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New Albany Planning Commission 
July 15, 2024 Meeting Minutes - Approved

I. Call to order 
The New Albany Planning Commission held a regular meeting on July 15, 2024 at the New 
Albany Village Hall.  Chair Kirby called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. and asked to hear the 
roll. 

 
II. Roll call 

Mr. Kirby   present 
Mr. Wallace   present 
Mr. Schell   present 
Ms. Briggs   present 
Mr. Larsen   present 
Council Member Wiltrout present 

 
Having all voting members present, the commission had a quorum to transact business. 

 
Staff members present:  Development Engineer Albright, Planner II Christian, Planner Cratic-
Smith, Planner Saumenig, Law Director designee Mosier, Deputy Clerk Madriguera.  

 
III. Action on minutes:  June 17, 2024 
Chair Kirby asked if there were any corrections to the minutes. 
 
Hearing none, Commissioner Wallace moved to approve the June 17, 2024 meeting minutes as 
presented.  Commissioner Schell seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Kirby asked if there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to hear the 
roll. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Wallace yes, Mr. Schell yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Larsen yes, Mr. Kirby yes.  
Having five yes votes, the motion passed and the June 17, 2024 meeting minutes were approved 
as presented. 

 
   

IV. Additions or corrections to the agenda 
Chair Kirby asked if there were any additions or corrections to the agenda. 
 
Planner II Christian answered yes, staff was requesting two changes under the Other business 
portion of the agenda.  First, he explained that due to unforeseen circumstances the applicant for 
the Informal Review of the Hamlet Final Development Plan Application was unable to attend the 
meeting.  As a result, Planner II Christian would be giving a high-level staff review of process 
and the status of the application. 
 
Second, Council Member Wiltrout would be providing information on New Albany’s Community 
Connectors program.  A new community ambassador program developed by the IDEA 
Implementation Panel.  
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Chair Kirby then administered the oath to all present who planned to address the commission.  He 
also reminded everyone present that now would be a good time to silence all cell phones. 
 
V.  Hearing of visitors for items not on tonight's agenda 
Chair Kirby asked whether there were any visitors present who wished to address the commission 
for an item not on the agenda.  Hearing none, he introduced the first case and asked to hear from 
staff. 
 
VI. Cases:  

 
FDM-08-2024 Final Development Plan Modification  
Modification to the approved final development plan for the New Albany Links subdivision 
driving range (PID: 222-002263).  
Applicant: New Albany Driving Range c/o Christopher Ingram, VORYS Law Firm. 
Planner Cratic-smith explained that the applicant was requesting to table the application for one 
more month, until August 19th, so that data could be collected and shared with the board. 
 
Commissioner Schell moved to table FDM-08-2024 until the next regularly scheduled meeting 
which would be August 19, 2024 based on the request of the applicant.  Commissioner Larsen 
seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to 
hear the roll. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Schell yes, Mr. Larsen yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Kirby yes, Mr. Wallace yes.  
Having five yes votes, the motion passed and FDM-08-2024 was laid upon the table at the request 
of the applicant until the next regularly scheduled meeting which would be on August 19, 2024. 
 
Council Member Wiltrout remarked that this needs to be the last tabling of this application.  This 
needs to be wrapped up and completed 
 
Chair Kirby agreed, and stated that if consideration could not occur at the next meeing, it was 
possible to remove it from the agenda altogether. 
 
Applicant Ingram agreed that this would be the last tabling. 
 
Chair Kirby introduced the next case and asked to hear from staff. 

 
FDP-20-2024 Reconsideration of a Final Development Plan 
Reconsideration of final development plan to allow for the construction of a single residential 
home on 1.654 acres located at 4093 Reynoldsburg-New Albany Road (PID:222-000630). 
Applicant: Todd Parker, F5 Design 

 
Planner Cratic-Smith delivered the staff report.   

 
Commissioner Wallace asked legal whether a change in the land that affects the zoning is a 
change in the circumstances affecting the subject property.  

 
Law Director designee Mosier responded that that is the question before the commission, but he 
thought it was appropriate. 

 
Chair Kirby asked whether the applicant could submit an entirely new application.  Is this 
different enough to support consideration as a new application.  He further asked what the 
dividing line is between a reconsideration and a new application. 
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Planning Manager Mayer answered that the major factor is time.  Reconsideration must occur 
within two months.  Following that, a new application must be submitted. 

 
Commissioner Wallace continued that an intervening motion for reconsideration seemed to take 
the legs out of tabling an application.  An application is tabled so that the commission’s 
comments and feedback can be considered and incorporated into the application.  While he 
appreciated legal’s response, it did not seem right. 

 
Chair Kirby asked for comments from engineering. 

 
Development Engineer Albright said there are no comments from engineering. 

 
Chair Kirby asked to hear from the applicant. 

 
Applicant and Architect Todd Parker explained that he had asked Steve and Sierra about the 
dividing line and that the applicants are trying to keep this project moving forward.  The revisions 
address the concerns raised by the commission and they want to keep this application moving. 

 
Commissioner Schell asked what the fee is for a new application. 

 
Mr. Parker responded $60.00 which was fine. 

 
Council Member Wiltrout asked what the delta between a new application and a reconsideration 
of an existing application, as is the case here. 

 
Planning Manager Mayer responded that new applications have a 30 day timeline for hearing and 
reconsideration must be requested within 60 days of the decision.  He further explained that that 
since this is a final development plan application, the city has a neighbor notification requirement 
following a successful motion for reconsideration.  Tabling has less impact to the applicant.  The 
core differences are time and cost function. 

 
Council Member Wiltrout asked what the timeline would be if the application was submitted 
tomorrow. 

 
Planning Manager Mayer responded that it would be two months.  If this was just a normal 
tabling it would be at the expiration of the tabling period. 

 
Chair Kirby remarked that if this was a brand new application, it could be heard in August. 

 
Planning Manager Mayer agreed that this would meet the August deadlines if it was submitted as 
a new application.  He also reminded the commission that upon passage of a motion for 
reconsideration, staff was requesting tabling the application so neighbor notification letters could 
be distributed. 

 
Commissioner Wallace asked staff to remind the commission of the procedure for 
reconsideration. 
 
Planning Manager Mayer explained the procedure including that the commission would first need 
to vote on a motion for reconsideration of the application.  Thereafter, the commission could 
proceed to a vote on the merits of the application. 

 
Planning Manager Mayer responded that a motion for reconsideration has to be made and the 
board needs to find one of the following factors: 
 

1. Circumstances affecting the subject property or item under consideration have 
substantially changed; or 
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2. New information is available that could not with reasonable diligence have been 
presented at a previous hearing 

 
Chair Kirby stated that item 2 is not applicable. Item 1 is for final development plans. 
 
Chair Kirby asked if there was anyone present who wished to speak on the application.  Hearing 
none he moved to accept the staff reports and related documents into the record for the 
reconsideration of FDP-20-2024.  Commissioner Briggs seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to 
hear the roll. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Kirby yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Larsen yes, Mr. Wallace yes, Mr. Schell yes.  
Having five yes votes, the motion passed and the staff reports and related documents were 
accepted into the record for FDP-20-2024. 
 
Commissioner Larsen moved to reconsider  FDP-20-2024 based on the findings in the staff report 
with the conditions listed in the staff report, subject to staff approval.  Commissioner Schell 
seconded the motion.  
 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to 
hear the roll. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Larsen no, Mr. Schell yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Kirby no, Mr. Wallace no.  
Having two yes votes and three no votes, the motion failed and reconsideration was denied. 
 
Commissioner Larsen explained that he voted no because there is a tabling process in place and 
the instant motion for reconsideration circumvented that process.  He further observed that this 
should be a new application. 
 
Chair Kirby concurred and stated that a full application should see a much brighter future than a 
motion for reconsideration. 
 
Commissioner Wallace concurred and further stated that he did not believe this motion met the 
first factor for the basis for reconsideration. 
 
Chair Kirby introduced the next case and asked to hear from staff. 
 
ZC-28-2024 Zoning Change  
Rezoning of 11.44 acres located at 7800 Walton Parkway from Limited Office Campus District 
(L-OCD) to Limited General Employment (L-GE). The purpose of the rezoning is to add clean 
manufacturing and production as a permitted use in the existing 7800 Walton Parkway L-OCD 
zoning text (PID: 222-000307). 
Applicant: City of New Albany  

 
Planner Saumenig delivered the staff report.   
 
Chair Kirby asked if there were any comments from engineering. 
 
Development Engineer Albright stated that engineering had no comments. 
 
Chair Kirby noted that the subject property is in Franklin County.  He then asked whether CVG 
expects to stay or go. 

 
Planner Saumenig responded that she believes they are going to stay but would like to lease one 
of their buildings. 
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Commissioner Larsen will this have any impact on traffic in the area. 

 
Planning Manager Mayer responded that traffic will be evaluated with any occupancy permit. 

 
Chair Kirby noted that since CVG is winding down, traffic may actually decrease.  He then asked 
whether anyone from the public was present to comment on the application.  

 
Kirt Beres, 5460 Snider Loop New Albany asked whether the warehouse that was proposed in the 
original application was still included. 

 
Planner Saumenig answered that it was not.  She acknowledged that it was part of the original 
application but has since been taken off. 
 
Mr. Beres thanked staff and the commission. 
 
Chair Kirby moved to accept the staff reports and related documents into the record for ZC-28-
2024.  Commissioner Larsen seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to 
hear the roll. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Kirby yes, Mr. Larsen yes, Mr. Wallace yes, Mr. Schell yes, Ms. Briggs yes.  
Having five yes votes the motion passed and the staff reports and related documents for ZC-28-
2024 were accepted into the record. 
 
Commissioner Briggs moved for approval of ZC-28-2024.  Commissioner Schell seconded the 
motion. 
 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to 
hear the roll. 
 
Upon roll call:  Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Schell yes, Mr. Larsen yes, Mr. Kirby yes, Mr. Wallace yes.  
Having five yes votes, the motion passed and ZC-28-2024 was approved. 
 
Chair introduced the next case and asked to hear from staff. 

 
 

ZC-48-2024 Zoning Change 
Rezoning of approximately 108.1+/- acres generally located south and southwest of State Route 
161, north of East Dublin-Granville Road, east of Johnstown Road/U.S. Route 62, and west of 
Kitzmiller Road from Comprehensive Planned Unit Development (C-PUD) to Comprehensive 
Planned Unit Development (C-PUD) (PIDs: 222-000238 and 222-004730). 
Applicant: The New Albany Company LLC, c/o Aaron Underhill, Esq. 

 
Planner II Christian delivered the staff report. 

 
Council Member Wiltrout, referring to the building typologies, asked whether the cottages and 
bungalows are detached buildings. 

 
Planner II Christian responded yes.  In the conclusion of his staff report presentation he noted a 
difference between this application and the application presented to the Architectural Review and 
Advisory Board a week prior.  This application included the campus building typology in order to 
accommodate the possibility of a government facility. 

 
Chair Kirby asked for comments from engineering. 
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Development Engineer Albright responded that there are no comments from engineering. 

 
Chair Kirby asked to hear from the applicant. 

 
Applicant and Attorney for the project Aaron Underhill, 8000 Walton Parkway, stated that he is 
excited to bring this project forth.  It accomplishes many long standing objectives for the city and 
for this site.  He reviewed the process for this application.  He explained that the planning 
commission will get three bites at the apple with this application, and that he expects to be 
working hand in hand with the city. The southern boundaries of subareas one and two are 
dependent on the placement of the road.  Development on the subject property is 26 years in the 
making, and one of the objectives here is to modernize the zoning text. The applicants are in 
discussions with a user for subarea one who they think everyone will be excited about, but they 
cannot disclose the identity of the prospective user. Subarea two will likely be developed in 
conjuction with the user in subarea one. Zoning text permits commitment to the text or the zoning 
code.  The homes may be attractive to families but will more than likely be attractive to owners 
without children.  The goal here is to develop this land in such a way that it is supportive of the 
village center. 

 
Applicant Tom Rubey of the New Albany Company (NACO).  Mr. Rubey explained that New 
Albany Plain Local Schools has formally requested a dedication of 15 acres of parkland within 
the subject property to be used in conjunction with the school district’s projections and 
expansions plans.  He clarified that for the building typologies for civic, library, or the Church of 
the Resurrection, will also be constructed to meet the needs of recreational uses.  The 1998 
zoning and PUD text is similar to the Windsor subdivision and he acknowledged that it was clear 
that officials did not want another Winsdsor.  NACO is listenting to what the community wants 
with this property.  The easement on the western edge contain the headwaters of Rose Run creek.  
NACO has had preliminary discussions with the Army Corps of Engineers for the road, and are 
working through the environmental permitting process regarding the same, and the line between 
subareas one and two may ned to be adjusted.  He continued that the the city is taking the lead on 
the alignment of Ganton Parkway.  The text commits to 100-feet of additional right of way, and 
additional easements may need to be added.  There is a study that recommends Kitzmiller be 
realigned so that it is bended to the west.  Such a proposal, if made, will come back before the 
commission. 

 
Chair Kirby referenced a comment made regarding connectivity to village center and the 
development of residential units close to the Village Center.  The much older alignment would 
take traffic to Market Square.  He asked whether Market Street or Eagle Pizza was considered 
Village Center. 

 
Mr. Rubey responded that the Ganton property is part of the Village Center.  How the residents of 
this property get to the Village Center is a biq question.  What trumps that is traffic engineering 
and dispersement.  The connection between 62 interchange and the Beech road interchange 
connect, is important.  It is accomplished via road alignment and leisure trail alignment. 

 
Chair Kirby noted that the south is the one, and asked whether one of the objectives of the 
development of Ganton Parkway that far east is to have Dublin-Granville Road less attractive and 
US-62 more attractive. 

 
Mr. Rubey responded yes, businesses and major employment centers east of the Village Center 
are being considered. 

 
Chair Kirby noted that Dublin Granville Road is very popular for bicycle traffic and building 
another neighborhood on Dublic Granville Road will decrease safety for bicycles.  He asked what 
the impact of placing residential on Dublin-Granville Road would be on the setbacks and bicycle 
traffic. 
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Mr. Rubey responded that the idea is that the residential development will front Ganton Parkway.  
The velo loop will be expaned here.  Further the setback on Dublin-Granville Road will likely be 
300-feet and maybe as much as 400 feet. 
 
They both noted the historical structures on Dublin Granville Road will be grandfathered in. 

 
Chair Kirby thanked Mr. Rubey and noted that the zoning text says 140 feet. 

 
Mr. Rubey agreed and responded that he expected it to be increased. 

 
Chair Kirby suggested that it be pegged at 140 feet at the west end and have it grow to force it to 
have a wider and wider setback as we go. 

 
Mr. Rubey responded that he liked that idea and further that what that section ultimately looks 
like is to be determined. 

 
Chair Kirby asked whether uplighting could be banned. 

 
Mr. Rubey responded that he would be happy to do it in subareas two and three, however he 
would have to be careful about the uses in subarea one.  They are working with very sensitive 
users in subarea one. 

 
Chair Kirby asked whether it could be discouraged in subarea one.  He further noted that subarea 
one was across from residential and it would be good to be sensitive to those residents and to 
organize the buildings so that they, rather than the lighting, fronts the road. 

 
Mr. Rubey responded yes, and continued that he understood that uplighting is important but he 
could not make those commitments to the zoning texts at present.  He was hopeful that he would 
be back before the commission with that level of detail. 

 
Commissioner Schell had a comment and a quick question.  First he thanked Mr. Rubey for 
working with the schools on the dedication of 15 acres.  Second he asked whether there had been 
any discussions about imposing age restrictions on the homes to be built. 

 
Mr. Rubey responded no, the applicants are highly supportive of New Albany’s existing age-
restricted communites but are targeting the homeowners for this community through design.  The 
formula attached to this cite is more akin to the townhomes in the Village Center and to the 
apartments at Keswick and Market and Main. 
 
Council Member Wiltrout asked whether the recent population study from the school district 
included the 294 homes to be built on the subject property and to clarify whether the load factor 
for those students was not single family residential. was similar to Windsor. 

 
Mr. Rubey responded that it did, the load factor was similar to Windsor but following 
communication from the schools, the design of the homes was altered to decrease it. 

 
Council Member Wiltrout thanked him and stated that she just wanted to make clear that the plan 
was discussed. 

 
Commissioner Larsen asked whether the number of homes, 294, was based on the whole acreage 
or was it tied to density. 

 
Mr. Underhill responded that the Urban Center Code does not have density limits.  This zoning 
text, however, is limited to 294 homes. 
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Chair Kirby added that it was the 1998 PUD, the overall residences for the PUD was pegged and 
the maximum was established. 

 
Commissioner Larsen stated that this text states that if the 294 is not used, it goes back into the 
bank.  He then asked whether the Architectural Review Board imposed any conditions. 

 
Planner II Christian responded yes, that LED lights are permitted and there may have been a 
condition about signage. 

 
Chair Kirby asked whether the school gets to control how it is used. 

 
Mr. Rubey responded no. They have not yet responded the school’s request.  If the school gets the 
dedication, they will need to have their proposed uses approved by the commission. 

 
Chair Kirby said he wanted to avoid parkland designation that was actually restricted from public 
use, as was the case with the golf course in the Links.  He sought an agreement in cooperation 
with the schools that promotes public use. 

 
Commissioner Wallace added that he was having a tough time understanding what the school 
might use this land for. 

 
Mr. Rubey responded that the he hoped the 15 acre dedication did not create a distraction by 
talkin about the schools’ request.  Parkland is used and open space is not.  The application needs 
to stand on its own.  Some of the amenities on the school campus today are available for public 
use, some are not. He further mentioned that the applicants are in agreement with the vision of 
establishing an emerald necklace in New Albany - connecting Taylor Farm to Ganton via Rose 
Run. 

 
Commissioner Wallace thanked Mr. Rubey and remarked that connectivity is important and 
asked for more detail on connectivity with the Rose Run corridor.  

 
Mr. Rubey explained that NACO has donated two acres adjacent to Village Hall.  He further 
explained that there will be healthy setbacks along Dublin Granville Road.  The Rose Run east of 
SR 605 connects through the estate.  At this time, it is unclear whether additional land will be 
donated, and indicated the location of the connection between Rose Run and Third.  There are 
many encumbrances that are happening along the way, but how this will all fit together is unclear. 

 
Chair Kirby noted the riparian corridor and that the setback is 100 feet from the center line of the 
creek. 

 
Mr. Rubey agreed amd continued that they will be working with the Army Corps of Engineers 
and with the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA).  He observed that the area was 
unremarkable today.  This is all about the floodplain, and pursuant to current language, public 
access is prohibited. 

 
Chair Kirby noted that Rose Run is the western boundary, so the 100-feet is on this side and is not 
centered. 

 
Planner II Christian stated that the the text commits to 100-feet of of the western boundary from 
the center of the easement. 

  
Commissioner Wallace asked whether it would make sense to set up a time to schedule a site 
visit. 

 
Mr. Rubey said that is great idea and he would work with staff to see it through. 
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Chair Kirby asked whether the palette for the architectural standards in C3 on page 5 of the staff 
report was too restrictive.  He noted that the commission had approved a similar palette in the 
past and found it too restrictive for the form types being examined.  If it is too restrictive, a 
variance would be required in order to fix it. 

 
Planning Manager Mayer responded that staff did not think is was too restrictive and also pointed 
out that this is what is required in the existing buildings in the Village Center. 

 
Mr. Rubey added that this is a new process, and the palettes will be discussed by the Architectural 
Review Board. 

 
Commissioner Wallace asked whether Mr. Rubey could give him a sense of what the buildings 
would look like in subarea one.  He further stated that it he was seeking cohesiveness and it 
would be jarring to have industrial buildings next to bungalows. 

 
Mr. Rubey agreed and responded that this would not be Georgian brick like Tidewater.  While 
these buildings will be in the Village Center, it will not look like the Village Center.  Ganton 
itself will be a boulevard with a center green.  There will be a veil of green. 

 
Commissioner Larsen remarked that language at the end of the text in subsections one and two 
stated that no screening is required for solar panels. 

 
Chair Kirby responded that the language was a practicality, screening solar panels risks shielding 
them from the sun. 

 
Commissioner Larsen asked whether the Architectural Review Board will review waiver and 
variance requests. 

 
Mr. Underhill responded that the text states that the planning commission will have the final say.  
He added that the waiver process is a little different than the variance process, variance is a legal 
process. 

 
Chair Kirby asked if there was anyone from the public who wished to be heard on the application. 

 
Hearing none, he moved for acceptance of staff reports and related documents into the record for 
ZC-48-2024.  Commissioner Schell seconded the motion.   

 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to 
hear the roll. 

 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Kirby yes, Mr. Schell yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Larsen yes, Mr. Wallace yes.  
Having five yes votes the motion passed and the staff reports and related documents were 
accepted into the record for ZC-48-2024. 

 
Chair Kirby moved for approval of ZC-48-2024 based on the findings in the staff report with the 
conditions in the staff report and the following four conditions, subject to staff approval: 

• No uplighting in subareas two and three, and uplighting is discouraged in subarea 
one; 

• Strucures appropriate to parks be allowed in parks to accommodate the parkland 
requirement; 

• Setbacks on Dublin-Granville Road linear taper to 140-feet as requested on 
western edge and returning to 180 feet on eastern end, noting that the 
commission is expecting them to be larger in practice; 

• Subarea one and two be sensitive to residential uses across the street. 
Commissioner Briggs seconded the motion. 
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Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none he asked to 
hear the roll. 

 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Kirby yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Schell yes, Mr. Larsen yes, Mr. Wallace yes.  
Having five yes votes the motion passed and ZC-48-2024 was approved subject to the conditions 
stated above. 

 
The commission wished the applicants good luck. 

 
Thereafter, at 8:25 p.m., Chair Kirby called a 10-minute recess at 8:37 p.m. 

 
Chair Kirby called the July 15, 2024 Planning Commission meeting to order at 8:47 p.m.  He 
introduced the next case and asked to hear from staff. 

 
FDP-50-2024 Final Development Plan 
Final development plan to allow for the construction of a 3,694 square foot McDonald’s with 
drive-through on 1.805 acres located generally near the southwest corner of Beech Road and 
Beech Crossing (PID: 093-106512-00.000). 
Applicant: Permit Solutions c/o Cathy Stephens 

 
Planner Saumenig delivered the staff report. 

 
Chair Kirby asked for comments from engineering. 

 
Engineer Albright delivered the engineering report.  

 
Chair Kirby asked to hear from the applicant. 

 
Applicant Lindsay Jordan stated that many of the staff comments and conditions have been 
addressed.  However one item remains outstanding, the turning radius in the striped areas in the 
landscaping islands. 

 
Planning Manager Mayer recommended adding a condition of approval to seek out design 
opportunities for additional green plantings on the other islands, subject to staff approval. 

 
Ms. Jordan agreed and stated that she thinks this an easy one to fix. 

 
Chair Kirby asked staff if there were any additional conditions for the variance. 

 
Planner Saumenig answered no. 

 
Commissioner Schell remarked that he appreciated the applicant’s compliance with the sign 
requirements. 

 
Chair Kirby asked if anyone from the public was present who wished to address the commission 
on this application. 

 
Hearing none, Chair Kirby moved for acceptance the staff reports and related documents into the 
record for FDP-50-2024.  Commissioner Schell seconded the motion. 

 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to 
hear the roll. 

 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Kirby yes, Mr. Schell yes, Mr. Wallace yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Larsen yes.  
Having five yes votes, the motion passed and the staff reports and related documents were 
admitted into the record for FDP-50-2024. 
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Commissioner Schell moved for approval of FDP-50-2024 subject to the staff report and the 
following additional condition: 

 
• Modification of the landscape plan to accommodate the turn radius subject to staff 

approval. 
Commissioner Briggs seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to 
hear the roll. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Schell yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Kirby yes,  Mr. Wallace yes, Mr. Larsen yes.  
Having five yes votes, the motion passed and FDP-50-2024 was approved subject to the 
conditions as stated above. 
 
VAR-51-2024 Variance 
Variance to the number of active and operable doors associated with a final development plan 
application for a McDonald’s development located generally near the southwest corner of Beech 
Road and Beech Crossing (PID: 093-106512-00.000). 
Applicant: Permit Solutions c/o Cathy Stephens 
 
Chair Kirby moved to accept the staff reports and related documents into the record for VAR-51-
2024.  Commissioner Wallace seconded the motion. 

 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none, he asked to 
hear the roll. 

 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Kirby yes, Mr. Wallace yes, Mr. Larsen yes, Mr. Schell yes, Ms. Briggs yes.  
Having five yes votes, the staff reports and related documents were admitted into the record for 
VAR-51-2024. 

 
Commissioner Briggs moved for approval of VAR-51-2024 based on the findings in the staff 
report with the coniditons listed in the staff report, and the following additional condition subject 
to staff approval: 

 
• Noting that modification applies to rear access road. 

 
Commissioner Schell seconded the motion. 

 
Chair Kirby asked whether there was any discussion on the motion.  Hearing none he asked to 
hear the roll.  

 
Upon roll call:  Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Schell yes, Mr. Larsen yes, Mr. Kirby yes, Mr. Wallace yes.  
Having five yes votes, the motion passed and VAR-51-2024 was approved subject to the 
condition as stated above.  
 
VII. Other business 
 

• Informal Review of the Hamlet Final Development Plan Application 
Planner II Christian reminded the commission that due to unforeseen circumstances the 
applicant was unable to be present to present an informal review of the application.  As a 
result he provided a hight level review. 
 
Commissioner Schell asked how tall the 40 unit apartment building was going to be. 
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Planner II Christian responded that he was not sure but it was his understanding that it 
meets all code requirements. 
 
Council Member Wiltrout asked Planner II Christian whether he has a sense of the 
building materials. 
 
Planner II Christian responded that they included brick and hardie plank, and that all 
proposed building materials were permitted. 
 
Council Member Wiltrout remarked that it sounded similar to Keswick, and then she 
asked how stormwater would be handled. 
 
Planner II Christian responded yes.  He then explained that the property has been 
designed to eliminate storm retention basins – as originally shown.  He further pointed 
out that the developer will be installing on-street parking spaces in order to slow down 
traffic on SR 605. 
 
The commission thanked Planner II Christian and said they looked forward to more 
details. 
 
• Community Connectors. 
Council Member Wiltrout briefed the commission on this program.  She explained that 
this program will designate current residents to be community connectors who will serve 
as ambassadors for new residents and also to serve as liaisons to the city council and 
boards and commissions.  

 
VIII. Poll members for comment 

Chair Kirby polled all members for comments. 
 
 

IX. Adjournment 
Hearing no comments and having no further business, Chair Kirby adjourned the July 15, 
2025 regular meeting of the New Albany Planning Commission at 9:21 p.m. 

 
Submitted by Deputy Clerk Madriguera, Esq. 
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CODE QTY BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME TYPE MIN. SIZE

DECIDUOUS TREES
ACE MOU 8 Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM Green Mountain Sugar Maple B & B 3.5" Cal

GIN AUT 6 Ginkgo biloba `Autumn Gold` TM Maidenhair Tree B & B 2.5" Cal

GLE SH2 11 Gleditsia triacanthos inermis `Shademaster` TM Shademaster Locust B & B 2.5" Cal

QUE COC 10 Quercus coccinea Scarlet Oak B & B 3.5" Cal

EVERGREEN TREES
JUN WIC 11 Juniperus scopulorum `Wichita Blue` Wichita Blue Juniper B & B 6` Ht.

CODE QTY BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE HEIGHT

SHRUBS
DIA GNB 26 Dianthus barbatus 'Green Ball' Green Ball Sweet William 2 gal Clump

ANNUALS AND PERENNIALS
ACT PIK 20 Actaea simplex 'Pink Spike' Pink Spike Snakeroot 2 gal Clump

ALL MNM 24 Allium x 'Millenium' Millenium Ornamental Onion 18cm bulb Clump

ALL MNB 25 Allium x 'Mont Blanc' Mont Blanc Ornamental Onion 18cm bulb Clump

ECH RIT 14 Echinops ritro Globe Thistle 2 gal Clump

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS
CAR DAR 24 Caryopteris x clandonensis `Dark Knight` Blue Mist Shrub 3 gal 30" Ht.

CLE RU4 12 Clethra alnifolia `Ruby Spice` Ruby Spice Clethra 5 gal 42" Ht.

HYD OAK 13 Hydrangea quercifolia `Snow Queen` Snow Queen Oakleaf Hydrangea 5 gal 30" Ht.

PHY BUR 6 Physocarpus opulifolius `Burgundy Candy` Burgundy Candy Ninebark 3 gal 24" Ht.

PHY DI2 21 Physocarpus opulifolius `Diabolo` Diablo Ninebark 5 gal 42" Ht.

VIB VIB 14 Viburnum x burkwoodii `Mohawk` Mohawk Viburnum 5 gal 42" Ht.

EVERGREEN SHRUBS
ILE CH2 8 Ilex x meserveae `China Boy` TM China Boy Holly 5 gal 42" Ht.

ILE CH3 17 Ilex x meserveae `China Girl` TM China Girl Holly 5 gal 42" Ht.

JUN S40 5 Juniperus chinensis `Saybrook Gold` Golden Juniper 3 gal 18" Ht.

JUN BAR 3 Juniperus horizontalis `Bar Harbor` Bar Harbor Creeping Juniper 3 gal Clump

JUN IPC 15 Juniperus horizontalis `Pancake` Pancake Creeping Juniper 3 gal Clump

ORNAMENTAL GRASSES
CAL KAR 8 Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster` Feather Reed Grass 2 gal Clump

PAN HEA 9 Panicum virgatum `Heavy Metal` Blue Switch Grass 2 gal Clump

PAN SH3 63 Panicum virgatum `Shenandoah` Switch Grass 3 gal Clump

SPO HET 17 Sporobolus heterolepis Prairie Dropseed 2 gal Clump

PLANT SCHEDULE

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION QTY

MULCH 11,478 sf

SEED 16,217 sf

REFERENCE NOTES SCHEDULE

ZONING MINIMUM PLANTING PLAN

ENTRY SIGN PLANTING PLAN

ENTRY SIGN

PLANTING PLAN

1. SEE SHEET Z1.0 FOR ZONING NOTES & REQUIREMENTS

2. SEE SHEET L2.0 FOR PLANTING NOTES & DETAILS

3. EXISTING TOPOGRAPHY LINES TURNED OFF FOR DRAWING CLARITY

SHEET: L1.0

w
w

w
.b

a
y
e

rb
e

c
k
e

r.
c
o

m

M
a

s
o

n
, 

O
H

  
4

5
0

4
0

 -
 5

1
3

.3
3

6
.6

6
0

0
6

9
0

0
 T

y
le

rs
v
ill

e
 R

o
a

d
, 

S
u

it
e

 A

L/C# 34-2105

R

T
H

E
S

E
 P

L
A

N
S

 A
N

D
 S

P
E

C
IF

IC
A

T
IO

N
S

 A
R

E
 T

H
E

 P
R

O
P

E
R

T
Y

 O
F

 M
c
D

O
N

A
L

D
'S

 C
O

R
P

O
R

A
T

IO
N

DATE:

A
N

D
 S

H
A

L
L

 N
O

T
 B

E
 R

E
P

R
O

D
U

C
E

D
 W

IT
H

O
U

T
 T

H
E

IR
 W

R
IT

T
E

N
 P

E
R

M
IS

S
IO

N
.

SCALE: 1"=20'

JOB NO.

04-17-24

23-0187

NEW ALBANY ZONING RESOLUTION

CHAPTER 1171 - LANDSCAPING
1171.06 - PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING

a) PARKING LOT ISLANDS

2) A MINIMUM TOTAL OF FIVE (5) SQUARE FEET OF LANDSCAPED AREAS SHALL BE PROVIDED PER ONE HUNDRED (100)

SQUARE FEET OF PARKING AREA

46,000 SQ FT x 5% = 2,300 SQ FT VUA PLANTINGS REQUIRED

3) PARKING AREAS SHOULD CONTAIN A MINIMUM OF ONE DECIDUOUS CANOPY TREE FOR EVERY TEN (10) PARKING SPACES

ONE (1) TREE / TEN (10) PARKING SPACES

52 PARKING SPACES PROVIDED / 10 PARKING SPACES = 6 TREES REQUIRED

BEECH CROSSING ZONING DISTRICT I-PUD ZONING TEXT (SIR REQUIREMENTS)
G) BUFFERING AND LANDSCAPING

3) TREATMENT ALONG BEECH ROAD AND SMITH'S MILL ROAD

WITHIN THE MINIMUM REQUIRED PAVEMENT SETBACK ALONG BEECH ROAD AND SMITH'S MILL ROAD, LANDSCAPING SHALL BE COORDINATED AND

CONSISTENT THROUGHOUT. THE FOLLOWING SHALL BE PROVIDED:

a) FENCE
A FOUR BOARD WHITE HORSE FENCE SHALL BE REQUIRED ALONG THE STREET FRONTAGE

EXISTING FENCE PROVIDED ALONG BEECH ROAD

b) SETBACK LANDSCAPING
A LANDSCAPE BUFFER WILL BE REQUIRED BEHIND THE FENCE WITHIN THE SETBACK AREA. THIS BUFFER AREA IS TO INCLUDE:

6 TREES / 100 LF OF STREET FRONTAGE

BEECH ROAD  260.50 LF

260.50 LF / 100 LF = 2.6

2.6 x 6 = 16 TREES REQUIRED

BEECH CROSSING 286.71 LF

286.71 LF / 100 LF = 2.9

2.9 x 6 = 18 TREES REQUIRED

INTERNAL ROAD  261.34 LF

261.34 LF / 100 LF = 2.6

2.6 x 6 = 16 TREES REQUIRED

c) SCREENING OF PARKING
A LANDSCAPE BUFFER TO SCREEN PARKING AREAS WITH A MINIMUM HEIGHT OF 3.5 FEET AT INSTALLATION

THREE AND ONE HALF (3.5') FOOT BUFFER ALONG PARKING AREAS

 85.6' NORTH VEHICULAR USE AREA - 3.5' EVERGREEN BUFFER REQUIRED

183.7' EAST VEHICULAR USE AREA - 3.5' EVERGREEN BUFFER REQUIRED

 96.0' WEST VEHICULAR USE AREA - 3.5' EVERGREEN BUFFER REQUIRED

5) STREET TREES

A STREET TREE ROW SHALL BE ESTABLISHED ALONG THE OUTPARCEL ACCESS ROAD, ALL PUBLIC STREETS AND PRIVATE 

ROADS AND SHALL CONTAIN ONE (1) TREE FOR EVERY THIRTY (30) FEET OF STREET FRONTAGE

1 TREE / 30 LF OF STREET FRONTAGE  PROVIDED IN b) SETBACK LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENT

9) MINIMUM ON-SITE TREE SIZES

UNLESS OTHERWISE SET FORTH HEREIN, MINIMUM TREE SIZE AT INSTALLATION SHALL BE:

DECIDUOUS TREES: TWO AND ONE HALF (2 1
2
 ") INCH CALIPER

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS: THIRTY (30") INCH HEIGHT
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ACE MOU 8 Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM Green Mountain Sugar Maple B & B 3.5" Cal

GIN AUT 6 Ginkgo biloba `Autumn Gold` TM Maidenhair Tree B & B 2.5" Cal

GLE SH2 11 Gleditsia triacanthos inermis `Shademaster` TM Shademaster Locust B & B 2.5" Cal
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DIA GNB 26 Dianthus barbatus 'Green Ball' Green Ball Sweet William 2 gal Clump
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ALL MNM 24 Allium x 'Millenium' Millenium Ornamental Onion 18cm bulb Clump
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CAR DAR 24 Caryopteris x clandonensis `Dark Knight` Blue Mist Shrub 3 gal 30" Ht.
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NEW ALBANY ZONING RESOLUTION

CHAPTER 1171 - LANDSCAPING
1171.06 - PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING

a) PARKING LOT ISLANDS

2) A MINIMUM TOTAL OF FIVE (5) SQUARE FEET OF LANDSCAPED AREAS SHALL BE PROVIDED PER ONE HUNDRED (100)

SQUARE FEET OF PARKING AREA

46,000 SQ FT x 5% = 2,300 SQ FT VUA PLANTINGS REQUIRED

3) PARKING AREAS SHOULD CONTAIN A MINIMUM OF ONE DECIDUOUS CANOPY TREE FOR EVERY TEN (10) PARKING SPACES

ONE (1) TREE / TEN (10) PARKING SPACES

52 PARKING SPACES PROVIDED / 10 PARKING SPACES = 6 TREES REQUIRED

BEECH CROSSING ZONING DISTRICT I-PUD ZONING TEXT (SIR REQUIREMENTS)
G) BUFFERING AND LANDSCAPING

3) TREATMENT ALONG BEECH ROAD AND SMITH'S MILL ROAD

WITHIN THE MINIMUM REQUIRED PAVEMENT SETBACK ALONG BEECH ROAD AND SMITH'S MILL ROAD, LANDSCAPING SHALL BE COORDINATED AND

CONSISTENT THROUGHOUT. THE FOLLOWING SHALL BE PROVIDED:

a) FENCE
A FOUR BOARD WHITE HORSE FENCE SHALL BE REQUIRED ALONG THE STREET FRONTAGE

EXISTING FENCE PROVIDED ALONG BEECH ROAD

b) SETBACK LANDSCAPING
A LANDSCAPE BUFFER WILL BE REQUIRED BEHIND THE FENCE WITHIN THE SETBACK AREA. THIS BUFFER AREA IS TO INCLUDE:

6 TREES / 100 LF OF STREET FRONTAGE

BEECH ROAD  260.50 LF

260.50 LF / 100 LF = 2.6

2.6 x 6 = 16 TREES REQUIRED

BEECH CROSSING 286.71 LF

286.71 LF / 100 LF = 2.9

2.9 x 6 = 18 TREES REQUIRED

INTERNAL ROAD  261.34 LF

261.34 LF / 100 LF = 2.6

2.6 x 6 = 16 TREES REQUIRED

c) SCREENING OF PARKING
A LANDSCAPE BUFFER TO SCREEN PARKING AREAS WITH A MINIMUM HEIGHT OF 3.5 FEET AT INSTALLATION

THREE AND ONE HALF (3.5') FOOT BUFFER ALONG PARKING AREAS

 85.6' NORTH VEHICULAR USE AREA - 3.5' EVERGREEN BUFFER REQUIRED

183.7' EAST VEHICULAR USE AREA - 3.5' EVERGREEN BUFFER REQUIRED

 96.0' WEST VEHICULAR USE AREA - 3.5' EVERGREEN BUFFER REQUIRED

5) STREET TREES

A STREET TREE ROW SHALL BE ESTABLISHED ALONG THE OUTPARCEL ACCESS ROAD, ALL PUBLIC STREETS AND PRIVATE 

ROADS AND SHALL CONTAIN ONE (1) TREE FOR EVERY THIRTY (30) FEET OF STREET FRONTAGE

1 TREE / 30 LF OF STREET FRONTAGE  PROVIDED IN b) SETBACK LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENT

9) MINIMUM ON-SITE TREE SIZES

UNLESS OTHERWISE SET FORTH HEREIN, MINIMUM TREE SIZE AT INSTALLATION SHALL BE:

DECIDUOUS TREES: TWO AND ONE HALF (2 1
2
 ") INCH CALIPER

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS: THIRTY (30") INCH HEIGHT
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Community Development Department

RE:      City of New Albany Board and Commission Record of Action

Dear Permit Solutions c/o Cathy Stephens,

Attached is the Record of Action for your recent application that was heard by one of the City of New
Albany Boards and Commissions. Please retain this document for your records. 

This Record of Action does not constitute a permit or license to construct, demolish, occupy or make
alterations to any land area or building.  A building and/or zoning permit is required before any work can
be performed.  For more information on the permitting process, please contact the Community
Development Department.

Additionally, if the Record of Action lists conditions of approval these conditions must be met prior to
issuance of any zoning or building permits. 

Please contact our office at (614) 939-2254 with any questions.

Thank you.
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Community Development Department

Decision and Record of Action
Tuesday, July 16, 2024

The New Albany Planning Commission took the following action on 07/15/2024 .

Final Development Plan

Location: 1955 Beech Rd. NW
Applicant: Permit Solutions c/o Cathy Stephens,

Application: PLFDP20240050
Request: Final development plan to allow for the construction of a 3,694 square foot McDonald’s

with drive-through on 1.805 acres located generally near the southwest corner of Beech
Road and Beech Crossing (PID: 093-106512-00.000).

Motion: To approve

Commission Vote: Motion Approved with Conditions, 5-0

Result: Final Development Plan, PLFDP20240050 was approved with Conditions, by a vote of 5-0.

Recorded in the Official Journal this July 16, 2024

Condition(s) of Approval:

1. The City Landscape Architect’s comments must be addressed, subject to staff approval;
a. Further evaluation of the proposed curb cut at the access drive closest to Beech Road NW is necessary
to ensure proper function and vehicular circulation.
b. Reduce asphalt pavement width at drive-through bypass lane to be 11’-12’ instead of the proposed
18’-22’.
c. Modify landscaping plan to accomodate truck turning radius subject to staff approval.
d. Provide approved deciduous shade trees in proposed lawn.
e. Provide approved deciduous shade trees along Beech Road NW.
f. Adjust the proposed planting plan to align with the updated edge of pavement at the drive through bypass
lane.
2. That the applicant adds an additional street tree on the Beech Road frontage and two additional trees
on-site to meet the Beech Crossing street tree requirement.
3. That the applicant ensures all proposed street trees are three caliper inches at installation.
4. That the applicant revises the landscape plans to be consistent with the approved master landscape plan.
5. The City Engineer’s comments must be addressed, subject to staff approval;
o Add the signature block shown on this exhibit and accompanying monumentation notes to the cover sheet
of the referenced FDP.
o Add stop signs/stop bars at the curb cuts
o Note that the city requires detectable domes to be red clay brick.



o Add notes requiring that the water service beneath Beech Road be constructed using Horizonal
Directional Drilling. Open cut of pavement is not permitted.
o Add a legend that includes a major flood routing arrow and show major flood routing in plan view.
o Revise note 2 at the bottom of this sheet by deleting 21 days and adding back 14 days.
o The city recently updated the seed application rate to be 14 lbs. per 1000 SF, City of Columbus Type 1
Lawn Mix
o Add site distance triangles at the cuts and remove landscaping that impedes motorist view.
o Have a licensed Ohio professional surveyor sign the ALTA survey.
o Provide a fire truck turning analysis using the template for the applicable Fire Department ladder truck.
o The engineering team will evaluate storm water management, sanitary sewer collection and roadway
construction related details once detailed construction plans become available

Staff Certification:

Sierra Saumenig
Planner
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

July 15, 2024 Meeting 

 

 

MCDONALD’S 

VARIANCE 

 

 

LOCATION:  Located generally at the southwest corner of Beech Road and Beach 

Crossing (PID: 093-106512-00.000) 

APPLICANT:   Permit Solutions, c/o Cathy Stephens 

REQUEST: Variance to DGR Section 6(I)(A)(12) to eliminate the requirement that 

there be active and operable doors on the Beech Crossing private road 

building elevation.  

ZONING:   Beech Crossing I-PUD 

STRATEGIC PLAN:  Retail  

APPLICATION: VAR-51-2024 

 

Review based on: Application materials received on June 28, 2024 

Staff report prepared by Sierra Saumenig, Planner 

 

I. REQUEST AND BACKGROUND  

This application is for a variance related to a final development plan for a proposed McDonald’s 

located at the southwest corner of Beech Road and Beech Crossing within the Beech Crossing 

development. The development includes a dine-in restaurant with a drive-through. 

 

The applicant requests the following variance: 

 

Variance to DGR Section 6(I)(A)(12) to eliminate the requirement that there be active and 

operable doors on the Beech Crossing private road building elevation.  

 

II. SITE DESCRIPTION & USE 

The 1.805-acre site is located at the southwest corner of Beech Road and Beech Crossing. This is 

the sixth proposed development for this zoning district. The Planning Commission approved a 

final development plan application for Duke and Duchess on October 20, 2020, an application for 

Holiday Inn Express on February 19, 2020, a Taco Bell on August 21, 2023, and a Donatos multi-

tenant building on June 17, 2024. 

 

III. EVALUATION 

The application complies with the submittal requirements in C.O. 1113.03, and is considered 

complete. The property owners within 200 feet of the property in question have been notified. 

 

Criteria 

The standard for granting of an area variance is set forth in the case of Duncan v. Village of 

Middlefield, 23 Ohio St.3d 83 (1986). The Board must examine the following factors when 

deciding whether to grant a landowner an area variance: 

 

All of the factors should be considered and no single factor is dispositive.  The key to whether an 

area variance should be granted to a property owner under the “practical difficulties” standard is 
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whether the area zoning requirement, as applied to the property owner in question, is reasonable 

and practical. 

 

1. Whether the property will yield a reasonable return or whether there can be a beneficial 

use of the property without the variance. 

2. Whether the variance is substantial. 

3. Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered or 

adjoining properties suffer a “substantial detriment.” 

4. Whether the variance would adversely affect the delivery of government services. 

5. Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning 

restriction. 

6. Whether the problem can be solved by some manner other than the granting of a 

variance. 

7. Whether the variance preserves the “spirit and intent” of the zoning requirement and 

whether “substantial justice” would be done by granting the variance. 

 

Plus, the following criteria as established in the zoning code (Section 1113.06):  

 

8. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land or 

structure involved and which are not applicable to other lands or structures in the same 

zoning district. 

9. That a literal interpretation of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would deprive the 

applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning district 

under the terms of the Zoning Ordinance. 

10. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from the action of the 

applicant.  

11. That granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any special 

privilege that is denied by the Zoning Ordinance to other lands or structures in the same 

zoning district. 

12. That granting the variance will not adversely affect the health and safety of persons 

residing or working in the vicinity of the proposed development, be materially 

detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to private property or public improvements 

in the vicinity. 

III.  RECOMMENDATION 

Considerations and Basis for Decision 

 

Variance to DGR Section 6(I)(A)(12) to eliminate the requirement that buildings have 

operable and active front doors along all public and private roads.  

The following should be considered in the Commission’s decision:  

1. The applicant is requesting a variance to eliminate the requirement that buildings have 

operable and active front doors along all public and private roads.  

a. The building has three frontages, two along Beech Crossing and one along 

Beech Road As proposed, the commercial building has an entrance along the 

Beech Road elevation and along the north facing side elevation facing Beech 

Crossing.  

b. The elevation with no operable and active door is along the west side of the 

building (rear side) and is adjacent to Beech Crossing, which is a private 

drive and referred to as the Outparcel Access Drive in the zoning text. 

2. As required by the zoning text, the building is designed with the same caliber of finish on 

all sides of the building using the same building materials.  

3. The variance appears to preserve the “spirit and intent” of the zoning requirement. The 

intent of this requirement is to ensure that buildings maintain a presence on the street and 

not contain blank or “empty” building elevations so there is architectural vibrancy and 

interest on all sides of a building which is crucial in pedestrian oriented development. 
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This site and the overall Beech Crossing developments are auto-oriented by design, 

therefore it does not appear that maintaining an entrance on every elevation facing a 

public or private road is as important in this development scenario. Additionally, the site 

faces Beech Crossing on two elevations and the elevation with no operable and active 

door is the rear of the building. All sides of the building are designed with the same 

caliber of finish using the same building materials so none of the elevations appear as a 

“lesser” side of the building. 

4. While there isn’t an active and operable door along the private road on one of the 

elevations, the applicant is providing one on the north elevation facing Beech Crossing 

and using strong architectural features and materials so the building adequately addresses 

the primary street (Beech Road) architecturally. The building is designed so the front 

door architectural elements such as the awning and retail storefront windows front Beech 

Road.   

5. It does not appear that the essential character of the neighborhood will be altered if the 

variance request is granted for the Beech Crossing frontage. Similar variances were 

granted for Turkey Hill, Panda Express, Sheetz, and the New Albany Duke and Duchess 

location on Johnstown Road.  

6. It does not appear that the variance would adversely affect the delivery of government 

services, affect the health and safety of persons residing or working in the vicinity of the 

proposed development, be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to 

private property or public improvements in the vicinity. 

 

II. SUMMARY 

Due to the auto-oriented nature of this zoning district, providing active and operable front doors 

on every elevation does not appear to be necessary since there is a hierarchy of streets. The 

applicant is still providing a high-quality designed building. Therefore, the design and non-active 

doors along the rear elevation facing Beech Crossing appear to be appropriate.  

 

V. ACTION 

Should the Planning Commission find that the application has sufficient basis for approval, the 

following motion would be appropriate:  

 

Move to approve application VAR-51-2024 (conditions may be added) 
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Approximate Site Location: 

 
 
Source: NearMap 
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Community Development Department

RE:      City of New Albany Board and Commission Record of Action

Dear Permit Solutions c/o Cathy Stephens,

Attached is the Record of Action for your recent application that was heard by one of the City of New
Albany Boards and Commissions. Please retain this document for your records. 

This Record of Action does not constitute a permit or license to construct, demolish, occupy or make
alterations to any land area or building.  A building and/or zoning permit is required before any work can
be performed.  For more information on the permitting process, please contact the Community
Development Department.

Additionally, if the Record of Action lists conditions of approval these conditions must be met prior to
issuance of any zoning or building permits. 

Please contact our office at (614) 939-2254 with any questions.

Thank you.
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Community Development Department

Decision and Record of Action
Tuesday, July 16, 2024

The New Albany Planning Commission took the following action on 07/15/2024 .

Variance

Location: 1955 Beech Rd. NW
Applicant: Permit Solutions c/o Cathy Stephens,

Application: PLVARI20240052
Request: Variance to the number of active and operable doors associated with a final development

plan application for a McDonald’s development generally southwest corner of Beech Road
and Beech Crossing (PID: 093-106512-00.000).

Motion: To approve

Commission Vote: Motion Approved with Conditions, 5-0

Result: Variance, PLVARI20240052 was Approvaed with Conditions, by a vote of 5-0.

Recorded in the Official Journal this July 16, 2024

Condition(s) of Approval:

1. That the variance is modified to be applied to the rear access road elevation.

Staff Certification:

Sierra Saumenig
Planner
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