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City Council Meeting Agenda
Monday, March 16, 2015 ~ 7:30 P.M.

Louis J. R. Goorey Worthington Municipal Building
John P. Coleman Council Chamber
6550 North High Street
Worthington, Ohio 43085

Bonnie D. Michael, President
Robert F. Chosy, President Pro-Tem
Rachael Dorothy
Scott Myers
David M. Norstrom
Douglas Smith
Michael C. Troper

Matthew H. Greeson, City Manager
D. Kay Thress, Clerk of Council

If you have questions regarding this agenda please contact the Clerk of
Council at 614-786-7347. This agenda and amendments that may be made to
it can be found at www.worthington.org

City Council

Meeting Agenda

March 16, 2015

CALL TO ORDER
Roll Call
Pledge of Allegiance
VISITOR COMMENTS
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1)
2)

February 9, 2015 – Committee of the Whole Meeting
February 17, 2015 – Regular Meeting

PUBLIC HEARINGS ON LEGISLATION
3)

Ordinance No. 08-2015
Authorizing a Final Development Plan for 2233-2299 West
Dublin-Granville Road and Authorizing Variances (Dan
Cline/Linworth Crossing).
Introduced March 2, 2015
P.H. March 16, 2015

4)

Ordinance No. 09-2015
Approving the Subdivision of Property at 2233-2299 West
Dublin-Granville Road, Authorizing Variances and
Approving a Development Agreement (Linworth Crossing,
LLC/Segna Investments Inc.)
Introduced March 2, 2015
P.H. March 16, 2015

5)

Ordinance No. 10-2015
An Ordinance Enacted by the City of Worthington,
Hereinafter Referred to as the City, in the Matter of the
Stated Described Project (PID Number 99624, FRA-Fiber
Splicing – FY15)
Introduced March 2, 2015
P.H. March 16, 2015
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NEW LEGISLATION TO BE INTRODUCED
6)

Ordinance No. 11-2015
To Amend the Official Zoning Map of the City of
Worthington, Ohio, to Change Zoning of Certain Land
from C-1, Neighborhood Commercial to C-2, Community
Commercial (5596 North High Street).

7)

Ordinance No. 12-2015
Vacating Street Right-of-Way on the West Side of
Linworth Road.

8)

Ordinance No. 13-2015
Amending Sections 1123.19, 1123.63 and 1127.03(d)(2) of
the Codified Ordinances of the City of Worthington
Defining Child Day Care Center, Nursery School and
Preschool, Defining Semipublic Uses and Providing for
Consideration of Changes to Conditional Uses.

REPORTS OF CITY OFFICIALS
REPORTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS
OTHER
EXECUTIVE SESSION
ADJOURNMENT
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City Manager Report to City Council for the
Meeting of Monday, March 16, 2015
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1) February 9, 2015 – Committee of the Whole Meeting
2) February 17, 2015 – Regular Meeting
Recommendation:

Approval of Minutes as Presented

PUBLIC HEARINGS ON LEGISLATION
1) Ordinance No. 08-2015 – Final Development Plan and Variances – Linworth
Crossing
The City Council has previously annexed and rezoned the former Segna Motors site at
2233-2299 W. Dublin Granville Road. Additionally approved was the combination of 7
parcels into 2, comprising of 4.5 acres of total land. The size of the proposed Linworth
Crossing development requires a Development Plan. Also required is a Certificate of
Appropriateness from the Architectural Review Board (ARB). The applicant is proposing
a new commercial (neighborhood retail) development, comprised of two new buildings.
The attached materials, including a memorandum from the Director of Planning and
Building, outline the Final Development Plan and Variances. Staff is recommending
approval of the application. The Municipal Planning Commission (MPC) voted on
February 12, 2015 to recommend approval to the City Council. Additionally, on February
12, 2015, the ARB approved a Certificate of Appropriateness.
Recommendation:

Approval of Ordinance as Presented
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2) Ordinance No. 09-2015 – Subdivision, Variances and Development Agreement Linworth Crossing
On April 21, 2014, the City Council approved by ordinance a subdivision and variances
for 2233-2299 W. Dublin-Granville Road and 6113 Linworth Road, formerly the Segna
Motors property. The original request was to combine 7 parcels into 2 parcels, totaling
4.5 acres. Due to various reasons, the plat was not recorded and it is necessary that the
City Council adopt the ordinance again. It should be noted that this approval now
includes a Development Agreement also. An additional change to the documents is a
requirement that the developer construct an 8 foot paved path within a 10 foot easement
on the north and east sides of the property. This will provide access along DublinGranville Road and to the entrance of the City’s Linworth Park. Staff is recommending
approval of the application. On February 12, 2015, the Municipal Planning Commission
(MPC) unanimously recommended approval to the City Council. Additional information,
including a memorandum from the Director of Planning and Building is attached.
Recommendation:

Approval of Ordinance as Presented

3) Ordinance No. 10-2015 – Consent – Fiber Slicing Project along SR-315
The Ohio Department of Transportation is in the process of constructing a fiber optic
cable network within the Columbus area freeway system. They are planning a splicing
project with locations in the SR-161 and I-270 interchanges. While the portion of the
work within the Worthington Corporation is minimal they have requested consent
legislation for the project. This legislation will provide the requested consent.
Recommendation:

Approval of Ordinance as Presented

NEW LEGISLATION TO BE INTRODUCED
4) Ordinance No. 11-2015 – Rezoning – 5596 N. High Street (Sharon Square Shopping
Center)
A prospective tenant of the Sharon Square Shopping Center located at 5596 N. High
Street has requested a rezoning from C-1 Neighborhood Commercial to C-2 Community
Shopping Center for the purposes of a restaurant at this location. This item should be
introduced the referred to the Municipal Planning Commission (MPC) for investigation
and report. Once the MPC has completed its work, this request will come before the City
Council for action. Additional information is included in the attached memorandum from
the Law Director.
Recommendation:

Introduction and Referral to Municipal Planning
Commission
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5) Ordinance No. 12-2015 – Request to Vacate Right of Way – Linworth Road
The City has received a petition to vacate the right-of-way along the western edge of
Linworth Road north of SR-161. This land was reserved “for street purposes” on the
original plat for the subdivision. One of the houses in this area is encroaching on the
right of way. The request is to vacate all of the right of way. Staff believes that a partial
vacation of this area may be sufficient, but staff is opposed to the entire area being
vacated because of the discussions regarding improvements to SR-161 and the City’s
interest in bike and pedestrian accommodations. Additional information is included in the
attached memorandum from the Law Director.
Recommendation:

Introduction for Public Hearing on April 6, 2015

6) Ordinance No. 13-2015 – Code Change – Accessory Child Day Care, Nursery
School, and Preschool Changes to Conditional Use
This Ordinance makes several changes to the Codified Ordinances of the City related to
the definition of child care as an accessory use to semi-public uses such as churches,
parochial schools, colleges and hospitals. This issue arose when the City was approached
by Beth Tikvah to operate a child day care center at its synagogue location at 6121
Olentangy River Road. Many religious institutions in Worthington operate in S-1 zoning.
A few, including Beth Tikvah, operate under as a Conditional Use in a residential zoning
district. This Ordinance provides the ability of the semi-public users operating under a
conditional use permit to request conditional use approval by the Municipal Planning
Commission to provide child care. The Municipal Planning Commission considered this
matter and recommended approval of the Code change. Additional information that
outlines the details of the proposed changes is included in the attached memorandum
from the Law Director.
Recommendation:

Introduction for Public Hearing on April 6, 2015

REPORTS OF CITY OFFICIALS

EXECUTIVE SESSION
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Meeting Minutes
Monday, February 9, 2015 ~ 7:30 P.M.
Louis J. R. Goorey Worthington Municipal Building
John P. Coleman Council Chamber
6550 North High Street
Worthington, Ohio 43085

City Council
Bonnie D. Michael, President
Robert F. Chosy, President Pro-Tempore
Rachael Dorothy
Scott Myers
David M. Norstrom
Douglas Smith
Michael C. Troper

D. Kay Thress, Clerk of Council

City Council

Meeting Minutes

February 9, 2015

CALL TO ORDER – Roll Call, Pledge of Allegiance
Worthington City Council met in Regular Session on Monday, February 9, 2015, in the John
P. Coleman Council Chambers of the Louis J.R. Goorey Worthington Municipal Building,
6550 North High Street, Worthington, Ohio. President Michael called the meeting to order at
or about 7:30 P.M.
Ms. Michael appointed Tanya Maria Word as Temporary Clerk of Council for this evening’s
meeting.
Members Present: Rachael R. Dorothy, Scott Myers, David Norstrom, Douglas K. Smith,
Michael C. Troper, and Bonnie D. Michael
Member(s) Absent: Robert F. Chosy
Also present: Temporary Clerk of Council Tanya Maria Word, City Manager Matthew
Greeson, Director of Law Pamela Fox, Assistant City Manager Robyn Stewart, Director of
Finance Molly Roberts, Director of Service and Engineering William Watterson, Director of
Planning and Building Lee Brown, Director of Parks and Recreation Darren Hurley, Chief of
Police James Mosic, and Chief of Fire Scott Highley.
There were 5 visitors present.
President Michael invited those in attendance to stand and join in the recitation of the
Pledge of Allegiance.
REPORTS OF CITY OFFICIALS
Discussion Item(s)
1. Request for Considering Old Worthington Business Association (OWBA)
Funding Request
Mr. Greeson acknowledged the chair of the OWBA JoAnne Doyle, who introduced the
members of the OWBA. Mr. Greeson stated there was a funding request late last year from
the Old Worthington Business Association and because of the time and amount, we had some
discussion here about not considering it until after the first of the year and then Council also
separately said let’s come up with a process by which to consider this request; you also
asked that staff later in the year come up with a process that might be utilized to consider
other organization’s request that we get. Tonight we are not considering the merits of the
funding request at all. At the end of tonight I would like authorization to distribute it and
we’ll work with OWBA on a reasonable timeline for its completion and scheduling of a
presentation, because at this point this is not a competitive process, I think we can negotiate
how much time it will take them to complete the application.
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Ms. Michael
M
askeed in the futu
ure will this application be coming in on the sam
me timeline aas the
rest of
o the presen
ntations goin
ng into futuree budget yeaars. Mr. Greeeson repliedd what I thinkk
we’ll have to do is
i take your feedback;
f
th
here are som
me organizatiions where w
we provide
substtantial amou
unts of moneyy to them wh
here this infoormation migght be reallyy helpful; theere
are other
o
organizzations wherre the amoun
nt of money w
we distributee is much sm
maller and thhe
level of informatiion that we’rre talking ab
bout in this ggrant applicaation might bbe overkill; sso
we’ll have to deteermine as wee move throu
ugh the yearr is where yoou want to seet the bar; doo we
need to have this level of info
ormation for those who ddistribute funnding to on a smaller levvel,
proba
ably not; wee might have two differen
nt types heree, I don’t knoow, we’ll havve to talk
throu
ugh that laterr.
This application
a
nt form shoulldn’t be new
w to you; thiss is structureed similar to
in its presen
what we created for
f the McC
Connell Arts Center a num
mber of yearrs ago as wee entered intto an
opera
ating grant relationship
r
with the MccConnell Artss Center. Is it perfect, noo, no applicaation
is; it is an attemp
pt to try to an
nticipate wha
at you mightt want to seee. We need yyour feedbacck to
w
it do.
makee sure it doess what you want
Mr. Greeson
G
pressented the fo
ollowing Pow
werPoint preesentation foollowed by ddiscussion off the
Fund
ding Requestt packet.
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D
Quesstions and Discussion:
Mr. Norstrom
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ome not-for-p
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have reviews. Mr. Norstrom stated what we’re really doing with this section is just making
sure they’re legally responsible. Mr. Greeson added and following some good financial
practices in the case of the financial review and the copies of the not-for-profit policies.
Mr. Troper asked is there a document that the Attorney General’s office (Certificate of
Continued Existence). Ms. Michael replied the Certificate of Continued Existence is under
the Secretary of State, it’s a document that states you’re in existence for so long; this form
would not be a bad idea for them to submit. Mr. Troper asked can we add that as one of the
attachments required.
Ms. Dorothy asked regarding Attachment 11, what kind of evidence and what kind of status
would we be requiring of them for Heritage Ohio Main Stream program or do they need to
have a current status. Mr. Greeson commented this may end up actually being duplicative of
another page that’s further back where we ask them to write about their efforts to achieve
“Main Stream” status. I think that’s a policy question, is that something you want them to
achieve, if so then you want documentation that they’re pursuing it. Mr. Norstrom responded
no, we want to know what they want to use our money for. It may or may not be up to us to
say we want to be part of Main Stream; those discussions we have had with the
organizations. The general problem I have with what we have is in one sense, we’re trying
to set it generic and I understand that, for example this page as Ms. Dorothy has pointed out,
except for Attachment 11, is pretty standard, we want a list of your members, how you’re
organized, resumes of key Administrative personnel; I’m not sure that’s something that we
need, but I’m not going to argue against it. However, when you get down to the last one
you’ve moved from the legal aspects of what we’re doing on this page to more
programmatic; I think you’re right, but that something later on we want to have. Mr.
Greeson responded I think this is duplicative, so if you want to strike it, that’s fine.
Mr. Myers replied I just want to follow up on that, I don’t know about the Main Stream
program other than what I’ve read on my own to know whether I’m in support of that or not.
But what we are saying by asking for this here or possibly later on in the document, we are
making a policy statement that we want you to use our money towards that end. I don’t want
that; I want them to tell me what they want to do and if a part of that is that they want to
pursue the Main Stream objective, and I disagree with that, then I should vote against the
funding; but it ought to come from them, not from me.
Ms. Michael asked on this page, is it the general consensus to remove Attachment 11 and if
it’s going to be brought up, have it brought up later. Everyone agreed that is correct. Mr.
Myers stated the only thing I would add is that for most of us on Council that at least after
the first review this is all going to be kind of noise; this is all compliance stuff. Mr. Greeson
commented it’s helpful to staff. Mr. Myers asked that after the first year of submission if it’s a
continuing submission that they merely be required to update that had changed from the
application before. I want staff to verify that they are in compliance as a non-profit and if
their Executive Director does not change from year to year I do not need a second copy of
her resume, I know who she is. Mr. Greeson commented we can do this two ways, we can go
to page 10 and talk about this Main Stream issue or we can just go section by section. Ms.
Michael said let’s just go straight through it.
City of Worthington
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Ms. Dorothy asked per Attachment 7 can we say for the last two years not 2013 and 2014.
Mr. Greeson replied that’s fine.
Mr. Greeson stated we’re starting on page 4 of the document and then I summarize that on
the PowerPoint slide; really under Administrative Financial Ability, the first question was a
pretty broad one: Provide the Mission Statement for your organization and a description of
its Goals; so that was kind of a more open ended question aimed at trying to understand
what in particularly over time how the goals of the organization may change. The second
question is what one of you stated very clearly is how are you going to use the money; how
do you propose to use the grant fund and a budgetary breakdown of the proposed use in
addition to a written description. Sometimes the budgetary breakdown doesn’t always bring
light to the numbers. Mr. Norstrom commented I think those are two separate sections, one
section is why do you want the money and what are you going to do with it; the next section
is the budget section which says what we’re asking for and here’s the details; but I want that
general description of why they’re asking for the money and what they’re going to do with it.
Mr. Greeson confirmed so you want this separated into two questions. Mr. Norstrom replied
yes, those are two very separate issues; one is what are you going to do with it and the
second is how much do you want. Mr. Greeson replied what I would suggest on page 5 is a
page break with a retitling at the beginning of the second sentence. Sentence 1 – Use of
Funds – why are you asking for funding and how will it be used. Sentence #2 Budgetary
Breakdown of the proposed use. Mr. Norstrom commented in a computer age, they just start
typing.
Mr. Greeson stated going on beyond the information on page 5 more in terms of the financial
administrative ability; there’s an effort that’s really two questions: what’s the budget and
recognize on most of these things, we’ve say you can accomplish this by attaching something.
What’s the budget of revenues and expenses for the organization and what do you look like in
terms of a 5-year forecast. The purpose of that that we’ve used in other organizations is that
helps you understand what’s the proportion of the request to the overall budget of the
organization; how is the organization using their funds, what are their projected revenue and
expense growth over time. There is a two-fold affect in doing these, (1) you get to see it, and
(2) if they haven’t done it, they have to; they have to put some thought into what their
forecast picture looks like over time.
Mr. Greeson said sometimes the revenue and expense budget doesn’t breakdown in sufficient
detail the things that are important for not-for-profit which are events, corporate support,
private support, what we’ve called in this document contributed income and grant
applications sometimes ask for this information so that you can better understand the variety
of revenue streams, who the other partners are, where it’s coming from and the degree to
which the non-for-profit is using their non-for-profit status to attract this kind of funding in
addition to government funding. We ask a similar question with the MAC. I welcome any
feedback you may have on this and if you feel it’s important to get.
We added a question in here which is if you don’t have any of this type of revenue outlined or
any plans or strategies to pursue such money if there are any. Mr. Norstrom commented this
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is where it gets complicated because we may or may not be asking the organization what its
financial foundation is; an existing organization, anyone coming to us will have an existing
organization, the real issue is what do they want our money for, is it just continue their
purpose, is it something special and in diverting resources for doing whatever they’re
proposing to do; if they ask we just need to continue operations and we need money to do
that, that’s one; the other we are expanding, we are stepping up, we are doing something
new and different and we want the funds to go in that direction. So the question is if the
organization is asking for money to continue doing what it’s doing, then I can understand
why we ask this question; if it’s asking it for a new direction or something, I’m not sure how
the other part of the organization goes is that important to us. Let me ask are we a generic
application or are we trying to structure this for OWBA. Mr. Greeson replied a little bit of
both; that particular question may over time be some way in which you can measure success
in that arena. Mr. Norstrom stated as you know with non-profits one of things you measure
too is volunteer service and inside contributions which is important, but at the same time
becomes somewhat funny money and you don’t have that in here.
Mr. Greeson replied I didn’t put a lot of that in here, I put some of it in another question, but
you can get into asking them to value donated services; we ask that for instance of the MAC
and they put a number to donated services and in-kind contributions and volunteer hours and
things like that. Ms. Michael asked does anybody have a problem with the question that is on
our page 7. Mr. Norstrom commented I guess the question is we’ve already asked for their
financial statement, so what are we asking for that’s different in this question. Ms. Michael
replied I think this is talking about what are some of the special events, what are some of the
things they are planning on doing. Mr. Greeson commented so if they provided sufficient
detail on the previous question to answer this one, they would be able to say see above. Ms.
Michael commented and if not and there’s different things that they plan to do, this gives us
an opportunity to see what are some of things they are planning on doing. Mr. Norstrom
asked why are we asking for the specifics on these if they’ve already going to give us in the
financial information what they’re doing and their sources of revenue. Mr. Greeson replied I
think in this case this is a more specialized question related to the OWBA , this is where they
get their revenue right now; so this would be event revenue breakdown (i.e. Winter Farmer’s
Market, Art Festival. Farmer’s Market), I think those are the primary sources of revenue at
this point. The previous pages may provide sufficient detail in order to do that and again they
can say see above or see attachment. Mr. Myers commented, I’m looking at page 7, 8, 9, it’s
all revenue streams and more importantly to me and I think Mr. Norstrom hit on it as a
measure of non-profit, their participation levels, that’s what I’m looking for. I think that can
all be answer in a very broad question about “tell us where your sources of revenue, whether
it be in-kind or monetary come from and what I would to that, where do you anticipate it
being next year or the year after and how do you want to grow that. A lot of this to me goes
to where the organization is right now; well the organization right now doesn’t need me,
they’ve been doing just fine without our money; so there must be some reason why they’re
coming here for the money. Mr. Greeson replied because I think we all have a shared goal of
having a more robust downtown and program and organization. Mr. Myers said fine, I want
to make sure that’s reflected in this application and what my first question would be on the
application right after we get through the compliance information, I want an Executive
Summary (a one-word question: WHY?)
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Mr. Greeson replied we can do that. Mr. Myers commented because that’s what I’m going to
ask them when come to the podium. Mr. Greeson stated some people can write a five page
response to that, some people can write a one-word response to that which is “Because.”
Mr. Myers replied and that’s fine, just give me your best argument. Mr. Norstrom commented
if we’ve established that it’s a growing organization which we should have in the earlier
information, then the question is “why” why do you want the money. Ms. Michael
commented page 8 is probably not needed. Mr. Greeson said it’s not much detail you want; if
you assume that this is going to be included in the previous section. Ms. Michael replied
again page 8 is probably not needed. Mr. Greeson stated I could collapse it. Mr. Myers
commented that’s what I’m thinking; pages 7, 8, 9; again back to my comment earlier, the
way I want to see this thing structured, give me your baseline to prove to me that you’re a
going concern worth of getting our support, but then give me your best argument about what
you’re going to do going forward with the extra money.
Mr. Greeson replied I apologize for being flip, but I think the intent of the questions is to
make sure that the answers are provided in a detailed way; so if want to collapse them and
let them answer the questions their own way, that’s fine. Mr. Myers commented I just don’t
want to lose the forest for the trees.
Ms. Michael reiterated we’re collapsing pages 7, 8, and 9. Mr. Greeson stated I propose
collapsing page 8 into page 6; I think page 9 is fairly a simple yes or no question. Ms.
Michael commented I think the question of 9 is pretty good to ask what’s going on regarding
applying for other outside sources of funding. Mr. Greeson commented we can collapse page
9 into page 7.
Mr. Greeson stated on page 10 this is an opportunity to talk about what I know they’re
already doing which is working actively with Main Stream so this gives them an opportunity
to talk about what they’re doing, all the things they’ve attended and participated in and I
think share with you their interest in pursuit of the Main Stream status. If over time they
decide that’s not as important to them as they currently deem, then this would be the vehicle
by which they explain why because I think this is part of this.
Mr. Myers commented I think we’re still kind of slipping into their policy; let them describe
what they’re going to do with the money, if that’s what it is, then we can decide. Ms. Dorothy
commented we already have them talking about it on page 9. Mr. Norstrom commented we
are asking them why and what this does in one sense is ask them to give us a little
background on how you got to where you are. Mr. Greeson replied and this is an opportunity
to bring you up to speed on what Main Stream is and why they’re going after it, what it
entails. Mr. Myers stated this sounds like we are telling them we want you and I think it
should be the other way around; they should be telling us that’s what we want and some of
that money is going to be used for that and if they want the money to be used for that, then
they’re going to have to convince us what it is and that’s a worthwhile endeavor as oppose to
us telling them they should do it.
Ms. Michael remarked this almost like tell us why you’re doing it and if you’re not telling us
why, what’s wrong; it’s almost like we’re expecting you to be doing this.
City of Worthington
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Mr. Greeson asked what do you want this to say. Mr. Scott replied just eliminate the whole
page. Ms. Michael commented it would fall in under the other areas. Mr. Greeson
commented on to page 11, this is really getting at programs and partnerships. Ms. Michael
commented this is good. Mr. Greeson stated you know we always place a priority on
collaboration in Worthington; this tries to speak to that. Moving onto page 12, this is public
benefit so this public money, taxpayer dollars that we would be granting out so we always
feel it’s important to tie it back to outcomes that are beneficial to the money; so you could
say in this answer, the question what do you plan to do with money; it may be that it gets
down to are you tracking the outcomes that are desirable and are connected to the goals that
you see earlier in the document. Mr. Norstrom asked why do we ask that question; you’ve
gotten very specific here and I understand why. Mr. Greeson replied because I think you can
tie this to public benefit. Mr. Norstrom commented I want them to tell us what the impact is;
what you’ve done is provided guidance to them and that’s okay, but I’m not sure the answer
to these questions provide public impact such as….. Mr. Greeson asked so you would leave it
more open-ended. Mr. Norstrom stated I want to know how they are evaluating their
organization’s effectiveness. Ms. Dorothy stated she would want to be able to compare it
other organizations; I would want some sort of standard questions they would absolutely
have to answer that I could use to compare other organizations with. Mr. Norstrom
commented we haven’t asked any other organizations these questions; Matt furnishes these
question to us. Ms. Dorothy commented the MAC gives us their estimate and I would like to
try to standardize it and this would be one way to start that process. Mr. Greeson commented
these are fairly similar to what we ask the MAC that we constructed a number of years ago.
Mr. Myers stated we could do in a general question as opposed to a specific question; and as
I said before I would like it to be current and future and I think maybe you handle that in the
next question. If you served 100,000 people this year, how are you going to get to $125,000
or do you think you can get to $125,000; I just want to make our question(s) also have future
looking component to them also.
Mr. Greeson commented I think all of these are measures of participation; we could pull this
off and ask a more general question like please outline with data if available the public
benefit/participation and any measureable impact being made. Mr. Norstrom stated we want
to know what our money is going to do. Mr. Greeson said that’s an additional question (How
do any of these numbers change as a result of receiving our money). Mr. Myers commented
that’s the future looking component that I’m driving at; and that’s fine. I think in the question
give us a baseline of where you are now with data. What is the public benefit of receiving the
additional funds from the City of Worthington. Mr. Myers said baseline on page 12 and
increase on page 13. Mr. Myers commented page 13 is exactly what I’m looking; page 13 is
the is most critical question in the whole packet for me.
Mr. Troper commented I would like to know what would the impact be if you are not funded.
Mr. Greeson replied I think you change the question to read: in the space provided state how
the City’s funding will be used for increasing public exposure and participation and benefit
2015 and 2016. This is connecting it back to our dollars and arguably that’s how you if
that’s achieved. Mr. Troper commented that’s not my question. Ms. Michael remarked I think
Mr. Troper is asking for one more question, what would the impact be on the organization if
you do not receive funding from the City. Mr. Myers commented the other question I ask the
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MAC
C every year and I don’t know if it neeeds to be onn the applicaation, but I w
will certainlly ask
it when they come before Cou
uncil and sta
and at the poodium: Do yyou anticipaate this fundiing to
be peermanent. Mr.
M Norstro
om commentted the only
ly thing I w
would add iis “this levvel of
fundiing.” Mr. Myyers replied that’s fine.
Mr. Myers
M
stated
d this is the Old
O Worthin
ngton Busineess Associatiion, I’m kindd of thinkingg that
one of
o their principal goals should be to
o promote bbusiness; askked how aree they doingg that,
we ha
aven’t asked
d that anywh
here in this application;; and at thee end of the day all of thhis is
kind of generated
d towards qu
uality of lifee and econom
mic vitality and we havven’t really aasked
manyy economic vitality
v
questtions and I want
w
to know
w what they’’re doing to help the bussiness
comm
munity in Wo
orthington. I would hop
pe that comees through oon their Misssion Statement, I
would
d hope that comes throu
ugh on theirr Policy Stattement. Mr. Greeson com
mmented I w
would
use th
he business community
c
and
a economiic vitality off downtown. Mr. Myers ssaid howeveer you
want to phrase it,, but I want to know how
w they’re help
lping their m
members.
Mr. Greeson
G
stated back to the last queestion page 13, I want to make surre we have some
claritty…is it oka
ay or do wan
nt to changee it. Ms. Miichael said yyou alreadyy changed itt. Mr.
Greesson said “S
State the org
ganization’s goals and state how thhe organizaation will usse the
City’ss funds to in
ncrease pub
blic exposuree, participattion, and beenefit in 20115 and 20166. Ms.
Michael you coulld also add the
t follow-up
p question M
Mr. Troper assked after thhis.
Mr. Greeson
G
com
mmented it’s my intent with
w those am
mendments, I will go aheead and distrribute
this to
o the OWBA
A.

2.

Montthly Financcial Reports

Mrs. Roberts preesented the following
f
th
he following Powerpointt presentatioon for 2014 Year
E and January 2015 Monthly
M
Fina
ancial Summ
mary:
and End
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I do want
w
to bring to your attention with our purposeeful policy ddecision, parrt of generall fund
balan
nce includess one-time revenue
r
mix of the income tax allocation, the diversion off CIP
fund of 6.4% and
d we funded the operatin
ng revenue liine for a 5-yyear period ffrom 2009 – 2013
s
overr 6 million dollars.
d
Also we have recceived inherritance taxess in the last eight
and slightly
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yearss totaling almost 4.5 million
m
dolla
ars which iss a revenuee stream wee will no loonger
experrience.

Mr. Norstrom
N
assked that’s about
a
what we
w expect. M
Mrs. Robertss replied corrrect, just sliightly
below
w. Mr. Norsstrom asked so when we
w budget, w
we basicallyy budget knoowing that w
we’re
going
g to have leess expensess every yearr. Mrs. Robeerts replied in the five-yyear forecasst we
have a line delin
neating approximately 2% of annuall appropriattions that wee believe will not
be exxtended. Mr.. Norstrom commented so from thee perspectivee of where w
we were exppense
wise, we’re basiccally on budg
get. Mrs. Roberts repliedd I believe thhat’s correctt.
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Ms. Dorothy
D
askked what wa
as the Incom
me Tax revennue previoussly like five years ago. Mrs.
Robeerts replied right
r
off thee top, I do not.
n Ms. Dorrothy asked was it greaater or less. Mrs.
Robeerts replied itt would havee been less.
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Mr. Norstrom
N
assked should we be conceerned with tthe fact thatt January 20015 revenuees are
below
w 2014 reven
nues by $59,,325 or -1.4%
% and below
w estimates bby $258,8599 or -5.83%. Mrs.
Robeerts replied I don’t beelieve so at this time; as I indiccated a lot of this moonth’s
expen
nditures werre related to
t last year’s encumbraances and rrevenues at this point don’t
conceern me.
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To Ms.
M Dorothy’’s point, Inccome Tax Reevenues for January tottaled almostt 81% whichh is a
signifficant increa
ase from the 73% that we finished 20014 with. Ms
Ms. Dorothy ccommented w
which
is stilll high comp
pared to prevvious years. Mrs. Roberrts replied itt is much higgher comparred to
previious years. Itt does indica
ate that is deefinitely our primary revvenue sourcee, it is also a very
volatile revenue source
s
so wee need to be cognizant off that.
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Ms. Dorothy
D
commented I would apprreciate if w
we do have these Cashh Position ggoing
forwa
ard, that we get percenta
age of what that endingg balance is iin regards too like percenntage
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of bu
udget or expeenditures; so
omething ma
akes sense bbecause we aalso have thee percentagee that
we wanted to maiintain too.

Mrs. Stewart preesented the following
f
presentation
p
on Existingg and Futurre Debt andd CIP
Fund
d.
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Mr. Greeson
G
statted to answeer Councilm
member Doroothy’s questiion from earrlier; I apollogize
we diidn’t have th
he requested
d information
n embedded in the preseentation or rright at handd; but
the answer
a
to yo
our question about the fund
f
balancee is we tracck that two w
ways: totall fund
balan
nces is the percentage
p
of previouss year expennditures is 43.4%; totaal fund balaances
perceent of previous year reveenues is 37.7
7%; so we’ree exceeding oour fund ballance goals.
Mr. Myers
M
asked
d this $2 milllion dollars set
s aside woould come froom the geneeral fund ballance.
Mr. Greeson
G
rep
plied yes and from a prractical stanndpoint it’s really not sset aside, it’s for
foreccasting purpo
oses; we wo
ould be sayin
ng we’re goiing to anticiipate that we’re going tto use
this for
f debt redu
uction and we’re
w
going to modify oour cash flow
w forecast; tthat’s the kiind of
guidiing policy do
ocument thatt we use for operations aand then obvviously you’rre budgetingg. Mr.
Myerrs commenteed I would look
l
at this as we’re ppaying backk the extra 66% we tookk. Mr.
Greesson replied I know and
d I wish Dr. Chosy weree here to hear me say thhis, we wouuld be
looking at provid
ding Councill some flexib
bility in the outer years of the CIP that you maay not
have. Mr. Myers stated when
n I look at it,, we are only
ly reducing oour debt by 22%. Ms. Doorothy
comm
mented what I’m concern
ned about iss are we takiing considerration what iinterest ratess will
be in
n the future. Mr. Greeso
on commenteed I think o ne of the reeasons why we’re not saaying
we’ree not giving
g you speciffic proposalss to how too do this is that we waant some tim
me to
evalu
uate it, not only
o
becausee we’re early
ly in the fisccal year, butt because wee got to get in to
that question
q
“iff we did thiss, what’s thee best debt tto either get rid of or rrestructure.”
” Mr.
Myerrs said but it not be deb
bt eliminatio
on, it might bbe debt avoidance. Mr. Greeson reeplied
true; it may be deeciding to pa
ay cash for things
t
that w
we’re currenntly projectinng we’re goiing to
bond
d. Our highesst debt interrest rate righ
ht now is thhe Community Center annd Police Sttation
debt at
a 3.7, I thin
nk we can call that at thee this year.
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Mr. Troper asked so we have a principal payment due of $655,000 interest payment debt,
certainly we’re making 1% now, why wouldn’t we just pay that off now; what is the downside
to paying that off now other than not having cash right now. Mr. Greeson replied probably
the size of that amount of cash payment; we would have to evaluate that. Mr. Troper stated
I’m sorry, I was just looking at the amount in 2015; that would make sense for them to pay
that off the quickest; we’re making 1% or less elsewhere. Mr. Myers commented but if the
next time we bond, we bond at 5% those interest rates go up; that’s still better to keep it at
that and pay cash instead of bond at 5%. Mr. Troper replied I’m just saying we pick some
time frame where before we’re going to go bond, pay it off now; if I have xxx dollars in the
bank and I’m earning 1% and I have another loan I owe 3% on, I’m going to pay that 3% off
loan.
Mr. Norstrom commented as Ms. Dorothy pointed out earlier interest rates are historically
low right now, they’re not going to stay there and so the cost of money for us in future years
is going to be more expensive. I disagree with Mr. Troper, I understand the logic but at the
same time if I’m getting money that costs 3% now and in 3 years it’s going to cost 5%, I
don’t want to pay off 3% money; I would rather spend the money in the future. Mr. Troper
said when we anticipate going out to bond, let’s say it’s in two years right, we should pay off
the principal and the interest that we have on the higher rate notes for the next two years
because we have the money now; we’re not doing anything else with that money except
earning 1% interest. Mr. Norstrom replied I totally disagree because the money is going to
cost us so much more in the future; I guess the questions that we’re looking at are what are
the risks and what are the potential payoffs.
Mr. Greeson commented if you decided for instance (this is a little like the conversation we
had when we decided to say okay we’re going to 6.4% and set aside for building the fund
balance); now we’re having a conversation about we’ve been successful in that, that’s one of
the things that helped us get our AAA bond rating.
Mr. Myers asked how is all of this going to be reflected in our budget documents; in other
words, it’s your anticipation that we are going to carve out 2 million dollars from our fund
balance as opposed to try and cut 2 million from our general fund expenditures. Mr. Greeson
replied we work off a document that this Council is very familiar with and use this as our five
year forecast and we use this as a guiding policy document in terms of shaping budget
recommendations to you and monitoring expenditures and everything, we would allocate in
that projection an allowance for debt service obligations. Mr. Myers asked that would come
straight out of the fund balance, it would be a new line item added as opposed to a 2 million
dollar cushion built into our current budget.
Mr. Myers asked where did the $500,000 which is really $200,000 for the Kilbourne Building
come from. Mr. Greeson replied the unappropriated (now appropriated cash balance of the
CIP), so while Mrs. Stewart outlined that we didn’t project using debtedness, we ended up
using cash that otherwise would have been debt. Mr. Myers remarked so in a way we’ve
already implemented this strategy; we’ve decided to make cash as oppose to bonding at least
the first part of the Kilbourne. Mr. Greeson replied in part, driven by the fact that we have
OPM (other people’s money). Mr. Myers commented it’s only February and we’re spending
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money like it’s going out of style. Mr. Greeson replied thus why we’re having this
conversation now because I think we felt it important that if we were going to hone in on this
and make this kind of decision, we needed to plant the flag sooner rather than later and say
not wait til the next budget cycle to have this conversation, but say yes we’re in a healthy
fund balance situation, but we think the long-term financials for the city are stronger if we
reduce some debt and we’re going to make that decision now rather than the next budget
cycle recognizing you have a lot on your plate. Ms. Michael stated we have a healthy budget
cycle and healthy budget cycle people will look and say look at all the money the City has,
well here are all the different it can be used…cha ching, cha ching, cha ching. Mr. Greeson
commented they don’t look at your long term debt. Ms. Michael commented if we have
something set aside as a line item for paying off long-term debt, it’s not appropriated until
we actually appropriate it, but it’s set aside for long term debt; but it’s also not in the bottom
line of look at all the extra money the City has.
Mr. Greeson replied it is proactively saying that the City Council has made a policy
judgment that that is important and you’re reserving (for a lack of a better term) that in your
financial forecasting for debt reduction rather than direct expenditures for new program. Mr.
Smith asked does the bond rating become negatively impact on our current debt service plan
potentially. Mrs. Roberts replied if we were to reduce our fund balances significantly that
would have an impact on our bond rating. Mr. Smith asked would it be a positive impact.
Mrs. Roberts replied it would be a negative impact, if our fund balances were reduced
dramatically that would a negative impact on our bond rating. Mr. Myers asked do you
consider dropping from 34% to 25% dramatic; Mr. Greeson remarked 43% to 33%. Mr.
Myers asked do you consider that to be dramatic. Mrs. Roberts replied not given our current
cash position. Mr. Myers asked remind me (I don’t have the five-year projection in front of
me), what are we projecting our fund balance to be this year compared to year-end 2014. I
thought we entered into a flat period here. Mrs. Roberts replied relatively similar. Mr. Myers
asked so we’re not going to be adding to fund balances this year. Mrs. Roberts replied not
substantially. Mr. Myers stated again we need to be very careful with what we spend so that
we still have the $2 million dollars if we’re going to go down the path; I’m all in favor of
exploring debt reduction as policy, but I think we need to be very diligent with our current
expenditures so that we have the fund balance at the end of the year. I don’t want of all a
sudden just because we have some money to go wild; last time we did that we built a
community center, a senior center and then the market crashed and we saw that little dabble
of $1.6 million in our fund balance. I don’t ever want to get there and I don’t want to have to
get to the point where we’re not doing Wilson Bridge Road because we don’t want to bond it.
Mr. Greeson replied I don’t this anticipates eliminating anything in the CIP, in fact, it is
really looking out a little bit into the future by saying we know our ability to do some things
in those out years can get a little tighter and this may give us some flexibility. Ms. Michael
asked do we want staff to be looking in this direction. Ms. Dorothy replied yes look at all the
possible options. Mr. Troper asked is there any option to re-issue our debt at a lower rate of
net savings. Mrs. Roberts replied a big part of the evaluation we can’t do anything with our
largest debt obligation right now until the end of this year; the bonds aren’t able to be called
the end of 2015. Ms. Michael commented I believe the general consensus us fir staff to
explore all possible options. Mr. Norstrom asked if we were to issue bonds right now, do we
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know what rate we might get. Mrs. Roberts replied they’ve been running in 2½ - 3% range.
Mr. Norstrom commented so if were to get bonds at 2½% equivalent to what we now have at
3.7% that would be a positive financial position. Mrs. Roberts replied yes. Mr. Norstrom
asked is that something staff will be looking at too. Mrs. Roberts replied yes it is.
Mr. Greeson stated I think it would be helpful to have a motion to have the five-year forecast
reflect an allowance for debt service obligations in 2015 of $2 million dollars and to have the
staff explore debt reduction strategies that we bring back to you later in the year. Ms.
Michael asked so at this point we’re just holding money aside while there is research being
done. Mr. Myers commented I think we should create a special reserve fund of $2 million
dollars that we build up to, just like we did before it got everybody really confused as to what
it was. Mr. Norstrom commented I would like to make the motion more general and not
identify $2 million at this point until staff has indicated it could be more or it could be less
and given the question I just asked, I would be more focused on restructuring our debt now;
if we could save 1% - 2% on our interest rates by paying off some of the higher price, that
seems like a no-brainer. Mr. Greeson commented we can’t do it until the end of the year. Mr.
Norstrom replied we can’t do it until the end of the year, but we can issue the bonds now to
do that; because right now we can get the bonds at 2% - 2½% interest rate. Ms. Michael
stated so we’re looking for staff to look at restricting debt. Mr. Myers asked why the $2
million dollars, I tend to agree with Mr. Norstrom that I would rather wait for your
recommendation and at that point we can a dollar amount to set aside. Is there some reason
why you want the $2 million up front.
Mr. Greeson replied I think that’s what we think is the maximum we could use and feel
comfortable using for this overall strategy. Mr. Myers stated I have no problem setting
money aside; I would just kind of like to wait until you have a more concrete
recommendation; asked is that a problem if we go with the way Mr. Norstrom has phrased it.
Mr. Myers replied we’re going to wait for the recommendation until we do the set aside and
he would like to also within that impact on potential restructuring of the debt which may not
happen until the end of year; I don’t know if there is a pre-payment penalty on that. Mrs.
Roberts commented we will explore all available options.
MOTION

Councilmember Norstrom made a motion directing staff to explore
options to restructuring our debt. Councilmember Smith seconded the
motion.

The motion carried unanimously by a voice vote.
MOTION

Councilmember Troper made a motion to accept the year end and
monthly financial reports as presented this evening. The motion was
seconded by Councilmember Dorothy.

The motion carried unanimously by a voice vote.
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138 W. Clearview Avenue
Ms. Michael asked do we need to do anything with 138 W. Clearview Avenue. Mrs. Fox
replied you all have received some information from me on that. There is another meeting
this week and you don’t have to make a decision tonight if you want to take a look at that
information, you can call me with any questions, probably next week is an appropriate time.
The hearing just has to be held before March 16th.
Ms. Michael stated we should put it on the March 16th agenda as a discussion item. Mrs. Fox
replied you can put it on as a discussion item; at that point you need to decide whether
you’re going to hear the appeal or not hear the appeal and the information I provided you
with is to help you with that decision. Mr. Myers asked you’re going to do that at the next
meeting because I will not be at the next meeting; and I don’t think there is an appeal
because they have set forth I can see in the appeal two (2) items (1) the lot split, that is not an
MPC decision, that’s a Council decision, and they have exceed the time they had and you
can’t appeal a Council decision to Council; (2) they have appealed an ARB decision which
will be vacated on Thursday; the applicant and asked that it be reconsidered; so there is no
basis for this appeal in my mind.
Mrs. Fox commented there is no stated reason in the appeals that would lead Council to
understand exactly what she’s appealing other than the variances or the sub-division of the
property. We don’t have any other information that she’s appealing; in her appeal notice she
did not state any other reason. Mr. Myers stated the new application in front of MPC will
eliminate the variances.
COTA
Mrs. Stewart stated COTA held a public meeting at the end of January. They have been
talking with Dublin for quite a while about some service changes related to Dublin; I’m
mentioning this tonight because one piece of this does impact Worthington. The conversation
started with Dublin because Dublin wants to relocate the Dale Drive Park & Ride, it’s tied
into the Bridge Street plans that they have and so COTA is proposing a new Park & Ride at
Bright Road & Emerald Parkway and as part of that they also plan to realign routes 58 and
59 in Dublin, but they have also proposed to eliminate route 30 as an express route that
comes up Sawmill Road north of Hard Road, to Summit view, to Smokey Row, to Snouffer, to
Linworth, and to 315 at Henderson. Park & Rides are at St. Andre, St. Peters, and at
Olentangy & Bethel. Stops in Worthington occur along Snouffer and Linworth.
There is an opportunity for people to provide comments to COTA and likely if it is rolled into
the September changes there will be some more public meetings. There are a lot of residents
speaking with Paul Feldman; Paul reached out to me to see if I might be willing to meet with
some residents. I’m not clear as to how many are City of Worthington residents, since there
are a lot of people that use the Park & Ride up on Smoky Row that were very concerned
about this closure. COTA was thinking they would be directed over to the new Park & Ride,
but the residents along Smoky Row felt like it was pretty far away to be going to. So I just
wanted to alert you to that in case you hear anything.
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REPORTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS
Dorothy – Ms. Dorothy stated I want to invite everyone to Boy Scout Troup 365’s Fundraiser
Saturday, February 21st at United Methodist Church, 4:30 P.M. – 7:30 P.M. The menu is:
Spaghetti dinner served with garlic bread, apple sauce or salad. I believe tickets are $8.00.
OTHER
EXECUTIVE SESSION
MOTION

Councilmember Myers made a motion to meet in Executive Session to
discuss Economic Development, Land Acquisition and Personnel. The
motion was seconded by Councilmember Dorothy.

The motion carried by the following voice vote:
Yes

6

No

0

Troper, Dorothy, Myers, Norstrom, Smith, and Michael

The motion carried unanimously by a voice vote.
Council recessed at 9:00 P.M. from the Regular meeting session.
MOTION

Councilmember Dorothy made a motion to return to open session at 9:57 P.M.
The motion was seconded by Councilmember Troper.

The motion carried unanimously by a voice vote.
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ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

Councilmember Smith made a motion to adjourn. The motion was
seconded by Councilmember Norstrom.

The motion carried unanimously by a voice vote.
President Michael declared the meeting adjourned at 9:58 P.M.

____________________________________
Temporary Clerk of Council
APPROVED by the City Council, this
16thday of March 2015

_______________________________
Council President
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CALL TO ORDER – Roll Call, Pledge of Allegiance
Worthington City Council met in Regular Session on Tuesday, February 17, 2015, in the
John P. Coleman Council Chambers of the Louis J.R. Goorey Worthington Municipal
Building, 6550 North High Street, Worthington, Ohio. President Michael called the
meeting to order at or about 7:30 P.M.
Members Present: Robert F. Chosy, Rachael R. Dorothy, David Norstrom, Douglas K.
Smith, Michael C. Troper, and Bonnie D. Michael
Member(s) Absent: Scott Myers
Also present: Clerk of Council Kay Thress, City Manager Matthew Greeson, Director of
Law Pamela Fox, Assistance City Manager Robyn Stewart, City Engineer William
Watterson, Director of Parks and Recreation Darren Hurley, and Director of Planning and
Building Lee Brown
There were fourteen visitors present.
President Michael invited those in attendance to stand and join in the recitation of the
Pledge of Allegiance.
VISITOR COMMENTS
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
•

January 20, 2015 – Regular Meeting

MOTION

Mr. Troper made a motion to approve the aforementioned minutes
as presented. The motion was seconded by Ms. Dorothy.

There being no corrections or comments, the motion carried unanimously by a voice
vote to approve the minutes as amended.
NEW LEGISLATION TO BE INTRODUCED
Ordinance No. 07-2015

Amending Ordinance Nos. 47-2010 And 03-2013;
Approving And Authorizing The Execution Of An
Acknowledgement Of Termination Of A
Compensation Agreement; Authorizing The
Execution Of A Second Amended Development
Agreement;
And
Providing
For
Related
Authorizations Pursuant To Ohio Revised Code
Sections 5709.41, 5709.42, And 5709.43
Introduced by Dr. Chosy

The Clerk was instructed to give notice of a public hearing on said ordinances in
accordance with the provisions of the City Charter.
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REPORTS OF CITY OFFICIALS
Discussion Item(s)
•

Bike & Pedestrian Committee Creation

Mr. Greeson shared that Council recently accepted the Bike & Pedestrian Plan from a
steering committee that worked on the project for almost a year. One of the
recommendations included in that plan was the creation of a “standing” Bike &
Pedestrian Committee to primarily work on implementation of the plan. Staff promised
to return to have a more robust conversation about particular recommendations and
some of the issues of creating a new body within the system of governance in our city.
The following documents were included in this week’s Council’s materials:
1) A summary of research from mostly other Ohio communities with regards to their
approach to bike and pedestrian planning. Several of those communities were
within central Ohio.
2) A Key Issues matrix – which will be discussed in detail this evening.
Mr. Greeson reported that staff identified the key questions that we thought were
important in creating a new committee. We sat down with the steering committee as
council requested and received their input on those issues.
3) A chart that lists all boards and commission of the city and contains information
such as number of members, authority used to create the board, term, and
description.
Mr. Greeson added that staff wanted to use Item #3 as a reference because it may be
relevant to the new committee.
Mr. Greeson thinks the best approach is to go through the Key Issues matrix and with
Ms. Michael’s help facilitate a conversation about each of these questions. He thinks the
goal would be to get member’s feedback on each of those areas and then: (a) consensus
on the need to create a Bike & Pedestrian Committee; (b) consensus on each of these key
issue areas; and (c) return with legislation that reflects that consensus for council’s
adoption at a later meeting.
Mr. Greeson explained that the Key Issues could be thought of as the WHEREAS clauses
in legislation. The Key Issues are as follows:
Key Issues
Areas of focus/duties

Steering Committee Feedback
Assist in the implementation of the bike and
pedestrian plan, as appropriate; Staying abreast of
regional bike and pedestrian projects; regularly
review progress on the implementation of the
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bicycle and pedestrian plan; solicit public input and
make recommendations to continuously update the
City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan; provide input
on standards, guidelines, best practices or changes
to the Comprehensive Plan and codified ordinances
that, if adopted, would improve bicycle and
pedestrian access in Worthington;
Mr. Greeson asked if there were any questions regarding the feedback he just shared.
There being none, Mr. Greeson continued with additional areas of focus/duties:
make recommendations to appropriate authorities
on the design, safety, operation and maintenance of
bicycle and pedestrian ways when appropriate;
recommend priorities for capital funding; promote
Worthington as a bicycle and pedestrian friendly
community; support bicycle and pedestrian safety
education and other efforts to educate the public
about bicycle and pedestrian issues; support Safe
Routes to School.
Mr. Greeson commented that all of these items were an effort that staff made to
synthesize the feedback that we received from the Steering Committee members and they
mostly reflect what is already in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
Ms. Dorothy asked if anyone is currently doing any of these things for the city. Mr.
Greeson reported that all of these things are worked on by a number of staff members but
he thinks a committee would help bring focus. One of the recommendations was to
assign a staff member to this purpose. He thinks Parks and Recreation would staff the
committee, at least initially. This would help create a regular or at least monthly
conversation about all the things that members see in the Areas of Focus.
Ms. Dorothy asked if there is currently any mechanism where people share the
information that they receive throughout the city. Mr. Greeson commented that we don’t
have a standing Bike and Pedestrian meeting but staff regularly talks about how to
advance Council’s bicycle and pedestrian priorities during existing staff meetings and
sometimes at Planning Commission and sometimes at Council.
Ms. Dorothy asked if he thinks there would be more focus if we had a committee. Mr.
Greeson replied by stating that just like there has been more focus within the last year as
a result of the steering committee’s work, he thinks it would bring more focus to that
topic because (1) it is a council priority and (2) we would be staffing a committee every
month that would hold us accountable to that.
Dr. Chosy commented that it looks pretty comprehensive. He thinks it is covered well.
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Relationship to other Commissions The Committee discussed two options regarding
and Boards
how to ensure coordination between the Boards:
a. Assign a MPC and Parks and Recreation
Commission liaison as a member of the new
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Board or,
b. One member suggested that the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Board should have a
voting seat on the MPC. Since this would
require a charter change, having a nonvoting seat at the table was identified as an
alternative.
Also mentioned was coordination with the Arbor
Advisory Committee.
Mr. Greeson commented that the discussion revolved around the importance connections,
particularly between the Municipal Planning Commission and the Parks and Recreation
Commission which have standing authority rooted in the charter because they are
charter entities. In the case of the Planning Commission, they have a fair amount of
decision making authority in relationship to development review.
When asked by Ms. Michael when the next charter review will occur, Mrs. Fox replied
2016.
Ms. Michael asked for suggestions on which option members would like.
Mr. Norstrom pointed out that ARB and MPC coordinate with the Arbor Advisory Board
but no members serve on that board because they don’t need to. Our city is not that big.
When the MPC or ARB thinks they need advice from the Arbor Committee they can
request it and the Arbor Committee is never shy in offering its advice. He would assume
that this committee would operate the same way.
Mr. Greeson shared that the Arbor Committee doesn’t actually exist by virtue of any
resolution or ordinance or law or charter or even state statute for that matter. If council
creates this committee by ordinance or resolution then it has some standing existence but
it does not have the type of regulatory authority or quasi-judicial function that say the
Board of Zoning Appeals or Municipal Planning Commission has. There may be
instances like in the case of the Arbor Advisory Committee where the MPC asks for their
opinion on something.
Ms. Dorothy recalled from reading the standing committee’s report that many of the
recommended projects relate to properties that are currently being developed throughout
Worthington. She thinks there should be very close coordination with any new
development to make sure that it is reviewed for bike and pedestrian and multi-modal
transportation options other than just car transportation. She would like there to be
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some mechanism where MPC reviews the plans for bike and pedestrian opportunities.
She is not sure how that mechanism would happen.
Ms. Dorothy added that she doesn’t think it would be enough if MPC to occasionally asks
the Bike and Pedestrian Board for their input whenever they want to. She also doesn’t
think that the Bike and Pedestrian Board would know when there were opportunities for
them to comment if there wasn’t some mechanism that linked them.
Mr. Smith suggested taking an opposite approach to “a.” or “b” and maybe have
somebody on the Bike & Pedestrian Board serve as a liaison to MPC. They could attend
the meetings at their own will, check the calendar and read meeting minutes and things
like that.
Mr. Norstrom shared that currently MPC follows our Code. At the moment there is
nothing in our Code that says we should have bike and pedestrian. He thinks we are
putting the cart before the horse. Council is not going to tell MPC to do something that
is not in our Code. If members want to move towards considering bike and pedestrian as
part of a development plan, which he thinks we already do although indirectly, then
members need to consider what kind of statutes we want related to bike and pedestrian
development in this community.
Mr. Troper agreed with Mr. Norstrom. He thinks that the comments that he made are
true. If council is going to set the priorities then MPC will follow the legislation.
Ms. Michael also agreed. She doesn’t think a liaison to the MPC is necessary. She
would be fine if a Parks Commission member or a MPC member wanted to serve on the
Bike & Pedestrian Board but there are so many things that go in front of MPC unrelated
to Bike & Pedestrian and to have somebody seating, even as a non-voting members on
MPC is a little too much.
Mr. Greeson commented then if we had, as Ms. Michael pointed out an MPC and Parks
Commission liaison to the Bicycle and Pedestrian group, he asked if members would
want them to be voting members.
Mr. Norstrom replied no. MPC and Parks members already attend on or two meetings
which are sometimes short and sometimes very long and now we are asking them to
attend another meeting. It is a voluntary type of thing. If they want to do that that is fine
but to set up a new position that says that one of those members has to be a liaison, he
thinks council is asking more than we possibly should.
Several other members agreed.
Mr. Greeson concluded that we want to encourage coordination and attendance but not
necessarily make it a requirement.

City of Worthington

Meeting 05-6

City Council

Meeting Minutes

February 17, 2015

Ms. Michael thinks one way to accomplish coordination is to include in the Duties listed
above the recommendation that the agenda and the minutes of the Bike & Pedestrian
Board meeting gets forwarded to the Parks Board and the MPC. That could be
accomplished through an e-mail.
Mr. Greeson shared that staff’s role is to try to make sure that these meetings are useful
and people are educated and know what is going on.
Dr. Chosy said he was going to share almost the opposite of what Ms. Michael shared.
He thinks the Bike & Pedestrian Committee needs to know what MPC is going to talk
about so they can or don’t have to react to it.
Ms. Michael added that the agendas can easily be distributed to them as well. Dr. Chosy
thinks that is more important than the other way. Ms. Dorothy agreed.
Should any groups (civic or City)
be represented?

Should include representative(s) of business
community and school system.
Discussion about importance of having Police,
Parks and Recreation, Service and Engineering and
Planning and Building all engaged in the effort.
Discussion about importance of involving MORPC
and ODOT

Mr. Greeson asked for council feedback on whether any particular groups should have a
seat at the table.
Mr. Smith could see the schools involved because of the safe route to school program.
He also thinks it would be helpful to have someone on there to help navigate any
potential grant funding. That could be a district representative and/or student.
Ms. Michael doesn’t think there needs to be much city staff. They can attend and present
and be a part of a meeting as needed but she thinks it should be more citizen based than
staff based.
Mr. Norstrom shared that initially when the MAC Board was composed, there was a
member from the former arts group, he was on it, and there was one other citizen and
they talked amongst themselves about what they wanted on the MAC Board in terms of
artists, fundraisers and community leaders. After that it is really the board that decides
who they want. The question is, do we do this with Parks and Recreation or with any of
the other groups? He doesn’t think that Council says that there has to be representation
from the business community.
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Mr. Greeson agreed but added that reflecting on the MAC experience he recalls a matrix,
which was qualities and characteristics that we thought were desirable to have on the
board and where potential candidates fits those qualities and characteristics.
Ms. Michael commented that she doesn’t know if we need to fence ourselves in that much.
If we set something up that is concrete then it becomes much more difficult to have
flexibility in appointments over time. She used the example of the Parks and Recreation
Commission and believes there is a very good cross-section of people with different
thoughts and ideas and backgrounds regarding Parks and Recreation. She thinks as
times change and focuses change it is nice to have the flexibility. Mr. Greeson thinks that
students are the only one that they have prescribed on that board.
Mr. Greeson stated that council has two junctures where you can deal with this. (1)
Members can deal with it in the crafting of the legislation or (2) as Ms. Michael and Mr.
Norstrom pointed out, we can deal with it as part of the appointment process. Mr.
Norstrom clarified by stating the “initial” appointment process. Ms. Michael interjected
that council makes the appointments. Mr. Norstrom replied that we don’t know that yet.
But on some of the boards council appoints but those names either come to us or we
advertise for the opening and interview potential candidates. So in one sense council is
making that decision of who we think will be good.
Mr. Norstrom commented that he thinks we keep these general characteristics.
Ms. Dorothy agreed. She thinks it is incredibly important that we have a huge diversity
of people but all with a similar goal of better bike and pedestrian outcomes. It is critical
that we have connections with our outside partners. One of the things that this committee
hopefully will do, if we create it, is make sure everyone within the city is talking to one
another and then all of the other different representatives would bring their expertise.
Ms. Michael thinks the next set on the matrix includes a wonderful skillset of specialties
and professional backgrounds and should be available when council is going to make
appointments. Mr. Greeson stated that Ms. Michael wants a matrix for the purpose of
using it to screen applicants but not necessarily write it in law. Ms. Michael agreed.
Should any specialties/professional Desirable to have the following skill-sets
backgrounds be represented?
Represented amongst the members: knowledge of
planning; knowledgeable of bicycle, pedestrian
needs and challenges; traffic safety or other related
planning, landscape architecture and engineering
background; recreational bicyclist; and grant
writing/knowledge.
Desirable to have one of the regional bicycle
advocacy groups attend the meetings or be
represented on the board.
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Comment not to overload it with technicians at the
expense of general family/community input.
Should any geographic areas be
represented?

Should be reflective geographically of the
community.
Consider this being the school district boundary

Dr. Chosy asked if these suggestions are to be used as guidelines for picking people. Mr.
Greeson agreed. He confirmed that staff will compose an instrument that takes these
characteristics as ones that council could use to evaluate whether there is a good mix on
the board.
Is residency required?

No, but the majority of the Committee should be
Worthington residents.
Worthington School District residents should be
considered.

Mr. Norstrom commented that the only things on geographic, we clearly want to have the
majority of members and maybe more than that citizens of Worthington. Although there
is influence that we have in the school district, we don’t really have anything we can do
outside the city that is in the school district in terms of taking any actions.
Ms. Michael reported that most of the other boards and commissions have a residency
requirement. Mr. Greeson shared that there are some school district residents on the
Community Relations Commission. He thinks the discussion here is because there is a
community of interest there. Much of our bike and pedestrian system kind of transcends
jurisdictional boundaries to some degree and there is some value in having that
perspective. He asked council for direction on residency requirements.
Ms. Michael thinks it should be more than a majority.
Mr. Norstrom thinks that once a number is determined then we can say one or two can be
not in the city but in the school district. Mr. Greeson concluded that the number of nonresidents should not exceed two members.
Number of members

7 to 9 members

Dr. Chosy thinks that seven members would be enough but he doesn’t feel strongly about
that if someone else wants more.
Ms. Dorothy commented that currently we have the Community Relations Commission
and the Parks and Recreation Commission that have between seven and nine members.
She asked if we have any idea how many members actually attend those meetings.
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Mr. Hurley replied that the Parks and Recreation Commission will typically have two
members missing so we are usually just above our quorum, especially in the summer
months. It is easier when we have both student positions filled because then we have nine
members opposed to the seven.
Mr. Smith asked if the advisory group swung towards one number or the other. Mr.
Hurley reported that it seemed like the number was between seven and nine based on
whether or not we were going to place some specific appointments. If there was a school
district representative then maybe it needed to be a little higher. If that position isn’t
included then maybe keep it at seven. Mr. Coulter thinks nine would be a better number
if you try to distribute some tasks. He thinks you would get more people to participate.
Mr. Hurley thinks having extra members might be beneficial given that many of the
priorities in the plan may require some footwork or may be project driven.
Council agreed on nine.
Dr. Chosy summarized that of those nine members, no more than two can be non-resident
but in the school district. Mr. Norstrom confirmed that seven members have to live in the
city. Ms. Michael added that all nine could.
Mr. Greeson asked if the two extra slots could be open to anyone beyond the school
district. Ms. Michael thinks if they want to come they can but if you start getting too
broad then you start getting people trying to get on the committee from all over the place
and it makes it much harder to limit. Mr. Greeson stated that he was also thinking about
one of the comments of the committee was having a representative from an organization
like “Consider Biking” or one of the advocacy groups. Ms. Michael thinks they could
probably find one from such a group that lives in the school district. Mr. Greeson
agreed.
Mr. Norstrom commented that Sustainable Worthington is not appointed by the city and
is not part of the city but yet has probably had more influence than some of our other
organizations because they have spun off WOOF and the Community Gardens. They
have done it because the citizens are interested. It is a different way of influencing this
group than MPC, ARB, WIFA or whatever. He is not sure that this is the best approach
for advocacy for bike and pedestrian but he is willing to consider it.
Term length

Staggered 3 year terms

Ongoing or sunset provision

Ongoing

Dr. Chosy asked if there is any limit on re-appointment. Mr. Greeson replied that is an
interesting question.
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Ms. Michael thinks the CIC is the only board that has any type of sunset provision. All of
the rest have just been serving at the pleasure of council. Mr. Norstrom commented that
is a mistake.
Mr. Greeson commented that the sunset provision refers to the duration of the committee
as a whole and its mission. The question that Dr. Chosy raised had to do with term
limits. Mr. Norstrom agreed. He added that as members know, he is a strong believer
that term limits are something we need across all of our boards.
Dr. Chosy offered the suggestion of three terms. Mr. Norstrom agreed. He shared that
they set term limits on the MAC Board. We should want to have new faces and we don’t
have that on some of our longstanding boards.
Ms. Michael asked the other members their opinion on term limits.
Mr. Smith asked about the MAC Board as far as revolving. Mr. Norstrom replied that
they serve three year terms and a member can serve two full terms. Then they must wait
a year before serving another term. Ms. Michael commented that CIC is the same.
Members have served two full terms and then are off a year before they can come back.
Mr. Greeson corrected that CIC members can serve three full terms before they have to
wait a year.
Mr. Smith stated he would consider term limits but nine years to do a project in
bureaucracy. . . Ms. Dorothy commented that she doesn’t think that is long enough and
she doesn’t think the MAC Board is a useful comparison. The MAC Board also has a
fundraising component. There is quite a bit of commitment for MAC that she doesn’t
think compares to this Board. She doesn’t think nine years is long enough.
When asked by Mr. Norstrom why nine years isn’t long enough, Ms. Dorothy replied that
one of the reasons is how intensive a change to infrastructure will be. Our current city
has been designed around cars. There were no cars when our city was built. The money
that we put in the infrastructure and all of the different areas that it touches and the
bureaucracy in changing this approach she thinks will take longer than nine years.
There are no other term limits at the moment.
Ms. Michael concluded that Ms. Dorothy did not favor term limits. Ms. Dorothy agreed.
Mr. Troper said he would be fine with three term limits so for nine years.
Dr. Chosy reported that he could go either way.
Mr. Norstrom thinks this topic could be discussed at the next meeting because there are
only five members here tonight. Mr. Greeson agreed to draft the legislation with three,
three year terms and then members can always modify the language or strike it.
Members then discussed the results of staggering the terms in greater detail.
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Dr. Chosy favored ongoing while Mr. Norstrom favored a sunset provision.
When asked why by Dr. Chosy, Mr. Norstrom asked Mr. Greeson to provide members
with a little history of how some of our other boards came into being; in terms of they
started off and then grew and eventually over time became a charter board.
Mr. Greeson and Ms. Michael shared about how the Parks and Recreation Commission
and the Community Relations Commission began as something different than the charter
commissions they both are today.
Ms. Michael asked Mr. Norstrom if he would like to explain why he is in favor of the
sunset provision. Mr. Norstrom reiterated that he is not completely convinced that this
board is something the city needs. In just listening to some of the arguments for it, in
terms of major decisions like infrastructure spending and things like that, we don’t have
a street commission for example. We don’t have a building commission. Staff or council
does that. Council has advisory groups but not in this way so if we are going to do this
he suggests that we start off with a set like three, five or six years and then review it and
decide where we want it in the organization. Do we want it to be an on-going, potentially
charter commission? Do we want it to be a commission appointed by the city manager or
appointed by council? He thinks there are some things to work out but rather than
commit to it at this point in time, he would propose that we have an initial period of time
and then come back and review it.
Ms. Dorothy commented that she could see coming back to review but she wouldn’t want
a sunset provision. She knows we have had a review clause in other instances.
Mr. Troper asked how the Board could be changed in the future if council decides that it
may not be how we want it. Ms. Michael replied by ordinance. Mr. Greeson added or by
resolution.
Dr. Chosy commented that Mr. Greeson could add a review clause after a certain period
of time. If members didn’t want to go that far we could even put it in that list of things
that we want the committee to consider.
Mr. Norstrom shared that sunset implies that the committee dies. But what he thinks we
are looking for is an option where the committee would die unless council voted to
continue it.
Ms. Michael commented that she is hearing that members favor a time of review. If the
council doesn’t like what it is doing then they can dissolve it as opposed to the other way
around. Ms. Dorothy agreed.
Mr. Norstrom requested that both options be brought back. Mr. Greeson agreed to that
suggestion.
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Type of Group (Commission,
Advisory Board
Advisory Board, Committee,
Temporary Advisory Committee or
Task Force
Ms. Michael asked if any members had a problem with staff’s recommendation of an
advisory board. When no comments were made, she moved on.
How formed (Charter, ordinance,
resolution, or City Manager
authorization)

Resolution or Ordinance

Mr. Greeson went through the different ways that a group could be formed. He did not
think that council was interested in charter creation or city manager authorization. He
explained that an ordinance would require an introduction and a public hearing while a
resolution could be created at one meeting. The board would have the same authority
with a resolution; it would take effect immediately and it would be adopted in one
hearing.
Dr. Chosy understands that an ordinance is a law while a resolution is less than that.
Mrs. Fox commented that if the committee is formed then council gets to decide if you
want it to become part of the codified ordinances. She explained that there is a Board
and Commission section in our code already. If members want it as part of the codified
ordinances then it will be necessary to pass an ordinance. Being part of the codified
ordinances is not important for it to become effective. But that is another consideration
for you if you want that to be memorialized in the codified ordinance book.
Mr. Greeson shared that it is a little harder to put in and a little harder to take out but
probably doesn’t affect the way it actually operates in any substantive way.
Dr. Chosy thinks a resolution then makes the most sense because we can change it easier.
Mr. Norstrom agreed. Ms. Michael shared that she doesn’t have a strong feeling one
way or another. Mr. Troper and Ms. Dorothy supported a resolution.
Ms. Michael directed staff to prepare a resolution for the creation of the Bike and
Pedestrian Advisory Board.
Mr. Greeson shared that he thinks he has everything to prepare the legislation. Staff will
prepare a matrix to help members with the different backgrounds, qualities and
characteristics and representation of the applicants but we will not prescribe in this
resolution who these seats will be of the nine members.
Dr. Chosy asked if they would have suggestions. Mr. Greeson replied that staff will use
this information to create a tool that members can use to evaluate the candidates.
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When asked by Mr. Norstrom if he was going to be working with any members of the
former bike and pedestrian committee to develop this, Mr. Greeson replied that we can if
members would like us to. Then we will have a separate conversation about how council
wants us to manage the application process.
Dr. Chosy asked if it has been established that council selects the candidates. Mr.
Greeson replied that would be his assumption although it hasn’t been established that
way by members. Ms. Michael understands that to be the consensus.
Mr. Greeson clarified that the legislation will include:
1) All but two shall live within the city with the remaining two living within the
school district
2) Nine members, staggered three year terms
3) Staff will bring back language for term limits for basically nine years that
members can consider and decide what they want to do with
4) Provide two options on the sunset provision
a. One prompts a review
b. One prompts a hard sunset and an action by council to renew
5) Called an advisory board
6) Created by resolution
Ms. Michael asked if anyone had any additional comments.
Joanna Saul, 252 Pingree Dr.
Ms. Saul shared that she is starting a program called Walk Worthington, which is
affiliated with the Worthington Resource Pantry and encourages walking in Worthington.
She supports the formation of this board and thinks it is an excellent idea. Walkability is
important not just for our city and our citizens but of course for the health of our
community going forward.
Ms. Saul stated that she had a couple of thoughts that she would like to share. Members
talked about the requirements to be on the board so just thinking about the health of the
community, walkability obviously relates to health and fitness. Coming from the pantry,
she thinks council may also want to think about different segments of the population. She
added that low income areas tend to have less walkability so maybe considering how. . .
Ms. Michael interjected that there aren’t many low income areas in the city of
Worthington. We can only do things related to infrastructure within the city of
Worthington boundary. There are many parts of the school district that could really use
a lot of help but they are mostly in the city of Columbus, Worthington schools. She knows
the pantry serves eight zip codes.
Ms. Saul commented on Mr. Norstrom point, she certainly believes in productivity as well
and maybe having a report. That is something she has seen in the state legislature. She
doesn’t know how the commissions are in Worthington but requiring a certain report to
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be made after a length of time sort of sets those expectations of productivity to makes
sure they continue to be responsive to the council’s needs.
Ms. Saul thanked council for their time.
When asked by Ms. Michael if there was anyone in attendance that was opposed to the
creation of a Bike and Pedestrian Commission, no opposition was shared.
•

Appeal – Architectural Review Board Action – 138 W. Clearview Avenue

Mr. Brown shared that members received an appeal from Peggy Barnum who is a
neighboring property owner to a property at 138 W. Clearview Avenue. Members might
remember that last January the lot on Clearview Ave. was created. At the time of its
creation variances were approved. In January 2015 the Architectural Review Board
(ARB) approved a landscape plan and a house to be constructed on this lot. At that time
the neighboring property owner spoke out against the original creation of the lot and
actual the house being constructed on the lot. When it went before the Board in January
it needed variances from the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) for setbacks for the
detached garage at the rear of the property and for a side entrance that was going to be
constructed on the house. Since that time, it went back to the ARB on February 12th and
we were able to work with the applicant to get him to push the garage over and out of the
setback to meet code requirements and remove the covered side entrance from the
allocation so that it did not need any variances from BZA.
Mr. Brown stated that from what he understands, the neighboring property owner who
filed the appeal (who he doesn’t want to speak too much for) is still upset over the actual
creation of the lot and has referenced such in several meetings.
Mr. Norstrom asked what is under appeal. Mrs. Fox replied that the only thing that we
know is what is in her letter.
Mr. Norstrom asked if she can appeal the division of the lot. Mrs. Fox replied that time
period has passed. Staff can’t tell from her letter whether there are any other
architectural type objections because her letter only references the subdivision and the
variances that were granted. That happened last year and that time period for appeal
has passed.
Ms. Michael pointed out that right now there are no additional variances that are needed
for this property. Mrs. Fox agreed.
Dr. Chosy commented that she can’t object to the division because the time has passed.
She can’t object to the variance because there aren’t any. Mrs. Fox replied that there
were variances that were granted with the initial subdivision. But no new variances are
needed.
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Mr. Norstrom commented that the only thing that is really appealable at this point in time
is the design of the house, the architectural involved in the house, the location of the
house, the massing of the house. That type of thing, correct? Mrs. Fox agreed that all of
the features that ARB reviews are appealable.
Mr. Norstrom stated that council’s decision is whether we want to hear the appeal. Mrs.
Fox agreed. She added that a motion is needed and passed by a majority vote.
Mr. Norstrom asked if council doesn’t want to hear the appeal, can we make a negative
motion. Mrs. Fox replied yes.
MOTION

Mr. Norstrom made a motion that council not hear the appeal. The
motion was seconded by Ms. Dorothy.

Mr. Norstrom said he would like to point out that Ms. Peggy Barnum references her
testimony of the January 8th meeting but she states in there that she sent a letter to the
Board and she felt that her letter was ignored and was left out of printed minutes unlike
pro-development letters that have been embraced and read aloud here. Mrs. Barnum
stated in that meeting that “city representatives, in alliance with developers conveniently
ignored zoning ordinances that are laws prior city leaders created to minimize the
destruction of open green space and mature trees that current city representatives
ardently promote in search of the almighty buck with no regard for the opposition. Those
of us who prefer to curtail city center development out of concern for density and quality
of life, I will introduce my sister. . .” Mr. Norstrom stated that the accusations that were
being made against our MPC upset him. Having served on that board, he knows how
they act. Mrs. Barnum probably should have a discussion with someone in city staff if
that hasn’t already taken place because needless to say we are not in bed with
developers. He also doesn’t think you could find a developer who enjoys coming before
MPC and ARB. He found the accusations here very upsetting and he wanted to bring
that to council’s attention.
When asked by Ms. Michael what he was reading from, Mr. Norstrom replied that they
are from the minutes of that meeting.
Dr. Chosy stated that he is still not clear. He can understand the concern about dividing
that lot off. It is very small and he can understand that but beyond that he doesn’t
understand what is in question. Mr. Norstrom replied that from what he can see from the
minutes it is similar from what council has been hearing relative to the Showe
development. It is more of the fact that increased density, reduced green space, trees
being cut down and other issues like that is what is implied in Mrs. Barnum’s letters.
Dr. Chosy asked why she wasn’t in attendance. Ms. Michael commented that this is
council’s time to make a decision on whether we want to hear her appeal. Dr. Chosy
understands that but added that she could support herself.
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Ms. Michael asked if she was aware that this was going to be discussed tonight. Mrs.
Fox replied that she didn’t know. She did send her a letter letting her know that council
has been informed about the appeal and that they needed to make a decision although
she didn’t know when that decision would be made. She added that she didn’t have any
contact information for Mrs. Barnum.
Ms. Michael concluded that she didn’t know that tonight was the night that council would
be discussing her appeal. Dr. Chosy commented that that bothers him a little bit.
Mr. Smith asked what recourse Mrs. Barnum has if council declines to hear her appeal.
Mrs. Fox replied that there was another decision Thursday night at the ARB that actually
was then approving of the home within the original boundaries. The original application
showed variances and ARB approved conditioned on them receiving variances from BZA
but then they dropped the BZA variances, moved the house back into the setbacks and
made a couple of other changes that required no variances so that was approved on
Thursday. Technically that decision can be appealed if she so chooses to do that.
Ms. Michael asked if that would have to be a different appeal than this one to which Mrs.
Fox acknowledged that it would. The time period would run differently. She always
would have the opportunity to appeal that second decision. She would have to be
determined to be an aggrieved property owner. Anybody could file a law suit but then
there would be an issue of whether or not she had standing to do that, if she is harmed or
damaged in some kind of way because of the decision.
Dr. Chosy commented that when she talked about the appeal that we are talking about
now, he asked if there were any specifics. Mrs. Fox replied that she doesn’t have any
information. She only has the information that she included in her notice of appeal.
Mr. Brown commented that we actually have an ARB member here so he can definitely
comment if he wishes to. He went on to say that this application went before the ARB
four times for different comments and updates and working with the builder to get them
to where ARB and staff felt comfortable. At all of those meetings her comments really
tied back to the original creation of the lot when staff asked that sidewalks be installed
along Evening St. and Clearview. In all of her statements and her sister’s statements it
related back to the removal of trees along Evening St. and Clearview and the additional
vegetation from the scrubs that kind of provided a private setting. He thinks, at least at
the meetings, staff felt that the sidewalks were missing a gap of two blocks on Evening St
(right across from the school) that we felt strongly about the installation of sidewalks.
He thinks one of the arguments, when it had the two variances built into it, was that the
house was too large for the lot. Since then we were able to get the applicant to adjust
those and alleviate the need for variances but it all tied back to her statements to the
actual creation of the lot.
Ms. Michael asked where she lives in relationship to this. Mr. Brown replied that there is
one house between her and the corner lot. He thinks two or three lots were combined for
her house.
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Mr. Norstrom shared that at Thursday night’s meeting she again brought it up and the
chair did point out that it was too late. But as Mr. Brown just pointed out the issue with
her also was like cutting down trees and the city advocating putting in the sidewalks and
things like that.
Ms. Michael stated the question before council is do we want to give her a day in court
because she asked for one or do we want to deny this request.
Mr. Smith would like more clarity. Mr. Myers point last week talking about this and he
thinks echoing what Mr. Norstrom is saying is that council is not legally allowed to vote
yes on this appeal because the time has lapsed. Mr. Norstrom clarified that council can’t
vote yes on the property division but she still objects to the trees and sidewalks. Mr.
Smith stated that in effect that is what she would be arguing. Ms. Michael stated that if
she argued something else we would have to remind her that it is too late.
Dr. Chosy asked if the sidewalk installation caused the removal of the bushes.
Mr. Brown shared that when we did the subdivision last year to recreate what was
originally platted. As part of that we did require them to install a five foot sidewalk
along Clearview and along Evening as part of that application per the code. So at least
her appeal before council is the architectural component part of it. He thinks that was
her argument at the meetings was tying it back to the sidewalk versus actually appealing
the ARB decision because the board has no say over the sidewalk requirement.
Mrs. Fox shared that one option, if council is inclined to allow her to come in and speak
is to make it clear that the ARB decision is the only thing she may speak to. Council will
not be permitted to consider any information that she brings forward on the subdivision
or the variances.
Mr. Norstrom clarified that the reason he offered the motion he did, and he is always in
favor of people coming and speaking before council but the basis for this appeal is not
something that members can hear as Mr. Smith points out. Her basis Thursday was the
lot split. If he understands what Mr. Brown just said, ARB didn’t make the decisions on
the sidewalks, the city mandated that so cutting down the bushes isn’t really something
that can be appealed at this point in time.
Ms. Michael commented that if council denies this appeal then a letter explaining that to
her would be sent, probably from the Law Director or City Manager. Mrs. Fox agreed to
provide a letter.
Mr. Smith asked if there is anything she can actually still appeal that council can make a
decision on. Mr. Greeson replied the architecture. She can appeal whether or not the
design guidelines were properly applied.
The motion to deny this appeal passed unanimously by a voice vote.
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Policy Item(s)
•

Liquor Permit Request – George T VIII LLC (dba Aladdins Eatery)

Mr. Greeson commented that we received a liquor permit request for George T VIII LLC
(dba Aladdins Eatery). This is for a D5J permit, which is spiritual liquor for on premises
consumption, beer and wine for on premises and off premises in original concealed
containers until 2:30 a.m. in the Entertainment District. The Entertainment District is
the Shops at Worthington Place. Members will have to make a motion in the negative to
not request a hearing on this request. Staff sees no reason to request a hearing.
MOTION

Mr. Smith made a motion to not request a hearing on this new
liquor permit request. The motion was seconded by Dr. Chosy.

There being no additional comments, the motion carried by a voice vote.
Mrs. Thress shared that the codified ordinance replacement pages are now effective. She
would be happy to update members’ books if brought in.
REPORTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS
Ms. Dorothy shared that she has tickets to a spaghetti dinner this coming Saturday. The
dinner runs from 4:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. and will be held at the Worthington United
Methodist Church. Children are $4.00 and adults are $6.00. She added that this is one
of the biggest fundraisers for Boy Scout Troop 364.
OTHER
EXECUTIVE SESSION
MOTION

Mr. Troper made a motion to meet in Executive Session to discuss
land acquisition. The motion was seconded by Ms. Dorothy.

The motion carried by the following voice vote:
Yes

6

No

0

Norstrom, Smith, Chosy, Troper, Dorothy, Michael

The motion carried unanimously by a voice vote.
Council recessed at 8:42 p.m. from the Regular meeting session.

City of Worthington

Meeting 05-19

City Council

Meeting Minutes

February 17, 2015

ADJOURNMENT
Council came out of Executive Session at 9:06 p.m.
MOTION

Mr. Norstrom made a motion to adjourn. The motion was
seconded by Ms. Dorothy.

The motion carried unanimously by a voice vote.
President Michael declared the meeting adjourned.

____________________________________
Clerk of Council
APPROVED by the City Council, this
16th day of March, 2015.

_______________________________
Council President
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ORDINANCE NO. 08-2015
Authorizing a Final Development Plan for 22332299 West Dublin-Granville Road and Authorizing
Variances (Dan Cline/Linworth Crossing).
WHEREAS, Dan Cline/Linworth Crossing has submitted a request for Final
Development Plan for 2233-2299 West Dublin-Granville Road; and,
WHEREAS, Sections 1175.01(d) and 1107.01 of the Codified Ordinances of the
City of Worthington establishes a Final Development Plan for Linworth Crossing with
Variances included, the Final Development Plan and Variances must be approved by City
Council; and,
WHEREAS, the proposal has received a complete and thorough review by the
Municipal Planning Commission on February 12, 2015 and approval has been
recommended by the Commission.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the Municipality of
Worthington, County of Franklin, State of Ohio:
SECTION 1. That the Final Development Plan for Linworth Crossing at 22332299 West Dublin-Granville Road as per Case No. DP 01-14, Drawings No. DP 01-14
dated January 30, 2015 and amended on February 12, 2015 attached hereto as Exhibit
“A” be approved.
SECTION 2. That there be and hereby are granted variances from Code Section
1149.02, 1149.07(a) and 1171.01(b) to permit a portion of the parking area to encroach
into the front and rear yard setbacks and to allow for the reduction in the number of
required parking spaces.
SECTION 3. That notice of passage of this Ordinance shall be posted in the
Municipal Administration Building, the Worthington Library, the Griswold Center and
the Worthington Community Center and shall set forth the title and effective date of the
Ordinance and a statement that the Ordinance is on file in the Office of the Clerk of
Council. This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the earliest
period allowed by law and by the Charter of the City of Worthington, Ohio.
Passed: _______________

________________________________
President of Council
Attest:

_______________________________
Clerk of Council

Introduced March 2, 2015
P.H. March 16, 2015
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Matthew H. Greeson, City Manager

FROM:

R. Lee Brown, Director

DATE:

February 23, 2015

SUBJECT:

Ordinance for a Final Development Plan and Variances – 2233-2299 West DublinGranville Road (Linworth Crossing) (DP 01-14)
______________________________________________________________________________

Findings of fact & Conclusions
Background & Request
As a result of action taken by City Council, the former Segna Motors site at 2233-2299 W.
Dublin Granville Road is now entirely in the City of Worthington and in the C-2 Zoning District
(Community Shopping Center). Also approved was the combination of 7 parcels into 2,
comprising 4.5 acres of total land. The two parcels created as part of the subdivision are in
different taxing districts and cannot be combined to create one new lot of record. Setback
variances for the buildings in relation to the interior property lines were granted as part of the
subdivision.
Due to the size and zoning of the property, any new development is subject to approval of a
Development Plan. In addition, approval is required from the Architectural Review Board for all
aspects of the development and demolition of any existing structures.
The applicant is requesting a new commercial (neighborhood retail) development, comprised of
two new buildings and associated site improvements.
Project Details:
1. Buildings:
• Buildings “A” and “B” are proposed facing W. Dublin-Granville Rd., and situated
toward the southern property line, with parking in front of and behind the
buildings. The approximate 10’ change in grade from the west side of the site to
the east side necessitates several grade changes in the individual buildings. A
courtyard with trellises is proposed between the buildings, likely to be used for
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restaurant seating. Building “A” is proposed to be 251’ 4” in length and 20,488
square feet in area. Building “B” is proposed to be 269’ 4” in length and 21,437
square feet in area. Individual tenants have not been identified.
• The flat roof buildings are designed primarily with red brick and arctic white
Hardie board 4” lap siding. A lighter brick is proposed for accent and for the east
side of Building “A”. The siding is proposed in the area above the storefronts for
signage background, and in the rear. Hipped roofs with green standing seam
metal are now proposed at two locations on each building. The storefront systems
are now proposed as green metal. Black flat canopies are proposed for the corner
tenants, and fabric awnings would be above the other storefronts. The proposed
fabric would be dark green with pinstripes.
• Black gooseneck lights are proposed to illuminate the sign panel areas which are
above the canvas awnings. Signage for corner tenants would be lit from below,
with lights in the canopies. Black mission style wall sconces are proposed
between storefronts.
• The applicant is proposing allowable signage for tenants in a 20’ wide space to be
20 square feet in area.
• The applicant indicates the rooftop equipment would be screened from the rightof-way with metal panels if needed.
2. Site and Landscaping:
• Parking is proposed as close as 30’ in front and 15’ in the rear. The required front
setback is 50’ and the required rear setback is 30’, so a variance would be
required for approximately 11 spaces at the northwest corner of the site. To the
east, the parking is primarily outside of the 50’ setback except for the front edge
of approximately 10 – 11 spaces at the east end. Approximately 49 spaces along
the southern property line are located in the rear setback. The number of spaces
provided (160) is approximately 20 spaces below what would be required by
Code, so a variance is needed.
• Two entrances are proposed for the site, one on W. Dublin-Granville Rd. and one
on Linworth Rd. For the W. Dublin-Granville Rd. entrance, ODOT approved
plans for right-in and right-out only when heading eastbound, and a left in when
heading westbound on W. Dublin-Granville Rd. The entrance would be
configured accordingly with an island between drives; and left and right turn lanes
would be added as part of construction. On Linworth Rd. the entrance would be
toward the south end of the site and full access.
• An 8’ wide asphalt multi-use path has been shown along both streets. An
easement would be needed to accommodate such a path. In addition, connections
are shown to Linworth Park lining up with the courtyard between the buildings,
and to the Linworth Rd. entrance.
• Several trees would be removed with the proposed development, many of which
are in poor condition. A number of trees would be retained around the perimeter
of the site, and a 36” Hackberry would be kept in an island at the W. DublinGranville Rd. entrance. Tree islands would accommodate new trees in the
parking area and street trees are proposed along W. Dublin-Granville Rd.
Additional tree islands near the building have been requested. Proposed at the
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•
•
•
•

perimeter, and interior to the site in beds and planters, are evergreen trees and
shrubs, ornamental grasses, perennials and ground cover.
Dumpsters proposed along the rear would be screened with fencing and
evergreens.
Storm water would be handled in a bioswale along W. Dublin-Granville Rd. and
in underground storage if needed.
Bicycle racks and planters are shown near the middle, west and east ends of the
site.
Parking lot lights are proposed along the northern and western edges of the
parking lot. Sixteen foot high poles are proposed with the bottom 30” being a
concrete base. The photometric plan shows average footcandles of 2.7, with 10.1
footcandles being the maximum light level in the parking lot. At the perimeter of
the site the lighting level ranges from 0.0 to 0.5, with 0.1 footcandles being the
average.

Land Use Plans:
Worthington Design Guidelines and Architectural District Ordinance
Planning for the redevelopment of a site should include an inventory and evaluation of features,
and the development should retain those that add scenic or historic value. New developments
should build upon and extend the pedestrian scale and walkability of the city’s commercial heart,
extending amenities such as sidewalks and shade trees into new developments. Inclusion of
sidewalks, pedestrian-scaled signage, and planting and lawn areas will help communicate a sense
of a walkable pedestrian scale.
Simple geometric forms and uncomplicated massing tend to make buildings more user-friendly.
Carefully designed building facades that employ traditional storefronts -- or similarly-sized
windows on the first floor -- will help make new buildings more pedestrian-friendly. Building
up to the required setback is desirable as means of getting pedestrians closer to the building and
into the main entrance as easily as possible. Generally, a traditional roof shape such as gable or
hip is preferable to a flat roof on a new building.
Traditional materials such as wood and brick are desirable in newer developments, but other
materials are also acceptable. Poured concrete and concrete block should be confined primarily
to foundation walls. Large areas of glass are appropriate for the first floors of new buildings,
where they resemble the commercial storefronts typical of older buildings. Avoid any use of
glass with highly reflective coatings, as they generally are not compatible with other
development in Worthington.
On long facades, consider breaking the composition down into smaller “storefront” units. Use
traditional sizes, proportions and spacing. Doing so will help link Old Worthington and newer
areas through consistent design elements.
While the regulations permit a certain maximum square footage of signs for a business, try to
minimize the size and number of signs. Place only basic names and graphics on signs along the
street so that drive-by traffic is not bombarded with too much information. Free-standing signs
should be of the “monument” type (standing vertically, mounted on a ground-level base and not
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on a pole); they should be as low as possible. Such signs should have an appropriate base such as
a brick planting area with appropriate landscaping or no lighting. Colors for signs should be
chosen for compatibility with the age, architecture and colors of the buildings they serve. Bright
color shades generally are discouraged in favor of more subtle and toned-down shades.
Comprehensive Plan
The 2005 Worthington Comprehensive Plan recommends that a neighborhood retail service
center be established at the West Dublin-Granville Road and Linworth Road intersection to
create a commercial node for the community.
Additional Information:
The residents of Westbrook Place have expressed an interest in bike and pedestrian connections
from Westbrook Court to be able to safely access Linworth Park, Linworth Crossing and other
areas along West Dublin-Granville Road.
Recommendations:
Staff is recommending approval of the application. Staff believes this will further the
redevelopment of a key site that will be a gateway to the City of Worthington.
On February 12, 2015 the Municipal Planning Commission reviewed and recommended
approval to City Council on a Final Development Plan with Variances for Linworth Crossing.
On February 12, 2015 the Architectural Review Board approved a Certificate of Appropriateness
to construct a new commercial development named Linworth Crossing.
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PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT AND SIGN YOUR NAME:

The information contained in this application and in all attachments is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge. I further acknowledge that I have familiarized myself with all applicable
sections of the Worthington Codified Ordinances and will comply with all applicable
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Date
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MPC Approval Date:
City Council Approval Date:

Abutting Property Owners List for
2233-2299
W. Dublin-Granville Rd.

Richard Russell
Strait Real Estate LLC
MV2T Investments LLC
Charles & Loranna Bishop
Danna Erwin
Paul & Judith Doran
Englefield Oil Co.
United Dairy Farmers Inc.
161 Linworth Properties LLC
McCulloughs Tree Service Inc.
Segna Investment Inc.

595 Retreat Ln.
2573 Swisher Creek Dr.
2290 W. Dublin-Granville Rd.
6167 Hutchinson St.
395 Country Cove
8378 Bevelhymer Rd.
447 James Pkwy.
2204 W. Dublin-Granville Rd.
6629 Millbrae Rd.
PO Box 1240
PO Box 1895

Powell, OH 43065
Blacklick, OH 43004
Columbus, OH 43085
Westerville, OH 43081
Cabot, AR 72023
Westerville, OH 43081
Newark, OH 43056
Columbus, OH 43085
Columbus, OH 43235
Zanesville, OH 43702
Buckeye Lake, OH 43008
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January 30, 2015

Lynda Bitar
Municipal Planning Commission
Worthington, Ohio 43085
Lynda:
The following items have been modified to address some of the Architectural Review
Board comments at the January 22 , 2014 meeting and our meeting in your office
January 26:

1. The size of the black Goose Neck lights have been increased from 1O" wide to
12" wide.

2. The standing seam hip roof color has been modified from the green patina to a

3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

dark brown (aged bronze) with a 4'-0"x4"-0" internally lit cupola. Roof slope has
been increased from 4/12 pitch to 5/12 pitch.
4" white lap siding has been deleted from East wall of Building "A" and replaced
with all brick.
2'-0"x2'-0" tan brick medallions have been added to the top of the columns on
the north face of both buildings.
East and west end walls have been lowered to accent hip roof elements.
All south wall parapets have been raised to improve proportions and to conceal
RTU's.
Size of crown molding detail has been increased to 18"

Please call if you have any questions.

Dan

Daniel Cline & Associates, Inc.
Architecture/Retail Design
112 S. Parkview Ave.
Columbus, Ohio 43209
Tel. 614-485-9400

Product Features
No Rooftop Penetration
Pre-Engineered Screening System
Screening Code Solution
Attractive Alternative to Parapet Walls
Multiple Pane l Designs
Designer Top Trim Accents
Vertical or Canted Designs
Wide Range of Designer Colors
Panels Slide for Easy Service Access
Custom Design Capabi lities
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Product#: RAS12-SB
Width: 12"
Height: 10.5"'
Wattage: 200
Bulb: 1
Glass: NIA
Finish: Satin Black - UV Protectant
Extension:
RAS12-SB is shade only. Choose a Goose Neck for wall mount (shown with RGN15-SB).
Optional Wire Guard (RWG12-SB) is available.

Related Products
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KICHLER.
Tremillo Collection
Outdoor Wall 1Lt BK
49200BK {Black (Painted))
Product Description:
This 1 light wall fixture from the
Double lines of Black finish forrr
pleasant ambience of Satin Etcl
walkway or porch with sleek soi
Availab le Finishes
Black (Painted)
Black (Painted)

Technical Information
Lamp Included:
Weight:
Glass Description:
Extension:
Safety Rated:
HCWO:
Project

Base Backplate:
CFL Bulb Type:
Dual Mount:
Patent:
Light Source:
Socket Base:
Number of Bulbs:
Lamp Type:
Max Watt:
Width:

Type
Ordering#
Comments

Height:
Collection:
Finish:

No
4.E
SA
6.7
WE
5
5.E

HY
No

us
Inc
Me

1
A1
1Q(

5.7
11 .

TrE
Blc:
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CSX1 LED
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The Contour® Series luminaires offer traditional
square dayforms with softened edges for a
versatile look t hat complements many applications.

Specifications
O.? ft'

EPA:

23-1/2"

Len gt h:

L

18- 1/2"

Width:

· .:~

•

for stylish, high-performance illuminat ion that lasts.
It is ideal for replacing trad it ional metal halide
in area lighting applications with typical energy
savings of 65% and expected service life of over

IE

ti

•J .•

5-7/8"

Height:

The CSX1 combines the latest in LED technology
with the familiar aest hetic of the Contour® Series
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111111

100,000 hours.
EXAMPLE: CSX1 LED 60C 1000 40K T3M MVOLT SPA DDBXD
CSX1 LED

60C

--.111H§.+·1 1!11Pi¥1-1.F ll
CSXl LED

60( 60
LE01

700

/00 rnA

1000 1000mA
(1A)

40K 4000K
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Ud1k brur1t~

OBLXO

Rlack

01mmableand controllable via ROAM0 (no
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Natural
,1hrmin11m

OMG

0- lOV dimming driver (nocontrols) •

OWHXO

White
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Hou1e-sideshre!d '

OOBTXO

lextured
dark bronze
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Textured
black
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Shipped installed
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Jyµdl

MVOLT '
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Type JV

208 1

Square pole
mounting
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mounting
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Shipped Separately'
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SPUMBA
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Double fuse (208, 240, 480V)
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Dual switching''
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throw

240 I
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adaptor
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BL30

Bi-level switched dimming, nominal 30% '·'

BL50
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VG

Vandal guard
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MVOLT driver operates on any line voltage from 120-27N (50/60 Hz).\
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Nexus - Two Light Sign Kit
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$299.00
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Height

4.50 inches

Width

31 25 inches

Bulb Count

2

Bulb Included

y

Pnmary Max Walt
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Primary Lamp Type

LED

UPC

00640665154559

Ship Method

UPS 1FedEX Shipping

No Optional Accessories available right now
Availability: :
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ORDINANCE NO. 09-2015
Approving the Subdivision of Property at 2233-2299 West
Dublin-Granville Road, Authorizing Variances and
Approving a Development Agreement (Linworth Crossing,
LLC/Segna Investments Inc.)
WHEREAS, a request has been made by Linworth Crossing, LLC/Segna
Investments Inc. to combine and subdivide the property located at 2233-2299 West
Dublin-Granville Road; and,
WHEREAS, the request has received a complete and thorough review by the
Municipal Planning Commission on February 12, 2015 and approval has been
recommended by the Commission; and,
WHEREAS, Section 1107.01 of the Codified Ordinances provides that on
recommendation of the Municipal Planning Commission, or on its own initiative Council
may permit variations from the standards established in the Planning and Zoning Code;
and,
WHEREAS, the Developer will be required to install an 8’ wide multi-use path
along Dublin-Granville Road and Linworth Road as per the Development Agreement.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the Municipality of
Worthington, County of Franklin and State of Ohio:
SECTION 1. That the Subdivision to divide the property located at 2233-2299
West Dublin-Granville Road, as per Case No. SUB 01-15, Drawings No. SUB 01-15,
dated January 30, 2015 attached hereto as Exhibit “A” be approved.
SECTION 2. That there be and hereby is granted a variance from Section
1149.02 of the Codified Ordinances to allow for a structure to be placed up to and over
the internal property line as it pertains to the required side yard building setback.
SECTION 3. That the City Manager is authorized to enter into a Development
Agreement with the Developer attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.

ORDINANCE NO. 09-2015
SECTION 4. That notice of passage of the Ordinance shall be posted in the
Municipal Administration Building, the Worthington Library, the Griswold Center, and
the Worthington Community Center and shall set forth the title and effective date of the
Ordinance and a statement that the Ordinance is on file in the office of the Clerk of
Council. This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the earliest
period allowed by law and by the Charter of the City of Worthington, Ohio.

Passed: ______________

____________________________________
President of Council
Attest:

_______________________________
Clerk of Council

Introduced March 2, 2015
P.H. March 16, 2015

SUB 01-15 - EXHIBIT "A"

SUB 01-15 - EXHIBIT "A"

SUB 01-15 - EXHIBIT "B"

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is executed on this ___ day of ____________, 20__, by and between
Linworth Crossing, LLC, an Ohio limited liability company (the “Developer”) and the City of Worthington,
Ohio, an Ohio municipal corporation (the “City”), pursuant to Chapter 1101 of the Codified Ordinances of
the City of Worthington and the Final Subdivision Plat for Linworth Crossing (the “Development”).

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the approval of the Development by the Council of the
City of Worthington, Ohio, it is hereby agreed as follows:

1.

The proposed Development and its ultimate use shall conform to the Subdivision Plat as
approved by City Council and the requirements of law, including without limitation, the
Planning and Zoning Code and the Building Code of the City of Worthington, except as may
be otherwise authorized by proper authority.

2.

No transfer of any lot, parcel or tract from said Development shall be made, nor shall any
construction work, including grading, be started which may affect the arrangement of streets
or other public improvements until approval of the Final Plat is obtained by the Developer
and the performance bond or irrevocable letter of credit acceptable to the City or certified
check guaranteeing the completion of public improvements in accordance with Paragraph 5
of this Agreement is provided to the City.

3.

The Developer shall pay the entire cost and shall construct, install or otherwise provide all
public improvements necessary to serve the Development as required by Title One –
Subdivision Platting Regulations of the Codified Ordinances, in connection with the
Subdivision, under the supervision of the City Engineer, including, at a minimum:
(a) Sanitary sewers, including manholes, services and all appurtenance for the extension
of the sanitary sewer line through the property to the western property line to allow
for future connection.
(b) Water lines, fire hydrants, and all appurtenances necessary to serve the lots in the
Development including taps and curb boxes available to each lot.
(c) Construction of an 8-foot asphalt multi-use path along Dublin Granville Road (SR
161) and Linworth Road along the property frontage. The multi-use path will be
located in a 10-foot access easement to be shown on the Final Subdivision Plat for
Linworth Crossing. The 8-foot asphalt multi-use path along Linworth Road will be
extended south along Linworth Road to connect with the existing access drive to
Linworth Park.
(d) Construction of an 8-foot asphalt path to connect Linworth Crossing to the existing
8-foot path in Linworth Park.
(e) Monuments and stakes.
(f) Storm sewers, including manholes, inlets and all appurtenances, and drainage
improvements.
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(g) Landscaping and screening features, and street trees.
4.

Prior to beginning any construction work, detailed engineering drawings and specifications
shall be furnished to the City by the Developer for all of the public improvements to be
installed in the Development.

5.

The Developer shall, in accordance with Section 1101.15 of the Codified Ordinances,
provide to the City a performance bond or irrevocable letter of credit acceptable to the City,
or a certified check, in an amount equal to the estimated cost of constructing said
improvements, guaranteeing the completion thereof within one year from the date of
approval of this Development Agreement, or such extension of time as may be granted by
Council. Said performance bond or letter of credit acceptable to the City or certified check
shall be released upon acceptance of the public improvements by the City and upon the
furnishing by the Developer of an additional bond or letter of credit acceptable to the City,
or a certified check, in an amount equal to ten percent (10%) of the estimated cost of
construction, guaranteeing the maintenance of said improvement for a period of one (1) year
from the date of acceptance. Said maintenance bond or letter of credit acceptable to the City
or certified check shall be released upon satisfactory completion of the one (1) year
maintenance period. The Developer shall be responsible for the maintenance and care of all
subdivision improvements for a period of one (1) year after acceptance of said improvements
by the City.

6.

The Developer shall deposit with the Finance Director a sum of money as prescribed by the
City Engineer to defray the cost of inspection, engineering services, and other expenses, as
may be incurred by the City in connection with the inspection of the installation of said public
improvements. Should the amount of such deposit be insufficient to pay the cost thereof, the
Subdivider shall, immediately upon demand by the City, deposit such additional sums as are
estimated to be necessary. Upon completion and acceptance of said improvements, any
unexpended balance shall be refunded.

7.

The City Engineer shall be notified, in writing, seven (7) days before any construction is
begun on said improvements in order that inspection may be provided.

8.

The Developer shall hold the City of Worthington, its officials, and employees free and
harmless from any and all claims for damages of every nature arising or growing out of the
construction of said public improvements, and shall defend, at its own cost and expense, any
suit or action brought against the City of Worthington, or its officials and employees, by
reason thereof, until the public improvements have been accepted by the City Council and
until the end of the one (1) year maintenance period.

9.

The Developer or the contractor constructing the public improvements shall carry at least the
following minimum amounts of insurance: General Public Liability Insurance, on an
occurrence basis, in an amount not less than Five Hundred Thousand Dollars ($500,000) for
injuries, including those resulting in death, to any one person, and an amount not less than
One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) for damages on account of any one accident or occurrence;
and Property Damage Insurance on an occurrence basis in an amount not less than Two
Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars ($250,000) for damages on account of any one accident or
occurrence.
Said insurance shall be maintained in full force and effect during the construction of the
Development improvements and shall protect the City, its officials, employees, agents and
representatives from claims for damages to property arising in any manner from the negligent
or wrongful acts, errors or omissions of the Developer or the contractor, their employees,
agents, or representatives in the construction of the Development improvements. Certificates
of insurance naming the City as an additional insured shall be obtained and filed with the
City prior to commencement of construction of the Development improvements. These
certificates shall contain a provision that coverage afforded under the policies shall not be
cancelled unless at least thirty (30) days prior actual written notice has been given to the City.

10.

Any violation of, or noncompliance with, any of the provisions of this Agreement shall
constitute a breach of contract and the City shall have the right to stop the work forthwith
and hold the bonding company responsible for the completion of said improvements
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according to the approved plat and this Agreement, or to use the certified check, or the letter
of credit for such purpose. The City shall notify the Developer, in writing, of any such
breaches, violations or noncompliance with any of the provisions or stipulations of this
Agreement and shall provide a reasonable time for the Developer to remedy the breach,
violation or noncompliance before the City shall have the right to stop work and hold the
bonding company responsible for completion of said improvements.
11.

The acceptance and approval of all required improvements be and hereby is conditioned upon
the Developer or its authorized agent complying in full with Section 1101.16 of the
Worthington Codified Ordinances unless the requirements as applicable to this Development
have been modified or deleted by action of Worthington City Council.

12.

Upon approval and acceptance of the public improvements, reproducible as-built
construction drawings of the public improvements shall become the property of the City of
Worthington and shall be kept on file in the office of the City Engineer.

13.

In consideration whereof, the City of Worthington hereby grants the Developer, or its duly
authorized agent, the right and privilege to make the improvements provided for herein.

14.

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding on the heirs, executors, successors
or assigns of the Developer.

15.

This Agreement shall be recorded in the Office of the Franklin County Recorder and shall
become a public record of Franklin County, Ohio.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties to this Agreement have caused it to be executed and subscribed by
their duly authorized representatives as of the date first written above.

__________________________

CITY OF WORTHINGTON

By_____________________________
Print Name______________________
Its_____________________________

By____________________________
Matthew H. Greeson, City Manager

Approved as to form:

________________________________
Pamela A. Fox, Director of Law
City of Worthington

[Acknowledgements contained on the following page.]
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STATE OF ________
COUNTY OF __________________

BE IT REMEMBERED, that on this ___ day of _______________, 20__, the foregoing instrument
was acknowledged before me, a Notary Public in and for the jurisdiction aforesaid, by
_____________________, the ________________________ of _______________, an Ohio
____________________________, on behalf of the ______________.

______________________________
Notary Public

STATE OF OHIO
COUNTY OF FRANKLIN
BE IT REMEMBERED, that on this ___ day of _______________, 20__, the foregoing instrument
was acknowledged before me, a Notary Public in and for the jurisdiction aforesaid, by Matthew H. Greeson,
the City Manager of the City of Worthington, an Ohio municipal corporation, on behalf of the City.

______________________________
Notary Public

This document prepared by:
Pamela A. Fox
City of Worthington Department of Law
370 Highland Avenue
Worthington, Ohio 43085
(614) 880-1464
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Matthew H. Greeson, City Manager

FROM:

R. Lee Brown, Director

DATE:

February 23, 2015

SUBJECT:

Ordinance for a Subdivision, Variances and Development Agreement – 2233-2299
West Dublin-Granville Road and 6113 Linworth Road (Linworth Plaza, LLC/Segna
Investments Inc.) (SUB 01-15)
______________________________________________________________________________

Findings of fact & Conclusions
Background & Request:
Approval of this subdivision was granted by the City Council on April 21, 2014 by Ordinance
#13-2013. Due to various reasons, the plat was not recorded. The only addition was a 10’
easement for placement of the recreation path is needed, which is now shown on the plat.
The original request was for approval to combine 7 parcels located at 2233-2299 West DublinGranville Road and 6113 Linworth Road to ultimately create 2 parcels. The 7 separate parcels
have total acreage of approximately 4.5-acres. The proposal is to create 2 new lots: Lot #1 will
have 2.730 acres and Lot #2 will have 1.729 acres. Lot #1 would be comprised of the recently
annexed parcels from Perry Township to the City of Worthington. Lot #2 would have the
existing parcels already located in the City of Worthington. The properties are in different taxing
districts and cannot be combined to create 1 new lot of record; this is the reason for the creation
of 2 lots.
The parcels are in the C-2 Zoning District. Side yard setback variances were granted with the
subdivision ordinance before, so would be part of the ordinance again. Building Code variances
would also be needed as part of the building permit process.
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Zoning Requirements:
C-2 Zoning
Lot Width
150’
Lot Area
1-acre

Lot #1
451’ & 240’
2.730-acres

Lot #2
156’
1.729-acres

Details:
1. The applicant has met all requirements for Preliminary Plat and Final Plat approval as
outlined in Chapter 1101 of the Codified Ordinances of the City of Worthington.
2. The proposed subdivision will allow for the future redevelopment of the parcel.
3. Access to the site will be limited to two access points. There will be a full access point to
Linworth Road towards the southern property line and a limited access point to West
Dublin-Granville Road (SR-161) that will be controlled by ODOT.
4. The applicant will be dedicating 10 feet of additional right-of-way along West DublinGranville Road for future ROW needs.
5. The applicant has provided a 10’ recreation path easement along the right-of-way.
6. The newly created lots will exceed the minimum lot size and frontage requirements
required in the C-2 Zoning District.
7. Side yard setback variances to allow structures to be placed up to and over the internal
property line are requested.
8. The applicant has provided a 15’ sanitary sewer easement along the southern and western
property to allow for the future connection to the property to the west of the site upon
annexation.
9. The applicant has been approved to demolish all structures on the site as part of the
redevelopment.
10. Effect of public facilities- No impact has been identified at this time.
11. Effect on sewerage and drainage facilities- No impact has been identified at this time.
12. The site is subject to the Architectural Review and Development Plan approval from the
Architectural Review Board, Municipal Planning Commission and City Council
approval.
Land Use Plans:
Comprehensive Plan
The 2005 Worthington Comprehensive Plan recommends that a neighborhood retail service
center be established at the West Dublin-Granville Road and Linworth Road intersection to
create a commercial node for the community.
Recommendations:
Staff is recommending approval of the application. Staff believes this will further the
redevelopment of a key site that will be a gateway to the City of Worthington.
On February 12, 2015 the Municipal Planning Commission reviewed and unanimously
recommended approval to City Council on the Final Plat (SUB 01-15) for Linworth Crossing.
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ORDINANCE NO. 10-2015
An Ordinance Enacted by the City of Worthington,
Hereinafter Referred to as the City, in the Matter of
the Stated Described Project (PID Number 99624,
FRA-Fiber Splicing – FY15)
WHEREAS, the State has identified the need for the described project: this
project consists of fiber optic splicing and repair at various locations on IR 70, IR 270, IR
670 and SR-315 (includes SR-315/SR-161 interchange) throughout Franklin County.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the Municipality of
Worthington, County of Franklin, State of Ohio:
SECTION 1. That it is declared to be in the public interest that the consent of
Worthington City Council be and such consent is hereby given to the Director of
Transportation to complete the above described project.
SECTION 2. The City of Worthington shall cooperate with the Director of
Transportation in the above described project as follows:
The City hereby agrees to cooperate with the Director of Transportation of the
State of Ohio in the planning, design and construction of the identified highway
improvement project and grants consent to the Ohio Department of Transportation
for its development and construction of the project in accordance with plans,
specifications and estimates as approved by the Director;
The Ohio Department of Transportation shall assume and bear one hundred
percent (100%) of the total cost of Preliminary Engineering, Right of Way and
Construction;
The City agrees to assume and bear one hundred percent (100%) of the total cost
of those features requested by the City which are not necessary for the
improvement as determined by the State and Federal Highway Administration.
SECTION 3. All right-of-way within the City which is required for the described
project will be acquired and/or made available in accordance with current State and
Federal regulations. Right-of-way costs include eligible utility costs. The City agrees
that all utility accommodation, relocation and reimbursement will comply with the
current provisions of 23 CFR 645 and the ODOT Utilities Manual.
SECTION 4. Upon completion of said project, and unless otherwise agreed, the
City shall: (1) provide adequate maintenance for the described project in accordance with
all applicable state and federal laws, including, but not limited to, Title 23, U.S.C.,
Section 116; (2) provide ample financial resources, as necessary, for the maintenance of
the project; (3) maintain the right-of-way, keeping it free of obstructions; and, (4) hold
said right-of-way inviolate for public highway purposes.

ORDINANCE NO. 10-2015
SECTION 5. That the City Manager is hereby directed on behalf of the City to
enter into contracts with the Director of Transportation necessary to complete the above
described project.
SECTION 6. That notice of passage of this Ordinance shall be posted in the
Municipal Administration Building, the Worthington Library, the Griswold Center and
the Worthington Community Center and shall set forth the title and effective date of the
Ordinance and a statement that the Ordinance is on file in the office of the Clerk of
Council. This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the earliest
period allowed by law and by the Charter of the City of Worthington, Ohio.

Passed _____________

____________________________________
President of Council

Attest:

______________________________
Clerk of Council

Introduced March 2, 2015
P.H. March 16, 2015

ORDINANCE NO. 11-2015
To Amend the Official Zoning Map of the City of
Worthington, Ohio, to Change Zoning of Certain
Land from C-1, Neighborhood Commercial to C-2,
Community Commercial (5596 North High Street).
WHEREAS, a request has been made by David Creighton to amend the official
zoning map of the City of Worthington, Ohio to change the zoning of certain land from
C-1, Neighborhood Commercial to C-2, Community Commercial for the property located
at 5596 North High Street; and,
WHEREAS, the property is located along a commercial corridor of High Street at
the southernmost boundary of the City adjacent to and part of a building that spans the
corporate limits of both Worthington and the City of Columbus; and,
WHEREAS, the Municipal Planning Commission on ____________ reviewed this
request and recommends approval.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the Municipality of
Worthington, County of Franklin, State of Ohio:
SECTION 1.
The 0.278 +/- acres of land located on the east side of High Street
at 5596 High Street (PID #100-001482), also known as Lot One (1), Block A, in Colonial
Hills & Dales Subdivision as the same is delineated upon the recorded plat thereof, of
record in Plat Book 21, page 6, Recorder’s Office, Franklin County, Ohio, the graphical
depiction of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, and incorporated by reference
herein, is hereby rezoned to “C-2”, Community Commercial.
SECTION 2.
That notice of passage of this Ordinance shall be posted in the
Municipal Administration Building, the Worthington Library, the Griswold Center and
the Worthington Community Center and shall set forth the title and effective date of the
Ordinance and a statement that the Ordinance is on file in the office of the Clerk of
Council. This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the earliest
period allowed by law and by the Charter of the City of Worthington Ohio.
Passed ____________

___________________________________
President of Council
Attest:

________________________________
Clerk of Council

MEMORANDU
UM
To:

Matt Greeson
G

From:

Pam Fox
F

Date:

March
h 11, 2015

Subject:

Rezon
ning of Parceel in Sharon Square Shoppping from C-1 to C-2

y has recently
y been interacting with David Creigghton, a prosspective tenaant of the Shharon
The City
Square Shopping
S
Ceenter located
d at 5596 No
orth High Sttreet to occuupy two leassed spaces iin the
building,, one as a hair
h salon, an
nd the otherr as a restauurant. Buildding plans ffor the restaaurant
space haave not yet been subm
mitted to the Building D
Department, but in the course of some
communications between Mr. Creighton’s
C
engineer annd Don Phillips about inquiries foor the
electricall system, queestions arosee over the usse of the spacce for restauurant purposees.
The prop
perty is curreently zoned C-1, Neighb
borhood Com
mmercial. P
Permitted uses in C-1 include
personal services, public usess, semipubllic uses, esssential serrvices, acceessory uses and
mercial usess, which are
a defined as retail, personal oor repair seervice
neighborrhood comm
establishm
ments which
h cater to an
nd can be loccated in closse proximityy to residenttial districts. The
C-1 distrrict is intended to applly to establiishments thaat employ less than tenn persons onn the
maximum
m work shifft and are less
l
than 10
0,000 squaree feet in floor area. A
As the propposed
restauran
nt use has been described
d to us, it wo
ould fit thesee characteristics; howeveer, restaurannts are
not a perm
mitted use in
n the C-1 zoning districtt.
The building on the site is in one
o of thosee unique loccations wherre part of thhe structure is in
gton and parrt is in Colum
mbus, and th
he proposedd restaurant space stradddles the corpporate
Worthing
line. It is across Seelby Avenuee from St. Michael’s
M
chhurch and ffrom C-1, C
C-2, C-3 andd C-4
propertiees in Worthin
ngton on Hig
gh Street. Itt is the southhernmost prooperty in thee City on thee east
side of High
H
Street. The Colum
mbus portion
n of the building is situaated in the C
Columbus zooning
category C-4, which is one of thee higher leveel commerciial zoning diistricts, incorrporating alll uses
from the less intensiv
ve commerccial districts (C-1, C-2 aand C-3). Reestaurants arre permittedd uses
olumbus porttion of this building.
b
in the Co
To the eaast, the Sharron Square property
p
own
ner also ownns two parceels that are ccurrently useed for
parking for
f the center but which are actually in the R-10 zoning distrrict. Also inn the R-10 diistrict

along Selby Boulevard are multi-family units. The parking lot is screened on the east and south
by vegetation.
Staff believes that rezoning this site to C-2 is consistent with the zoning in the area, both within
the Worthington limits and with adjacent and nearby uses along the same side of the street in
Columbus and would not adversely affect the surrounding properties.
The rezoning ordinance is required to be introduced at Council and referred to the MPC for
investigation and report.

ORDINANCE NO. 12-2015
Vacating Street Right-of-Way on the West Side of
Linworth Road.
WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, a petition was filed by the owners of 6211, 6219,
6227, 6233 and 6245 Linworth Road to vacate the right-of-way abutting their lots to the
east along the west side of Linworth Road; and,
WHEREAS, the right-of-way was established ‘for street purposes’ by plat as
depicted on the Elmwood Subdivision plat recorded on February 16, 1988 in the office of
the Franklin County Recorder; and,
WHEREAS, Section 723. 04 of the Ohio Revised Code requires the Worthington
City Council to hold a hearing on the petition and upon being satisfied that there is good
cause for such vacation, that it will not be detrimental to the general interest, and that it
should be made, City Council may declare that such area be vacated.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the Municipality of
Worthington, County of Franklin, State of Ohio:
SECTION 1. That an area of land delineated on the Elmwood Subdivision Plat
recorded in Plat Book 4, Page 93 in the office of the Franklin County Recorder on
February 16, 1888, and dedicated for street purposes, as such area is more specifically
described on Exhibit “A” attached hereto and made a part hereof, is hereby vacated by
the City of Worthington.
SECTION 2. Such vacation is declared by the City Council upon hearing the
petition and upon being satisfied that there is good cause for such vacation, that it will not
be detrimental to the general interest, and that it should be made.
SECTION 3. That notice of passage of this Ordinance shall be posted in the
Municipal Administration Building, the Worthington Library, the Griswold Center and
the Worthington Community Center and shall set forth the title and effective date of the
Ordinance and a statement that the Ordinance is on file in the office of the Clerk of
Council. This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the earliest
period allowed by law and by the Charter of the City of Worthington Ohio.

Passed ______________________

___________________________________
President of Council
Attest:
______________________________
Clerk of Council

MEMORANDU
UM
To:

Matt Greeson
G

From:

Pam Fox
F

Date:

March
h 11, 2015

Subject:

Petitio
on to Vacatee Linworth Road
R
Right-oof-Way

On Marcch 3rd, a pettition was filed with thee City to vaacate the rigght-of-way aalong the weestern
edge of Linworth Road
R
north of
o Route 16
61. The pettition was ssigned by thhe owners oof the
propertiees at 6211, 6219,
6
6227, 6233 and 62
245 Linwortth Road, whhich are fivee adjacent loots on
the west side of the road,
r
all partt of an origin
nal subdivission known aas the Elmw
wood Subdiviision,
i 1888. Most
M
of theese propertiies were annnexed into the City iin 1988, w
with a
platted in
northernm
most piece annexed
a
in 1993. The peetition is attaached for youur referencee.
The orig
ginal plat sho
owed a trian
ngular piecee of ground that was reeserved ‘for street purpooses’,
wedged between
b
lotts numbered
d 32, 33, 34, 35 and 366 (which aree the five Linworth prooperty
addressess listed abov
ve) and the Columbus and
a Delawarre Pike (nkaa Linworth Road). At some
point in time
t
when th
he land was still in Perry
y Township, homes weree built on theese five lots.. The
setbacks for the hom
mes should have
h
been measured
m
froom the platted right-of-w
way line, buut we
believe may
m have beeen measureed from the centerline oof Linworthh Road, the typical poinnt for
setback measuremen
m
nts in the Co
ounty. With
hin the last yyear, MRZ IInvestments, LLC purchhased
6245 Lin
nworth Road
d (the northeern parcel) in
i foreclosurre and the oowner submiitted applicaations
for building permits to make ren
novations to the home onn the site. Itt was at thatt point that iit was
discovereed that the home was enccroaching up
pon this desiignated rightt-of-way.
oad is a coun
nty road, thee Franklin County enginneer’s office offered to suurvey
Because Linworth Ro
the land to determin
ne the exten
nt to which MRZ Investments’ houuse encroachhed. The suurvey
showed an
a encroachm
ment of the base
b
structurre of 0.83 feeet. The survvey did not take into acccount
a front porch
p
and bay
b window
w that the owner
o
had iinstalled, ass the Countty typically only
considerss the location of the fou
undation in th
hose instancces and not oother structuures that migght be
more eassily removed
d. In addition, there is an extensivve stone walll that has bbeen in placee and
recently repaired by
y MRZ thaat covers neearly all off the plattedd right-of-w
way area. MRZ
Investmeents has askeed to have th
he entire rig
ght-of-way vvacated. Thhe reasons foor the requesst are
contained
d in the petition, but esssentially are intended to remove thee structure annd the stonee wall

from the right-of-way and to clear a ‘cloud/impediment’ on the title due to the encroachment.
The petitioners’ justification for the right-of-way vacation is that the area has not been used by
the township, the county, or the city for street purposes since its dedication.
The City Engineer, Law Director and Planning Director, along with County Engineer personnel,
met the principal of MRZ Investments and his attorney at the site to discuss the matter. It is the
opinion of the City staff that a partial vacation of this area may be sufficient, but staff is opposed
to the entire area being vacated. Although there has been no reported use put to this right-of-way
since the area was platted, we are aware of the discussions that are taking place for
improvements to Route 161, and the intersection of Route 161 and Linworth Road in particular.
And, with all of the discussions the City has been having about bike/pedestrian concerns, giving
up right-of-way that may be critical to the construction of bike/ped facilities is ill-advised.
There are three ways in which right-of-way may be vacated pursuant to the Ohio Revised Code –
by an abutting owner’s petition to the City, on the action of the municipality without petition,
and by petition to the court of common pleas from any person owning a lot in the immediate
vicinity of the right-of-way.
The provisions of Section 723.04 (vacation upon petition to the municipality) is the method in
this case and is typically the method employed. The City Council is required to hold a hearing
on the petition and, upon being satisfied that: (1) there is good cause for the vacation; (2) it will
not be detrimental to the general interest, and (3) it should be made, Council may, by ordinance,
declare such street to be vacated. The effect of the order of the City to vacate the land operates
as a transfer of the vacated portion to the abutting lot owners.
The ordinance is presented for introduction without a legal description of an area ‘to be vacated’
attached. Should Council determine that something less than all of the right-of-way may be
vacated, that vacated area will need to be described with some specificity. Without knowing at
this stage what that decision will be, and without having been able to come to an agreement with
one or more of the property owners about what amount, if any, less than the whole of the rightof-way should be vacated, we felt it was most cost beneficial to wait to describe the area.
We will continue to have discussions with MRZ’s attorney to see if there is an acceptable
resolution to this request prior to the public hearing. If we get to that point, we are hopeful that a
legal description of a recommended area for vacation can be attached at that time. If no
agreement can be reached, we will recommend that the petition be denied.
As Linworth Road is a county road, the County Commissioners will also be acting on the same
petition and have indicated that since the road is in the City limits, they will work cooperatively
with us in what we decide to do.
A copy of the petition is included with this memo.
questions.

Please let me know if you have any

ORDINANCE NO. 13-2015
Amending Sections 1123.19, 1123.63 and
1127.03(d)(2) of the Codified Ordinances of the
City of Worthington Defining Child Day Care
Center, Nursery School and Preschool, Defining
Semipublic Uses and Providing for Consideration of
Changes to Conditional Uses.
WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Code of the City contains definitions of
terms that are used to regulate the uses of land within the City and the structures erected
thereon; and,
WHEREAS, child day care centers, nursery schools and preschools are commonly
operated in institutions that are defined as Semipublic Uses; and,
WHEREAS, standalone child day care centers and preschools as defined in the
Planning and Zoning Code are currently permitted uses within the S-1 zoning district;
and,
WHEREAS, the Municipal Planning Commission, on recommendation of City
staff and the code review committee unanimously passed a motion to recommend
approval of changes to the Codified Ordinances to include within the definition of
Semipublic Uses those instances where child day care centers, nursery schools and
preschools are incidental to and customarily a part of a Semipublic Use; and,
WHEREAS, the Municipal Planning Commission also reviewed and discussed a
change to the process by which the City considers changes to conditional uses by
including within the provisions of Section 1127.03(d)(2) a requirement that any change in
the conditional use that would trigger the standards of review would need approval by the
Municipal Planning Commission.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the Municipality of
Worthington, County of Franklin, State of Ohio:
SECTION 1. That Section 1123.19 of the Codified Ordinances of the City of
Worthington be and the same hereby is amended to read as follows:
1123.19 CHILD DAY CARE CENTER, NURSERY SCHOOL AND
PRESCHOOL.
"Child day care center", "nursery school", and "preschool" mean any place
where child care is provided for either seven or more infants, preschool children
or school-age children including children of the owner or administrator of the
center under the age of six years at any one time or for more than three children
under the age of two at any one time including children of the owner or
administrator at any one time. For purposes of this definition, "child care" means
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administering to the needs of infants, preschool children or school age children
for any part of the twenty-four hour day, during at least two consecutive weeks.
Day care for children does not include the care of children in programs operated
by or under the supervision of the Ohio Department of Developmental
Disabilities, programs under the supervision of the Ohio Department of
Education, or by nonpublic schools which meet the standards for nonpublic
schools prescribed under Ohio R.C. 3301.07.
SECTION 2. That Section 1123.63 of the Codified Ordinances of the City of
Worthington be and the same hereby is amended to read as follows:
1123.63 SEMIPUBLIC USES.
“Semipublic uses" means churches, parochial schools, colleges, hospitals and
other institutions of an educational, religious, charitable or philanthropic nature,
including on-site accessory uses such as Child Day Care Centers, Nursery
Schools, and Preschools. This does not include "social activities" which are
separately defined herein.
SECTION 3. That Section 1127.03(d)(2) of the Codified Ordinances of the City
of Worthington be and the same hereby is amended to read as follows:
1127.03 CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS
(d)(2) Under the authorization granted in Section 1127.02(g) hereof, the Commission
shall have the power to decide applications for conditional uses in those cases
specified in Chapter 1147. In considering such application, as provided for in this
section, the Commission shall give due regard to the nature and condition of all
adjacent uses and structures, and may impose such requirements and conditions as the
Commission may deem necessary for the protection of adjacent properties and the
public interest, including specific limitations as to future expansion. In its
consideration of any conditional use permit application, the Commission may request
environmental impact studies and may request and receive reports and studies, from
various local and state agencies and departments having jurisdiction over the property
indicating whether there exist any issues relating to or involving any hazardous
substances or environmental laws which would:
A. Affect the use of the property under consideration, or
B. Affect surrounding properties by such proposed use.
After the conditional use permit has been approved, any changes, alterations,
adjustments or rearrangements of or additions to structures, parking areas, entrances,
heights, yard or area requirements, or any change in the conditional use that would
affect any of the basic standards or review elements set forth in this section, shall be
submitted to the Commission for approval in accordance with the procedure set forth
herein for an original conditional use application. Such application shall be
considered by the Commission in accordance with the basic standards and review
elements set forth in this section and, thereafter may be approved, rejected or
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modified and approved by resolution of the Commission. The procedure set forth in
subsection (c) hereof shall also apply to requests for amendments to conditional use
permits.
SECTION 4. That notice of passage of this Ordinance shall be posted in the
Municipal Administration Building, the Worthington Library, the Griswold Center and
Worthington Community Center and shall set forth the title and effective date of the
Ordinance and a statement that the Ordinance is on file in the office of the Clerk of
Council. This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the earliest
period allowed by law and by the Charter of the City of Worthington, Ohio.

Passed: _______________

____________________________________
President of Council

Attest:

___________________________
Clerk of Council

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Matt Greeson

FROM:

Pamela A. Fox, Law Director

DATE:

March 13, 2015

SUBJECT:

Amendment to Code – Accessory Child Day Care, Nursery School, Preschool;
Changes to Conditional Use
______________________________________________________________________________

Background
On January 29th and February 12th the MPC held discussions on an agenda item brought forth by
Staff requesting changes to the Codified Ordinances as they relate to (i) the definition of Child
Day Care Centers, Nursery Schools and Preschools; (ii) the definition of Semi-public uses; and
(iii) changes to previously-approved Conditional Uses. Specifically, Staff was responding to a
request by Beth Tikvah to operate a child day care center at its synagogue location at 6121
Olentangy River Road. Beth Tikvah’s facility is an approved Conditional Use in an R-10
District.
As many of you may remember, Congregation Beth Tikvah applied in 2000 for an expansion of
its facility, which included a request to operate a day care center. At that time the request was
denied, on advice of the Law Director, who opined that since the term Child Day Care Center,
Nursery School and Preschool (referred to herein as “daycare”) was a separately defined use
under our code and was not expressly listed as either a permitted or conditional use in an R-10
zoning district under Section 1147.01, that use was prohibited.
In considering whether to advance a request for a code change that might allow for an MPC
review of a request to operate a daycare at the site, Staff evaluated a list of factors, including the
following:
1. The customary provision of daycares and pre-schools in local places of worship;
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2. The customary practice outside of the City of Worthington of daycare and pre-school
operations in places of worship;
3. The proximity of places of worship to residential neighborhoods within the City,
whether by permission in an S-1 zoning district or by conditional use as a Semipublic use in a residential or commercial zoning district;
4. The opportunity for other Semi-public users to operate daycare centers at their sites,
e.g., colleges, hospitals, parochial schools;
5. Minimal dimensional requirements for non-residential uses abutting “R” districts; and
6. The effect that the operation of a daycare center could have on the primary Semipublic user and adjacent uses.
Staff ultimately concluded that allowing for a daycare use should be considered when it is
housed within, and as incidental to and customarily a part of, one of the listed Semi-public uses.
This consideration is moot if the primary Semi-public use is in an S-1 zoning district, as daycare
is permitted in S-1. Under our Code, the MPC review would come into play if the primary Semipublic use is operating as a conditional use in an “R,” “C”, or the “VM” district. It was not, nor
is it now, Staff’s intention to allow daycare uses as permitted stand-alone uses in any zoning
district where the primary use is prohibited.
Once the Staff’s draft of the Code change language was complete, the Code Review Committee
was convened to review it and offer suggestions or comments. A few tweaks to the language
were made and, once approved, the language was forwarded to the MPC to begin the public
dialogue on the topic.
Discussion
Currently, stand-alone daycare facilities are permitted only in the S-1 zoning district in
Worthington and are conditional only in the C-3 and I-2 zoning districts. The proposed Code
language does not change that. Under consideration are those cases where daycare is incidental
to and customarily a part of a Semi-public primary user. The only zoning categories where a
Semi-public use is permitted are S-1, C-1, C-3, C-4 and C-5. In drafting the language, Staff took
this into consideration, knowing that if approved, so long as daycare is operated as an incidental
and customary activity of the Semi-public use, it would only be permitted where it’s currently
permitted now (S-1) or in one of the listed commercial districts. In all other instances, so long as
a Semi-public user can establish that the daycare is accessory to the primary use, the user would
have to apply to the MPC for a conditional use permit (or a change to an approved conditional
use permit), where the effects of the daycare operation would be reviewed, just as the MPC does
for any requested conditional use permit. That would occur whenever that Semi-public user is in
an R-16, R-10, R-6.5, AR-4.5, AR-3, C-2 or the VM zoning district (those zoning categories
where Semi-public use is a conditional use).
Contrary to some opinions that this code language change would open the doors to daycares
operating in any residential neighborhood, the Staff believes that there are many requirements
that a property owner would need to meet to operate a type of daycare described in the proposed
language, including as follows:
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1. The user has to be a Semi-public user;
2. The user has to show that the daycare is accessory to the primary Semi-public
use (that it is incidental to and customarily a part of the primary use);
3. If the Semi-public use is permitted (e.g., it is in an S-1, C-1, C-3, C-4 or C-5
zoning category), the daycare would be permitted;
4. If the Semi-public use is conditional (e.g., it is in an R-16, R-10, R-6.5, AR4.5, AR-3, C-2 or VM zoning district), the Semi-public user will have to apply
for a conditional use permit (or a change to a conditional use permit), where
the effects of the daycare will be thoroughly vetted by the MPC 1;
5. If the Semi-public use is prohibited, the daycare operation is prohibited;
6. The Semi-public use has to comply with the minimum yard, area and height
standards contained in Section 1149.02 2; and
7. If the Semi-public use is abutting an “R” district, it has to comply with the
additional yard and screening requirements of Section 1149.03.
Nearly all of the religious institutions in the City are located in the S-1 “Special” zoning
category. Among the permitted uses in S-1 are parks, public uses, semi-public uses,
noncommercial recreational facilities, preschools, nursery schools, and daycare centers. If the
existing religious institutions in the City were to successfully apply to Council to rezone their
sites to S-1, none of the review process elements above would have to take place.
In contemplation of this code change, the Staff took into account the prevalence of daycare
centers/preschools operating in churches throughout the area. While there may be a broad range
of church-housed daycare arrangements, it is clear that churches play an integral role in
providing this service to the community, and considering the use accessory to a primary church
use has been a conclusion that has been reached by many courts across the country. In looking at
the instances where a daycare or preschool are offered in churches in Worthington and in nearby
communities, that use was found, even when the church was located directly in residential areas
surrounded or abutted by single-family homes 3 or when they were in a non-residential zoning
district, but abutting or in close proximity to single-family homes.
Further, at least one neighboring community has a definition for “accessory child and adult
daycare”, which is defined as a use ‘accessory in association with a permitted school or religious
use’ when certain standards are met (having primarily to do with landscaping, screening and
fencing). And although this particular use is listed as a permitted use in a residential zoning
district, it shows that by including specific standards of review for that use, the community
places an importance on certain effects that use may have on the single-family residences in the
district. The changes we propose do the same thing.
Similarly, most communities have schools located within the heart of their residential
neighborhoods, and many of those schools provide latchkey programs (before- and after-school
child care). In Worthington, because those schools are in a separate S-1 zoning category where
1

Any decision of the MPC on a conditional use application can be appealed to City Council.
For any building other than a dwelling, the minimum lot area permitted in an R-16 or R-10 district is two acres; if
that same building is in an S-1 district, the minimum lot area permitted is 3 acres.
3
In Upper Arlington, churches are permitted uses in residential districts.
2
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daycare is permitted, the latchkey programs are not separately authorized, but that doesn’t mean
that the effect of a program on the adjoining properties is any less than it would be if the school
were in an R-10 district as a conditional use. The only difference between those two scenarios is
that the MPC does not have the right to approve of the latchkey program in the S-1 district.
During the evenings where this issue was debated at the MPC, concerns were expressed that a
daycare could never be an accessory use to another principal use. We disagree. In my review of
this issue, I came across several references similar to our language, leading me to conclude that
this is a use that is provided for in numerous communities. Terms such as ‘accessory daycare,
meaning accessory in conjunction with a permitted school or religious use’; ‘daycare as an
accessory use to the semi-public use, such as a church having a day care in it’; ‘child day care
centers, when accessory to a religious institution’; and ‘public or private day care centers,
accessory to semipublic uses’ are examples of when this use has been considered.
Because there is a set of opinions out there that the proposed language (allowing an accessory
daycare to be included in the definition of a Semi-public use) would automatically elevate the
accessory use to a permitted use status even if the primary use were conditional, we also propose
to change the instances where a change to a conditional use certificate would be triggered. That
is the language proposed for Section 1127.03(d)(2). If that change were enough to have an effect
on any of the conditional use review standards, the user has to apply for an amendment to the
conditional use certificate.
Conclusion
Providing Semi-public users who are operating under a conditional permit the right to ask
whether daycare may be allowed within their existing facilities is the purpose of the code change
proposal. The language does not, nor is it intended to give all of those Semi-public users the
outright ability to begin daycare operations within their buildings, nor will it give stand-alone
child care facilities the right to operate in residential districts. So long as those Semi-public uses
are conditional uses, the MPC will have the ability to evaluate the impact of the daycare use on
the surrounding neighbors.
Please contact me at 880-1464 if you have any questions or comments.
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