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The	
  survey	
  estimates	
  in	
  this	
  report	
  were	
  calculated	
  on	
  weighted	
  data	
  using	
  Stata	
  12's	
  suite	
  of	
  SVY	
  
commands,	
  which	
  is	
  designed	
  for	
  use	
  with	
  complex	
  survey	
  data.	
  Using	
  recent	
  demographic	
  data	
  from	
  
the	
  U.S.	
  Census	
  Bureau	
  (i.e.,	
  educational	
  attainment,	
  age,	
  gender,	
  home	
  ownership	
  status,	
  race,	
  and	
  
household	
  income),	
  along	
  with	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  occupied	
  households	
  in	
  different	
  areas	
  of	
  the	
  City,	
  an	
  
iterative	
  proportional	
  fitting	
  or	
  “raking”	
  procedure	
  was	
  used	
  to	
  compute	
  a	
  post-­‐stratification	
  weight.	
  
This	
  weight	
  allowed	
  the	
  survey	
  sample	
  to	
  more	
  closely	
  resemble	
  the	
  underlying	
  population,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
adjust	
  for	
  non-­‐response.	
  	
  
	
  

OVERALL	
  OPINIONS	
  ABOUT	
  UPPER	
  ARLINGTON	
   	
   	
   	
  

The	
  survey	
  first	
  asked	
  residents	
  how	
  they	
  felt	
  about	
  their	
  City	
  overall.	
  Residents	
  rated	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  life	
  
in	
  Upper	
  Arlington	
  as	
  "excellent,"	
  "good,"	
  "fair"	
  or	
  "poor."3	
  They	
  also	
  rated	
  Upper	
  Arlington	
  as	
  a	
  place	
  to	
  
live	
  and	
  a	
  place	
  to	
  raise	
  children.	
  As	
  shown	
  in	
  Figure	
  2,	
  Upper	
  Arlington	
  residents	
  hold	
  their	
  City	
  in	
  high	
  
regard,	
  just	
  as	
  they	
  did	
  in	
  2010.	
  Almost	
  all	
  (99%)	
  residents	
  said	
  Upper	
  Arlington	
  
was	
  an	
  "excellent"	
  or	
  "good"	
  place	
  to	
  live	
  and	
  to	
  raise	
  children.	
  They	
  said	
  the	
  
same	
  about	
  the	
  overall	
  quality	
  of	
  life.	
  	
  
	
  

Figure	
  2:	
  Overall	
  ratings	
  of	
  Upper	
  Arlington	
  

	
  

When	
  polling	
  the	
  public	
  on	
  their	
  mood	
  or	
  attitude	
  toward	
  the	
  current	
  state	
  of	
  affairs	
  in	
  the	
  nation,	
  state,	
  
or	
  city,	
  researchers	
  often	
  ask	
  citizens	
  whether	
  they	
  are	
  satisfied	
  or	
  dissatisfied	
  with	
  the	
  way	
  things	
  are	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
3	
  Many	
  questions	
  in	
  the	
  survey,	
  including	
  these	
  three,	
  allowed	
  respondents	
  to	
  answer	
  "don't	
  know."	
  Unless	
  otherwise	
  noted,	
  
the	
  percentage	
  of	
  respondents	
  who	
  selected	
  "don't	
  know"	
  were	
  small	
  and	
  left	
  out	
  of	
  analyses.	
  
3b	
  Throughout	
  the	
  report,	
  verbatim	
  comments	
  from	
  Upper	
  Arlington	
  residents	
  illustrate	
  the	
  main	
  findings	
  of	
  the	
  Community	
  
Survey.	
  These	
  comments	
  are	
  from	
  a	
  post-­‐survey	
  focus	
  group	
  of	
  eleven	
  Upper	
  Arlington	
  residents	
  held	
  on	
  October	
  17,	
  2013.	
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  of	
  respondents	
  who	
  selected	
  "don't	
  know"	
  were	
  small	
  and	
  left	
  out	
  of	
  analyses.	
  
3b	
  Throughout	
  the	
  report,	
  verbatim	
  comments	
  from	
  Upper	
  Arlington	
  residents	
  illustrate	
  the	
  main	
  findings	
  of	
  the	
  Community	
  
Survey.	
  These	
  comments	
  are	
  from	
  a	
  post-­‐survey	
  focus	
  group	
  of	
  eleven	
  Upper	
  Arlington	
  residents	
  held	
  on	
  October	
  17,	
  2013.	
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++ Upper Arlington 
99% Good to Excellent

++ Powell 
96% Above Average to 
        Exceptional 

++ Dublin 
98% Good to Excellent

++ Worthington 
97% Satisfied to Very 
         Satisfied

 

Exceptional
54%

Okay
2%

Q6: All things considered, as a place to live, would you rate Powell …?
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54%

54%

47%

52%

2010

2008

2014

2012

Exceptional

More than half the residents (54%) consider Powell exceptional 
as a place to live.  Almost everyone else (43%) considers the city 

better than average.

Better than
average

43%

Disappointing
1%

Exceptional by age
≤34:  66%
35-54: 58%
≥55: 41%



TRADITIONAL 
COMMUNITY CONCERNS

++ Property  Values

++ Schools

++ Traffic

++ Density 

++ Renters 

COMMUNITIES ARE CHANGING
Growth And Change Can Be Difficult

CHANGE



TRADITIONAL 
COMMUNITY CONCERNS

++ Property  Values

++ Schools

++ Traffic

++ Density 

++ Renters 

COMMUNITIES ARE CHANGING
Growth And Change Can Be Difficult

CHANGE



TRADITIONAL 
COMMUNITY CONCERNS

++ Property  Values

++ Schools

++ Traffic

++ Density 

++ Renters 

“NIMBY!”
NOT IN MY 

BACK YARD

“BANANA!”

“FRUIT!”

COMMUNITIES ARE CHANGING
Growth And Change Can Be Difficult

CHANGE

BUILD ABSOLUTELY 
NOTHING ANYWHERE 

NEAR ANYTHING

FEAR OF 
REVITALIZATION, URBAN 

INFILL AND TOWERS



CENTRAL OHIO IS GROWING
Central Ohio Growth By Decade

City of Columbus

Surrounding Cities

Data Source: City of Columbus



GROWTH IS ACCELERATING
Central Ohio Growth Projections

Data Source: MORPC State of the Region 
2016
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REDEVELOPMENT IS OCCURRING
This Growth Is Occurring In Built Areas As Well.

Data Source: MORPC State of the Region 
2016

In the last 5 years (25 sq mi).
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scenarioA
Past Trends

This scenario extends the land use and transportation investment decisions of 
the past decades forward to 2050. A majority of growth is accommodated on 
previously undeveloped land, with most growth (85%) tending towards suburban 
and rural, auto-oriented development.  New development is composed primarily of 
larger-lot single family homes and suburban office parks and commercial centers.

scenarioB
Planned Future

The housing and job distribution of this scenario reflects the direction of local 
plans and policies from the cities and townships across the Central Ohio region. 
There is more Compact growth than in the Past Trends scenario, and more smaller-
lot single family and attached homes, though the majority of growth is still auto-
oriented and tends to be located at the periphery of cities and towns. About half 
of new growth is accommodated as infill or redevelopment; the rest occurs on 
previously undeveloped land. 

scenarioC
Focused Growth

This scenario seeks to accommodate more growth in infill and redevelopment 
locations in and around existing cities and towns. Land patterns and housing 
mix are informed by housing demand forecasts, with significantly more smaller-
lot single family, attached single family, and multifamily homes than the Planned 
Future or Past Trends scenarios. A large majority (84%) of growth takes the form of 
Compact development in walkable, moderate intensity mixed-use areas. There is 
also significant Urban development (10% of new growth) in Downtown Columbus. 
There is very little Standard growth or new larger-lot single family housing 
development in this scenario, as the majority of demand for this product is met 
through the existing supply.

scenarioD
Maximum Infill

This scenario strives to maximize growth accommodated through infill on 
previously developed lands and within existing urban areas. The Urban place type 
assumes nearly 30% of growth in existing city centers and commercial corridors 
where significant redevelopment opportunities exist. An additional 70% takes the 
form of moderate intensity and walkable Compact development. Like the Focused 
Future scenario, the residential mix is informed by housing demand forecasts, with 
significantly higher proportions of multifamily, attached single family/townhomes, 
and smaller-lot single family homes. There is very little new larger-lot single family 
housing development in this scenario, as the majority of demand for this product 
is met through the existing supply. 

insight2050 Scenarios Overview
Each of the insight2050 scenarios represents a different 
way of accommodating projected housing and job growth in 
Central Ohio to the year 2050. Each includes the same total 
number of people, homes, and jobs, but varies in where 
and how they are located across the region. The scenarios 

also vary in terms of the types of homes that will be built in 
the coming decades, and the extent to which their mix of 
housing types meet the demands of Central Ohio's current 
and future residents. 
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Infill / Redeveloped Land
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2010

2010

2010

2010

New
Growth to

Resulting 
Housing Mix 

Multifamily

Multifamily

Multifamily

Multifamily

Single Family 
Attached

Single Family 
Attached

Single Family 
Attached

Single Family 
Attached

Smaller Lot
(<7,200 sq ft)

Smaller Lot
(<7,200 sq ft)

Smaller Lot
(<7,200 sq ft)

Smaller Lot
(<7,200 sq ft)

Larger Lot 
(>7,200 sq ft)

Larger Lot 
(>7,200 sq ft)

Larger Lot 
(>7,200 sq ft)

Larger Lot 
(>7,200 sq ft)

Rural Lot

Rural Lot

Rural Lot

Rural Lot

39%
9%

20%
9%

23%

80% 

Infill / 
Redeveloped Land

20%
Standard  86%

Standard  4%

Compact    13%

Compact    69%

Urban 1%

Urban 27%

New
Growth

Resulting 
Housing Mix 

36%
6%

24%

25%

35%
4%

25%

10% 9%

26%

45% 

Infill / 
Redeveloped Land

55%

New
Growth

Resulting 
Housing Mix 

Infill / 
Redeveloped Land

65%

35% 

New
Growth

Resulting 
Housing Mix 

10% 

Infill / 
Redeveloped Land

90%

37%

37%

37%

37%

45%
6%

6%

6%

6%

16%

24%

24%

24%

24%

9%

8%

8%

8%

8%

10%

25%

25%

25%

25%

20%

26%

27%

4%

4%

27%

30%

12%

11%

31%

28%

<1%

<1%

<1%

<1%

33%

46%

19%

16%

47%

37%

Standard  69%
Compact    28%
Urban 3%

Standard  6%
Compact    84%
Urban 10%

Undeveloped Land Growth

Undeveloped Land Growth

Undeveloped Land Growth

Undeveloped Land Growth

INFILL DEVELOPMENT ENCOURAGED
We Are Encouraging Focused Inward Growth



PREFERENCES ARE CHANGING
Projected Demand by Housing Type

Small LotAttached / Townhome Large Lot

32% 24% 43%2010

39% 30% 31%2050

Attached / Townhome Small Lot Large Lot

55%2010-
2050* 166,000 homes

Attached / Townhome

Data Source: Arthur C. Nelson, Columbus, Ohio  
Metropolitan Area Trends, Preferences, and  
Opportunities: 2010-2030 and to 2040 (NRDC)

Projected Share of Housing Type by Demand, Columbus MSA (2010-2050)

Projected Demand for NEW Units by Type, Columbus MSA (2010-2050)
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0%

2010-
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2010-
2050*
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*Refers to households from  
2010-2050, excluding households 
that existed prior to 2010.

Small Lot
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INFILL DEVELOPMENT IS INCREASING

Source: Jim Weiker, Columbus Dispatch. “Home Values 
Rising.” May 25, 2014.



CITY OF WORTHINGTON REVENUE

69.7%

9.6%

2.3%

4.6%

0.2%
0.7%
0.0%

12.9%

City of Worthington Major Revenue Sources 2012

Income Tax

Property Tax

Local Government

Inheritance Tax

Interest Income

Fines & Forfeitures

Personal Property

Other Revenues

INCOME TAX IS THE CITY LIFE BLOOD
Ohio Cities Are Reliant On Income Tax
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Powell says ‘no’ to housing development
Plans for 47 condo units nixed via referendum; developer ‘not walking away’ from Powder Room site

A computer rendering shows the planned Harper's Pointe development, featuring 47 detached condominium units on the former site of the
Powder Room gun range between Grace and Beech Ridge drives in downtown Powell.



Powell voters Tuesday, Nov. 3, reversed City Council’s decision to approve the development of a high­end condominium complex on the former site of the
Powder Room shooting range.

Plans for Harper’s Pointe called for 47 single­family, detached condo units on about 9 acres between Beech Ridge and Grace drives. The developers
previously said prices for the units would start about $400,000.

Residents voted 2,242 to 1,870 to block the development, according to unofficial results from the Delaware County Board of Elections.

“We are very disappointed with the outcome, to say the least, as well as with the misinformation and untruths that were spread by a small group of individuals
who continue to oppose common­sense ideas like Harper’s Pointe,” Arlington Homes President and Powell resident Len Pivar said in a statement.

Powell City Council approved a final development plan and rezoned the site in May ahead of the project. Opponents of the plan responded by collecting
enough signatures of city residents to challenge council’s vote on the ballot.

Pivar previously said opponents of the project tried to scare residents during the lead up to the election with words such as condos and traffic.

He said the detached units legally were condominiums only because a condo association would have handled exterior maintenance. Plans for the the
development featured no multifamily buildings.

Pivar said building houses on the site would create less traffic than returning it to its previous commercial use.

Foes of the project said council should have fixed traffic in and around the city’s downtown before approving more housing in the area.

Brian Ebersole, a proponent of the referendum, said he was glad Powell residents had a chance to vote on the development. He said the result showed city
residents continue to oppose high­density housing proposals near downtown.

“I really hope council receives the message,” he said.

Pivar said the vote would not discourage his company from developing the Powder Room site, although he declined to say what form a future development
might take.

By THOMAS GALLICK
Wednesday November 4, 2015 12:59 AM

   

CITIES ARE EXPERIENCING THIS
And Communities Are Reacting...
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The former United Methodist Children’s Home sits on 41 acres in Worthington. This aerial view displays the property
from the west, with High Street at the top of the photograph and Evening Street at the bottom.

A United Methodist Church official told more than 300 people who gathered on Monday night at the
Worthington Education Center on Wilson Bridge Road that “we’re all in this together” when it comes to
developing the former children’s home in Worthington.

A Lifestyle Communities representative said the developer has a proposal for a walkable “urban village­style”
development that would provide housing that the city lacks.

After showing drawings and providing information about the development, both men said they want to hear
from the community to “reach a common ground.”

The residents obliged. The proposal is too dense and has too many apartments, and the design doesn’t fit
with the surrounding community, some observed. Those speaking in opposition to the proposal drew loud
applause.

“Spoiler alert,” resident Roger Beck said. “We already have a walkable community.”

David Fisher, an attorney and church board member, said the church listened to residents when they
opposed selling the land for a Giant Eagle grocery store. The church also held off selling the property while
the city worked on a comprehensive plan for the site’s development.



By Earl Rinehart

The Columbus Dispatch  •  Tuesday June 30, 2015 2:19 AM
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After showing drawings and providing information about the development, both men said they want to hear
from the community to “reach a common ground.”

The residents obliged. The proposal is too dense and has too many apartments, and the design doesn’t fit
with the surrounding community, some observed. Those speaking in opposition to the proposal drew loud
applause.

“Spoiler alert,” resident Roger Beck said. “We already have a walkable community.”

David Fisher, an attorney and church board member, said the church listened to residents when they
opposed selling the land for a Giant Eagle grocery store. The church also held off selling the property while
the city worked on a comprehensive plan for the site’s development.
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Junior Explorer Club participants practice yoga in Northam Park. City officials plan to make over the park, but residents worry about some of the proposed
changes.
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“Northam Park — From Good to Great” is how Upper Arlington is promoting its master plan to make over
what has been dubbed the city’s “central park.”

One resident at a public meeting last Wednesday to discuss the plan suggested her own label: “ Good is
Fine,” as in, leave it alone.

Two weeks after a couple of hundred people packed the city council chambers to oppose more Little League
fields for Fancyburg Park in the suburb, a similar number gathered there to hear about the revised master
plan for Northam.

The Northam crowd had concerns, too, and the tennis players were the most vocal. Although the 12 clay
courts would no longer be moved from Northam to another park, the revised version keeps only eight, with
the possibility for two more.

“In my many years of public service, you’re always going to have the concerns come forward more vocally,”
said Emma Speight, the city’s community­affairs director who helped to explain the changes last week. She
said some people told her they like that the design would open up the park.

City officials and designers from the MKSK architectural firm gave their presentation in the council
chambers.

By Earl Rinehart

The Columbus Dispatch  •  Wednesday June 17, 2015 5:10 AM
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Powell says ‘no’ to housing development
Plans for 47 condo units nixed via referendum; developer ‘not walking away’ from Powder Room site

A computer rendering shows the planned Harper's Pointe development, featuring 47 detached condominium units on the former site of the
Powder Room gun range between Grace and Beech Ridge drives in downtown Powell.



Powell voters Tuesday, Nov. 3, reversed City Council’s decision to approve the development of a high­end condominium complex on the former site of the
Powder Room shooting range.

Plans for Harper’s Pointe called for 47 single­family, detached condo units on about 9 acres between Beech Ridge and Grace drives. The developers
previously said prices for the units would start about $400,000.

Residents voted 2,242 to 1,870 to block the development, according to unofficial results from the Delaware County Board of Elections.

“We are very disappointed with the outcome, to say the least, as well as with the misinformation and untruths that were spread by a small group of individuals
who continue to oppose common­sense ideas like Harper’s Pointe,” Arlington Homes President and Powell resident Len Pivar said in a statement.

Powell City Council approved a final development plan and rezoned the site in May ahead of the project. Opponents of the plan responded by collecting
enough signatures of city residents to challenge council’s vote on the ballot.

Pivar previously said opponents of the project tried to scare residents during the lead up to the election with words such as condos and traffic.

He said the detached units legally were condominiums only because a condo association would have handled exterior maintenance. Plans for the the
development featured no multifamily buildings.

Pivar said building houses on the site would create less traffic than returning it to its previous commercial use.

Foes of the project said council should have fixed traffic in and around the city’s downtown before approving more housing in the area.

Brian Ebersole, a proponent of the referendum, said he was glad Powell residents had a chance to vote on the development. He said the result showed city
residents continue to oppose high­density housing proposals near downtown.

“I really hope council receives the message,” he said.

Pivar said the vote would not discourage his company from developing the Powder Room site, although he declined to say what form a future development
might take.

By THOMAS GALLICK
Wednesday November 4, 2015 12:59 AM
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The former United Methodist Children’s Home sits on 41 acres in Worthington. This aerial view displays the property
from the west, with High Street at the top of the photograph and Evening Street at the bottom.

A United Methodist Church official told more than 300 people who gathered on Monday night at the
Worthington Education Center on Wilson Bridge Road that “we’re all in this together” when it comes to
developing the former children’s home in Worthington.

A Lifestyle Communities representative said the developer has a proposal for a walkable “urban village­style”
development that would provide housing that the city lacks.

After showing drawings and providing information about the development, both men said they want to hear
from the community to “reach a common ground.”

The residents obliged. The proposal is too dense and has too many apartments, and the design doesn’t fit
with the surrounding community, some observed. Those speaking in opposition to the proposal drew loud
applause.

“Spoiler alert,” resident Roger Beck said. “We already have a walkable community.”

David Fisher, an attorney and church board member, said the church listened to residents when they
opposed selling the land for a Giant Eagle grocery store. The church also held off selling the property while
the city worked on a comprehensive plan for the site’s development.
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Junior Explorer Club participants practice yoga in Northam Park. City officials plan to make over the park, but residents worry about some of the proposed
changes.
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“Northam Park — From Good to Great” is how Upper Arlington is promoting its master plan to make over
what has been dubbed the city’s “central park.”

One resident at a public meeting last Wednesday to discuss the plan suggested her own label: “ Good is
Fine,” as in, leave it alone.

Two weeks after a couple of hundred people packed the city council chambers to oppose more Little League
fields for Fancyburg Park in the suburb, a similar number gathered there to hear about the revised master
plan for Northam.

The Northam crowd had concerns, too, and the tennis players were the most vocal. Although the 12 clay
courts would no longer be moved from Northam to another park, the revised version keeps only eight, with
the possibility for two more.

“In my many years of public service, you’re always going to have the concerns come forward more vocally,”
said Emma Speight, the city’s community­affairs director who helped to explain the changes last week. She
said some people told her they like that the design would open up the park.

City officials and designers from the MKSK architectural firm gave their presentation in the council
chambers.
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A federal judge has ruled that a voter­approved charter amendment in Powell to prohibit high­density
housing is unconstitutional and must be removed from the charter. 

The lawsuit, filed in 2014 by the developer Powell Crossing, alleged that the charter amendment violated its
right to build on an approved site. 

U.S. District Court Judge James L. Graham issued his ruling Friday and said Powell Crossing is entitled to
damages and attorney’s fees from the city of Powell. 

“…Citizens of a municipality may not exercise the power of referendum, by means of a charter amendment,
so as to nullify City Council’s administrative action of approving Powell Crossing’s development plan,”
James stated in his ruling. 

Powell Crossing owners filed suit against the city a voter­led initiative meant to derail plans for an apartment
complex in Downtown Powell was approved by voters. 

Voters passed the initiative after city officials issued the permits and approved the plan. 

The Powell City Council refused to submit the proposed charter initiative to the Delaware County Board of
Elections in 2014 but was ordered to by the Ohio Supreme Court, and, if it passed, then could be addressed
in court. 

Powell Crossing owner Charlie Vince immediately protested the charter initiative and vowed a fight in court.
Vince said the charter change violated his right to build on an approved site. 

"We did everything we needed to get the project approved,” he said around the time the suit was filed. “We
don't think it's constitutional.” 

The applicants spent "hundreds of thousands of dollars on planning, designing, surveying, and performing a
traffic study, " the lawsuit complaint stated. 

Powell officials said they were obligated to defend the charter change since it was approved by voters.

By Lucas Sullivan

The Columbus Dispatch  •  Friday March 25, 2016 2:19 PM
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A federal judge has ruled that a voter­approved charter amendment in Powell to prohibit high­density
housing is unconstitutional and must be removed from the charter. 

The lawsuit, filed in 2014 by the developer Powell Crossing, alleged that the charter amendment violated its
right to build on an approved site. 

U.S. District Court Judge James L. Graham issued his ruling Friday and said Powell Crossing is entitled to
damages and attorney’s fees from the city of Powell. 

“…Citizens of a municipality may not exercise the power of referendum, by means of a charter amendment,
so as to nullify City Council’s administrative action of approving Powell Crossing’s development plan,”
James stated in his ruling. 

Powell Crossing owners filed suit against the city a voter­led initiative meant to derail plans for an apartment
complex in Downtown Powell was approved by voters. 

Voters passed the initiative after city officials issued the permits and approved the plan. 

The Powell City Council refused to submit the proposed charter initiative to the Delaware County Board of
Elections in 2014 but was ordered to by the Ohio Supreme Court, and, if it passed, then could be addressed
in court. 

Powell Crossing owner Charlie Vince immediately protested the charter initiative and vowed a fight in court.
Vince said the charter change violated his right to build on an approved site. 

"We did everything we needed to get the project approved,” he said around the time the suit was filed. “We
don't think it's constitutional.” 

The applicants spent "hundreds of thousands of dollars on planning, designing, surveying, and performing a
traffic study, " the lawsuit complaint stated. 

Powell officials said they were obligated to defend the charter change since it was approved by voters.
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A federal judge has ruled that a voter­approved charter amendment in Powell to prohibit high­density
housing is unconstitutional and must be removed from the charter. 

The lawsuit, filed in 2014 by the developer Powell Crossing, alleged that the charter amendment violated its
right to build on an approved site. 

U.S. District Court Judge James L. Graham issued his ruling Friday and said Powell Crossing is entitled to
damages and attorney’s fees from the city of Powell. 

“…Citizens of a municipality may not exercise the power of referendum, by means of a charter amendment,
so as to nullify City Council’s administrative action of approving Powell Crossing’s development plan,”
James stated in his ruling. 

Powell Crossing owners filed suit against the city a voter­led initiative meant to derail plans for an apartment
complex in Downtown Powell was approved by voters. 

Voters passed the initiative after city officials issued the permits and approved the plan. 

The Powell City Council refused to submit the proposed charter initiative to the Delaware County Board of
Elections in 2014 but was ordered to by the Ohio Supreme Court, and, if it passed, then could be addressed
in court. 

Powell Crossing owner Charlie Vince immediately protested the charter initiative and vowed a fight in court.
Vince said the charter change violated his right to build on an approved site. 

"We did everything we needed to get the project approved,” he said around the time the suit was filed. “We
don't think it's constitutional.” 

The applicants spent "hundreds of thousands of dollars on planning, designing, surveying, and performing a
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PUBLIC DISCONTENT
However Public Discontent Is More Concerted



WHY THE INCREASED DISCONTENT?
POSSIBLE REASONS...

++ Generational Shift?

++ National Political Discourse Filtering Down?

++ Distrust of Gov’t Motives and Influence?

++ Increased Social Media Platforms?

++ Sound-Bite 24-Hour Media?

++ The Complexity of Planning Issues?

++ Lack of Understanding?

++ Increased Development as a Result of 
Recovering from the Recession? 

++ City Resources Spread Thin?

++ People Don’t Feel Heard?

++ Are we in the Developer’s Pocket?

++ We are wrong - our profession doesn’t know 
what we are talking about?



IT’S IMPORTANT TO REMEMBER...
THE AICP CODE OF ETHICS

++ Conscious of the rights of others.

++ Special concern for the long-range 
consequences of present actions.

++ Give people the opportunity to have a 
meaningful impact on the development 
of plans...

++ Seek social justice by working to expand 
choice and opportunity for all persons...

++ Promote excellence of design...

++ Deal fairly with all participants in the 
planning process...



CITY CASE STUDIES
PUBLIC DISCONTENT WITH PLANNING IN CENTRAL OHIO



CITY OF POWELL 

City of Powell
Referendums & Charter Amendments
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United Methodist Children’s Home
CITY OF WORTHINGTON

OVERVIEW

++ 42 acre highly visible site in the 
heart of Worthington

++ Identified in the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan as a key 
site for potential development in 
our land-locked city

++ Opportunity to update the 
UMCH Focus Area of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan

++ Provide strategic guidance to City 
Staff, Boards and Commissions, 
residents, businesses, 
land owners, and potential 
developers for the reuse, 
rezoning, and development of 
land and necessary supporting 
infrastructure within the City.

2005 2014



UMCH - Proposed Development 
CITY OF WORTHINGTON

PROPOSED CONCEPT

++ 42 acre highly visible site in the 
heart of Worthington

++ 571 Total Residential Units
-- 350 Apartments

-- 220 Townhomes & Flats

-- 21 Estate Homes

++ Medical Office

++ Mixed-Use Retail

++ Office Space

++ Park Space



CITY OF WORTHINGTON
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Masonic Lodge Redevelopment
CITY OF WORTHINGTON

OVERVIEW

++ Convert the existing Masonic 
Lodge to 3 residential 
condominium units 

-- 1820 Building - Masonic Lodge 
Museum & Office Space

-- 1955 Building 3 units

-- 2-4 bedrooms

-- Units range from 1,944 sq ft 
- 6,173 sq ft in size

++ Construct 2 townhomes and 
a single unit along East New 
England Avenue 

-- 2 townhomes on the west of the 
access drive 

-- 1 unit east of the access drive

-- 2 bedroom units

-- Approximately 2,204 sq ft in size



CITY OF WORTHINGTON
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Issue 38
CITY OF WORTHINGTON

OVERVIEW

++ 60-day waiting period before any 
ordinances go into effect that: 

-- Any language change to the City’s 
Planning & Zoning Code

-- Any rezoning of property within the City

++ Prohibits either of those two types of 
ordinances outlined above from being 
passed on an emergency.

++ Referendum period changed from 20 
days to a 60-day waiting period.



CITY OF COLUMBUS
Background/Site

OLYMPIC POOL SITE OLYMPIC POOL



CITY OF COLUMBUS
Proposal



CITY OF COLUMBUS
Plan Recommendation



Public Input & Approval Process
CITY OF COLUMBUS



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
Master Plan set the stage!

• Three-year visioning 
process (1999-2001)

• Recommended creation 
of UDO and PMUDs

• Recognized fiscal 
challenges and lack of 
revenue-producing 
ground



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
Lane Avenue Zoning Boundaries

• 2/3 mile long stretch, generally between 
Northwest Blvd. and North Star Rd

• West of SR 315 and OSU campus

PMUD



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
Lane Avenue Projects (2006-today)

• 13 approved/completed projects (red)
• 7 in process or “in the works” (yellow)
• Successful “road diet”, TIFs and Ent. District



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
OSU Development Department



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
:roll/Keller Williams Realty



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
Arlington Commons



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
Lane Avenue Mixed Use (Before)



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
Lane Avenue Mixed Use (After)



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
Lane Avenue Gateway



CITY OF UPPER ARLINGTON
J. Liu (Phase 1)



Bridge 
Street 
District

• Fall 2008 - Ongoing

• 6% of Dublin’s Land Area –
No Creep!

• Rental Housing Focus

• Retaining Empty-Nesters

• Attracting Young Talent

• High Density – Mixed Use

New to Infill Development 

CITY OF DUBLIN
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Bridge 
Street 
District

City of 
Dublin • Fall 2008 - Ongoing

• 6% of Dublin’s Land Area –
No Creep!

• Rental Housing Focus

• Retaining Empty-Nesters

• Attracting Young Talent

• High Density – Mixed Use

Bridge Street District

CITY OF DUBLIN
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Riviera Golf Club

introducing

Keep It Green

CITY OF DUBLIN



Riviera Golf Club
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Keep It Green
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PANEL DISCUSSION
PUBLIC DISCONTENT WITH PLANNING IN CENTRAL OHIO



DISCUSSION
Questions for Group Discussion

++ WHY IS THIS OCCURRING?  Is there something fundamental that needs to be addressed?

++ IS THIS AN ANOMALY OR IS THIS A TREND? 

++ WHAT IS DRIVING THIS DISCONTENT?  Is it resistance to change?  Does it reflect 
national polarization?  Is it due to changes in the way people connect and share 
information? Is it population growth and resulting development pressures?
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direction determined by the most vocal, the most passionate, or the most affected?  
What about the underrepresented or marginalized? Should expertise be weighted more?
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YOUR THOUGHTS & QUESTIONS
PUBLIC DISCONTENT WITH PLANNING IN CENTRAL OHIO
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Questions for Discussion
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