
 
 

PLANNING    5800 Shier Rings Road    Dublin, Ohio 43016    phone  614.410.4600    fax  614.410.4747    dublinohiousa.gov 

 

 

MEETING MINUTES 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, October 11, 2018 
 
 
AGENDA 

 

1. The Hamlet on Jerome        9341 & 9351 Jerome Road 
 18-030CP/Z/PDP/PP            Concept Plan (Discussion Only) 

   Rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan (Recommendation of Approval 5 – 1) 
           Preliminary Plat (Recommendation of Approval 5 – 1) 

 

2. BSD, Phase I - Review and Approval Procedures and Criteria 
 18-005ADMC 

             Administrative – Code Amendment (Recommendation of Approval 6 – 0) 
 

3. BSD Street Network Map Code Amendment 

 18-053ADMC 
             Administrative – Code Amendment (Recommendation of Approval 6 – 0) 

 
 

 
 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Other Commission members present were: Steve Stidhem, Warren Fishman, Kristina Kennedy, Bob Miller, 
and Jane Fox. William Wilson was absent. City representatives present were: Vince Papsidero, Thaddeus 

Boggs, Claudia Husak, Logan Stang, and Laurie Wright.  
 

Administrative Business 

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Fishman seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 
follows: Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. 

Stidhem, yes. (Approved 6 - 0) 
 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to approve the proposed meeting dates for 2019 – 2020. The 
vote was as follows: Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; 

and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 6 - 0) 
 

The Chair explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission. She said there 

were no cases eligible for this Consent Agenda and determined the cases would be heard in the order as 
published on the regular meeting agenda.  
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1. The Hamlet on Jerome        9341 & 9351 Jerome Road 

 18-030CP/Z/PDP/PP           Concept Plan 

          Rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan 
                   Preliminary Plat 

 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said this application is a proposal for Rezoning from Rural District to a Planned 

Unit Development District and a Preliminary Development Plan for a residential community consisting of 
one existing single-family lot and 17 new single-family lots. She said this application is also for a 

Preliminary Plat for the subdivision of approximately 8.6 acres. She said the site is west of Jerome Road, 

approximately 1,000 feet south of the intersection with McKitrick Road. 
 

The Chair said this is a request for a review and informal feedback for a Concept Plan; a review and 
recommendation of approval to City Council for Rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan; and a 

review and recommendation of approval for a Preliminary Plat, prior to a formal review by City Council 

under the provisions of the Subdivision Regulations. 
 

Claudia Husak explained this application falls into the other category, which is not administrative and 
there is no swearing in of witnesses because the Commission is being asked to make recommendations 

to City Council and Council will make the final determinations on both components.  

 
Ms. Husak explained the Planned Unit Development process as approximately 50% of the City is within a 

PUD. 
 

Ms. Husak presented aerial views of the site, which is within Dublin and pointed out the large property 
next to this site on the north side, which is in Jerome Township and not in the City’s jurisdiction. She 

noted the large area to the south is an open space area within Tartan West. She noted the small stub 

street that connects this property with Corazon Drive is part of Tartan West when it was originally zoned 
and laid out to accommodate future development and eliminate curb cuts onto Jerome Road. She added 

there are two, single-family homes on the site, existing on two parcels. She said the smaller structure 
closest to Jerome Road is intended to be demolished and a larger home on the rear of the property will 

be retained that also has access to Jerome Road via a long winding road. She added there is a large pond 

in the center of the site.  
 

Ms. Husak presented the Future Land Use Map in the Community Plan, which guides and establishes 
policy for development and redevelopment within the City that includes established land use for every 

property. She said the overall density proposed for this application is two units per acre. She said this 
was generally accepted by the Commission at the Informal Review last year, due to the type of housing 

that was proposed, the market being reached, and the quality of the proposed architecture.  

 
Ms. Husak presented the proposed Preliminary Development Plan and noted Roma Drive continues 

through this development as a public street and stubs at the Jerome parcel should it ever develop. She 
said the second public street proposed is Hamlet Court, which is a cul-de-sac to provide access to a 

majority of the proposed lots. She said the existing home to be retained within this development will have 

access off of that court. She said the pond will also be retained and will be revised to accommodate 
stormwater management for the entire development. She added there is open space proposed along the 

Jerome Road frontage as well as the area around the pond in the center of this site.  
 

Ms. Husak presented a subarea map illustrating two subareas: Subarea A is the (estate lot) existing of a 

single-family home on approximately three acres and Subarea B is for the cluster lots for this 
development to the east. She said the lots are required to be a minimum of 5,000 square feet and this 

proposal meets that requirement. Other requirements are to include a minimum width of 45 feet width 
and a maximum 100-foot depth, which these lots meet. She said there is a 20-foot required front build 

zone and the rear yard setbacks should be between 10 to 20 feet, depending on the location of the lot. 
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Ms. Husak indicated the applicant was asked to assign lot numbers to clarify lots in the development text 

and the setback requirements assigned to each. She said side yard setbacks coincide with minimal 

distance between buildings, which is five feet for the setback and 10 feet between buildings. She added 
there is an allowance in the development text for air conditioning units to encroach within those side 

yards. She said lot coverage is permitted to be up to 70%. In these types of developments, Staff has 
seen a larger home on a small lot that has been approved in the past and appears to be appropriate here 

as well.  
 

Ms. Husak presented a graphic illustrating the areas of the open spaces proposed. She noted that 

Reserve A, in the center of the site surrounding the pond, consists of ±1.2 acres. She said the applicant 
has proposed to double the amount they are required to dedicate per the subdivision regulations. She 

explained open space dedication requires the applicant to publicly dedicate land so the City ultimately will 
own these open spaces. She said Reserve A is to be maintained by the HOA and the functionality of the 

pond would be maintained by the City, as this will serve as stormwater management.  

 
Ms. Husak noted that Reserve B, also owned by the City, is just under an acre of open space along 

Jerome Road, which will also be maintained by the HOA and accommodates a path that goes from the 
neighborhood out to Jerome Road and the applicant will also install a path along Jerome Road. She 

added tree replacements will be planted within this area.  

 
Ms. Husak presented images of the proposed architecture for three different types of buildings proposed 

as well as their intended location. She said there are two distinct home elevations – building type C is 
located on the north side of the property and can accommodate a side-loaded garage; building types A & 

B are similar, if not the same with a front loaded garage. She said the applicant has architectural 
requirements, material requirements, and within the development text there are requirements for 

additional architectural elements and detailing on the side street and rear views where they are backing 

up to a street along Jerome Road.  
 

Ms. Husak presented the plan details and pointed out the retaining walls, steps, and the HVAC units 
between the buildings as they fit within the topography. She said in the development text, it requires 

screening for the courtyard garages, which can be a hedge or stone walls and they are supposed to be 

maintained by the homeowners. She said they appear to be an optional requirement in terms of if it has 
to be a stone wall or it could be a hedge but from a maintenance standpoint, Staff was concerned that 

might be a burden on the homeowner in the future but the applicant chose to retain that feature.  
 

Ms. Husak noted there is quite a bit of detail in terms of a Preliminary Development Plan, but given the 
tight layout of this site and the large lot coverage, Staff requested the applicant provide additional 

information on how the space between buildings would be handled. She said one of the suggestions, 

which she pointed out on the slide, is that where the air conditioning unit would sit for any house, there 
will be a retaining wall and steps that would provide access from the exterior and walls would extend 

across the lot lines.  
 

Ms. Husak reported Staff was unable to find anything in the development text that specifically speaks to 

that or how maintenance across the property lines would be handled. She said the applicant indicated 
that the maintenance would be taken care of by the HOA and those types of maintenance costs can 

become quite expensive as well as the open spaces that are to be maintained between those lots. She 
said Staff has drafted several conditions that speak to maintenance by HOAs as this is a subject that has 

been raised at the Council level quite a bit in the last few years. She said one of the questions Staff 

considered was whether or not the Estate Lot is actually part of the HOA while it is paying into the HOA. 
She added Staff had concerns regarding the HOA maintaining the proposed extensive landscaping and 

open spaces as well as the additional costs the homeowner would incur. She said Staff requested the 
applicant be up front with that information as they are marketing homes having a model or signing 
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closing documents so buyers are aware that there are additional financial obligations beyond the 

mortgage and taxes that come with purchasing a home in this development.  

 
Ms. Husak presented the open space character details and character that illustrate a rural feel, a passive 

open space so there will be no swing sets or programing, just walkability, especially along the eastern 
portion of that open space. 

 
Ms. Husak presented the Preliminary Plat of which there are three conditions of approval she already hit 

upon, which again the applicant has been working with the Engineering Division because it is a tight site 

as proposed.  
 

Ms. Husak said there are 13 conditions in total proposed for the Rezoning with the Preliminary 
Development Plan that the applicant reviewed. She said Staff is recommending approval with the 

understanding those conditions will be addressed either prior to this going to Council, at the Final 

Development Plan stage, or thereafter, if it has to do with marketing and model homes, etc. She said the 
13 conditions are as follows: 

 
1) That the boundary of Subarea A be revised to more clearly aligned with the lot driveway, subject 

to Staff approval; 

2) That the Estate Lot be included in the Preliminary Development Plan as a lot; 
3) That the development text address front yard setbacks for the Estate Lot and clarify which lot 

numbers require which rear yard setback;  
4) That the applicant work with Staff to further minimize the extensive landscape features on 

individual lots to be maintained by the HOA; 
5) That the proposed development text be clarified to address whether or not the Estate Lot will be 

required to be a member of the HOA; 

6) That the applicant include the expected maintenance costs and responsibilities in the marketing 
materials, closing documents, and model home for this development; 

7) That the development text and the Preliminary Development Plan include access and 
maintenance provisions between the homes for the AC units, landscaping and screening; 

8) That sanitary easements be established for the proposed public sewer along the southwest side 

of Roma Drive; to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 
9) That the applicant provide a detailed grading plan, including site specific grading between lots, 

with the submission of the Final Development Plan to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 
10) That the applicant continue to work with the United States Postal Service (USPS) and Staff to 

determine an acceptable location and unit type of the cluster mailbox units; 
11) That the applicant continue to work with the City and the adjacent property owner to the 

northwest of Reserve B to either acquire temporary grading easements or to regrade Reserve B 

in order to provide positive drainage, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 
12) That the applicant provide additional grading information along reconstructed Roma Drive to 

determine if temporary grading easements are required to provide positive drainage; to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer; and 

13) That the applicant continue to work with Engineering to demonstrate compliance with 

stormwater requirements as defined in Chapter 53 to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

Ms. Husak said the Preliminary Plat approval is recommended with three conditions: 
 

1) That the applicant make any other minor technical adjustments prior to Council review; 

2) That the plat include the Estate Lot on the plat as a lot and address setback requirements; and 
3) That the applicant will need to revise the plat to identify maintenance responsibilities for the two 

reserves prior to review by City Council. 
 

The Chair asked the members if they had any questions for Staff. 
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Bob Miller asked when the Informal Review took place and Ms. Husak answered there were 19 lots in 

June 2017. Mr. Miller noted that the number of units is down from 19 to 18. He asked why the Tartan 
West PUD is not opened up to this development. Ms. Husak answered the applicant has not chosen to 

and they are not required to do so but if they wanted to, there would not be a regulation against it. Mr. 
Miller said the density now is 1.5 units per acre. Ms. Husak said the density proposed at the Informal 

Review was 2.2 units per acre. Mr. Miller said he recalled the Commission being supportive of that density 
level. Ms. Husak clarified the actual density now is not 1.5 but rather 2.0 units per acre. She said the 1.5 

number refers to what is recommended in the Community Plan.  

 
Mr. Miller inquired about the encroachment. Ms. Husak explained there is an allowance in the 

development text that states the unit can encroach and the plans do not appear to show the unit 
encroaching. She indicated that typically during a Preliminary Development Plan, Staff does not concern 

themselves with where the AC units are located. She said with the more densely used lots, the grading, 

and the retaining walls crossing lot lines, Staff requested that information sooner rather than later. She 
said the plans show the retaining walls end at each building wall, not providing access between the 

homes. She said the drawings appear to show one would have to go over the wall to get to the step but 
details will be worked out and the applicant can speak more to how this will be in a real built 

environment.  

 
Mr. Miller asked if it is typical for the City to maintain any and all ponds in the City and Ms. Husak 

answered affirmatively. She said the distinction here is the functionality of the stormwater management 
as is the pond. She added the City mows around ponds, and trims trees, mulches and fertilizes but that is 

not the intent here. She said there are many different scenarios across the City; there is neither a policy 
nor a standard.  

 

Steve Stidhem asked if the City is putting in a sprinkler system there. Ms. Husak said the applicant would 
put the system in. He clarified the City would also pay for the electricity for the equipment in the pond.  

 
Mr. Stidhem said the applicant is going for a certain PUD because of the nature of this land. Ms. Husak 

explained the applicant cannot just zone themselves into Tartan West. She said that was a PUD 

established in 2002, with geography, density, and a boundary. She said the applicant could call this 
development the “Hamlet of Tartan West” but it would be in name only. She said the only thing worth 

discussing potentially would be if the residents wanted to join the HOA for Tartan West as that is private 
and nothing to do with the City.  

 
Mr. Stidhem asked for clarification on the boundaries of the open spaces and the reasons to which they 

were determined. Ms. Husak said the boundary would follow the curve of the road.  

 
Kristina Kennedy inquired about the pedestrian pathways. She said there are sidewalks through the 

development area but wondered if there were any plans for pathways/walkways around the pond. Ms. 
Husak answered nothing is currently proposed for around the pond.  

 

Warren Fishman said (not on mic) this is a beautiful place but the density is proposed at 2.0 units per 
acre and only 1.5 units per acre are recommended in the Community Plan. He said five-foot, side yard 

setbacks are incredibly tight and asked why Staff is entertaining the idea of that higher density. He said 
the site is five acres overall in size but the estate house takes up three acres, so in actuality, the density 

will be 17 units on 2 acres. He said these units are proposed with mostly front-loaded garages and they 

take up half the house; all that will be visible here will be garage after garage. 
 

Ms. Husak explained, in terms of the way density is measured, it is measured by the acreage of the 
whole site and not by subareas as part of Staff’s evaluation. She said Tartan West has different size 

clusters within their development and their density is 1.8 units per acre. She said when this application 
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was informally reviewed by the Commission last year, the density number was generally acceptable. She 

said there is an allowance in the development text to permit 40% of the elevation to be a garage for the 

front loaded garages.  
 

Mr. Fishman repeated his dislike for the density proposed. He said he agreed with Mr. Miller when he 
suggested the applicant join the Tartan West PUD. 

 
Ms. Husak clarified Tartan West is done; the City cannot open the border and join that PUD. She said the 

only thing that could be done would be to create a subarea of Tartan West but it would be its own, 

legislative PUD.  
 

Victoria Newell inquired about the retaining walls crossing the property lines and if they have occurred in 
other places. Ms. Husak said there are not similar instances and that is why Staff is hesitant to accept this 

on the surface.  

 
Jane Fox said she was not on the Commission when this application was reviewed in 2017. She referred 

to the minutes from that meeting whereas the Commission had concerns and what changes have been 
made from then to now. She said “clearer access to open space and usability not only by the residents 

but the public” and “making sure the open space was functional” were some concerns. She said visitor 

parking was another. She noted the other concern was landscaping. Ms. Husak pointed out that one lot 
was eliminated as part of the new plan; now there is access to the open space, and she noted a new 

path. She said in terms of usability of open space, she said along Jerome Road it is appropriate to have a 
more rural feeling and fitting in with similar designs within Tartan West. She said details for the open 

space surrounding the pond would be addressed at the Final Development Stage or sometimes the HOAs 
will do that later after people move in and figure out what they want to have there.  

 

Mr. Miller inquired about parking. Ms. Husak answered there is on-street parking on one side of the street 
and the driveways are deep enough to accommodate parking. Additionally, she said there is parking 

available on one side of Roma Drive. 
 

Ms. Fox said the pond is being renovated but here are a lot of large trees along the southwest edge, 

many of which are in good condition and not really in the construction area, so why those would have to 
be removed was her question. Ms. Husak said Staff can review and have the applicant address. 

 
The Chair invited the applicant to come forward. 

 
Dan Lorenz, 9341 Jerome Rd, thanked Staff for assisting to develop his plans over the last 16 months. He 

said he and his wife moved onto this property in 1997, built a home, built up the property, dug a pond, 

filled the field, and planted the trees down the road. He said he is a site developer and civil engineer and 
has done a lot of site work here in Dublin so he knows firsthand what it will take for this proposed 

development. He said Tartan West had not been built yet when they arrived. He said they raised four 
children and shared 20 wonderful years there. He indicated that now that the kids are raised, they were 

pondering what was next so they decided to develop this property with the idea in mind to satisfy the 

needs of many of their friends. He indicated people are looking to stay in Dublin but would like to 
downsize and have a cozy, high-quality, maintenance free, life.  

 
Mr. Lorenz said John Kirk and his wife are some of the top salespeople in the region and he is present 

this evening. He said he had called upon Mr. Kirk to help him understand what the needs were in the 

current marketplace. He said Dwight McCabe was also present as he has worked with him in construction 
over the past 30 years and Mr. McCabe has been working on this Hamlet concept over the last 10 -15 

years. He said it consists of layered landscaping and a high-quality community that is very unique and 
needed. With Mr. McCabe’s concept in hand, and Mr. Kirk’s recommendation on builders, he reported 

they conducted interviews and selected Corinthian, Joe Aulino and Kevin Koch and they are also present. 
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Mr. Lorenz said they are the top builder in Dublin, building $1-mil to $5-mil homes with a great 

reputation. He indicated a lot of their clients are looking for this solution also as they are interested in 

building smaller, quality homes. He said his son John will also help with the development. He said they 
selected American Structure Point and Ben Miller as their civil engineer. He said the landscape architect 

will be Todd Foley, POD Design and he has done a lot of work in Dublin.  
 

Mr. Lorenz said he had a neighborhood meeting. He said they met with the Tartan West Board, invited 
residents in Tartan West to their home of which 25 people attended. He said there were concerns about 

increased traffic but the only real person this will impact is Mr. Jones as they tie into a sanitary sewer. He 

reported they have had three meetings with the Jones’ trying to resolve that issue to minimize the impact 
this new development would have on their property. He said they discussed becoming part of Tartan 

West years ago when they were proposing their development and they decided they were not going to 
gain a benefit from it and did not make sense at the time to become a part of it.  

 

Mr. Lorenz said he does not like the agreements Tartan West has with the City such as charging the 
residents a $900-a-year fee to maintain all the large structures and landscaping there. He said he does 

not believe homeowners should have to pay a fee where they gain no benefit; he plans to be as 
affordable as possible. He said Staff had told him there will be a common maintenance so they received 

information from a landscaper on prices and what range they might fall. He said he understands he will 

buy the fountain for the pond and the City will pay for the electricity to the fountain and maintain the 
outlet structure to ensure the stormwater is managed properly. He said in his experience as a civil 

engineer with Epcon for 10 years, stormwater drainage was the number one complaint received. 
  

Mr. Lorenz addressed Mr. Fishman’s concern about density by stating there were three other subareas, 
like Tartan West that had higher density than he was proposing that were approved over the years. He 

reported that was included in their last review in front of the Commission. 

 
Mr. Lorenz stated they are committed to following the City’s tree replacement policy and they are 

showing over 125 trees that will be planted for the 34 trees they are removing to provide the same 
amount of caliper. He said there are currently trees that line both sides of his driveway. He pointed out 

the area that will need to be cleared in order to build on that one particular lot.  

 
Mr. Lorenz explained the topography and where the land drops significantly ±30 feet so it makes that 

property very unique and valuable. He pointed out where the walkout and non-walkout basements were 
planned. He said for this level, plans are usually 60% completed and these engineering plans are 80 or 

90% completed to ensure this will work. He said he certainly understands Staff’s perspective as they 
have really challenged them to figure out a lot of the details.  

 

Todd Foley, Pod Design, said he thought Ms. Fox was concerned with the trees around the pond area. He 
explained they need to bring the pond up to grade standards, which will cause the trees to be removed. 

He said their landscape plan shows they will concentrate some reforestation throughout the site both the 
front open space and around that pond area.  

 

Mr. Foley said the applicant has reviewed the total of 16 conditions and they are in agreement with it all 
and fully intend to respond to those so Staff is satisfied with the outcome. He said, from a maintenance 

perspective, the overall vision for this is so a buyer can purchase a high quality home with top-notch 
finishes, stay in Dublin, and not have to take care of anything on the perimeter. He said they still need to 

work out the side yard areas. He said the thought behind this is we can all live in this community 

together and have assurances that the front appearances of the buildings and the landscaping will be 
maintained consistently at a high level of quality that is complimentary to everyone that resides here.  

 
Mr. Foley pointed out these buildings are representative of the six or so lots on the south side, closest to 

the Tartan West area. He indicated that due to the existing grade of that site, and the way Roma Drive 
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comes into the project, there are a lot of parameters that have guided how they would develop this 

parcel and mold this land to make it livable. He pointed out the two outdoor amenity areas where a 

covered porch is on the second level with a walkout patio on the rear of the first level. He said they have 
to make some transition space to get the front of the house to work. He said there is a 7 to 9-foot grade 

change so a step was designed there with a decorative retaining wall that would happen lower. He said 
they will need to provide access to maintain the side of the buildings and the AC units and realizes he will 

need to provide clarity to that as it is a unique scenario. He said from a landscape maintenance 
perspective, if a resident has decorative columns, or fencing, or walls out front or there is a hedgerow, 

those are all elements that will fall under the purview of the maintenance agreement that the residents 

will be paying into. He said they have analyzed all the components that will be covered by the 
maintenance and what will be asked of the homeowner when they purchase one of the homes and what 

that obligation is going to be. He believes it is an asset the way they have designed this project, this will 
be an amenity that will keep the intended appearance of the community consistent.  

 

Ms. Husak asked about the development text where the homeowner is required to maintain pillars and 
fences on the property. She said Mr. Foley just stated they would be under common maintenance. Mr. 

Foley said he contradicted himself and Ms. Husak is correct as referenced in the development text.  
 

Jane Fox said she was concerned with the five-foot, side yard setbacks and lot coverage. She said this is 

one of the most beautiful designs she has ever seen - absolutely stunning. She said she believes the 
quality of design, landscaping detail, and the impression that it makes is just lovely. She restated that 10 

feet is so very close and the lot coverage so very large. She said she does not understand how a mower 
would maneuver in that area. She said lots 11 – 17 are the only ones with that topography of walk out 

lots. Mr. Foley explained Lots 1 – 5 are modern court type lots and Lots 6 – 10 are the traditional front 
loaded garages. Ms. Fox said the lot coverage does not bother her as much because with a hamlet there 

is going to be dense lot coverage but again she remarked how tight they were, next to each other. She 

asked how five-foot side yards are permitted in this part of the city. Ms. Husak answered it is the PUD 
process. She said 10 feet in between buildings can work from a building code standpoint.  

 
Ms. Fox inquired about the sizes intended for these homes. Mr. Foley said between the three footprints, 

there is a range from 2,000 to 3,000 square feet counting the walkout conditions. He added that part of 

the design intent with this is creating a type of home where someone may be at a stage in their life when 
they may not desire the yard. He said they can come here and are not paying for a lot that has that extra 

turf. He said the design of the buildings itself, the way that the internal spaces are designed take into 
account the buildings are closer so a bedroom is not located right across from someone’s patio, for 

example. He said from a land perspective, there is the frontage along Jerome Road, setbacks required 
and conditions of the pond, which make the developable part of this project left for where the buildings 

are located.  

 
Dwight McCabe, 7361 Career Road, Plain City said his grandfather owned Dan’s property and the 

property that is Tartan was his uncle’s property. He stated they have built properties just like this so they 
are very familiar with what happens in the spaces between the houses. He also noted the spaces 

between the homes, lot coverage, and height in Tartan West is worse compared to this development. He 

explained in more detail the statements made by Mr. Foley regarding the internal designs of these units 
so one unit is afforded windows that face out to a certain space and the opposite unit has different 

window locations. He said he does not like to see a lot of space between homes because it is not used as 
a living space and more just an area to mow. He said the proposed units are designed where the resident 

“lives” in the rear and the side of their unit is separate from the next door neighbor for more privacy. He 

said the air conditioning units were intended for the sides of the units when there is a walkout lower 
patio and the others were placed in the rear. He said their approach is a walkable, European-like hamlet 

in a car-centric area, which they need to balance. He said the landscape walls at the street all play 
together, allowing them to get a little closer to the street while achieving a separation.  
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Ms. Fox asked Mr. McCabe to clarify the location of the units with the lower walkouts and what their vista 

would be. Mr. McCabe asked her to think about German Village with its small little garden spaces - that is 

what this sets itself up for. She asked about the units that do not offer those walkout spaces. For the 
units on Jerome Road, Mr. McCabe said there is a back space, which is mounded and landscaped they 

can consider their own as they look out but it is not their space. He said the area labeled ‘A’ backs up to a 
reforestation area of woods. 

 
Steve Stidhem inquired about the north side, by Jerome Township; it is unknown what could be 

developed there and the City has no jurisdiction over that area. He asked if there is a boundary of 

vegetation of some sort that is planned there. Mr. McCabe answered there were not specific plans for 
that area. He said the expectation is, the way the road works, there will be an annexation and the road 

will loop into a continuation of residential.  
 

Mr. Stidhem asked the area just south of Subarea ‘A’ will be a green space in Tartan West to which Ms. 

Husak answered affirmatively.  
 

Mr. Miller said this development appears to be extremely high end. He asked for the starting price point 
anticipated. Mr. Lorenz answered as affordable as possible in the range of $600,000 - $750,000. He said 

the first floor is approximately 1,900 square feet, second floor maybe 500 square feet, and the lower 

levels coming in at 500 – 1,000 square feet.  
 

Kristina Kennedy indicated it sounds as if the applicant has completed some level of market research of 
who these buyers will be. She asked for more information on the target market for this community. 

 
John Kirk, 8136 Flynn Lane, Dublin, said he has been a real estate agent for 21 years in Dublin, raised 

two kids through Dublin Schools, and has seen the market change up and down. He said he is the sample 

child of this project. He explained five years ago they sold the 6,700-square-foot house and downsized to 
an empty-nester house at 5,400 square feet. He said they have been working through this plan for 

almost two years using themselves to devise the best concept during this period of their lives. He said 
they consider the livability from front to back. He said a lot of this clientele will be living here 6 – 7 

months out of the year and the rest of the time spent elsewhere. They want to come back to Dublin 

where their family still resides, come back to a place that is theirs for the holidays that is big enough but 
they do not have to worry about maintenance. He said he is president of the lawn association for his 

property in Highland Village where they charge $220 per month and he has not pulled a weed in four 
years. He said he used to spend $750 just for mulch in his old house and had to install it himself. He said 

he has a long list of people interested in the Hamlet.  
 

Warren Fishman (not on mic) said this was a nice development and asked if the three acres were covered 

by the HOA. Mr. Foley said the three acres in the back of this development would not be part of the HOA 
and would be able to have its own separate maintenance contract, in a separate bucket. Mr. Fishman 

suggested it is not really part of the development, then; on paper anything can be done but physically it 
is two separate parcels. He said when people do not have to maintain their property, they want lots of 

property and space between their neighbors so five feet is really close no matter how you do it. He said 

the City has gone through a lot of trouble to devise a Community Plan and a future development plan 
using experts and consultants looking at the properties and that is why 1.5-units-per-acre was 

established; he has a hard time getting past that. He added parking is going to be a problem, especially 
when Grandma has Thanksgiving dinner and company comes over and so on. He said that is the 

complaint in some of the denser developments right now. He reiterated this project is proposed as too 

dense. He said the applicant makes a good point about the trees but the new trees that will be planted 
will only be one or two-inch-caliper trees at best.  

 
Mr. Stidhem asked if any kind of walkway is intended for around the pond since it has to be renovated.  
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Mr. Foley said part of bringing this pond to current standards requires a shelf to be around the top and 

presently they do not have plans to drag a path down through there at all. He said there is going to be a 

grading transition down from the end of Hamlet Court. He said they also have to consider the 
juxtaposition of Mr. Lorenz’s house and these cluster homes coming together.  

 
Mr. Stidhem encouraged the applicant to install a path around the pond, even if it is just mulched as it 

can be a great amenity. He asked if the units will be wired or planned for plumbing to use renewable 
energy in any way. Mr. McCabe answered they are all waiting for Tesla; there is no question they have 

the solution and it is like buying a refrigerator any more. He said this is like when they used to hardwire 

all the new houses with CAT5 and then all of a sudden CAT5 was not needed. He suggested everyone is 
going to own a Tesla pack to be mounted in the garage, and they will do two things - they will pull off 

peak demand power so the least expensive power you can buy is power that happens in the dead of 
night so it will pull power off the grid, charge up those batteries off the grid that is balanced to the 

ultimate need is and then with solar added to the unit, it rebalances that whole formula. He said the 

Tesla roof is phenomenal – they are working out the bugs. Mr. Stidhem said he agreed and his point is – 
is there a way to prepare the construction while waiting - to be prepared for the power wall and the solar 

panels on the roof versus having to retrofit them later, which is generally an expensive proposition. Mr. 
McCabe said it was a good consideration. He said the easy way to do something like that is to determine 

where the in and out will be for a conduit.  

 
Mr. Fishman asked if the City is going to pay for the electricity to run the pump in the pond. He asked if 

that was done in other areas as he thought the HOA covered the cost. Ms. Husak answered the City has 
not decided yet what kind of aerator will be in this pond. She added she was in a meeting just the day 

before about solar being the way to go in the future and there are a couple of test ones out there in the 
community right now. In areas where the city has the stormwater function maintenance of the pond or 

the maintenance of the entire open space, the electricity is paid by the City and the park staff will turn 

the fountains off as the seasons change. 
 

Ms. Fox asked if the sticking point here is the proximity between the buildings. She asked if it would be 
possible with a slight change in the arrangement, if 12 feet could be achieved instead of 10 feet. Mr. 

Foley said he appreciates the thought but they have looked at this extensively through a number of 

different scenarios to find a solution. He said Roma Drive provides a constraint as it cannot be shifted one 
way or the other and stay within the design standards. He said the pond area will impose constraints 

given the grading they have to manage to bring it up to current code, beside all the setback 
requirements. He said 10 feet between buildings may seem like an abnormal width collectively but it is 

not an uncommon design feature of the community.  
 

Mr. Lorenz noted they proposed 19 units originally and have since lost two units per the cul-de-sac and 

pond designs; it would not be feasible financially if they lose more units.  
 

Ms. Fox said this is a stormwater pond and the City maintains them because they worry about algae, etc. 
She asked about silt buildup and if it can be controlled in this pond. Mr. Lorenz said they excavated below 

what it is designed to do so when silt does build up, it will still be kept under control.  

 
Ms. Fox asked if stormwater would only be draining into this pond from this development. Mr. Lorenz 

pointed out the possible sources draining into this pond. Ms. Fox said around Ballantrae, as soon they 
developed that area, and all the construction dirt drains into this pond, you will not have one any more. 

She said all their ponds are filling up due to adjacent construction development. 

 
Mr. Miller referred to the Planning Report where it stated the four-sided architecture that is required. He 

explained to him, it means wrapping the entire building. He read a sentence from the report… “For all 
other side elevations, brick or stone will extend two feet past the corner of the house with the remaining 
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façade being stucco.” He said this would not be four-sided architecture and asked the applicant to clarify. 

Mr. Lorenz affirmed the brick will not wrap the entire unit.  

 
Keith Hake, 10596 Wellington Boulevard, Powell, said he is part of Corinthian and there are specific 

regulations for four-sided architecture and they are all in the Dublin Code. He said there needs to be a 
certain amount of windows, certain rooflines, etc. As far as taking stone and detail around the side, Mr. 

Hake said, since the units are only 10 feet apart, they intend to die within a natural corner and then past 
that, stucco or some type of siding would be used or a mixture of both. He said anything that faces a 

street will be predominantly stone and a lot of detail. He said they will probably do that on the rear as 

well to break the facades up and want the rear to be very attractive since people will be living back there. 
He said only maintenance people will be walking between the buildings and with the landscaping, there is 

no need for stone in between the units.  
 

Mr. Lorenz stated they plan to spend money where it will be valuable to the homeowner and want the 

units to be affordable. Mr. Miller said he just wanted clarification because four-sided architecture to him 
means materials would come all the way around.  

 
Mr. Stidhem inquired about the water table and if that stone would wrap the unit on all four sides. Ms. 

Newell added a water table is to cover a little over two feet above grade. Mr. Lorenz said the material for 

the water table will be around the sides where it will be visible. Mr. Stidhem said when stucco goes to the 
ground, it becomes unattractive near the bottom so that is his concern but he also understands it will not 

be very visible but he is concerned from a longevity perspective as well; it can become problematic. Mr. 
Lorenz said he is confident as they have hired the best builders in town.  

 
Mr. Fishman said he read in the text that units can have four different materials. He said we usually 

never see the real brick or stone as the material usually ends up being stucco stone and stucco. He said 

since this is being marketed as a high-quality development, he assumes the applicant will use real brick 
and stone and asked if that assumption was correct.  

 
Joe Aulino, 3959 Flynn Road, said the materials they propose to use is a cultured stone and they have 

been using the product since it came out on the market; the accent brick will be a cut, full brick into a 

half-inch slab. He said the board and batten will be used on some of the front porch areas. Mr. Fishman 
asked why brick and stone were written in the text but they do not plan to use those materials. Mr. 

Aulino clarified the brick they will use is thin-set brick and he had not seen the text.  
 

The Chair invited the public to speak.  
 

David Jones, 9284 Donatello Drive, in the Tartan West neighborhood, said he is neighbors with the 

Lorenz’s as their property backs up to their property. He said they have been a citizen of Dublin for 34 
years and his kids went all the way through Dublin Schools and he is proud of the history of Dublin. He 

said his issue is with the direction the sewer is going. He presented a picture of his backyard and said a 
natural tree line would be cut down to run the sewer where they are proposing and that is one of the 

reasons he and his neighbors bought their houses. He said they are a tremendous value to him because 

it eliminates the visibility of the Lorenz’s home. He said the new manhole proposed would go in the 
middle of his backyard, which is close to the back of his house.  

 
Mr. Jones said he has been working with the City’s engineer, Michael Hendershot, and he has come up 

with an alternative plan, which Mr. Lorenz agreed to, yesterday. He noted he already has three manholes 

in his yard, one in the front and two in the back. He said if this fourth one was added to his yard and the 
fifth one across the lot line, he would be looking at five manholes out of his windows, which would be a 

record for a half-acre lot in Dublin. He presented the alternative plan for the sewer line to go in what he 
called the natural utility and cable corner. Additionally, he said it would only breach the tree line once but 

by coming in straight, the amount of trees to be eliminated has decreased and Mr. Lorenz plans to plant 
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more trees. He explained the sewer would flow the same way and would not be lengthened. He 

explained how the alternative plan would be a better plan for long-term maintenance, as well. 

 
Dave Warner, 9292 Donatello Drive, right next door to Mr. Jones. He said he has the specific issues with 

the manholes that he just explained. He said whatever the solution ends up being, as these folks work 
through all this, to please consider where the trees become bigger and thicker heading north through the 

Tartan West neighborhood. He said the original farmer’s fence was there, the barbed wire, and all the big 
trees grew up along there on both sides of the property line. He said if a backhoe has to dig to a depth of 

20 feet, he thinks it will destroy all those root systems. He said the triangle area of land contains a lot of 

dead ash trees and thins out significantly.  
 

Ms. Fox said she is glad the issue of the sewer was brought up because sometimes that is overlooked in 
these situations. She asked about buffering. Ms. Husak explained there is nothing in the Zoning Code that 

requires buffering the same land uses from each other. She said if there were different land uses 

opposite each other, a buffer would be required. She said the City tries not to make a practice of creating 
landscape buffers where there are adjacent neighborhoods. She said there have been instances where 

existing tree rows have been preserved and made into a tree preservation zone or a no-disturb zone to 
preserve trees that create a natural buffer.  

 

Ms. Fox asked Staff to suggest what the Commission could require that tree line is not disturbed, 
especially when it comes to the construction of sewer easements. Vince Papsidero asked if Ms. Fox was 

referring to the property to the north. Ms. Fox said the Commission only has control over this PUD and 
wants to know what the options are for looking ahead. Ms. Husak answered the City has easements in 

place for that sewer. Ms. Newell said when there are already easements on that property, the City cannot 
deny someone the right to access the easement. She explained when the prospective homeowner 

purchased that property and the property was platted, those easements were listed on their deeds for 

their property. She said a sewer line cannot be made to go a different direction even a slope of a sanitary 
piping will dictate what direction the City can go to access the most available sanitary piping. She said it 

is unfortunate when trees have to be eliminated; she feels for the residents that live here, but the 
easement that is in place dictates the sewer lines. Ms. Fox said she understand that, she is concerned 

about any new sewer lines to avoid placement so trees are left undisturbed.  

 
Mr. Lorenz said he is committed to working with Mr. Hendershot on the sewer route. Ms. Fox asked if 

there was anyone available from engineering to speak to this issue. 
 

Michael Hendershot said he met with Mr. Jones and his neighbors and he supports the lines that Mr. 
Jones proposed. He said the important thing is to go back and look at the survey to minimize the impacts 

to the trees. Mr. Fishman asked if there was an easement back there. Mr. Hendershot clarified there is an 

easement on Mr. Jones’ property but not on Mr. Lorenz’s property.  
 

Mr. Stidhem said generally he is very supportive of the project and it appears as a great solution for this 
parcel and he is not concerned about the close proximity of the homes. He said he understands the 

reasons. He said the applicant has done a great job with the engineering and appreciates all the efforts. 

He stated it is definitely different than the previous plan. He said he believes this development will be a 
high quality neighborhood and looks forward to actually seeing it built.  

 
Ms. Kennedy said when her parents became empty nesters and their first move was to go into a twin villa 

community it was not understood by the family. She understands there is a need for this type of housing 

in Dublin and appreciates that the applicant has reviewed market research to understand what type of 
people would want to be here. She said with overcrowding in the schools being a hot topic currently, she 

appreciates that this community seems to be focused on the empty-nester and not so much in attracting 
families, which will avoid the school overcrowding issues Dublin is facing right now. Generally, she said, 
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she is in support of this plan and said the applicant has done a beautiful job with the construction design 

and everything else.  

 
Ms. Fox said she is concerned about the loss of trees around the pond, especially the large ones, which 

are 20 to 24-inch-caliper trees. Mr. Lorenz apologized for not having pictures to share but explained the 
trees she is referring to were Weeping Willows planted 20 years ago. He said they are no longer in good 

condition but have grown well, being so close to the pond.  
 

Mr. Hendershot said to come into compliance with stormwater management requirements, the slopes 

need to be cored and the pond will be dug deeper. He said with the grades coming down from the 
addition of homes, the area will be tight from a grading standpoint.  

 
Mr. McCabe said the state of Ohio passed a whole new surface lot and stormwater permit in April 2018. 

The amount of water that has to be stored inside these basins went up dramatically, he said. 

 
Mr. Hendershot added Dublin has its own requirements for water quantity in addition to water quality so 

from a quantity standpoint, the master plan regulates based on the site acreage based on the site 
developments. From a quality standpoint, he said, the State changed that recently so more water needs 

to be stored to achieve water quality requirements. He said for this development, the water quantity 

dictates the size of the basin and that has not changed since last year. He said they may be able to 
modify the southwest portion of the basin to see if they can keep those grades. He said the challenge 

just might be the existing grades around those large Weeping Willows compared to what they need 
based on elevations of the street coming down but they will look at this further to see what they can 

save, if possible.  
 

Ms. Fox noted in Tartan West, it was stated earlier they have 10 feet between the homes. She asked Ms. 

Husak to clarify but she did not have that answer before her.  
 

Ms. Fox said we have not resolved the walls that connect one building to another. She asked if that is a 
safety access concern because movement is being blocked from the front yard to the back yard and if 

that was an unusual situation. She indicated she is not very supportive of the closeness of the buildings 

but said she did not want to disapprove this application based on that because there are so many great 
qualities to consider with this development. Ms. Husak said to some extent that is why some of the 

conditions have been requested by Staff, not just from how this is going to work, but how potential 
homeowners will be made aware that this is the condition they are signing up for in terms of the walls 

touching houses across from one another. She said, in general, the maintenance that is laid out here for 
a single-family platted lot, on a public street, Staff has not seen HOA maintenance at this extent 

anywhere in the City and likely not at these price points that are expected for their monthly fees. 

 
Mr. Fishman said with Staff’s guidance, he is confident that the applicant is going to do a quality job and 

present a quality development. He said he still has a hang up about the density. He said the goal in 
Dublin is to do better and better and better and if we think there is going to be a situation with the 

density as it was zoned at 1.5-units-per acre, there is no reason to make it denser. Ms. Husak clarified it 

is zoned for 1-unit-per acre and the 1.5-units-per acre is noted in the Community Plan. He said he would 
love to agree because he believes this applicant’s heart is in the right place but physically, parking is 

going to be a problem and closeness is going to be a problem, which is the same problem at the Moors. 
He suggested the site plan could be tweaked to make it a better development. He emphasized people like 

open space especially if they are not maintaining it. He said he is very much in favor as there is a need 

for empty-nester housing but we need to strive to do better so that is why he cannot totally support this 
project. 

 
Mr. Miller said he lives in Tartan West in a patio home and he likes John Kirk at a five bedroom house and 

when the kids were all gone, downsizing to a patio home. He said he has 12 feet between he and his 
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neighbor and the width of 10 to 12 feet is not as big of a concern. He said they do not have parking 

problems on Ventura Way, which is a cul-de-sac. He said there have been times when someone has a 

Christmas party or a Memorial Tournament party where parking can become an issue but it is a pretty 
cooperative group. All in all, the quality of life for them increased dramatically because they no longer 

have lawn maintenance. For the sake of a previous Commission member, he applauded the Corinthian 
folks because they have done a great job on the window side of the buildings in terms of limiting what is 

seen from one building to another - having windows on one side and not on the other. He stated he 
loved this style of living and what he hears from people in his age group, is exactly what John was 

eluding to. There are a lot of folks that do not want to leave Dublin; they do not want the big house and 

Muirfield has a bunch of these developments all throughout for that particular purpose. He said the 
Commission was very supportive of this project in their preliminary review. In fairness to the developer, 

he indicated, they walked away from that meeting with an understanding that they had the backing of 
the Commission. He said they have come back to us with a development that actually has two less units 

than what they reviewed the first time. He said the overall development has come back at a higher 

standard than he was expecting and he was expecting a pretty high standard at that Informal Review. He 
said this development fits very well within this area.  

 
Ms. Newell reported she attended the previous meeting and they spent a lot of time reviewing this 

proposal that some of the Commissioners did not get to see. She reported the applicants did 

presentations on what the actual densities were of nearly all of the surrounding properties and it was not 
coming in at the 1.5-units-per-acre and that has to be considered when looking at the surrounding 

properties. She said she is not comfortable holding this applicant to a completely different standard as 
the last piece being developed. She said she is comfortable with the two acres for the Hamlet. She said 

even though there are two different subareas, they are united in the PUD text that is put in place so they 
cannot be viewed individually. She said she understands the engineering constraints with this site as this 

has been very well presented and the solution very well done. She said she has no problem with the 

limitation of the 10-foot clearance between the lots as they are treating that condition very well. She said 
the retaining walls going across are unusual so she was a little concerned from a legal standpoint if that 

was an issue that needed to be dealt with in some way. 
 

Ms. Husak said allowance in the development text clarified is ultimately what Staff is asking.  

 
Ms. Newell said she gets the sense that the applicant really wants to work with the surrounding property 

owners and when the trees that will be eliminated is discussed there is a utility easement. She said they 
are proposing a new one to go in there but in reality, if something happened to the sanitary piping, and it 

needed to be accessed on the easement and it means trees need to come down, that is what happens 
with utility easements so that cannot be controlled. She said she feels sorry for the residents to say that 

but that is what the utility easements are for and utility companies have the right-of-way access. She 

concluded she is very supportive of the project.  
 

Mr. Jones said it is not the existing easement in his yard that is the issue, it is the new easement that 
would be placed in the Lorenz yard. Ms. Newell said she realized that but it is tying into an existing 

easement already so any of the trees that are on Mr. Jones’ side of the property line in the easement 

always have the potential of coming down. She said the trees that are on the other side of the property 
line are regulated under the PUD text so we cannot place control or force the applicant on either side; it 

is the nature of utility easements. She said she is empathetic and would not like that to happen on her 
property either but she knows what the legal bounds are.  

 

Mr. Stidhem said it sounds as though they have reached an agreed solution and will work through the 
details. Ms. Fox asked if that could be made a condition – a discussion with Engineering to look at the 

alternative location of the sanitary sewer instead of the proposed one. Ms. Husak said she could do that, 
which would bring the total number of conditions up to 14. 
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Ms. Husak asked if there were any other questions or concerns. 

 

Ms. Fox asked about protecting that tree line from any future destruction if Mr. Lorenz were to move. Mr. 
Miller asked if the Commission is overstepping here. Ms. Fox asked if this has to be completed this 

evening or done later and Ms. Husak said the distance for a tree preservation area cannot be negotiated 
at a later date. She said the tree preservation zone will need to be defined in the Development Text so a 

condition would have to refer to that as well as shown on the Preliminary Plat because the Zoning Code 
does not have a tree preservation zone definition and will have to allow for that sanitary extension. Mr. 

Papsidero agreed tree preservation zones are all over town but the particulars have to be worked out 

with the applicant. Ms. Newell said the Commission has never placed a condition of approval like this. She 
said typically, it would be developed within the text of the PUD. Mr. Boggs said his concern is that we find 

ourselves adding conditions that end up as cross purposes as we have tree preservation and then we are 
necessarily having to put in a sanitary sewer line in the back there and where that would come into 

conflict or not. Ms. Fox said she would step away from that. Mr. Boggs indicated the additional condition 

that has been drafted as to the sanitary sewer - condition #14, which is that the applicant continue to 
work with Engineering to determine an alternative sanitary sewer alignment to connect to the existing 

sanitary sewer located 9284 Donatello Drive, which is Mr. Jones’ address in order to minimize the effect 
on existing trees. In doing that, he said the goal is consistent with the discussion tonight to minimize the 

impact on those trees for the location of that sanitary line, for the benefit of Mr. Lorenz’s view, and Mr. 

Jones’ back yard integrity.  
 

The Chair asked Mr. Lorenz if he was in agreement with those 14 conditions to which he answered 
affirmatively. She asked if there were any further comments from the Commissioners. [Hearing none.] 

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to recommend approval to City Council for a Rezoning coupled 

with a Preliminary Development Plan with 14 conditions: 
 

1) That the boundary of Subarea A be revised to more clearly aligned with the lot driveway, subject 
to Staff approval; 

2) That the Estate Lot be included in the Preliminary Development Plan as a lot; 

3) That the development text address front yard setbacks for the Estate Lot and clarify which lot 
numbers require which rear yard setback;  

4) That the applicant work with Staff to further minimize the extensive landscape features on 
individual lots to be maintained by the HOA; 

5) That the proposed development text be clarified to address whether or not the Estate Lot will be 
required to be a member of the HOA; 

6) That the applicant include the expected maintenance costs and responsibilities in the marketing 

materials, closing documents, and model home for this development; 
7) That the development text and the Preliminary Development Plan include access and 

maintenance provisions between the homes for the AC units, landscaping and screening; 
8) That sanitary easements be established for the proposed public sewer along the southwest side 

of Roma Drive; to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 

9) That the applicant provide a detailed grading plan, including site specific grading between lots, 
with the submission of the Final Development Plan to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 

10) That the applicant continue to work with the United States Postal Service (USPS) and Staff to 
determine an acceptable location and unit type of the cluster mailbox units; 

11) That the applicant continue to work with the City and the adjacent property owner to the 

northwest of Reserve B to either acquire temporary grading easements or to regrade Reserve B 
in order to provide positive drainage, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 

12) That the applicant provide additional grading information along reconstructed Roma Drive to 
determine if temporary grading easements are required to provide positive drainage; to the 

satisfaction of the City Engineer;  
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13) That the applicant continue to work with Engineering to demonstrate compliance with 

stormwater requirements as defined in Chapter 53 to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; and 

14) That the applicant continue to work with Engineering to determine an alternative sanitary 
alignment to connect to the existing sanitary sewer located at 9284 Donatello Drive in order to 

minimize impacts to existing trees. 
 

The vote was as follows:  Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Fishman, no; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Miller, 
yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Recommendation of Approval 5 – 1) 

 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to recommend approval to City Council for a Preliminary Plat 

with three conditions: 
 

1) That the applicant make any other minor technical adjustments prior to Council review; 

2) That the plat include the Estate Lot on the plat as a lot and address setback requirements; and 
3) That the applicant will need to revise the plat to identify maintenance responsibilities for the two 

reserves prior to review by City Council. 
 

The vote was as follows:  Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, no; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Miller, 

yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Recommendation of Approval 5 – 1) 
 

 
2. BSD, Phase I - Review and Approval Procedures and Criteria 

 18-005ADMC      Administrative – Code Amendment 
 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, said this application is a proposal for Amendments to Zoning Code Section 

153.066 addressing the procedures for development approval and the related submittal requirements to 
streamline the process and ensure submittal requirements are consistent with other Zoning Code 

provisions. She said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to City Council for 
proposed Amendments to the Zoning Code under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.232 and 

153.234. 

 
Vince Papsidero reported one section had been added to the proposal since the Commission last reviewed 

this application, in response to the Commission’s direction, to create an informal step in the process. He 
stated that was the only change that was made. He said the proposal meets the review criteria for a 

Zoning Code Amendment and the Administrative Review Team recommends approval to this Commission. 

 
The Chair asked the Commission if they had any questions. Jane Fox asked about a scenario, from a 

Council perspective - if an applicant wants an informal review, and they never presented a formal 
application, what type of proposals come through Planning’s door and get kicked out. She said that 

process appears as a quality control measure. She said Planning is obtaining data by doing this and she 
wanted to know how to capture that data as the data may cause the City to change a policy, if the 

information was known. She thought it would be a Pre-Application Review. Mr. Papsidero explained a 

Pre-Application Review occurs with an application that comes to the Commission. He said Planning 
receives a lot of inquiries by phone with ‘an idea’ and Staff will provide an answer in the way of 

advisement to proceed or answer the proposal would never be possible. He confirmed a Pre-Application is 
part of a formal process so when those occur, the Commission will review them.  

 

Steve Stidhem indicated Ms. Fox was asking about the proposals that are not fit for proceeding. Mr. 
Papsidero said a good example of that would be inquiries on elderly housing facilities and the City 

Manager was receiving those inquiries too so that generated a policy discussion in terms of the amount of 
elderly care facilities that should be permitted in Dublin. He said usually these phone inquiries are about if 

a land use is appropriate or not; not a type of inquiry that would lead to a policy change. He said if Staff 
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was seeing a trend, they would share it with the Boards and Commission. Ms. Fox affirmed that was what 

she was asking about. Mr. Papsidero said a lot of these calls are fishing expeditions and Staff never 

knows the legitimacy with these calls and that can be a challenge.  
 

Ms. Fox said she was happy the Commission has the opportunity for the Informal Review first because 
the Concept Plan is binding.  

 
Ms. Fox referred to submittal requirements and the verbiage of “being comprehensive enough”. She 

indicated a general checklist under a concept to provide a standard that the Commission could review like 

Staff goes through with criteria but more general. She asked if the past request for a checklist ever went 
anywhere. She indicated “being comprehensive enough” is very vague. Mr. Papsidero explained that was 

its purpose. He said the criteria is the Commission’s checklist in terms of decision-making. He said Staff 
has a very detailed application submittal form that is several pages in length. He said Staff has to make a 

judgement call, professionally, when an application is submitted to make that determination based on the 

uniqueness of the proposal, the site, and any kind of issues that may be raised. He indicated it is written 
as a statement and allows Staff to react to the specifics. Ms. Fox asked to see a submittal form.  

 
Ms. Newell reiterated the submittal form is very specific. She said when she submits an application to any 

municipality, she tries to follow the requirements to the letter. She said sometimes the checklists are 

intentionally used to stop a project of which that municipality does not want in their area. She indicated it 
is good when Staff has a little bit of flexibility. Claudia Husak said Staff appreciates applicants like Ms. 

Newell that provide everything that is on the submittal checklist.  
 

Ms. Fox said she is glad the Guidelines are going to become developed enough to refer back to them. 
She said, to her, coming on as a new Commissioner, and not being familiar with all the details, the 

parameters that should be used to review against are ones that are broad enough to get the desired 

result but to not leave out the important details that create the environment that the Commission is 
trying to create. She explained without the Guidelines at this point, everything else seems a little 

subjective and vague to use for a review.  
 

Ms. Newell asked Staff to present the submittal checklist. Logan Stang shared the example of submittal 

forms that illustrate the level of detail needed for a submission from the website. He said individual 
applications can be viewed on the website as well to see how the submittal form was used for a 

particular type of proposal. Ms. Fox agreed the submittal forms were lengthy. Mr. Papsidero emphasized 
the Commission has to use the review criteria to base their decision on; that is the legal stance, it is not 

all of that other detail. He said the criteria are general but that is what the Commission should hone in 
on; the other is just supporting information.  

 

Mr. Stidhem indicated he had a counter point. He said he would rather not make it as formulaic as there 
needs to be judgement calls allowed in there. Mr. Papsidero said there is a very detailed checklist that 

New Albany and Columbus use whereas the applicant receives a grade. He explained New Albany and 
Columbus have a scoring system; if the applicant meets a certain score, they are approved. He said it 

allows the applicant to work with that in a limited way and he did not think that would ever work in 

Dublin because the subjectivity disappears along with the qualitative aspect. Ms. Fox said all the 
architecture looks the same in New Albany.  

 
Thad Boggs said, for an Informal Review, there has to be a legally defensible framework of criteria while 

also allowing the Commission to make judgement calls in the gray areas. He said that is what the 

Commission is here for. He suggested, if the Commission hears several informal plans and says to Vince 
or Claudia, we would really like to have more information about this in the future, Vince can hop on 

Microsoft Word and change it like that and not have to repeat the whole process.  
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Ms. Fox said the Guidelines help the Commissioners determine if they are meeting the intent of the 

Community Plan.  

 
Ms. Fox said the Code states “…the design of the internal circulation systems, driveways and any 

connections to the public realm and would only allow for pedestrian, bicycles, and emergency services...” 
She said transit is never included. She suggested if we never think about it, we will never allow for it. Mr. 

Papsidero said Staff certainly factored in transit in Bridge Park applications. He suggested there needs to 
be a joint effort with COTA to expand service into the City.  

 

The Chair asked if anyone had any further questions or comments. [Hearing none.] She called for a 
motion.  

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Fishman seconded, to recommend approval to City Council for Amendments to 

Zoning Code Section 153.066 addressing the procedures for development approval and the related 
submittal requirements to streamline the process and ensure submittal requirements are consistent with 

other Zoning Code provisions. The vote was as follows: Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; 
Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Recommended for Approval 6 - 0) 

 

 
3. BSD Street Network Map Code Amendment 

18-053ADMC       Administrative – Code Amendment 
 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, said this application is a proposal for Amendments to Zoning Code Figure 

153.061-A Bridge Street District Street Network Map to address street connections based on recent 
developments in the Bridge Street District. She said this is a request for a review and recommendation of 

approval to City Council for proposed amendments to the Zoning Code under the provisions of Zoning 
Code Sections 153.232 and 153.234. 

 
Logan Stang said this application was reviewed informally at the Commission meeting on August 23, 

2018, and there have been no changes since that map was presented. 

 
Mr. Stang presented the existing Street Network Map and explained the purpose of the Street Network 

Map is to layout the grid pattern for the Bridge Street District and classifications for roadways - existing 
and proposed. He noted the areas of the map being amended to reflect as-built conditions or roadway 

alignments based on developments such as Bridge Park, Tuller Flats, and the Echo Hospital site. He noted 

the two portions of the network map being removed entirely, which were the neighborhood street 
through the Penzones’ Campus and the extension of Rock Cress Parkway over Indian Run from the 

existing terminus in Historic Dublin to the future extension of Shawan Falls Drive. 
 

Mr. Stang presented the proposed BSD Street Network Map and stated those amendments were reflected 
in that proposed map.  

 

Mr. Stang concluded, based on the review standards outlined in the Dublin Code of Ordinances, this 
amendment is recommended for approval to City Council. 

 
The Chair asked if there were any questions or comments for Staff. [Hearing none.] She called for a 

motion.  

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Fishman seconded, to recommend approval to City Council for an Administrative 
Request for Amendments to the Zoning Code Figure 153.061-A Bridge Street District Street Network Map 

to address street connections based on recent developments in the Bridge Street District. The vote was 
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as follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. 

Stidhem, yes. (Recommended for Approval 6 - 0) 

 
Communications 

Vince Papsidero reminded the Commission there is a Joint Work Session planned with City Council on 
October 15, 2018, and asked who planned on attending. He said there was no set agenda at this point. 

Claudia Husak clarified the dinner/social hour is from 5:30 – 6:30 pm in these Council Chambers. 
 

Jane Fox requested that when Planning has some concerns with applications that come before this 

Commission, to give the Commission a sense of Planning’s concerns that may not be evident within the 
Planning Report. She suggested a list of questions. Claudia Husak said Planning cannot ask the 

Commission questions when the application being reviewed requires a motion to recommend approval or 
disapproval to City Council. Ms. Fox confirmed that the conditions suggested by Staff is the “wink”. She 

added sometimes she struggles with the approval when the Planner has stated “criteria met…criteria 

met…criteria met…” even though she reads within the Report that Staff has concerns. She indicated it is 
difficult sometimes to understand how deep the concerns are because the Commissioners are not 

Planners, they are citizens. To be better Commissioners, she said she understands the more reviews they 
conduct the better the understanding but she asked what Staff can provide to guide the Commission 

beyond Commissioners being able to call or email Staff prior to the meeting.  

 
Bob Miller gave an example that happened this evening. He said before there was a change of 

Commission, they had an informal understanding that the Commission would not solve the applicant’s 
problem. He said this current Commission has a larger desire to solve applicant’s problems by offering 

suggestions. He asked what is right and what is wrong. Additionally, he said, he asked the applicant this 
evening about the price point for the units. He asked what is out of bounds and what is inbounds. Mr. 

Papsidero answered the questions like “what the price point will be” is not a commitment by the 

applicant; they can say whatever they want to say, but it should not factor into the Commissioner’s 
decision whatsoever because it is not relevant to the Zoning Code. Steve Stidhem explained that the 

Commission might ask that question as they are trying to figure out if this is an appropriate use of the 
space.  

 

Thad Boggs said one thing about the application that was before the Commission this evening, is leading 
to a legislative change; it is not an administrative, quasi-judicial application in the way that a Final 

Development Plan would be or a Conditional Use, etc. He said the Commission has more leeway when 
discussing Preliminary Development Plans or recommendations to Council to adopt a PUD because that is 

a zoning change/a legislative change. He said you also do not want to inquire about housing as that gets 
into housing laws, etc. He indicated price point is something he could see as relevant as people are 

looking for affordable housing; there are plenty of cities out there that provide affordable housing 

ordinances and the name of that game is price point. Recognizing procedurally where we are, he said it 
indicates what is inbounds and what is out of bounds in terms of questions. 

 
Mr. Miller noted Ms. Fox basically solved the architect’s problem for them on a specific patio. Mr. Miller 

said it is not our job to solve the issues. Ms. Fox said she understands now that is not what the 

Commission is supposed to be doing.  
 

Mr. Stidhem noted that by solving that problem, the applicant was against it. Mr. Papsidero reiterated 
that it is important for the Commission to tell the applicant what is important to the Commission in terms 

of getting to an approval at the consensus of the full Commission but not to actually solve problems. He 

said if the applicant can get the Commission to agree to something, even though it may not even be the 
right solution to the issue, they will just agree to it because they just want the “yes”. He said it is best to 

push back and say “we think these things are important, we think you should solve this, we are not about 
to solve this for you because it is not the Commission’s role” nor Staff’s. He said when we try not to solve 

the issues, it puts the City in a very compromising position. Ms. Fox said that answer clarified things for 
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her. She restated they are citizen Commissioners and are trying to ensure they are going about this the 

right way. Victoria Newell explained this further by giving an example about the location of stormwater 

basins.  
 

Claudia Husak said Staff has been working through some process improvements on Staff’s end in terms 
of how Staff delivers materials, how they publish agendas, what the agendas should contain, and how 

sign-up sheets work, etc. She said Staff is trying to streamline the process and make it shorter, simpler, 
and similar to what Council is doing so the next agenda published will look a little bit different with 

condensed information. She said Staff is also trying to push all the information to the website and have 

everyone access information on the website in a more streamlined manner than it is currently. She said 
members have had issues with OneDrive and explained Staff has had to upload material to several places 

when they could just save to the Web. She indicated there will be a trial period and some bugs to work 
out but she wanted to alert the Commission that this is coming sooner rather than later.  

 

Adjournment 
 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, asked if there were any further items to discuss. [Hearing none.] She 
adjourned the meeting at 10:05 pm. 

 

 
As revised and approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on December 6, 2018. 

 


