chapparal. Similar 
roofing materials were previously approved for buildings in Perimeter 
Center where both wood shake and asphalt are permitted.  
 
The exterior stone facades have experienced water leaks, which has 
caused significant interior problems to the units. The proposal will remove 
all stone exteriors, inspect and replace all sheathing and framing that is 
molded or has water damaged. The subsurface will be repaired and stone 
will be replaced at the first level. Stucco is proposed in place of stone at 
the interior elevation which is a revision from the previous proposal. The 
proposed replacement stone will closely matching the existing stone in 
texture and color. Any replacement stucco on the interior elevations will be 
Multi:Tex Parex Corp with “daub” texture closely matching the existing.  
 
Other renovation work will include replacement metal work to match the 
existing, such as roof eave flashing, snow and ice protection, flashing at all 
appropriate location of stone and stucco installations, new downspouts, 
wall cap flashing, flashing around all windows and doors, stone trim 
flashing and at the intersection of all materials.  
 
The proposal will retain all existing stone and stucco chimney, all brick 
facades, all windows (responsibility of the unit owners) and doors, garage 
doors, and all existing stucco. 

Analysis                                                                               Final Development Plan 

Process Section 153.050 of the Zoning Code identifies criteria for the review and 
approval for an amended final development plan. Following is an analysis 
by Planning based on those criteria. 
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Details                                                                      Final Development Plan 

1. Consistency with 
the approved 
preliminary 
development plan. 

Criterion met: The proposal addresses significant quality and 
maintenance issues and with the approval of the revised development 
text, the materials meet the text, update the building architecture to 
modernize it, while retaining the character and style that complements the 
development pattern in the area. 

2. Traffic and 
pedestrian safety 

Not applicable. 

3. Adequate public 
services and open 
space 

Not applicable. 

4. Protection of 
natural features 
and resources 

Not applicable. 

5. Adequacy of 
lighting 

Not applicable. 

6. Proposed signs are 
consistent with 
approved plans 

Not applicable. 

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

Not applicable. 

8. Compliant 
stormwater 
management 

Not applicable. 

9. All phases (if 
applicable) comply 
with the previous 
criteria. 

Criterion met: The proposed phases will occur consecutively.  

10. Compliance with 
all other laws and 
regulations. 

Criterion met: The proposal complies with all other known applicable 

local, state, and federal laws and regulations. 

 

Recommendation                                Final Development Plan 

Approval In Planning’s analysis, the proposal complies with the final development plan 
criteria. Planning recommends approval of this request. 
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REZONING/PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN CRITERIA 

The purpose of the PUD process is to encourage imaginative architectural design and proper site planning in a 

coordinated and comprehensive manner, consistent with accepted land planning, landscape architecture, and 
engineering principles. The PUD process can consist of up to three basic stages: 

1) Concept Plan (Staff, Commission, and/or City Council review and comment); 
2) Zoning Amendment Request (Preliminary Development Plan; Commission 

recommends and City Council approves/denies); and 
3) Final Development Plan (Commission approves/denies). 

 

The general intent of the preliminary development plan (rezoning) stage is to determine the general layout 
and specific zoning standards that will guide development. The Planning and Zoning Commission must review 

and make a recommendation on this preliminary development plan (rezoning) request. The application will 
then be forwarded to City Council for a first reading/introduction and a second reading/public hearing for a 

final vote. A two-thirds vote of City Council is required to override a negative recommendation by the 

Commission. If approved, the rezoning will become effective 30 days following the Council vote. Additionally, 
all portions of the development will require final development plan approval by the Commission prior to 

construction. In the case of a combined rezoning/preliminary development plan and final development plan, 
the final development plan is not valid unless the rezoning/preliminary development plan is approved by 

Council.  
 

Review Criteria 

Section 153.050 of the Zoning Code identifies criteria for the review and approval for a Rezoning/Preliminary 
Development Plan. In accordance with Section 153.055(A) Plan Approval Criteria, Code sets out the following 

criteria of approval for a preliminary development plan (rezoning):  
 

1) The proposed development is consistent with the purpose, intent and applicable standards of the 

Dublin Zoning Code; 
2) The proposed development is in conformity with the Community Plan, Thoroughfare Plan, Bikeway 

Plan and other adopted plans or portions thereof as they may apply and will not unreasonably burden 
the existing street network; 

3) The proposed development advances the general welfare of the City and immediate vicinity and will 
not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of the surrounding areas; 

4) The proposed uses are appropriately located in the City so that the use and value of property within 

and adjacent to the area will be safeguarded; 
5) Proposed residential development will have sufficient open space areas that meet the objectives of the 

Community Plan; 
6) The proposed development respects the unique characteristic of the natural features and protects the 

natural resources of the site; 

7) Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage, retention and/or necessary facilities have been or are being 
provided;  

8) Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress designed to minimize 
traffic congestion on the surrounding public streets and to maximize public safety and to 

accommodate adequate pedestrian and bike circulation systems so that the proposed development 

provides for a safe, convenient and non-conflicting circulation system for motorists, bicyclists and 
pedestrians; 

9) The relationship of buildings and structures to each other and to such other facilities provides for the 
coordination and integration of this development within the PD and the larger community and 

maintains the image of Dublin as a quality community; 
10) The density, building gross floor area, building heights, setbacks, distances between buildings and 

structures, yard space, design and layout of open space systems and parking areas, traffic accessibility 
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and other elements having a bearing on the overall acceptability of the development plan’s 
contribution to the orderly development of land within the City; 

11) Adequate provision is made for storm drainage within and through the site so as to maintain, as far as 

practicable, usual and normal swales, water courses and drainage areas; 
12) The design, site arrangement, and anticipated benefits of the proposed development justify any 

deviation from the standard development regulations included in the Dublin Zoning Code or 
Subdivision Regulation, and that any such deviations are consistent with the intent of the Planned 

Development District regulations; 

13) The proposed building design meets or exceeds the quality of the building designs in the surrounding 
area and all applicable appearance standards of the City; 

14) The proposed phasing of development is appropriate for the existing and proposed infrastructure and 
is sufficiently coordinated among the various phases to ultimately yield the intended overall 

development; 
15) The proposed development can be adequately serviced by existing or planned public improvements 

and not impair the existing public service system for the area; and 

16) The applicant’s contributions to the public infrastructure are consistent with the Thoroughfare Plan 
and are sufficient to service the new development. 

 

FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
Review Criteria 

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

 
1) The plan conforms in all pertinent respects to the approved preliminary development plan provided, 

however, that the Planning and Zoning Commission may authorize plans as specified in §153.053(E)(4); 

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

3) The development has adequate public services and open spaces; 
4) The development preserves and is sensitive to the natural characteristics of the site in a manner that 

complies with the applicable regulations set forth in this Code; 

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

the general vicinity; 
6) The proposed signs, as indicated on the submitted sign plan, will be coordinated within the Planned Unit 

Development and with adjacent development; are of an appropriate size, scale, and design in relationship 
with the principal building, site, and surroundings; and are located so as to maintain safe and orderly 

pedestrian and vehicular circulation; 

7) The landscape plan will adequately enhance the principal building and site; maintain existing trees to the 
extent possible; buffer adjacent incompatible uses; break up large expanses of pavement with natural 

material; and provide appropriate plant materials for the buildings, site, and climate; 
8) Adequate provision is made for storm drainage within and through the site which complies with the 

applicable regulations in this Code and any other design criteria established by the City or any other 

governmental entity which may have jurisdiction over such matters; 
9) If the project is to be carried out in progressive stages, each stage shall be so planned that the foregoing 

conditions are complied with at the completion of each stage; and 
10) The Commission believes the project to be in compliance with all other local, state, and federal laws and 

regulations. 
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Motion and Vote 

Mr. Brown motioned, Mr. Stidhem seconded, to approve the Waiver Review. The vote was as follows: Ms. 

Mitchell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; and 
Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 

 
4. Perimeter Center, Subarea G1- Craughwell Village Condominiums 

16-084Z/PDP/FDP                6185 Craughwell Lane         
                                        Rezoning/Preliminary & Final Development Plans 

 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is a proposal for a rezoning to amend the 
approved development text of a Planned District to revise permitted building materials and architectural 

elevations and the replacements of roofing and building materials for an existing condominium 
development on the south side of Perimeter Drive at the intersection with Craughwell Lane. She said this 

is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to City Council of a Rezoning with a 

Preliminary Development Plan and a review and approval of a Final Development Plan under the 
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. 

 
The Chair swore in anyone planning to address the Commission regarding this case. 

 

Jennifer Rauch presented an aerial view of the site as well as the existing building conditions. She noted 
the development text is very specific with regard to architectural designs and elevations. She said the 

applicant is proposing to renovate these buildings due to significant maintenance and material life cycle 
issues, water infiltration, and lack of installation details when the structures were originally built. She 

noted the renovation will consist of replacing the existing wood shake shingle roof with dimensional 
asphalt shingles, remove all stone from the buildings, repair and replace all damaged sheathing and 

framing and replace the stone at the lower level in kind and install stucco in the upper two levels in a 

matching color and finish. She said all the windows and existing stucco and stone chimneys will remain in 
existing condition. 

 
Ms. Rauch presented a proposed design from the southeast perspective as part of the Final Development 

Plan. She said the applicant is proposing to change the location of the building materials; where there is 

a stone section they are proposing to remove the stone but the lower level will be replaced with stone 
and the upper stories will have stucco. She presented a before and after graphic. Two different colors of 

stucco are being proposed she said depending on cohesion of the building; the existing brick detailing will 
remain. She indicated the overall style of this development is remaining.  

 
Ms. Rauch said approval is recommended of the Rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan with no 

conditions to City Council and approval is recommended for the Final Development Plan with no 

conditions. 
 

Bob Miller confirmed the garages have asphalt shingles on them currently.  
 

The Chair invited the applicants to present. 

 
Lisa Pearson, Case Bowen Company, 6255 Corporate Center Drive, and Jim Bender, JL Bender Inc., 

Architects and Planners, 3340 Riverside Drive, Upper Arlington, Ohio.  
 

Mr. Bender said he has had some very challenging technical problems with this development that are not 

on the surface. He said they want to preserve the architectural appearance of the development. He said 
the stone on these massive stone structures are causing all the problems so that is where their focus is. 

He indicated they want to improve the value for both the community and the people that reside there 
and the way to make it better is to lighten it up and make it fresher for a 2016 look. He said the stone is 

not real stone, it is constituted stucco and they believe that by removing some of the stone and replacing 

robecr
Cross-Out

robecr
Cross-Out



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

Page 9 of 10 

 
it with stucco will lighten it up. He reported there are serious mold issues that even can be smelled from 

the street so they really need to change the roof. He said they are proposing a heavy duty shingle in two 

different colors so the six buildings alternate to provide more variety. He said they are expecting to find 
extensive water damage when they remove the brick so the new synthetic stone, stucco are going to be 

installed as a rain screen technology so it should prevent water infiltration for 30 – 40 years. He said the 
roof is a fire hazard; it is extremely costly for the residents to install that now. He presented a material 

sample of the stucco of which this will be the first installation in this area. He said the guarantee on the 
roof shingle is 50 years and 20 – 30 for the stucco without all these water problems. He concluded after 

these renovations proposed, the value of the buildings will increase.  

 
Amy Salay said she understands the shake shingles were beautiful but they are not working. She said it 

would be helpful if she could see a material sample. She indicated she is not sure she likes alternating the 
colors on the buildings. She said she has a problem with changing the stone into a stucco as it will 

fundamentally change the appearance of the building and not in a good way. She indicated she is 

nervous about this brand new product. She noted her parents had a home built of brick and stone and it 
never leaked so she is questioning if the installation was done correctly. She stated she wants to see the 

materials that are out there maintained but the problems resolved. She said she is fine with changing the 
roof material.  

 

Vicki Newell said she respectfully disagrees with the presentation. She said it is a lovely building the way 
it is designed right now. The proposed aesthetic changes to the exterior of the building she said are not 

an improvement. She said she does not believe the water issues are a result of any of the materials that 
have been used but rather how the building was constructed. She stated she cannot support changing 

the shake roof; it is part of the character of the building; and other applicants have requested the same 
and have been denied so she wants to be consistent. She said Colonial Williamsburg has a number of 

buildings that have the appearance of shake shingles to preserve the appearance of historic structures, 

so the shingles they used are actually clay and they are available on the market. She concluded she could 
not support the changes in the Development text as this proposal does not warrant it.  

 
Chris Brown said he agrees with Ms. Newell and if the stone is changed, the replacement has to match 

what is there. He said cedar shakes work just fine if properly ventilated and put on slats and the attic is 

ventilated properly. He indicated it is a 50-year product if installed in the correct manner. He would not 
mind if the stone was replaced with stucco on the back side of the buildings but the fronts are paramount 

to keep the character, particularly the clubhouse. He encouraged the applicant to explore other options.  
 

Cathy De Rosa said she agreed with her fellow Commissioners. She said the proposed changes would 
absolutely change the character and she would not support those changes. She said she would defer to 

her colleagues on the roofing materials.  

 
Steve Stidhem said he did not know anything about roofing but in general he hates stucco and the stone 

is a better look.  
 

Deb Mitchell said the stone is really important from a branding perspective and the look and feel for the 

whole area. She said those buildings are part of other things which all flows together as stone is one of 
the integrating elements. She encouraged the applicant to find materials that would preserve the look. 

She said structures need to be brought up-to-date in terms of their durability, sustainability, and 
functionality but not the look.  

 

Bob Miller said he thought since the complex was tight and each building was three stories that he liked 
the asphalt shingles that are on the garages and not the shake shingles on the rooftops. He stated he 

would be supportive of the asphalt shingle roof. He agreed with the applicant in terms of replacing the 
stone with the stucco would refresh the look of the complex and the only proposed change he questions 
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is matching the stucco. He applauded the investment into the property because it is good for Dublin, 

overall.  

 
Mr. Bender said the buildings are 75 – 80% brick but they are proposing to remove 12 – 15% of the 

brick. He said the biggest change is probably the roof; they selected the heaviest and best shingle on the 
market. He said clay shingles would be six times as expensive.  

 
Ms. Newell said cost is not an issue that the Commission takes into consideration. She said they look at 

review standards and when the applicant is proposing a lesser quality material then what was there 

before, and the applicant stated in their presentation that they are doing some of these things as a cost-
saving measure and she understands doing that for the residents but this is a review of the full 

development text so everything else in the same development has to face the same standards. Looking 
at the review standards, she stated she did not think that it met the effect of the adjacent uses and is not 

consistent with the surrounding development so it did not comply with condition 9 for coordination and 

integration of the building and site relationships because it is changing the development standards of all 
being replaced for this property and the surrounding development and this was done to coordinate with 

the Village Center when it was built. 
 

Mr. Bender said there is a difference on all six buildings between the street presence and the garage side. 

He explained there are two peak roofs in the middle of each façade and that is where they had planned 
to replace the stone with stucco.  

 
Ms. Newell said she understands the applicant’s argument is water infiltration but if the stone is installed 

properly and detailed properly it is a durable finish on the exterior of a building so she does not see the 
need to change materials and it would aesthetically change the appearance that was there and change 

the development text. 

 
Ms. Newell said the Commission can vote on this application this evening or the applicant can request to 

table the case. Mr. Bender asked to table the case. 
 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Brown motioned, Ms. Mitchell seconded, to table the application. The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, 
yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; and Mr. 

Brown, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 
 

5. BSD SRN - Bridge Park, Building C3 – Window Sills          4550 Bridge Park Ave.  
16-098WR                                           Waiver Review 

 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is a proposal for the approval of a Waiver 
Review to permit the windows within siding clad walls to not have a projecting sill within Building C3 in 

Bridge Park. She said this is a request for a review and approval of a Waiver Review under the provisions 
of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 

 

The Chair swore in anyone planning to address the Commission regarding this case. 
 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Brown motioned, Mr. Miller seconded, to approve the Waiver Review with no conditions. The vote 

was as follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; 

Mr. Miller, yes; and Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 
 

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 8:55 pm. 
 

As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on __________, 2016.  
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OCTOBER 5, 2006

CITY OF DUBLIN,.

land Use and

long Range Planning
5800 Shier-Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

Phone: 614-410-4600

Fox:bl4-410-4141
Web Site: www.dublin.oh.us

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

2. Amended Final Development Plan 06-130AFDP  -Perimeter Center,  Subarea G1  -

Craughwell Village Garage Additions -Perimeter Drive

Location:  13.114 acres located on the south side of Perimeter Drive at the intersection of

Craughwell Lane.

Existing Zoning:    PLR,  Planned Low-Density Residential District  (Perimeter Center

plan).
Request:   Review and approval of an amended final development plan under the

provisions of Section 153.053(E)(2)(b) and 153.055(B).

Proposed Use:  Three eight-car garage buildings and associated parking lot modifications

for an existing multi-family residential development.

Applicant:     The Manor at Craughwell Village Condominium Association,   6185

Craughwell Lane,   Dublin,   Ohio 43017;   represented by Randall Reger,   Meleca

Architecture,  150 East Broad Street,  Suite 600, Columbus, Ohio 43215.

Staff Contact:  Judson J. Rex, Planner.

Contact Information:  (614) 410-4654/Email: jrex@dublin.oh.us

MOTION:     To approve this Amended Final Development Plan because the modifications will

provide an additional amenity to the residents of the development, the garages are appropriately

located on the site and match the existing on the site, with two conditions:

1) That the applicant apply for all necessary building permits prior to construction; and

2) That the landscaping and tree preservation plans be modified to reflect the comment sin

the staff report.
Randall Reger agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 4 - 0.

RESULT: This Amended Final Development Plan was approved.

STAFF CERTIFICAT N

Juds n J. Rex

Planner
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with the applicants' comments and prefers parallel parking. Mr. Walter said he would have a 
hard time if the buildings were pushed up to the build line. 

Mr. Zimmerman asked for feedback on the architecture for the auto dealership and whether it 
should blend with the rest of the development. Ms. Jones said it has to come close. Mr. Fishman 
said it does not match now and it needs the Old Irish Theme. Mr. Zimmerman said they all agree 
that the architecture has to match with regards to the dealership. [Everyone agreed.] 

Mr. Zimmerman said they now need a consensus of the building heights-two to three story 
buildings. Mr. Fishman said with regards to density if they go higher they will have more room 
for green space and he would like to see two to three story buildings and have more green space, 
walking space and patios. Ms. Jones agreed that in the section east of Shamrock would like to 
see the buildings taller. Mr. Walter said he likes what he sees and recognized that it is not what 
is perceived and it should have an overriding look and would like to see the same style continued 
with the renderings and they should see what they look like coming up. Mr. Zimmerman said he 
agreed with the taller buildings. 

Ms. Jones said she really liked the proposed architecture and supports the connectivity and 
agrees with staff on the curb cuts and the urban streetscape and is not supportive of fast food on 
this site. 

Mr. Fishman agreed with Ms. Jones comments and said this site will be upscale and he would 
like to see a Wendy's without a drive-thru and thinks that it would fit within the buildings. 

Dan Carducci, representing Wendy's International, said they would not build a store without a 
pickup window. Mr. Fishman said there are lots of places to build stores and that he did not 
think it had to be here. Mr. Carducci understood. 

Mr. Walter said he does not think that a drive-thru is appropriate on this site. 

Vote and Motion: 
Mr. Zimmerman made a motion to table this Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan at the 
request of the applicant. Mr. Fishman seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows: Ms. 
Jones, yes; Mr. Walter, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. Zimmerman, yes. (Approved 4 - 0.) 

2. Amended Final Development Plan 06-130AFDP - Perimeter Center, Subarea Gl -
Craughwell Village Garage Additions - Perimeter Drive

Mr. Zimmerman asked if anyone in the audience was present to speak in regards to this case. 
There being none, he swore in the applicant's representative, Randall Reger, Meleca 
Architecture, who then agreed to the two conditions as listed in the staff report. 

Vote and Motion: 
Mr. Zimmerman made the motion to approve this Amended Final Development Plan because the 
modifications will provide an additional amenity to the residents of the development, the garages 
are appropriately located on the site and match the existing on the site, with two conditions: 
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

2. Rezoning Application Z96-009 -Perimeter Center -Subarea Gl  -Multi-Family
Location:    13.114 acres located on south side of Perimeter Drive,  approximately midway
between Avery/Muirfield Drive and Wilcox Road.

Existing Zoning:    PCD,  Planned Commerce District (Perimeter Center Plan).
Request:   PLR,  Planned Low Density Residential District.

Proposed Use:     A three-story multi-family development of 198 units and a clubhouse.

Applicant:   Hallmark Communities,  Ltd,  c/o Mark Pottschmidt,  Continental Real Estate,
150 East Broad Street,  Columbus,  Ohio 43215.

MOTION:    To approve this rezoning because it contributes to the established residential area,
continues the high architectural standards of Perimeter Center,  meets the PLR requirements,
provides an additional type of housing for the community on a site which is appropriate for multi-

family development,  with 12 conditions:

1) That prior to the final development plan,  verification that the parcels have been
combined be submitted;

2) That all opposing curbcuts be shown on the plan and that points of access for the
site meet the text requirements and approval of the City Engineer;

3) That a parkland fee in the amount of $121,360.00 be paid by the applicant prior to

issuance of a building permit or recording of the final plat,  as appropriate;
4) That a easement and right-of-way dedication plat be provided for this development

indicating the location of public and private easements,  vehicular access,  access

restriction,  and maintenance responsibilities for private utilities and streets,  as

approved by the City Engineer;
5) That the design of private streets,  private and public utilities,  storm water

management and grading plan for the site meet the requirements of the City
Engineer;

6) That the site layout take into consideration the presence of existing public and

private utilities,  as approved by the City Engineer;
7) That the applicant demonstrate building materials,  colors and proportions at the

Planning Commission meeting;
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1. Discussion -Commission Meeting Procedures

After a discussion regarding the length of past meetings,  a consensus emerged to use a consent

agenda beginning in January 1997.   Slides should be minimized,  relying on renderings and aerial

shots to shorten staff presentations.

2. Rezoning Application Z96-009 -Perimeter Center -Subarea Gl  -Multi-Family

Tim Evans presented this rezoning for 13.8 acres on the south side of Perimeter Drive.   It is zoned
for aflex-office complex  (PCD),  and the PLR,  Planned Low Density District is requested for 198

apartments in three-story buildings.   It is in Perimeter Center Subarea F2,  allowing Community
Commercial and Suburban Office uses.   This application creates a new Subarea G1.

Mr.  Evans said the apartments will face the streets,  and garages will abut the rear line.   The site

wraps around a portion of the shopping center and will screen the loading area.   The mound with

evergreens provides temporary screening.   The architecture will match the shopping center.

This site is shown as an Activity Center in the 1988 Community Plan and is appropriate for multi-

family use.   A density of 15 du/acre is proposed which is the highest in Dublin.   Perimeter Lakes

was developed at a density of 10.5 du/acre,  and the Village at Heatherstone is less than 7 du/acre.

Landscaping will include a continuous three-foot hedge,  stone pilasters 50 feet apart,  and street

trees.   Staff recommends an additional line of trees be planted along the proposed bikepath.   The
maximum height for Subarea Gl will be 45 feet.   Code for multi-family units requires 2.5 parking
spaces per unit,  and 2.25 spaces per unit are proposed.    The Staff feels parking should be

examined at the final development plan stage.   No parkland is to be dedicated,  but a park fee of

121, 360 is to be paid prior to final occupancy.   The buildings will be finished with natural
materials such as brick,  wood,  manufactured stone,  and stucco of earthtone colors.   Roofs will
be at least 6:12 with wood shingles.   The garages in the rear will have asphalt shingles and vinyl
siding.

He said staff is recommending approval with 11 conditions:

1) That prior to the final development plan,  verification that the parcels have been combined
be submitted;

2) That all opposing curbcuts be shown on the plan and that points of access for the site meet

the text requirements and approval of the City Engineer;
3) That a parkland fee in the amount of $121,360.  be paid by the applicant prior to issuance

of a building permit or recording of the final plat,  as appropriate;
4) That a easement and right-of--way dedication plat be provided for this development

indicating the location of public and private easements,  vehicular access,  access restriction,
and maintenance responsibilities for private utilities and streets,  as approved by the City
Engineer;
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5) That the design of private streets,  private and public utilities,  storm water management and

grading plan for the site meet the requirements of the City Engineer;
6) That the site layout take into consideration the presence of existing public and private

utilities,  as approved by the City Engineer;
7) That the applicant demonstrate building materials,  colors and proportions at the Planning

Commission meeting;
8) That prior to construction,  the site plan and architecture be reviewed and approved by the

Planning Commission utilizing the final development plan process;

9) That the appropriate parking ratio be determined at final development plan;
10) That all signs,  lighting,  and landscaping comply with the City's Code and design

guidelines;  and

11) That the applicant provide within two weeks,  a revised Subarea Plan for Perimeter Center.

George Peplow asked if Building F had access between it and the Perimeter Center parking lot.

Mr.  Evans said no and that landscaping in this area would be addressed later.

Frank Kass,  the applicant,  said an excellent development called Victoria Gate has a density of 50

du/acre.   This development will have a lower density but a higher degree of exterior quality.
Higher density provides the opportunity to build in more amenities,  better materials,  etc.  The

apartments will cover up the back of the shopping center.   The redefined site is 13.114 acres,  and
the building coverage will be only 2.53 acres.    He gave some statistical and demographic
information on the Sycamore Ridge apartments and its residents.    Mr.  Kass said the Sycamore
Ridge rent ranges from $675 to $1,300 per month.  He said this development would probably rent

for 25 percent more than Sycamore Ridge,  and  "corporate housing"  might be up to 50 percent of

the total development.   He said there would be very few school-aged children.

Mr.  Kass said these would be the highest quality rental units in the Dublin marketplace,  and that
is a function of density.   He said the apartments directly across the street are not brick and have

asphalt shingle roofs,  not wood shakes.

Mr.  Kass said Perimeter Center is the nicest community center that could be done providing a

walldng street environment,  as Dublin requested.   It is extraordinarily good-looking and works.

The problem had always been screening the back of it.   Flex buildings of similar materials and
colors were planned,  but due to low demand,  it might be years before construction.    He said the

proposed multi-family has a better look and will complement the activity center.   He said the

Community Plan indicates this area designated for multi-family.

Mr.  Kass said Sessions Village was built 70 years ago by Frank Leveque and was the highest
density ever used.   It is outstanding and is on the National Historic Register.

Mr.  Ferrara asked if there is vehicular access to the back of the center from the main driveway.
Mr.  Kass said yes,  and also between Buildings E and F.   There is no access from the service area

to the units anywhere else.   About 100-150 employee spaces are behind the shopping center.
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Mr.  Sutphen said he would not object if this development improves on those in the area.   He said

Mr.  Kass had a good record in Dublin with Sycamore Ridge.   Mr.  Sutphen said the existing
screening was not sufficient.   He liked the height and materials proposed.

Mr.  Harian said he liked the project and asked about  "corporate housing".   Mr.  Kass said they
rented units in groups for corporate housing.    The units are furnished and re-rented to

corporations,  instead of using hotels.

Mr.  Kass said the neighboring credit union and veterinarian were contacted.

Ms.  Chinnici-Zuercher said she liked the project and supported the density.   She said the issue was

whether to give up the commercial space for multi-family housing.

Mr.  Peplow said density was his first concern at the previous meeting.   After studying several

higher density projects since then,  he thinks this will work.   He thought this development would

be better for the neighboring businesses than the empty field.   He supported this project.

Mr.  Kass said he agreed with the above conditions.   He preferred a parking ratio of 1.75 spaces

per unit,  for more greenspace.   Ms.  Chinnici-Zuercher said it was not necessary to determine the

ratio at this time.   Mr.  Kass wanted it to be known now,  not later.

Mr.  Kass asked that lighting not be subject to Dublin Design Guidelines.   He said they are too

bright for residential areas.   Safety can be provided with normal lighting.   Mr.  Sutphen asked that

the lighting at the entrance/exit meet the guidelines.   Mr.  Kass agreed.   Ms.  Boring asked to

substitute  "...subject to staff approval"  in Condition 10.   Mr.  Kass agreed.

Mr.  Kass requested a reversion clause if construction has not begun within 12 months after the

rezoning becomes effective.  Mr.  McKitrick owns the land,  and he would like to have commercial

zoning if this project is not built.   Ms.  Clarke said no reversion language has been submitted and

suggested that the specific text language be resolved later with the staff.

Ms.  Boring thought the parking could be re-figured based on number of bedrooms.   Ms.  Boring
thought this project looked good and also liked Victoria Gate.   She said the Mt.  Auburn Study
identifies the area as a priority one for commercial development,  and that was the preferred use.

Mr.  Harian liked the synergy between this project and the shopping center.   This is an upscale
complex with a upscale shopping center,  and the parts will complement each other.

Ms.  Clarke said the bedroom mix and corporate housing characteristics should be evaluated to

determine the appropriate amount of parking at the time of the final development plan.

Ms.  Clarke said the Dublin Lighting Guidelines do n~.l establish a higher base level of lighting
than the zoning code.   They establish criteria for the even distribution of light on the site which
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is preferable for security and safety purposes.   She said the guidelines could be adjusted for

residential settings.

Mr.  Sutphen made a motion to approve this rezoning because it contributes to the established

residential area,  continues the high architectural standards of Perimeter Center and provides
Dublin with a new type of housing in an area appropriate for multi-family development,  with 12

conditions:

1) That prior to the final development plan,  verification that the parcels have been combined
be submitted;

2) That all opposing curbcuts be shown on the plan and that points of access for the site meet

the text requirements and approval of the City Engineer;
3) That a parkland fee in the amount of $121,360 be paid by the applicant prior to issuance

of a building permit or recording of the final plat,  as appropriate;
4) That an easement and right-of-way dedication plat be provided for this development

indicating the location of public and private easements,  vehicular access,  access restriction,
and maintenance responsibilities for private utilities and streets,  as approved by the City
Engineer;

5) That the design of private streets,  private and public utilities,  storm water management and

grading plan for the site meet the requirements of the City Engineer;
6) That the site layout take into consideration the presence of existing public and private

utilities,  as approved by the City Engineer;
7) That the applicant demonstrate building materials,  colors and proportions at the Planning

Commission meeting;
8) That prior to construction,  the site plan,  and architecture be reviewed and approved by the

Planning Commission utilizing the final development plan process;

9) That the appropriate parking ratio be determined at final development plan;
10) That all signs,  lighting,  and landscaping comply with the City's Code,  and the design be

subject to staff approval;
11) That the applicant provide within two weeks,  a revised Subarea Plan for Perimeter

Center;  and

12) That the text be revised to include an expiration clause prior to the Council hearing,
subject to staff approval.

Mr.  Peplow seconded the motion.   Mr.  Kass agreed to the amended conditions as listed above.
The vote was as follows:   Mr.  Harian,  yes;  Ms.  Chinnici-Zuercher,  yes;  Ms.  Boring,  no;  Mr.

Sutphen,  yes;  and Mr.  Peplow,  yes.   Approved 4-1.)

3. Final Development Plan - Balgriffm Apartments -Phase 1

John Talentino presented this final development plan for 140 apartment units located on the east

side of Avery Road.   Phase I is north of Blunden Road.   He said that the dumpster screening,
mounding,  and landscaping at Britton Woods was good and should be repeated here.  Four
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C I T Y O F D U B L I N

Department of Planning  &  Development

RECORD OF ACTION

DUBLIN PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

JANUARY 9,   1992

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action in the

application below at its regular meeting:

5. Revision to Final Development Plan Perimeter Lakes

Apartments
Location: 20.143+    acres located on the north side of

Perimeter Drive and the west side of Wilcox Road,
approximately 400 feet east of Avery Road.

Existing Zoning:    R-12,   Urban Residential District Perimeter
Center Plan)
Request:    Changes in color pallette and architectural trim to

be used on project.
Proposed Use:     189 apartments in 19 two-story buildings.
Applicant:     Newtowne Development Corporation,   Inc.,   c/o Paul

Schmitt,   5890 Sawmill Road,   Dublin,   OH 43017.

MOTION: To approve the architectural alterations requested,
specifically the sunburst accents and lattice work.

The applicant withdrew his request to modify the color

scheme,   and this was not considered.)

VOTE: 7-0

RESULT:    This revision to the Final Development Plan was approved.

STAFF CERTIFICATION:

Barbara M.   Clarke

Zoning Administrator

5131 Post Rd.  Suite #102 Dublin,  Ohio 43017 6 1 4.  7 6 1.  6 5 5 3 F A X 7 6 1.  6 5 6 6
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Mr.  Campbell made a motion to approve the Concept Plan subject to the following
conditions:

1) Improvement of park access from the subdivision and submission of written

easement from school system if southern access is to be maintained;

2) Staking of easement and park entrance behind Starkey residence for

assessment by Parks Director;
3) Submission of tree preservation plan and no-build zone or other protections

in wooded area;

4) Submission of development standards for sideyard,  rear yard,  height,  etc.,
as well as minimum lot requirements;

5) Provision of access through to the high school site between lots;
6) Reconfiguration of lots to meet the setback requirement along Coffman Road

and entry street;

7) Dedication of Coffman Road right-of-way consistent with Community Plan;
81 Submission of consistent landscape treatment and development restrictions

for lots abutting Coffman Road which may require additional depth to

property accomplish;
9) Provision of sidewalks and street trees throughout the subdivision in

compliance with Code;
10)     Design of stormwater conveyance through the site and detention for the

development in compliance with MORPC standards;
1 1)     Provision of direct access to the detention pond between lots by way of

easement;  and

12)     Further review by developer and staff of the location of the entrance from

Coffman Road as appropriate.

Mr.  Manus seconded the motion.   The vote was as follows:   Mrs.  Stillwell,  yes;
Mr.  Geese,  yes;  Mr.  Leffler,  yes;  Mr.  Fishman,  yes;  Mr.  Kranstuber,  yes;  Mr.

Manus,  yes;  and Mr.  Campbell,  yes.   Approved 7-0.)

Mr.  Leffler made a motion to table the Preliminary Plan for further consideration.
Mr.  Manus seconded the motion.   The vote was as follows:   Mr.  Kranstuber,  yes;
Mr.  Campbell,  yes;  Mr.  Fishman,  yes;  Mrs.  Stillwell,  yes;  Mr.  Geese,  yes;  Mr.

Manus,  yes;  and Mr.  Leffler,  yes.   This Preliminary Plan application was tabled

with a vote of 7-0. )

5. Revision to Final Development Plan  -Perimeter Lakes Apartments

Ms.  Clarke presented the staff report.   She said the applicant had submitted two

requests,  one being to change the color pallette and the other one is to introduce

lattice on the exterior of the building.   He no longer wishes to pursue the change in

color pallette.   He is now only interested in changing the elevation of the building
from the 2x2 ballisters  (the uprights used on the exterior railings)  to a lattice.   In

discussion with Peter Lenz,  Chief Building Official,  he reminded the applicant that
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any lattice must meet the requirements of the building code and must bear the

same amount of force.   It is not clear from the lattice shown on the elevations

what size members are to be used.

Ms.  Clarke said that a number of things have changed in this project.   The

clubhouse has been redesigned and slightly reoriented on the site.   There was a

decision not to put a woodburning fireplace in every unit,  but to use a gas burner

instead.   The chimneys are not needed and therefore will be replaced by vents on

the exterior of the building.   The exterior of the buildings was negotiated,  at least

in part,  with the Post Road residents.   Staff felt that since architecture was part of

negotiations between the land owner and the residents along Post Road,  that those

should be decided in a public forum.

NOTE:   Due to a disfunction in the public address system,  the rest of the meeting
could not be tape recorded.

Mr.  Manus made a motion to approve the architectural alterations requested,
specifically the sunburst accents and lattice work.   The applicant withdrew his

request to modify the color scheme,  and this was not considered.

Mr.  Leffler seconded the motion.   The vote was as follows:   Mr.  Campbell,  yes;
Mr.  Fishman,  yes;  Mr.  Geese,  yes;  Mr.  Kranstuber,  yes;  Mrs.  Stillwell,  yes;  Mr.

Manus,  yes;  and Mr.  Leffler,  yes.   Approved 7-O.)

6. Plat for Wilcox Road Realignment/Tuttle Crossing Boulevard Extension

Mr.  Willis presented the staff report and slides of the site.   This is to be a jointly-
funded road improvement by Franklin County and the City of Dublin.   The right-of-
way is being dedicated as part of the Windmiller rezoning plan.

Manus made a motion to approve this application with the following conditions:

1) Correction of the dimensional error on the plat drawing;  and

2) Adjustment of the acreage in affected sub-areas of the Windmiller plan.

Mr.  Leffler seconded the motion.   The vote was as follows:   Mr.  Kranstuber,  yes;
Mr.  Geese,  yes;  Mr.  Fishman,  yes;  Mr.  Campbell,  yes;  Mrs.  Stillwell,  yes;  Mr.

Manus,  yes;  and Mr.  Leffler,  yes.   Approved 7-O.)
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