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MEETING MINUTES 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, September 16, 2021 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Ms. Call, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and welcomed everyone to the September 
16, 2021 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting. Tonight’s meeting can also be accessed at the 
City’s website. Public comments on the cases are welcome. To submit any questions or comments 
during the meeting, please use the form under the streaming video on the City’s website. Questions 
and comments will be relayed to the Commission by the meeting moderator. The City desires to 
accommodate public participation to the greatest extent possible. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Ms. Call led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Commission members present: Warren Fishman, Rebecca Call, Mark Supelak, Kim Way, Jane Fox, 

Leo Grimes 
Commission members absent: Lance Schneier   
Staff members present:   Jennifer Rauch, Nichole Martin, Thaddeus Boggs, Chase Ridge, 

Michael Hendershot, Tina Wawszkiewicz, Shawn Krawetzki, 
Michael Hyatt  

 
ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
Mr. Supelak moved, Mr. Way seconded acceptance of the documents into the record and approval 
of the September 2 meeting minutes. 
Vote:  Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Fox, 
yes. 
[Motion approved 6-0.] 
 
Ms. Call stated that 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 stated that one case, Case 5, Emerald Fields Bicycle Pump Track Amended Final 
Development was eligible for the Consent Agenda and inquired if any member requested to move 
the case to the regular agenda for discussion. 
Mr. Fishman requested that the case be moved to the regular agenda for discussion. 
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VIII. NEW CASES 

 
5. Emerald Fields Bicycle Pump Track, 21-127AFDP, Amended Final Development 

Plan    
A request for the construction of a modular bicycle pump track at Emerald Fields Park, on a site 
located south of Summit View Road, ±1,000 feet west of the intersection with Sawmill Road, zoned 
Planned Unit Development District, Northeast Quad, Subarea 2. 
 
Staff Presentation 
Ms. Martin stated that the request is for review and approval of an Amended Final Development 
Plan. The applicant is the City of Dublin. The City Parks and Recreation Department is proposing to 
construct a modular bicycle pump track in the Emerald Fields Park, which is located within the 
Northeast Quad zoning district, south of Summit View Road and west of Sawmill Road. The park 
accommodates a variety of active and passive uses, primarily sports court.  In August 2017, an 
Amended Final Development Plan (AFDP) approved the construction of two sand volleyball courts, 
two tennis courts, and associated site improvements; however, these improvements were not 
constructed. The proposed pump track facility is proposed to be constructed in the location of the 
previously approved volleyball courts on the northern portion of the park. Pump tracks is a bicycle 
sport that emulates other outdoor bicycle riding experiences in an urban environment. Staff has 
reviewed the application against the applicable criteria and recommends approval with two 
conditions.  
 
Ms. Call requested that Ms. Martin confirm that this reconsideration from volleyball to a bicycle 
pump track was at the direction of City Council.  
Ms. Martin responded that she would defer the question regarding the transition from volleyball to 
pump track facilities to Michael Hyatt, City Landscape Architect. 
 
Michael Hyatt, Landscape Architect stated that in 2017, PZC approved the construction of two sand 
volleyball courts; however, the estimated costs exceeded the proposed budget. As an alternative, 
a bicycle pump track is proposed. 
 
Commission Questions 
Ms. Call inquired who the projected users would be.  
Mr. Hyatt responded that the bicycle community requested the track. Dublin has a skate park, but 
bicycles are not permitted on it. Previously, Darree Fields had a dirt track used for this purpose, but 
it is no longer in use. One advantage of the proposed modular bicycle track is that it could be 
disassembled and assembled in other locations for specific events. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired if a dry stormwater basin exists on this site.  
Mr. Hyatt responded that there would be two tracks. Bioretention basins are proposed on the interior 
of the tracks for stormwater retention. It will be necessary to retain stormwater during a heavy rain 
event; that will be a dry basin 
Mr. Fishman stated that the plans indicate a basin to the north of the tracks. 
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Mr. Hyatt responded that it was a conceptual depiction. The intent is to incorporate basins within 
the smaller areas, which, if necessary could overflow into the dry basin. It will be a 3 to 1 mowable 
lawn area, but during a heavy rain event, it will hold water for up to 24 hours.  
Mr. Fishman stated that it might be a nice amenity to provide a wet basin there; has that been 
considered? 
Mr. Hyatt responded that staff is continuing to work on the stormwater component of the design 
and can take that into consideration. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired about the potential liability of the proposed pump track. 
Mr. Hyatt responded that it is designed for all skill and age levels. There are two tracks, so it would 
be possible to designate one for the younger users and the other for the older users. It is a one-
way track and a defined ingress/egress through the plaza entrance area. The peak of the track is 
only three feet. It is not designed for very high speeds. Considerations will be necessary for different 
age groups. 
Mr. Fishman inquired if there would be a City attendant onsite to supervise the facility. 
Mr. Hyatt responded that currently there are no plans for a staff attendant. It will be similar to the 
City skate park. 
 
Mr. Boggs stated that the City would be a beneficiary of the recreational user liability immunity 
statute; therefore, would have no liability risk. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if one-wheel cycles would be prohibited on this track. 
Mr. Hyatt responded that, currently, the track is intended only for bicycles. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if the shelter area would have benches. 
Mr. Hyatt responded that the shelter already exists; it contains six picnic tables. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that this will be a family-oriented activity. She anticipates taking her grandchildren 
here, but she would appreciate being able to sit closer to the track to observe them. The existing 
space with tables would not provide that type of view. Providing seating nearer the track would 
make it more interactive for families. Plantings could be provided to create niches.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated that this could be a great amenity for the City. Has staff observed that other 
cities provide similar tracks? 
 
Mr. Hyatt responded that no other track exists locally; however, other cities are beginning to 
incorporate them. Dublin would be the first with a movable modular track. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he believes this is a great idea. He would encourage them to incorporate 
water features to enhance the site further. 
 
Ms. Call stated that the skate park has very specific signage. Will the anticipated signage here 
address the potential for this track to not be used as intended? 
Mr. Hyatt responded that there would be signage to address usage and hours.  
 
Ms. Call stated that it has been indicated that this track could be disassembled and temporarily 
moved to another site for use, such as at the Dublin Irish Festival. What is the expectation for the 
appearance of this site when the track is not on site? 
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Mr. Hyatt responded that this track will be placed on a five-foot wide asphalt track, which potentially 
could be used as a scooter path. 
Ms. Call stated that if it were converted to a scooter track when the pump track is removed, the 
signage should be appropriate.  The City’s skatepark is located near the police station, should there 
be a need for emergency assistance. Because there is also potential risk here, is there any concern 
with having this type of amenity in this location? 
Mr. Hyatt responded that staff would be considering the risk elements and emergency access. 
Mr. Krawetzki responded that the skatepark contains deep bowls. The risk of injury is much less 
with this small track, which has a minimal height differentiation. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she would discourage the implementation of age restrictions with this track. 
 
Public Comment 
No public comments were received. 
 
Ms. Fox moved, Mr. Supelak seconded approval of the Amended Final Development Plan with two 
conditions: 

1) The applicant work with Planning to finalize the bike rack detail, subject to staff 
approval;  

2) The applicant work with Engineering to demonstrate compliance with stormwater 
management requirements as defined in Chapter 53 to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer.  

Vote: Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Way, 
yes. 
[Motion approved 6-0.]  

 
Ms. Call stated that Cases 2 and 3 are related to the same project and would be heard together. 
 
CASES  

2. Hyland Glen at 7270 Hyland-Croy Road, 21-116Z/PDP, Rezoning/ 
Preliminary Development Plan  

A request for development of a residential neighborhood consisting of 102 single-family residential 
lots, at a density of 2.4 dwelling units per acre, with 12.4-acres open space and associated site 
improvements. The 42.5-acre site is zoned Rural District and is northeast of the intersection of 
Hyland-Croy Road with Post Road. 
 

3. Hyland Glen at 7270 Hyland-Croy Road, 21-117PP, Preliminary Plat  
A request for the subdivision of a 42.5-acre site to establish 102 single-family residential lots, nine 
public rights-of-way, and 12.4-acres of public open space. The site is zoned Rural District and is 
northeast of the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road with Post Road.  
 
Staff Presentation 
Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for review of a proposed rezoning with a Preliminary 
Development Plan and a Preliminary Plat and a recommendation to City Council. An Informal Review 
of the proposal was heard by the Commission on May 20, 2021, and the Commission was generally 
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supportive of the concept. Subsequent to Council’s review and approval, A Final Development Plan 
of this proposal would be return to the Commission. The FDP contains the final details, including 
landscape design, tree preservation and removal, sign design and implementation of all other 
regulatory standards. 
 
Site: 
The site is located northeast of the intersection of Post Road and Hyland Croy Road. The site is 
approximately 42.5 acres with approximately 3,000 feet of frontage of Hyland Croy and 500 feet of 
frontage along Post Road. The site is surrounded by existing single-family neighborhood and is 
adjacent to Jerome Township. The site is in close proximity to US33/SR 161 where there are 
anticipated construction of interchange improvements in 2022. Hyland-Croy Road is within the 
jurisdiction of Union County, and the proposed traffic improvements have been discussed with the 
Union County Engineer’s office. 
 
History: 
This site was annexed from Jerome Township to the City of Dublin in 2018 (Ord. 87-17). A number 
of development configurations were reviewed by PZC in 2015, 2019, and 2020. On December 7, 
2020, City Council disapproved a different proposal for a Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 
for this site.  On May 20, 2021, the current development proposal for Hyland Glen was heard 
informally by the Planning and Zoning Commission. This proposal attempts to address the concerns 
expressed previously by the Commission and the community. The proposal is consistent with the 
Community Plan, the Thoroughfare Plan and the Special Area Plan. The site has two Future Land 
Use recommendations, which results in a total development capacity of up to 113 lots; 102 lots are 
proposed by this plan with a density of 2.4 dwelling units/acre. This density is sensitive to the 
surrounding development character. The Special Area Plan for the Hyland-Croy Road corridor 
provides for a rural character with generous setbacks ranging from 100 – 200 feet. The proposal 
also encourages the preservation of historic structures.  It provides a setback of 100 feet along 
Hyland-Croy Road and preserves two structures of the historic Gorden Farms homestead.  Consistent 
with the Thoroughfare Plan, a future right-of-way of 100 feet for Hyland-Croy Road is provided.  
 
Proposal: 
The proposal is for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) neighborhood consisting of 102 residential 
lots on a 42.5-acre site, which will be developed in three sections. Section 1 contains 40 lots in the 
middle of the site between Springview Lane and the South Fork of Indian Run. Section 2 contains 
33 lots south of Springview Lane and north of the community park. Section 3 contains 29 lots north 
of the South Fork of Indian Run and south of Park Place. In addition to the residential development, 
the proposal also contains 12.4 acres of open space extending from the Red Trabue Preserve 
through the Post Preserve neighborhood out to Hyland-Croy Road. This neighborhood also 
completes the bicycle and pedestrian connectivity network from Post Road along Hyland-Croy Road 
to the northern boundary of the City of Dublin at Glacier Ridge Metropark. It also provides the 
opportunity for a two-acre public park located at the intersection of Post Road and Hyland-Croy 
Road, which is shown as Reserve A on the plan. The proposal, which was reviewed by a Historic 
Preservation consultant, provides for the preservation of a large historic barn and granary. The 
development text establishes a framework for the anticipated development, which will contain 
interior and perimeter lots. The perimeter lots are intended to be sensitive to the surrounding, 
established single-family neighborhood. The lot widths are consistent with the lot widths to which 
they back up. The interior lots provide a transition from north to south and east to west, as the site 
transitions toward the US33/Post Road interchange. The lots are smaller with reduced setbacks and 
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additional lot coverage. These development standards are consistent with previously approved 
surrounding development in Dublin, particularly when considering a mix of housing types and 
products, as recommended by the Community Plan. When the earlier development proposal was 
discussed, the Commission noted the desire for conceptual architectural character to be provided. 
This applicant has provided a conceptual architectural character, but it is not part of the approval 
of the Preliminary Development Plan. The Open Space and Connectivity Plan are included in this 
proposal, which identifies the open space ownership and maintenance responsibilities. All of the 
open spaces will be owned by the City, removing the tax liability from the neighborhood. The 
maintenance responsibility is distributed based on the primary user. Reserve A will be owned and 
maintained by the City. At the Final Development Plan (FDP) stage, the park will be fully designed 
as a CIP project. The final design details are not under consideration tonight. Reserves B, C, D, E 
and F are largely maintained by the HOA, as they provide the neighborhood frontage along Hyland-
Croy Road, as well as entry features. The City will be responsible for maintaining the stormwater 
management basins. The proposed open space exceeds the minimum requirement of the 
Subdivision Regulations, which is approximately three acres. The developer will provide street trees 
and a rural roadway character along Hyland-Croy Road and additional plantings, buffering and 
gateway elements at the intersection of Hyland-Croy and Post roads. The applicant has provided a 
tree survey; tree preservation and tree removal and replacement plans are finalized with the FDP. 
The applicant is proposing a total of three signs across the development. A comprehensive sign plan 
is required to be submitted with the FDP for the Commission’s review and approval. Each entry sign 
is permitted to be 20 square feet in size at a maximum of 6 feet in height. A single entry sign may 
be located at the neighborhood entrances along Hyland-Croy Road. Previously, an entry sign for 
Post Preserve was contemplated, given the 2006 Interchange Modification Study. In the intervening 
years, the interchange improvement design has continue to evolve, negating the need for the Post 
Preserve sign along Hyland-Croy Road as the existing Post Preserve sign can be retained.  The 
applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) as required for a rezoning application. The traffic 
study is currently under review by the City of Dublin and the Union County Engineer’s Office. The 
study provides analysis of the anticipated traffic generated by the proposed development and 
estimates the projected traffic on the existing roadways. The study recommends certain 
improvements to mitigate the anticipated development traffic impacts. An Infrastructure Agreement, 
which is not subject to the Commission’s review, will commit the developer to the transportation 
improvements and contributions that are recommended as a part of the accepted study.    
 
Preliminary Plat 
The second case is a proposal for approval of the Preliminary Plat for the subdivision of the 42.5-
acres of land, the creation of the 102 single-family lots, six open space reserves, and nine public 
streets 
 
Staff has reviewed the proposals against the applicable criteria and recommends the Commission 
forward a recommendation of approval to City Council of the Rezoning/Preliminary Development 
Plan with six conditions, as listed in the staff report, and of the Preliminary Pat with two conditions. 
 
Commission Questions 
Ms. Fox stated that two developments were missing from the background materials provided to the 
Commission for their review. She located the one, but the Aryshire Farms information is still needed. 
Ms. Call requested that staff identify the review materials to which Ms. Fox is referring. 
Ms. Martin responded that prior tonight’s meeting, a Commission member requested a list of 
previously approved communities for comparison of density, building materials, lot coverage and 
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open space percentage. She pointed out that Aryshire Farms is located near the end of the materials 
provided. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that the proposed setback from Hyland-Croy does not appear to be consistent 
with the adjacent neighborhood.  
Ms. Martin responded that the Community Plan recommends a variable 100-200-foot setback 
throughout the corridor. Traditionally, that has been applied in a manner to encourage a variability 
in rural character, allowing the subdivision setbacks to ebb and flow. This subdivision will have a 
100-foot setback while that to the north has a 200-foot setback; the one further to the north has 
a 150-foot setback. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired if there is also guidance concerning the lot coverage within this corridor. 
Ms. Martin responded that, per Code, 45% is the maximum lot coverage for traditional, single-
family neighborhoods. Transitioning to the west, toward Jerome Township and the US33/Post Road 
interchange, the Community Plan recommends more density in the housing development; 
therefore, the lot coverage increases. 
Mr. Way inquired if there a reason the multi-use path swings back from the intersection into the 
development. Is that consistent with City standards? 
Ms. Martin responded that the shared-use path provides connectivity and recreation; therefore, 
direct routes are not always implemented. Along Hyland-Croy Road, the path is pulled inward to 
provide more comfort and protection from the high-speed traffic. It also serves a dual purpose 
along the west side of the public streets, as a pedestrian and bicycle facility. 
 
Mr. Way stated that Lot 68 in the proposed development appears to be one of the smallest lots. It 
is a transitional lot from the existing development to the south. If a house were placed on that lot, 
it would need to be of a smaller footprint than the other houses. For transitioning purposes, it 
would seem more appropriate to have lots that are more similar to the existing lots to the south. 
Has that been considered? 
 
Ms. Martin stated that has been considered. The building line along the street is identical to the 
existing development, and the sideyard setback for that lot will be 10 feet, which is consistent with 
Post Preserve requirements. The only difference is the lot depth. Although it is not as deep, due to 
the public open space in that area, the perception will be that of continuance of a year yard. 
Mr. Way responded that the other lots along that street are wider. He wants to ensure that it will 
not be necessary for special accommodations to enable a house to fit on this lot, as it will look out 
of place. 
 
Ms. Call inquired about the development text’s provisions in regard to encroachment into setbacks 
for patios. The rear setbacks of the interior lots are 10 feet, and according to the development text, 
a 5-foot encroachment into the setback will be permitted. What has been the standard used in 
previous developments? 
Ms. Martin responded that this is a Citywide standard, whether written into a development text or 
implied. Encroachment of five feet at grade is permitted everywhere, although encroachment of an 
elevated structure is not permitted. 
 
Ms. Call stated that the City has received a large number of applications for patio or deck 
encroachment. Is there any indication of this being a widespread issue? 
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Ms. Call responded that she does not believe it is a widespread issue. Per the Board of Zoning 
Appeals process, if an issue is determined to be recurring, it would be identified as a need for a 
Code amendment. Either the Code can be addressed or the City would work with the HOA to amend 
the zoning standards for Hyland Glen. 
 
Ms. Call stated that, looking at the front setbacks for both the interior and the exterior lots, she did 
not see a development text provision concerning the width of the park strip and the width of the 
sidewalk. That can create a totally different feel between adjacent neighborhoods.  
 
Ms. Martin stated that the development text does not call that out. However, per City standards, a 
minimum of a 4-foot wide sidewalk with an 8-foot tree lawn is required. There will be sufficient 
area for the trees.  
 
Ms. Call invited the applicant to present. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
Charles Ruma, Jr., president, Virginia Homes, 485 Metro Place S., Dublin, provided background on the 
development of their proposal. They have spent a significant amount of time researching the history 
and issues of this challenging site and have submitted a proposal that they believe addresses both 
the City’s and the residents’ concerns. The context of this site is essentially predetermined by the 
surrounding area. This site transitions from residential to commercial to highway. They have 
submitted a proposal for only a single-family development with a wide variety of housing product 
within the $600,000-$700,000 range. They have significantly reduced the density of the previous 
development proposal, and no lots are less than 60 feet wide. The 12.5 acres of open space will 
be active, providing the desired connectivity and will maintain the rural character along Hyland-
Croy Road. After extensive review and discussion with City staff, it was determined that the barn 
and granary of the Gorden Farms homestead should be preserved. To retain the granary, they have 
reworked the stormwater retention facility. This is an important gateway site to Dublin, and they 
will continue to work City staff accordingly. They will be providing a landscape plan that will enhance 
the entire site.  
 
Questions for the Applicant 
Ms. Fox inquired the average square footage of the homes. 
Mr. Ruma responded that it would be within a 2,500-3,000-square foot range, less on the smaller 
lots -- beginning with 1,800 square feet. 
Ms. Fox noted that the development text does not indicate that smaller houses would be placed on 
the smaller lots, so would a home buyer be able to place a larger home on a smaller lot? 
Mr. Ruma responded that they are continuing to work on the housing product mix.  He believes it 
would be possible to put a 3,000-square foot home on a 60-foot lot. 
Ms. Fox stated that with the proposed sideyard setbacks could result in a crowding issue. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if it would be possible to provide with the FDP the building envelope on every lot 
within the subdivision. 
Ms. Martin responded affirmatively. 
Ms. Fox stated that she would assume any restrictions for house size for certain lot widths would 
be reflected in the development text. 
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Ms. Call responded affirmatively. Any numeric restriction the Commission would like to recommend 
could be put forth in the development text. The development text establishes the framework for 
the development. The graphic depictions are provided with the FDP. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired if that could be accomplished by making the sideyard setbacks wider.  
Ms. Martin responded that the development text is structured in a way that contemplates different 
lots having different characteristics, as appropriate. While it would not be appropriate to increase 
sideyard setbacks on interior lots, a slight increase could be possible on perimeter lots. What is 
proposed, however, is consistent with the surrounding development and what has recently been 
approved in other neighborhoods.  In order to maintain the transition and single-family density, it 
is important to permit reduced setbacks. Otherwise, developers could be encouraged to change 
their product type. 
 
Mr. Ruma responded it is important to be cautious regarding the width of side yards on the larger 
lots. With larger homes, 3-car garages will be desired.  Their intent is to provide a cohesive product 
and look throughout a neighborhood of 60-80 foot lots.  
Mr. Fishman responded most buyers of the larger homes will want 3-car garages. The concern is 
having two large houses crammed close together. The only way to ensure the developer has control 
of that is by adjusting the setbacks to ensure a certain space between houses. 
Mr. Ruma responded that altering the sideyard requirements would make it difficult to create the 
size homes and aesthetic appearance desired.  
 
Ms. Fox inquired if 4-sided architecture would be provided. 
Mr. Ruma responded affirmatively; their intent is to adhere to the Dublin Appearance Code.  
 
Linda Menery, EMH&T, 5500 New Albany Road W., New Albany, 43054 stated that she is the 
landscape architect and planner working with Charles and Charlie Ruma on this project. She will 
respond to Mr. Way’s question about lot sizes. She pointed out several lots on p. 4 of the plat. The 
utility easements on those lots impact the size of the building pad. The building pad on Lot 68 is 
actually 55 feet, only a foot less than some of the other lots.  The building pads on all the lots is 
essentially the same. 
 
Mr. Way thanked her for the clarification. He noted that at the Informal Review discussion, there 
was some indication that the smaller lots would have a smaller, unique housing product. Does this 
plan provide for that? 
Mr. Ruma responded that there is no difference in the housing product, other than size. The product 
will be cohesive throughout the development. 
Mr. Way inquired if the array of housing products provided in this plan could fit on any of the lots. 
Mr. Ruma responded that smaller ranches and larger, two-stories will be provided, all of which will 
look similar. The larger houses would not fit on the smaller lots, nor would a smaller product be 
placed on a larger 80-foot lot. 
 
Public Comment 
No public comments were provided on this case. 
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Commission Discussion 
Mr. Grimes stated that he likes the Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Development 
Plat. It fits the site very well as a gateway project. It is a great use of the property. He appreciates 
the retention of the historic granary structure. He appreciates the hard work of the applicant and 
staff. 
 
Mr. Way expressed agreement. The project fits well into the existing neighborhood. The open space 
will be a great asset to the City. 
 
Mr. Supelak concurred with the previous comments. This plan is an improvement over what was 
previously proposed. He will continue to advocate for ensuring sensitivity regarding the 
development of Reserve A. He appreciates the potential orchard quality developing.  
 
Ms. Fox agreed that this is a much better layout than previously proposed. She appreciates that 
the applicant has addressed many of the concerns that were expressed. However, she would 
suggest the Commission further consider of the setback issue. The only other development on 
which the Commission has allowed 70% lot coverage is Hamlin on Jerome, and since it was 
approved there has been discussion concerning the closeness of the houses; service access 
between the homes is difficult. She agrees with there being greater density on this site, but it is 
important to be consistent.  She has compared this with the Oak Park and The Overlook at Tartan 
developments. If we continue to reduce setbacks, even with architectural diversity, the appearance 
of the development will be negatively impacted. She would be more comfortable if the development 
text specified a certain home width on a certain lot width. Another item of concern is the front-
loaded garages, 50% street-facing.  It should be possible to have some side-loaded or courtyard-
loaded garages to break up the pattern. Another concern is the three monument signs at all three 
entrances. In view of the rural character, that seems to be too much signage along the roadway. 
The patio lots also are a concern. Many homeowners are interested in encroaching their patios, and 
the Board of Zoning Appeals has requested Council to address this issue. With the proposed 10-
foot rear yard setback and the existing drainage easement, a five-foot encroachment would extend 
into the drainage easement A deeper rear-yard setback is needed. Another issue is exterior 
materials. This is the first time she has seen foam and engineered wood proposed as trim materials. 
Those materials have not been permitted in other City developments. Only asphalt has been 
proposed as a roofing material; many other developments have offered more materials. The use of 
thin brick is also a concern.  She would like the exterior materials to be consistent with other 
developments of this price point.  
 
Mr. Fishman expressed agreement with the concerns raised by Ms. Fox. Additionally, he believes 
too many lots are proposed on the site. He is concerned about Lot 68. If that lot were to be 
eliminated, Stillhouse Lane would have access to the water, which would be a nice amenity for the 
neighborhood. He is particularly concerned about the setbacks, the patio encroachments, and the 
use of foam and aluminum trim.  
 
Ms. Martin clarified that the aluminum trim was a typo in the staff report. Although foam trim is 
contemplated in the development text, the developer is not compelled to use it. This type of 
extruded foam recently was approved by the Commission for the Towns on the Parkway. The intent 
with use of this material is to minimize maintenance costs over time and allow for additional 
architectural detail. 
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Ms. Call stated that with the earlier project to which she referred, the material was permitted only 
for the upper stories. These are single-family homes, and on the lower story, there would be 
interaction with people, balls, lawnmowers, etc.  
 
Mr. Boggs stated that he would comment in regard to the concern regarding backyard patio 
encroachment into the setback. Referring to the plat depiction of the drainage easements and the 
building line setback -- a patio or deck would not be permitted to encroach into a drainage 
easement.  
 
Ms. Call stated that she is also concerned about the use of thin brick, foam trim and the sideyard 
setbacks. She would request staff to clarify in staff reports the reason for any exceptions that were 
previously made. Five-foot sideyard setbacks are very narrow. While a 5-foot setback may be 
envisioned for every home, there will be some variability with the flexibility of the proposed plan. 
She would prefer a clarification be made that a 5-foot setback is permitted only with the requirement 
that the distance between two homes not be less than 12 feet. If one lot has a 5-foot sideyard 
setback, the side setback on the adjacent lot would be an additional 2 feet (7 feet). She is not 
comfortable with a 5-foot setback on every lot.  She would like to have a building envelope, so that 
there is a vision of how this development would look. There is the danger that a different builder of 
a future phase would not understand the vision and attempt to take advantage of the variability in 
the development text. The proposed 10-foot rear yard setback with ability for a five-foot 
encroachment is also a concern. She would prefer to include in the development text the necessary 
restrictions that would provide assurance that the variability of setbacks between houses ensures a 
total 12-foot setback between homes.  She is not opposed to asphalt shingles but having more than 
one option would provide more flexibility. With the landscape architect’s explanation, she is less 
concerned about the size of Lot 68, although a smaller housing product will be necessary. Having 
70% lot coverage on every lot is a concern. Perhaps 30% of the lots could have up to a 70% 
coverage. This would ensure a variety, ensuring that every lot would not have the maximum lot 
coverage. A little more work is needed on this proposal to ensure it achieves what is desired. 
 
Charles Ruma, Sr., 3675  Paragon Drive, Columbus, OH 43228, stated that, although he no longer 
serves in the role, previously, he was the president of Virginia Homes.  He would like to address the 
smaller lots. This discussion is similar to that which occurred with the Riviera development, where 
60-foot lots were proposed; that development turned out beautifully. The intent was to meet the 
empty nester and young professional market, and that is what this product achieves. The variation 
in the housing product will provide the desired sideyard setback widths. The 70-foot lots will need 
to provide a larger home the flexibility for a 3-car garage without encroaching into the sideyard. Lot 
68 is a 70-foot wide lot, but it abuts Post Preserve. There is a tree line there, which they have 
committed to protecting. There will be no encroachment into the 10-foot sideyard setback. They 
need the necessary flexibility to ensure the most suitable product that fits this neighborhood. The 
adjacent community has indicated a desire to have single-family housing development here, not 
assisted living, attached condominiums or 3-story buildings. They have solved the major challenges 
of this site at the intersection of Post Road and Hyland-Croy Road. Initially, a traffic circle at that 
intersection was contemplated. The road has now been moved, and the intersection will have an 
off ramp directly to Hyland-Croy Road. That road has become significantly different. They have 
succeeded in enhancing the entire site, achieving a great transition into Dublin. They request the 
Commission for the flexibility to achieve this great project. 
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Charles Ruma, Jr., stated that he would address the exterior materials.  They would be installing 
the same roof that they have installed on every product they have built within the City. They are 
looking at a dimensional shingle, combined with metal roofing, in some cases. Wood or slate shingles 
would not be feasible at this price point. The foam trim would be used primarily above windows and 
for headers. It would not be used for fascia and other trim.  It would be a decorative product. 
Aluminum trim will not be used; they are using hardi siding and trim, a natural product. Thin brick 
is a great product; it is applied similar to stucco stone. Using real brick is more costly. They use thin 
brick primarily as an accent material. They will be using natural materials and remain consistent 
with the City’s Appearance Code.  
Ms. Call stated that per the images, it appears very little thin brick would be used; it is primarily 3 
feet high on the columns. However, there has been an earlier issue with a hotel on which thin brick 
was used, and later began to fall off. The Commission wants to ensure good products are used on 
homes at this price point.  
 
Mr. Supelak stated that he has no objection to the use of the foam product. It has a solid shell and 
an attractive appearance. Typically, it is used only in appropriate locations, not on the lower story 
of a building. However, he is concerned about the proposal for thin brick, which does not appear as 
thick, solid or rich as real brick. Thin brick is noticeable. He would be supportive of eliminating that 
material. Typically, the Commission does not approve the use of thin brick. It has been used only in 
certain circumstances. 
 
Ms. Call noted that, currently, the development text does not call out that the foam product can be 
used only in appropriate areas. It is identified only as an approved trim material. Providing that 
distinction would add more comfort.  
Mr. Ruma stated the foam product is a fiberglass injected mold; it is a solid material. 
She is not comfortable using it as trim on a column near a garage, where it would be susceptible to 
vehicle impact. 
Mr. Ruma stated that the columns would be wood. The foam product would be used only as a 
window header or an accent in the gable. 
Ms. Call stated that she would have no objection to its use in those elevated areas. 
Ms. Call inquired if trim is identified in the Code. 
 
Mr. Boggs responded that it is identified in the Zoning Code Definitions, 153.002. Trim is identified 
as “the finished woodwork or similar architectural element used to enhance border or protect the 
edges of openings or surfaces, such as windows or doors.” 
 
Ms. Call inquired if there were continuing concerns regarding the foam trim product. 
Commission members indicated no concern, if used at an elevated position. 
Mr. Ruma indicated that it would be used only as trim in the window headers and gables. 
Ms. Call inquired if the applicant would have any objection to clarification being made to the 
development text that the foam product would not be used at ground level. 
Mr. Ruma responded that he would have no objection. 
Members indicated they had no objection to the use of aluminum per staff’s clarification. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if there were any concerns about the drainage easement. 
Ms. Fox stated that she believes the primary issue is lot coverage. Is a patio design provided with 
the homes, or is an item added later? 
Mr. Ruma responded the patio typically is added later. 
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Ms. Fox stated that this has been an issue. There are large homes with narrow setbacks and no 
room for a patio. Homebuyers often are not aware of the patio limitations when purchasing their 
home. When attempting to add a patio later, there is a need for them to request a variance from 
the Board of Zoning Appeals. If the variance is granted, a precedent is established for other homes. 
She believes the standard 60% lot coverage for the same size lots and larger setbacks should be 
required here. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if the issue is lot coverage or also the rear yard setback. 
Ms. Fox responded that reducing the lot coverage would provide more space for the year yard 
setback and more space for patios. 
Ms. Call stated that this product is in a transition area. There are single-family homes on smaller 
lots, with a 2.4 unit per acre density; the proposed development has a smaller section of clustered 
homes with a massive open space in the middle. She believes 70% lot coverage is appropriate in 
the smaller section; the issue is setbacks.  
 
Mr. Boggs clarified that the definition of lot coverage would include impervious surfaces and semi-
pervious surfaces. If the concern is encroachment of patios, reducing lot coverage would not 
necessarily address that because the space would be reduced for both the house and the patio. 
 
Ms. Martin stated that patios are permitted to be built only within the buildable area of the lot. The 
buildable area is within the setbacks and not located on any building line, no-build zone or utility 
easement. All of the lots with 25-foot utility or drainage easements between them would have a 
minimum of 20 feet between the patios. No patio is permitted to encroach there. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if a homeowner would have sufficient space to build a patio on one of the interior 
lots. 
Mr. Ruma (Jr.) responded that there could be three or four types of homes within the smaller 
section, 36-foot to 44-foot wide homes. In some instances, there would be more room than in 
others. The builder cannot ensure all home buyers are aware of the opportunity for smaller homes 
to have larger patios. There will be a variety of products, but it is a transitional site at the intersection 
of a major highway. The variability in width and depth of the single-family product will work itself 
out, as it did in the Riviera development. 
 
Ms. Call stated that she would be comfortable with a setback percent that ensures a certain distance 
between homes. The Commission is not comfortable with zero lot lines.  
Mr. Ruma (Jr.) noted that there are other flexibilities. 
Mr. Ruma (Sr.) stated that, discounting the front and year setbacks, a depth of 80 feet is available 
in which to build a home. None of their homes are 80 feet in depth, unless it is a courtyard type 
with a 3-car garage in front; in almost all cases, there will be room for a patio. 
 
Ms. Call stated that, currently, the development text does not reflect that variety. 
Mr. Ruma (Jr.) stated that there will be varying home widths, so varying side yards and rear yards. 
He does not believe that every home will be the maximum lot coverage permitted. 
 
Ms. Call stated that while she appreciates that perspective, there have been situations in which most 
lots in a development contained the largest homes permitted. The result is requests for variances 
from the Board of Zoning Appeals. She would suggest that the development text be revised to match 
the vision. 
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Mr. Supelak stated that the development standards address architectural diversity. Could they also 
be revised to solve this issue? He requested clarification of the 5-foot encroachment into a setback. 
 
Ms. Martin responded that an at-grade patio only, not a deck or shed, would be able to encroach 
five feet at grade into the required rear yard setback. However, if the rear yard contains a drainage 
easement, no-build line, or a build line, that cannot be modified, not even by variance. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if a 5-foot encroachment should be permitted. 
Ms. Fox stated that the only lots where that could occur are those on the north side. All the interior 
lots have a drainage easement, on which encroachment is not permitted. 
Ms. Martin stated that it could be memorialized that the 5-foot encroachment would be permitted 
only for the larger, perimeter lots. 
Mr. Ruma stated that they would not need any encroachments. He is satisfied with the building 
setbacks depicted on the drawings. 
Ms. Fox stated that it would appear the encroachment opportunity could be eliminated. 
 
Ms. Call referred to the side yard setback. She inquired if the developer would like be comfortable 
with inclusion of some requirement to address the Commission’s concern. 
Mr. Ruma stated that it would be an issue only with 60-foot lots, not the larger lots. Perhaps a 
required percentage would be the best solution. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she would prefer a 12-foot requirement between homes. 
Ms. Call stated that she would be comfortable with that in this transition area. 
Ms. Martin discouraged designating a percentage of lots with minimum distance requirements 
between structures and not all of the lots. Such areas are difficult to regulate in the future when 
homeowners wish to modify their homes. It is challenging to identify which lots had that 
requirement. It is better to impose a regulation, if desired, to a certain geography, perhaps by 
sections or subareas. Rather than specifying a percentage, she would suggest including regulations 
by categorizing the lots. For example, requirements could apply only to Lots A or perhaps only to 
interior lots. It is necessary to have clear regulations for a future Planning Commission or BZA to 
administer. In response to Ms. Fox’s request for a recommendation, she would recommend a 12-
foot separation between structures, which would allow variability.  
 
Ms. Call stated that could be accomplished with a five-foot minimum setback, but no two homes 
could be closer than 12 feet.  
 
Discussion continued regarding the distance between homes, lot and house sizes, and the impact 
on the appearance of the neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Martin suggested that the developer could work with staff to establish a setback diversity 
program before the rezoning comes to Council for consideration. 
 
Mr. Ruma indicated that he would agree to a 12-foot minimum distance between houses. 
Ms. Call indicated that she would be satisfied with that. 
Mr. Fishman stated that requirement would need to be included in the development text, as other 
builders would be involved in this development. 
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Ms. Call requested staff clarification of the history regarding signage for this site. 
Ms. Martin stated that the 2006 Interchange Plan contemplated provision of access to the Post 
Preserve neighborhood through this site. At that time, there was no anticipation this site would be 
developed in the near term. Therefore, with the anticipated closure of Post Preserve, Council 
expressed the need to preserve Post Preserve identity on Hyland-Croy Road. With the recent 
decision of ODOT to accommodate the retention of the existing Post Preserve entrance on Post 
Road, there is no need to relocate the sign. Therefore, the development text provides one sign per 
entrance on Hyland-Croy Road, size and height per Code. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if 20-square-foot signs were permitted for the other developments along Hyland-
Croy Road. 
Ms. Martin responded that it is the size permitted, but she does not believe that is what occurred in 
all cases. All sign details are finalized with the FDP. Many developers choose smaller signs that are 
integrated into the landscape entry feature. The Commission will get to review those details with 
the FDP. 
 
Mr. Fox stated that she recommend the developer identify a sign that better matches the rural 
nature. 
Ms. Martin clarified that the Preliminary Development Plan text preserves the opportunity to have 
three signs; it does not require the developer to do so. The text does require the developer to 
provide a sign plan, which the Commission would consider. 
 
Ms. Call requested that the Commission members review the 10 recommended conditions and 
indicate any remaining concerns.  
Ms. Fox stated, for the record, she would like to make a comment regarding the historic elements 
on this site. As requested, the historic consultant provided an opinion, which was that the elements 
be preserved. They could be included on the National Register of Historic Properties. Per the 
Architectural Review Board’s (ARB) practice, demolition of historic structures is not permitted 
without provision of data, evidence and analysis justifying that decision.  The only explanation 
provided here has been that some structures should be demolished because the development would 
not be affordable. As the photos indicate, the milking barns are well preserved.  Both the consultant 
and the City’s Community Plan state the historic structures should be preserved. She does not 
understand the reason that is not occurring. In summary, if we have obtained a consultant’s opinion, 
she would like to have data provided justifying the demolition of a group of five well-maintained 
historic properties that would deserve designation on the National Register of Historic Properties, 
for the purposes of having a larger stormwater retention pond. 
 
Ms. Call clarified that if the City was interested in preserving all five buildings as a package, it could 
work with the applicant to acquire the land and jointly or otherwise, submit an Amended Final 
Development Plan to the Commission for consideration. 
 
Ms. Martin responded that the Preliminary Development Plan preserves the flexibility for the City to 
design the public park as a City project to the extent deemed fit. There are some constraints. 
Portions of historic buildings that interfere with stormwater management would not be retained, 
should the Commission recommend Council approval of the Preliminary Development Plan and the 
Commission approve the Final Development Plan. 
Ms. Call stated that because Council will have final review and approval of the proposed plan, she 
is comfortable moving forward. 
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Mr. Supelak moved, Mr. Grimes seconded to recommend City Council approval of the Rezoning 
and Preliminary Development Plan with the following 10 conditions:  

1) The applicant work with the City’s Landscape Zoning Inspector to ensure the tree 
survey, tree preservation plan, tree removal/replacement plan, and landscape plan 
are updated as detailed in this staff report with the Final Development Plan submittal;  

2) The applicant submit a proforma detailing anticipated open space maintenance costs 
for the City and HOA prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City 
Council;  

3) The applicant continue to work with the City of Dublin and Union County to complete 
the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Union County 
Engineer, prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City Council;   

4) That the applicant work with the City of Dublin and Union County to develop an 
Infrastructure Agreement for consideration by City Council to be submitted in 
conjunction with the Rezoning application to City Council;   

5) The applicant continue to work with Engineering, prior to submittal of the Final 
Development Plan, to ensure compliance with the City of Dublin Chapter 53 
Stormwater Management and Stream Protection Code;  

6) The applicant work with the City of Dublin to finalize phasing of public streets prior to 
submission to City Council to the satisfaction of the City Engineer;  

7) The applicant revise the development text to eliminate thin brick as a permitted 
building material; 

8) The applicant revise the development text to clarify ’‘foam” trim is not permitted at 
ground level;  

9) The applicant revise the development text to prohibit patio encroachments into any 
setback; and 

10) The applicant revise the development text to require a minimum distance between 
structures (MDBS) of 12 feet. 

Vote: Ms. Fox, no; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, 
yes.  [Ms. Fox clarified that the reason for her no vote is reflected in her stated concerns regarding 
the historical structures component of the proposal.] 
[Motion approved 5-1.] 
 
Mr. Supelak moved, Mr. Grimes seconded to recommend City Council approval of the Preliminary 
Plat with one condition: 

 
1)  The applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior 

to City Council submittal.   
Vote: Mr. Way, yes; Ms. Fox, no; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes, 
yes.  
[Motion approved 5-1.] 
 

4. Bridge Park, Block F – The Bailey at 4351 Mooney Street, 21-034CP Concept 
Plan    

A request for the construction of a six-story, age restricted, hybrid podium residential building, 
consisting of 87 units and associated site improvements. The 1.77-acre site is zoned Bridge Street 
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District, Scioto River Neighborhood. The site is northwest of the intersection of Dale Drive with 
Banker Drive.   
 
Staff Presentation 
Mr. Ridge stated that this a request for review and approval of a Concept Plan for the construction 
of a six-story, age restricted, hybrid podium residential building within Block F of the Bridge Park 
development.  [photographs of the surrounding buildings shown for site context.]  The Concept 
Plan, which is the first step of the review process, outlines the character and nature of the proposed 
development including building massing, open space location, and the street network.  Step 2 is the 
Preliminary Development Plan and Step 3 is the Final Development Plan.  The Bridge Street Code 
provides the Commission the ability to combine Steps 2 and 3. The request to do so is before the 
Commission this evening.  Staff is supportive of the combination of the two steps, due to the fact 
that Block F and the street network are already established. A portion of Block F is already 
developed.  
 
History 
The Planning and Zoning Commission conducted an Informal Review in July.  The Commission was 
generally supportive of the proposal, although they expressed concern regarding the amount of 
open space provided. Some members of the Commission also expressed reservations regarding a 
reduced number of parking spaces while other members of the Commission were supportive of 
shared parking within Block B. The Commission identified the intersection of Dale Drive and Banker 
Drive as a gateway to Bridge Park that warrants additional architecture, internal program, and open 
space design details. The Commission recommended the applicant consider opportunities to ensure 
a more pedestrian-friendly streetscape, particularly along Winder Drive.   
 
Proposal 
The proposal is for a six-story podium apartment building containing 87 age-restricted dwelling 
units (20, 3-bedrooms and 67, 2-bedrooms) with ±3,250 square feet of lobby, fitness, café, and 
flex space, and an 92-space podium parking structure on the ground story. Multiple-family 
residential is a permitted use. Consideration of a Conditional Use is required to permit a podium 
parking structure. Additional use-specific considerations are identified by the Building Type 
requirements, which would be considered in conjunction with Conditional Use criteria. The Podium 
type of building is permitted in this area, but it requires a waiver, due to the fact that it is located 
directly across from the Block B parking structure.  Mr. Ridge reviewed the proposal details, 
requested waivers and recommended conditions. The application was reviewed against all 
applicable criteria, and staff recommends approval with 6 waivers and the Concept Plan with 13 
conditions, and a request to combine the Preliminary and Final Development Plans. 
 
Commission Questions 
Ms. Fox inquired if the architecture style had changed since the Informal Review.  
Mr. Ridge responded that the architectural style is conceptual at this point. He would defer to the 
applicant to identify any changes made. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired about the requirement regarding the 5 to 20 feet build zone. 
Mr. Ridge responded that every Building Type has a required build zone. This Building Type is 
required to be built between 5 to 20 feet setback from the property line. In this case, waivers are 
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required due to how the building is sited. It is also the reason staff recommends the Mooney Street 
elevation be moved back.  
Ms. Call stated that during the previous discussion, Mr. Fishman expressed concern about the mass 
of the building. Per her comments, she was not supportive of the reduction in parking or the open 
space, although reducing the building size would mitigate that. Has the building size been reduced 
since the previous hearing? 
 
Mr. Ridge responded that the number of units has not been reduced; in terms of square footage – 
he would defer to the applicant for response. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
Russell Hunter, Crawford Hoying, Ex, V. President of Development and Design, 6640 Riverside Drive 
– Suite 500, Dublin, 43017 stated that when the Bridge Park development was initiated, a need for 
housing diversity was identified. They are excited to partner with Friendship Village on this particular 
product.   
 
Rita Doherty, Executive Director, Friendship Village of Dublin, 6000 Riverside Drive, Dublin, 43017, 
stated that they are happy to be partnering with Crawford Hoying on the Bailey project at Bridge 
Park. One of their big initiatives in the community is the Forever Dublin concept, which enable 
Dublin residents to remain in Dublin. At Friendship Village, they are very happy to be developing 
that mission further with this project. This will be a rental project.  
 
Commission Questions 
Ms. Fox stated that the Commission is happy to see Forever Dublin extend into Bridge Park. Her 
concerns are diversity of architectural, quality of life for seniors, including convenience and social 
engagement. She believes the development should become more “bowl” structured to permit the 
flow of sunlight into the space. A rectilinear building with no sense of movement misses an 
opportunity for providing outdoor living in an urban environment. A U-shaped, rectilinear building 
has a cookie cutter feel.  
 
Joe Pax, Lead Architect, M+A Architects, 775 Yard Street – Suite 325, Columbus, OH 43212, stated 
that when they were conducting site studies for the project, they focused on the solar angles. This 
building will have a secured interior courtyard. The building faces the south to capture the maximum 
solar energy and vitality in the greenspace of the amenity terrace. Shade will be present in the late 
evenings. There will be an active space, containing bocce ball courts, a pavilion, barbecue grills and 
seating for the senior residents. That interior opening will capture light, as opposed to have a 
cascading structure. Each unit on all sides of the building also will have a 6-foot deep, generous 
balcony to enable them to access the outdoors. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if it would be possible for the balconies to be larger than six feet deep. There is a 
need for more diversity and interest in the outdoor spaces in Bridge Park. Senior residents tend to 
use their balcony spaces. Something more imaginative in architectural style would be appealing. 
Mr. Pax responded that there are L-shaped balconies on the interior of the courtyard, which are 
much more generous than typically seen with apartments. In addition to the 6-foot depth, the 
balcony width will range from 10-15 feet.  The balconies on the 3-bedroom end units will be much 
wider than other balconies seen within Bridge Park.  
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Mr. Way stated that this is a challenging building. It is a podium building on a slope, which leaves 
some unresolved edges. He inquired how the exposed parking level would be addressed. Where 
there is a park, the view can be mitigated with landscape. Dale and Banker Drives are two very 
important street edges in Bridge Park, particularly at this gateway corner. How could that corner in 
an area of Bridge Park that is not the center of attention be activated and become a draw for 
visitors? 
 
Mr. Pax responded that at the previous meeting, the Commission specifically requested that the 
building be shifted to the north to provide more public amenity space on the Dale and Banker Drives 
intersection. They have removed 30 feet from the length of the east wing of the building and 
pushed it back. That has significantly increased the public amenity space at that intersection. The 
gray trapezoid area on the plans is a raised, public terrace area with seating and planter walls. 
There will be access to the Banker Drive sidewalk. The building area has been reduced from 214,000 
square feet to 195,000 square feet. They have achieved a front gate emphasis a distance away 
from the intersection with landscaping amenities.  In regard to the parking area, there is an upward 
slope of 20 feet to the intersection of Dale and Banker drives. Terraced areas, retaining walls, trees 
and landscaping elements will fill that public plaza area. The garage is completely underground. 
Essentially, this will appear to be a five-story building. The natural grade and topography slopes 
downward on Dale Drive toward Winder Drive, revealing the garage as it slopes to the north. At 
the intersection of Dale and Winder drives, the garage is 4-5 feet underground. They are adding 
landscaping to accentuate the slope of the land on that corner.  
 
The Commission reviewed the proposed waiver requests. 
Ms. Call inquired if the Commission members were supportive of the podium apartment building. 
Members indicated support. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if the push back of the building location mitigates Mr. Way’s earlier expressed 
concerns. 
Mr. Way responded that it does. It has increased the opportunity for something special on that 
corner.  
 
Ms. Call stated that in the previous meeting, both she and Mr. Fishman had expressed the need to 
meet the open space requirements. Any time the required open space for a development is 
addressed by shifting it to a different block, the result is a longer walk for the residents to access 
the level of service that should be provided within the block itself. She would prefer to see this 
application meet the required open space on the block. 
Commission members expressed consensus. 
 
Mr. Call inquired if there was any concern about the reduction in front property coverage along 
Banker and Dale Drives.  
Commission members indicated support of the waiver. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if there was any concern about the height of this building, which is located next 
to a hotel product that is permitted greater height. She would have no objection to the 6-story 
building if the open space and parking requirements are met. 
Commission members indicated support of the waiver 
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Ms. Fox stated that 87 units are proposed and only 53 parking spaces provided. These are senior 
residents who will not want to walk to a parking garage.  
Mr. Ridge clarified that 53 parking spaces are required and 93 spaces are provided -- 92 spaces 
within the parking structure and one on the street.  
 
Ms. Fox inquired if Springhill Suite patrons could park within this parking structure. 
Mr. Ridge responded that his understanding is that they could not.  
 
Mr. Pax clarified that the parking spaces provided in the lower level of the Bailey building are limited 
to Friendship Village. 
 
Mr. Fishman noted the need to also provide parking for Friendship Village visitors and service 
providers.  
Ms. Call inquired Ms. Doherty to share her experience regarding the need of the residents for 
additional parking for visitors. 
Ms. Doherty responded that at their present location, there are 390 residents and 290-300 have 
cars. She believes an ample number of parking spaces will exist within the Bailey parking garage, 
but there is also a parking garage directly across the street. The service providers will be coming 
from the current Friendship Village location to provide services. They can park across the street. 
The amenities Friendship Village will be providing to the Bailey residents include housekeeping, 
maintenance and security. A residential services director will be located in the building. There will 
be 4-6 fulltime associates working at the Bailey. The parking provided within the Bailey will be 
sufficient and intended for the residents only. 
Ms. Call noted that 93 parking spaces for 87 units does not permit spaces for use by any other than 
the residents. Little cushion is provided. During rainy or cold Ohio weather, no one will want to park 
across the street, particularly if there is no covered pass-through.  
 
Mr. Pax responded that they would be providing a parking plan with the FDP.  
 
Public Comment 
No public comments were received on this case. 
 
Mr. Ridge requested clarification of the Commission’s support for the requested Waiver of the Open 
Space Dedication. 
Ms. Call responded that the Commission is not generally supportive of a reduction in Open Space.  
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Way seconded to approve the requested six waivers to the following Code 
Sections, as shown. 
 
Per Legal clarification of the recommended vote process, Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Way seconded to 
amend their motion and delete Waiver #5 regarding the Open Space Dedication. 
Vote:  Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Way, 
yes. 
[Motion approved 6-0.] 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Way seconded approval of the remaining five waivers to the following Code 
sections:  
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1) 153.062(B) — Incompatible Building Types:  
Requirement: Podium Apartment Building type incompatible with adjacent, existing 
Mooney Street garage.  
Request:  To permit a Podium Apartment Building across the street from an existing 
Parking Structure Building.   
 

2) 153.062(O)(12)(a)(1) — Building Siting: 
Requirement: Required Build Zone must be between 5-20 feet.  
Request:  To permit the building to be sited outside of the RBZ along the Banker Drive 
frontage.   
  

3) 153.062(O)(12)(a)(1) — Building Siting:  
Requirement: Front property line coverage must be a minimum of 75-percent  
Request:  To permit a reduction in the front property line coverage along the Banker Drive 
and Dale Drive frontages.  
 

4) 153.062(O)(12)(b) — Height: 
Requirement: Podium Apartment Building types are permitted to be 3-4.5 stories in height.  
Request:  To permit a Podium Apartment Building that is 6 stories in height.   
 

5) 153.062(O)(12)(a)(3) — Parking Location and Loading: 
Requirement: Entry for Parking within Building  
Request:  To permit an entrance into the parking structure that is not on a rear or side 
façade.    

Vote:  Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Way, 
yes.  
[Motion approved 6-0] 
 
Commission discussed the proposed conditions of approval, including activation of the Dale Drive 
frontage.  
Mr. Way stated that with Condition #1 – the Auto Court and Pocket Plaza should be considered 
together. 
Ms. Call stated that the pocket plaza must be usable open space. She agrees that the two should 
be considered together. If this section were to be orphaned, it would hold no value. The Auto Court 
should be sheltered and ensure that it accomplishes the intended goal while meeting the open 
space on the other side. 
 
Per Mr. Way’s question, Ms. Call clarified that #3 relates to emergency vehicle navigation. 
Mr. Supelak stated in regard to #2, the intent is to have a great park on the south side, which may 
not involve moving the building very much. 
 
Ms. Call stated that the Commission discussed the intent for ground-level activity along the Dale 
Drive frontage. Commission is requesting assurance that the edge of the building not abut the 
walkway but engage with the park. Activation and energy must be created in this area. Condition 
#9 was revised accordingly. 
Mr. Hunter indicated that they had no objection to the revised conditions.  
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Way seconded approval of the Concept Plan with 13 conditions:   
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1) The applicant continue to work with staff to reduce the footprint of the auto court 
on the north side of the proposed building;   

2) The applicant explore moving the building further to the north, creating a larger 
public open space area at the southern portion of the parcel;  

3) The applicant provide an auto-turn analysis for the auto court/drop-off area.  
4) The applicant work with staff to revise the footprint of the utility enclosure to 

ensure that the minimum 5-foot setback is met;   
5) The applicant continue to work with staff to ensure appropriate access is 

provided into the site, and that on-street parking on the east side of Mooney is 
preserved to the greatest extent practicable;   

6) The applicant provide a Parking Plan with the PDP submittal.   
7) The applicant revise the plans at the PDP stage of review to site the building 

within the RBZ on the Mooney Street elevation;   
8) The applicant revise the plans at the PDP stage of review to accommodate the 

required landscape buffer and foundation plantings associated with the Podium 
Apartment Building;   

9) The applicant work with staff to explore options to create energy and 
engagement along the Dale Drive frontage;  

10) The applicant continue to work with staff to revise the garage level of the east 
elevation through the use of glazing, landscaping and masonry;  

11) The applicant work with staff to ensure that each elevation consists of an equally 
high quality design and elevations along Principal Frontage Streets are of an 
elevated design quality;  

12) The applicant explore options to create additional visual interest on the interior 
facing elevations, including but not limited to stepping the elevations out as the 
building approaches the ground floor; and  

13) The applicant correct the open space calculations with a PDP submittal. 
Vote:  Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, 
yes.  
[Motion approved 6-0] 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Way seconded approval of the request to combine the Preliminary 
Development Plan with the Final Development Plan, consistent with Code Section 153.066(F)(2)(b). 
Vote:  Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, 
yes.  
[Motion approved 6-0]  
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
Ms. Rauch reported that:  

 Due to potential conflict with another City event, consensus of the Commission was to 
reschedule the Thursday, December 3, 2021 PZC regular meeting date to Wednesday, 
December 2, 2021. 

 A special PZC meeting is scheduled for 6:30 p.m., Thursday, September 23, for review of 
the proposed DCAP MUR-4 Code Amendments and Design Guidelines.  
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The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 p.m. 

 
                 
Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission 
 
 
                    
Assistant Clerk of Council 


