FINDLAY CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

REGULAR SESSION May 1, 2018 COUNCIL CHAMBERS

ROLL CALL of 2018-2019 Councilmembers

ACCEPTANCE/CHANGES TO PREVIOUS CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES:

e Acceptance or changes to the April 17, 2018 Public Hearing minutes for 2350 Keith Parkway rezone via Ordinance No. 2018-0254
e Acceptance or changes to the April 17, 2018 Regular Session City Council meeting minutes.

ADD-ON/REPLACEMENT/REMOVAL FROM THE AGENDA: - none.
PROCLAMATIONS: - none.
RECOGNITION/RETIREMENT RESOLUTIONS: - none.

PETITIONS:

Alley vacation request — E Lincoln St vacation

Nicole Hoffman is requesting to vacate East Lincoln Street right-of-way west of Fishlock Avenue and adjacent to Lots 16654 and 16655 un the
Tritch Addition to the City of Findlay, Ohio. Needs to be referred to City Planning Commission and Planning & Zoning Committee.

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS: - none.
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS: - none.

REPORTS OF MUNICIPAL OFFICERS AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENTS:

Treasurer’s Reconciliation Report — March 31, 2018.

Traffic Commission minutes — February 20, 2018.

City Planning Commission agenda — May 10, 2018; minutes — April 12, 2018.

Service Director/Acting City Engineer Thomas — Areas B-4 & B-6 Sewer Separation, Phase 1, Project 32556000 and Phase 2, Project
32556100

There have been some issues with the design phase longer than expected, but the bid opening for these projects will be on May 1, 2018.
Legislation will be added to tonight’s agenda to ask for the appropriation of funds for construction purposes. Due to the design taking longer
than expected, the construction window for these projects has been shortened and the funds need to be appropriated so that the deadlines set
by the grant agencies can be met.

Mayor Mihalik — Findlay Performance

COMMITTEE REPORTS:

The WATER AND SEWER COMMITTEE to whom was referred a request to continue discussions on the Deer Landing Waterline Oversizing
Project via Ordinance No. 2017-098, AS AMENDED.

We recommend to meet Mary 1% at 6:00pm with a committee report to review and make a final decision on this request.

The WATER AND SEWER COMMITTEE to whom was referred a request to discuss guidelines and procedures on water and sewer lines
from past issues.
We recommend to continue the City’s standard practice.

The WATER AND SEWER COMMITTEE to whom was referred a request to review the Rotary Policy changes.
We recommend to finalize and give to the Law Director.



LEGISLATION:
RESOLUTIONS - none.

ORDINANCES
ORDINANCE NO. 2018-031 (2017 annual sewer & manhole lining program) requires three (3) readings third reading
AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING FUNDS AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-032 (Blanchard St/Sixth St intersection upgrade) requires three (3) readings third reading
AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING AND TRANSFERRING FUNDS AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-035, AS AMENDED (Design Review District changes) requires three (3) readings third reading
AN ORDINANCE REPLACING CHAPTER 1138, ENTITLED DESIGN REVIEW REGULATIONS, AS WELL AS ENACTING NEW CHAPTER
1139 ENTITLED DESIGN REVIEW GUIDELINES, BOTH OF THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-037 (113 Alexander Place rezone) requires three (3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 1100 ET SEQ OF THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO, KNOWN AS
THE ZONING CODE BY REZONING THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY (REFERRED TO AS 113 ALEXANDER PLACE REZONE)
WHICH PREVIOUSLY WAS ZONED “R2 SINGLE FAMILY, MEDIUM DENSITY” TO “M2 MULTI-FAMILY, HIGH DENSITY".

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-038 (2131 Spruce Dr rezone) requires three (3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 1100 ET SEQ OF THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO, KNOWN AS
THE ZONING CODE BY REZONING THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY (REFERRED TO AS 2131 SPRUCE DRIVE REZONE)
WHICH PREVIOUSLY WAS ZONED “R2 SINGLE FAMILY, MEDIUM DENSITY” TO “R4 DUPLEX/TRIPLEX, HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICT".

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-039 (2" gtr Capital expenditures) requires three (3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE SERVICE DIRECTOR OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO, TO ADVERTISE FOR BIDS WHERE
REQUIRED AND ENTER INTO A CONTRACT OR CONTRACTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF VARIOUS PROJECTS IN ACCORDINANCE
WITH THE 2018 DEPARTMENT EQUIPMENT LIST WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO AND INCORPORATED HEREIN AS EXHIBIT A,
APPROPRIATING FUNDS FOR SAID CAPITAL EXPENDITURES, AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-041 (change to junk vehicles codified ordinance) requires three (3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 521.04(c)(1) AND SECTION 521.07(a) OF CHAPTER 521 OF THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF
THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-042 (2018 resurfacing program Contracts A & B) requires three (3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING AND TRANSFERRING FUNDS AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
OLD BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS
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ALLEY/STREET VACATION PETITION

FEE PAID DATE

ADVERTISING AND FILING FEES PAID DATE

HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL, CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO:

We, the undeI%ign @Dbeing owners of property abutting the requested
E. Lindn acation shown on the attached piat, respectfully petition

(street/alley)

i
your Honorable Body to vacate the E, l inceln St described as:
strest/alley

_MmjﬁnﬁjﬂLr‘gh{- OF LN, LesT of
Eishilcck Bhe. :

Being further described as abutting the following described LOTS in the
SUBDIVISION of:

A $75.00 fee is submitted to pay for the cost of vacating the above-described

(street or alley)

We agree to pay all cost and/or assessments that are now or have been constructed
serving this property. Upon adoption of legisiation, applicable advertising and filing
fees will be invoiced to the petitioner. A plat of the area showing the portion to be
vacated & a list of all property owners on that portion of the alley running from street
to street, but not in the request for vacation are attached.

OWNER __ADDRESS _ LOT NUMBER
Vor 1=k Deborah Sompnn ~ (T8 Fikleck A G323
Fonnern, RN A o @FC fitse A [T Y
HON {0, \QLQ ‘ - 70 shicck B0, [/ nlp A8

TO: Applicants for Street or alley Vacation

FROM: Council Clerk

City law requires persons requesting the vacation of a street or alley to file a petition with City
Council. Council then refers the request to the City Planning Commission and the Planning &
Zoning Committee for their findings. These Committees file their report with Council, who in turn
makes the final ruling on the request.



APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS

Petition forms are available in the Council Clerk's Office. It requires the signature of a majority of
the property owners that abut the requested vacation. A plat of the area shall accompany the
application indicating the street or alley to be vacated. This piat can be obtained from the City
Engineer's Office.

In addition to the petition for an alley vacation being signed by the abutting property owners,
which is notice, if said proposed alley vacation is less than the full alley running from street to
street, either north and south or east and west as the case may be, then the Clerk will also send
notices to the abutting property owners on that portion of the alley extended but not in the
request for vacation. For example, If an alley runs from north to south from street A to street B,
intersected by a east-west alley, and the request is to vacate the alley running from street A to
the intersecting east-west aliey, then the abutting property owners on the remaining portion of
that north-south alley between street A and street B shall also receive notice of the petition to
vacate from the Council Clerk. (Rules of Procedure, as amended, of Findlay City Council).

Ideally, the petition must be signed by all abutting property owners. If not, a Public Notice of
Consideration to Vacate has to be advertised in the Courier for six consecutive weeks. The cost
of the advertising shall be paid by the petitioner. Anyone wishing to address Council concerning
the pefition may do so as a result of the publication. This can occur at any of the three readings
which Council must give an Ordinance that vacates right-of-way.

FEE

At the time of submitting the request to the Council Clerk, a $75.00 non-refundable fee shall
accompany the petition. This is to off-set some of the City's expenses. Upon adoption of
legislation, applicable advertising and filing fees will be invoiced to the petitioner.

ASSESSMENTS

By law, if there were assessments to the abutting properties for improvements to the street or
utiliies, the petitioners are to pay the assessment fee for the property being vacated. These
assessments, if any, are recorded in the City Engineer's Office. They are requested to be
researched for the property upon legislation request. The petitioners will be invoiced for the total
expense, and it must be paid before Council will vacate the street or alley.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Planning Commission action on vacation petitions will be in the form of a recommendation to
City Council. Council may then either concur with the Commission's recommendation or
override it. Concurring action may be accomplished with a simple majority vote, while overriding
action requires a two-thirds (2/3) vote of Council. Notice of the Planning Commission Meeting
will be sent from the Engineer's Office to the filer of the petition advising him/her when the
request shall be heard.

COMMITTEE ACTION

This Committee's action will be in the form of a recommendation to City Council. Council may
then either concur with the Committee’s recommendation or override it. Action is a simple
majority vote to concur or override the Committee report. Notice of the Planning & Zoning
Committee Meeting will be sent by the Council Clerk to the petitioners advising them when the
request shall be heard.

CITY COUNCIL ACTION
Once the pefition is placed on Council's agenda, it will be referred to the City Planning
Commission and the Committee with all documentation submitted. Both the City Planning



Commission and the Planning & Zoning Committee shall review the request. Upon their
findings, Council will request legislation and give it three (3) separate readings if the vacation is
to proceed.

In order to vacate a public right-of-way, City Council must adopt an ordinance doing so.
Normally, legislation is prepared when the Planning & Zoning Committee recommends that an
action be taken. However, appropriate legislation can be drawn at the request of any Council
member, whether or not the vacation is supported by the Committee. Ordinances require three
readings prior to adoption, and this normally occurs over the course of three consecutive
meetings of Council.

A majority affirmative vote of at least five (5) members is necessary to enact a vacation
ordinance. If Council disagrees with the Planning Commission's recommendation, it will take six
(6) affirmative votes of members of Council to enact a vacation ordinance. The ordinance is not
effective until at least 30 days after signing by the Mayor.

Revised 12-05
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SUSAN JO HITE
CITY TREASURER

TREASURER'’S OFFICE

318 Dorney Plaza, Room 313
Findlay, OH 45840-3346

Telephone: 419-424-7107 = Fax; 419-424.7866
www.findlayohio.com

Treasurer's Reconciliation for March 31, 2018

TREASURER
Fifth Third Initial Balance 5,021,022.66
- Withdrawals () (10,786,255.63)
+ Deposits 9,788,913.88
Ending Balance 4,023,680.91
(-Outstanding checks ) (413,054.75)
March Bank error (0.01)

Treasurer's Checking Bal

Investment Principal
Accrued Bond Interest

Treasurer's Total Cash
and Investments

Respectfully submitted,

3,610,626.15

54,374,911.25
1,684.68

57,987,222.08

AUDITOR

Auditor's Checking Bal

Auditor's Total Cash
and Investments

3,610,626.15

57,987,222.08



TRAFFIC COMMISSION
City of Findiay
February 20, 2018

MINUTES

ATTENDANCE:

MEMBERS PRESENT: Service-Safety Director Paul Schmeizer, Police Chief John
Dunbar, Fire Chief Josh Eberle, City Engineer Brian Thomas, Councilman Jim Slough.
STAFF PRESENT: Matt Stoffel, Public Works Superintendent: Kathy Launder, City
Clerk.

GUESTS PRESENT: Brendon Butler and Sherri Butler, Jack Bs.

NEW BUSINESS

1. Request to review the east side of South Cory Street between East Sand usky Street
and East Crawford Street for the possibility of adding parking spaces.

Director Thomas stated that South Cory Street will go from two lanes to one lane
between East Sandusky Street and East Crawford Street when the Cory Street
project is complete to allow for a shared vehicle/bike lane. There will not be
sufficient space to allow for any parking on the east side of South Cory Street
between East Sandusky Street and East Crawford Street.

Motion to deny request for parking on South Cory Street between East Sandusky
Street and East Crawford Street due to future plans for a bike lane as approved in
the Transportation Alternative Plan by Director Schmelzer, second by Director
Thomas. Motion passed 5-0.

2. Request of Matt Stoffel, City of Findlay Public Works Superintendent, for No Parking
Here to Corner on the east and west corners of the north side of Garfield Avenue at
the intersection of Myrtle Avenue.

Stoffel stated that motorists park vehicles up to the intersection making it difficult for
snow plows and emergency vehicle to maneuver around the intersection.

Motion to approve request for No Parking Here to Corner on the east and west
corners of the north side of Garfield Avenue at the intersection of Myrtle Avenue by
Director Schmelzer, second by Councilman Slough. Motion passed 5-0.

3. Request of Brendon and Sherrie Butier, Jack-B’s, 124 East Sandusky Street, to make
one parking space in front of 124 East Sandusky Street, “10 minute parking-take out

parking only.”

Jack B's is a lunch and dinner restaurant. it is take out only. Hours will be Monday
through Friday 10:30am-8pm, closed Saturday and Sunday. Available on street
parking is limited during these hours.



Motion to place one 15 minute parking space on the north side of East Sandusky
Street near Jack B’s restaurant and direct the Engineering Department to make
determination if the parking space can be placed in front of the Kirk Building or place
it just west of the parking lot by Director Schmelzer, second by Councilman Slough.
Motion passed 5-0.

With no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned. The next meeting of the City
of Findlay Traffic Commission will be held on March 19, 2018, at 2:30 p.m. in the third
floor conference room of the Municipal Building.

Respectfully submitted,

Traffic Commission 2 February 20, 2018



City of Findlay

City Planning Commission
City Council Chambers, 1* floor of Municipal Building
Thursday, May 10, 2018 - 9:00 AM

AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

SWEARING IN

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

NEW ITEMS

1.

PETITION FOR ZONING AMENDMENT #ZA-04-2018 filed to rezone 118 Center
St, Findlay from R-3 Single Family High Density to R-4 Duplex/Triplex.

ALLEY/STREET VACATION PETITION #AV-03-2018 filed to vacate a portion of
Carroll Street on the south side of 825, 831 and 841 Hawthorne Road, Findlay.

ALLEY/STREET VACATION PETITION #AV-04-2018 filed to vacate a portion of
E Lincoln Street west of Fishlock Avenue to the Hancock County Fairgrounds.

APPLICATION FOR CONDITIONAL USE #CU-03-2018 filed by James Rizzo &
Justin Dufour, 15170 North Haven Road, Unit 4, Scottsdale, AZ to operate a
Residential Treatment Center at 1800 Manor Hill Road, Findlay.

APPLICATION FOR FINAL PLAT #FP-05-2018 for a Replat of Lot 1 of
DeHaven’s Subdivision.

APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-08-2018 filed by MITEC
Powertrain, 4000 Fostoria Avenue, Findlay for a 54,180 square foot addition to the
existing facility.

APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-09-2018 filed by Allen Township
Trustees, PO Box 247, 12829 SR 613, Van Buren, OH for a Fire Department
building and pavement to be located at 3944 CR 220, Findlay.

ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS

APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-10-2018 filed by Menard’s Inc., 5101
Menard Drive, Eau Claire, WI for a 19,540 square foot addition to a warehouse at 15110
Flag City Drive, Findlay.

(This plan was approved in January, 2017, Plan expired after 12 months and had to be
resubmitted before they can obtain permits.)

ADJOURNMENT



City of Findlay
City Planning Commission

Thursday, April 12,2018 - 9:00 AM
Minutes

(Staff Report Comments from the meeting are incorporated into the minutes in lighter text. Actual
minutes begin with the DISCUSSION Section for each item)

MEMBERS PRESENT: Jackie Schroeder
Dan Clinger
Brian Thomas
Dan DeArment
STAFF ATTENDING: Judy Scrimshaw, Development Planner

Todd Richard, Zoning Inspector

Jeremy Kalb, Engineering Project Manager
Matt Cordonnier, HRPC Director

Matt Pickett, Fire Prevention

GUESTS: Dan Stone, Leah Wilson, Erik Adkins, Tom Shindeldecker,
Ashley Donaldson, Joe Corron, Todd Jenkins, Tom
Quarrie, Myreon Cobb, Elizabeth Corbitt, Lou Willen,
Mark Bassitt,

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL
The following members were present:
Jackie Schroeder
Dan Clinger
Brian Thomas
Dan DeArment

SWEARING IN
All those planning to give testimony were sworn in by Judy Scrimshaw.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Dan Clinger made a motion to approve the minutes of March 8, 2018. Dan DeArment seconded.

Motion carried 4-0-0,



NEW ITEMS

1. PETITION FOR ZONING AMENDMENT #ZA-02-2018 filed to rezone 113 Alexander
Place from R-2 Single Family Medium Density to M-2 Multiple Family.

General Information

This request is located on the southeast corner of Findlay and Marshal Streets. It is zoned R-2
Single Family Medium Density. To the north, east and west is also zoned R-2. To the south is
zoned M-2 Multiple Family. It is located within the 100-year flood plain. The City of Findlay
Land Use Map designates the area as Single Family High Density.

Parcel History
This parcel is the site of four 2 unit residential structures built in 2004.

Staff Analysis

The applicant is proposing to rezone this parcel to M-2 Multiple-Family. The existing units were
constructed as an RDO (Residential Development Option). The parcel was zoned B Residential
at the time which permitted duplexes. However, only one duplex was permitted per lot. The
RDO gave the owner an avenue to submit a plan with multiple units as long as it complied with
density requirements of the code. That plan had to be approved by Council. This option was
removed from the zoning code when it was rewritten in 2012.

The lot to the south was recently rezoned to M-2 also to allow the development there to resume
as Multi-family.

Staff is favorable of the change for this parcel as well. However, the rezoning does not mean
that the existing structures can be used. According to the zoning office, there were several issues
relative to the flood plain with the original construction. They will not issue any occupancy
permits in their cutrent state.

Staff Recommendation

HRPC Staff recommends that FCPC recommend approval to Findlay City Council of
PETITION FOR ZONING AMENDMENT #ZA-02-2018 filed to rezone 113 Alexander
Place from R-2 Single Family Medium Density to M-2 Multiple Family.

ENGINEERING
No Conunent

FIRE PREVENTION
No Comment

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that FCPC recommend approval to Findlay City Council of

PETITION FOR ZONING AMENDMENT #ZA-02-2018 filed to rezone 113 Alexander
Place from R-2 Single Family Medium Density to M-2 Multiple Family.



DISCUSSION

Dan Clinger asked if this was the same ownership as the previous M2 that was filed a while ago.
Dan Stone said it was not. Mr. Clinger asked if they were intending to keep the footprint of the
structures. The applicant said they were. Mr, Clinger asked if the setbacks meet the
requirements for M2 and if anyone had looked at the side yard. Matt Cordonnier stated that they
were not sure what the intended use for the property owner was for rezoning so they didn’t
specifically look at that. He said that he guessed that the structures would most likely not meet
the standards for M2 currently.

Mr. Stone stated that the duplexes were constructed in 2004, went through the flood, flooded out
and the current developer at the time walked out. I t was then purchased by the new owner. They
met with the zoning department and went through the problems that exist with the property. Mr.
Stone said they know the buildings must be elevated to be above the base flood elevation and
they need to work on the cut fill balance to comply with the flood plain permit. There is still
some water line extension that needs to be done and fees to be paid. But before the developer
could come through, they need to rezone the property to ensure that the buildings comply. The
intent is to leave the structures where they are and elevate them by two or three blocks to have
them at or above the base flood elevation, go through and redefine the swales they were intended
to be there for the cut-fill balance, and extend the water line to provide service there. They plan
to stick with the original plans that were submitted to the city but with a few tweaks to comply
with the new codes — with the flood development code and with the setbacks. And if the
setbacks do not comply, they would need to apply for a variance there.

Mr. Clinger asked how far the structures are in the flood plain. Mr. Stone said the buildings are
elevated but are still about anywhere from eight to twelve inches in the flood. There were some
issues with the original survey and construction which is why they flooded in 2007. They plan to
detach the garage, raise up the house portion by two or three blocks and re-side and reattach the
garage. Mr. Clinger thanked the applicant and Mr. Stone for taking on this major project and
fixing the deplorable conditions there.

Dan DeArment mentioned that the alley to the south dumps into the parking lot and asked if they
obtained permission to use the parking lot as an egress. The applicant stated that he has never
approached them about it and has been using it and they’ve never brought it up. He stated he
would talk to the owner to see if they can continue using the parking lot for that purpose. Mr.
DeArment said that if the road to the north floods out, they would lose access. The applicant
stated that there should be enough space to put a roadway in on their portion if necessary, Judy
Scrimshaw stated she thought it was under the same owner when they were doing the school and
the buildings so it wasn’t important at the time even though they were two parcels then but they
should work out an easement of access — although that is up to them as it is a civil matter.

Mr. Clinger asked Mr. Cordonnier if M-2 would be more appropriate for the property than M-1.
Mr. Cordonnier stated that he was correct and that M2 is for more dense multi-family properties
which would fit this case. He stated he didn’t have any concerns with it zoning-wise but said
they might have to go for some variances but he would be in support of those.



MOTION

Dan Clinger made a motion to recommend approval to Findlay City Council of PETITION
FOR ZONING AMENDMENT #ZA-02-2018 filed to rezone 113 Alexander Place from R-2
Single Family Medium Density to M-2 Multiple Family.

2vd;  Jackie Schroeder

VOTE: Yay (4) Nay (0) Abstain (0)

2. PETITION FOR ZONING AMENDMENT #ZA-03-2018 filed to rezome parcel
#630000084980 (2131 Spruce Drive) from R-2 Single Family Medium Density to R-4
Duplex/Triplex.

HRPC

General Information

This request is located off the south side of Spruce Drive behind Michael Eller Jewelers. It is
zoned R-1 Single Family Low Density. Land to the east and west is also zoned R-1. To the
south is zoned R-1 Single Family in Marion Township and to the north is zoned B-2 General
Commercial. It is not located within the 100-year flood plain. The City of Findlay Land Use
Map designates the area as Single Family Large Lot.

Parcel History

This is a vacant residential lot. It was annexed to the City in 2006 and was zoned B Residential.
The previous owners attempted to rezone the parcel to B-2 General Business in 2011, That
request was denied. When the new zoning code was adopted, the parcel was changed to R-1
Single Family Low Density.

Staff Analysis
The applicant is requesting to rezone this .476-acre parcel to R-4 Duplex/Triplex with the intent
of constructing a triplex unit on the lot.

The lot has a recorded shared access with the drive abutting it on the east side owned by Thad
Davidson onto Spruce Drive.

Rezoning the parcel to R-4 will bring it back to the original zoning it had before the map change.
Any new construction will have to comply with today’s zoning standards for that district.

Staff Recommendation
HRPC Staff recommends that Findlay City Planning Commission recommend approval to
Findlay City Council of PETITION FOR ZONING AMENDMENT #ZA-03-2018 filed to
rezone parcel #630000084980 (2131 Spruce Drive) from R-2 Single Family Medium Density
to R-4 Duplex/Triplex.



ENGINEERING
e Sanitary Sewer or Water needed?

¢ How many drive accesses are desired on Spruce Drive?

FIRE PREVENTION
No Comment

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that Findlay City Planning Commission recommend approval to Findlay
City Council of PETITION FOR ZONING AMENDMENT #ZA-03-2018 filed to rezone
parcel #630000084980 (2131 Spruce Drive) from R-2 Single Family Medium Density to R-4
Duplex/Triplex.

DISCUSSION

Mr. Clinger asked Ms. Scrimshaw if the one section is currently zoned R-2 out of the whole R-1
lot to the south. Ms. Scrimshaw said it was. She said the lot to the south is an island and is in
Marion Township and the lot in discussion was annexed sometime around 2006. It was
previously B-Residential and was owned by someone else for a long time until the newest owner
purchased it. They talked about putting a duplex on the lot at one point but then found out there
were issues getting access to the sanitary sewer and getting an easement to gain access. That is
still something that needs worked out if they do eventually decide to build something there. The
utilities are on the cul-de-sac of Chestnut and on the northeast corer of Sunset but there are no
easements (o go through those peoples’ properties to get access. Mr. Clinger asked if they could
go to Spruce Dr. for access to utilities. Ms. Scrimshaw stated that those go to Tiffin Ave. and
would have to get an easement to go through there as well. Ultimately, he has a lot he would
have to work through to obtain access to utilities. Ms. Scrimshaw stated that she thought that
was the reason no one has built there.

Mr. DeArment asked Ms. Scrimshaw if they would have to come back with a site plan. She said
they would not as it would just be a duplex or triplex. The applicant showed Brian Thomas and
Ms. Scrimshaw a triplex he was considering. He has the option to go either with a two or three
family housing unit with the zoning district he is in. Mr. Thomas stated the applicant would still
have to go to Todd Richard for the zoning permit, and engineering for water, sanitary, storm and
driveway permits. Ms. Scrimshaw reiterated that anything under one, two, or three family
housing just gets a permit from zoning and doesn’t submit a site plan.

Mr. Clinger stated that this was a tough property to develop. Ms. Scrimshaw said they didn’t
like it when they tried to develop commercial there despite there being commercial nearby. They
didn’t want to stick a commercial property in a residential neighborhood. On that side of the
street, it is entirely residential. Ultimately, nobody went for that idea and the applicant gave up
on it. Now, they have someone interested in purchasing the property. Ms. Scrimshaw stated that
regardless of zoning, the applicant has some issues to work through.



MOTION

Dan DeArment made a motion to recommend approval to Findlay City Council of PETITION
FOR ZONING AMENDMENT #ZA-03-2018 filed to rezone parcel #630000084980 (2131
Spruce Drive) from R-2 Single Family Medium Density to R-4 Duplex/Triplex.

2"d:  Dan Clinger

VOTE: Yay (4) Nay (0) Abstain (0)

3. APPLICATION FOR A HOME BUSINESS #CU-02-2018 filed by Elizabeth Corbitt,
1543 Logan Avenue, Findlay to operate a car detailing business in an existing building at
1505 Morrical Blvd.

HRPC

General Information

This request is located on the east side of Morrical Blvd. It is zoned R-2 Single Family Medium
Density. All surrounding lots are also zoned R-2. Tt is not located within the 100-year flood
plain. The City of Findlay Land Use Plan designates the area as Single Family Small Lot.

Parcel History
There is an existing garage building on the lot.

Staff Analysis

The applicant is requesting to operate a car detailing business from the existing building as a
Home Business. The definition of Home Business is: Any occupational activity cartied on
exclusively by a member of an immediate family residing on the premises and conducted entirely
on the premises. No commodity shall be sold on the premises nor mechanical equipment used in
the fabrication or alteration of products, tools, gear, etc. from which external effects of which
may adversely affect adjacent property. Home businesses shall be clearly incidental and
secondary to the use of the premises for dwelling purposes, and shall not change the structural
character thereof.

In this instance, the garage that will be used for the business is on a separate lot from the
residence. Both parcels are under the same ownership and the applicant does reside in the home
at 1543 Logan Avenue.

The garage was previously used for storage of vehicles and equipment for a sewer tapping
business.

The applicant has stated that the hours of operation will be 8:00 to 5:00 Monday through Friday
and that all work will be done inside the building. Auto detailing is generally not a noisy
business. It would seem the only noise producing equipment might be a shop vac. With only
one person doing the work, it would be reasonable to assume that there would not be the need for
many vehicles to sit outside for lengthy periods of time either.



Staff recommends approval with the notation that the applicant understands that if there are
legitimate complaints regarding the operation that the permit can be revoked.

Staff Recommendation

HRPC Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR A HOME BUSINESS #CU-02-
2018 filed by Elizabeth Corbitt, 1543 Logan Avenue, Findlay to operate a car detailing
business in an existing building at 1505 Morrical Blvd.

ENGINEERING
How many cars/ customers are going to be parked in the drive waiting to be detailed?

If floor drains are present in the building, are they tied into the sanitary sewer or storm sewer?

FIRE PREVENTION
No Comment

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR A HOME BUSINESS #CU-02-2018 to

operate a car detailing business in an existing building at 1505 Morrical Blvd.

DISCUSSION

Jeremy Kalb asked how many cars or customers are going to be parked in the drive waiting to be
detailed. The son of the applicant and the person who would be doing the detailing said that it
varies. The applicant said cars could be parked in the barn and they would never be sitting
outside. He said if he had two or three per day, they would all be parked in the barn and would
never be outside. Mr. Kalb asked if the floor is concrete. The applicant said it is. Mr. Kalb
asked if there was a floor drain. The applicant said there is. Mr. Kalb asked if the drain
connected to the sanitary or the storm. The applicant said he was not sure which one it was
hooked up to. Mr. Kalb said that he would need to have the drain hooked up to the sanitary and
said they may need to conduct some dye testing to verify.

Tom Quarrie, who resides 1917 Imperial Lane and owns 1642 Byal Avenue which abuts the
property in question, stated that he’s lived there for 25 years, and it is a quiet neighborhood with
no business activity. Mr. Quarrie stated that he found it difficult to understand how the property
in question could be used as a detailing business when there’s no adequate parking outside the
building. He said he would expect multiple vehicles outside at any point with the type of
business this would be — and that would be his objection. Mr. Quarrie said he felt that the
parking of multiple vehicles outside the business seemed likely regardless of what the owner had
to say. He also stated he had no clue how the owner would anticipate only two or three vehicles
on the property at one point and that doesn’t seem reasonable to him. The applicant replied that
there would be no cars outside as there is only one person doing detailing and he can only do so
many cars in one day. He said there would be appointments and he would narrow those down so
if someone had an appointment, their car would be inside at all times.



Mr. DeArment asked if the applicant would be allowed to hire employees since it’s a home
business. Ms. Scrimshaw said he could not. Mr. DeArment asked if he could have a son or
family member assist with the business. Ms. Scrimshaw said it could only be someone residing
on the property. Mr. DeArment asked if a condition could be placed on this to ensure that cars
were parked within the building and not on the outside. Ms. Scrimshaw said they could. She
said that if it becomes a problem and there are complaints, the use can be revoked. However,
there must be a legitimate complaint about noise or cars are stacked up before he would be shut
down. Mr. Richard stated that he felt it would be appropriate to have these lots combined. He
said it would be very easy for the building to be sold separately from the dwelling creating a
semi-commercial building sitting by itself with no attachment to a resident. Ms. Scrimshaw said
it isn’t zoned for that and they would have to come here before legitimately doing anything and
if it were a total separate business, it wouldn’t even be permitted. Mr, Richard said that when
there are buildings like this sitting by themselves on an auction block and someone who doesn’t
have as good of intentions for the neighborhood comes in to purchase, that can be a problem. He
reiterated that he felt the properties should be combined and it could prevent issues down the
line. He said he wasn’t sure why anyone would object to that.

M. Clinger asked how long ago this property was a sewer cleaning business. The applicant
stated that his father passed away in December and they just recently removed all of the
equipment from the business and he moved in with his mother to help care for her. He said that
in order to reside there to care for her, he needs to have an income so detailing cars is his best
option. Elizabeth Corbitt, his mother, stated that they bought the property in 1980 from the Ohio
Power Company and it is one lot but with the construction, they were given a separate address.
Ms. Scrimshaw stated that she had wondered why they had split — if it was for business or tax
purposes. She said that she knew it had been one lot. The applicant asked if they could put it
back together, and Ms. Scrimshaw said they could. The applicant said it would be no problem to
put them back together if that’s what the commission would want. Ms. Corbitt said the
properties are attached as there is a sidewalk that goes from the residence to the barn. Ms.
Scrimshaw said on paper, however, it is two separate properties with two separate tax cards.

Mr. DeArment said he would like to make a motion to approve the application under certain
restrictions — combining the lots, and restricting the parking. Mr. Clinger asked if the parking
would be restricted or if there would be no parking on the outside. Mr. DeArment said restricted
would be fine. Mr. Richard asked if he meant no outdoor storage of the vehicles. Ms.
Scrimshaw said no outdoor storage but he should be okay to move one out of the garage to park
it for the customer to pick up in the driveway. The applicant stated that would be the only reason
to have any cars sitting outside just so they aren’t in the way in the garage. Mr. Cordonnier said
his recommendation is to be as specific as possible with these conditions so that it’s clear to
everyone what the rules are. Mr. Richard said those rules would be reflected in the permit issued
for this as well. The applicant said there would be no more than two cars sitting outside at any
point in time so the customers can pick up their cars. He said if that would be an issue, he could
leave the cars inside until the customer arrives. Mr. Clinger said he wanted to approve the
application contingent upon there being no more than two vehicles parked outside the property at
all times. Mr. DeArment stated there should be no street parking. Ms. Scrimshaw agreed and
said they should only be in his driveway.



MOTION

Dan Clinger made a motion to approve APPLICATION FOR A HOME BUSINESS #CU-02-
2018 to operate a car detailing business in an existing building at 1505 Morrical Blvd
subject to the following conditions:

e Lots are combined
¢ No more than two vehicles be parked outside the building at any one time.
2™:  Jackie Schroeder

VOTE;: Yay (4) Nay (0) Abstain (0)

4, APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-02-2018 filed by CFT NV
Developments LLC, 1683 Walnut Grove Ave, Rosemead, CA for a 4,500 square foot multi-
tenant retail building at 1843 Tiffin Avenue.

HRPC

General Information

This request is located on the south side of Tiffin Avenue east of Londonderry Drive. The lot is
zoned B-2 General Commercial. Parcels to the north, east and west are also zoned B-2. It is not
located within the 100-year flood plain. The City Land Use Plan designates the site as General
Commercial

Parcel History
The east portion of the lot is under construction for a Panda Express restaurant.

Staff Analysis

When the plans were approved for Panda Express in September 2017, there was a second
restaurant location shown on the west side of the lot. The concept shown for that building was
approved with the understanding that if no permits were issued within one year that they would
have to resubmit the site plan. The time frame has not expired, but they have changed the plan to
include an additional 2,300 square feet of retail space onto the proposed restaurant.

Setbacks for C-2 General Commercial are 30° front, 15° side and 30’ rear. The structure location
exceeds all of these. The setback for parking areas is 10” from the property line. The pavement
on the south side is part of the total pavement shared with all the other retail in the area.
Although this parcel has its own boundaries, (lot lines) traffic will flow through all areas of the
shopping center and adherence to the setback along those lines is not a concern. As long as other
traffic aisles are not affected, we feel it makes sense.

As stated in the review from September, the plan listed various easements that have been
recorded over this parcel concerning utilities and access across the land. It appears that general
cross access agreements exist for the drives, parking, walkways, etc. in the development.

Access to the site from Tiffin Avenue is via two curb cuts as were approved on the plans for the
Panda Express in September, 2017.



The restaurant is requesting a drive thru window on the east side. Drive thrus are a conditional
use and must be approved by FCPC. That was approved in the previous plan along the south
side of the building. Tt is now located on the east side. Stacking required is eight cars from the
point of ordering to any road right-or-way. There is only room in the drive up aisle for five (5)
vehicles from the order point; however, additional vehicles will not be near any road right-of-
way. They will only be backed up in the drive aisles within the site. The situation was similar in
the first proposal.

The bare minimum number of parking spaces required by code is only 19 spaces for the total
7,200 square feet of buildings proposed. The site plan has 148 spaces shown.

The dumpster on the west side of the lot was encroaching into the setback on the last plan. This
has been corrected.

There do not appear to be any changes in light pole locations on the site. The photometrics were
submitted with the Panda site plan and approved.

The elevation drawings submitted show that the building will be approximately 23°-6” in height.
This is well under the 60° maximum permitted. The building design is modern and all finishes
are within the architectural standards of our code. Three sides of the structure will have some
signage. Signage on the building is not regulated.

The freestanding sign details were approved on the original plan. Panda Express was allowing
space for one more tenant on their sign. A third tenant on the site will only be permitted the
signage on the building.

The landscaping detail shows the required plantings around the building and in the parking lot
islands. The green areas will be a great improvement to the current sea of asphalt.

Staff Recommendation

HRPC Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-02-
2018 filed by CFT NV Developments LLC, 1683 Walnut Grove Ave, Rosemead, CA for a
4,500 square foot multi-tenant retail building at 1843 Tiffin Avenue.

ENGINEERING

Access —

The applicant is proposing access to the site from multiple locations from the Isaac Market
Square Findlay LTD.

Sanitary Sewer —
The proposed sanitary service will connect into the existing sanitary sewer on the south side of
the site, with a service come from each of the buildings.

Waterline —

Water Distribution has informed us that there is an existing 2-inch line that is located just to the
east of the proposed taps. We would like to utilize the existing tap for one of the taps if not both.
The proposed plans do not show any fire line or sprinkler systems.



Stormwater Management —
The proposed plans show a decrease in impervious area after construction. Due to the decrease
in impervious area from existing conditions, no additional detention will be required.

MS4 Requirements —
Since the site is located within the City of Findlay corp. limits, the site must comply with the
City of Findlay’s MS4 requirements.

Sidewalks —
There are no additional sidewalks that will be added within City R-O-W. If any walk is removed
for the water line taps, it will need to be replaced per City of Findlay Specs.

General
¢ Some more information on the Storm and Sanitary lines, such as size and slope of the
pipe.
e The exact location of the sanitary sewer will need to be verified before drilling for the
light pole bases in the SE island.

Recommendations:
Conditional approval of the site plan subject to the following conditions:

» Need some more information on the sewers to verify the slopes and coverage.

The following permits may be required prior to construction:
o Sanitary Tap Permit
e Waterline Tap Permit x2
o If existing tap is utilized it will just be a Water Reconnect
e Storm Tap Permit
e Sidewalk Permit

FIRE PREVENTION
Apply for all necessary permits with Wood County Building Department.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-02-2018
filed by CFT NV Developments LLC, 1683 Walnut Grove Ave, Rosemead, CA for a 4,500
square foot multi-tenant retail building at 1843 Tiffin Avenue subject to the following
conditions:

e Apply for all necessary permits with Wood County Building Department. (FIRE)

e Need some more information on the sewers to verify the slopes and coverage. (ENG)

DISCUSSION

The applicant stated that they would likely have irrigation for the landscaping when mentioned
by Mr. Kalb with engineering comments. Mr. Kalb stated that he would need a tap for the
irrigation.




Mr. Clinger said that when the commission receives site plans like these, he gets frustrated
because it does not show the impact on the adjoining buildings or show the relationship to the
buildings, their plans, or parking. He stated that the configuration of the drive on the northwest
corner would eliminate parking there and it would create a dramatic turn to get into that access.
Mr. Clinger asked if there was a way to square off the drive to more of a 90 degree access onto
the site. The applicant stated that should work. Mr. Clinger stated he knew they had the forms
out there already and that they may have even poured that already. The applicant said they have
not and stated he was out there this morming. He said this plan proposes a slight change from
that of the Panda Express plan so he asked them to hold off on pouring at this point. He said that
if they wanted to make it more squared off, that is still an option. Jackie Schroeder mentioned
that when the Panda Express plan came through, they had discussed making that into a one way.
Ms, Scrimshaw stated that it still is. Ms. Schroeder asked which way the traffic is going. Ms.
Scrimshaw replied that it is one way into the site. Because of the way the angled parking next
door for Jimmie John’s is, the only way they can leave is to head north and there is no access
across the front of their store, so they have to turn right and go out through the Panda Express
property.

Mr. Clinger asked if there was an agreement between the owners of the property in question and
the strip mall for access to parking. Ms. Scrimshaw said there was and because Koehler owned
the area for a while and then Isaac took it over and everything needed to stay connected. Mr.
Clinger asked if the owner would have a problem with people using the strip mall parking in
their lot. Ms. Scrimshaw said that they would not.

Ashley Donaldson asked what restaurant would be going into the proposed building. The
applicant said they weren’t looking at a restaurant necessarily but a bagel or coffee shop. Ms.
Donaldson asked if it would be a Starbucks. The applicant said possibly. He also said the other
side would be a chain jewelry store.

MOTION
Dan Clinger made a motion to approve APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-02-
2018 filed by CFT NV Developments LLC, 1683 Walnut Grove Ave, Rosemead, CA for a
4,500 square foot multi-tenant retail building at 1843 Tiffin Avenue subject to the following
conditions:

¢ Reconfiguration of the northwest access to the parking (CPC)

e Approval of the drive-thru (CPC)

e Need some more information on the sewers to verify the slopes and coverage.

(ENG)
o Apply for all necessary permits with Wood County Building Department. (FIRE)

2™:  Brian Thomas

VOTE: Yay {4) Nay (0) Abstain (0)



5. APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-03-2018 filed by the University of
Findlay, 1000 N. Main Street, Findlay for a parking lot at 1310 N. Main Street.

HRPC

General Information

This project is located on the north side of the vacated right-of-way of Swing Avenue. It is
zoned C-2 General Commercial with the University Overlay. To the east is also zoned C-2 with
the University Overlay. To the south and west is zoned O-1 Institutions and Offices with the
University Overlay. It is located within the 100-year flood plain. The City of Findlay Land Use
Plan designates the area as University.

Parcel History
This was the former site of the Ohio Conveyer Supply business.

Staff Analysis
The University proposes to construct parking for 11 cars and 13 busses along the north side of

the vacated Swing Avenue.

The parking area for the cars along the south side of the building already exists, but will be
resurfaced. Green space will be added at the front of the portion of the building that will remain.
This area was parking spaces.

The bus parking spaces will be to the rear (west side) of the building. Old gravel areas will be
seeded and grassed.

There is no additional lighting indicated on the plans.

Due to the proximity to Howard Run and the flood plain issue, the applicant will need to consult
with Todd Richard for any flood development permits.

Staff Recommendation
HRPC Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-03-

2018 for a parking lot at 1310 N. Main Street.

ENGINEERING

Access —

The proposed plans are showing access to the site is from the previously vacated Swing Ave.
The old drive drop from the existing building will be removed with new full height curb placed
back.

Sanitary Sewer —
No Sanitary Sewer is shown.

Waterline —
No Waterline is shown.



Stormwater Management —
The proposed plans show a decrease in impervious area after construction. Due to the decrease
in impervious area from existing conditions, no additional detention will be required.

MS4 Requirements —
Since the site is located within the City of Findlay corp. limits, the site must comply with the
City of Findlay’s MS4 requirements.

General —
e What is the proposed thickness of the stone berm?
o Will need to show a cut/fill plan to ensure there was no additional fill to the
floodway/floodplain.

Recommendations:
Conditional approval of the site plan subject to the following conditions:
e Give thickness detail for the stone berm.
e Provide a cut/ fill plan of the site after construction is completed.
The following permits may be required prior to construction:
e Curb cut/Drive Permit

FIRE PREVENTION
No Comment

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-03-2018
for a parking lot at 1310 N. Main Street subject to the following conditions:

e Give thickness detail for the stone berm. (ENG)

o Provide a cut/ fill plan of the site after construction is completed. (ENG)

DISCUSSION

Mr. Clinger stated he was not aware the Swing Avenue had been vacated and asked when that
occurred. Myreon Cobb, the applicant, stated it had been vacated for quite some time — 10-15
years. Mr, Clinger thanked the University for cleaning up that corner.

MOTION
Dan Clinger made a motion to approve APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-03-
2018 filed by the University of Findlay, 1000 N. Main Street, Findlay for a parking lot at
1310 N. Main Street subject to the following conditions:

o Give thickness detail for the stone berm. (ENG)

e Provide a cut/ fill plan of the site after construction is completed. (ENG)
2":  Dan DeArment

VOTE: Yay (4) Nay (0) Abstain (0)



6. APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-04-2018 filed by Mark Bassitt, 327 E
Edgar Street, Findlay for a building addition and storage area at 2311 Bank Street,
Findlay.

HRPC

General Information

This request is located on the east side of Bank Street south of E. Yates Avenue. It is zoned I-1
Light Industrial. All surrounding lots are also zoned I-1. It is not located within the 100-year
flood plain. The City Land Use Plan designates the area as Industrial.

Parcel History
The applicant came before Planning Commission in April, 2017 as a Special Review requesting
to be allowed to build without a site plan. That request was denied.

Staff Analysis

This property sits on a remote part of Bank Street south of E. Yates Avenue. On the west side of
Bank Street is the Blue Rock Nature Preserve. There are two homes directly north of his lot,
which are also in the Industrial zoning. There are railroad tracks on his east boundary and
Hancor owns the lot directly south.

The applicant is proposing to construct a 36° x 40° addition to the south side of his existing
building. Front yard setback in the I-1 district is 50°. The building encroaches into the setback,
however, the Industrial district does allow for a structure to follow an established building line.
Side and rear yards are 30°.

The maximum height in I-1 is 60’. An elevation drawing indicates the maximum height of the
structure is only 19°,

Two (2) parking spaces are required per code. There are three (3) potential spots shown at the
north end of the site. They are angled and only the one closest to the building is probably deep
enough. We know he would not want to block the garage doors, but perhaps a couple of spaces
perpendicular to the building would be more logical. It looks like there would be space on either
side of the new garage door.

A fenced in stone storage area is shown behind the existing structure. The industrial district is
the only one that still permits stoned areas for storage. The area must be enclosed and screening
provided if abutting residential. The north side of the storage area does abut residential uses.
Because it is a chain link fence, Staff would require some plantings to screen on the north side.
We would consider a solid privacy fence on that side instead if the applicant would wish to do
that.

Staff Recommendation
HRPC Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-04-

2018 for a building addition and storage area at 2311 Bank Street, Findlay subject to:
¢ Screening along the north side of the fenced storage area (HRPC)



ENGINEERING

Access —

The applicant is proposing a new drive to be placed on Bank Street, just south of the existing
pavement drive.

Sanitary Sewer —
No Sanitary Sewer Shown

Waterline —
No Waterline Shown

Stormwater Management —
Detention for the site will be provided by the proposed detention pond located on the east side of
the property. Will need to see calculations for the outlet from the detention basin.

MS4 Requirements —

The disturbed area should be less than one (1) acre so the site will not need to comply with the
City of Findlay’s MS4 requirements. If the actual disturbed area will be larger than one (1) acre,
the site will need to comply with the City of Findlay’s MS4 requirements

General -
s Is there any kind of drive access needed back to the stone storage area?

Recommendations: Conditional approval of the site plan subject to the following conditions:
e Provide Calculations for the Storm outlet.

The following permits may be required prior to construction:
s Curb cut/Drive Permit

FIRE PREVENTION
Apply for all necessary permits with Wood County Building Department.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-04-2018
for a building addition and storage area at 2311 Bank Street, Findlay subject to:

e Screening along the north side of the fenced storage arca (HRPC)

¢ Apply for all necessary permits with Wood County Building Department. (FIRE)

e Provide Calculations for the Storm outlet. (ENG)

DISCUSSION

Dan Stone mentioned that he thought he had submitted the calculations for the storm outlet but
they must have been misplaced. Mr. Thomas said he thought there were detention calculations
but there were none for the outlet.




Mr. DeArment asked what kind of business would be housed on the site. Mark Bassitt, the
applicant, stated he did general fabrication mostly for race cars. Mr. Clinger asked if Mr. Bassitt
was planning to keep the fenced in front portion of the property. Mr. Bassitt said no and stated
that was his reason for putting it in the back. Mr. Clinger asked if the proposed new drive is for
truck deliveries. Mr. Bassitt stated it was for both deliveries and for access to the addition. Mr.
Clinger said he noticed that there was parking outside the fence and it hardly fits into the
property. Mr. Clinger asked if he was planning to relocate the shed. Mr. Bassitt said it would
most likely be relocated.

MOTION

Dan Clinger made a motion to approve APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-04-
2018 filed by Mark Bassitt, 327 E Edgar Street, Findlay for a building addition and
storage area at 2311 Bank Street, Findlay subject to the following conditions:
Reconfiguration of the parking spaces

Screening along the north side of the fenced storage area (HRPC)

Apply for all necessary permits with Wood County Building Department. (FIRE)
Provide address numbers on the building (FIRE)

Provide Calculations for the Storm outlet. (ENG)

2nd:  Jackie Schroeder

VOTE: Yay (4) Nay (0) Abstain (0)

7. APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-05-2018 filed by Affordable
Mike’s LL.C, 3640 Marathon Way, Findlay for an additional 35’ x 150’ storage unit
building and related pavement.

HRPC

General Information

This site is located on the west side of Marathon Way in the Northend Commercial Park 1%
Addition. The lot in this request is zoned I-1 Light Industrial. Land to the east and south is also
zoned I-1. To the west and north is zoned C-2 General Commercial. The site is not within the
100-year flood plain. The City Land Use Plan designates the area as Regional Commercial.

Parcel History
The last phase of this development was reviewed and approved by FCPC in October, 2017.

Staff Analysis
This proposal will add one new 35’ x 150° storage unit building at the south end of the
development. The building will be the same construction and height as the previous units.

The asphalt drive will continue south and go around the building to connect with the current
pavements,

The landscaping is shown to continue south along the west side.



Staff Recommendation

HRPC Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-05-
2018 for an additional 35° x 150’ storage unit building and related pavement at 3640
Marathon Way.

ENGINEERING

Access —

Access to the site will be from an existing drive off Marathon Way, there is no change in access
to the site.

Storm water Management —

Detention for the site will be provided by the existing regional detention facility next to the site.
The existing detention facility has been modified since its initial design to handle the
improvements from the Cube baseball diamonds as well as the subdivision. The detention
calculations for the existing regional facility have been submitted.

Waterline-
There are no proposed waterlines shown on the plans.

Storm Sewer-

The plans show the addition of two 60 LF runs of storm sewer as well as two catch basins. The
proposed storm will be tied into the existing lines that are plugged towards the south of the
property.

Sidewalk-
The proposed plans shows the existing sidewalk extended to the south. The sidewalk will need
to adhere to City of Findlay Sidewalk Standards.

Sanitary Sewer-
There are no proposed sanitary sewer shown on the plans.

MS4 Requirements —
The amount of erodible material that will be disturbed will be less than one acre so the site will
not be required to comply with the City of Findlay’s Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance.

Recommendations:  Approval of the Site Plan:

The following permits may be required prior to construction:
¢ Sidewalk Permit.
e Storm Sewer Tap x2

FIRE PREVENTION
No Comment



STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-05-2018
for an additional 35’ x 150’ storage unit building and related pavement at 3640 Marathon
Way.

DISCUSSION

Mr. Clinger stated there are currently four units on the property and mentioned the last the
commission had seen the property was to add the fifth and said that this would be the sixth. Ms.
Scrimshaw stated he was correct and that the fifth unit was an administrative approval due to a
size increase and moved the pavement but it has been approved; it just hasn’t been constructed
yet. Mr. Clinger asked if there was still room for one more unit. Mr. Stone said there was. Mr.
Clinger stated that he knew the city had a guideline stating that if you disturb more than one acre,
you must follow the guidelines for erosion control. Mr. Clinger asked if that guideline should
come into play with this application since it is developing gradually. Mr. Stone said they are still
providing the general BMP practices. He said it does drain into the existing pond to the east of
the property and it does have the capacity for water quality.

MOTION
Dan DeArment made a motion to approve APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-

05-2018 filed by Affordable Mike’s LL.C, 3640 Marathon Way, Findlay for an additional
35’ x 150° storage unit building and related pavement.

2":  Brian Thomas

VOTE: Yay (4) Nay (0) Abstain (0)

8. APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-06-2018 filed by Ohio Logistics,
1800 Production Drive, Findlay for a 150,000 square foot warchouse addition with
truck docks at 1800 Production Drive.

HRPC

General Information

This request is located on Lots 19 and 20 in the Findlay Industrial Center Replat. It is zoned I-1
Light Industrial. All surrounding parcels are also zoned I-1. It is not located within the 100-year
flood plain. The City Land Use Plan designates the area as Industrial.

Parcel History
The site is currently occupied by an industrial warehouse.

Staff Analysis
This addition will add 150,000 square feet to the existing building, The building addition will
include truck docks, office space, restrooms, and breakroom.

Setbacks in the I-1 Light Industrial district are 50° front and 30’ side and rear. The plan meets
all setback requirements.



Parking for -1 is calculated at 1.1 space per employee on the largest shift. The plan indicates
that 38 employees will be the largest shift. At 1.1 per employee it calculates to 42 parking
spaces. The plan shows a new parking lot on the east side with 45 spaces.

The height maximum in I-1 is 60°. The plans indicate the highest point of the building to be at
42°-9”,

The only landscaping required in I-1 is for parking lots. The front and sides abutting another lot
require a landscape buffer.

Staff Recommendation

HRPC Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-06-
2018 for a 150,000 squarc foot warehouse addition with truck docks at 1800 Production
Drive.

ENGINEERING

Access —

The applicant is proposing a new drive to be installed off of Production Drive, just east of the
two existing concrete drives. The new drive to proposed to be asphalt pavement, giving access
to the proposed parking lot.

Sanitary Sewer —
The proposed sanitary service will connect into the existing sanitary sewer on the south side of
Production Drive.

Waterline —

The proposed plans show a domestic and fire line to be installed for the new building. The fire
line will be coming off of the existing 8-inch line that is located on the north side of the site. The
2-inch domestic line will be tied into the 12-inch water main located on the north side of
Production Drive. As a note, the City of Findlay does not allow 90-degree bends to be installed
on public waterlines.

Stormwater Management —
Detention for the site is proposed to be provided by the existing detention pond. The consultant
will need to verify that the pond does indeed comply with our current standards. Will continue
to work with the consultant.

MS4 Requirements —
The amount of erodible material that will be disturbed will be more than one acre so the site is
required to comply with the City of Findlay’s Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance.

General —
» Verify volume in detention pond
e Ex Catch Basin in fire lane need Raised/ Lowered?
o Tops on all CB’s seem to be 100 FT too low.



Recommendations:  Conditional approval of the site plan subject to the following conditions:
¢ Verify Volume in Detention Pond
e Adjust Catch Basins on plans

The following permits may be required prior to construction:
¢ Sanitary Tap Permit
e Waterline Tap Permit x2
e Curb cut/Drive Permits

FIRE PREVENTION

Extend the 8” fire line (located to the east of the proposed warehouse) to the south with three
hydrants spaced evenly.

The fire lane (located to the east of the proposed warehouse) shall be 25° wide. Extend the drive
northward to the northeast corner of the existing warehouse building.

Apply for all necessary permits with Wood County Building Department.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-06-2018
for a 150,000 square foot warehouse addition with truck docks at 1800 Production Drive
subject to:
® Submittal of a landscaping plan for the parking lot (HRPC)
e Extend the 8” fire line (located to the east of the proposed warehouse) to the south
with three hydrants spaced evenly. (FIRE)
¢ The fire lane (located to the east of the proposed warchouse) shall be 25 wide.
(FIRE)
e Extend the drive northward to the northeast corner of the existing warehouse
building. (FIRE)
» Apply for all necessary permits with Wood County Building Department. (FIRE)
Verify Volume in Detention Pond (ENG)

Adjust Catch Basins on plans (ENG)

DISCUSSION

When discussing the extension of the fire line, the applicant stated they were considering taking it down
2/3 of the way from the new northeast corner and asked if that would be far enough. Matt Pickett said he
spoke with someone on the phone about the proposed parking/drive on the east side and extending the fire
line down into that parking/drive and placing a fire hydrant on the southeast corner of the proposed
building off of the drive area.

Mr. Clinger asked if the proposed parking lot is for the addition itself or to accommodate some of the
other parking. Mr. Corron said it was strictly for the addition. Mr. Clinger and Ms. Scrimshaw noted that
there was parking dotted throughout the site currently. Mr. DeArment asked what was going to be done
with the large dirt pile on site. Mr. Corron said it would be hauled off site. He said it had been checked
for contaminants and they received the report from Bowser Mourner stating that they are all good. Mr.
Thomas asked Fire Prevention if they had concems about the length of the extension of the loop that will
be coming all the way across the building and down to the corner creating a dead end. Mr. Pickett said he
was not concerned as it is their private line and it’s on a fire pump and the pressure will be there.



MOTION
Dan Clinger made a motion to approve APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW #SP-06-
2018 filed by Ohio Logistics, 1800 Production Drive, Findlay for a 150,000 square foot
warchouse addition with truck docks at 1800 Production Drive subject to the following
conditions:
e Submittal of a landscaping plan for the parking lot (HRPC)
s Extend the 8” fire line (located to the east of the proposed warehouse) to the south
with three hydrants spaced evenly. (FIRE)
e The fire lane (located to the east of the proposed warehouse) shall be 25’ wide.
(FIRE)
e Extend the drive northward to the northeast corner of the existing warehouse
building. (FIRE)
e Apply for all necessary permits with Wood County Building Department. (FIRE)
Verify Volume in Detention Pond (ENG)
o Adjust Catch Basins on plans (ENG)

2md:  Jackie Schroeder

VOTE: Yay (4) Nay (0) Abstain (0)

9. REVIEW PROPOSED ZONING CODE AMENDMENTS filed by HRPC. The
proposed amendments are for the Downtown Design Review District and the Downtown
Design Guidelines, located in Chapter 1138 and 1139.

See attached documents.

DISCUSSION

Mr. Cordonnier stated that there are two proposed changes to the zoning code — the first being an
alteration to Chapter 1138, Chapter 1138 creates the Design District, the board, the powers and
duties, and responsibilities. The second, Chapter 1139, is the creation of the Design Review
Guidelines. In September of 2017, Chapter 1138 was adopted. Once this chapter was created,
the board was populated and the first meetings were held in December. There have been four
meetings to work on creating design guidelines as outlined in Chapter 1138. During the process
of creating the guidelines, the board had some items they wanted to change and further define
such as “administrative review” and “full board review”. They also decided to give the
administrator more oversight to decide if a full board review was necessary in certain cases —
namely to make the process more expedient. Chapter 1138 currently shows the changes the
board has made thus far,



Mr. Clinger asked who the administrator would be. Mr. Cordonnier said it would most likely be
Regional Planning, more specifically Jacob Mercer, as to avoid overloading Todd and his staff
with more items. Ms. Schroeder asked how frequently the board would be meeting. Mr.
Cordonnier said it has been outlined that the board must meet at least once every two months but
it is more likely that they will be meeting monthly and meeting a few days prior to the Planning
Commission meeting. Ms. Schroeder mentioned that 1138.08 on the last line has the meeting
schedule that suggests regularly scheduled monthly meetings and suggested that it may need
modified in case there aren’t regularly scheduled meetings.

Mr. DeArment said his main concerns with the guidelines are with the maintenance section and
the fact that it does not address graffiti. He stated that if there was graffiti on a building, he
would think that it would need to be addressed. Mr. Cordonnier said he would place graffiti
under the exterior walls and finishes section, although it doesn’t explicitly state that. He said he
noted to add a statement about graffiti. Mr. DeArment asked if sidewalk issues would fall under
the maintenance section in the guidelines. Mr. Richard said he figured that would be something
Engineering would deal with. Mr. Thomas said that they currently deal with that. Mr.
Cordonnier said that the guidelines do not need to serve as duplicate to something Engineering
already takes care of.

Mr. DeArment asked how the guidelines would help in a situation such as the Argyle Lot with
the fence. Mr. Cordonnier said that would fall under portion seven with vacant lots — the lot
must be maintained, level at grade, and clear of debris. Mr. DeArment asked what the standards
are for fencing and if the owner of the lot could continue to have a chain-link fence into the
foreseeable future. Mr, Cordonnier asked if the city told the owner to have the fence or if they
chose to erect the fence on their own. Mr. Richard said the city did not require it and the owner
chose to put up the fence to secure the property. Mr. Clinger said that the fence could easily stay
there for 20+ years. Mr. DeArment asked if there was a timeline for how long the fence could
stay. Ms. Schroeder asked if the site was level and clean or if the fence was there to keep people
from falling in. Mr. Richard said there was initially a concern because there was a drop off and
we didn’t want people accidentally stepping off the edge. He said that he doesn’t believe there is
a hazard there right now and he would like to think that someone will do something with this lot
here soon. Mr. DeArment mentioned the lot has been there for around seven years so it has been
awhile. Mr. Richard agreed. Mr. Cordonnier mentioned he would look further into this and said
that there are fence standards. Mr. Richard mentioned that they are in the C3 and a lot of this
was put up prior to the standards being put into place so there is some grandfathering in this case.
Mr. Cordonnier said he would research. Mr. DeArment said maybe this isn’t something we can
fix with this particular lot due to grandfathering but perhaps this can be applied to future issues.
Mr. Cordonnier said that when they had written the ordinance, they had included “cleared of
debris and seeded for grass”. Mr. DeArment said if it were seeded for grass, there would need to
be regular mowing otherwise it would turn to weeds and become a mess. Mr. Clinger asked if
the fence should come down by that point if they are following the procedures to clean the site,
plant the grass and follow general maintenance. Mr. Cordonnier said that he is more concerned
with and wants to research the standards they would need to meet if they put the fence up today.
He stated that if they were allowed to put up the chain-link fence he would want to put
something in the guidelines to that effect.



Mr. DeArment asked about the landscaped parking lot across from the courthouse and if it would
need a wall. Ms. Scrimshaw stated that that existed prior to having the standards we currently
have for landscaping. Mr. Cordonnier said if it was constructed today it would look differently
due to the ordinance for landscaping and the wall, and that would be reviewed by the Design
Review Board. But the Design Review Board will not force property owners to make any
changes. For example, if there is a non-maintenance unattractive building in downtown, the
board cannot do anything to enforce that building owner to change the building.

Mr. Cordonnier said the Design Review Board kicks in when a property owner is making
changes to their property and is reviewing those changes to determine appropriateness when
compared to the design guidelines.

Chapter 1139 is the Design Review Guidelines. The method used for crafting the guidelines was
a somewhat vague approach to convey the feeling. The other option was to go with a longer,
more stringent, technical document for the guidelines. Mr. Cordonnier stated that he went with
the first approach because he felt with the more technical document; one could meet every
standard and still design something unattractive whereas the first approach works to convey
major concepts such as keeping the urban wall intact, offering a general color palette and so on.
The Board has quite a bit of discretion to interpret the guidelines. The Board is a diverse group
with many different interests. Mr. Cordonnier stated that they chose to go with a seven-person
board to avoid having one or two opinions couldn’t entirely dominate the group.

Mr. Thomas noted that projecting signs, awnings, and lights are encouraged and asked how those
would be taken care of since they are encroachments onto right-of-way. He said with the
Marathon project, he had a large stack of right-of-way encroachment permits that he had to give
to Mr. Richard to file for the awnings, cornices, the clock, and etc. Mr. Thomas said that if we
do this again with federal funds, someone needs to sign all of the new stuff. He asked who
would be made aware of this as things go through — if it would be Mr. Richard, Engineering, etc.
He asked what would occur if the City did not want something in the right-of-way. Mr. Richard
stated that they do have guidelines for signs and awnings and the permits that were filed for that
project were for the items that did not already have a permit on record. Mr. Richard said that he
thinks we are now at a general baseline for the items Downtown and that things are now
accounted for and that from here forward, the permit process should be able to keep everything
accounted for. Mr, Richard gave the example that if ten years from now, twelve permits have
been issued for projecting signs, those would now be accounted for by the city and nothing more
would have to be done with those. Mr. Thomas stated his main concern was more with the
projecting lights. Ms. Schroeder stated that federal money for a project means that if there is
anything private that is encroaching on the right-of-way there needs to be a revocable permit on
file to satisfy state requirements to receive that money. Ms. Schroeder asked Mr. Thomas if
there is a specific permit language that is expected. Mr. Thomas said he would check. Mr.
Thomas reiterated that he wanted to ensure that we are covered with the permits so they don’t
have to go through and file as many permits as they had previously. Mr. Richard stated that he
believed that would not happen again and that we should be covered. Mr. Thomas asked who
they would go to for a permit if someone were to want to put two projecting lights next to their
sign outside to improve their building. Mr. Thomas stated he was not against this but wanted to
understand how this would work. Mr. Cordonnier said it sounds like a procedural item.



Mr. Richard stated they do have a miscellaneous permit for items that serves as a catchall. Mr.
Cordonnier said that improvements that are in the right-of-way would receive a certificate of
appropriateness after filling out the encroachment into the right-of-way document. Mr. Thomas
stated we should get together to check the wording because he wasn’t sure if a certificate of
appropriateness would be enough for ODOT.

Ms. Schroeder asked if anyone saw any confusion on where certain sections of the guidelines
would apply to the design review district since it is such a large area with many different
properties. Mr. Cordonnier said they had that discussion previously at the board level and they
understood and accepted that a building on Main St. will receive a different review than that of a
smaller warehouse-type building on a street off of Main St. Ms. Schroeder noted that the
guidelines were written for a Main St. type of area. Mr. Cordonnier noted that existing single
family duplex and triplexes are exempt, but if a new single family duplex or triplex is
constructed, they would be subject to the guidelines and would have to come to the board and
present the plans. Mr. Cordonnier said the board feels comfortable taking the context and the use
of the building into account. He stated that the design aesthetics of the streets three blocks from
Main St. are not considered as important as those of Main St.

Mr. DeArment asked if there were discussions about the size of the Design Review District. Mr.
Cordonnier said they had many discussions over this and had a discussion with the city of
Urbana. Grant Russell went to Urbana to meet with them and discuss the design review district
there and asked what they would change. The officials said if they could make the size of the
district larger, they would. The reason they wanted it larger is because they missed
redevelopment opportunities that they could’ve had some input on — which is the reason our
Design Review District is the size that it is. Mr. Cordonnier said that you can’t later enlarge the
district to incorporate new developments. Mr. Clinger asked if it would’ve made sense to have
the district go to Blanchard St. rather than Factory St. Ms. Scrimshaw stated that there was a
version that had included Blanchard. Mr. Cordonnier said there were many discussions over that
but we ultimately decided on the current version without Blanchard St. because adding
Blanchard made it feel a little too big. He stated that over the past year and a half, there were
many planning and zoning meetings that discussed the map. The city council members felt most
comfortable not including Blanchard St. Mr. Clinger asked if the number of residential
properties within the district would be subject to the Design Review Guidelines. Mr. Cordonnier
said the existing single family, duplexes and triplexes would not have to come to the Design
Review Board to make changes such as painting, but if a new home is constructed, they would
then be subject to the guidelines during construction and in the future. Mr. Clinger asked if the
apartments being constructed at West St. and Front St. would be subject to review. Mr.
Cordonnier said they would not be because of timing since the Design Review Board is not yet
in full review at this point.

Mr. Cordonnier stated that there has been a lot of positive feedback — around 20 business owners
downtown have voiced their support. There have also been four or five dissenting views on it
but after discussion, a few were alieved of their concerns. Mr. Cordonnier said there has been
more support than expected. He also stated that the board and the general purpose of the board is
to work with property owners and not to be heavy-handed in reviewing changes unless
absolutely necessary.



MOTION

Dan DeArment made a recommendation to approve REVIEW PROPOSED ZONING CODE
AMENDMENTS filed by HRPC. The proposed amendments are for the Downtown Design
Review District and the Downtown Design Guidelines, located in Chapter 1138 and 1139
subject to the following condition:

¢ Research graffiti guidelines
¢ Research fencing

2";  Dan Clinger

VOTE: Yay (4) Nay (0) Abstain (0)

ADJOURNMENT

Lydia L. Mihalik Brian Thomas, P.E., P.S.
Mayor Service Director



Office of the Mayor
Lydia L. Mihalik

318 Dorney Plaza, Room 310
Findlay, OCH 45840
Telephone: 419-424-7137 * Fax: 419-424-7245
www.findlayohio.com

Paul E. Schmelzer, P.E., P.S. Brian A, Thomas, P.E,, P.S,
Safety Director Service Director
Honorable City Council April 26, 2018

Findlay, OH 45840

RE:  Areas B-4 & B-6 Sewer Separation, Phase 1, Project 32556000
Areas B-4 & B-6 Sewer Separation, Phase 2, Project 32556100

Dear Council Members:

There have been some issues with the design that have extended the design phase longer than expected but
the bid opening for the above mentioned projects will be on May 1*. 1 plan on having add on legislation to
ask for the appropriation of funds for construction purposes. Due to the design taking longer than expected,
the construction window for these projects has been shortened and the funds need to be appropriated so that
the deadlines set by the grant agencies ¢an be met.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

Brian Thomas

Service Director/Acting City Engineer

pe: Don Rasmussen, Law Director
Jim Staschiak 11, Auditor

Flag ci.tg, USA



COMMITTEE REPORT

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO

The WATER AND SEWER COMMITTEE to whom was referred a request to continue
discussions on the Deer Landing Waterline Oversizing Project via Ordinance No. 2017-
098, AS AMENDED.

We recommend l\ﬂe_e\- N\(x \6.\_ u):oo.
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decision ON ROV |

H rische, Chairman LEGISLATION:
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MAye [] Nay

DATED: April 26, 2018
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COMMITTEE REPORT

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO

The WATER AND SEWER COMMITTEE to whom was referred a request to discuss
guidelines and procedures on water and sewer lines from past issues.

We recommend

Conmnve CC\“L& Franged Prack (g

LEGISLATION:

%Aye [ ] Nay
DATED: April 26, 2018

[ ] Aye [ | Nay Dina Ostrander |
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COMMITTEE REPORT

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO

The WATER AND SEWER COMMITTEE to whom was referred a request to review the
Rotary Policy changes.

We recommend Eﬂd,\\ze %@'ﬂ\)e 'f'() LA‘U Q‘f\eéjt)f

LEGISLATION:

DATED: April 26, 2018

[ Aye [ ] Nay Dina Ostrander
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FINDLAY CITY COUNCIL
CARRY-OVER LEGISLATION
May 1, 2018

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-031 (2017 annual sewsr & manhole lining program) requires three (3) readings third reading
AN ORDINANGCE APPROPRIATING FUNDS AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-032 (Blanchard St/Sixth St infersection upgrade) requires three (3) readings third reading
AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING AND TRANSFERRING FUNDS AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-035, AS AMENDED (Design Review District changes) requires three (3) readings third reading
AN ORDINANCE REPLACING CHAPTER 1138, ENTITLED DESIGN REVIEW REGULATIONS, AS WELL AS ENACTING NEW CHAPTER
1139 ENTITLED DESIGN REVIEW GUIDELINES, BOTH OF THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-037 (113 Aloxander Place rezone) requires three (3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 1100 ET SEQ OF THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO, KNOWN AS
THE ZONING CODE BY REZONING THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY {REFERRED TO AS 113 ALEXANDER PLACE REZONE)
WHICH PREVIOUSLY WAS ZONED “R2 SINGLE FAMILY, MEDIUM DENSITY” TO “M2 MULTI-FAMILY, HIGH DENSITY".

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-038 (2137 Spruce Dr rezone) requires three (3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 1100 ET SEQ OF THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIQ, KNOWN AS
THE ZONING CODE BY REZONING THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY {(REFERRED TO AS 2131 SPRUCE DRIVE REZONE)
WHICH PREVIOUSLY WAS ZONED “R2 SINGLE FAMILY, MEDIUM DENSITY" TO “R4 DUPLEX/TRIPLEX, HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICT".

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-039 (2 gir Capital expenditures) requires three (3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE SERVICE DIRECTOR OF THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO, TO ADVERTISE FOR BIDS WHERE
REQUIRED AND ENTER INTO A CONTRACT OR CONTRACTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF VARIOUS PROJECTS IN ACCORDINANCE
WITH THE 2018 DEPARTMENT EQUIPMENT LIST WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO AND INCORPORATED HEREIN AS EXHIBIT A,
APPROPRIATING FUNDS FOR SAID CAPITAL EXPENDITURES, AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

CRDINANCE NO. 2018-041 (change to junk vehicles codified ordinance) requires three (3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 521.04{c)(1) AND SECTION 521.07(a) OF CHAPTER 521 OF THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF
THE CITY OF FINDLAY, OHIO.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-042 (2018 resurfacing program Contracts A & B) requires three {3) readings second reading
AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING AND TRANSFERRING FUNDS AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.



