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Zoning Application #’s ZON-21-05 & ZON21-06    September 14, 2021 1 
 2 
Zoning Application #ZON-21-05, Evans Farm / BZ Evans, LLC The application is an amendment to 3 
the currently effective zoning development plan for +/- 131.0 acres within the Evans Farms Planned 4 
Commercial (PC) District, approved under applications #15-0104, #ZON-16-02, #ZON-18-05 and #ZON-5 
20-02.  6 
 7 
Zoning Application #ZON-21-06, Evans Farm Land Development Co. LLC. The application is an 8 
amendment to the currently effective zoning development plan for +/- 425.4 acres within the Evans Farms 9 
Single Family Planned Residential (SFPRD) District, approved under applications #15-0105, #ZON-17-07 10 
and #ZON-19-03.  11 
 12 
Ms. Boni: We received a revised submittal on September 7, and staff did have some comments. We 13 
received one email of a resident’s concerns and I forwarded that to you. I think overall the concerns that 14 
we’ve heard is questioning the formatting which is what Tony and I have been working on for the past 15 
several months with trying to consolidate a lot of the text. I’m happy with a lot of the other formats 16 
coming into it, but I think some of the residents’ concerns were how do you know exactly what’s being 17 
changed or are you trying to sneak something in. We’re not trying to hide anything with this new 18 
formatting; it is just reducing it significantly. After hearing from the residents, I asked Tony to submit a 19 
redline version of both the original Single Family and Planned Commercial applications, and he provided 20 
copies today. I haven’t had a chance to look at this yet, so we won’t review that. I think that will help a lot 21 
of the residents’ concerns too so we’ll send those out to anyone who requests it. Another question that 22 
came up involved the density for the commercial area. I understand the density will be increasing but to 23 
have a better understanding of what that will look like, the density per acre has decreased but the amount 24 
of units, what kind of units we are expecting, the quantity, there are some changes in that. As far as 25 
signage, I asked for a matrix for the signage standards which I think is a great idea. My only concern is 26 
that when we asked for the narrative in the beginning, it didn’t specify signage standards, so I would like 27 
clarity and make sure all the signage standards are either the same as before or note all the differences 28 
made in the text. I did have a note on their signage text in here too, so I don’t know if their matrix is more 29 
of a reference or an additional part to the signage text. I don’t know if it speaks to each other or it’s just an 30 
example. On temporary events, I talked to our roads department. As of now, when Evans Farm has an 31 
event and they seek a block party application, and I know in the last conversation we knew there were 32 
going to be several events happening at Evans Farm, but because these streets are going to be public, our 33 
road department needs to be aware of them. So like the farmer’s market for instance where it was 34 
something to happen weekly, if you could submit an annual application or quarterly one so we could be 35 
aware of these events, I think that would be a good compromise from staff’s perspective. The way the text 36 
was written on Page 6 of the matrix, it does note for any community markets appropriate approvals may 37 
be required from Orange Township. I just want to make sure Orange Township would receive 38 
applications for those events.  39 
 40 
M. Eyerman: that’s always been our intent.  41 
 42 
Ms. Boni: I noticed that the ??? was in here and I don’t recall if that was part of the original application or 43 
not. 44 
 45 
Mr. Eyerman: It was. 46 
 47 
Ms. Boni:  So that’s just something to keep in mind. I’ve been going to some training sessions on people 48 
like to ??? so we’re just trying to figure out how to handle that. As far as alley widths, we reached out to 49 
the Fire Department about the widths. The applicant was proposing a 15’ alley width and the Fire 50 
Department has to seek a variance from the State Fire Marshall. They have begun that process but it is not 51 
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ready as of this date. After talking to the applicant, it is my understanding they want to remove it from the 52 
text entirely. Jennings Sports Park is not mentioned in here. That is a big part of the Evans Farm 53 
Development, and I think it needs to be outlined somehow in this especially since you didn’t have it in the 54 
amendment at one point. 55 
 56 

APPLICANT PRESENTATION/COMMISSION QUESTIONS & COMMENTS 57 
 58 

Tony Eyerman and Dan Griffin, Evans Farm Development Company, 1550 Lewis Center Road, Suite B, 59 
Lewis Center, Ohio 43035, and Kevin Kershner, our engineer, and he is able to respond to the neighbors’ 60 
comments regarding traffic and traffic impact. We have had a lot of conversations with the County 61 
Engineer’s Office on that, and I think we will have addressed that tonight. In 2016 we received original 62 
approval on Evans Farm with Single Family and Planned Residential. Over the course of several years we 63 
have had a number of amendments. In November, 2020 in one of our amendment hearings before the 64 
Trustees, they requested that we work with Michele and staff to visit our zoning text and try and make it 65 
more clear, more concise. Michele and I started meeting and we managed to take 140 pages of zoning text 66 
and boil it down to 35 pages or so. August 30th we met with Michele and staff and received comments.  67 
We can respond to those first and go through Michele’s list and respond to those. If you’d like, we can 68 
respond to the neighbor’s email. Then we’ll go through the redlines and show how we consolidated all 69 
that down to 35 pages. On the 30th we met with Michele and Brett, and went through these 22 items. Item 70 
1, we added the outdoor community market to the Permitted Uses, Accessory and Temporary Uses on 71 
Page 6. Our intention has always been that we have to comply with the Township in terms of sharing 72 
information. We know sometimes we’re in a public road so it’s important the Township knows what’s 73 
happening so it’s always been our intention that we do that, so we’ve added that.  74 
 75 
Ms. Boni: On Page 7 of the matrix, I noticed some of the uses were considered conditional with no permit 76 
required, so from staff’s perspective I don’t know how we’d enforce that if there’s no permit required. I 77 
know construction trailers we require a permit for that. 78 
 79 
Mr. Eyerman: Other than that and the outdoor community market, these uses have pretty much been taken 80 
from the approved zoning text previously but we always thought there was an application for that needed.   81 
 82 
Ms. Boni: But it says no permits required so I don’t know if those are things you don’t require permits for 83 
any more. 84 
 85 
Mr. Eyerman: We’ll give you the preference. It was approved that way and I think it is important for the 86 
Township to know what’s going on, we can write in there to amend that and have permits required. Item 87 
2, we met with Chief McNeil and Lt. Clark, and we agreed to work together to pursue the variance of the 88 
width of the alleys. We also agreed to work with them on the geometrics of the aprons as they come from 89 
the public roads into the alleys because there’s a timing issue, our intentions are not to be delayed. We’d 90 
like to get approved as quickly as we can so we can move forward. We have had a lot of items delayed, a 91 
lot of phases delayed based on the zoning text at the Trustees’ request to consolidate this down, so it’s 92 
critical that we move forward quickly on this, so we’re going to request to withdraw the alley width and 93 
we’ll continue to pursue the variance and if the State Fire Marshall gives us the variance, then we’ll come 94 
back before you and request an amendment specifically to that. Our expectations are that the whole 95 
process is not that fast, so our intentions are we request to formally withdraw reduction of the alley width 96 
with the understanding that we will return if we get the variance approved by the Fire Marshall at a later 97 
date to amend our zoning text there.  98 
 99 
Mr. Pychewicz: And that’s for 16’?  100 
 101 
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Mr. Eyerman: 15’ is what we have in the text but it’s currently approved at 20’. Item 3, Section 2105, 102 
Water Impoundment, we took the exact text and inserted it into the Water Impoundment section. Item 4 is 103 
assure duplexes shall follow the same architectural standards as the single family homes in the zoning text 104 
in Section 1, Page 2.  It says duplexes shall comply with all Evans Farm architectural and landscape 105 
guidelines. I think that’s what you’re talking about. Item 5, language in regard to the clubhouses. We 106 
went over with Michele and clubhouses would be included in the permitted uses on Page 5. Item 6, under 107 
street parking area, there was a duplicated statement; we have removed that. Item 7, under signage like 108 
banners, remove see PCD development text. It’s supposed to say see general development text which 109 
refers back to the previous section. We made that correction as well. Item 8, staff questions the 0 setback. 110 
In Section 2, we have since added a 6’ setback from the property line for detached units. Attached units 111 
like what’s being built right now have no setback but the detached there’s 6’ from the property line. If 112 
they’re on the same lot, then the fire code’s going to cover that separation. Item 9, staff will work with 113 
legal counsel on best practices for handling temporary events including farmer’s markets. We’ll keep 114 
working with you on that. There’s no item for taking action there. The same with Item 10, staff questions 115 
regulating satellite dishes, further discussion with legal counsel. Satellite dishes are part of the 116 
architectural guidelines. In 2016 they were approved; we have not made any changes to that. If you’d like 117 
to amend, great; if not, that’s fine too.  It’s just one of those things that as soon as we don’t have that in 118 
there as one of our architectural statements, someone’s going to put one on their front porch and that’s 119 
probably our only fear of having it removed. We can work with you on that. Item 12, remove lot types. In 120 
the tables we have done that. We found a typo on Page 3. Under eating and drinking places, we referred 121 
to Lot Type 3 and the use is in Lot Type 4, so all we’re going to ask that Lot Type 3 “be removed” and 122 
put in there the global area Lot Type 4 “remove that” and insert the Lewis Center area. 123 
 124 
Mr. Griggs: Have you made that change?  125 
 126 
Mr. Eyerman: I’ve done the redline in the last two days, so we haven’t made the amendment but that 127 
could be a condition for approval. It’s a pretty simple correction. Item 13, for monument or ground signs, 128 
include the language that all signage will meet sign standards, no conditional use is required. We have 129 
added that on Page 29. Item 14, clarify setback for column signs. We had a couple of items in here that 130 
we think there were questions and in a meeting with Michele and Brett, we ended up with the sign 131 
restriction matrix. I think that resolved it and is something very handy. This, coupled with the text of the 132 
signage part in Section 6 complement one another. One has the setback and the other one is descriptive.  133 
 134 
Mr. Griggs: Is the matrix part of the text? 135 
 136 
Mr. Eyerman: Absolutely. Everything in the binder is part of the text. Item 15, provide maximum square 137 
footage for column signs; we have done that. 6’ width, so its 6’ square if it’s a square column sign. If its 138 
round, I took the diagonal of the 6’ square and its 8-1/2’, so we said 8’in diameter if it’s a round sign. 139 
Item 16, provide the limit of the amount of the maximum square footage for wall signs per tenant. We 140 
have done that. The issue is some tenants, like Building #1, has 3 bays and its pretty substantial. It’s not 141 
half the building but it’s a pretty sizeable portion. We can’t have 1 sign for 3 bays and 1 sign for 1 bay, so 142 
we tried to address that the best we could. We said 1 wall sign per 22’ and the bays are about 22-24’, 143 
depending on where the columns are, but the intent is every bay has one. As we said from day one, using 144 
uptown Westerville as an example, like Graeter’s, every bay seems to have one if they want one. If not, 145 
they have awnings and other signs, but the intent is to be like that. Item 17, staff questions the maximum 146 
square footage of vehicular blade signs as it is proposed to be larger than the monument signs. Outside of 147 
German Village there was a restaurant that had an oversized blade sign diagonally on the corner of the 148 
building that projected out that ran the height of the building. Zenios, BZ Evans and we think there’s an 149 
opportunity for that to bring it back to that old style of community signage. It’s not backlit; it’s all front 150 
lighting. How that marries in with the blade sign we struggle, so we ended up creating another sign, a 151 
corner multi-story sign, and that’s on the matrix. It’s intended to be specific to a corner of a building, it’s 152 
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intended to be the height of the building pretty much, it’s not going to extend to the ground but it’s going 153 
to extend to the bottom of the first floor.  From the top of the first floor to the bottom of the second floor 154 
is usually pretty narrow vertically and that’s where the new corner multi-story, and I realize it is a blade 155 
sign so I probably should have wrote in there multi-story blade sign, but that’s what that is. It really is a 156 
more vehicular oriented sign where most blade signs are right above the door and are regularly pedestrian 157 
oriented, so that separation caused that signage. Item 18, staff questions if there are standards for window 158 
glass signage. We went back into the text and pulled what we could out of it and added more. Window 159 
signage is one sign per window on the first floor, one sign per office unit on the second floor, door and 160 
window signs adjacent to doors, window signs adjacent to doors may include multiple messages. For 161 
example, Graeter’s in Westerville has Graeter’s but also has their hours of operation, but it still implies in 162 
our text that taped in signs in the windows and things like that are prohibited.  163 
 164 
Ms. Boni: For the window signage, if it is one sign per floor, could they theoretically do one sign that 165 
covered their entire window? 166 
 167 
Mr. Eyerman: It’s one sign per unit. It’s the typical gold leaf kind of look where it has the name of the 168 
place on it and you can see through to the operations inside. 169 
 170 
Ms. Boni: Because there wasn’t a limit to the sign size or percentage of the window so I didn’t know if 171 
they could theoretically cover their whole window with a massive poster board. 172 
 173 
Mr. Eyerman: If you want us to make that a percentage we can. There’s very little illustration other than 174 
name. 175 
 176 
Ms. Trebellas: I would recommend that so you don’t get a window cling that covers up a whole window. 177 
 178 
Mr. Eyerman: You want to say 20% coverage? 179 
 180 
Ms. Trebellas: Whatever you feel comfortable with. We just want to prevent the whole window plastered 181 
with a poster.  182 
 183 
Mr. McNulty: Are you going to have your own association that monitors this? 184 
 185 
Mr. Griffin: We’ll have our architect; this is pretty critical for all of us. 186 
 187 
Mr. McNulty: I can see it being critical for you because you’ve got a look you’re trying to maintain. I 188 
love it but you have to have the right people that are going to be on that same page with you to maintain 189 
it, to set it up because we’ve already found people who like to cheat. You’re probably going to have to 190 
write some parameters around it just because we already know that people will push those. 191 
 192 
Mr. Eyerman: Item 19, provide definition of an identification sign. On Page 30 of the zoning text we 193 
added in Line Item A, identification signage is to be limited to include the name of the establishment, the 194 
establishment’s logo and/or slogan, and the address of the establishment. If we don’t have that in there, 195 
who knows what we’ll end up with on the identification sign. Item 20, staff would like to further discuss 196 
murals with the Commission. Should it be under art, permitted use or treated as signage? It’s been our 197 
position in walking through the Short North that murals as a whole are on the walls. If the Zoning 198 
Commission would favor it this way, we could say it’s art unless there’s a name referencing the name 199 
within the art.  200 
 201 
Mr. Pierce: Would the mural have to be approved in advance? 202 
 203 
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Mr. Eyerman: It would have to be approved as far as the Business Association. Item 21, staff believes 204 
reducing the setback for monument signs on internal roads is acceptable. Staff recommends maintaining 205 
setbacks at 21’ along major roads such as Lewis Center, Orange, Piatt, Shanahan. We agree and we have 206 
added that on Page 9, Section 2, 21’ and 10’ setbacks for the internal roads. Item 22, staff requests a 207 
digital copy of the Evans Farm architectural standards. Please note this will be treated as a resource and 208 
not part of an all new text. Staff received a digital file of the architectural guidelines, and we’re pleased to 209 
share them; we just don’t need to have everybody out there with them. If you’re trying to chase other 210 
communities’ architectural standards down, some of them are just impossible to get to and that’s because 211 
they’re very much their signature. If someone wants the information, we’d be happy to sit down and talk 212 
with them one on one but just making it public is not where we want to be.  213 
 214 
Mr. Pychewicz: Regarding the wall mounted signage, I agree with the logic in wanting to, but you have a 215 
tenant taking up 3 or 4 of these bays to have the ability to have multiple signs but I would like to see a 216 
limitation. Each bay is 88 square foot roughly; if we could do a max of 200 square feet so you’re not 217 
getting three 88 square feet signs at each bay. Maybe they can have a couple signs or three if they choose 218 
but 200 square foot max or something like that.  219 
 220 
Ms. Trebellas: We just don’t want to have one big sign plastered across there.  221 
 222 
Mr. Griffin: We can add 200 square feet total to the sign area in there.  223 
 224 
Ms. Boni: And that would be per bay? 225 
 226 
Mr. Eyerman: No, per tenant.  227 
 228 
Ms. Trebellas: A tenant would be limited so they couldn’t have one big continuous sign but it would be 229 
limited in square footage.  Last time we talked about standards for the duplexes and it looks like those are 230 
basically incorporated into your architectural guidelines and Michele has a copy of those guidelines and 231 
you’re comfortable with those guidelines? 232 
 233 
Mr. Eyerman: Yes she does and the worst thing we could do is come in and approve something like that 234 
tonight and do something that would not be complimentary to the community, so we’re very well focused 235 
on that as well. 236 
 237 
Ms. Trebellas: So you’re obviously aware of the history of duplexes in the Township and the need for an 238 
architectural standard? 239 
 240 
Mr. Eyerman: Yes. 241 
 242 
Ms. Trebellas: And Michele is comfortable with said architectural standards in those guidelines?  243 
 244 
Mr. Eyerman: And the town architect still has to review everything in the Single Family Planned 245 
Residential, so the duplexes would go through that exact same process. And as we added in the zoning 246 
text for this amendment, the first paragraph of Section 4 our enforcement policy of the zoning permit 247 
requires our town architect’s approval letter and then the occupancy permit requires another approval 248 
letter that confirms what was proposed is actually built, so that’s our way of enforcing that the duplexes 249 
are going to comply with single family as well. The Township should not, based on this, issue the zoning 250 
permit and/or occupancy permit and if you don’t get a zoning permit you’re not going to get an 251 
occupancy permit anywhere close. But the Township shouldn’t issue either without the town architect’s 252 
letters. That gives the Township that comfort that it’s compliant.  253 
 254 
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Ms. Trebellas: So you’re town architect will certify that any of these designs meet your standards? 255 
 256 
Mr. Eyerman: Yes. We will address Michele’s items, the first being the density of the PCD as well as 257 
multi-family. The neighbor who wrote the letter brought up rezoning one thing from another and that’s 258 
not really what we’re trying to do here. We’re trying to develop the mixed use community. Today 259 
COVID has basically taken office use and rendered it undevelopable. If we were to continue to develop 260 
outside of Buildings 1, 2 and into 3 and 4, the pads are under construction on Buildings 3 and 4 on the 261 
west side of Evans Farm Drive as you come in and we’ll probably start late this year or the early part of 262 
next year, as you turn left on Market Street which is an east/west street, the intention was we have similar 263 
scaled 3 or 4-story buildings but Market Street really is the strength of the retail and the commercial area 264 
of Evans Farm. The entry drive is really not intended to be the best. There’s commercial on either end. As 265 
the market sits today with office, there is no market, so if we were to develop Market Street, it would be 266 
1-story retail and that would be it. We’d be going from 4-story to 1-story, would be bad, very poor design, 267 
it doesn’t fit and it’s not the town center the Township wanted and it’s not the town center we promised. 268 
In order to move on that, we have to have another use above the retail to make it work. The more multi-269 
family we have, the more successful the retail is going to be and that’s been proven in a lot of studies and 270 
people we’ve spoken with. Our expectation is that the office market will come back sometime before 271 
we’re finished. In the meantime, the residential allows us to have an adequate space replacement for the 272 
office and that was the purpose for requesting the additional multi-family. And if it’s designed the right 273 
way, there’s a way to take multi-family and convert it back to office space and that may well happen. If 274 
you walk through there, you can see how those spaces could be converted back to offices. So that’s why 275 
we asked for the increase in multi-family. And again, its promoting mixed use, it’s not replacing it all. 276 
We’re not going from office to multi-family; it’s combining the two to mixed use. Types of multi-family, 277 
our intentions have always been Market Street and Evans Farm Drive would be retail on the first floor and 278 
other uses above it, and we remain with that completely. The only multi-family use on the first floor is the 279 
doorway to get to the elevator and stairs to get upstairs, so the retail is the foundation of our town center 280 
and the foundation of Evans Farm Drive and Market Street.  281 
 282 
Ms. Boni: When I look at the original text, it was a little more complicated. It talked about how we don’t 283 
need to have 20 different sections and criteria for each section but it does break down the amount of units 284 
in each section, so I think from a comparison standpoint, how much of an increase are we expecting by 285 
the way this is proposed today?  286 
 287 
Mr. Eyerman: I don’t have an answer for you and I’m not sure there is an answer. I can give you a 288 
comparison that Buildings 1 and 2 are under construction and under drywall, so are getting pretty close. 289 
Buildings 1 and 2 have 52 multi-family units that are predominantly two bedrooms, some are one 290 
bedroom and some are three bedrooms, and I think the ones and threes are pretty well equaled out, so 291 
we’re averaging two bedrooms. That comparison will probably have pretty close to 52 on the west side, 292 
probably a few less, because we have Market Street dividing them, so if we took that footprint and turned 293 
it, the maximum if you went all multi-family and no other uses on the second through the fourth floors, 294 
that would probably be a good estimate of the number of maximum units. I don’t see them being much 295 
smaller as far as square footage goes. I think the development team went through a pretty lengthy study 296 
and discussion on the square footages of those units and what would be desirable in Orange Township for 297 
multi-use. 298 
 299 
Ms. Boni: From my perspective I understand the pandemic and that office space is not an advantage at 300 
this time, I just want to emphasize that we have to be clear on that because we do have two new Board 301 
members and the Trustees will most likely bring that up. 302 
 303 
Mr. Griggs: So what you’re saying is we’re not specifying what the density is? 304 
 305 
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Mr. Eyerman: Evans Farm is in a really interesting predicament. Our restrictions are more related to the 306 
50’ building height and amount of parking, and that drives the densities of everything. And that’s part of 307 
the reason why on the first time through we requested approval and got it for a parking garage because we 308 
knew parking was going to be a premium and the 4-stories and parking garage are going to be enough to 309 
accommodate the multi-family and commercial, retail and office in that area.  310 
 311 
Mr. Griffin: On our commercial, retail, I don’t think we’re limited on our original text in our approvals on 312 
any kind of square footage on our commercial; it’s really all driven by parking which is the office use and 313 
apartments above. If you took Evans Farm and Piatt and said there’s 10 buildings in there and you went 314 
3-story and didn’t do any offices, you could probably calculate what that would be but you’re probably 315 
half of that and then part of that is low priority zoned anyway.  316 
 317 
Ms. Trebellas: We’re just talking about the Planned Commercial. 318 
 319 
Mr. Eyerman: Yes. We’re not changing any of the zoning. The signage matrix and the text work together. 320 
The matrix, if the Zoning Commission likes the format we can leave it in there. If you want it back in the 321 
signage area, we can add it there, but the intention was much as the setbacks in Section 2. There is 322 
another spreadsheet which is details as far as measurements, and I put it there only because Section 2 had 323 
one spreadsheet already that had to do with setback areas. So those are both in the text in Section 6, and 324 
the matrix and spreadsheet in Section 2 are proposed for the zoning text in this amendment.  325 
 326 
Mr. Griffin: And we’re also going to put back in the reference to Jennings Sports Park.  327 
 328 
Mr. Eyereman: Temporary events still apply. You asked if we were going to make applications to submit 329 
to the Township; yes.  330 
 331 
Ms. Boni: For reoccurring events? 332 
 333 
Mr. Eyerman: Yes. Alley widths, we’re going to withdraw that but we’re going to continue to pursue. Not 334 
having worked with the State Fire Marshall’s Office but having worked with other State agencies, it can 335 
take a little time and when we get our approval, we’ll be back to amend it just for that.  336 
 337 
Mr. Griggs: Michele, I think when we talked about satellite dishes, the Township wanted no part of it. Is 338 
that what we reached? 339 
 340 
Ms. Boni: Yes.  341 
 342 
Mr. Eyerman: You want us to strike all that? 343 
 344 
Mr. Griggs: No. 345 
 346 
Ms. Boni: I just didn’t want to be held accountable for it. 347 
 348 
Mr. Eyerman: It’s all part of the architectural standards. 349 
 350 
Mr. Griggs: And that’s the way we want it. 351 
 352 
Mr. Eyerman: Yesterday we received the email from the neighbor. He made a point typically if you’re 353 
changing your zoning, you’re changing it from something to something else. The duplexes are not that. 354 
They are simply an opportunity for diversity, and mixed use is basically the same use but it’s another 355 
opportunity to serve another market. This is an opportunity to get into something a little smaller and a 356 
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little more affordable but, especially quality wise, you’re still keeping with everything in Evans Farm and 357 
we used houses off of High Street in Clintonville as an example. They just make a lot of sense and 358 
something we would like to continue to pursue. We have not compromised; we still have maintained the 359 
35% open space that the Township approved already. We’re required to provide 20% but we proposed 360 
35%; we have not varied from that. We’re not changing anything from that but just adding something else 361 
as a mixed market type of use. PCD multi-family inclusion, promoting it for mixed use type of 362 
environment for the retailer. The office market today and for the foreseeable future is off and this allows 363 
us to keep moving forward, filling out the rest of the town center until the market comes back, keep 364 
moving through the town center, so we’re asking for the multi-family there. The alleys, the point there 365 
was removing right-of-way but alleys aren’t in the right-of-way, so there’s no increase in square footage. 366 
Alleys are not required throughout anyway, they are part of the design of the community. We found a 367 
couple of instances locally where 15’-16’ is a standard alley permitted and that’s what we’ve worked with 368 
Chief McNeil and Lt. Clark on. They have agreed to work with us in obtaining the variance and we’ll 369 
work on that later. Traffic impact, we have had conversations with the County Engineer’s Office and 370 
we’ve come to a development agreement. 371 
 372 
Mr. Griffin; We talked with them this morning on a draft approval that says we don’t have to do a traffic 373 
study because of the way we’ve designed all the off-site exterior infrastructure. By the way, they charged 374 
Evans Farm $58,000,000 to build that infrastructure. None of that’s affected by density and Kevin is 375 
going to draft something up. 376 
 377 
Kevin Kershner, Kimley Horn, 7569 N. High Street, Columbus, Ohio, we met with Rob Riley on another 378 
matter and this came up because we saw this question from the resident. There are roughly 400 units for 379 
the PCD, so we’re talking about less than 9% when you’re talking about number of trips. The overall 380 
comprehensive study looked at the regional area and out of that came nine major projects and I think out 381 
of that came $48,000,000 total. So from a traffic analysis standpoint, we take those additional units and 382 
it’s not going to change the results of those nine major projects nor will it change the results of any of the  383 
internal traffic. I think generally the County Engineer agreed with that. If we get approval this evening, 384 
we’ll move forward with the details of where these multi-family units will be located and if it is warranted 385 
at that time, we will do a memo to update the distribution and traffic distribution, and possibly change it 386 
at that time but we wouldn’t need a new traffic study. 387 
 388 
Mr. Griffin: We actually increased our densities here and our engineers did a regional study in 2016 for 389 
the benefit of the County. We saw this growth here and jumped in and little did we know that little jump 390 
would cost us $58,000,000. So we did studies of the region, not just Evans Farm.  391 
 392 
Ms. Boni: What about the trail? We’ve gotten some calls from residents asking about the status of the 393 
trail. 394 
  395 
Mr. Griffin: Are you talking about the trail up front? 396 
 397 
Ms. Boni: Yes. 398 
 399 
Mr. Eyerman: I thought the trail was supposed to come in when Lewis Center Road was widened. 400 
 401 
Ms. Boni: Does that include the part at the Cove, that won’t be until the widening because the Cove is 402 
pretty far away from the right-of-way? 403 
 404 
Mr. Kershner; The trail is to be built with that pod which they should be finishing the first of the year. 405 
 406 
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Ms. Trebellas: Back on the duplex issue, I have no problem with the additional 100 in the scope of this 407 
complex; that’s not going to the density that much when you look at the whole Evans Farm 500 acres that 408 
it is. The question I  have is they will be part of the single family planned district and we talked last time 409 
about having them located as sort of a  buffer between the single family and multi-family area. But I don’t 410 
see this unless I overlooked it in the text. I don’t want to see someone buying a big lot for a million dollar 411 
house and then complaining they have a duplex next door to them and I don’t know how to address that. 412 
We thought an ideal location would be going from a more dense to a less dense area would be more 413 
appropriate for them.  414 
 415 
Mr. Eyerman: We could take it into the land use description and have it within “x” number of feet from 416 
the Planned Commercial District or something like that. 417 
 418 
Mr. Griffin: Or adjacent to. 419 
 420 
Ms. Trebellas; All I know is I was looking at permitted land uses on Page 2 and they’re permitted but it 421 
doesn’t exactly say where so to me it implies anywhere which make me a little nervous because I don’t 422 
want one duplex here and then one duplex five blocks away. 423 
 424 
Mr. Griffin; We wouldn’t do that anyway.  425 
 426 
Ms. Tebellas; I would want them in a general region and not all scattered throughout.  427 
 428 
Mr. McNulty: I’m surprised that wasn’t in there from the start.. I’m sure it came up during the original 429 
zoning. 430 

 431 
Ms. Trebellas: We talked about it at the original zoning but because of the issue with the duplexes. 432 
 433 
Mr. Griggs: Do you specify that you’ll have pods? 434 
 435 
Mr. Griffin; Yes. 436 
 437 
Mr. Eyerman: If we said adjacent to the next pod in the oval Planned Commercial Area? 438 
 439 
Mr. Griggs: Yes. 440 
 441 
Mr. McNulty: One thing I think is a bigger issue is that you already would have planned the densities of 442 
all of Evans Farm from start all the way back of the larger single family. Wouldn’t you have already had 443 
to designate those areas and properties to some level; I’m just not sure how you’ve done it. 444 
 445 
Mr. Eyerman: The oval is pretty much graphically the center. If it was adjacent to this area “here” or 446 
“over here” on this side and if we wrote it in there that the duplex pod was adjacent to the oval PCD area, 447 
that would probably get you what you want because it’s going to keep the density of the duplexes closer 448 
to the density of the oval area. 449 
 450 
Mr. Griffin: As you said, we’ve planned, we’ve looked at it, and we literally know the only place you can 451 
do them, if the market demands it, is around “this”; you can’t start heading “that” way too far because you 452 
have million dollar homes.  453 
 454 
Mr. McNulty: You describe Clintonville and they require the alleys to serve those because you have 455 
detached garages. 456 
 457 
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Ms. Trebellas: Because you don’t have the lot width for attached garages, 458 
 459 
Mr. McNulty: Is your current market accepting of that? 460 
 461 
Ms. Boni: You guys have a couple of detached garages. 462 
 463 
Mr. Eyeman: And even if they’re not detached, what they’ll do instead of a detached garage is extend 464 
their laundry room so you have kind of the bowling alley kind of room. 465 
 466 
Ms. Trebellas: You have a breezeway. 467 
 468 
Mr. Eyerman: They have a couple of breezeways too. 469 
 470 
Mr. Griffin: So that’s the outside living now but it’s a breezeway out to the garage. And there is a house 471 
with a detached garage with a covered walkway and it goes all the way to the 3Pillar house that has the 472 
detached garage and pool between the house. I’m surprised because a lot of people have wanted to buy 473 
that and I’m thinking what about the winter when you have your groceries. But it is accepted and I think 474 
that’s what we’ve created here, diversity and people’s opinion of living together in different atmospheres.  475 
 476 
Ms. Boni: I just noticed that model homes was not in this.  477 
 478 
Mr. Eyreman: There’s two things in the redlining that I came across. 479 
 480 
Ms. Boni: And I just scanned through it and I think these will be valuable for us to review and try to catch 481 
everything.  482 
 483 
Mr. Pychewicz: Jennings Sports Park, is that something we’re going to discuss in going through the 484 
redlines? 485 
 486 
Mr. Eyerman: It’s part of the many open spaces, one of the many parks. How do you want that 487 
incorporated in?  488 
 489 
Mr. Griggs: What does the current text state? What we’re doing now is developing the text that’s going to 490 
exist. It’s not in here? 491 
 492 
Mr. Eyerman: The current text that we had you go through, there are 35 parks and we were to identify the 493 
acreages and uses of each, maintenance of each, and one of the first things Michele and I decided to do 494 
was get rid of all that. 495 
 496 
Ms. Boni: I think it needs to be included because there are some very large structures involved and it was 497 
quite the process to get that through too. I guess whatever the language was originally; I don’t see why it 498 
would be an issue 499 
 500 
Mr. Eyerman: It was originally Open Space A which you’ll find in our approved text.  501 
 502 
Ms. Boni: I’m saying when we did the amendment for Jennings because that was modified. I wouldn’t 503 
necessarily say Open Space A. Jennings Park is a permitted use in the open space area. There’s “x” 504 
amount of structures, lighting, the light poles and all that because I know the lighting is a big thing. 505 
 506 
Ms. Trebellas: We spent a lot of time working out the lighting and the structures trying to make sure of 507 
what the potential impact on the surrounding area would be. 508 
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Mr. Griggs: Whatever it was, stick it back in.  509 
 510 
Ms. Boni: When I started scanning this and saw the model homes were not in this revision, so if this is 511 
going to be the new text, we have to make sure that everything is transferred that we will be enforcing is 512 
in there as we move forward. 513 
 514 
 Mr. Eyerman: The second item on the redlines, the Single Family Planned Residential accessory 515 
buildings is not referred to in the new text and it should be even if it’s under one of the conditions of the 516 
Single Family uses. It should be in there as a permitted because if you have a  detached garage as several 517 
of our residents do or a golf cart shed that architecturally fits and meets all the setbacks, it’s an accessory 518 
building as well, so those need to be in there and that’s what made me think of the model. We’ll add 519 
model as a line item in the Single Family Planned Residential and we’ll also include the accessory 520 
building in there too.  521 
 522 
Ms. Boni: I think, at least from staff’s perspective, we would like to review this thoroughly as to what is 523 
provided in the revised text. I know we’re trying to, and I don’t know if it’s realistic, go page by page of a 524 
couple hundred pages of text. 525 
 526 
Mr. Griggs: I think from our perspective what we need to figure out is Michele’s list that she had plus the 527 
additional comments tonight, what needs to be added to this redline copy and I’m not trying to go through 528 
all this tonight; there just seems to be a lot that needs to happen. I also am sensitive to Tony’s timeline 529 
and I understand there’s a sense of urgency from their perspective, so I’m trying to think in terms of not 530 
making them wait for next month’s meeting but maybe giving Michele enough time and maybe setting a 531 
special meeting date. I’ve been trying to keep track of the modifications and getting them cleaned up, 532 
come up with a special meeting date, have a new text as we want it and shipping it to the Trustees as soon 533 
as possible. I don’t know if that’s feasible. I’ve been doing this long enough that I realize the sense of 534 
urgency for the developers and I appreciate that but I’m just trying to compromise and looking out for 535 
Michele. 536 
 537 
Ms. Boni: I like the format, I like the vision, but I just want to make sure we’re reviewing this right. 538 
 539 
Mr. Griggs: And ultimately it’s up to the Zoning Commission if we want to try and figure out each and 540 
every exact wording of the modification right here and now. We can do that; otherwise my recommenda-541 
tion would be that we keep in mind that Tony has a time sensitive matter, we figure out exactly how much 542 
time Michele needs and then we call a special meeting.  543 
 544 
Mr. Pierce: I think that’s appropriate. 545 
 546 
Ms. Boni: We will carve through it and I have been typing up the comments as we hear them, so as far as 547 
what we’ve discussed so far, I think that will be pretty easy. I think it will take us a few hours to really sit 548 
down and look at all the pages. 549 
 550 
Mr. Griggs: I know the Trustees have a meeting on Monday. When is the next meeting after that?  551 
 552 
Ms. Boni: October 4.  553 
 554 
Mr. Griggs: My preference would be that we have the recommendation to the Trustees on the 4th.  555 
 556 
Mr. Pychewicz: Do we have anything on the 28th? 557 
 558 
Michele: No. 559 
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Mr. Pychewicz: Will September 28th work for everyone? 560 
 561 
Mr. Eyerman: Would it be possible to meet the week before so on the 28th we can submit the revisions 562 
with the comments, knowing that the Trustees don’t like to have a list of 20 or 30 conditions for approval. 563 
 564 
Mr. Pychewicz: The 21st we have a meeting and I’m out the entire week but it doesn’t mean you guys 565 
can’t do it.  566 
 567 
Ms. Boni: I still need a few days to give you our comments too and if you want to put the revision 568 
together prior to the next meeting, that way the recommendation in theory would be clean. 569 
 570 
Mr. Eyerman: In addition to the redline comments then. 571 
 572 
Mr. Griggs: My preference is always clean documents, so I just want to make sure you and Michele have 573 
time to do that but to make sure to get you before the Trustees and keep you moving quickly. 574 
 575 
Ms. Boni: I’m just trying to think realistically as far as reviewing these redlines. What would be your turn 576 
over time once I send you the comments? If I could somehow get this to you by the end of this week…. 577 
 578 
Mr. Eyerman: I can have it to you by the 21st or pretty close to it.  579 
 580 
Mr. Griggs: So then on the 28th if everything is hunky dory we can get a recommendation.  581 
 582 
Ms. Boni: I really appreciate you putting this together because I think this will clarify it all. And the goal 583 
for all this is that they don’t have to come every year. 584 
 585 
Mr. Pychewicz: Michele, if anybody on the Board has questions or comments, when do we need to get 586 
those to you by? 587 
 588 
Ms. Boni: By the end of the week if possible. 589 
 590 

MOTION TO CONTINUE REZONING APPLLICATION #’S ZON-21-05 AND ZON-21-06 591 
 592 

Motion made by Mr. Pierce to continue Rezoning Application #’s ZON-21-05, Evans Farm Planned 593 
Commercial District, and ZON-21-06, Evans Farm ingle Family Planned Residential District, until 594 
Tuesday, September 28, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. at Orange Township Hall; seconded by Ms. Trebellas. 595 
 596 
Vote on Motion: Mr. Pychewicz-yes, Mr. McNulty-yes, Ms. Trebellas-yes, Ms. Harris-yes, Mr. Pierce-597 
yes 598 
Motion carried 599 
 600 
Meeting adjourned at 8:50 p.m. 601 
Minutes prepared by Cindy Davis, Zoning Secretary 602 
 603 
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Proposed Amendments to the Orange Township Zoning Resolution September 14,2021

Proposed Amendments to the Oranse Township Zonins Resolution The amendment(s) would modi|l
or supplement ARTICLE. XX - ROUTE 23 CORRIDOR OVERLAY DISTRICT (RCOD) of the Orange
Township Zoning Resolution.

Roll Call: Adam Pychewicz, Dennis McNulty-', Christine Trebellas, Ciara Harris, Leslie Pierce

Torvnship Officials Present: Michele Boni, Township Administrator

Mr. Pychewicz: We're here tonight to discuss minor amendments to tho Orange Township Zoning
Resolution. Article XX of the Route 23 Overlay District as well as Rezoning Application #'s ZON-21-05,
Evans Farm Planned Commercial Dstrict, and ZON-21-06, Evans Farm Single Family Planned
Residential District. We will start with the Resolution for the amendments to the Zoning Resolution,
Article XX for Route 23.

Holly Mattei, Cross Roads Community Planning: This is coming before you to look at some of the
permitted uses within the RCOD. When we drafted tle original text there weren't prohibitions on
automotive oriented uses but there was a huge one ofthose uses in an area that we wanted to be walkable
but they rvere not listed as prohibited on the commercial sub-area. Over time as applications come
through, it's something we're looking at adding, this prohibition to gas stations within the RCOD. This
doesn't mean gas stations are prohibited within that corridor altogether. itjust means they are not
permitted in the overlay options that are expedited in the review process ofthe overlav plans. They would
continue to be allowed under the regular commercial zoning ifthat is the underlying zoning ofthe
property. What is listed here is removing the term gas station from the auto oriented definition and adding
gas stations to Section 20. 12, and list those as prohibited in the overlay and also adding the definition for
truck service centers. Those have always been prohibited but it would be better to clarify and better define
them, so that has been amended. The only thing I questioned was whether or not we wanted to strike oil
change services, new and used car sales, auto repair facilities and other like establishments from that list
of auto oriented uses. I left them in tliere right now because the only direction I was given was the gas

stations and that's sometlring the Township might want to consider, striking in that definition of
prohibiting them as well, so that's something for discussion.

Ms. Mattei: Ifl added those other uses in and struck those other uses, that would prohibit them.

Ms. Boni: In the overlay district, rtot the entire Township

Ms. Mattei: lf you choose to pull that out, the regular Commercial Zoning District will still allow those

uses.

Mr. McNulty: How would the regular Commercial Zoning District override the 23 Corridor?

Ms, Mattei: The 23 Corridor Overlay District is just what it's described, an overlay, so the way the Ohio
Revised Code reads is the underlying zoning continues to be in operation until such time as the applicant

chooses to pull down the cloud. Once they pull down, that underlying zoning goes away. So if somebody

wanted to do one ofthese uses, they could still do it under the original commercial zoning if their parcel
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Mr. McNulty: If this were approved, this would prohibit all gas stations and such?

Mr. McNulty: But the overlay district is essentially all of Route 23 in Orange Township.
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was zoned that. If it wasn't, then they would have to go through the whole rezoning process to do that.
The overlay provides that review process and gives incentives that are desirable to the Township, and
that's why we're looking to clarify some of this because are we giving incentives to uses that may not be
as desirable.

Mr. McNulty: That was the reason for the 23 overlay, to make it reasonable for the developers to come in
and say I know what this, I've already read it, I can do this. I can't see anyone going with the old zoning:
I don't see any reason anybody wouldn't do this. lfthis gets approved, a lot ofother auto functions don't
get approved in the 23 overlay; I'm opposed to that. I think if 23 were a different kind of road, a 2 lane or
sornething that really wasn't a walkable district, I could hear more opposition.

Mr. Griggs: As it's written. it's only gas stations and I think part of the reason is the Trustees are starting
to get feedback irom their constituents that they don't particularly want to see gas stations along there, at
least not with the expedited process. To me. the biggest ramification is simply'the process the applicant
applies. They still are entitled out but from a legal perspective, it gives the Zoning Commission and the
Trustees more flexibility under a standard rezoning to eitler approve or deny a rezoning request whereas

if it's under the overlay process, the expedited process, it's very difficult for a Township ifall the boxes
are checked to deny an application. So really it comes down to a policy decision with respect to that
particular use so that'sjust some feedback that the Trustees have received which is one ofthe reasons this
amendment was generated. It's just gas stations right now. I think based upon some comments from the
lasl meeting, we got the indication that the Zoning CommisSion wasn't interested in expanding that at this
time with oil change facilities, body shops, car lots, so we left it as is.

Mr. Pierce: So if they presented it in an application, it wouldn't fly?

Mr. Griggs: No.

Mr. McNulty: Because if it's prohibited in the 23 overlay, no one is going to apply for it because it's
already prohibited. They're not going to fight that battle and that's what the overlay is for, to make that
easy. So ifthey prohibit it, they'djust stay away but ifyou really prohibit it, it wouldn't work.

Mr. Criggs: I'm not going to say it's common, but I have had numerous times where I've had Townships
that are clients who have overlays where an applicant has chosen not to take advantage ofan overlay but
rezoned to a PUD or a standard zoning district. It's certainly their right to do that but ultimately it's a
policy decision to be made and I just want you to understand the history behind it and it's a living
document. This thing is going to be tweaked moving forward as well and it's a living and breathing
document.

Ms. Trebellas: The overlay is sort ofan expedited review process which circumvents the Zoning
Commission. You put it in there, we have one chance to review it, make comments, nothing's binding, it
goes straight to the Trustees to vote, so that's the appeal and the benefit to the developers. What's the
benefit for Orange Township for the overlay district?

Ms. Mattei: The anticipation is to get the commercial development in here to obtain the commercial tax
base.

Ms. Trebellas: ts that the only goal?

Ms. Mattei: That's the goal.
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Ms. Trebellas: So if the goal is to get development in here, banning gas stations isn't going to promole
development. Ifthe goal is to get a prefened type ofdevelopment, like mixed use, and giving them an

incentive for that type of development, then removing the gas stations make sense.

Ms. Trebellas: Ifyou're a developer and you want to build a gas station or used car lot, you still can but
you just have to go through the traditional zoning process of rezoning your land, you will just not pull
dow,n the cloud which means you have to go through the long process of several meetings before the
Zoning Commission to handle and come up with something we drink is suitable for the Township. But the
overlay, for the developer. is an expedited process. For us it means it gives us a benefit of controlling that
development interms of mixed use, in terms ofdesign guidelines and things ofthat nature. So ifthe
purpose ofthis overlay is to promote a mixed use development, then I have no problem with limiting gas

stations as long as they're still allowed under the traditional zoning.

Ms. Trebellas: ln that case, what's the purpose ofthe overlay?

Mr. McNulty: The overlay isjust about speeding the process up and taking away our control.I saw that
lor exactly what it was.

Ms. Trebellas: You think the process was taking it out ofour control; you're fine with taking gas stations
out ofour control?

Mr. McNulty: No I'm not; that's why I'm leaving it. I still want that to be a part because I think if that's a

convenience portion of this community.

Mr. Pychewicz: I think it cornes down to the overlay allows for an expedited review process. The more
things that are pulled out of it that is going to go through typical zoning. It's going to go through how
things u'ould go through prior to having an overlay district, so they would come in, present it. and rather
than it going through the overlay, it would still have to go through us, so it's still an option. Developers
still have the ability to develop a gas station; they would just have to go through the normal zoning
process.

Mr. McNulty: I want to see the chart to see how much of it there is already zoned typically as

commercial. That's what l'm afraid of, not knowing what that land is, not knowing how much of it is
zoned commercial, or still zoned FRI or something else to where this zoned commercial wouldn't even
be a factor because they'd have to come in and rezone it and that's not going to happen. So before I ever
agree to that, I rvould wanl to knorv how much is already zoned commercial on 23.

Mr. Griggs: If it's already zoned commercial, then no one hasjurisdiction except for the Zoning Office
and they would simply come in and request their Certificate ofZoning Compliance and ifthey meet all
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Mr. Griggs: You're exactly correct.

Mr. McNulty: I end up still being opposed because of the nature ofRoute 23. I know ODOT would love
to change it, they would |ove to get all that traffic off23, take ii somewhere else because it's too slow, too
many cars, too many tramc lights, but where you going to put it? I just don't see any ofthis changing.
With 30,000 people in Orange Township, I see a lot ofthese things as conveniences for 30,000 people.

We're not a mixed use, walkable; 23 is never going to be a mixed use walkable. I don't ever envision that
occurring.

Ms. Trebellas: I'm not following tlat argument then.
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the applicable areas ofthe Area Standards, then lhey can build it anyway; there's not going to be any
review at all. I don't know ifthey'd meet any variances with the BZA but my guess is they're probably
going to have to rezone to some kind of commercial PD anyway ifthey can't fit into a general straight
standard commercial district so it would come in front ofthis Board. But my guess is ifthey have that

ability now, they would have already taken advantage of it.

Mr. Pychewciz: There's two things for this Board to evaluate. 1) we can shift it into the standard zoning
process and they still have an opportunity to do it by doing exactly what this is asking tonight, striking
gas stations. The mixed use part ofthe RCOD already prohibits gas stations so now the commercial
would too, so any time anyone would have to go through commercial gas stations, it would just come
through like Turkey Hill, through the normal process. Tlre second part I think we should take into
consideration is the amount of push back from residents on recent gas stations and things going thn:ugh
the community. If it was to stay within the RCOD, in rny opinion, we would have less control over what
that process looks like going through the RCOD lhen saying yes to this then saying let's take it into a

deep dive review as the Board typically would do on a project like this and then pull it out ofthe RCOD

Ms. Trebellas: And then the public would have more ofan opportunity to comment their feelings on the
project.

Mr. Pierce; But the public would have the right to comment either way. Right?

Mr. Griggs: But ultimately ifit's removed from the overhy, it gives the resident the right ofreferendunr

Mr. Pychewicz: They can't referendum an RCOD?

Mr. Pychewicz: So that elirninates the 30 day referendum period

Mr. Griggs: That's for the overlay. r*tren you flip the cloud for an overlay, even though it doesn't change
the underlying zoning, that act of floating the cloud is treated as a rezoning for purposes of referendum.
So once Orange Township floated the cloud, the residents had 30 days to referendum the cloud. Once that
30 days went by, the residents lose their referendum from any application that comes in after that. That's
where we say the review process becomes more complicaled because at that point it becomes an
adminisfative appeal for any application. Then are all the boxes checked whereas in a rezoning it's more
ofa policy based decision for the Zoning Commission and the Trustees maybe. And even though it may
meet the Comprehensive Plan and all the technical requirements ofthe Code, the Ohio Revised Code
gives the right to the residents to referendum that decision. That's removed with the overlay, and it's not
uncommon. I'm going to use Berkshire Township. They have had an overlay for quite some time and they
are going through the process after years talking about the uses they like, the uses they don't like. This is
going to be a reoccuning thing you're going to see that you're going to be a part of, and I think this is just
Ihe first urgent one that the Trustees were looking at but I think there are going to be future discussions on
the process.

Mr. Pierce: But aren't we getting ready to go through that process?
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Mr. Pychewicz: At the Trustee level, not at the Zoning level.

Mr, Griggs: No.

Mr. Griggs: Conect.
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Mr. Pierce; It's almost like what's the rush on this, we're getting more applications....

Mr. Griggs: We don't have any more applications pending but that is a concem.

Mr. Pierce: If it's designed for what it's designed for currently and we're getting ready to go through this
process and the Trustees ultimately have the authority based on the feedback from the Commission saying
we don't want that, then they should turn it down.

Mr. Griggs: I think that's one ofthe issues because from a legal perspective it's hard to turn an
application down in the overlay as opposed to an application that's rezoning.

Mr. Pierce: Is there an appeal process or something ifthe Trustees say they don't want that?

Mr. Griggs: The applicant has the right for a direct appeal to the Courts.

Mr. Pierce: And the Trustees have to.iusti! that?

Mr. Griggs: Yes.

Mr. Pychewicz: I think l'd rather pull this back into the standard zoning process now knowing the
referendum paft of it, allowing the residents, if it is such a hot topic, to referendum the case ifthey see fit.

Mr. Pierce: Can we table this; we're meeling next week, right?

Mr. Pychewicz: That is to discuss the zoning text, not necessarily the RCOD.

Ms. Bon i: It's just simply to award the contract for the consultant to move lorward with the zoning
rewrite

Mr. Pychewicz: That is to just our standard zoning, or is it for everything?

Ms. Trebellas: So when they're rewriting the zoning text, they also can also rewrite the overlay

Ms. Boni: We can revisit it then. We will be looking at every chapter

Mr. Griggs: People know that we're doing this and my concem is from legal perspective is that I don't
rvant a rush ofapplications to be filed and I think there's a possibility that may happen. But again,
ultimately it's up to the Trustees as to making a recommendation and iffrom a policy perspective you feel
uncomfortable. I understand not recommending changing it.

Ms. Trebellas: If we vote on this today and then we decide to make some changes one way or lhe other
when we rewrite the zoning text, that can be done, correct?

Ms. Trebellas: So when we rewrite the zoning text, however long the consultant might take, we can then

address this for like the third time that we want cars, we don't want cars, we want gas stations, we don't
want gas stations.
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Ms. Boni: The RCOD is part of our resolution so we can revisit it.

Mr. Griggs: Yes.



251,

252
2s3
254
255
256
257

258
259
260
26t
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
27L

272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281-

282

Ms. Boni: That goes for all ofour districts; we should be revisiting them. Things change, trends are

different, and when Holly and I put this together we knew we were going to face changes early on.
What's here today seems to be more urgent and then we'll be going through the whole chapter again

Mr. Griggs: Now that we've had a hand full go through, there have been conversations ofthings we could
do from a process perspective to make it run better.

Ms. Mattei: And we have a running list we can give you.

Ms. Harris: So this is more to develop preventive measures oftopic ofconversations to prevent the influx
of applications coming in in regard to this matter?

RECOMMENDATIO:{ TO APPRO\'E TEXT AMENDMENT

Motion by Ms. Trebellas to recommend to the Board ofTrustees, the "Board", the approval to amend the
text of Article XX of the Orange Township Zoning Resolution Route 23 Overlay District (RCOD) upon
finding that it is in the interest ofthe public convenience, comfort, prosperity or general welfare and is

sufficiently in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The latest version ofthe amendment consists of
the changes to the Afticle XX text labeled as the first amenilment of the RCOD and dated September 14,

2021 . Further moved that the Zoning Secretary shall certiry a copy of this resolution to the Board.
Seconded by Mr. Pychewicz.

Vote on Motion: Mr. Pychewicz-yes. Mr. McNulty-no, Ms. Trebellas-yes, Mr. Pierce-no. Ms. Harris-1es
Motion carried

Meeting continued with #ZON-21-05 and #ZON-21-06
Minutes prepared by Cindy Davis, Zoning Secretary

Page 6 of 6 Zoning Amendments; 9/14/21

Zoning Commission

Mr. Griggs: From my perspective, yes.
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