
      

          

MEETING MINUTES 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, December 10, 2020 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Ms. Call, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and provided the following opening remarks:  “Good 
evening and welcome to the virtual meeting of the City of Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission. The Ohio 
Legislature passed several emergency laws to address the pandemic, including the ability for public entities to 
conduct virtual meetings. We appreciate this ability to maintain our continuity of government and will be 
holding our meetings online and live streaming on YouTube until further notice. You can access the live-stream 
on the City’s website. In order to submit any questions or comments during the meeting, please use the form 
under the streaming video on the City’s website. Those questions and comments will be relayed to the 
Commission by the meeting moderator. We welcome your comments on cases. Please provide a valid name 
and address when submitting your comments, and please refrain from making any inappropriate comments. 
We appreciate your patience.” 
 
ROLL CALL 
Commission members present: Mark Supelak, Rebecca Call, Leo Grimes, Warren Fishman, Lance 

Schneier, Jane Fox, Kristina Kennedy 
Staff members present:   Jenny Rauch, Claudia Husak, Thaddeus Boggs, Zachary Hounshell, 

Michael Hendershot 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Ms. Call led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
  
ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
Mr. Fishman moved, Mr. Grimes seconded to accept the documents into the record and approve the minutes 
of November 5, 2020 as submitted. 
Vote:   Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; 
Mr. Schneier, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 
 
Ms. Call stated the Planning and Zoning Commission is an advisory board to City Council when rezoning and 
platting of property are under consideration. In such cases, City Council will receive recommendations from 
the Commission. In other cases, the Commission has the final decision-making responsibility. Anyone who 
intends to address the Commission on administrative cases must be sworn in.  
 
Ms. Call swore in staff and members of the public who intended to address the Commission on this evening’s 
cases. 
 
CONSENT CASE 
Ms. Call stated that Case 1 has been scheduled on the Consent Agenda, and inquired if any Commission 
member wished to move the case from the Consent Agenda to the regular agenda for discussion. 
Mr. Fishman indicated that he had one question regarding the case. 
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Ms. Call indicated that Case 1 would be moved to the regular agenda for discussion. 
 

CASES 
1. Greco Law – Sign, 4945 Bradenton Avenue, 20-185AFDP, Amended Final Development 

Plan 
A request for the installation of a 15-square-foot ground sign for an existing office building. The site is south 
of Bradenton Avenue, ±400 feet southwest of the intersection with Frantz Road and is zoned as a Planned 
Unit Development. 
 
Case Presentation  
No presentation was given. 
 
Commission Questions 
Mr. Fishman stated that this development is a Planned Unit Development. Does the proposed sign meet Code 
and is internal lighting permitted? 
Ms. Husak responded that there are no limitations on the type of lighting permitted; internal illumination is 
permitted. The proposed sign does meet Code requirements. 
 
There were no additional questions. 
 
Public Comment 
Ms Husak stated that no public comments were received on any of the cases tonight. 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Fishman seconded approval of the Amended Final Development Plan with the following 
three conditions: 

1) The applicant continue to work with staff to finalize landscape details prior to submitting for a 
permanent sign permit through Building Standards;   

2) The applicant provide a masonry base for the sign, subject to staff approval;  
3) The applicant apply for, and obtain approval of, a permanent sign permit through Building Standards 

prior to installation of the ground sign. 
Vote:  Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; 
Ms. Kennedy, yes. 

  
NEW CASES 

 
Ms. Call indicated that Cases 2 and 3 would be heard together.  
 
2. Ayrshire Farms, PID: 272-000166, 20-092Z/PDP, Rezoning and Preliminary Development 

Plan 
3. Ayrshire Farms, PID: 272-000166, 20-093PP, Preliminary Plat 
 
A request for review and a recommendation of approval to City Council for a rezoning of ±11.37 acres from 
a Rural District to a Planned Unit Development District to develop 30 single-family lots and consideration of 
an accompanying preliminary plat. The site is located southeast of the intersection of Shier Rings Road and 
Cosgray Road. 
 
Case Presentation 
Mr. Hounshell stated that these two applications relate to the proposed development of Ayrshire Farms. The 
request is for review and a recommendation of approval for a Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan and 
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Preliminary Plat to rezone approximately 11.37 acres from R, Rural District to PUD, Planned Unit Development 
District, for the development of 30 single-family homes, dedicated open space, and the dedication of three 
public streets. The site was annexed into the City of Dublin on March 11, 2020 (Ordinance 02-20) and upon 
annexation, was automatically zoned R, Rural District. In September 2020, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission provided an Informal Review of the proposed future development of 34 single-family homes. 
Commission members expressed concerns regarding the lack of usable open space located on the site and 
recommended that the density of the development be decreased by eliminating some lots. Commissioners 
also supported the variation in lot sizes across the development. The site contains three lots. The westernmost 
lot is being farmed and contains no natural features except for rows of trees along the southern and eastern 
boundaries. The two lots on the eastern portion of the site are comprised of the rear portion of two rural, 
residential parcels, which are not entirely annexed into the City. This application will combine all three lots for 
the 30-unit residential development. The Community Plan designates this area as Mixed Residential, Low 
Density. This designation allows for 2-3 dwelling units per acre and is intended to permit a mix of housing 
options as a transition from adjacent single-family residential. The Ballantrae single-family development is 
located to the south. North of Shier Rings Road, the developed area transitions into the West Innovation 
District. This site does provide a transition between traditional, single family housing and more compact, 
industrial developments. Currently, this site is being used for stormwater management.  

Revised Proposal 
The applicant is proposing 30 single-family lots, three public streets, and approximately 2.62 acres of public 
open space on the approximately 11.37-acre site. Since the Informal Review in September, the applicant has 
decreased the number of lots from 34 lots, which reduced the density to approximately 2.63 dwellings per 
acre and increased the amount of public open space. 
Open Spaces 
The proposal includes three reserves of open space (Reserves A-C), which total 2.62 acres. Reserve A is 
approximately 1.48 acres and is located at the northwest corner of the development. Reserve A includes a 
retention pond maintained by the City of Dublin, multi-use paths, an entry feature, landscaping, and active 
use amenities such as a gazebo or shelter. Reserve B is approximately 0.28 acre and is located east of the 
entry drive into the development, and includes only an entry feature and landscaping. Reserve C is 
approximately 0.86 acre and is located at the southeast corner of the development. Reserve C includes a 
retention pond maintained by the City of Dublin, as well as benches, landscaping, and open space for passive 
use of the area. Excluding the retention ponds, the open space area will be maintained by the homeowner 
association. A landscape buffer also will be provided along Cosgray Road, which will replicate that along the 
Ballantrae frontage on Cosgray Road. 
Setbacks 
Two types of setbacks are proposed. The first are perimeter setbacks. 45-foot setbacks will be provided on 
the north and west sides of the development (Shier Rings and Cosgray Roads), and 20-foot setbacks will be 
provided on the south and east sides of the development (Ballantrae development). The second type are the 
lot setbacks, which are specific to each lot. Front yard setbacks will be 20 feet; Side Yard Setbacks:  Lots 1-
15 - 6-foot minimum per side with a minimum 14-foot separation between structures, and Lots 16-30 - 6-foot 
minimum per side with a minimum 16-foot separation between structures. Rear Yard Setbacks: Lots 1-5 - 45 
feet; Lots 6-22 - 30 feet; Lots 23-30 - 20 feet (Patios may encroach 10 feet into rear setback). Lot 18 of the 
development has a 48.5-foot easement to the rear of the lot that is in place for existing utilities that operate 
for the lot north of the site. The applicant has committed to not developing Lot 18 until such time as the 
existing utilities are inoperable and need replaced, or until provision of utilities is not necessary for the northern 
property owner.  
 
Preliminary Plat 
The plat application reflects the creation of 30 single-family lots, three new public streets, dedication of open 
space, dedication of right-of-way, and the 2.62 acres of open space dedication. The applicant submitted a 
Traffic Impact Study that recommends the construction of a westbound left turn lane on Shier Rings Road to 
mitigate the anticipated development traffic impacts. The applicant will need to continue to work with staff to 
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identify right-of-way needs to accommodate the Shier Rings Road widening associated with the westbound 
left turn lane as well as to identify the appropriate conveyance mechanism for any needed right-of-way prior 
to City Council submittal. A shared-use path is proposed along Shier Rings Road to provide connectivity to the 
Cosgray Road shared-use path, and a sidewalk is proposed on both sides of the streets within the 
development. The applicant will need to continue to coordinate with staff and emergency services to determine 
acceptable street names, which will need to be approved prior to submission of the proposed development to 
City Council for approval.  
 
Staff has reviewed the rezoning/PUD application against the applicable criteria and recommends approval with 
seven conditions and recommends approval of the Preliminary Plat with one condition. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
Todd Foley, applicant’s representative, POD Design, 100 Northwoods Blvd., Suite 100, Columbus, OH 43235, 
stated that they have revised the proposal per the Commission’s suggestions with the Informal Review in 
September, including the density, open space, lot sizes and configuration, and building separation. The site 
geometry is unique, and they have been able to provide open space in the northwest corner that they 
anticipate will become a destination point for bikepath users. The reserve areas will offer both passive and 
active spaces. They anticipate that the development will attract more mature homebuyers, who are interested 
in larger, 3,000+ sq. ft., single-family homes within the $450,000 price range. This will be a boutique-type of 
development. The home exteriors will be designed to be reminiscent of traditional architectural styles 
incorporating front porches with modest setbacks emphasizing neighborhood interaction and walkability. The 
applicant is interested in a farmhouse character. Four-sided architecture will be provided. They request the 
Commission’s support. 
 
Commission Questions 
Mr. Grimes stated that the staff report mentions that the eastern portion of the site was not included in the 
original annexation. How will that be addressed? 
Mr. Hounshell responded that all three of the sites are now annexed into the City. The entire area is within 
the City of Dublin. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if the homes would vary in footprint sizes. 
Mr. Foley responded affirmatively. The lots will be pre-programmed with the home footprints permitted. There 
are ranch and two-story footprints, most of which will have 3-car garages, basements and first-floor master 
suites, and square footage beginning at 3,000 square feet.  
 
Ms. Fox stated that she likes the varying lot sizes. She is curious if the interior lots, Lots 23-30, would be 
smaller footprints than the footprints on Lots 5, 6, 16 and 17. 
Mr. Foley responded that there are a variety of lot sizes and appropriately corresponding footprint sizes. There 
will be no adjacent repetitive elevation designs.  
 
Ms. Fox inquired if the frontages of the homes would be staggered along the street frontage, rather than 
positioned in a straight line.  
Mr. Foley responded that there would be a natural staggering of the homes along the street frontage.  
Ms. Fox inquired if all of the homes will have a rear door leading to a patio space. 
Mr. Foley responded affirmatively. There will be rear doors leading to patios in varying locations on the homes.  
 
Ms. Fox inquired if the Development text permits a 6-foot fence. 
Jackson Reynolds, Smith and Hale LLC, 37 West Broad Street, Suite 460, Columbus OH 43215, stated that 6-
foot privacy fences would be permitted around the rear patio only, not along the entire rear lot line. 
Ms. Fox responded that she believes the City Code requires the fence height not to exceed four feet. 
Mr. Hounshell confirmed that the fence height may not exceed four feet. 
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Ms. Call inquired what percent of the homes would have three-car garages. 
Mr. Foley responded that he does not know the exact number, but all the home designs accommodate a 
three-car garage. 
Ms. Call inquired if any of the lots would be prohibitive to having a three-car garage. 
Mr. Foley responded that although all the floorplans have not been finalized, he believes all the lots will 
accommodate three-car garages. 
 
Ms. Call inquired the width of the walking path within the active area. 
Mr. Foley stated that he believes the path width is 5 to 6 feet. The intent is to make the distinction between 
the public and private areas apparent. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if the width of the public road lanes would be approximately 12 feet. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that the streets would be built per public road standards, which require 12-foot wide 
lanes. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if the turn capability for emergency vehicle navigation had been confirmed. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that Washington Township Fire Services have reviewed and confirmed there would 
be no issues for emergency vehicle navigation.  
 
Mr. Schneier inquired if public path access is located only in the northwest reserve area, and not in the other 
two reserves. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that there is an existing public path along Cosgray Road, and the most feasible 
access from the neighborhood to that path is from the northwest reserve area. 
 
Mr. Schneier inquired if a variety in building materials and colors would be required. 
Mr. Foley responded that a variety in both materials and colors is required; no identical materials or colors 
can occur in adjacent homes. There could be similar materials, but they must be configured differently. He 
noted that, per the earlier inquiry concerning path width and length, he has confirmed that the width will be 
six feet and the path length will be approximately 330 linear feet. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if the tree replacement on the site would occur as the site develops, and when the 
development is completed, a final survey would be taken to ensure all replacement occurred as required. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that the tree replacement would occur as the site is developed. The Final 
Development Plan will provide the total number of tree replacements necessary, and the City Landscape team 
will work with the developer to determine the appropriate location of those trees.  
 
Commission Discussion 

Ms. Kennedy stated that the applicant has addressed the concerns raised at the Informal Review. In regard 
to the earlier statement about the length of the path that will be provided in the northwest area – a 330-foot 
long path is only 0.06 miles, which is insignificant. If there were ability to expand that loop and increase the 
length to make it a more meaningful distance for walkers, she would encourage that. However, she is 
supportive of the proposed plan. 
 
Mr. Schneier stated that the applicant was responsive to the Commission’s previous input. He believes the 
revised plan reflects a great project. 
 
Mr. Grimes thanked the applicant for a much-improved plan. He is supportive of the plan, as well. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated that the improvements to the plan are appreciated. He appreciates the architecture, 
although, as he mentioned at the Informal Review, he would encourage greater use of the stacked stone in 
some of the homes. Presently, it is depicted only at the base of the homes.  
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Mr. Fishman stated that the plans depict a shade structure or gazebo in the larger reserve area. He would like 
to encourage that the structure be a gazebo, due to the type of neighborhood this will become. Two-story 
homes with three-car garages will have families. In Dublin, the gazebos in family neighborhoods are well 
used, if their size permits. Gathering places in our neighborhoods are very important; therefore, he would 
recommend that the conditions for approval require a gazebo of a size conducive for gatherings. Additionally, 
some of these driveways will be quite long, and long blacktop driveways next to hardiplank houses are much 
too prominent. In addition, blacktop requires more care than other driveways. He recommends that the 
driveways be either stamped concrete or brick. In summary, he would require the addition of a gazebo and 
the elimination of blacktop driveways. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she appreciates the revisions the applicant has made to the plan. She is aware of no other 
applicant who reduced the density by over 10% when a reduction was requested. Eliminating four of the 34 
lots was significant. The open space that has been provided is excellent. On the northwest corner, the visual 
presentation of the development to the public street is very attractive. In regard to the covered structure, she 
would encourage consideration of a covered terrace with a fireplace, rather than a gazebo. That type of space 
would be a usable amenity in all seasons, and would be quite attractive located near the pond. She would 
suggest, as well, that the small walking path surround a perennial or cottage garden. At the other end of the 
pond, she would suggest a wood deck be added, where fishing could occur. In regard to the patio privacy 
fencing, she recommends the use of wrought iron, perhaps with partial masonry, which would add privacy 
but not entirely block the views. Between Lot 26 and 27, there is a straight view from Ayrshire Road to the 
pond. Adding a landscape feature near the street could “frame” that view and add some visual interest to that 
rear view of the lots.   
Mr. Foley stated that he appreciates her suggestions, and as final engineering occurs, they will be mindful of 
opportunities within the areas between the lots that she has pointed out. 
 
Courtney Mitchell, 5884 Dunheath Loop, Dublin, OH, 43016, stated that she is co-owner and developer of this 
project and also a resident of the Ballantrae community. She can confirm that all of the lots and floorplans 
will accommodate a three-car garage. In addition, the path in this neighborhood will connect to the path that 
runs throughout the adjacent Ballantrae development. That connection will provide a nice path length for all 
walkers and runners.  
 
Mr. Fishman noted that he is not adamant that the covered structure be a gazebo, only that it provide a 
covered gathering space for families.  
 
Ms. Call thanked the applicant for the revision to the sideyard setbacks. The requirement that there be no less 
than 14 feet between houses makes a difference. She appreciates the confirmation regarding three-car 
garages, because 3-car garages come with 3-car driveways, reducing the number of vehicles parked on the 
street. Because stamped concrete and brick driveways are more costly, she would suggest concrete as the 
alternative to asphalt driveways. She has one concern regarding Lot 10. Typically, the main family gathering 
area is in the front of the home. Due to the driveway location, which appears cannot be altered, there will be 
headlight intrusion into the home. 
 
Ms. Mitchell responded that all of the floorplans provide the main living space at the back of the home. In the 
front area, there is either a den or a dining room. 
 
Mr. Foley noted that in the development text, they have committed to planting a screening hedge at the front 
of that lot that will blend with the home’s landscaping. In regard to the driveways, the current proposal is for 
either blacktop or concrete driveways. 
 
Mr. Reynolds stated that the development text does not address the driveway materials. However, they can 
address that issue and make a commitment with the Final Development Plan. 
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Ms. Call stated that because this is a PUD, the driveway material can be made a requirement of the 
development plan.  
Mr. Fishman indicated that is his recommendation. However, stamped concrete is not necessary; a 
requirement for concrete would be sufficient. 
Commission consensus was to prohibit asphalt driveways. 
 
Ms. Fox stated she would request a condition that the fence height to be reduced to the usual height required 
by the City, which she believes is 4 feet. The fence materials also should be defined to avoid the use of 
numerous materials within the neighborhood. 
Mr. Reynolds responded that the applicant will commit to a four-foot high enclosure, and they will provide a 
more specific architectural description with the Final Development Plan. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if the applicant was in agreement with the proposed conditions. 
Mr. Foley responded that they have no objections. 
 
Ms. Kennedy moved, Mr. Fishman seconded a recommendation for approval of the Rezoning and Preliminary 
Development Plan to City Council with the following 10 conditions: 

1) That the applicant continue to coordinate with staff and emergency services to determine acceptable 
street names and will need to update the plans with the approved street names prior to City Council 
submittal; 

2) That the applicant continue to work with Engineering to demonstrate stormwater management 
compliance in accordance with Chapter 53 of the Dublin Code of Ordinances; 

3) That the applicant continue to work with staff to identify right-of-way needs to accommodate the 
Shier Rings Road widening associated with the westbound left turn lane as well as to identify the 
appropriate conveyance mechanism for any needed right-of-way prior to City Council submittal; 

4) That the applicant work with staff to correct inconsistencies in the tree survey and development plan 
prior to final development plan submittal; 

5) That the applicant continue to work with staff to determine the appropriate number of replacement 
trees to be located within the landscape buffer;  

6) The applicant revise the development text to allow for a 45-foot rear yard setback for lots 1-5 to 
reflect what is shown on the development plan;  

7) That the applicant maintain lot 18 until the lot is sold for development; 
8) That the applicant provide open space amenities in accordance to the Commission comments with 

the final development plan; 
9) That the text be revised to eliminate asphalt drives; and 

10) That the applicant change the fencing height from 6 feet to 4 feet and provide a consistent fence 
detail with the Final Development Plan.  

Vote: Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Schneier, 
yes; Ms. Fox, yes.  
[Motion carried 7-0]  
 
Ms. Kennedy moved, Mr. Fishman seconded a recommendation for approval of the Preliminary Plat to City 
Council with one condition:  

1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to City 
Council submittal.   

Vote: Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; 
Mr. Schneier, yes.  
[Motion carried 7-0]  

 
 
Ms. Call indicated that Cases 4 and 5 would be heard together. 
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4. Tuller Road Townhomes at PIDs: 273-008811 & 273-012991, Preliminary Development 

Plan, 20-159PDP      
Construction of a 155-unit, attached, single-family residential development with buildings to include three to 
seven units per building on an 11.61-acre site located northwest of the intersection of John Shields Parkway 
with Village Parkway and zoned Bridge Street District Sawmill Center Neighborhood. 

 
5. Tuller Road Townhomes at PIDs: 273-008811 & 273-012991, Preliminary Plat, 20-158PP 
A Preliminary Plat of ±11.61 acres to create four lots and three public rights-of-way to accommodate a 
residential development of 155 attached, single-family units with buildings to include three to seven units per 
building on a site located northwest of the intersection of John Shields Parkway with Village Parkway and 
zoned Bridge Street District Sawmill Center Neighborhood. 
 
Case Presentation 
Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for review and approval of a Preliminary Development Plan and review 
and recommendation of approval to City Council for a Preliminary Plat. The development will be comprised of 
155 attached single-family townhomes homes on 0.7 acres of open space and 3 public streets on a ±11 acre 
site located within the Bridge Street District (BSD). This differs from a Planned Unit Development (PUD), as 
no rezoning is required. The zoning standards within the Bridge Street District are already established, and 
the uses are permitted. The site is located northeast of the intersection of Village Parkway and John Shields 
Parkway. The site is comprised of two parcels and a tree line bisects the site. It is necessary to consider 
projects within the context of the Bridge Street District (BSD) Special Area Plan, which was adopted by City 
Council in 2010 and is included in the Community Plan. The BSD Special Area Plan provides recommendations 
for land use and character. This site is zoned BSD-SCN, Sawmill Center Neighborhood District. The intent of 
the Sawmill Center Neighborhood, as outlined in the BSD Code, is to provide an active mixed-use environment 
through unique shopping, service and entertainment uses with supporting residential and office uses. 
Townhomes and multifamily buildings are recommended. A gateway is identified at the intersection of Village 
Parkway and John Shields Parkway. Neighborhood districts allow for special attention to be given to location 
and character of streets, buildings and open spaces with an emphasis on a coordinated mix of uses. The BSD 
Code is built upon a Street Network Framework map, which calls for a ‘T’ intersection at Village Parkway and 
Tuller Road. That intersection is located beyond this particular site, and the associated right-of-way is within 
the City’s jurisdiction. As proposed in March 2020, the applicant had planned to incorporate that intersection 
improvement in this project in partnership with the City. In subsequent conversations, the City has decided 
that the intersection improvements in that area will be deferred; therefore, the applicant has re-designed the 
plan within the boundaries of the site. This is a Preliminary Development Plan, and similar to a Planned District, 
a subsequent Final Development Plan will permit a final review of all details associated with the project. In 
the Preliminary Development stage, the uses are evaluated. A townhome dwelling is a permitted use on this 
site. Both the Sawmill Neighborhood standards and the Street Network Map are applicable. The lots and blocks 
are established with the Preliminary Development, establishing the framework for the development. Building 
layout, form and height are confirmed in this stage, as well as the amount and location of open space. Parking 
is the final element of the Preliminary Development Plan. The Final Development Plan provides building type 
requirements, including materials, architectural details and finishes; the design of the open space; and 
landscaping and lighting of the public realm. 
 
Proposal 
The proposal is for 154 attached single-family units distributed across 30 buildings varying in size from 4 units 
to 7 units and 0.7 acres of open space. The proposal also includes the extension of McCune Avenue and two 
new public streets (Grafton Street and Hobbs Landing Drive West), which will provide access to interior private 
drives accessing private two-car garages for each unit. Compliance with the Street Network Map results in the 
creation of a proposal that establishes four blocks. The Code includes standards for maximum block 
dimensions. In the Sawmill Center Neighborhood, any one side of a block may not exceed 500 feet in length, 
and the cumulative total of the perimeter of all sides of block may not exceed 1,750 feet in length. All the 
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block lengths are compliant with the exception of the southern length of Block 1, which has a length of 505 
feet along John Shields Parkway. The block length is a direct result of the curvature of John Shields Parkway. 
Staff is supportive of an Administrative Departure to deviate from the numeric standard by 5 feet. 
 
In reviewing the building layout, it is important to consider the Code constraints on the building placements. 
The build zone for a single-family, attached building type requires a minimum 5-foot setback, but the building 
must be located within 20 feet of the property line. The proposal meets this requirement in all locations. Front 
property coverage is also required, which is the percentage of the required build zone occupied by a structure. 
In several locations, the proposal is deficient in front property line coverage, therefore, a waiver is requested. 
The deficiency is due to street connections along McCune Avenue, as well as the open space provided at the 
intersection of John Shields and Village Parkway. In addition, buildings are required to be sited at the corner 
or occupy the corner. In several instances, buildings are not sufficiently occupying the corner. In all cases, it 
is due to a desire to provide open spaces at corners and key gateway locations or to permit preservation of 
mature trees. The final lot coverage will be provided with the Final Development Plan. The maximum 
impervious lot coverage permitted in this district is 70 percent. 
 
Open Space and Parking 
The proposal provides 10 open space areas, including pocket plazas, a square, and several mid-block 
pedestrian ways. The total open space requirement in the Bridge Street District is calculated differently than 
that in a Planned Unit Development. The Bridge Street District requires 200 square feet of open space per 
dwelling unit. Although .71 acres of open space is required, the proposal provides only .64 acres of open 
space. Staff is recommending that the applicant work with staff to identify ways in which to provide the 
additional open space and to pursue opportunities to enhance the mid-block pedestrian ways, which could 
include water features, art and lighting. The applicant is seeking a waiver for the proportion of open spaces. 
The proportion is required to be at a ratio of 3:1. The intent is to provide square, not linear open spaces. 
Linear open spaces provide connectivity, while activated open spaces are typically square. Staff is supportive 
of that waiver. A parking plan is requested with this application. The Bridge Street District parking requirement 
for townhomes is 2 spaces per dwelling unit. The applicant is providing 2 spaces per dwelling unit plus 2 
additional driveway spaces. This results in 308 parking spaces across the site, which exceeds the 161 required. 
In some cases, the parking spaces occupy the required build zone. In these cases, the parking should be 
screened at 100% opacity, to be detailed with the Final Development Plan. 
 
Architecture 
The Code provides Building Type requirements, which are highly prescriptive, providing parameters to ensure 
high quality development. The Single-Family Attached Building Type permits buildings that are 1.5 to 4 stories 
in height. This application is proposed at 3 stories in height. The proposed Building Materials are brick, stone 
and glass. The applicant is seeking a waiver to be permitted to use thin brick. In previous cases, the 
Commission has been supportive of the substitution of thin brick for full-depth brick. The Code also provides 
minimum story height requirements. Although the requirement is 10-12 feet in height, the applicant is 
proposing a story height of 9.5 feet. Because the request is within 10% of the requirement, it is an 
Administrative Departure, not a Waiver. The form of the building is an important consideration of the 
Preliminary Development Plan. The form is largely attributed to the roof. At the Concept Plan for this project, 
the Commission requested that a more traditional roofline be provided, and the plan has been revised to a 
pitched roof and traditional materials. Details are provided along the roofline to mimic a flat roof, providing a 
transition between Greystone Mews and Tuller Flats. The flat details also require a Waiver, of which staff is 
supportive. However, staff is not supportive of a Waiver to permit an uninterrupted ridge line. As proposed, 
the ridge line is consistent with no architectural features. More variation is necessary in the height and form 
of the roofline, distinguishing each unit as a “for sale” townhome versus an apartment building. The elevations 
provided with this proposal differ from those provided with the earlier Concept Plan. Significantly warmer 
tones for the Primary Building Materials are proposed, such as brick. The side elevations will wrap the corners 
with brick. The applicant is requesting Commission feedback tonight on the architecture and the proposed 
color scheme, in advance of submitting the architecture and color palettes with the Final Development Plan. 
With the intent of providing a diversity of Building Types, proposed Building Types have been provided. 
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Conceptual landscape character and features within the public realm and at the gateway of Village Parkway 
and John Shields Parkway also are provided for consideration. Finally, the applicant is requesting a 
recommendation of approval to City Council for the Preliminary Plat. 
 
Applicant Presentation  
Aaron Underhill, Underhill & Hodge, 8000 Walton Parkway, New Albany, Ohio stated that much work has been 
invested in this proposed development to date. This is a challenging site; there is much occurring around it, 
and a very detailed Code is associated with it. The Concept Plan for this development was reviewed and 
approved by the Commission in March 2020. At that time, due to the proposed T-intersection as required by 
the Bridge Street District plan, a development agreement approved by City Council was necessary, which 
would have involved a land swap and TIF funding. Since then, it has been determined that it would be 
advisable to work with only this site, and the project has been redesigned without the T intersection. The 
Commission’s comments with the Concept Plan review were considered carefully, and the proposal has been 
revised accordingly. Due to the three existing public street rights-of-way, the development to the west, and 
the Code, the “box” for this development was restrictive. Previously, the Commission stated that the 
architecture for this development should be differentiated from the Tuller Flats development to be less 
monolithic. This is a “for sale” product with individual, self-parked units. The architecture has been revised to 
a more traditional design, including pitched roofs and roof terraces on the fronts of the buildings. They believe 
they have been able to address the Commission’s concerns, and if the Commission approves the requested 
Waivers, the project can proceed to the next step. They welcome the Commission’s feedback tonight, as they 
move to the final design stage. The rest of their team members also present will be happy to respond to 
questions. 
 
Commission Questions 
Mr. Supelak stated that there are four dead-end streets in this development. Is there a reason they are not 
being connected to the major thoroughfares?  
Ms. Martin responded that staff had encouraged the applicant to disconnect those streets. The Bridge Street 
District must maintain a fine balance. In addition to connectivity, one of the other principles of this District is 
to have uninterrupted street frontages that allow for pedestrian circulation in a safe manner. Instead of 
prioritizing vehicular circulation, which is more than adequate on this site due to the other connections, the 
attempt here was to prioritize pedestrian circulation and safety. 
 
Ms. Kennedy requested staff to re-state the items that staff does not support. 
Ms. Martin responded that staff is not supportive of the Waiver to permit the consistent roofline. Staff believes 
it is important to differentiate the single-family units and provide more diversity across the development. In 
addition, a condition is recommended that the required open space be provided. Through creative site design, 
that should be possible. Staff has also conditioned that the final architectural details and materials on street-
facing facades meet the intent of the Bridge Street District. That is very important at the gateway intersection 
with Village Parkway. Other minor conditions are recommended to ensure clear direction is given to the 
applicant for the Final Development Plan. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she was unable to be present for the earlier Concept Plan review. Although she has 
reviewed those records online, it would be helpful for staff to summarize the primary recommendations that 
were offered by the Commission. 
 
Ms. Martin responded that for the Concept Plan, the applicant provided two architectural concepts as Option 
A and Option B. One option was more modern and provided some of the forms reflected elsewhere in the 
District, such as in Tuller Flats. The other was significantly more traditional. A pitched roof was the 
Commission’s preferred solution, and the applicant has blended Option A and Option B into a cohesive design. 
The Commission also encouraged that the street-facing façades be activated. Initially, the rooftop terraces 
were provided at the rear of the units facing the auto-oriented area; now the rooftop terraces are provided 
facing the principal frontage streets, with select units having the option to have them rear facing instead. The 
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applicant was also encouraged to refine the design to ensure the auto-oriented areas were minimized from 
view.  
 
Ms. Fox inquired about the previous discussion regarding the open space. 
Ms. Martin responded that the discussion focused on the development of the gateway location at the 
intersection with John Shields Parkway. 
Ms. Fox inquired if the previous design met the open space requirement. 
Ms. Martin responded that it did meet the requirement, but the site area was .6 acres larger, which allowed a 
second pocket park. Now, due to the curvature of the street, that is no longer possible. 
 
Ms. Call stated that there is a 3:1 open space requirement. What are the open spaces included in the requested 
waiver? One of the main features in the previous Option 1 was the very nice mailbox enclosure. There also 
was discussion about the addition of amenities and activation of that space.  
 
Ms. Martin responded that the open spaces that meet the required proportion include the large open space 
square, the gateway location and the open space at the intersection of Hobbs Landing and John Shields 
Parkway. The open spaces that do not meet this provision are the linear open spaces – the mid-block 
pedestrian ways. A condition has been recommended that the applicant provide additional enhancements in 
those areas to counteract the linear form. To provide additional amenities, staff is supportive of a waiver to 
modify the shape. 
 
Ms. Kennedy inquired if thin brick has been used in the surrounding areas. 
Ms. Martin responded that most of the buildings within Bridge Park area use thin brick. Due to the height of 
the buildings, full depth brick would become very heavy. In some instances, Tuller Flats also uses thin brick. 
 
Commission Discussion 
Mr. Supelak stated that he believes it is problematic to have dead-end streets here, although he understands 
the desire for a more pedestrian environment. However, the entire Bridge Street area is a more quasi-urban 
area, and this is a townhome development. He does not believe there would be an issue with having a couple 
more connected streets; otherwise, a vehicular circulation issue is created on this site. In the Concept Plan, 
there were some corner issues; those have been improved, but there is need for further improvement. The 
architectural renderings provided with the Concept Plan were more compelling than those provided with this 
proposal. The corners of the buildings present opportunities for improvement. He recognizes that a finite 
number of variations to the units are practical, but the two end units near the pocket park at John Shields 
Parkway and Village Parkway should not have the standard “end” architecture. Something additional is 
needed, such as a two-story extension that might address the corner condition differently. There are a few 
obvious places for such variations to be added. He agrees with staff regarding the need for variation in the 
roof ridge line. That is the only variation that could also be experienced on the back façade. A ridge line 
variation will be important.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated that it is important that the buildings look like individual single-family homes, not 
apartments. The intent is that this not be another Tuller Flats development. He also would like to see more 
greenspace. Currently, the area is very dense. The original intent with the Bridge Park development was that 
pocket parks and open space would minimize the density. Therefore, in addition to making these buildings 
appear more residential, it is essential to achieve as much greenspace as possible. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated that the information submitted by the applicant states, “The Pulte Group submits this plan 
in furtherance of the goal of providing a unique product type.... The buildings will create vibrancy along the 
public streets and be additive to the visual character of the area.”  Unfortunately, those comments are in 
conflict with some of the waivers being requested tonight. She is not supportive of the Roofline Waiver or the 
Open Space Waiver, as those waivers do not create vibrancy nor add to the visual character of the area.   
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Ms. Fox stated that this is her first review of the proposed development. As always, she is interested in the 
streetscape provided. In her view, the first concept was more traditional than this concept. The previous 
concept had a greater mixture of façade materials and more negative versus positive spaces. The Commission 
is requesting a different look than what already exists in Bridge Park. On principal frontage streets, any 
terminal vistas and gateways should have an interesting look. Simply providing a greenspace is not sufficient 
in a gateway area. She believes the architecture should be unique, unlike anything seen elsewhere in the 
District. She understands the desire to keep the units at the mid-$300s price point, and there is a need for 
such a product. It is important, however, that the development still have a look of high quality. The proposed 
facades do not have a timeless look of a development that would last 30-40 years. Although the Commission 
previously suggested a more traditional architecture, she believes it needs to be much more traditional. To 
help the applicant understand what she is looking for, she has forwarded to Ms. Martin some streetscape 
photos to share. 
[Slide images shown.] 
 
Ms. Fox pointed out that all of the photos show ways in which to achieve a more traditional front door look. 
There is an invitation to come to those front doors. The front facades have detail and movement; they are 
not flat. The buildings are large with linear units. In some of the building examples, there is a variation 
between levels in the units. In other building examples, there is significant difference in the detailing; some 
have columns and stoops, where one could sit and have a cup of coffee. In all the examples, the individual 
units look uniquely individual and extremely inviting, and provide a traditional look that currently does not 
exist in Bridge Park. She believes these type of units would not be overly expensive to achieve and would be 
extremely marketable. In regard to open spaces – she preferred those proposed in the previous plan, where 
the buildings faced the open spaces. In this revised plan, the open space seems to have been added wherever 
there was room. 
 
Ms. Kennedy inquired if these front-door design ideas would have been more achievable at the Concept Plan 
review stage. At this point, the plans may be too solidified to revise significantly. 
 
Mr. Schneier stated that this is an attempt to put a development in what probably is not the best location in 
the City or Bridge Park. John Shields Parkway may eventually lead to an abandoned AMC Theater. Perhaps 
we are unfairly expecting the applicant to improve what exists here. Regardless, it is essential the site be 
developed per the character of the Bridge Park neighborhood. While he agrees with Ms. Fox’s perspective, is 
this development too advanced to permit such modifications? If not, would the applicant be agreeable to such 
modifications, which could change the character somewhat?  This development will be a great asset and 
improvement to the area. He is unsure how much more should be expected of the proposed development in 
view of the fact that it is probably not in the best area of Bridge Park. 
 
Mr. Underhill stated that he believes adding the variation in the roof ridge line could present some design 
difficulties, but they could be overcome. Some of the project photos provided by Ms. Fox were quite beautiful, 
and some of the elements could be incorporated into the design, which would activate the streetscape. In this 
stage of the development, it is very appropriate to offer suggestions for the final design that will be presented. 
He invited Mr. Filipkowski, the architect for the project, to respond to the suggestions. 
 
Keith Filipkowski, Director of Construction Operations, PulteGroup, 475 S. Metro Place, Dublin, 43017, stated 
that he is the architect for this project. He is very open-minded to the suggestions shared. The design is not 
too far advanced for some of the suggestions. They also are amenable to adjusting the roofline. The best way 
in which to achieve that is yet to be determined. However, they understand the concept, and the reason it is 
requested. They agree that it would help to break up the scale of the building, With the Final Development 
Plan, they will be adding the finer details, including more focus on the front entryways and additional 
architectural details. Similar to the Juliette balconies that have been added to side elevations, perhaps there 
are other accents or projections that could be added to the front elevations. The comments and photos shared 
tonight have provided some good ideas. 
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Ms. Martin responded that the Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) is the opportunity for the Planning 
Commission to impose any conditions or provide final direction to the applicant to incorporate elements into 
the design. If the Commission is looking for specific traditional elements or materials, now is the appropriate 
time to add that condition. Similarly, if there are architectural details the Commission does not consider 
appropriate, it is appropriate to provide direction that those be refined, as well. 
 
Mr. Grimes stated that he likes the revised plan, including the pedestrian pass-through areas. He is in 
agreement with staff’s recommendations regarding the waivers, including the one for disapproval. He agrees 
that the roof ridge line should be broken up. The view of this development from the AMC Theater should be 
that of variation. If the AMC Theater site were to be redeveloped at some point in the future, the view of this 
site will be important. In considering Mr. Supelak’s concern about the dead-end streets, he wonders if there 
will be sufficient room to back up or turn around within the neighborhood. However, the pedestrian circulation 
is consistent with what is desired. The corner parks on John Shields Parkway should be inviting signature 
sites. In particular, the gateway open space on Village Parkway should be made interesting. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he agrees with Ms. Fox’s suggestions. It is essential to improve these front elevations. 
That can be accomplished with brick walks, columns and deviations in the façade. The current residential 
development in this area appears so dense; it resembles office or commercial space. There is an opportunity 
with this Pulte development to achieve a residential community that is unique and rich looking. Adding the 
suggested architectural elements would be a significant improvement. The photos shown by Ms. Fox are 
exactly what it is needed. Adding such amenities would make the individual units look like attached single-
family homes. 
 
Mr. Supelak suggested adding vertical landscaping to create distinct separation between the units.  
Mr. Underhill thanked him for the suggestion. Those elements would not pose a significant cost addition. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that as they work on adding some of these suggestions to the design, her hope is that these 
buildings will not look like those on every other block in Bridge Park -- rectangular facades exist throughout 
the district. A variation in design, style and shape is needed. Adding trim detail to the windows is important. 
The buyers of these units do not want their units to look exactly like the others. Separate them out and add 
detail that makes each appear to be a separate unit. Add traditional elements to the front doorway that are 
warm and inviting. That will break up the monotony of the contemporary, urban look that exists throughout 
Bridge Park. If they could reduce the depth by four feet, perhaps there would be more opportunity to create 
an entranceway with a front stoop. The balconies are a nice feature, but she would recommend adding an 
overhead cover, if possible. Could the positions of the balconies on the elevations be staggered, so that the 
height variation would offer a level of privacy?  This would be preferable to having all the balconies on the 
same flat plane. Awnings are traditional elements that could soften the view along the street. The gateway 
location and the terminal vista are very important. She preferred the pocket park, walk-through spaces in the 
first plan, which provided more space. The spaces proposed in this plan are tiny and uninviting; she would 
encourage creation of spaces in which people can comfortably stop awhile. In her view, this plan is not yet 
where it needs to be. 
 
Ms. Call stated that she appreciates the changes made – the addition of brick, improvements to the side 
elevations, and the additional parking spaces. The Commission is concerned about density and intensity, and 
while what is proposed is a good use of density, it is a little too intense. She is supportive of pulling back the 
front façade somewhat to add a more warm and inviting front door. She is supportive of staggering the 
roofline. She is not supportive of adding plantings on either side of a required walkway and calling it usable 
open space, nor of a waiver of the 3:1 required ratio of open space. She believes the verandas are a positive 
addition to the units, but adding an overhead cover would make them usable more months of the year. She 
is supportive of the requirement for 80% primary materials. Similar to the vertical landscape element that Mr. 
Supelak suggested, she would suggest similar elements be added to the streets that terminate but do not 
connect to other roads. If those are being used as a pedestrian thoroughfare, adding vertical greenery at the 
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terminus would be inviting. Although not a complete screen, they would eliminate the straight views into the 
driveways, and create a sense of privacy and seclusion for the neighborhood.  
 
Mr. Underhill stated that if some of the waivers are not approved, they would be required to meet those 
particular Code requirements. However, they will do their best to do so. They have no objection to the 
conditions recommended in staff’s report, nor would they object to the addition of a condition to clarify the 
Commission’s direction regarding the front doorways. 
 
Ms. Call stated that the vote would be taken first on the Administrative Departures and Parking Plan, followed 
by clarification of the revisions and then the vote on the Waivers, Preliminary Development Plan and 
Preliminary Plat. 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Schneier seconded approval of the following 2 Administrative Departures: 

1) Administrative Departure to permit a 505-foot block length for Block 1 along John Shields Parkway 
where 500 feet is required.  

2) Administrative Departure to permit a minimum story height 9.5 feet where 10-12 feet is required.  
Vote: Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; 
Mr. Schneier, yes.  
[Motion carried 7-0]  

 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Fishman seconded approval of the proposed Parking Plan: 

1) To permit four parking spaces per unit where 125% of the minimum of two spaces per unit is the 
maximum;  

2) To permit parking and vehicular use areas within Required Build Zones where buildings are required 
to be located.  

Vote: Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, 
yes; Ms. Call, yes.  
[Motion carried 7-0]  
 
Per Mr. Grimes’ inquiry regarding the open space waiver request, Ms. Martin clarified that open spaces should 
be square or rectangular. The mid-block pedestrian ways are narrow and linear. Due to their shape, some 
members have stated that they are not supportive of counting them as open space. Disapproval of that Waiver 
would mean those areas are not eligible to be counted as open space. 
 
Following clarification, Ms. Kennedy moved, Mr. Grimes seconded approval of the following Waivers:  

1) Waiver to permit reduced front property line coverage along Block 2: McCune Avenue (58%), Block 
3: Village Parkway (27%), and Block 4: McCune Avenue (52%) where a minimum 75% is required.  

2) Waiver to permit deviation from buildings occupying the corner where occupying the corner is 
required.  

3) Waiver to permit a reduced roof pitch of 24:12 for decorative eaves where a roof pitch of 6:12 to 
12:12 is required.  

5)  Waiver to permit thin brick as a permitted primary building material where full depth brick is 
required.   

Vote: Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; 
Ms. Kennedy, yes. 
[Motion carried 7-0]  
 
Mr. Boggs recommended that the remaining two waivers receive separate motions and votes. 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Supelak seconded approval of the following Waiver: 
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4) Waiver to permit an uninterrupted ridge line parallel to the street that does not include architectural 
details where architectural details are required.  

Vote: Ms. Fox, no; Mr. Schneier, no; Mr. Fishman, no; Ms. Call, no; Mr. Supelak, no; Mr. Grimes, no; Ms. 
Kennedy, no. 
[Motion failed 0-7]  
 
Matt Callahan, VP of Land Acquisition, PulteGroup, 475 Metro Place S., Dublin, 43017, stated that in regard 
to the following Waiver concerning open space, staff had recommended approval with certain conditions. They 
would be willing to work on the conditions with staff and present a solution with the Final Development Plan 
to address the concerns raised tonight. 
Ms. Martin responded that if that is acceptable with the Commission, the applicant could rescind the Waiver 
request tonight. This item would be before the Commission again with the Final Development Plan. 
 
Ms. Call stated that her concern is that at the Final Development Plan stage, the footprints of the buildings 
have been finalized. If there were any requirement at that time to incorporate additional open space, it could 
not occur on the site; it would need to be added off-site. That solution would involve a Fee in Lieu of.  Although 
the Commission has no issue with the density, it does have an issue with the intensity. 
 
Commission consensus was that the open space issue not be deferred to the Final Development Plan stage 
and to proceed with a vote on the Waiver. 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Ms. Fox seconded approval of the following Waiver: 

6)  Waiver to permit open space proportions to exceed the maximum 3:1 (length:width) proportions 
Vote: Ms. Call, no; Mr. Fishman, no; Ms. Fox, no; Ms. Kennedy, no; Mr. Schneier, no; Mr. Supelak, no; Mr. 
Grimes, no. 
[Motion failed 0-7]  
 
Mr. Fishman moved, Mr. Grimes seconded approval of the Preliminary Development Plan with the following 
14 conditions: 

1) The applicant update the plans to reflect 154 units; 
2) The applicant work with the City Engineer to finalize the public street sections, including on-street 

parking and tree lawn widths, prior to the Final Development Plan submittal; 
3) The applicant provide Washington Township Fire Department an auto-turn analysis with the Final 

Development Plan, and locate/designate a Fire Apparatus Road (FAR); 
4) The applicant meet the provisions of 153.062(D)(2)(c) — Parallel Ridge Line, to provide architectural 

details to break up the mass of the roofline with the Final Development Plan submittal; 
5) The applicant provide a minimum 3-foot variability to the roof height between each unit, unless an 

alternative design solution reaching the same result is approved by the PZC with the FINAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN, as determined at its sole discretion; 

6) In the application of thin brick, the applicant use corner pieces designed to emulate full-depth brick; 
7) The applicant meet the required 80 percent coverage of primary building materials along street-facing 

facades for all buildings with submittal of the Final Development Plan; 
8) The applicant should work with staff on appropriate location and screening of A/C units and refuse 

containers prior to submittal of the Final Development Plan; 
9) All parking and vehicular use areas located within a Required Build Zone are screened with a treatment 

that provides 100 percent opacity; 
10) The applicant work with staff to provide a minimum of 50 percent of the total required bicycle parking 

space within open space areas; 
11) The applicant work with staff to provide the total required amount of open space with the Final 

Development Plan; 
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12) The plans be revised to provide the required mid-block pedestrian way in Block 4 prior to Final 
Development Plan submittal; 

13) The architectural style be revised to ensure that each unit appears as an individual attached single-
family home;  

14) The applicant work with staff to ensure the front elevations provide traditional elements such as 
stoops, porches, columns, awnings and brick walks. 

Vote: Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; 
Ms. Kennedy, yes. 
[Motion carried 7-0]  

 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Fishman seconded approval of the Preliminary Plat with the following 2 conditions:  

1) The applicant update the Preliminary Plat to provide specific acreage of each lot; 
2) The applicant make any minor technical adjustments to the plat prior to submission for acceptance to 

City Council.  
Vote: Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; 
Mr. Grimes, yes. 
[Motion carried 7-0]  
 

 
OTHER ACTIONS 

 Proposed 2021 PZC Meeting Dates 
Ms. Kennedy moved, Mr. Fishman seconded approval of the 2021 proposed meeting dates.  
Vote: Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; 
Mr. Schneier, yes.  
[Motion carried 7-0]  
 
COMMUNICATIONS 

 A joint meeting of Council/PZC/ARB/BZA is scheduled for December 14 to provide an update re. 
policies, challenges and issues. In advance of that meeting, Commissioners should forward desired 
discussion topics to the Chair.  

 The next regularly scheduled PZC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, January 7, 2021 at 6:30 p.m.  
 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
Rebecca Call           
Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission 
 
 
Judith K. Beal                
Deputy Clerk of Council 


