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HOME 2 HOTEL | DUBLIN, OHIO

PRO-FIT LEDGESTONE-AUTUMN SUMMITVILLE THIN BRICK-NEW BEDFORD SUMMITVILLE THIN BRICK-ALEXANDRIA EIFS CORNICE-SW 6148 WOOL SKEIN

FIBER CEMENT BOARD-SW 7047 PORPOISE FIBER CEMENT BOARD-SW 7002 DOWNY WINDOW FRAME - TUBELITE ANTIQUE WINDOW GLAZING - BRONZE 
(GLAZING AT ENTRANCES, GLASS TOWER,  
PATIO AND FITNESS CENTER TO BE CLEAR )

ROOF - TPO - GRAY
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SCALE: 1" = 30'-0"

OVERALL SITE PLAN

1. THIS SURVEY INFORMATION IS BASED UPON A FIELD SURVEY PROVIDED BY THE SUBSURFACE UTILITY ENGINEERING
COMPANY. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING CONDITIONS AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES  TO  THE
CONSTRUCTION MANAGER PRIOR TO COMMENCING WORK.

2. LAYOUT TO BE PERFORMED WITH THE USE OF ELECTRONIC DRAWING FILES PROVIDED BY THE CONSULTANT.
DIMENSIONS SHOWN ARE FOR REFERENCE ONLY.  CONTACT THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER IF DISCREPANCIES EXIST.

3. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR BEING FAMILIAR WITH ALL DOCUMENTED UNDERGROUND UTILITIES, PIPES
AND STRUCTURES.  CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY COST INCURRED DUE TO DAMAGE OF
SAID UTILITIES.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT WILLFULLY PROCEED WITH CONSTRUCTION AS DESIGNED WHEN IT IS OBVIOUS THAT
UNKNOWN OBSTRUCTIONS AND/OR GRADE DIFFERENCES EXIST THAT MAY NOT HAVE BEEN KNOWN DURING DESIGN.
SUCH CONDITIONS SHALL  BE IMMEDIATELY BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE AUTHORIZED CONSTRUCTION
MANAGER.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSUME FULL RESPONSIBILITY FOR ALL NECESSARY REVISIONS DUE TO
FAILURE TO GIVE SUCH NOTIFICATION.

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY COORDINATION WITH SUBCONTRACTORS AS REQUIRED TO
ACCOMPLISH PLANTING OPERATIONS.

6. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE 48 HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF WORK IN ORDER
TO COORDINATE PROJECT OBSERVATION SCHEDULES.

7. ALL WORK TO BE PERFORMED BY LICENSED CONTRACTORS AND EXPERIENCED  WORKERS.

8. REFER TO SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

9. ALL DIMENSIONS ON THIS DRAWING ARE IN FEET AND INCHES UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

10. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN REFERENCE EDGES OF PAVEMENTS AND FACE OF CURB UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

11. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS.  UTILIZE DIMENSIONS INDICATED ON THE PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE
ALL WORK AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  ALL METHODS, MEANS,  SEQUENCE, AND PROCEDURES OF THE WORK.

12. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL KEEP ALL DRAINAGE FACILITIES AFFECTED BY HIS CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS CLEAN AND
FULLY OPERATIONAL AT ALL TIMES.

13. THE LIMIT OF WORK LINE SHOWN DEFINES THE LIMITS OF WORK IN THIS  CONTRACT. THERE MAY BE INSTANCES
WHERE EROSION PROTECTION DEVICES,  UTILITY SYSTEMS,  AND GRADING OPERATIONS EXTEND BEYOND THE
PROJECT  LIMITS LINE IN ORDER  TO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE OPERATIONS AND/OR TIE  INTO ADJACENT SYSTEMS.

14. CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR AT HIS OWN EXPENSE, ANY DAMAGE, WHETHER  INSIDE  OR OUTSIDE OF THE PROJECT
LIMITS, TO UTILITY SYSTEMS, SURFACE  PAVEMENTS,  FIXTURES OR STRUCTURES THAT ARE NOT SPECIFICALLY
INDICATED TO BE REMOVED  OR RELOCATED AS PART OF THE PROJECT CONSTRUCTION.  IN THE EVENT THAT ANY
EXISTING DRAINAGE STRUCTURES OR UTILITIES ARE DAMAGED AND THE SERVICES DISRUPTED, THE LINES SHALL BE
IMMEDIATELY REPAIRED AND THE SERVICES RESTORED AS DIRECTED BY THE ARCHITECT AT NO COST TO THE CITY
OF DUBLIN.

15. LOCATE AND PROTECT ALL EXISTING UTILITIES DURING CONSTRUCTION UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. CONTRACTOR
SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGES TO EXISTING UTILITIES  RESULTING FROM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES.
CONTACT OHIO UTILITIES PROTECTION SERVICE AT 1-800-362-2764 PRIOR TO EXCAVATION.

16. IN THE EVENT THAT DISCREPANCIES ARISE BETWEEN WHAT IS SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS AND ACTUAL FIELD
CONDITIONS THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER SHALL BE NOTIFIED IMMEDIATELY FOR RESOLUTION.

17. ALL CONCRETE SCORING IS PARALLEL AND PERPENDICULAR TO THE STREET CURBS AND BUILDING FACES UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED.

18. PROVIDE ISOLATION JOINT WHERE CONCRETE PAVING OR PAVING BASE MEETS A FIXED STRUCTURE (EXISTING OR
PROPOSED).
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SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

MATERIALS ENLARGEMENT



SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

MATERIALS COURTYARD ENLARGEMENT

SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

MATERIALS COURTYARD ENLARGEMENT

SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

MATERIALS ENLARGEMENT



P L A N T I N G   L E G E N D: P L A N T I N G    N O T E S

1. STAKE ALL BED LINES AND TREE LOCATIONS FOR THE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S REVIEW PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.  ALL
PLANTING PROCEDURES ARE SUBJECT TO THE REVIEW OF THE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AND THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
CORRECT ANY DEFICIENCIES FOUND AT NO ADDITIONAL COST
TO THE OWNER.

2. PROTECT ALL PLANT MATERIAL DURING DELIVERY TO PREVENT
DAMAGE TO ROOT BALLS, TRUNKS, BRANCHES AND THE
DESICCATION OF LEAVES.  PROTECT ALL PLANT MATERIAL
DURING SHIPPING WITH SHADE CLOTH OR SHIP WITH ENCLOSED
TRANSPORT.  MAINTAIN PROTECTIONS AND HEALTH OF PLANT
MATERIAL STORED ON SITE.  HANDLE ALL TREES WITH NYLON
STRAPS.  NO CHAINS OR CABLES WILL BE ALLOWED.  REMOVE
UNACCEPTABLE PLANT MATERIAL IMMEDIATELY FROM THE SITE.

3. ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE PLANTED IN A PROFESSIONAL
MANNER TYPICAL TO THE INDUSTRY STANDARDS OF THE AREA
TO ASSURE COMPLETE SURVIVABILITY OF ALL INSTALLED PLANT
MATERIALS AS WELL AS TO PROVIDE AN AESTHETICALLY
APPROVED PROJECT.  CONTRACTOR SHALL REFER TO THE
PLANTING DETAILS FOR MINIMUM SIZE AND WIDTH OF PLANTING
PITS AND BEDS, GUYING AND STAKING, MULCHING, AND OTHER
PLANTING REQUIREMENTS.

PROPOSED
DECIDUOUS TREE

PROPOSED
ORNAMENTAL TREE

PROPOSED
SHRUB

PROPOSED
GROUND COVER /
GRASSES

PROPOSED
EVERGREEN TREE

RELOCATED TREE
SEE SHEET L400 FOR
MATCHING TREE NUMBER

EXISTING TREE
TO REMAIN

SCALE: 1" = 30'-0"

OVERALL LANDSCAPE 

PLANT LIST
CODE COMMON NAME LATIN NAME SIZE COND. SPACING QUANTITY

TREES

AM AB SERVICEBERRY
Amelanchier x grandiflora

'Autumn Brilliance'
5-6'

MULTI-STEM
B&B AS SHOWN 8

GY DI KENTUCKY COFEETREE
Gymnocladus dioicus

'Espresso' 2.5 CAL. B&B AS SHOWN 13

PL AC LONDON PLANE TREE Platanus × acerifolia 2.5 CAL. B&B AS SHOWN 7

SY RE IVORY SILK LILAC Syringa reticulata 'Ivory Silk' 2.5" B&B AS SHOWN 4

SHRUBS

CO AL
SIBERIAN PEARLS

REDTWIG DOGWOOD
Cornus alba 'Siberian Pearls' 36" #5 CONT. AS SHOWN 55

HY QU OAKLEAF HYDRANGEA Hydrangea quercifolia 36" #5 CONT. AS SHOWN 14

JU SQ SINGLESEED JUNIPER Juniperus squamata 'Holger 24" #3 CONT. AS SHOWN 18

TA EV
EVERLOW SPREADING

YEW
Taxus x media 'Everlow' 24" #3 CONT. AS SHOWN 8

TA ME DENSE SPREADING YEW Taxus x media 'Densiformis' 24" #3 CONT. AS SHOWN 133

TH OC
EMERALD GREEN

ARBORVITAE
Thuja occidentalis 'Smaragd' 6-7' B&B AS SHOWN 10

VI CA
CAYUGA FRAGRANT

VIBURNUM
Viburnum carlesii 'Cayuga' 36" B&B AS SHOWN 34

GROUNDCOVER / GRASS

GA OD GALIUM ODORATUM Sweet Woodruff #1 CONT. 12" O.C. 393

HY PA HIDCOTE ST. JOHNSWORT Hypericum patulum 'Hidcote' #3 CONT. 18" O.C. 188

LI MU BIG BLUE LILY TURF Liriope muscari 'Big Blue' #1 CONT. 12" O.C. 825

MS ML
MORNING LIGHT MAIDEN

GRASS
Miscanthus sinensis 'Morning

Light' #3 CONT. 24" O.C. 90

PA TE JAPANESE PACHYSANDRA Pachysandra terminalis #1 CONT. 12" O.C. 315

PE AL
LITTLE BUNNY DWARF

FOUNTAIN GRASS
Pennisetum alopecuroides

'Little Bunny #1 CONT. 12" O.C. 977

SE SP AUTUMN JOY SEDUM
Sedum Spectabile 'Autumn

Joy' #2 CONT. 18" O.C. 250

AN OW ANNUALS PER OWNER



P L A N T I N G   L E G E N D: P L A N T I N G    N O T E S

1. STAKE ALL BED LINES AND TREE LOCATIONS FOR THE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S REVIEW PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.  ALL
PLANTING PROCEDURES ARE SUBJECT TO THE REVIEW OF THE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AND THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
CORRECT ANY DEFICIENCIES FOUND AT NO ADDITIONAL COST
TO THE OWNER.

2. PROTECT ALL PLANT MATERIAL DURING DELIVERY TO PREVENT
DAMAGE TO ROOT BALLS, TRUNKS, BRANCHES AND THE
DESICCATION OF LEAVES.  PROTECT ALL PLANT MATERIAL
DURING SHIPPING WITH SHADE CLOTH OR SHIP WITH ENCLOSED
TRANSPORT.  MAINTAIN PROTECTIONS AND HEALTH OF PLANT
MATERIAL STORED ON SITE.  HANDLE ALL TREES WITH NYLON
STRAPS.  NO CHAINS OR CABLES WILL BE ALLOWED.  REMOVE
UNACCEPTABLE PLANT MATERIAL IMMEDIATELY FROM THE SITE.

3. ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE PLANTED IN A PROFESSIONAL
MANNER TYPICAL TO THE INDUSTRY STANDARDS OF THE AREA
TO ASSURE COMPLETE SURVIVABILITY OF ALL INSTALLED PLANT
MATERIALS AS WELL AS TO PROVIDE AN AESTHETICALLY
APPROVED PROJECT.  CONTRACTOR SHALL REFER TO THE
PLANTING DETAILS FOR MINIMUM SIZE AND WIDTH OF PLANTING
PITS AND BEDS, GUYING AND STAKING, MULCHING, AND OTHER
PLANTING REQUIREMENTS.

PROPOSED
DECIDUOUS TREE

PROPOSED
ORNAMENTAL TREE

PROPOSED
SHRUB

PROPOSED
GROUND COVER /
GRASSES

PROPOSED
EVERGREEN TREE

RELOCATED TREE
SEE SHEET L400 FOR
MATCHING TREE NUMBER

EXISTING TREE
TO REMAIN

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

LANDSCAPE ENLARGEMENT

PLANT LIST
CODE COMMON NAME LATIN NAME SIZE COND. SPACING QUANTITY

TREES

AM AB SERVICEBERRY
Amelanchier x grandiflora

'Autumn Brilliance'
5-6'

MULTI-STEM
B&B AS SHOWN 8

GY DI KENTUCKY COFEETREE
Gymnocladus dioicus

'Espresso' 2.5 CAL. B&B AS SHOWN 13

PL AC LONDON PLANE TREE Platanus × acerifolia 2.5 CAL. B&B AS SHOWN 7

SY RE IVORY SILK LILAC Syringa reticulata 'Ivory Silk' 2.5" B&B AS SHOWN 4

SHRUBS

CO AL
SIBERIAN PEARLS

REDTWIG DOGWOOD
Cornus alba 'Siberian Pearls' 36" #5 CONT. AS SHOWN 55

HY QU OAKLEAF HYDRANGEA Hydrangea quercifolia 36" #5 CONT. AS SHOWN 14

JU SQ SINGLESEED JUNIPER Juniperus squamata 'Holger 24" #3 CONT. AS SHOWN 18

TA EV
EVERLOW SPREADING

YEW
Taxus x media 'Everlow' 24" #3 CONT. AS SHOWN 8

TA ME DENSE SPREADING YEW Taxus x media 'Densiformis' 24" #3 CONT. AS SHOWN 133

TH OC
EMERALD GREEN

ARBORVITAE
Thuja occidentalis 'Smaragd' 6-7' B&B AS SHOWN 10

VI CA
CAYUGA FRAGRANT

VIBURNUM
Viburnum carlesii 'Cayuga' 36" B&B AS SHOWN 34

GROUNDCOVER / GRASS

GA OD GALIUM ODORATUM Sweet Woodruff #1 CONT. 12" O.C. 393

HY PA HIDCOTE ST. JOHNSWORT Hypericum patulum 'Hidcote' #3 CONT. 18" O.C. 188

LI MU BIG BLUE LILY TURF Liriope muscari 'Big Blue' #1 CONT. 12" O.C. 825

MS ML
MORNING LIGHT MAIDEN

GRASS
Miscanthus sinensis 'Morning

Light' #3 CONT. 24" O.C. 90

PA TE JAPANESE PACHYSANDRA Pachysandra terminalis #1 CONT. 12" O.C. 315

PE AL
LITTLE BUNNY DWARF

FOUNTAIN GRASS
Pennisetum alopecuroides

'Little Bunny #1 CONT. 12" O.C. 977

SE SP AUTUMN JOY SEDUM
Sedum Spectabile 'Autumn

Joy' #2 CONT. 18" O.C. 250

AN OW ANNUALS PER OWNER



CONCRETE SIDEWALK. SEE
PLANS FOR LOCATIONS

4" COMPACTED AGGREGATE
BASE

4"

SEE MATERIAL PLANS FOR
CONCRETE FINISH

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

4"

SCALE: 1-1/2" = 1'-0"
PEDESTRIAN CONCRETE SIDEWALK

1/2"

FULL DEPTH
PRE-FORMED
JOINT FILLER

ELASTROMETRIC
JOINT FILLERDEPTH OF

SAWCUT
JOINT TO
BE 1/3
DEPTH OF
SLAB
THICKNESS
(1" MIN.)

EXPANSION JOINTSAWCUT CONTROL JOINT

1/8"

1/
2"

SCALE: 3" = 1'-0"
EXPANSION AND CONTROL JOINTS

1/2"

FULL DEPTH
PRE-FORMED
JOINT FILLER

ELASTROMETRIC
JOINT FILLER

CONCRETE AT BUILDING FACE

1/
2"

BUILDING FACE

CONCRETE
PAVEMENT

CONCRETE PAVEMENT,
SEE MATERIAL PLANS.

PLANTER POT AS SPECIFIED
SEE MATERIAL PLANS

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
PLANTER POT MOUNTING

SURFACE MOUNT PER
MANUFACTURERS
RECOMMENDATION

SURFACE MOUNT PER
MANUFACTURES
RECOMMENDATION

CONCRETE
PAVEMENT, SEE
MATERIALS PLANS

BIKE RACK AS SPECIFIED,
SEE MATERIAL PLANS

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
BIKE RACK MOUNTING

ANCHOR BOLT PER
MANUFACTURES
RECOMMENDATION

CONCRETE PAVEMENT,
SEE MATERIALS PLANS

BENCH AS SPECIFIED
SEE MATERIAL PLANS

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
BENCH MOUNTING

1 1/2" DIA. STAINLESS
STEEL PIPE HAND RAIL.
POWDER COATED BLACK

CONCRETE PLANTER
WALL, BUFF WASH FINISH

CORE DRILL POST SETTINGS,
SET IN NON-SKRINK GROUT

COMPACTED
SUBGRADE

EXPANSION JOINT

COMPACTED
AGGREGATE

#4 @ 12" O.C. EACH
WAY LAP 16" MIN.

STEP ENLARGEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 13/L300

CONCRETE STEP WITH
BROOM FINISH TREAD

HAND RAIL ENLARGEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 12/L300

CONCRETE PAVEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 1/L300

3'
-0

",
 T

Y
P

.

4"

3'
-0

"

1'-0"

1'-0" 1'-0"

SCALE: 1/2" = 1'-0"
CONCRETE STEPS @ PLANTER

3'
-0

"

1'-0"

6 
3/

4"

CONCRETE PAVEMENT,
SEE MATERIALS PLANS

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
TRASH RECEPTACLE

ANCHOR SCREW PER
MANUFACTURES
RECOMMENDATION

TRASH RECEPTACLE
AS SPECIFIED,
SEE MATERIAL PLANS

FINISH GRADE

15" STAKE, INCLUDED IN
COST OF LANDSCAPE
EDGING, STEEL

6" CONCRETE CRADLE AT
CORNERS AND AT EVERY
10' OF LINEAR EDGE,
INCLUDED IN COST OF
LANDSCAPE EDGING,
STEEL

SCALE: 1 1/2" = 1'-0"
STEEL LANDSCAPE EDGING

6"

3"

3/16" WIDE x 4" DEEP
STEEL EDGING W/ STAKES
AS REQ. COLOR: BLACK.
STEEL IS TO BE 1/2" ABOVE
FINISH GRADE

1'
-0

"

SCALE: 3" = 1'-0"
STEEL EDGE RESTRAINT CORNERS AND JOINTS

EDGING

FULL SEAM WELD,
INSIDE OF STONE /
PLANTING BED

EDGING

FULL SEAM WELD,
INSIDE OF STONE /
PLANTING BED

CONCRETE CRADLES AT
CORNERS AND EVERY 10
LF TYP., INCLUDED IN COST
OF LANDSCAPE EDGING,
STEEL

CONCRETE CRADLES
AT CORNERS AND
EVERY 10 LF TYP.,
INCLUDED IN COST OF
LANDSCAPE EDGING,
STEEL

1 1/2" DIA. STAINLESS
STEEL PIPE HAND RAIL.
POWDER COATED BLACK

NATURAL STONE WALL

CORE DRILL POST SETTINGS,
SET IN NON-SKRINK GROUT

COMPACTED
SUBGRADE

EXPANSION JOINT

COMPACTED
AGGREGATE

#4 @ 12" O.C. EACH
WAY LAP 16" MIN.

STEP ENLARGEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 13/L300

CONCRETE STEP WITH
BROOM FINISH TREAD

1'-6 3/4"

HAND RAIL ENLARGEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 12/L300

CONCRETE PAVEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 1/L300

3'
-0

",
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Y
P

.

4"

3'
-0

"

1'-0"

1'-0" 1'-0"

SCALE: 1/2" = 1'-0"
CONCRETE STEPS - TYPE B

1'-0"

6"

1 1/2" DIA. STAINLESS
STEEL PIPE HAND RAIL.
POWDER COATED BLACK

NATURAL STONE WALL

CORE DRILL POST SETTINGS,
SET IN NON-SKRINK GROUT

COMPACTED
SUBGRADE

EXPANSION JOINT

COMPACTED
AGGREGATE

#4 @ 12" O.C. EACH
WAY LAP 16" MIN.

STEP ENLARGEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 13/L300

CONCRETE STEP WITH
BROOM FINISH TREAD

HAND RAIL ENLARGEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 12/L300

CONCRETE PAVEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 1/L300

3'
-0

",
 T

Y
P

.

4"

3'
-0

"

1'-0"

1'-0" 1'-0"

SCALE: 1/2" = 1'-0"
CONCRETE STEPS - TYPE A

3'
-0

"

1'-0"

6 
3/

4"

CONCRETE CHEEK WALL

SCALE: 1-1/2" = 1'-0"
STEP ENLARGEMENT

1"

1/2"R

2% WASH

1'-0" TYP.

1'
-6

" 
T

Y
P

.R2"

1 1/2" DIA.
STAINLESS STEEL
PIPE HAND RAIL

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
END RAIL ENLARGEMENT

COLOR: POWDER
COATED BLACK
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1'

-0
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2'
-0

"
1'

-0
"

3'-0"

1'
-0

"

6"

INTERIOR "HIDDEN"
MORTAR JOINTS ONLY.
NO VISIBLE MORTAR
AT FACE.

DRAINAGE GRAVEL
BACKFILL

4" PERFORATED PIPE

FILTER FABRIC

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

NATURAL STONE TO
MATCH EXISTING WALL

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
NATURAL STONE WALL - RETAINING

2"

FINISH GRADE

FINISH GRADE

9" 9"

CONTINUOUS
CONCRETE FOOTING

TILTED STONE WALL TOP

FINISH GRADE

INTERIOR "HIDDEN"
MORTAR JOINTS ONLY. NO
VISIBLE MORTAR AT FACE.

SECTION PLAN

1'-6"
S
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#4 REBAR, 24" O.C.

1'
-6

"

3'
-0

"
1'

-0
"

2'
-0

"
1'

-0
"

3'-8"

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
NATURAL STONE POST

10" 10"

SECTION

COMPACTED
SUBGRADE

NATURAL STONE TO
MATCH EXISTING WALL

CONCRETE
FOOTING

TILTED STONE WALL TOP

FINISH GRADE

INTERIOR "HIDDEN"
MORTAR JOINTS ONLY. NO
VISIBLE MORTAR AT FACE.

ELEVATION FROM
STREET SIDE

#4 REBAR, 24" O.C.

1'
-6

"

8" 6'-8" 8" 6'-0"

4"

REINFORCED
CONCRETE WALL,
BUFF WASH

PLANT BED

CONCRETE PAVEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 1/L300

CONCRETE
CURB

18
" 

T
Y

P
.

SCALE: 1/2" = 1'-0"
COURTYARD PLANTER SECTION

3'
-0

"

8" 6'-8" 8"
PLANT BED

CONCRETE
CURB

CONCRETE
CURB

3'
-9

"

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
BOULDER IN CONCRETE

EXISTING BOULDER.

EXPANSION JOINT,
SEE DETAIL 2/L300

4" CONCRETE PAVEMENT,
SEE DETAIL 1/L300

4" COMPACTED
AGGREGATE BASE

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

SECTION PLAN

2'
-0

"
1'

-0
"

2'
-0

"
1'

-0
"

3'-0"

COMPACTED
SUBGRADE

NATURAL STONE
TO MATCH
EXISTING WALL

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
NATURAL STONE WALL - FREE STANDING

FINISH GRADE

9" 9"

REINFORCED
CONTINUOUS
CONCRETE
FOOTING

TILTED STONE
WALL TOP

INTERIOR
"HIDDEN"
MORTAR JOINTS
ONLY. NO VISIBLE
MORTAR AT FACE.

1'-6"

#4 REBAR, 24" O.C.

1'
-6

"

V
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1'

-0
"

2'
-0

"
1'

-0
"

3'-0"

1'
-6

"
6"

INTERIOR "HIDDEN"
MORTAR JOINTS ONLY.
NO VISIBLE MORTAR
AT FACE.

DRAINAGE GRAVEL
BACKFILL

4" PERFORATED PIPE

FILTER FABRIC

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

NATURAL STONE TO
MATCH EXISTING WALL

SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"
NATURAL STONE WALL @ CURB- RETAINING

2"

BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT,
SEE ENGINEERING
DRAWINGS

FINISH GRADE

9" 9"

CONTINUOUS
CONCRETE FOOTING

TILTED STONE WALL TOP

SECTION

1'-6"

S
E

E
 G

R
A

D
IN

G
 P

LA
N

#4 REBAR, 24" O.C.

1'
-6

"

CONCRETE CURB, SEE
ENGINEERING DRAWINGS6"

6"
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HOME 2: FRANTZ ROAD TREE SURVEY

#  SPECIES CALIPER HEALTH
KEEP/

REMOVE
DUE TO
HEALTH

JUSTIFICATION FOR
REMOVAL

CALIPER
REPLACEMENTS

1 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 12" Good Keep Count toward caliper
replacement

2 Serviceberry: Amelanchier
spp.

2"
( 6-8') Good Keep

Count toward caliper
replacement

3 Serviceberry: Amelanchier
spp.

2"
( 6-8') Good Keep

Count toward caliper
replacement

4 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 9" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction

Count toward caliper
replacement

5 White Ash: Fraxinus
americana 10"

Poor
(ash borer) Remove Poor quality, Emerald

Ash Borer

Remove

6 White Ash: Fraxinus
americana 10"

Poor
(ash borer) Remove Poor quality, Emerald

Ash Borer

Remove

7 White Ash: Fraxinus
americana 8"

Poor
(ash borer) Remove Poor quality, Emerald

Ash Borer

Remove

8 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 8" Good Keep Parking Construction Count toward caliper

replacement

9 White Ash: Fraxinus
americana 7"

Poor
(ash borer) Remove Poor quality, Emerald

Ash Borer Remove

10 White Ash: Fraxinus
americana 8"

Poor
(ash borer) Remove Poor quality, Emerald

Ash Borer Remove

11 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 7" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction Relocate

12 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 8" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction
Count toward caliper

replacement

13 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 8" Good Keep Parking Lot
Construction

Count toward caliper
replacement

14 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 8" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction
Count toward caliper

replacement

15 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 7" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction
Count toward caliper

replacement

16 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 7" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction Relocate

17 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 7" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction Remove

18 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 8" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction Remove

19 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 9" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction Remove

20 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 9" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

21 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 8" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

22 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 7" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

23 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 10" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

24 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 10" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

25 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

26 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 6" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

27 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 5" Good Keep Parking Lot
Construction Remove

28 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction Remove

29 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Building RBZ/ROW

Zone Relocate

30 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 9" Good Keep Building RBZ/ROW
Zone To Remain

31 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 8" Good Keep Building Construction Remove

32 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 7" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

33 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 8" Good Keep Building RBZ/ROW

Zone Relocate

34 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 8" Good Keep Building RBZ/ROW
Zone Relocate

35 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 9" Good Keep Building Footprint To Remain

36 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 6" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

37 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

38 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 12" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

39 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Fair Keep Building Footprint Remoce

40-
48

Arborvitae: Thuja
occidentalis 'nigra'

3"
(10-12') Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

49 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 10" Good Keep Building Footprint Relocate

50 Serviceberry: Amelanchier
spp.

3"
(8-10') Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

51 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 8" Good Keep Building Footprint Remove

52 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Building Footprint Relocate

53 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 5" Good Keep Building Footprint Relocate

54 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 6" Good Keep Building Footprint Relocate

55 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 8" Good Keep Building Footprint Relocate

56 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 9" Good Keep Building RBZ/ROW
Zone Relocate

57 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 6" Good Keep Building Footprint Relocate

58 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Building RBZ/ROW

Zone Relocate

59 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 4" Good Keep Building Footprint Relocate

60 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 4" Good Keep Building RBZ/ROW
Zone Relocate

61 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Building Construction Count toward caliper

replacement

62 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Wall Relocation Relocate

63 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Wall Relocation Relocate

64 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 6" Good Keep Wall Relocation To Remain

65 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 5" Good Keep Wall Relocation To Remain

66 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 5" Good Keep Wall Relocation To Remain

67 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Wall Relocation To Remain

68 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Wall Relocation To Remain

69-
73 Hawthorn: Crataegus spp. 3" Good Keep To Remain

74 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 8" Good Keep Relocate

75 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 8" Good Keep To Remain

76 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 8" Good Keep Relocate

77 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 8" Good Keep To Remain

78 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 9" Good Keep Count toward caliper

replacement

79 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep To Remain

80 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 10" Good Keep Building RBZ/ROW
Zone Remove

81 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 10" Good Keep To Remain

82 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 8" Good Keep Building RBZ/ROW

Zone Remove

83 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction
Count toward caliper

replacement

84 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 8" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction
Count toward caliper

replacement

85 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 8" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction
Count toward caliper

replacement

86 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 6" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction
Count toward caliper

replacement

87 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 5" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction
Count toward caliper

replacement

88 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 6" Fair Keep Parking Lot

Construction Relocate

89 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 8" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction Relocate

90-
93

Kousa Dogwood: Cornus
kousa 2" Good Keep Parking Lot

Construction
Count toward caliper

replacement

TOTAL NUMBER OF
INDIVIDUAL SPECIES ON SITE

TOTAL NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL SPECIES
BEING REMOVED

NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL SPECIES COUNTED FOR
REPLACEMENT

1 Sugar Maple: Acer
saccharum 33 1 Sugar Maple: Acer

saccharum 12 1 Sugar Maple: Acer saccharum 14

2 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 15 2 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 8 2 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 5

3 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 10 3 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 7 3 Red Oak: Quercus rubra 2

4 Honey Locust: Gleditsia
tricanthos var. inermis 9 4 Honey Locust: Gleditsia

tricanthos var. inermis 3 4 Red Maple: Acer rubrum 1

5 Arborvitae: Thuja
occidentalis 'nigra' 9 5 Arborvitae: Thuja

occidentalis 'nigra' 9 5 Kousa Dogwood: Cornus kousa 4

6 White Ash: Fraxinus
americana 5 6 White Ash: Fraxinus

americana 5

7 Hawthorn: Crataegus spp. 5 7 Hawthorn: Crataegus spp. 0

8 Kousa Dogwood: Cornus
kousa 4 8 Kousa Dogwood: Cornus

kousa 0

9 Serviceberry: Amelanchier
spp. 3 9 Serviceberry:

Amelanchier spp. 1

TOTAL RELOCATED 21 TOTAL CALIPER (")
REMOVED 237 TOTAL CALIPER (")  COUNTED FOR

REPLACEMENT 120

TOTAL TO REMAIN 16 TOTAL CALIPER (")
REMAIN

93

TOTAL NUMBER
OF TREES ON SITE 93 TOTAL NUMBER OF

TREES REMOVED 36 NUMBER OF TREES REMOVED FOR
REPLACEMENT 20

X

#  SPECIES CALIPER HEALTH
KEEP/

REMOVE
DUE TO
HEALTH

JUSTIFICATION FOR
REMOVAL

CALIPER
REPLACEMENTS
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
 

RECORD OF ACTION 
 

SEPTEMBER 17, 2015 
 

 
The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 

 

1. BSD C – Home2 Hotel            5000 Upper Metro Place 
 15-059BSD-DP/SP/MSP                                                        Development Plan/Site Plan  

      Master Sign Plan 
 

Proposal: The construction of a new four-story hotel with 126 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the south side of 

SR161 and on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge Street 

and Upper Metro Place. 
Request: Review and approval for a Development Plan, Site Plan and a Master 

Sign Plan under the provisions of Code Section 153.066. 
Applicant: Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying Development Partners,  

Representative: Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors. 

Planning Contact: Devayani Puranik, Planner II 
Contact Information: (614) 410-4662, dpuranik@dublin.oh.us 

 
 

MOTION #1: Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve a Development Plan.  

 
VOTE: 7 – 0.  

 
RESULT:   The Development Plan was approved.  

 
RECORDED VOTES: 

Victoria Newell Yes 

Amy Salay Yes 
Chris Brown Yes 

Cathy De Rosa Yes 
Robert Miller Yes 

Deborah Mitchell Yes 

Stephen Stidhem Yes 
 

 
MOTION #2: Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve 10 Site Plan Waivers: 

 
1. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(2) – RBZ: 15-feet required; Building set at 30 feet requested 

 

2. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(5) – FPL Coverage: 75% required; 0% requested 

 

 

 

(Continued on Next Page) 
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Land Use and Long 
Range Planning 
5800 Shier Rings Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

 

phone 614.410.4600 

fax  614.410.4747 
www.dublinohiousa.gov 
____________________ 

 



 

 

1. BSD C – Home2 Hotel            5000 Upper Metro Place 

 15-059BSD-DP/SP/MSP                                                        Development Plan/Site Plan 
      Master Sign Plan 

 
3. Vehicular Canopy location §153.062(L)(1): Vehicular canopy location at the rear façade of the 

building required; side façade requested 

 

4. Street Façade/Number of Entrances §153.062(E)(1)(3) - SR161: 1 per 75 feet of façade required; 

none requested 

 

5. Corridor Building – Transparency §153.062(O)(5): 

o Street Facing Façade - 30% required; SR161 (north façade): 2nd story 23%, 3rd story 23%, 

and 4th story 22% requested 

o Street Facing Façade – 30% required; Frantz Road (east façade): 4th story 26% requested 

o Non-Street Facing Façade – 15% required (west façade): 2nd story 12%, 3rd story 11%, and 

4th story 10% requested 

 

6. Corridor Building - Blank Wall Limitations §153.062(O)(5): Maximum 15 feet horizontal required 

o Frantz Road (east façade) at the 4th story requested 

o West facade at the 3rd and 4th stories requested 

 

7. Window Detailing - Lintels or Sills §153.062(H)(f): Windows in masonry walls shall have 

architecturally appropriate lintels and projecting sills required 

 

8. Open Space – Proportions §153.064(G)(1)(b): 3:1 ratio length to width required; 5.6:1 ratio 

length to width requested 

 

9. Street Trees §153.065(D): Street Trees along SR161 and Frantz Road 

 

10. Landscape Islands §153.065(D)(5)(C)(2): Minimum width of a landscape peninsula or island shall 

be 10 feet with a minimum area of 150 square feet required; 10 feet to 6 feet tapered islands 

with 312 square feet – 2 islands requested 

 
VOTE: 7 – 0. 

 
RESULT:   All 10 Site Plan Waivers were approved. 

 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Victoria Newell Yes 

Amy Salay Yes 
Chris Brown Yes 

Cathy De Rosa Yes 

Robert Miller Yes 
Deborah Mitchell Yes 

Stephen Stidhem Yes 
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1. BSD C – Home2 Hotel            5000 Upper Metro Place 

 15-059BSD-DP/SP/MSP                                                        Development Plan/Site Plan 
      Master Sign Plan 

 
MOTION #3: Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve a Site Plan Review with six 

conditions: 

 
1) That within the first three years of transplanting existing trees, the applicant replaces each failed 

transplanted tree with a 4-inch-caliper tree (location and species to be determined by the City 
Forester) to maintain the same number of trees as illustrated on the approved landscape plan; 

 
2) That the applicant provides the exterior lighting photometric plan prior to building permitting; 

 

3) That the applicant provides cut-sheets for proposed exterior lighting fixtures including wall 
mounted fixtures prior to building permitting; 

 
4) That the applicant provides a Pedestrian Circulation Plan required by §153.065(I)(3)(b) prior to 

building permitting; 

  
5) That the applicant works with Staff to determine the suitability of the proposed interior color for 

the tower element at SR161 and Frantz Road and incorporate all Planning and Zoning 
Commission and City Council input within three months following the issuance of the occupancy 

permit; and  
 

6) That Planning and Zoning Commission’s approval for the Site Plan permits both color schemes 

presented on August 24, 2015 (“Savannah” Crème and “Boston” Brown) and September 17, 2015 
(“Alexandria” Dark Red and “New Bedford” Light Red) with preference for Crème and Brown.   

 
VOTE: 7 – 0. 

 

RESULT:   The Site Plan Review was approved. 
 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Victoria Newell Yes 

Amy Salay Yes 

Chris Brown Yes 
Cathy De Rosa Yes 

Robert Miller Yes 
Deborah Mitchell Yes 

Stephen Stidhem Yes 
 

 

MOTION #4: Ms. Salay moved, Ms. Mitchell seconded, to approve Thin Brick as a primary material. 
 

VOTE: 7 – 0. 
 

RESULT:   Thin Brick was approved as a primary material. 
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1. BSD C – Home2 Hotel            5000 Upper Metro Place 

 15-059BSD-DP/SP/MSP                                                        Development Plan/Site Plan 
                 Master Sign Plan 

 
RECORDED VOTES: 

Victoria Newell Yes 

Amy Salay Yes 
Chris Brown Yes 

Cathy De Rosa Yes 
Robert Miller Yes 

Deborah Mitchell Yes 
Stephen Stidhem Yes 

 

 
MOTION #5: Ms. Salay moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve a Parking Plan with one condition: 

 
1) That the applicant works with Staff to provide for one additional bicycle parking space. 

 

VOTE: 7 – 0. 
 

RESULT:   The Parking Plan was approved. 
 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Victoria Newell Yes 

Amy Salay Yes 

Chris Brown Yes 
Cathy De Rosa Yes 

Robert Miller Yes 
Deborah Mitchell Yes 

Stephen Stidhem Yes 

 
 
 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 

 
________________________ 

Devayani Puranik, Planner II 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
 

RECORD OF ACTION 
 

SEPTEMBER 17, 2015 
 

 
 

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 

 
2. BSD C – Home2 Hotel            5000 Upper Metro Place 

 15-062PP/FP                                            Preliminary Plat/Final Plat 
    

       
Proposal: The subdivision of a 2.57-acre site into two lots for a proposed hotel and 

future office building on the west side of Frantz Road between West 

Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place. 
Request: Review and recommendation of approval to City Council for a Preliminary 

and Final Plat under the provisions of Subdivision Regulations. 
Applicant: Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, represented by 

Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors. 

Planning Contact: Devayani Puranik, Planner II 
Contact Information: (614) 410-4662, dpuranik@dublin.oh.us 

 
 

MOTION: Ms. Mitchell moved, Ms. Salay seconded, to recommend approval to City Council for a Final 

Plat with one condition: 
 

1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 
City Council submittal. 

 
 

VOTE: 7 – 0. 

 
 

RESULT:   The Final Plat was forwarded to City Council with a recommendation of approval. 
 

  

RECORDED VOTES: 
Victoria Newell Yes 

Amy Salay Yes 
Chris Brown Yes 

Cathy De Rosa Yes 

Robert Miller Yes 
Deborah Mitchell Yes 

Stephen Stidhem Yes 
 

 
STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 

 
________________________ 

Devayani Puranik, Planner II 

 

Land Use and Long 
Range Planning 
5800 Shier Rings Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

 

phone 614.410.4600 

fax  614.410.4747 
www.dublinohiousa.gov 
____________________ 
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The Chair briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission. She said 

Case 3, Artrip Residence was eligible this evening for the consent agenda. She invited questions from the 

Commission for the consent case. Amy Salay said she did not require a formal presentation; she just 
wanted to inquire about the front setback. Tammy Noble clarified that the remainder of the subdivision’s 

front setback lines are 75 feet. She said Staff has agreed that if any of the property owners come forward 
in the future requesting the same setback modification, that Staff would be equally favorable.  

 
The Chair determined the cases would be heard in the following order: Case 3, 1, and 2. 

 

1. BSD C – Home2 Hotel            5000 Upper Metro Place 
 15-059BSD-DP/SP/MSP                                                        Development Plan/Site Plan     

      Master Sign Plan 

 
The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for the construction of a new four-story 

hotel with 126 suites and associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the south side of SR 161 

and on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is 
a request for review and approval for a Development Plan and Site Plan under the provisions of Zoning 

Code Section 153.066. She said the Master Sign Plan request is deferred to a future date.  
 

The Chair swore in witnesses that intended to address the Commission regarding this case. 

 
Devayani Puranik said the Basic Development Plan and Site Plan were approved May 7, 2015. She said 
the Final Development Plan, Site Plan, and Master Sign Plan were presented to the Commission and were 

tabled. She said City Council provided input on August 24, 2015, regarding a desire for traditional 
materials and colors; a cornice connecting the architectural elements for consistency; trees; and the color 

on the interior of the tower. She explained that if the Commission approves the Development Plan, Site 
Plan, and Preliminary and Final Plat, both cases will be reviewed by City Council as there is an economic 

development agreement involved with this case. 

 
Ms. Puranik provided a summary of the Planning and Zoning Commissions actions requested this evening. 

 
Ms. Puranik presented the location of the site. She said the Development Plan consists of an existing 

2.57-acre commercial site (to be split into two lots); a four-story, Corridor Building; 80,481-square-foot 

hotel with 129 units; 1,900 square feet of Open Space; 122 shared parking spaces; and a two-story, 
14,000-square-foot office building (Phase II). She said the Landscape/Open Space Plan meets the 

requirements and includes 1,900 square feet of Open Space, two pocket plazas located along Frantz 
Road, and a connection to a multi-use path on Frantz Road. She added the applicant proposed 

transplanting 20 existing mature trees. 
 

Ms. Puranik presented the Site Plan – façade materials on the SR 161 (north façade) and noted the glass 

that has been introduced as well as the Frantz Road (east façade), which had not changed. She explained 
the material colors used for the identification of stone, brick, glass, fiber cement board, and EIFS do not 

reflect the actual colors proposed; this is for illustration purposes only. The south and west facades were 
shown in the same manner. 

 

Ms. Puranik presented an overview of the Parking Plan, which she said had not changed since the last 
presentation. She noted that 135 spaces are required and 122 spaces were provided in addition to 12 

spaces for bicycle parking. 
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Ms. Puranik explained each of the 10 Site Plan Waivers: 

 

1. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(2) – RBZ: 15-feet required; Building set at 30 feet requested 

 

2. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(5) – FPL Coverage: 75% required; 0% requested 

 

3. Vehicular Canopy location §153.062(L)(1): Vehicular canopy location at the rear façade of the 

building required; side façade requested 

 

4. Street Façade/Number of Entrances §153.062(E)(1)(3) - SR 161: 1 per 75 feet of façade 

required; none requested 

 

5. Corridor Building – Transparency §153.062(O)(5): 

o Street Facing Façade - 30% required; SR 161 (north façade): 2nd story 23%, 3rd story 23%, 

and 4th story 22% requested 

o Street Facing Façade – 30% required; Frantz Road (east façade): 4th story 26% requested 

o Non-Street Facing Façade – 15% required (west façade): 2nd story 12%, 3rd story 11%, and 

4th story 10% requested 

 

6. Corridor Building - Blank Wall Limitations §153.062(O)(5): Maximum 15 feet horizontal required 

o Frantz Road (east façade) at the 4th story requested 

o West facade at the 3rd and 4th stories requested 

 

7. Window Detailing - Lintels or Sills §153.062(H)(f): Windows in masonry walls shall have 

architecturally appropriate lintels and projecting sills required 

 

8. Open Space – Proportions §153.064(G)(1)(b): 3:1 ratio length to width required; 5.6:1 ratio 

length to width requested 

 

9. Street Trees §153.065(D): Street Trees along SR 161 and Frantz Road 

 

10. Landscape Islands §153.065(D)(5)(C)(2): Minimum width of a landscape peninsula or island shall 

be 10 feet with a minimum area of 150 square feet required; 10 feet to 6 feet tapered islands 

with 312 square feet – 2 islands requested 

 

Ms. Puranik explained each of the five conditions for the Site Plan Review: 

 
1) That within the first three years of transplanting existing trees, the applicant replaces each failed 

transplanted tree with a 4-inch-caliper tree (location and species to be determined by the City 

Forester) to maintain the same number of trees as illustrated on the approved landscape plan; 
2) That the applicant provides the exterior lighting photometric plan prior to building permitting; 

3) That the applicant provides cut-sheets for proposed exterior lighting fixtures including wall 
mounted fixtures prior to building permitting; 

4) That the applicant provides a Pedestrian Circulation Plan required by §153.065(I)(3)(b) prior to 
building permitting; and 

5) That the applicant works with Staff to determine the suitability of the proposed interior color for 

the tower element at SR 161 and Frantz Road and incorporate all Planning and Zoning 
Commission and City Council input within three months following the issuance of the occupancy 

permit. 
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Ms. Puranik said the ART recommended approval to the PZC for Thin Brick as a primary material. She 

noted Code 153.062(E)(1)(c) states that the permitted primary building materials shall be of high quality 

durable materials including, but not limited to: stone, manufactured stone, full depth brick, and glass. 
 

Ms. Puranik said the ART recommended approval to the PZC for a Parking Plan with one condition: 
 

1) That the applicant works with Staff to provide for one additional bicycle parking space. 
 

The Chair asked if there were any questions for Staff. [Hearing none.] She invited the applicant to 

present. 
 

Gary Sebach, 101 Mill Street, Gahanna, Ohio, said he would not go back through everything but would 
review what was presented to City Council as well as where the applicant is today. He stated at the last 

meeting, the following was discussed: trees on SR 161; brand specific elements and colors; the contrast 

in colors; how to make this more “Dublinesque”; the removal of the beacon from the end; and signs. He 
indicated at staff’s recommendation, the applicant has pulled the Master Sign Plan from this application.  

 
Mr. Sebach presented the Site Plan and pointed out that the street trees and landscaping were changed 

per the recommendations of Staff to meet Code requirements. He presented the brand standard that the 

applicant started with, which is siding and EIFS knowing it was not Dublin. He showed a revised 
rendering to better reflect the colors of the brick and where the tower color was softened and presented 

the elevations with the modeled trees. He presented more traditional colors including red on red, which is 
a safer option per the comments from City Council. He said Council also requested an element for the top 

of the floating boxes and noted that SR 161 elevation did not have the dynamic effect that Frantz Road 
had. He presented the revised SR 161 elevation that has more glass at the lower level, added boxes in a 

different form, added windows, and added cap on elements that break through the roof for visual 

termination. He reported the final count on trees on SR 161 was 12 and 7 on Frantz Road. He indicated 
there is an on-going conversation with ODOT about the trees.  

 
Mr. Sebach said thin brick needs a Waiver. He presented some thin brick images from the internet, 

including a building in Powell, Ohio, on Sawmill Parkway. He pointed out the close-up showing the 

thinness of the brick where it is routed just like regular brick and it is hard to tell a difference. He showed 
the brick turn before the window was installed. He said the applicant took the window sample that they 

had presented before, and created a mock-up to show the intent for head detail where a sub frame is 
created and the window is pushed back for appearance of a full-depth brick header and jamb.  

 
Cathy De Rosa said she did not see any stone on this version. Mr. Sebach said there was never stone on 

this side.  

 
Chris Brown inquired about the token windows added on the west side. He said he understands the 

applicant is trying to meet the Code but he prefers that area without the windows. Mr. Sebach said there 
is a lot going on with this building and they tried to break the rhythm, typically seen for hotels.  

 

Mr. Brown inquired about a sign for the west elevation. Mr. Sebach said he was not prepared to discuss 
signs this evening as they will be determined based on the final architecture.  

 
Mr. Brown restated he understands why the windows are there but he is not enamored with them. He 

said sometimes architectural mass is a good thing.  

 
Amy Salay asked if the façade would be improved with larger windows. Mr. Sebach explained that given 

the internal floor plan, larger windows would not be possible. 
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Victoria Newell said three color schemes have been considered and asked Mr. Sebach if he had a 

preference and why. Mr. Sebach replied that when this project is viewed on their website, the brown and 

cream colored brick is presented because OHM Advisors believes that is a more impactful design.  
 

The Commission asked to review all three color schemes.  
 

The Chair invited anyone from the public that wanted to speak with regard to this application. [Hearing 
none.] 

 

Ms. De Rosa said she loves the tower without the green light.  
 

Ms. Puranik said based on City Council’s comments, the applicant will start with the green color and the 
full impact of that color will be determined after the building is constructed.  

 

Ms. Salay asked how that process would work. Ms. Puranik answered it was suggested that the 
Commission could vote on this with that condition of possibly changing the color later. Ms. Newell said 

she thought that was a fair way to handle this.  
 

Ms. De Rosa indicated that now that the elevations have been shown with and without the green, she 

wanted to know what has been the brand’s response to omitting the green. Mr. Sebach said the applicant 
would like to keep the green but if in three months the Commission or Council decides it is too bright, 

they will change it. He added that it will not be as bright as it appears in the rendering and it will not be 
noticed during the day but would be visible at night, just not as bright.  

 
Mr. Brown confirmed the recommendation of disapproval of Waiver #6 of 10. Ms. Puranik clarified it was 

the blank wall for the west side. Mr. Brown asked what the other option would be. Ms. Puranik said 

windows were considered but another detail could be introduced. Mr. Brown affirmed he was not in favor 
of the token windows as massing is not randomly broken up by adding windows.  

 
Mr. Sebach said the applicant’s attempt was to bring the box around with the 18-inch differential with a 

change of materials as well.  

 
Vince Papsidero said that Staff struggled with the blank wall issue.  

 
Ms. Newell said this will always be a problem in the BSD because it is very appropriate to have blank 

areas from massing within the building. She said she really liked how they massed the building 
substantially. She indicated she liked the original color proposals, which bring a more contemporary 

feeling but is not opposed to the red on red color scheme, which is traditional. She said she will struggle 

with the green color used with the red brick as they are contrasting colors.  
 

Mr. Brown agreed he liked the original color proposal as it was dynamic but not jarring, particularly with 
the trees in front. He added as a gateway to Dublin, the original proposal shows we are “not stuck in the 

mud” and are moving forward while using traditional materials.  

 
Deborah Mitchell said the red on red is fighting with itself, and more so with the green. She stated she 

liked the original colors.  
 

Mr. Sebach agreed the green would be a challenge.  

 
Ms. Newell asked Mr. Sebach what his second choice would be. Mr. Sebach explained the applicant 

looked at multiple manufacturers and decided upon red and light red brick because it plays into the 
design of the architecture. He presented brick samples and noted the red brick that was too orange. 
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Ms. Salay said the samples look similar but the rendering shows more of a contrast.  

 

Ms. Newell again asked for Mr. Sebach’s middle preference for color schemes.  
 

Mr. Sebach confirmed the colors are Alexandria and New Bedford. 
 

Mr. Brown indicated he was considering others’ perspectives. He said there is a certain palette used in 
Dublin but it can be overplayed. He said at one point both the Audi building and the BMW building were 

noted on SR 161 and there is no red brick, the buildings are contemporary, dynamic, and beautiful. He 

said an urban feel calls for a twist when close to the street. 
 

Ms. De Rosa asked what color brick would weather better. Ms. Newell said all brick will begin to soil and 
that could be noticed easier on the lighter brick. She said cost is not an issue but rather the contrast to 

consider.  

 
Bob Miller asked Ms. Newell if she had an issue of thin brick over time. She replied the brick is being used 

a lot. She explained the brick is supported by anchors to the backup sub straight and allows for drainage. 
She said bricks can be cut to different specified widths and the brick does not have to be flat on a 

building. 

 
Mr. Sebach confirmed that the air barrier is the same. 

 
Mr. Miller thanked the applicant for his effort on this project. He said he would favor the red color scheme 

if it made the applicant give up the green but he really liked the original color scheme. He said he was 
impressed that the applicant put the effort into creating a window sample/mock up. He stated he did not 

believe the windows added to the blank wall were necessary.  

 
Ms. Salay indicated that Council was divided initially on color schemes but then leaned toward the red on 

red. She said after the meeting, she was asked to imagine the brown and cream color scheme on a 
typical February, cloudy day in Ohio and how cold that would look versus the reds. She said another 

person said this project should be distinguished from Bridge Park East and thought this was a way to do 

that with a very contemporary building with more traditional materials. She said Council will hear the 
Commission’s comments. She restated she clearly likes the red on red.  

 
Mr. Miller said the reds are “safe”. Ms. Salay agreed it is very safe and looks a lot like more traditional 

Dublin of which she prefers.  
 

The Chair asked the applicant which color they want the Commission to consider. Mr. Sebach answered 

his number one goal is to leave the meeting with an approval. He said the result of a discussion he had 
with Russ Hunter earlier in the day, who is also an architect, was they felt like they had watered it down. 

He said they called it stew because it was bold and so they made it as subdued as possible. He said it 
was definitely a safer approach but if that is where they need to be, he is comfortable with that.  

 

Ms. Newell noted the contrast was missing. She said if the reds were used, she would like to see more of 
a distinction between the colors.  

 
Mr. Sebach said their challenge has been the rigorous window path that comes with a four-story hotel.  

 

Ms. Salay said she has been reviewing different hotels in the area for comparison and understands the 
challenge for interesting architecture.  

 
Ms. De Rosa inquired about the tower with the red color scheme. Mr. Sebach indicated the stone worked 

well with the red; it is not a bad choice.  
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Mr. Sebach said from the beginning, something bold was requested for this location – a signature look 

but now we are being asked to pull it back. He said he could consider different brick colors later if he can 
get the approval this evening for the overall project.  

 
Ms. Newell inquired about the window trim color. Mr. Sebach said a painted metal surface will reflect the 

sky.  
 

Ms. Mitchell provided some metaphors other than stew to describe the building but basically said what 

was supposed to be a “cool” building is now very traditional. She said the tower is fighting and not 
harmonious.  

 
Ms. Newell said the goal is for the best architecture. The Chair asked to take a straw poll about the color 

schemes. A split screen was shown that had the red scheme on the top and the brown and cream 

scheme on the bottom. Mr. Stidhem reported he had attended the ART meeting and heard the struggles 
and back and forth discussion. The straw poll went as follows: Mr. Stidhem, bottom; Ms. Mitchell, 

bottom; Mr. Brown, bottom; Ms. Newell, bottom; Ms. De Rosa, top because the bottom might not age 
well; Mr. Miller, bottom; Ms. Salay, top. The Chair concluded the majority of the Commission prefers the 

original color scheme and asked how this could be written as a condition.  

 
Russ Hunter, 555 Metro Place, said he too attended the ART meeting and witnessed the struggle about 

the windows. He said he agrees that the windows do not add anything. He stated he wholeheartedly 
agreed to the bottom choice. He said he understands the applicant still has to go before City Council and 

needs desperately to start construction. He indicated the applicant has been before the Commission ten 
times. He said he wants the lighter colors but fears that Council will disapprove it simply because of the 

color scheme. He asked if there was a way to get this approved and get everything started, and if there 

is still a discomfort with the colors, that it does not derail the whole process.  
 

Ms. Salay said it is part of the economic development agreement so Council has to “bless it”, whatever 
“it” is. She questioned how this could be processed. 

 

The Chair said the Commission could potentially approve both color schemes but state our 
recommendation that we prefer the lighter scheme to allow the applicant to move forward.  

 
Philip Hartmann said the Commission approval could be handled the way the Chair suggested.  

 
Mr. Hunter reiterated that he likes the bottom choice and he is okay if it reminds him of Bridge Park East 

because he is very proud of that project – that is Dublin’s future.  

 
Ms. Newell said her perspective was that this is more “out of the box” and it is going to look new and 

fresh. She indicated there is a point in which adjoining buildings are not going to want to look the same. 
She said by being forward with this one, it opens up design opportunities.  

 

Ms. Salay said future projects may not be part of an economic agreement so then the Commission would 
have the final say.  

 
Mr. Miller indicated that from Council’s perspective that corner is special and he believes the bottom 

choice would speak to a special corner but he is not opposed to approving both choices. 

 
Mr. Brown said driving east on SR 161, in New Albany, it is one red brick building after another and then 

there is a white brick building, which he believes is a nice change of pace. He said he understands that 
would be very jarring to Dublin. 
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Ms. Puranik said she would add a sixth condition under the Site Plan Review, to later state the exact color 

names.  

 
6) That Planning and Zoning Commission’s approval for the Site Plan permits both color schemes 

presented on August 24, 2015 (“Savannah” Crème and “Boston” Brown) and September 17, 2015 

(“Alexandria” Dark Red and “New Bedford” Light Red) with a preference for Crème and Brown. 
 

The Commission agreed with the wording of the added condition. 
 

Mr. Brown asked if something needed to be added about the windows for the blank wall. He referred to 

number 6 of 10 Waivers. Ms. Puranik explained the Waiver is for a blank wall so it is fine as written.  

 
Motion and Vote 

Ms. Newell made a motion, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve the Development Plan. The vote was as 
follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Brown, 

yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 

 
The Site Plan Waivers were reviewed by the Commission. Mr. Brown said the thin brick detailing should 

always be applied. 
 

Motion and Vote 

Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve 10 Site Plan Waivers: 
 

1. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(2) – RBZ: 15-feet required; Building set at 30 feet requested 

 

2. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(5) – FPL Coverage: 75% required; 0% requested 

 

3. Vehicular Canopy location §153.062(L)(1): Vehicular canopy location at the rear façade of the 

building required; side façade requested 

 

4. Street Façade/Number of Entrances §153.062(E)(1)(3) - SR 161: 1 per 75 feet of façade 

required; none requested 

 

5. Corridor Building – Transparency §153.062(O)(5): 

o Street Facing Façade - 30% required; SR 161 (north façade): 2nd story 23%, 3rd story 23%, 

and 4th story 22% requested 

o Street Facing Façade – 30% required; Frantz Road (east façade): 4th story 26% requested 

o Non-Street Facing Façade – 15% required (west façade): 2nd story 12%, 3rd story 11%, and 

4th story 10% requested 

 

6. Corridor Building - Blank Wall Limitations §153.062(O)(5): Maximum 15 feet horizontal required 

o Frantz Road (east façade) at the 4th story requested 

o West facade at the 3rd and 4th stories requested 

 

7. Window Detailing - Lintels or Sills §153.062(H)(f): Windows in masonry walls shall have 

architecturally appropriate lintels and projecting sills required 

 

8. Open Space – Proportions §153.064(G)(1)(b): 3:1 ratio length to width required; 5.6:1 ratio 

length to width requested 

 

9. Street Trees §153.065(D): Street Trees along SR 161 and Frantz Road 
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10. Landscape Islands §153.065(D)(5)(C)(2): Minimum width of a landscape peninsula or island shall 

be 10 feet with a minimum area of 150 square feet required; 10 feet to 6 feet tapered islands 

with 312 square feet – 2 islands requested 

 
The vote was as follows: Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Salay, 

yes; Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 
 

Motion and Vote 
The Chair asked the applicant if he agreed to the following six conditions, which he affirmed he did: 

  

1) That within the first three years of transplanting existing trees, the applicant replaces each failed 
transplanted tree with a 4-inch-caliper tree (location and species to be determined by the City 

Forester) to maintain the same number of trees as illustrated on the approved landscape plan; 
 

2) That the applicant provides the exterior lighting photometric plan prior to building permitting; 

 
3) That the applicant provides cut-sheets for proposed exterior lighting fixtures including wall 

mounted fixtures prior to building permitting; 
 

4) That the applicant provides a Pedestrian Circulation Plan required by §153.065(I)(3)(b) prior to 

building permitting; 
  

5) That the applicant works with Staff to determine the suitability of the proposed interior color for 
the tower element at SR 161 and Frantz Road and incorporate all Planning and Zoning 

Commission and City Council input within three months following the issuance of the occupancy 
permit; and  

 

6) That Planning and Zoning Commission’s approval for the Site Plan permits both color schemes 
presented on August 24, 2015 (“Savannah” Crème and “Boston” Brown) and September 17, 2015 

(“Alexandria” Dark Red and “New Bedford” Light Red) with preference for Crème and Brown. 
 

Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve a Site Plan Review with six conditions. The vote was 

as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. 
Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell. (Approved 7 – 0) 

 
Motion and Vote 

Ms. Salay moved, Ms. Mitchell seconded, to approve Thin Brick as a primary material. The vote was as 
follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. Salay, 

yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 

 
Motion and Vote 

Ms. Salay moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve a Parking Plan with one condition: 
 

1) That the applicant works with Staff to provide for one additional bicycle parking space. 

 
The applicant agreed to the condition. The vote was as follows: Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. 

Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. Salay, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 
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2. BSD C – Home2 Hotel            5000 Upper Metro Place 

 15-062PP/FP          Preliminary Plat/Final Plat 

 
The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for the subdivision of a 2.57-acre site 
into two lots for a proposed hotel and future office building on the west side of Frantz Road between 

West Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for review and recommendation of 
approval to City Council for a Preliminary and Final Plat under the provisions of the Subdivision 

Regulations. 
 

Devayani Puranik presented the plat and pointed out the easements as well as the setbacks for the BSD.  

 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended to City Council for a Final Plat with one condition: 

 
1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 

City Council submittal. 

 
The Chair invited the applicant to come forward.  

 
Russ Hunter said he agreed with the condition. 

 

The Chair invited anyone from the public that wanted to speak about this application. [Hearing none.] 
She invited comments from the Commissioners. [Hearing none.] 

 
Motion and Vote 

Ms. Mitchell moved, Ms. Salay seconded, to recommend approval to City Council for a Final Plat with one 
condition: 

 

1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 
City Council submittal. 

 
The vote was as follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Stidhem, 

yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; and Ms. Salay, yes. (Approval Recommended 7 – 0) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  
 

Development Plan and  
Site Plan- Revised 
15-059 DP/SP – Home2 Hotel 

BSD Commercial District 
This is a request for a new four-story hotel to include 129 suites and associated site improvements on 
a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place.  
 
This is a request for review and approval of a Development Plan Review and Site Plan Review in 
accordance with §153.066(E)-(F). This is also a request for review and approval for Site Plan Waivers 
under the provisions of §153.066(I). 
 
Date of Application Acceptance 
Wednesday, June 22, 2015 
 
Date of ART Recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission 
Thursday, September 10, 2015 
 
Date of Planning and Zoning Commission Decision 
Thursday, September 17, 2015 
 
Case Manager 
Devayani Puranik, Planner II, (614) 410- 4662 | dpuranik@dublin.oh.us 

September 17, 2015
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PART I:  APPLICATION OVERVIEW 

 

Zoning District  BSD Commercial District 

Review Type  Development Plan and Site Plan Review  

Development Proposal A four-story, 80,481 square foot hotel, and a 14,000 square foot office 
building (future phase), 122 parking spaces, 1,900 sq-ft open space, and 
associated site improvements on a ±2.57 acre site.  

 
Use  Hotel  

Building Types  Corridor Building 

Property Owner  Crawford Hoying Development Partners 

Applicant   Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors 

Representative  Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying Development 

Case Manager  Devayani Puranik, Planner II, (614) 410- 4662 | dpuranik@dublin.oh.us 
 

 

Summary of required actions 

1. Development Plan  
ART Recommendation: Approval with waivers (0) and Conditions (0) 

 
2. Site Plan 

ART Recommendation: Approval with waivers (10), Conditions (5), Material Request (1) 
 

3. Parking Plan  
ART Recommendation: Approval with condition (1) 
 

4. Master Sign Plan: 
ART Recommendation: (Determination TBD) 
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Application Review Procedure 

The Development Plan and Site Plan Reviews are the final step in the zoning review process following 
approval of the Basic Development and Basic Site Plan Reviews. 
    
Development Plan 
An application for a Development Plan Review is required if the application involves the 
construction of more than one principal structure on one or more lots. The Purpose of the Development 
Plan Review relevant to this case is to ensure that: 
 
 Planned open spaces and building types, when known, will meet the applicable general siting 

requirements of §§153.062 and 153.064; 
 The proposed development is consistent with the general development requirements of the City 

with respect to such elements as infrastructure, transportation, and environmental considerations; 
and 

 The proposed development will contribute to the creation of signature places in the city consistent 
with the Bridge Street District Area Plan through an evaluation of long term phasing plans, 
transitional development conditions, and planned placemaking elements.  

 
Site Plan Review 
The purpose of the application for Site Plan Review is to confirm that the proposed development of 
an individual site, building, and/or open space is consistent with the BSC district regulations. 
 
The site plan review process is intended as a review of the individual development regulations of § 
153.059 and §§ 153.062 through 153.065. Approval of the site plan review includes assuring that the 
dimensions of a parcel meet the lot size requirements for the applicable building type(s) and that the 
surrounding street network meets the applicable requirements of §§ 153.060 and 153.061. 
 
Waivers 
Waivers may be submitted for any project elements that deviate from one or more of the requirements 
of the Bridge Street District zoning regulations and that do not qualify for an Administrative Departure 
(§153.066(H)). The required reviewing body must find that the requested Waivers meet the criteria of 
§153.066(I)(6) prior to approval. 
 
Parking Plan 
A Parking Plan is submitted for intended shared parking for the Hotel and future office building. 
Applications that include a request for an adjustment to required vehicle parking as permitted in 
§153.065(B)(2)(b), or where a change in conditions renders an approved adjustment insufficient to 
meet the parking needs of a use, building or lot. 
 
The BSD Code requires that the use of off-site parking to meet the minimum parking requirement 
needs an approved parking plan as described in §153.065(B)(1)(f). If not under single ownership, 
provisions for off-site parking should be made by binding agreements between two or more property 
owners. Written easements which provide for continued use and maintenance of the parking should be 
submitted to the City for approval.  
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Application History 

The proposal was presented to Administrative Review Team for review on the following dates: 
  

 Pre-application- Feb 19, 2015 
 Basic Plan: Introduction- Feb 26, 2015 
 Basic Plan: Case Review- March 5, 2015 
 Basic Plan: Case Review- March 26, 2015 
 Determination- April 30, 2015 (Approval with Waivers and Conditions) 
 Informal Review for Architecture- May 28, 2015 
 Final Plan: Introduction- June 25, 2015 
 Final Plan: Determination- July 23, 2015 
 Final Plan Revised: Introduction- September 3, 2015 
 Final Plan Revised: Determination- September 10, 2015 

 
The Administrative Review Team comments provided during the case review focused on finalizing the 
pending details related to site development during basic plan review, and architecture, massing, and 
building materials. 
 
The proposal was presented to Planning and Zoning Commission for review on the following dates: 

 Basic Plan Review-May 7, 2015 (Approval with waivers and Conditions): The Basic Development 
Plan and Site Plan were approved with six conditions and two waivers. The conditions and 
waivers were related to finalizing the site and landscaping details as well as finalizing the 
architectural details. 

 Informal Review of Architecture-June 11, 2015: The Commission comments at the informal 
review focused on improving the architecture for the signature building at the gateway location. 
The Commission expressed their preference for the approved materials per the BSD Code. 
Detailing the architectural elements, and simplification of the articulation for the proportionate 
massing were also suggested. 

 Final Development Plan/ Site Plan/ Master Sign Plan-August 6, 2015: The Commission 
comments focused on over-branding of the building specific to the Home2 flag and its long-
term implications. The Commission also reviewed a Master Sign Plan. While all signs met Code 
in terms of number of signs, the Commission discussed the significance of the proposed signs 
and asked the applicant to reconsider the size and the location of the signs, particularly for the 
west elevation. The Commission suggested reconsidering the proposed brick color contrast and 
toning down the green accent color proposed for the interior of the Tower. 

   
The proposal was presented to City Council for the informal review on August 24, 2015. Council 
members appreciated the placement of the buildings but encouraged the applicant to use traditional 
building materials such as red brick for the main façades and brick with subtle color contrast for the 
contemporary boxes for classic architecture. Council members also encouraged to add a cornice or 
similar element to tie the contemporary boxes with the main facades. Council members liked the 
proposal by the applicant to evaluate the impact of the green color for the tower when lit after 
construction. The applicant agreed to replace the green color if the tower is perceived as harsh or very 
brand specific within a few months after construction. Council members also appreciated the efforts on 
applicant’s part of transplanting the mature trees within the site to preserve approximately 20 trees. 

The meeting minutes are also provided in the packet for reference. 
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Next Steps 

The application will be presented to City Council for final approval as part of the Economic 
Development Agreement as a separate process in addition to the final review by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission. 
  
Application Overview 

The proposed plan includes the redevelopment 
of an existing commercial property on a + 2.57 
acre site located on Frantz Road (east), between 
Bridge Street (north) and Upper Metro Place 
(south). The Embassy Suites site shares the 
northern property line. The proposed hotel is 
located at the corner of the Frantz Road and 
Bridge Street intersection, and the future office 
is shown at the corner of the Frantz Road and 
Upper Metro Place intersection.  
 
Access to the site is provided from the existing 
curb cut on Upper Metro Place. Shared parking is 
located to the side and rear of the proposed 
buildings.  
 
The open space is distributed within two pocket 
plazas, one of which is toward the north-east 
corner and other along Frantz Road.  
 
The architecture of the building is contemporary 
with elements of traditional building materials 
such as brick and stone. 
 
The proposed project includes:  
 
 A four-story Corridor Building - 80,481-square-foot hotel with 129 units  
 1,900 sq-ft of open space 
 122 parking shared parking spaces  
 
A 2-story, 14,000-square-foot office building is proposed as Phase II of the project. 
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PART II:  ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW TEAM COMMENTS 

 
The Administrative Review Team has conducted its analysis of the project based on the 
information submitted. The ART has also reviewed the proposal in light of the detailed review 
standards and the applicant is aware of the additional information that will be needed as this 
proposal advances. 
 
Planning, Engineering, Building Standards, and Parks & Open Space 
 
The 5000 Upper Metro Place serves as the gateway to the City of Dublin for visitors traveling 
along SR-161. Given its high visibility along SR-161 and Frantz Road, this development has the 
potential to set the tone for the Bridge Street District, serving as a model and making a 
statement about the ability to implement urban development in suburban communities like 
Dublin.  
 
The block framework, site, building, and open space designs for the proposed development 
must serve as examples of desirable Bridge Street District development, and this can only be 
accomplished through exacting attention to detail, thorough and well-coordinated planning, and 
adherence to applicable Code requirements. Since the Basic Plans have been approved, the 
analysis is primarily for finalizing the details for site layout and buildings 
 
Development Plan 

The project elements reviewed as part of the Development Plan Review include the proposed 
street network, block framework and street types in accordance with §§153.057, 153.058, 
153.060, 153.061, and 153.063. Refer to the attached ART Analysis & Determinations for an 
analysis of these Code requirements. 
 
Streets. No new streets are created with the proposal. The site is bound by three public streets: 
the portion of Bridge Street (State Route 161) to the north is a limited access highway, Frantz 
Road to the east is a Corridor Connector Street and Principal Frontage Street, and Upper Metro 
Place is as a Neighborhood Connector Street. Engineering has indicated the need for additional 
right-of-way due to future intersection improvements at Bridge Street and Frantz Road, and the 
SR161 and I-270 interchange improvements. Although the site plan reflects the proposed right-
of-way changes, the labeled dimension and bearings will be needed according to the ODOT 
right-of-way drawings prior to building permit approval. The sidewalk and plaza area at the 
northeast corner with the ODOT project should be coordinated to tie into a reconstructed 
shared-use path following the interchange improvements. A portion of the proposed walk is 
within the ODOT temporary construction easement.  The easement restrictions are tied to the 
parcel, so the applicant should be aware of the terms and conditions. 
 
Block Size and Access. The proposed development is shown on a single block, which meets the 
block dimensions. Per Code the western property line would require the creation of an 
additional street connection north-south from Bridge Street (SR-161) to Upper Metro Place to 
create a true block. However, an exemption to this requirement is granted through the Code, as 
the access to Bridge Street (SR 161) at this location is prohibited due to the limited access 
restrictions.  



Planning and Zoning Commission | Thursday, September 17, 2015 
15-059 DP-BSD/SP-BSD– Home2 Hotel 

Page 7 of 31 

 
 
The Code, however, requires specific dimensions for the fire access room to pass (26 feet) and 
building access zones coordinated with fire hydrant locations and loading zones. The building 
access zones, loading areas, and hydrant locations are identified on the site plan and are in 
accordance with the BSD Code requirements. 
  
Site Conditions. The attached plans show the existing site conditions, including lot lines, right-
of-way, building footprints, vehicular use areas, grades, and utilities. This project is a 
redevelopment project, which will require the demolition of the existing building on the site. The 
applicant is processing a Minor Project application for the demo of the existing building and 
mass excavation of the site to prepare for the construction. 
 
Plat. The applicant has filed a separate application to update the original Upper Metro plat 
(2001) to remove outdated information and reflect changes to the right-of-way and include any 
additional requirements outlined in the Bridge Street District code provisions.  
 
Site Plan 

The project elements of the Site Plan Review include details of building types/architecture, open 
spaces, parking, landscaping, stormwater, and signs in accordance with BSD Zoning Code 
Sections 153.059, 153.062, 153.064, and 153.065. Refer to the attached ART Analysis & 
Determinations for an analysis of these Code Sections. 
 
Principles of Walkable Urbanism.  
The Principles of Walkable Urbanism (§153.057(D)) serve as a guiding framework to be used in 
the review of development proposals to ensure the requirements and standards of the BSD 
zoning regulations are applied in a manner that contributes to the creation of exceptional 
walkable, mixed-use urban environments.  
 
The proposed development is sited in a pedestrian-friendly manner closer to the streets and 
addressing the major streets in the City of Dublin. The public spaces such as main hotel lobby, 
bar, fitness center are facing the Frantz Road to activate the street. An entrance is provided at 
the intersection at the Tower. However, it can be used only by the keycard holders. Another set 
of doors along Frantz Road is open to public during the normal business hours accessing the 
main lobby and other public spaces.  
 
The proposed building is not located within the Required Building Zone (RBZ) along Frantz Road 
due to future anticipated Frantz Road improvements. A Waiver will be required to permit the 
building to be constructed in the proposed location. The building location does not meet the 
Front Property line Coverage requirement as a result of the building location. A waiver will be 
required to process this request.   
 
Pedestrian-Oriented Design.  
Two pocket plazas are proposed along Frantz Road connected to the existing shared-use path 
located along Frantz Road, which add to the pedestrian experience and activate the space. The 
right-of-way takes and temporary easement for the SR 161 and I-270 improvement projects 
have been resolved for the West Bridge Street and the connections to the existing bike path 
have also been identified. 
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The placemaking intent of the BSD regulations is addressed by placing the principal building 
(hotel) at the intersection of the West Bridge Street and Frantz Road. However, because of the 
SR-161 ROW limitations and on-going interchange improvements, activating West Bridge Street 
by providing any pedestrian activity is not practical. The main lobby to the hotel, patio, fitness 
center and other public activity areas is provided to overlook Frantz Road (Principal Frontage 
Street) to help activate the street level.  
 
A pedestrian entrance is provided connecting the shared-use path, pocket plaza along Frantz 
road, and the main entrance to the hotel. The applicant has provided the ADA accessible ramp 
for the main entrance of the building. 
 
Vehicular Canopy Location 
For buildings facing a Principal Frontage Street, vehicular canopies should be located on the 
rear façade of the principal structure or in the rear of the lot behind the principal structure to 
prevent drive-thru canopies fronting the Principal Frontage Street. The proposed vehicular 
canopy location is technically on the side of the building.  A Waiver is required to process this 
request. 
 
Building Types and Architecture.  
The BSD Commercial District permits a limited number of building types such as Mixed Use, 
Commercial Center, Large Format Commercial Building, Civic Building and Parking Structure. A 
Corridor Building Type is proposed for this development considering the location of the site and 
the proposed use. A waiver is approved as part of the Basic Site Plan approval to permit this 
building type in the BSD Commercial District. 
 
During the earlier reviews by ART and Basic Development and Basic Site Plan review by 
Planning and Zoning Commission, the focus of the comments was on architecture for the 
gateway building at the key location within the City of Dublin. The applicant has been working 
diligently to incorporate comments and suggestions made during the earlier ART and Planning 
and Zoning Commission reviews related to architecture including materials, and massing details. 
The building design is improved substantially since the very first submittal and renderings.   
 
However, during the informal review of the architecture by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission, it was stressed that the building at this location should be notable as a gateway 
building for the City of Dublin. City Council members have reviewed the project informally and 
encouraged the application to use traditional building materials in a contemporary context.  
 
Façade Materials. Brick, stone, and glass are the permitted primary building materials for a 
Corridor Building. The building materials and colors proposed include stone veneer at the base, 
a combination of red thin brick veneer in two shades for upper story surfaces and bronze glass 
for windows as primary materials. Secondary and accent materials include EIFS cornice and 
banding and fiber cement boards for tower beacon and side band as secondary materials. The 
aluminum integrated window system is proposed to include louvers.  The glass color for the 
windows is specified in the Finishes presentation. The tower is proposed to have a clear glass. 
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Code Section 153.062(E)(1)(c) states that permitted primary building materials shall be high 
quality, durable materials including but not limited to stone, manufactured stone, full depth 
brick and glass. 
The applicant is proposing thin brick for the facades and the architectural boxes to be able to 
wrap the corners, suitable for wood construction, and consistency. 
 
Corridor Building Requirements 
Entrance Design. Code requires a Principal Entrance which by definition is the primary door into 
the building for pedestrians for which access is available to the majority of the uses within the 
building; it is generally located on the front façade. Two set of doors are provided on the 
Primary Street Façade (Frantz Road): one set of doors will be open to the public during 
business hours, and the other is part of the tower at the Frantz Road and West Bridge Street 
intersection. It can only be used as an egress by the hotel patrons and visitors and can only be 
used as an entrance with a keycard. The main entrance to the building is accessed internally off 
the drop-off area under the canopy. The entrance on Frantz Road near the patio, though not 
the main entrance to the building, will provide access to the public uses in the building. It is 
considered as Principal entrance located on front façade in this case. 
 
For the Corridor Building type, entrances are required at 1 per 75 linear feet of street facing 
building façade.  The north elevation faces the SR-161 which is a limited access highway. It is 
not possible to have a usable entrance along SR-161. However, a waiver is required to process 
this request.   
 
Transparency. The transparency numbers have been changed since the Basic Site Plan review 
and need either additional waivers or administrative departures for Code compliance. 
 
Elevation Story Required Provided Administrative Departure (within 10%) / 

Waiver 
North 
(SR 161-
Street 
Facing) 

Ground 60 65 Waiver approved at Basic Site Plan for 43%. Met 
2nd 30 23 Waiver 
3rd 30 23 Waiver 
4th 30 22 Waiver 

East (Frantz- 
Street 
Facing) 

Ground 60 61 Met 
2nd 30 37.5 Met 
3rd 30 27 Administrative Departure 
4th 30 26 Waiver 

South (Non-
street) 

Ground 15 40.5 Met 
2nd 15 15 Met 
3rd 15 15 Met 
4th 15 14.5 Administrative Departure 

West (non-
street) 

Ground 15 25 Met 
2nd 15 12 Waiver 
3rd 15 11 Waiver 
4th 15 10 Waiver 

  
Blank Wall.  
Most of the blank wall sections are within the 15’ requirement of the Code. However, the 
elevations indicate a blank wall condition on the East Elevation at the 4th story on the northern 
portion of the elevation, and two blank wall areas on the West Elevation—at the 3rd and 4th 
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stories on the northern portion of the elevation.  These sections are intentional design elements 
and provided to break the monotony cause by rhythmic window placement. A waiver is required 
to process this request. 
 
Window Detailing, 
The Code requires that the Windows in masonry walls shall have architecturally appropriate 
lintels and projecting sills.  The proposed windows do not depict sills or lintels.  A Waiver is 
required to process this request. 
 
Open Space Type, Distribution, Suitability and Design.  
One of the opportunities for the proposed development is the provision of usable, high-quality 
urban open spaces at this high visibility gateway. Approximately 1,890 sq-ft of open space is 
required for the hotel and office buildings. The applicant is proposing 1,900 sq-ft of open space 
distributed between two pocket plazas identified on the site plan to cover the requirement for 
both buildings. One of the pocket plazas is proposed at the northeast corner of the site and 
another along Frantz Road. Public access easements for all accessible open spaces will need to 
be provided.  
 
The Code requires that the open space types are sized at a ratio of not more than 3:1, length to 
width. The pocket plaza along Frantz road next to the hotel patio has a proportion of 
approximately 5.6:1. The pocket plaza design and location is appropriate as an extension of the 
outdoor patio space. A waiver will be needed to process this request. 
 
In addition, a Dublin dry-laid, stacked stone wall runs along West Bridge Street and Frantz 
Road. The applicant has determined the areas where the wall will be reconstructed. The 
applicant is proposing the Dublin wall along north and east side of the development and 
combination of masonry posts and landscaping along the Upper Metro Place S to screen the 
vehicular areas. 
 
Parking and Loading.  
The total required shared parking for hotel and the office is 131 spaces. The applicant is 
proposing 122 spaces considering the overlap of hours of operation for hotel and office. A 
loading space is provided under the canopy which meets the area requirement for the loading 
space per the BSD regulations. The applicant is requesting parking plan approval to adjust the 
number of required parking spaces. 
 
The requirement of 1 bicycle space per 10 vehicular spaces provided results in a requirement of 
13 spaces (122/10=12.2).  The number of bicycle parking spaces should be verified. Metal/ 
Steel bike rack design is also provided along with the construction details.  
 
The site plan shows the access easements for sharing parking and drive isles between the two 
lots. The limits of the access easement should be expanded to at minimum encompass the 
entire curd cut and should also include the entire drive isle that leads to the parking areas. 
 
Landscaping.  
Tree Preservation. A tree survey is provided which includes a table listing the tree condition and 
the trees to be kept and removed. Section 153.065(D)(9)(b) provides for exemptions to tree 
replacements requirements when trees were required as part of a previously approved 
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development plan, where structures are located where required by the Zoning Code, and for 
the provision of utilities. The tree survey complies with the tree preservation requirements.  
 
The applicant is proposing to transplant approximately 20 existing mature trees within the site 
to achieve the mature tree effect in response to the Planning and Zoning Commission vision for 
the site. Majority of these trees will be replanted either along Frantz Road streetscape or along 
SR-161 right-of-way. The applicant is currently coordinating with ODOT for the permission to 
plant the trees in ODOT right-of-way along northern section of the site. 
 
The applicant is required to plant approximately 10 trees along Frantz Road (1 per 40 lineal 
feet) for the street tree requirement. The transplanted trees will be west of the shared use path 
on private property but will function as the street trees. A waiver will be required to waive the 
street tree requirement along Frantz Road.  
 
In the case where the transplant is unsuccessful, a tree replacement strategy should include 
replacement of a failed tree with a 4-inch caliper tree within first three years. The replacement 
plan should follow regular City of Dublin replacement code if the transplant is unsuccessful after 
three years. This requirement is applicable to trees only along Frantz Road since these are the 
required trees per the Bridge Street District Code.  
 
The applicant is required to plant approximately 8 trees along SR-161 (1 per 40 lineal feet) for 
the street tree requirement. Since SR-161 is a limited access highway, a waiver will be required 
to waive the street tree requirement. If a permission is granted to plant the mature trees within 
ODOT right-of-way, the applicant will have to work with the City of Dublin Parks and Recreation 
department for the long term maintenance of these trees. 
 
The required number of street trees should be maintained at all times. The applicant should 
continue to work with the City Forester to determine the location and species of the failed tree 
replacement. 
 
Landscaping Islands 
The minimum width of a landscape peninsula or island shall be 10 feet.  As dimensioned, the 
overall width of the islands provided is 10 feet to the outside of the curb.  However, the actual 
landscape area is 9 feet.  An Administrative Departure is required.  Additionally, 2 of the 
proposed islands taper to approximately 6 feet in width.  A Waiver is required to process this 
request. 
 
Landscaping Plan All the details regarding the pocket plaza designs including plat pot, planters, 
benches, trash bins, trees and species have been provided.  
 
Site, Utility, and Grading.  
The labeling and bearing of the property line is incorrect at the northeast corner of the site.  It 
needs to match the updated right-of-way line associated with the interchange.  The site work in 
this area will also have to be coordinated with the interchange improvements and timing of the 
construction easement. 
 
A utility plan is provided including location and size of underground stormwater storage, 
proposed storm and sanitary sewers, catch basins, fire hydrants and preliminary calculations. A 
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grading plan is also provided noting the proposed grade changes to the existing site. The site 
plan shows the drainage easements for the shared use of underground stormwater storage 
system. The limits of the drainage easement should be enlarged to encompass the entire 
stormwater treatment system that will serve the future office development. 
 
Curb Radii at Public ROW.  Curb radii for driveways connecting parking lots to public roadways 
cannot exceed 20 feet.  Alternate radii (existing condition) can be processed as an 
Administrative Departure. 
 
Driveway width at Public ROW.  Drive width cannot be wider than 22 feet at the intersection 
with the adjacent street right-of-way.  Alternate driveway throat width (existing condition) can 
be processed as an Administrative Departure. 
 
Other 
Exterior Lighting Photometric Plan.  Lighting across a horizontal surface should have an average 
range from one to three footcandles.  There is an area adjacent to the entry to the site that far 
exceeds this average (5 to 14 footcandles).  Additionally, Photometric Plans must include 
existing lighting from streets. 
 
Exterior Light Fixtures.  Manufacturers cut sheets must be provided for all proposed exterior 
light fixtures including any wall mounted fixtures. 
 
Pedestrian Circulation Plan 
Each surface parking area that contains 50 or more parking spaces needs a pedestrian 
circulation plan according to §153.065(I)(3)(b). 
 
Proposed Tower Color. Planning and Zoning Commission and Council members expressed their 
concern regarding brand specific color proposed for the tower internally. The Tower will be lit at 
night and may have a negative impact on surrounding uses. The applicant agreed to change or 
tone the color down if it is perceived negatively after construction. The applicant should work 
with the staff to determine the process to receive Planning and Zoning Commission and Council 
input within three months following the occupancy permit. 
 
 
Washington Township Fire Department 
The proposed layout for the new four-story hotel meets the requirements of the Dublin Fire 
Code (DFC).  
 
Police, Economic Development  
No comments.  
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PART III:  APPLICABLE REVIEW STANDARDS 

 

A. Waiver Review Criteria 
 
Development Plan Waivers  
None identified. 
 
Site Plan Waivers  
The Administrative Review Team reviews the proposed Waivers based on the following review 
criteria.  
 
1. Street Frontage - RBZ–Section 153.062(N)(a)(2): RBZ 15-feet (Required), Building set at 30-

feet (requested) 
 

a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  
Criterion met: The building is set according to the anticipated future roadway 
improvements.  

 
b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 

Criterion met 
 

c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 
Criterion met: Not applicable. 

 
d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  

Criterion met. The building is sited further than the RBZ by approximately 15-feet 
anticipating future Frantz Road improvements providing area pocket plazas for public 
use along Frantz Road 

 
2. Street Frontage - FPL– Section 153.062(N)(a)(5): FPL Coverage 75% (required), 0% 

(requested) 
 

a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  
Criterion met: This waiver is based on the RBZ waiver request discussed above. 

 
b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 

Criterion met 
 

c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 
Criterion met: Not applicable. 

 
d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  

Criterion met: The building meets the FPL requirements at the proposed location of the 
building. 

 



Planning and Zoning Commission | Thursday, September 17, 2015 
15-059 DP-BSD/SP-BSD– Home2 Hotel 

Page 14 of 31 

 
3. Vehicular Canopies - Section 153.062(L)(1): Vehicular canopy location at the rear façade of 

the building (required); side façade (provided) 
 

a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  
Criterion met: The canopy location has resulted from building placement addressing the 
Principal Frontage Street. 

 
b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 

Criterion met 
 

c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 
Criterion met: Not applicable. 

 
d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  

Criterion met. The main entrance under the canopy drop-off area is connected to 
pedestrian areas along Frantz Road. 

 
4. Street Façade/ Number of Entrances (SR-161) - Section 153.062(E)(1)(3): 1 per 75-feet of 

façade (required); none (requested) 
 

a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  
Criterion met: The proposed building fronts on SR-161, which is a limited access 
highway.  

 
b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 

Criterion met 
 

c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 
Criterion met: Not applicable. 

 
d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  

Criterion met: The entrances will not be accessible to any pedestrians even if they are 
incorporated in the design. 
 

5. Corridor Building - Transparency–Section 153.062(O)(5): Street Facing Façade Transparency 
30% (required); SR-161 façade 2nd story 23%; 3rd story 23% (requested); 4th story 22% 
(requested); Frantz Road façade 4th story 26% (requested). Non-street facing façade 15% 
(required); West elevation 2nd story 12%, 3rd story 11%, 4th story 10% (requested). 
  
a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  

Criterion met: The transparency requirement waiver is triggered due to the building type 
and proposed use.  

 
b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 

Criterion met 
 

c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 
Criterion met: Not applicable. 
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d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  
Criterion met: The “Corridor Building” type standards are intended for ground story retail 
use, hence require higher transparency percentages. The transparency requirement is 
met for the elevation fronting on Frantz Road for this proposal. It is not met for the 
elevation fronting on Bridge Street. 

 
6. Corridor Building - Blank Wall Limitations - Section 153.062(O)(5): Maximum 15 feet 

horizontal (required); East Elevation at the 4th story (requested), West Elevation at the 3rd 
and 4th stories (requested) 

 
a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  

Criterion met: The hotel use requires specific openings for rooms and other areas. The 
proposed blank walls are introduced for the relief from the monotony. 

 
b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 

Criterion met 
 

c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 
Criterion met: Not applicable. 

 
d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  

Criterion met: The blank walls are part of contemporary elements introduced to create 
textures for the building. 
 

7. Window Detailing - Section 153.062(H)(f): Windows in masonry walls shall have 
architecturally appropriate lintels and projecting sills. (Required ) 

 
a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  

Criterion met: The proposed use is a Hotel use requiring specific HVAC systems resulting 
in louver window. 

 
b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 

Criterion met 
 

c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 
Criterion met: Not applicable. 

 
d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  

Criterion not met: The proposed window frame is integrated aluminum frame with 
louvers in bronze finish. 

 
8. Open Space - Section 153.064(G)(1)(b): 3:1 Length to width (required); 5.6.1 feet for 

(requested). 
 

a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  
Criterion met: The pocket plaza is proposed to activate the Frantz Road frontage. This 
waiver is triggered due to the building location standards and RBZ standards. 
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b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 
Criterion met 

 
c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 

Criterion met: Not applicable. 
 

d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  
Criterion met: The waiver will permit the pocket plaza as an extension of the outdoor 
patio space for activating the Frantz Road frontage. 
 

9. Site Design Standards - Section 153.065(D): Street Trees along SR-161 and Frantz Road 
 

a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  
Criterion met: The north property line abuts the ODOT right-of-way. There are 
limitations as to the new street trees and other landscaping treatment in that area. 
Frantz Road street tree space east of the shared use path does not provide enough 
space for large canopy trees. 

 
b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 

Criterion met 
 

c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 
Criterion met: Not applicable. 

 
d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  

Criterion met: The applicant is proposing to transplant existing mature trees on private 
property to function is street trees.  

 
10. Site Design Standards - Section 153.065(D)(5)(C)(2): The minimum width of a landscape 

peninsula or island shall be 10 feet with a minimum area of 150 square feet (required); 10 
feet to 6 feet tapered islands with 312 square feet - 2 islands (requested)  

 
a. Request is caused by unique site, use or other circumstances.  

Criterion met: The landscape islands measure at 10 feet on one side of the islands and 
taper on the other side for the fire lane. 

 
b. Not requested solely to reduce cost or as a matter of general convenience. 

Criterion met 
 

c. Request does not authorize any use or open space type not permitted in the District. 
Criterion met: Not applicable. 

 
d. Request will ensure that the development is of equal or greater development quality  

Criterion met: The islands are sized to incorporate the tree and also meet the minimum 
area requirements.  
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Material Request 
Code Section 153.062(E)(1)(c) states that permitted primary building materials shall be high 
quality, durable materials including but not limited to stone, manufactured stone, full depth 
brick and glass. 
The applicant is proposing thin brick to be included as a primary material for the facades and 
the architectural boxes to be able to wrap the corners, suitable for wood construction, and 
consistency. 
 
Parking Plan  
A Parking Plan is submitted for intended shared parking for the Hotel and future office building. 
The BSD Code encourages the shared parking wherever possible to avoid large asphalt lots 
within the urban district.  
 
This development needs 135 parking spaces per the BSD Code shared parking standards. The 
applicant is proposing 122 parking spaces for the Hotel and future office building considering 
the different timings for both uses. 
 
Required bicycle parking is 13. The provided parking is 12. The applicant should work with the 
staff for additional bicycle parking space. 
 
The limits of the access easement shown on the site plan should be expanded to at minimum to 
encompass the entire curd cut and should also include the entire drive isle that leads to the 
parking areas. 
 
B. Plan Review Criteria – Development Plan 

The Administrative Review Team should review this application based on the review criteria for 
applications for Development Plan Review, and consider the following responses: 
 
1. Development Plan is Substantially Similar to Basic Plan 

Criterion met: There are no major changes regarding the layout since the Basic 
Development Plan approval. 

 
2. Lots and Blocks Meet Requirements of Section 153.060 

Criterion met: The project involves only one block, which meets the applicable Code 
requirements of Section 153.060, with the exception of the street along west property line. 
The Preliminary and Final Plat application is being processed concurrently to update the 
Upper Metro Plan (2001). 

 
3. Street System is Consistent with the BSD Street Network Map of Section 153.061 and Traffic 

Can Be Adequately Accommodated  
Criterion met: The site is surrounded by existing streets. No new streets are proposed. The 
existing street system is according to BSD Street Network Map. 

 
4. Street Types are Consistent with the Principles of Walkable Urbanism of Sections 153.057-

058 and Coordinate with the Proposed Development 
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Criterion met: The varied massing and scale of the building and the pedestrian areas along 
Frantz Road have been laid out to create a walkable, pedestrian scale environment. 
Development of the connections to existing paths also contribute to connectivity.  

 
5. Buildings and Open Spaces are Appropriately Sited  

Criterion met: The siting of the building and the open space is adding to the pedestrian 
experience along Frantz Road.  

 
6. Phasing 

Criterion met: The demo and mass-ex is approved for the site. The Hotel construction will 
begin following the required approvals. Office building will be reviewed as Phase II. 

 
7. Consistency with Bridge Street District Vision Principles, Community Plan and other Policy 

Documents 
Criterion met: Based on the submission to date, the project is consistent with the Principles 
of Walkable Urbanism of Section 153.057.  

 
8. Adequate and Efficient Infrastructure 

Criterion met: The proposed orientation to the existing streets, proposed public open 
spaces, and pedestrian network is appropriate. 

 
9. Utilities 

Criterion met. Proposed utility lines are adequately sized and located to serve the 
development.  

 
 
Plan Review Criteria - Site Plan 
The Administrative Review Team should review this application based on the review criteria for 
applications for Site Plan Review, and consider the following proposed responses: 

1. Site Plan is Substantially Similar to Basic Plan 
Criterion met: There are no major changes regarding the layout since the Basic Site Plan 
approval. 
 

2. Consistency with Approved Development Plan 
Criterion met: The Site Plan is consistent with the Development Plan 
 

3. Meets Applicable Requirements of Sections 153.059 and 153.062 through 153.065 
Criterion met with conditions or Site Plan Review Waivers. As reviewed in this report, all 
appropriate sections of the Code are met, met with conditions, or met with Waivers.  
 

4. Safe and Efficient Circulation 
Criterion met with condition. This project is proposed on a single block using existing 
infrastructure. The internal circulation accommodates 122 parking spaces, 12 bicycle 
spaces, loading area, building access area, and drop-off area for the hotel. The required 
bicycle parking is 13. The applicant should work with the staff to get an additional bicycle 
space. 
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5. Coordination and Integration of Buildings and Structures 

Criterion met with conditions and Waivers. The applicant has worked with the City to 
develop the buildings that relate to the streets. The potential Waivers have been identified 
for the proposed building. Some, if approved, will continue to maintain the image of Dublin 
as a high quality community with a commitment to exemplary planning and design.  
 

6. Desirable Open Space Type, Distribution, Suitability, and Design 
Criterion met with waivers. The proposed open space within two pocket plazas is 
appropriate for this development. Provide public access easements for all publicly accessible 
open spaces and pedestrian connections. Other landscaping details as listed above should 
be resolved prior to the demolition permit. 
 
 

7. Provision of Public Services 
Criterion met. This proposal includes the details for providing services in a desirable 
manner.  
 

8. Stormwater Management 
Criterion met. The stormwater management plan is according to the Code requirement. 
 

9. Phasing 
Criterion met. The overall development will be completed in two phases. The Hotel lot will 
be completed in one phase following the demolition. Phase 1 is capable of independent 
consideration and does not depend on any additional phases. The demolition application 
process being processed simultaneously to finalize the interim plan and construction phases. 
 

10. Consistency with Bridge Street District Vision Principles, Community Plan and other Policy 
Documents 
Criterion met. The proposal is consistent the goal of creating a vibrant mixed-use walkable 
development within the BSD Commercial District and is consistent with the Principles of 
Walkable Urbanism described in Section 153.057 and as described above.  
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PART IV:  ART RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Development Plan-  
Conditions 
None proposed 
 
Waivers 
None proposed 
 
Site Plan- the Administrative Review Team recommends that the Planning and Zoning 
Commission consider the following Site Plan Waivers and Conditions: 
 
Waivers 
1. Street Frontage- RBZ: Approval 
2. Street Frontage- FPL: Approval 
3. Vehicular Canopy location: Approval 
4. Street façade/ Number of entrances (SR-161): Approval 
5. Corridor Building- Transparency: Approval 
6. Corridor Building - Blank Wall Limitations: Approval for east elevation; Disapproval for west 

elevation 
7. Window Detailing- Lintels or sills: Approval 
8. Open Space- Proportions: Approval 
9. Site Design Standards- Street Trees (SR-161 and Frantz Road) : Approval 
10. Site Design Standards- Landscape Islands: Approval 
 
Conditions 
1. Within the first three years of transplanting existing trees, replace each failed transplanted 

tree with a 4-inch caliper tree (location and species to be determined by City Forester) to 
maintain same number of trees as illustrated on the approved landscape plan. 

2. Provide the exterior lighting photometric plan prior to building permit. 
3. Provide cut-sheets for proposed exterior lighting fixtures including wall mounted fixtures 

prior to building permit. 
4. Provide Pedestrian Circulation Plan required by section §153.065(I)(3)(b) prior to building 

permit. 
5. Work with staff to determine the suitability of the proposed interior color, its impact, and 

incorporate Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council input for the tower interior 
color at SR-161 and Frantz Road within three months following occupancy permit. 

 
Material Request 
Code Section 153.062(E)(1)(c) states that permitted primary building materials shall be high 
quality, durable materials including but not limited to stone, manufactured stone, full depth 
brick and glass. 
The applicant is proposing thin brick to be included as a primary material for the facades and 
the architectural boxes to be able to wrap the corners, suitable for wood construction, and 
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consistency. : Approval based on high quality installation details to be provided at the time of 
building permit. 
 
Parking Plan 
ART recommended approval of the parking plan with one condition based on the different 
timings of the main uses and BSD intent of shared parking. 
Condition 
1. Work with the staff to provide for one additional bicycle parking space. 
 



Planning and Zoning Commission | Thursday, September 17, 2015 
15-059 DP-BSD/SP-BSD– Home2 Hotel 

Page 22 of 31 

 
 
ART ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATIONS – BASIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Applicable Development Plan Review Criteria 
Includes 153.060 - Lots and Blocks, 153.061 – Street Types 

 

153.060 – Lots and Blocks 
Code 

Section 
Requirement Met/Notes 

(A) Intent Met. Existing block.  

(B) Applicability 
Met. This project involves two buildings on a single block, lot subdivision and 
therefore the provisions of §153.060 apply.  

(C)(1)(a) 
Interconnected Street 
Pattern 

Met. No street connection is provided on northern property line. Code permits 
an exemption regarding street extensions due to existing barriers (i.e. 
roadways with limited access). Bridge Street District Street Network Map does 
not indicate a street connection in this location.  

(C)(2)(b)/ 
Table 

153.060-A 

Maximum Block 
Dimensions  

Met. Commercial: 500 ft. Maximum Block length allowed. Frantz Road: 461 ft.; 
Upper Metro 285 ft.; west property line: 361 ft.; SR-161: 297 ft.  
Total perimeter: 1,195 ft. (1,750 ft. allowed) 

(C)(2)(c) Shopping Corridors N/A 

(C)(3)(a) Block Configuration Met. Block is generally rectangular in shape. 

(C)(3)(b) 
Front Property Lines 
(FPL) 

Met. SR-161, Frantz Road, and Upper Metro Place are all considered FPL.  

(C)(4)(a)-
(c) 

Principal Frontage 
Streets (PFS) 

Met. Frantz Road is designated at a PFS 

(C)(5) Block Access 
Configurations 

Met. Vehicular access is provide by an existing curb cut on Upper Metro Place. 

 
(C)(6) Mid-Block 

Pedestrianways 
Met. A publically accessible mid-block pedestrian way is provided between the 
Hotel and Office building 

(C)(7) 
Typical Lot Dimensions 

Met. 50 ft. minimum is required. Irregular lot shape. 
The proposal indicates min. dimension along front property line approximately 
120 ft. 

(C)(9) Street Frontage Met. SR-161, Frantz Road, and Upper Metro Place for hotel. Frantz Road and 
Upper Metro Place for Office. 
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153.061 – Street Types 
Code 

Section 
Requirement Met/Notes 

(A) Intent Met.  

(B) Applicability Met.  

(C)(1) Street Families 
Frantz Road 

Corridor Connector Street; 76-100 ft. right-of-way; 
PFS 

Upper Metro Place Neighborhood Street; 65 ft. right-of-way 

(C)(3) Existing Streets Met  
(C)(4) Street Network Map N/A.  
(D)(1) Street Frontage 

Requirements Met.  

(D)(2) Vehicular Access Met. Vehicular access is provide by the existing curb cut along Upper Metro 
Place. 

(D)(3) Multiple PFS N/A. 
(E)(1) Typical Street Elements N/A. Bicycle Facilities 

N/A. Vehicular On-Street Parking 
N/A. Crosswalks 

(F) Curb Radii N/A. 
(G) Fire Access Met. Room to Pass – 26 ft. street width 

Met. Building Access Zones – Coordinated with fire hydrant locations  
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ART ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATIONS – BASIC SITE PLAN  
 
Applicable Site Plan Review Criteria 
Includes §153.059 - Uses, §153.062 – Building Types, §153.064 – Open Space Types, and §153.065 – Site 
Development Standards (Parking, Stormwater Management, Landscaping and Tree Preservation, Fencing Walls 
and Screening, Exterior Lighting, Utility Undergrounding, and Signs).  

 

153.059 – Uses 

Code 
Section Requirement Met/Notes 

Table 
153.059-

A 

Permitted and 
Conditional Uses  

Met. All proposed uses are permitted. The proposed Principal Uses are: Hotel 
and Office.  

Accessory Uses N/A 

 
153.062 – Building Types 

Code 
Section 

Requirement Met/Notes 

(B)(3) General 
Requirements 

Met with Approved Waiver A waiver for corridor building was approved 
with Basic Site Plan 
Met. Uses: Proposed uses are permitted in the District. 
Met. The proposed building type is Corridor Building for the Hotel. The 
building type for the future office has not been specified. 
Met. Permanent Structures: The proposed buildings are permanent 
structures. 
N/A. Accessory Structures  

(C) General Building 
Type Layout and 
Relationships 

Met. Incompatible Building Types: No building type incompatibilities are 
present.  
N/A. Shopping Corridors 

(D)(1) Parapet Roof Type 
Requirements 

Met. Parapet Height: Min. 2 ft; Min 2’8” provided 
Secondary roof drain details, in compliance with the Ohio Plumbing Code, 
shall be submitted and approved as part of the permit application process. 
Met. Parapet Wraps all Facades: The parapet wraps around all facades per 
the submitted elevations 
Met. Horizontal Shadow Lines 
Parapet is distinguished by material and color changes  
Met. Occupied Space: The building does not incorporate occupied space or 
a half story within the roof. 

(D)(2) Pitched Roof Type N/A. 

(D)(3) Flat Roof Type 
Requirements 

N/A. Eaves 

N/A. Interrupting Vertical Walls  

(D)(4) Towers Met with ART approval. Quantity; only one tower is allowed per building 
unless approved by the required reviewing body. – ART requested a 
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153.062 – Building Types 

Code 
Section 

Requirement Met/Notes 

gateway Tower feature for the intersection. Additional tower feature is 
proposed closer to the main lobby for the staircase. 
Met. Tower Height; Tower may exceed max bldg. height; tower shall not be 
greater than the height of one addition upper floor of the building to which 
the tower is applied.  

(E)(1) Façade Materials New material request. Stone, Brick (thin brick veneer is proposed, full 
depth brick is required), Glass 

(E)(2) Façade Material 
Transitions 

Met. Heavier material shall be incorporated below lighter material- Stone is 
used for the base followed by brick and fiber cement panels. 

(E)(3) Roof Materials Met. TPO (Thermoplastic PolyOlefin) 

(E)(4) Color Met. Gray 

(F)(1) Entrances & 
Pedestrianways – 
Quantities and 
Locations 

See Building Type Requirements Tables for each Building 

(F)(2) Recessed 
Entrances 

Met. Minimum 3 ft. from the property line. 

(F)(3) Entrance Design Met with waiver. Quantity- SR-161 façade does not have any entrances. 
Location – §153.062(O)(5) Two additional doors are provided on Primary 
Street Façade (Frantz Road). One set of doors will be open for public during 
business hours. The other set of doors is part of the tower at Frantz Road 
and SR-161 intersection. However, it will be used by the general public only 
as an egress. Patrons can enter using a keycard. 

(G) Articulation of 
Stories on Street 
Façades 

Met.  

(H) Windows, 
Shutters, Awnings, 
and Canopies 

Met. Applicant has indicated that slightly darker bronze color glass will be 
provided for the Tower feature and a lighter variety will be used for the 
windows. Specifications provided 
Met with waiver. Vehicular canopy is proposed at the main entrance and 
drop-off area. The canopy design is similar to the proposed architecture of 
the building. 

(I) Balconies, Porches, 
Stoops, and 
Chimneys 

N/A 

(J) Treatments at 
Terminal Vistas 

N/A  

(K) Building Variety Met. Building designs must vary from adjacent buildings by the type of 
dominant material (or color, scale or orientation of that material). Building 
designs must also vary through at least two of the following: 

(1) The proportion of recesses and projections 
(2) A change in the location of the entrance and window placement 
(3) Changes to the roof design, including roof type, plane, or material 
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153.062 – Building Types 

Code 
Section 

Requirement Met/Notes 

Adjacent 
Buildings 

Dominant 
Material 

Recesses 
and 

Projections

Entrance 
and 

Window 
Placement 

Roof Design 

Required 2 of 3 Required 

Embassy 
Suites of 
Dublin 

Brick/stone/glass- 
significantly 

different colors 
Yes Yes Pitched/Flat 

(M) Signs Master Sign Plan.  

(N) & 
(O) 

Individual Building 
Type 
Requirements 

Not Met.  
RBZ requirement is not met. 
Street Frontage – occupation of RBZ by building, landscape, patio or 
streetscape treatment. Refer to Corridor Building analysis 
 Building areas 
 Height 
 Façade Requirements / Transparency 
 Façade Divisions 

 

153.062(O)(5) – Corridor Building Requirements  
Building Type 
Requirements 

Code Requirement Provided 
Met, N/A, Adm. Dep., 

Waiver, Other 

Number of Principal 
Buildings Permitted (per 
Lot) 

Multiple Permitted 
One on each lot, total two on 

a block 
Met 

Front Property Line 
Coverage (%) 

Min. 75 

74% by the building. (for 
hotel on a hotel lot) 100% 
with the stone wall at the 

proposed location but not at 
RBZ 

Waiver 

Occupation of Corner 
Required (Yes/No) 

Yes Yes Met 

Front Required Building 
Zone Required (range, ft.) 

0-15 ±30 Waiver 

Corner Side RBZ Required 
(range, ft.) 

0-15 ±2 Met 

Side Yard Setback Required 
(ft.) 

5 5’ for north  Met 

Rear Yard Setback Required 
(ft.) 

5 6 Met 

Minimum Lot Width 
Required (ft.) 

50 Approx.178 Met 

Maximum Lot Width None N/A N/A 
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153.062(O)(5) – Corridor Building Requirements  

Building Type 
Requirements 

Code Requirement Provided 
Met, N/A, Adm. Dep., 

Waiver, Other 

Required (ft.) 
Maximum Impervious Lot 
Coverage (%) 

80 76 Met 

Semi-Pervious Lot Coverage 
(%) 

10 0 Met 

Loading Facility Permitted 
(location relative to 
principal structure) 

Rear and Side Façades 
Side Façade close to the main 

entrance  
Met 

Entry for Parking within 
Building (relative to 
principal structure) 

Rear & Side Façade; 
Corner Side Façade on 

Non-PFS 
N/A N/A 

Minimum Building Height 
Permitted (stories) 3 4 Met 

Maximum Building Height 
Permitted (stories) 6 4 Met 

Ground Story Height (ft.) 12 Minimum 
16 Maximum 12.6 Met 

Upper Story Height (ft.) 10 Minimum 
14 Maximum 10.0 Met 

Minimum Finished Floor 
Elevation Permitted (ft.) None N/A N/A 

Minimum Occupied Space 
Required (ft.) 

30 req. on upper stories 
facing Streets 

No non-occupied space where 
applicable 

Met 

Parking within Building 
Permitted in rear of first 

3 floors and fully in 
basement 

N/A N/A 

Ground Story Street Facing 
Transparency Required (%) Minimum 60 North Elevation—50` 

East Elevation—61 

Previous approved Waiver 
(43); lower transparency 

than approved waiver 

Upper Story Street Facing 
Transparency Required (%) Minimum 30 North Elevation—24, 24, 24 

East Elevation- 37.5, 27, 27 
Waiver and administrative 

departure 

Non-Street Façade 
Transparency Minimum 15 

South Elevation—40.5, 15, 15, 
15 

West Elevation- 42, 12, 11, 11 
Waiver  

Blank Wall Limitations 
(Yes/No) 

Yes (Max 15 ft. 
horizontal) South elevation ground story Waiver 

Principal Entrance Location 
Required (relative to 
principal structure) 

Primary Street Façade 
of Building 

Entrance provided on Frantz 
Road 

Met 

Number of Street Facade 
Entrances Required (per ft. 
of facade) 

1 per 75 ft. of façade, 
minimum 

North Elevation- None 
East Elevation—2 Req., 2 

Provided 
Waiver 

Number of Parking Lot 
Façade Entrances Required  

1 per 100 ft. of façade, 
minimum 5 doors provided Met 
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153.062(O)(5) – Corridor Building Requirements  

Building Type 
Requirements 

Code Requirement Provided 
Met, N/A, Adm. Dep., 

Waiver, Other 

Mid-Building 
Pedestrianways Required 
(# per ft. of facade) 

In shopping corridors, 
required for buildings 
longer than 250 ft. in 

length 

N/A N/A 

Vertical Increments 
Required (location on 
principal structure) 

No greater than every 
45 ft. Materials and surface change Met 

Horizontal Facade Divisions 
Required (per ft. of facade) 

On buildings 3 stories or 
taller; within 3 ft. of the 
top of the ground story. 
Required at any building 

step-back 

Provided at top of ground 
Story 

Met 

Permitted Primary Materials 
(types) Stone, brick, glass Stone, brick (thin brick 

veneer), glass 
Waiver 

Minimum Primary Façade 
Materials (%) 80 

North Elevation—89 
East Elevation—84 

South Elevation—84 
West Elevation—87 

Waiver 
 

Changes in Roof 
Plane/Type Required (per 
ft. of facade) 

None N/A N/A 

Roof Type(s) Permitted 
(types) Parapet, Pitched, Flat Parapet Met 

Tower(s) Permitted 
(Yes/No) Yes; 1 permitted 2 proposed Approval 

 

153.064 – Open Space Types 
Code 

Section 
Requirement Met/Notes 

(C) Provision of Open Space Met. 0.043 acres required; 0.044 provided 

(D) Suitability of Open 
Spaces 

Met-Two pocket plazas have been provided suitable for the location 

 Fee-in-Lieu of Open 
Space N/A 

(F), (G) Open Space Types & 
General Requirements 

Met with waiver and condition— Both pockets plazas are within the size 
range required by the Code. Frantz Road Pocket Plaza proportion requirement- 
3:1 length to width is required;54’ and 10’- 5.4:1 
Landscaping plan is provided for the pocket plazas.  

 

153.065(B) – Site Development Standards – Parking and Loading 
Code 

Section Requirement Met/Notes 
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153.065(B) – Site Development Standards – Parking and Loading 

Code 
Section Requirement Met/Notes 

(1)(b) Parking Location Met. Provided on-site. 

(2) Required Vehicle 
Parking 

Parking Plan  
Required min. Hotel parking- 96 
Required min. Office (future) parking- 35 
Total required min- 131; Total provided- 122 

(3) Required Bicycle 
Parking 

Met with condition.  
Required- 13; Provided- 12 

(4) Off-Street 
Parking Space 
and Aisle 
Dimensions 

Met 

(5) Parking Structure 
Design 

N/A. 

(6) Surface Parking 
Lot and Loading 
Area Design and 
Construction 

Met. The dimensions of the parking isles and spaces are according to the Code 
requirement 

(7) Required 
Loading Spaces 

Met. Two loading spaces are provided at the main entrance under the canopy.  

 

153.065(C) – Site Development Standards – Stormwater Management 
Code 

Section Requirement Met/Notes 

153.065 
(C) 

Stormwater 
Management 

Met. Proposed underground stormwater storage area and required storm sewer has been 
identified on the utility plan which meets the Stormwater guidelines. The applicant has 
coordinated with ODOT for the sewer connection to the north.  

 
153.065(D) – Site Development Standards – Landscaping & Tree Preservation 

Code 
Section 

Requirement Met/Notes 

(2) General 
Landscaping and 
Tree 
Preservation 
Req. 

Met. Tree Protection: The applicant has submitted the tree survey plan. Tree protection 
fence details will be required prior to the demo permit. 
Met with administrative departure and waiver. Landscape Beds: The details 
regarding landscaping beds and planter boxes are provided 
Met. Irrigation systems, Site Visibility Triangles - Use of a Landscape Architect to prepare 
plans. 

(3) Street Trees Met with a Waiver and condition. Spacing and Location: The street tree planting 
along SR-161 is not a possibility due to ODOT right-of-way limitations. However, City of 
Dublin will be installing the landscaping complementing the proposed boulevard. 
The applicant is proposing to transplant the mature trees from their existing location 
along Frantz Road to the west side of shared-use path on private property which will 
function as mature street trees. 
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153.065(D) – Site Development Standards – Landscaping & Tree Preservation 

Code 
Section 

Requirement Met/Notes 

Met with Condition. Planting Details The staff is recommending changes for the 
proposed plant species at certain locations. 

(6) Required 
Building Zone 
(RBZ) Treatment 

Met. Landscape and Patio RBZ Treatment types  

(7) Foundation 
Planting 

Met 

(8)-(11) Tree 
Preservation and 
Replacement 

Met with condition. Tree replacements are not required because the existing trees were 
installed as a result of a previously approved development plan. The applicant is 
proposing to transplant 20 trees. A condition is proposed in case of unsuccessful 
transplant. 

 

153.065(E) – Site Development Standards – Fencing, Walls, and Screening 
Code 

Section 
Requirement Met/Notes 

(1) Fence and Wall 
Standards 

Met— The applicant is proposing to reconstruct the “Dublin Wall” in-kind for north and 
east property line.  
South property will have a combination of masonry posts and landscaping 

(3) Screening Met.  

 

153.065(F) – Site Development Standards – Exterior Lighting 
Code 

Section 
Requirement Met/Notes 

(3) Exemptions Met with condition. Photometric Plan should be updated 

(4) Fixture Power 
and Efficiency 

Met with condition. Manufactured cut-sheets should be provided. 

(5)-(8) 

Shielding, 
Lighting 
Uniformity/Tres
pass, Light 
Poles 

Met.  

(9)-(10) Wall & Canopy 
Lighting 

Met.  

 

153.065(G) – Site Development Standards – Utility Underground 
Code 

Section Requirement Met/Notes 

(G) Utility 
Undergrounding 

Met. The proposal is according to the Code requirements. 
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153.065(H) – Site Development Standards – Signs 

Code 
Section Requirement Met/Notes 

(H) Signs TBD  
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ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW TEAM 
 

RECORD OF DETERMINATION 
 

SEPTEMBER 10, 2015 
 

 
 
 
The Administrative Review Team made the following determinations at this meeting: 
 
7.  BSD Commercial District – Home2 Hotel    5000 Upper Metro Place 
 15-059BSD-DP/SP/MSP          Development Plan/Site Plan 
           Master Sign Plan 
 

Proposal: Construction of a new four-story hotel with 126 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the south side 
of SR161 and on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge 
Street and Upper Metro Place. 

Request: Review and recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission for a Development Plan, Site Plan, and Master Sign Plan 
under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 

Applicant: Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying Development Partners. 
Representative: Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors. 
Planning Contact: Devayani Puranik, Planner II; 614-410-4662, dpuranik@dublin.oh.us 
 
 
 

REQUEST 1: ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTURES 
Request for approval of four Administrative Departures: 
 

1. Transparency Requirements: Street facing upper story - 30% required; 27% provided 
 
2. Landscape Islands (2 islands): Minimum Width - 10 feet required; 9 feet provided 
 
3. Curb Radii at Public Right-of-Way: Curb radii for driveways connecting parking lots to public 

roadways cannot exceed 20 feet; 30 feet existing condition 
 
4. Driveway width at Public Right-of-Way: Drive width cannot be wider than 22 feet at the 

intersection with the adjacent street right-of-way; 45 feet existing condition 
 

Determination:  The Administrative Departures were approved by the ART. 
 
 
REQUEST 2: PARKING PLAN 
Request for approval of a Parking Plan with one condition based on the different timings of the main 
uses and BSD intent of shared parking: 
 

1) That the applicant works with Staff to provide for one additional bicycle parking space. 
 

Determination:  The Parking Plan was approved by the ART with one condition. 
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REQUEST 3:  MATERIAL REQUEST 
Request for recommendation of approval of the following primary material for the facades and the 
architectural boxes to wrap the corners, suitable for wood construction, and consistency: 
 

1. Thin Brick 
 
Determination:  Thin Brick was approved by the ART as a primary material on the basis of high 
quality installation details to be provided at the building permit review. 
 
 
REQUEST 4:  DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
Request for recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Development 
Plan with no conditions or Waivers. 
 
Determination:  The Development Plan was recommended for approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. 
 
 
REQUEST 5:  SITE PLAN WAIVERS 
Request for approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for 10 Site Plan Waivers: 
 

1. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(2) – RBZ: 15-feet required; Building set at 30 feet requested 
 
2. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(5) – FPL Coverage: 75% required; 0% requested 
 
3. Vehicular Canopy location §153.062(L)(1): Vehicular canopy location at the rear façade of the 

building required; side façade requested 
 
4. Street Façade/Number of Entrances §153.062(E)(1)(3) - SR161: 1 per 75 feet of façade 

required; none requested 
 
5. Corridor Building – Transparency §153.062(O)(5): 

o Street Facing Façade - 30% required; SR161 façade 2nd story 26%, 3rd story 26% 
requested  

o Non-street facing façade - 15% required; West elevation 2nd story 12%, 3rd story 11% 
requested 

 
6. Corridor Building - Blank Wall Limitations §153.062(O)(5): Maximum 15 feet horizontal 

required 
o East Elevation at the 4th story requested 
o West Elevation at the 3rd and 4th stories requested 

 
7. Window Detailing - Lintels or Sills §153.062(H)(f): Windows in masonry walls shall have 

architecturally appropriate lintels and projecting sills required 
 
8. Open Space – Proportions §153.064(G)(1)(b): 3:1 ratio length to width required; 5.6:1 ratio 

length to width requested 
 
9. Street Trees §153.065(D): Street Trees along SR161 and Frantz Road 
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10. Landscape Islands §153.065(D)(5)(C)(2): Minimum width of a landscape peninsula or island 
shall be 10 feet with a minimum area of 150 square feet required; 10 feet to 6 feet tapered 
islands with 312 square feet – 2 islands requested 

 
Determination:  The 10 Site Plan Waivers were recommended for approval with an exception of a 
blank wall request for west elevation to the Planning and Zoning Commission as part of the Site Plan 
Review. 
 
 
REQUEST 6: SITE PLAN REVIEW 
Request for a recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Site Plan 
Review with five conditions: 
 

1) That within the first three years of transplanting existing trees, the applicant replaces each 
failed transplanted tree with a 4-inch-caliper tree (location and species to be determined by 
the City Forester) to maintain the same number of trees as illustrated on the approved 
landscape plan; 

 
3) That the applicant provides the exterior lighting photometric plan prior to building permitting; 
 
4) That the applicant provides cut-sheets for proposed exterior lighting fixtures including wall 

mounted fixtures prior to building permitting; 
 
5) That the applicant provides a Pedestrian Circulation Plan required by §153.065(I)(3)(b) prior 

to building permitting; and  
 
6) That the applicant works with Staff to determine the suitability of the proposed interior color, 

its impact, and the appropriate process for the Planning and Zoning Commission and City 
Council input for the tower element at SR161 and Frantz Road within three months following 
the occupancy permit.   

 
Determination:  The Site Plan was recommended for approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission with five conditions. 
 
 

 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
________________________________ 
Vincent A. Papsidero, Planning Director 

 
 



7. BSD-C – Home2 Hotel            5000 Upper Metro Place 
 15-059BSD-DP/SP/MSP     Development Plan/Site Plan 
                 Master Sign Plan 

 
Devayani Puranik said this is a request for the construction of a new four-story hotel with 126 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the south side of SR161 and on the west side of Frantz 
Road between West Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for review and 
recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Development Plan, Site Plan, 
and Master Sign Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
 
Ms. Puranik presented an aerial view of the site and a summary of the application that includes a 
Development Plan, Site Plan, Parking Plan, and Master Sign Plan.  She said the Final Plat will be a separate 
application.  
 
Ms. Puranik said the Development Plan consists of an existing 2.57-acre commercial site to be split into 
two lots; a four-story, Corridor Building; 80,481-square-foot hotel with 129 units; 1,900 square feet of 
Open Space; 122 shared parking spaces; and a 2-story, 14,000-square-foot office building (Phase II). 
 
Ms. Puranik said the required Open Space for the Site Plan is 1,890 square feet and the applicant has 
proposed 1,900 square feet and two pocket plazas located along Frantz Road with a connection to a multi-
use path. 
 
Ms. Puranik presented the Site Plan façade materials as shown on each elevation.  She said City Council 
reviewed this application last month and as a result of those comments the materials have not changed 
but the color is now a brick red.   
 
Ms. Puranik said the required parking for the site includes 135 parking spaces and 13 bicycle parking 
spaces. She said the applicant is requesting a Parking Plan for 122 parking spaces and 12 bicycle parking 
spaces, but the applicant should work with Staff to provide one additional bicycle parking space. 
 
Ms. Puranik presented updated elevations illustrating façade materials.  
 
Ms. Puranik presented the recommendations and actions being requested of the ART today:  
 

Development Plan Review 
o Development Plan recommendation of approval (no conditions or Waivers) 
 
Site Plan Review  
o Administrative Departures approval (4 proposed) 
o Material Request approval 
o Site Plan Waivers recommendation of approval (10 proposed) 
o Site Plan recommendation of approval (5 conditions) 
 
Parking Plan approval (1 condition) 

 
Ms. Puranik said the Master Sign Plan will be reviewed at later stage. 
 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended for four Administrative Departures: 
 

1. Transparency Requirements: Street facing upper story - 30% required; 27% provided 
 
2. Landscape Islands (2 islands): Minimum Width - 10 feet required; 9 feet provided 
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3. Curb Radii at Public Right-of-Way: Curb radii for driveways connecting parking lots to public 
roadways cannot exceed 20 feet; 30 feet existing condition 

 
4. Driveway width at Public Right-of-Way: Drive width cannot be wider than 22 feet at the intersection 

with the adjacent street right-of-way; 45 feet existing condition 
 

The applicant, Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying Development Partners agreed to the departures. 
 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for 10 Site Plan Waivers:   
 

1. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(2) – RBZ: 15-feet required; Building set at 30 feet requested 
 
2. Street Frontage §153.062(N)(a)(5) – FPL Coverage: 75% required; 0% requested 
 
3. Vehicular Canopy location §153.062(L)(1): Vehicular canopy location at the rear façade of the 

building required; side façade requested 
 
4. Street Façade/Number of Entrances §153.062(E)(1)(3) - SR161: 1 per 75 feet of façade required; 

none requested 
 
5. Corridor Building – Transparency §153.062(O)(5): 

o Street Facing Façade - 30% required; SR161 façade 2nd story 26%, 3rd story 26% requested  
o Non-street facing façade - 15% required; West elevation 2nd story 12%, 3rd story 11% 

requested 
 
6. Corridor Building - Blank Wall Limitations §153.062(O)(5): Maximum 15 feet horizontal required 

o East Elevation at the 4th story requested 
o West Elevation at the 3rd and 4th stories requested- ART recommended disapproval for West 

façade blank wall. 
 

7. Window Detailing - Lintels or Sills §153.062(H)(f): Windows in masonry walls shall have 
architecturally appropriate lintels and projecting sills required 

 
8. Open Space – Proportions §153.064(G)(1)(b): 3:1 ratio length to width required; 5.6:1 ratio length 

to width requested 
 
9. Street Trees §153.065(D): Street Trees along SR161 and Frantz Road 
 
10. Landscape Islands §153.065(D)(5)(C)(2): Minimum width of a landscape peninsula or island shall 

be 10 feet with a minimum area of 150 square feet required; 10 feet to 6 feet tapered islands with 
312 square feet – 2 islands requested 

 
Mr. Yoder inquired about the fifth Waiver regarding transparency. Ms. Puranik said that the fourth story 
height is more than remaining stories and would affect the transparency calculations. 
 
Claudia Husak asked if the ART accepts the elevation appearance.  Jeff Tyler indicated the ART can accept 
transparency as architecturally appropriate.  He said the ART can defer to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission to make the final determination. 
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Mr. Tyler asked why windows were removed that were previously proposed when there is a blank wall 
issue. Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors, explained they added a wrapped box at the corner on the SR161 
elevation because it was not well received by the PZC. Ms. Spires said they could add the slit-style windows 
to meet the blank wall requirement.  
 
Mr. Yoder agreed to the 10 Waivers. 
 
Ms. Puranik noted Code Section 153.062(E)(1)(c) states that permitted primary building materials shall be 
high quality, durable materials including but not limited to stone, manufactured stone, full depth brick and 
glass. 
 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended for the following primary material for the facades and the 
architectural boxes to wrap the corners, suitable for wood construction, and consistency: 
 

1. Thin Brick 
 

Mr. Yoder demonstrated why the thin brick was being requested as a primary material.  He presented the 
thin brick corner piece that looks like full depth brick even on the corners of a building.  He said this brick 
would be consistent with the material used for the boxes.   
 
Mr. Tyler indicated he supports the thin brick material for this project but it all depends on the detailing. 
He noted this ART decision is setting a precedent. Vince Papsidero said this decision will be applicable to 
the entire district.  Colleen Gilger asked if thin brick has been allowed in other parts of the City, just not 
the Bridge Street District. The ART said it has been approved and used for other developments.   
 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Site Plan Review 
with five conditions: 
 

 
1) That within the first three years of transplanting existing trees, the applicant replaces each 

failed transplanted tree with a 4-inch-caliper tree (location and species to be determined by 
the City Forester) to maintain the same number of trees as illustrated on the approved 
landscape plan; 

 
2) That the applicant provides the exterior lighting photometric plan prior to building permitting; 

 
3) That the applicant provides cut-sheets for proposed exterior lighting fixtures including wall 

mounted fixtures prior to building permitting; 
 

4) That the applicant provides a Pedestrian Circulation Plan required by §153.065(I)(3)(b) prior 
to building permitting; and  

 
5) That the applicant works with Staff to determine the suitability of the proposed interior color, 

its impact, and the appropriate process for the Planning and Zoning Commission and City 
Council input for the tower element at SR161 and Frantz Road within three months following 
the occupancy permit.   

 
Mr. Yoder agreed to the five conditions as written. 

 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended for a Parking Plan with one condition based on the different 
timings of the main uses and BSD intent of shared parking: 
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1) That the applicant works with Staff to provide for one additional bicycle parking space. 
 
Mr. Yoder agreed to the conditions. 
 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Development Plan 
with no conditions or Waivers.   
 
Ms. Puranik inquired about the Master Sign Plan and presented the locations for the three proposed signs.  
She asked the ART if the locations and height were appropriate.  The ART responded they were supportive 
of the proposed signs.  Mr. Papsidero said the two projecting signs complement each other. 
 
Ms. Puranik said she will present the Master Sign Plan at the Planning and Zoning Commission for a 
determination on September 17, 2015.   
 
Vince Papsidero asked if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this application. [There 
were none.] He confirmed the ART’s approval of the four Administrative Departures; the Parking Plan with 
one condition; and the Material Request for Thin Brick.  He confirmed the ART’s recommendation of 
approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Development Plan, 10 Site Plan Waivers (one 
disapproval for west façade blank wall request), and a Site Plan Review with five conditions. 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

Vince Papsidero asked if there were any additional administrative issues or other items for discussion. 
[There were none.] 
 
 
 
Mr. Papsidero adjourned the meeting at 3:30 pm. 



 

 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

 
RECORD OF ACTION 

 
AUGUST 6, 2015 

 

 
The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 

 
1. BSD Commercial District – Home2 Hotel                      5000 Upper Metro Place  

 15-059BSD-DP/SP/MSP                                                        Development Plan/Site Plan     
      Master Sign Plan 

 

Proposal: The construction of a new four-story hotel with 126 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the south side of 

SR161 and on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge Street 
and Upper Metro Place. 

Request: Review and approval of Development Plan, Site Plan and a Master Sign 

Plan under the provisions of Code Section 153.066. 
Applicant: Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, represented by 

Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors. 
Planning Contact: Devayani Puranik, Planner II 

Contact Information: (614) 410-4662, dpuranik@dublin.oh.us 
 

 

MOTION: Victoria Newell moved, Chris Brown seconded, to table this Development Plan, Site Plan 
Waivers, Site Plan, Parking Plan, and Master Sign Plan application at the request of the 

applicant. 
 

 

VOTE: 7 – 0.  
 

 
RESULT:   The Development Plan, Site Plan Waivers, Site Plan, Parking Plan, and Master Sign Plan 

application was tabled. 

 
 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Victoria Newell  Yes  

Amy Salay  Yes 
Chris Brown  Yes 

Cathy De Rosa  Yes 

Bob Miller  Yes 
Deborah Mitchell Yes 

Steve Stidhem  Yes 
  

STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 
 

 
______________________ 

Devayani Puranik 
Planner II  

 

Land Use and Long 
Range Planning 
5800 Shier Rings Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

 

phone 614.410.4600 

fax  614.410.4747 
www.dublinohiousa.gov 
____________________ 
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1. BSD Commercial District – Home2 Hotel                      5000 Upper Metro Place  
 15-059BSD-DP/SP/MSP                                                        Development Plan/Site Plan     

      Master Sign Plan 
 

Ms. Newell said the following application is a request to construct a new four-story hotel with 129 suites 
and associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the south side of SR161 and on the west side of 

Frantz Road between West Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place. This is a request for review and 

approval of a Development Plan, Site Plan, and a Master Sign Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code 
Section 153.066. The Commission is the final authority on this application and we will need to swear-in 

and will require four motions.  She swore in those who intended on addressing the Commission. 

 

Devayani Puranik summarized the application stating the Development Plan is required if the application 

involves the construction of more than one principal structure on one or more lots.  She said the Site Plan 
is a more detailed analysis of the application and the recommendation is approval with five proposed 

waivers and one condition.  She said the Parking Plan recommendation is approval and the Master Sign 
Plan is recommended approval with two conditions. 

 

Ms. Puranik said the site is about 2.57 acres located at the southwest intersection of West Bridge Street 
and Frantz Road.  She said the Dublin Plaza Shopping Center where the Kroger is located across the 

street on Frantz Road.  She said on the west is Embassy Suites Hotel and South of the site is a vacant 
parcel.  She said the site is zoned Bridge Street District Commercial and proposed to be split into two 

lots; one for the hotel building and the other for an office building.  She said the proposed building is a 

four story Bridge Street District Corridor Building.  She said the hotel is about 80,400-square feet hotel 
with 129 units with 1,900-square feet of open space which is divided into two pocket plazas.  She said 

there are 122 shared parking spaces between the office and hotel building.  She said the two-story 
14,000-square foot office building will be phase II and reviewed separately.   

 
Ms. Puranik said the proposed open space is divided into two pocket plazas, one being proposed at the 

tower near the SR-161 and Frantz Road intersection. .  She said it is treated with a combination of 

hardscape, landscape, and planter beds and some trees.  She said is it connected to the existing shared 
use path for pedestrians who cross over from the Kroger Shopping Center and can get access from the 

shared use path to the west.  She said the second open space is provided along Frantz Road close to the 
patio spaces connected to the entrance with hardscape with landscaping treatment.  She said it opens 

onto the shared use path with benches and landscaping.  She said the applicant is proposing a “Dublin” 

dry stacked stone wall which will be reconstructed to look alike.  She said tone of the staff comments 
focused on providing ADA accessibility to the shared use path to the main entrance of the hotel and that 

is being addressed with a condition. 
 

Ms. Puranik said the Site Plan review includes review of the architecture.  She said public spaces and 
patio spaces are provided along Frantz Road which will activate the street. She added that the 

landscaping along SR-161 is part of the City of Dublin maintenance and will be matched to the proposal 

for the SR 161 improvements.  She said the proposed materials for the building are stone for the base, a 
lighter and darker brick for the main facades, clear glass for tower and windows, fiber cement band as an 

accent material, bronze window frame, and EIFS cornice.  She showed examples of the materials with the 
colors. 

 

Ms. Puranik said the Code requires 135 parking spaces for hotel and office.  She said that 122 spaces are 
provided with the justification that the timing is different for each building with the office use being 8 am 

to 5 pm and the hotel after 5:00 pm.  She said the required bicycle parking is 11 and 12 spaces are 
provided which are located closer to the hotel and a design for the bicycle racks is also provided.   
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Ms. Puranik said the Master Sign Plan has four proposed signs and are permitted in terms of number.  

She said the wall sign located close to the main entrance/lobby area which meets all the requirements of 

wall sign in terms of square footage and color, located at eight feet with two colors, white and green.  
She said it is technically not fronting on a public street which is why location is part of the Master Sign 

Plan.  She said the second sign is along the west elevation for people traveling along SR-161 located high 
on the building and meets all the requirements of the building identification sign for highway frontage 

building.  
 

Ms. Salay asked for clarification of highway frontage signs which was intended for office buildings along 

I-270. 
 

Ms. Puranik said SR-161 is a high speed highway though not I-270 and the proposed sign will have to be 
addressed through a Master Sign Plan.  

 

Ms. Puranik said the third sign is a projecting sign closest to the patio space along Frantz Road and meets 
all the requirements of the Code.  

 
Mr. Stidhem asked if the sign was not considered highway frontage what would have to change about 

the sign. 

 
Ms. Puranik said the height of the sign would have to be lowered to eight feet and the size would be 

calculated based on the frontage and the width of the building.   
 

Mr. Stidhem said that the elevation does not seem like highway frontage at the corner of SR-161 and 
Frantz Road.   

 

Ms. Salay agreed. 
 

Ms. Puranik said the sign is along the west elevation and Embassy Suites has a similar sign high on the 
building for SR-161. 

 

Ms. Salay said the Embassy Suites is a much taller building and they had to receive a variance from the 
Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA).  She said she was on the BZA when that sign was reviewed and they had 

a lot of discussion about the hotels being a flagship hotel and it was a struggle to get approval. 
 

Ms. Puranik said the last sign is a directional sign along Upper Metro Place.  She said the ART review has 
a condition that this sign needs to meet the directional sign requirement without a business name but 

only enter, exit, or parking.  She said the directional sign is smaller and the height is only allowed to be 

three feet.  She said the ART recommendation is to limit this sign to comply with the Directional Sign 
Code. 

 
Ms. Puranik said recommendations and actions for this application is the following: 

 

Development Plan recommendation is approval with one condition: 
1. Investigate the requirements for ADA accessibility compliance connecting the pocket plaza along 

Frantz Road to the main entrance of the building prior to the building permit review. 
 

Site Plan recommendation is approval with 5 Site Plan waivers and one condition: 

1. Ground Story Transparency (Section 153.062(O)(5)) – Corridor Building 
• Previously approved for 43%; new request for 38% - Approval 

2. Upper Story Transparency (Section 153.062(O)(5)) – Corridor Building – Approval 
• Required 30%; Provided 25% 

3. Blank Wall (Section 153.062(O)(5)) – Corridor Building – Disapproval 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
August 6, 2015 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 4 of 20 
 

 

• Required 15’; Provided 26’ 

4. Open Space Proportion – Approval 
• Required 3:1; Provided 5:1 

5. SR 161 Street Trees - Approval 
Site Plan Condition: 

1. Resolve the landscaping details prior to the demolition permit. 

 
Parking Plan is recommended approval. 

 

Master Sign Plan is recommended approval with two conditions: 
1. That the sign type D (directional sign) is modified to meet the requirements of Zoning Code 

Section 153.157(L) for private traffic and on-site directional signs (not more than 4 square feet, 
with no advertising including logos, and three feet high); and 

2. That the technical details and additional information (height to the top of the signs, sign areas, 

secondary image calculations, and setback information, etc.) are provided prior to sign 
permitting. 

 
Ms. Salay discussed the mature trees located along SR-161 and suggested preserving them. 

 

Mr. Brown said there are two nine-inch oaks on the corner. 
 

Ms. Puranik said the City of Dublin will installing landscaping and trees should be included.  She said the 
design has not been approved yet but the Parks and Recreation is working with ODOT to install 

landscaping for the median which will be coordinated with the landscaping along the hotel frontage as 
well. 

 

Ms. Newell asked if they knew what ODOT planned for this area. 
 

Mr. Stidhem asked if there is a plan for the entire intersection. 
 

 

Mr. Stidhem said he thought that Frantz Road was going to go straight across and the intersection was 
going to be modified and wondered how this site would fit into the new look of the intersection. 

 
Ms. Salay said a plan for Frantz and 161/Post and with the evolution Bridge Street and the OCLC site to 

the north will be different in the future depending on the improvements west of the intersection.  She 
said once the interchange construction is completed, appropriate concepts will be studied for that 

intersection. 

 
Ms. Puranik said the overall vision is not yet on paper, but the intersection of SR-161/I-270 as a main 

gateway into the City of Dublin and the east intersection at SR-161 of Frantz Road will be a mini 
gateway. 

 

Mr. Brown said Ivory Silk Lilacs are specified for Frantz Road which is a pretty but a slow growing tree. 
He said that he would prefer to see taller tree canopies which don’t block the Frantz Road public spaces.  

Ms. Puranik said the applicant had proposed a different species and the City of Dublin Forester made this 
recommendation of Ivory Silk Lilacs to make sure that the street trees are proportionate to the available 

space and will withstand the salt and the snow. 

 
Mr. Brown said that per his observations, a lot of the street trees are now smaller ornamental trees. He 

added that some of these trees are not the hardiest or long lived and he would prefer substantial shade 
trees.  He asked Ms. Salay to bring the subject to City Council. 
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Ms. Salay said some because of these changes are result of the AEP trimmings to keep the foliage from 

the power lines and the City Forester started to look at something that will grow full size and fit within 

the right-of-way to avoid anything additional trimmings. 
 

Nelson Yoder, 5927 Rings Road, Dublin, Ohio, said there is a possibility of getting a tree spade and 
replanting on site.  He said the building location on the site is resulted due to additional roadway 

requirement.  He said the building set back zone required them to push the building back from Frantz 
Road. 

 

Gary Sebach, 101 Mill Street, Gahanna, said they had spent a lot of time looking at the right-of-way and 
the City helped identify the “Build to Line”.   

 
Mr. Sebach said the changes are proposed since the last PZC meeting.  He said that the process began 

by placing the building along the street frontage with parking behind the building consistent with the BSD 

code.  He said initial discussions were about moving the entrance and public space to the Frantz Road 
side and energize and engage Frantz Road.  He said that the tower element was added at the 

intersection to create the sense of entry and a sense of place for the building. 
 

Mr. Sebach said they followed the brand standards for the hotel while incorporating the requirements for 

the code.  He said they have added additional glass to get the transparency numbers up and use various 
materials for textures with a more contemporary brick.   

 
Mr. Sebach said that initial comments from PZC were not using the fiber cement panels and a more 

traditional material of brick and stone reflecting the tradition of Dublin.  He said the challenge is 
designing a signature building with traditional materials such as brick and stone.  He said the tower was 

appreciated during the initial discussions.   

 
Mr. Sebach said that design is focused on achieving the balance to create a 21st century building while 

using the traditional materials. 
 

Mr. Sebach said the cornice line is changed to get traditional feel that was seen at the Home2 hotel in 

Cranberry.  He said they added a stone base to create the texture and tone of the base.   
Mr. Sebach said the feedback from last PZC meeting was that the vertical elements were competing with 

each other and introduction of a more random pattern will help to add interest.  He said the vertical 
elements along Frantz Road were repetitive and competing with each other for hierarchy.  He said the 

proposed brick was supported, but the Commission felt that SR-161 elevations needed improvements but 
was comfortable with the elevations along Frantz Road.  He said they were asked to incorporate stone on 

other facades and there was concern regarding the window louvers. He showed a sample of built-in 

window louvers with a commercial aluminum thermal break window.  He said the green accent color 
which was considered as signage is now removed from the building.  He said this project is setting the 

context for the area and he showed pictures of the surrounding buildings.   
 

Mr. Sebach said the landscape plan has been reviewed and supported by staff.  He said the street trees 

normally are 35-40 feet on center, they are installing at 20-25 feet on center with smaller ornamental 
trees at the direction of the City and they are making up for the growth by making them at a tighter 

spacing together.  He said the stone wall goes around the site including in front of the building with a 3-
foot differential between the finished floor and the sidewalk so that the wall becomes the separation with 

steps up to keep the room above the sidewalk to create the pedestrian separation so that no one could 

walk up to the bedrooms.  He said the plaza for the tower is for guests to access the building.  He said 
the public could access the outdoor living room patio with a fire pit He said they are addressing the ADA 

accessibility with incorporating a ramp to connecting the main lobby.  He said the parking lot is screened 
with a low ground cover in front of evergreen shrubs to provide parking lot screening.   
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Mr. Sebach said a lot of time was spent repackaging the north elevation that was very large and plain.  

He said the rooms are flipped onto the opposite side to get a narrower end of the building and changed 

the materials and forms, added the white brick element on the corner and incorporated corner glass to 
soften the corner in addition to landscaping to address the blankness of the original design. 

 
Mr. Sebach said the stone is carried up the building to create some texture and warmer, richer color.  He 

said the contemporary cornice is also modified.  He said that the green color for the corner tower is now 
introduced from inside. 

 

Ms. De Rosa said the green is a brighter green than what was proposed on the building. 
 

Ms. Salay said they removed it from the exterior to the interior and it was very clever. 
 

Ms. Newell said the Wendy’s Headquarters has similar application of red inside the lobby which is lit in 

the evening in addition to a sign on the side wall that cannot be regulated by Code because it is inside 
the lobby. 

 
Ms. Mitchell said the inside color resulted in a larger green area. 

 

Ms. Newell said that the tower is a public space where guests will spend time before going to their rooms 
and the light will always be on. She added that the proposed clear glass has a big span of glass and 

which is not advisable for the solar heat gain.  She said the way of toning down the inside of the space is 
requiring tented glass at that location.  She said the darker the tint the less prominent it will be from 

inside the building when it is lit at night. 
 

Mr. Brown said that corner is not much exposed to the sun. 

 
Mr. Sebach said it is a fairly small lounge in the corridor so he didn’t think it would be highly occupied 

space. 
 

Mr. Brown said it is a clever reaction and a solution to a problem which he likes and doesn’t offend him. 

 
Mr. Sebach said they are open to suggestions.  

 
Mr. Sebach said the stone is introduced around the corner and incorporated into the columns and 

changed the detail of the pergola and the drop off area and porte cochère to match details and profile as 
the cornice above with the same stone columns and a series of horizontal members with one area over 

the door. Mr. Brown said the corner with the green interior is the corner where they are preserving the 

two nine-inch caliper oak trees to soften that area.  He said this is the elevation where he likes the 
ground floor elevation with the Bridge Street Form Based Zoning which intends transparency and a 

presence on the street. He added that the applicant has responded to the Code but would like more of 
the ground floor building exposed with a taller canopy on the trees as opposed to the shorter ones.  He 

said it responds to what Bridge Street is. 

 
Ms. Salay said she does not have an objection to the street presence in this area but would also like to 

see vertical elements in terms of landscaping. 
 

Mr. Brown said that the renderings do not include the Ivory Silk Lilac.  

 
Mr. Sebach said they are not shown in the rendering because they would obscure the view of the building 

in the renderings but they are placed every 25-feet. 
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Mr. Brown said that the street presence is appealing and advised not to block is with shorter ornamental 

trees. 

 
Mr. Sebach said the glass is introduced for some transparency at the fitness center and at the front door 

but the changed signage is still not reflected in the renderings due to time constraint.  He said there is a 
beacon element with lights that will glow with a white light with a soft glow. 

 
Ms. De Rosa said that this is a big step forward from the last review and likes the different elements with 

the stone which nice adding more character.  She said she is not a fan of the green light and now that 

they have responded to their comment making this a more traditional building it doesn’t feel harmonious 
to the rest of the building.  She said the end signage that is possible freeway sign is overwhelming and 

should be smaller.  She asked if the louvers under the windows are blue. 
 

Mr. Sebach said the louvers in the rendering reflects the sky but those will be dark brownish/gray window 

and the idea is a window frame that bridged between the dark and light brick.   
 

Mr. Brown said he thought the applicant responded to what was asked at the Commission.  He said there 
is a style that is particular to brand located at the City of Dublin gateway and he likes how it responds to 

Frantz Road.  He said when he looks at the north elevation he reminds himself that with the interchange 

high speed road the traveler will first start to slow down for the light while getting off exit ramps. He 
added that is not suburban Dublin yet, but it is the gateway.  He said he hopes that they get ODOT 

cooperation to get some trees to soften the elevation.  He said the sign doesn’t bother him and is facing 
west and as he exits the ramp it will be visible but with all the trees that is in front of it and with the 

Embassy Suites close by it is not a huge impact.  He said he likes to see all the businesses succeed and 
thinks if any other use at that corner including other hotels will result in very plain facades.  He said this 

building has character and is dynamic and more cutting edge meeting the intent of the Bridge Street.  He 

said that the building it responds to the context but added that his only point of contention is trees. He 
said that the applicant has done a pretty good in his opinion. 

 
Ms. Mitchell said this plan is a lot better and they have responded to a lot of the items of concern.  She 

said from a branding perspective the light in the tower and in the roof, plus the signs are excessive.  She 

said they are using multi-flaccid branding which needs to be toned down.  She said the light in the tower 
is more creative and interesting on its own than just signage but the lights and the signs are excessive 

branding in combination.  She said there is concern with the tonality of the green in the tower and would 
not like it to glow at night.  She said collectively it is too much branding but pieces of it could be kept and 

others can be toned down. 
 

Mr. Sebach said in renderings don’t reflect the actual colors and change the lighting and soften the look.  

He said they have removed the monument sign. He added that from SR-161 heading west there is only a 
blade sign. He said that there is no sign for traveler going east. He added that that the landscaping will 

cover that elevation and wanted to get a sign above the landscaping.  He said that there are only two 
signs on the building and the branding color inside the tower. 

 

Mr. Yoder said the branding color was a way to work the brand into the building.  He suggested that the 
Commission can include a condition that if the color is very harsh, it will have to be replaced.   

 
Ms. Newell said that is a nice offer and nice solution.  She said with the green paint if it wasn’t their 

branding color she wouldn’t have an objection to it because the transparency proposed for the tower 

connects inside with the outside meeting the intent of Bridge Street District. 
 

Ms. De Rosa said that the proposed green color should be harmonious with the building. 
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Mr. Yoder said it will give them a chance to tweak the color in the field and make sure it looks good with 

the warm colors of the building. 

 
Ms. Mitchell said she likes the light and from a branding perspective that is subtle and creative to activate 

the associations with the brand than having the literal obviousness of the logo.  She said the logo is very 
literal and very blunt whereas the tower color is more creative and subtle. 

 
Ms. Newell said architecturally for the building, she thinks they listened and she likes the architecture 

now.  She said it is a nice improvement.  She said the signs are integrated into the architecture with the 

building and signage needs to be visible with a hotel. She said she would be more comfortable knowing 
what the square footage is of the signage with their review.   

 
Ms. Salay said the other hotels such as the Embassy Suites and the Marriott are much larger than this 

project which is something to consider. 

 
Ms. Newell said she is trying to be fair to everyone including the surrounding projects and this applicant. 

 
Ms. Newell said the one thing of concern is the glowing box on the top of the building which is a beacon. 

She said that is not going to add anything architecturally to the building. 

 
Mr. Stidhem said he always tries to visualize what this will look like and he likes the outside seating 

incorporation of brick.  He said he really didn’t like the drive through area before but the proposed 
changes are a lot better now and he appreciates the change. He said he likes the green glowing light and 

it is an awesome proposal and a creative way to solve problem.  He said this is an extended stay hotel 
where people will not need to look for assigns as needed daily stay type hotel. 

 

Ms. Mitchell said if they could find out the proportional size of the signage at the Marriott and the 
Embassy Suites to use with the review of this signage. 

 
Ms. Salay said she has had issues with this application from the beginning and likes the cornice treatment 

and the stone.  She said the concern is with the two types of contrasting bricks and the stone which 

clash.  She said she does like the stone textures and colors.  She said she likes the activation of Frantz 
Road and would agree there should be taller canopy trees but if there is not enough room for the tree 

roots maybe have separation in the stone wall for the tree plantings rather than having a consistent 
stone wall.   

 
Ms. Salay said the north elevation with the straight stone wall and with the way it emulates in and out 

with the planting beds with the daffodils everywhere in the spring and during the summer the blooming 

daylilies it is a beautiful area.  She said that if there was some softness with the stone wall and some 
mounding it would enhance that elevation.  She said she likes the idea of moving trees on site and would 

like to save the existing mature trees.  She said she likes the corner glass on the northwest elevation.   
 

Ms. Salay said the wall sign is not a high speed roadway and is where they should be slowing down as 

they approach the community.  She said she would rather have a ground sign than the large wall sign on 
the western elevation.  She said her concern is that this building is black and white and branded all over.  

She said there are brand specific elements with the black and white and green accents colors.  She said 
she appreciates the idea to repaint if the green color is jarring.  She reiterated that it is a very branded 

building.  She said she would like to see a building that is much more Dublin-centric and that when the 

brand changes on this building they have something more timeless.   
 

Ms. Salay said she cannot support this application as submitted and concerned with the brand-centric 
building at the gateway corner. 
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Mr. Miller said this is a huge upgrade from last time.  He said he is on the extreme negative side of this 

review because the location is extremely special and a major gateway into the community.   He said that 

is a low end of the brand hotel that is going in on a signature site and he cannot get past it.  He said if 
the building is hidden with landscaping, it would be better.  He said this is not an appropriate structure 

on this particular lot unless it is “dublinized” it in a significant way but it will still feel like a lower end of 
the brand hotel.   He said he didn’t mean to criticize the Hilton Companies or the brand itself because he 

would stay at a place like this, but he just cannot envision it on that corner the way it is laid out. 
 

Ms. Mitchell said this is already so branded that if it is possible to have no signage or just a sign that was 

small near the entrance as a ground sign.  She said the building screams Hilton Home2 Hotel from the 
architecture and design of the building.  She said it is recognizable from the look of the building and does 

not need much signage because of the branding. 
 

Mr. Sebach asked if they can separate the Master Sign Plan from consideration and come back with a 

better solution. 
 

Ms. Newell asked if there were any other comments. 
 

Mr. Brown asked if the division of the site the ramifications.  

 
Ms. Puranik said the lots are divided for separate ownership and financial obligations.  She said the 

proposed plat will also clean up the right-of-way changes.  She said there is a small amount of right-of-
way take on the north side. She added that the proposed plat will help to clarify the existing deed 

restrictions.  She said the application has the access and storm water easements noted on the plat which 
doesn’t affect the functionality of these two buildings on the plat. 

 

Mr. Yoder said given what they have heard tonight they would like to table this application and come 
back with some different looks for this proposal with the color choices, the branding look. He added that 

revising the color palate a might help tone down the branding aspect and still get them to a point where 
Hilton is comfortable with the building as well. 

     

Ms. Newell said she commends them for being so cooperative. 
 

Mr. Yoder said of the proposed use at this corner is not a Ritz Carlton, but also not a Massey’s Pizza. He 
added that they are trying to set the bar as high as they can, but those are the other options at this point 

to lease the space to a second generation restaurant users that want to be in this space.  He said they 
would like to be a great gateway into the City with beautiful trees and exteriors and setting a good tone.  

He said the brand process to get a brand onto a hotel site like this involves reaching out to Marriott, 

Hilton or the other types of flags that are out there and Marriott and Hilton are the two best hotel brands 
that are out there.  He said they are fortunate to have one interested in engaging in this site. He added 

that the brands go through a market study to determine the location.  He said they didn’t specifically 
asked for Home2 flag on this site but it came from Hilton market study.  He said the brand corporations 

decide the appropriate location for appropriate flag which is a very long process to get a flag awarded for 

this site.  He said it took many months but now have a signed franchise agreement for this site. The 
proposed H2 is a great improvement for this site and if they try to look to a different flag they are setting 

the process back a year to find a hotel that wants to be here.  He said this is going to be a great addition 
to this corner and a great use of the site.  

 

Mr. Brown said this is a problem corner site where wedging anything higher end significant in that small 
of a lot is very challenging but he understands what the other commissioners are saying.  
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Mr. Sebach said he has been doing business in Dublin for over 20 years and has been on all sides of the 

spectrum where if the proposal is “dublinized” it becomes contextual and if it is not “publicized” then it 

doesn’t fit the bar.  He said it is very challenging from applicant’s point of view to achieve that balance.  
 

Mr. Brown said when he sees the opportunity after this project where the Kroger strip center and the 
bank and McDonald’s will become a premium redevelopment lot and a true gateway to Dublin and the 

whole Bridge Street Corridor. He added that the proposed project a step for interesting transition.   
 

Mr. Miller said the video that was produced for the Bridge Park district was very helpful to see how the 

phases actually would fit together in real life and thanked the applicant for the video. 
 

Mr. Langworthy said City of Dublin is planning a similar video to try and demonstrate some of the feel of 
the corridor at a street level. 

 

Ms. Salay said that the video was shown to City Council and was very helpful.  She said is very 
appreciative of their receptiveness of the Commissions’ feedback and being willing to table the application 

for working through the process.  
 

 

Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to table this Development Plan, Site Plan Waivers, Site Plan, 

Parking Plan, and Master Sign Plan application at the request of the applicant. The vote was as follows: 
Mr. Brown, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; 

and Ms. Newell, yes. (Tabled 7 – 0)  
 

 

2. BSD Commercial District – Home2 Hotel     5000 Upper Metro Place  
 15-062PP/FP                         Preliminary Plat/Final Plat 
       

Ms. Puranik said the only issue regarding the Plat was updating the access easements. She added that 
the access easements are now updated to cover access, stormwater easements for both buildings.  She 

said that the only outstanding issue is adding a note on the plat regarding the existing deed restrictions. 
She said the proposed condition addresses that.  She said the other condition is related to technical 

details for the northeast corner resolving minor discrepancies. 
 

Mr. Yoder requested feedback from the Commissioners. 

 
Ms. Newell said the following application is a request for a subdivision of a 2.57-acre site into two lots for 

a proposed hotel and future office building on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge Street 
and Upper Metro Place. This is a request for review and recommendation of approval to City Council of a 

Preliminary Plat and a Final Plat under the provisions of Subdivision Regulations. The Commission will 

make a recommendation to City Council.  
 

Ms. Puranik said there are two lots one for the office and one for the hotel.  She said the plat shows all 
the access, utility, and storm water easements for two buildings.  She said the setbacks are shown per 

the Bridge Street District Code.  She said the discrepancy in the northeast corner with the surveyors’ pins 

will be resolved.  She said the plats are meeting all the review criteria and the staff is recommending 
approval with two conditions: 

1. That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 
City Council submittal; and 

2. That the applicant works with Staff to finalize the additional information on the Plat addressing 
the deed restrictions on the property prior to the Council hearing. 
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Steve Langworthy asked if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this application. 
[There were none.]  He confirmed the ART’s recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission for their meeting on August 6, 2015. 

 
3. Home 2 Hotel – Demolition and Mass Excavation         5000 Upper Metro Place 
 15-066MPR        Minor Project Review 

       
Logan Stang said this is a request for site modifications including grading and excavation to prepare for 
future development. He said this is a request for review and approval of a Minor Project Review under 
the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
 
Mr. Stang said the 2.57-acre site is on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge Street and 
Upper Metro Place. He said the proposal includes the demolition of an existing commercial structure and 
associated parking area in preparation for future development. He said the location of the proposed 
building footprint will be undercut and replaced with compacted, tested, and engineered fill to a depth of 
±5 feet and extended to a minimum distance of 10 feet beyond the building limits. He stated the 
proposal includes establishing dirt pads and the removal of existing stormwater control measures, curbs, 
sidewalks, landscaping, portions of a stone wall, and abandoned utility lines at the right-of-way. He noted 
the existing curb cut and access drive will remain and be used as construction and future development 
access. He said standard construction runoff measures will be used in order to prevent damaging 
stormwater systems during the construction process and the entire area will be seeded within 14 days 
upon completion of the work. He explained that site runoff will flow from north to south towards the main 
access point and will drain into stormwater catch basins located throughout the site.  
 
Mr. Stang said approval is recommended for this Minor Project Review with three conditions: 
 

1) That the applicant install signs on Upper Metro Place at the construction entrance, subject to 
approval by the City Engineer; 

 
2) That the permit (Site-Only Permit) plans demonstrates compliance with the requirements of the 

Ohio EPA and Section 53.300 of the Dublin Codified Ordinances regarding erosion and sediment 
control; and 

 
3) That the applicant will be responsible for any daily cleanup of any dirt on the surrounding streets 

if attributable to this work, as directed by City Staff. 
 
Devayani Puranik noted that the applicant has provided updated plans which show they have preserved 
one additional tree.  
 
Mr. Langworthy asked the ART if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this application. 
[There were none.]  He confirmed the ART’s approval of this Minor Project Review with three conditions. 
 
4.  BSD Commercial District – Home2 Hotel          5000 Upper Metro Place 
 15-059BSD-DP/BSD-SP/BSD-MSP          Master Sign Plan Review 
 
Devayani Puranik said this is a request for a Master Sign Plan for a new four-story hotel with 129 suites 
on a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place. 
She said this is a request for review and recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission for a Master Sign Plan in accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.065(H) and under the 
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(L). 
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Ms. Puranik said the applicant is proposing two wall-mounted signs on the south and west facades, one 
projecting sign on the east façade, and one ground sign at the access point on Upper Metro and 
presented a site map of the sign locations. She said originally they proposed an additional ground sign 
but have since removed it from the plan.  
 
Ms. Puranik said the proposed wall signs will have channel letters with acrylic vinyl faces and internal LED 
illumination. She explained that wall sign Type A is proposed at a height of 8 feet and covers a 25.68-
square-foot area. She said it is located to the west of the main entrance and is facing the parking lot and 
future office building. She reported that this sign meets all Code requirements with the exception of 
location.  
 
Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors confirmed that the channel letters will be illuminated and outlined in white.  
 
Ms. Puranik said the second wall sign, Type B, serves as a building identification sign proposed at a 
height of 35 feet and an area of 96 square feet facing the I-270 interchange. She stipulated that this sign 
needs to be white and green without any black. She reported this sign also meets Code with the 
exception of location. 
 
Ms. Puranik said the projecting sign, Type C, is located on the east façade, within the first and second 
stories near the main entrance facing Frantz Road. She said it is proposed at a height of 8 feet, 8 inches 
and has an area of 16 square feet. She described the sign as being an internally illuminated, double-
faced aluminum cabinet with translucent vinyl lettering and the colors will match the other proposed 
signs using black, white, and green. 
 
Ms. Puranik said the directional sign, Type D, meets the requirements for a ground sign but the lollipop 
design should be reconsidered to be smaller and have the appropriate base, possibly made of stone or 
brick. She said this sign will be located at the main access point off Upper Metro Place, has an area of 
5.33 square feet, and will be 4 feet high. She described the sign as a double-faced, directional sign with 
white lettering, a cabinet with anodized aluminum, and the colors matching the brand standards. 
 
Steve Langworthy questioned the text for the directional sign since it appears as advertisement, which is 
not permitted. He said there are plenty of signs to identify the hotel and would prefer not to depart from 
previous determinations. He asked the ART if they felt the same.  
 
Matt Earman stated that if that is precedent then it should be adhered to. Jeff Tyler agreed. 
 
Mr. Langworthy said internal directional signs are permitted. 
 
Mr. Langworthy noted the various signs proposed: 
 
Type A – Located on the south façade, next to the canopy, on the first floor. 
Type B – A large sign located on SR 161, between the third and fourth floors.  
Type C – Located along Frantz Road, close to the pocket plaza/outdoor patio.  
Type D – Ground sign in the lollipop shape the ART is requesting to be changed.  
 
Ms. Puranik inquired about the size of the Type D sign since it was 5.3 square feet and Code states that 
directional signs can be up to 4 square feet.  
 
Mr. Langworthy said the Type D sign should meet the Code requirements permitting 4 square feet in size.  
 
Mr. Langworthy asked if sign types A, B, and C are all permissible under any circumstance by Code. Ms. 
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Puranik said sign Type A and B both do not meet the location requirements and sign Type B is only 
permitted one color per Code. 
 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Master Sign Plan 
to permit two wall signs with different locations, one sign with an additional color, and one 
ground/directional sign with two conditions: 
 

1) That sign type D (directional sign) is modified to meet the private traffic and on-site directional 
sign requirements listed in the Zoning Code Section 153.157(L); and  

 
2) That the technical details and additional information (height to the top of the sign, sign area, 

secondary image calculations, and setback information, etc.) are provided prior to sign 
permitting. 
 

Mr. Langworthy asked the ART if there were any further questions or concerns on this application. [There 
were none.] He confirmed the ART’s recommendation of approval for the Master Sign Plan that would be 
forwarded to the Planning and Zoning Commission for their review of this application in its entirety at 
their meeting on Thursday, August 6, 2015. 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

Steve Langworthy asked if there were any additional administrative issues or other items for discussion. 
[There were none.] 
 
Mr. Langworthy adjourned the meeting at 2:50 pm. 
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DETERMINATION 

3.  BSD Commercial District – Home2 Hotel          5000 Upper Metro Place 

 15-059BSD-DP/BSD-SP                        Development Plan/Site Plan Reviews 
 
Devayani Puranik said this is a request for a new four-story hotel with 129 suites and associated site 
improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the south side of SR 161 and on the west side of Frantz Road 
between West Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for review and 
recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Development Plan and Site 
Plan in accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066. 

 
Ms. Puranik stated the Basic Development Plan and Site Plan were approved by the PZC on May 7, 2015. 
She explained that a Parking Plan is part of this application and the ART’s recommendation will be 

determined today but the Master Sign Plan portion of this application will be determined by the ART next 
week; all being forwarded to the PZC for their meeting on August 6, 2015. 
 
Ms. Puranik said the Development Plan is for the following: 
 Existing 2.57-acre commercial site (to be split into two lots) 
 Four-story, Corridor Building 
 80,481-square-foot hotel with 129 units 
 1,900 square feet of Open Space 
 122 shared parking spaces 
 Two-story, 14,000-square-foot office building (Phase II) 

 
Ms. Puranik presented the open space being proposed. She said 1,890 square feet of open space is 
required and the applicant is proposing 1,900 square feet. She pointed out the two pocket plazas along 
Frantz Road. She said ADA access/ramps have not been provided for publicly accessible open spaces and 
pedestrian connections so a condition has been written for the applicant to provide those on the Plat, 
prior to the Council’s review.  
 
Ms. Puranik presented the Site Plan façade materials whereas the primary materials are stone, brick and 
glass and the trim is fiber cement board and EIFS. She said the material locations are noted on the 
elevations from each direction but the actual color of the materials is not represented. She presented 
proposed elevation renderings with a more realistic version of the materials and lighting.  
 
Ms. Puranik presented the Parking Pan for the intended shared parking between the hotel and future 
office building. She noted that 135 spaces are required and the applicant has provided 122 spaces 
considering the overlap of hours of operation for hotel and office. She said the applicant is requesting a 
Parking Plan approval to reduce the number of required parking spaces. She added that a loading space 
is provided under the canopy, which meets the area requirement per the BSD regulations. She said Staff 
recommends an access easement that includes a drive aisle along the south and a portion of the curb 
cut. Metal/steel bicycle parking racks she said are provided for 12 bikes. 
 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Development 
Plan with the following two conditions: 

 
1) That the applicant reflects the Bridge Street and Frantz Road right-of-way change details and 

coordinates site work in this area with the interchange improvements and timing of the 
construction easement, prior to the building permit review; and  

2) That the applicant investigates the requirements for ADA accessibility compliance connecting the 
pocket plaza along Frantz Road to the main entrance of the building, prior to the building permit 
review. 
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Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Site Plan with 
the following four conditions: 

 
1) That the applicant provides public access easements for all publicly accessible open spaces and 

pedestrian connections on the Plat, prior to the Council review; 
2) That the applicant modifies the limits of the drainage easement to encompass the entire 

stormwater treatment system that will serve the future office development on the updated Plat; 
3) That the applicant specifies the material (glass) details for both Towers; and 
4) That the applicant resolves the landscaping details prior to the demolition permit. 

 
Vern Hoying, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, asked if the fourth condition was a result of the 
on-site meeting. Ms. Puranik confirmed. 
 
Mr. Hoying said they agreed with the modifications but the plans need to reflect the revisions (i.e. tree 
species changed).  
 
Ms. Puranik identified five Site Plan Waivers, four of which are recommended for approval and one for 
disapproval: 
 
1. Ground Story Transparency - Corridor Building: Previously approved for 43%; new request for 38%  

Approval is recommended. 
2. Upper Story Transparency - Corridor Building  
 Approval is recommended. 
3. Blank Wall - Corridor Building  
 Disapproval is recommended.  
4. Open Space proportion  
 Approval is recommended.  
5. SR 161 Street Trees 
 Approval is recommended. 
 
Ms. Puranik identified an Administrative Departure: 
 
1. Upper Story Transparency:   

North Elevation (3rd and 4th floors)  
East Elevation (3rd and 4th floors) 
West Elevation (2nd, 3rd, and 4th floors) 

 
Ms. Puranik said approval is recommended for a Parking Plan with one condition based on the different 
timings of the main uses and BSD intent of shared parking: 

 
1) Expand the limits of the access easement to a minimum to encompass the entire curb cut and 

the entire drive isle that leads to the parking areas. 
 

Gary Gunderman asked the ART if they could recall how the Commission felt about fiber cement 
materials at the last PZC. Ms. Puranik said all the materials were approved including the fiber cement as a 
secondary material with a limited percentage to be used. 

 
Mr. Gunderman asked if there were any issues related to any of the five actions as presented. [There 
were none.] 
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Mr. Gunderman confirmed the ART’s recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission for the Development Plan with two conditions. 

 
Mr. Gunderman confirmed the ART’s recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission for Site Plan Waivers #1, 2, 4, and 5 and disapproval for Waiver #3. 

 
Mr. Gunderman inquired about the Administrative Departure. Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors said changes 
had been made to transparency but the amount was still 27% instead of 30%.  
 
Mr. Gunderman confirmed the ART’s approval of the Administrative Departure. 

 
Mr. Gunderman confirmed the ART’s approval of the Parking Plan with one condition. 

 
Mr. Gunderman confirmed the ART’s recommendation for approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission for the Site Plan with four conditions. 

 
Ms. Puranik asked to discuss the Master Sign Plan as it was scheduled for the ART’s recommendation 
next week. She presented the locations of the signs proposed. She said the applicant is proposing two 
wall-mounted signs on the south (type ‘A’) and west (type ‘B’) facades, one projecting sign on the east 
façade (type ‘C’), and two ground signs at the access point on Upper Metro Place and on the corner of 
West Bridge Street and Frantz Road (type ‘D’). 
 
Ms. Puranik said wall sign ‘A’ on the south side is the larger of the two wall signs and exceeds the height 
requirement. She explained it needs to be located within the first story as permitted by building type. She 
said the second wall sign ‘B’ on the west side can be at the proposed height but is required to be one 
color, serving as a building identification sign. She reported the projecting sign ‘C’ on Frantz Road meets 

Code and the two ground signs, type ‘D’ also meet Code. She said there are a total of five signs for a 
two-acre site and having two ground signs is redundant.  
 
Ms. Puranik recommended that the ground sign along Upper Metro Place should be reduced in size to be 
considered a directional sign. 
 
Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, asked if the directional sign can include the name 
of the hotel but without the logo. He agreed it would provide clarity for drivers to make the turn. 
 
Mr. Gunderman inquired about signs specific to the Bridge Street District and if these are permitted under 
those guidelines. Ms. Puranik said she would check the requirements for directional signs in the BSD. Mr. 
Nelson agreed to downplay the directional signs and recognizes that the applicant also has to preserve 
space for the future office building (Phase II). He concluded an entry sign to allow for both makes sense. 
 
Mr. Hoying asked if the wall sign on the south elevation was lowered if it would solve the blank wall 
issue. Ms. Spires asked if the sign could be placed on the brick panel. Ms. Puranik said she would review 
the requirements to see if that would be a solution. Mr. Yoder said they would coordinate the position of 
the sign with the landscaping to ensure visibility.  
 
Mr. Gunderman inquired about the color proposed for this sign. Ms. Spires answered that the signs 
include black, white and the corporate color of green, which would be placed against the darkest shade 
of brick. 
 
Mr. Yoder thought this solution could take care of the only Waiver that the ART disapproved by the time 
the applicant presented to the Commission.  
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Mr. Gunderman said if the applicant comes back next week with the revised sign proposal then that 
would be included in the report to the Commission.  
 
Ms. Spires inquired about sign colors. Ms. Puranik reiterated that only one color is permitted on sign type 
‘B’.  
 
Ms. Spires asked what would happen if the brand dictates they cannot remove the color. Ms. Puranik 
responded it would need to be included in the Master Sign Plan to request approval. 
 
Mr. Gunderman confirmed with Ms. Puranik that there were no further items for discussion on this 
application. He thanked the applicant and stated that the ART’s recommendation for the Master Sign Plan 

would be determined next week and the Planning and Zoning Commission would review this application 
in its entirety at their meeting on Thursday, August 6, 2015.  
 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

Gary Gunderman asked if there were any additional administrative issues or other items for discussion. 
[There were none.] 
 
Mr. Gunderman adjourned the meeting at 2:40 pm. 



ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW TEAM  
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

JUNE 25, 2015 
 
 
ART Members and Designees: Steve Langworthy, Planning Director; Jeff Tyler, Building Standards 
Director; Alan Perkins, Fire Marshal; Fred Hahn, Director of Parks and Open Space; Colleen Gilger, 
Director of Economic Development; Laura Ball, Landscape Architect; and Aaron Stanford, Senior Civil 
Engineer.  
 
Other Staff: Rachel Ray, Planner II; Devayani Puranik, Planner II, and Laurie Wright, Staff Assistant.  
 
Applicants: Eric Hilty, Hilty Signs (Case 1); Melissa Spires and Gary Sebach, OHM Advisors; and Russ 
Hunter and Vern Hoying, Crawford Hoying Development Partners (Case 2). 
 
Steve Langworthy called the meeting to order. He asked if there were any amendments to the June 18, 
2015, meeting minutes. The minutes were accepted into the record as presented.  
  
INTRODUCTIONS 

1.  BSD Sawmill Center Neighborhood District – Dublin Village Center  
School of Rock Sign            6727 Dublin Center Drive 
15-060MPR        Minor Project Review 
 

Rachel Ray said this is a request for installation of a new 20-square-foot wall sign for a tenant in the 
Dublin Village Center shopping center on the west side of Dublin Center Drive, east of Village Parkway 
(northeast of the movie theater). She said this is a request for review and approval of a Minor Project 
Review under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(G). 

 
Ms. Ray presented the site. Eric Hilty, Hilty Signs, confirmed the site is two units east of the Average 
Joe’s Pub and Grill space, for which the ART recently reviewed a wall sign proposal. He said the tenant 
will occupy two tenant spaces. 
 
Ms. Ray presented the proposed sign fabricated of aluminum channel letters with red vinyl on the face, 
black returns, and white LED lighting. She said the sign meets the Code for height, color, and area.  
 
Steve Langworthy noted the secondary image of an electric guitar. He asked the ART if there were any 
questions or concerns regarding this application. [There were none.]  He stated a determination was 
scheduled for Wednesday, July 1, 2015, due to the holiday. 

 
2. BSD Commercial District – Home-2 Hotel          5000 Upper Metro Place 

 15-059DP/SP               Development Plan/Site Plan Reviews 
 

Devayani Puranik said this is a request for construction of a new four-story hotel with 126 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the south side of SR 161 and on the west side of 
Frantz Road between West Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for review and 
recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Development Plan and Site 
Plan in accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066.  
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Ms. Puranik said the Basic Development Plan and Basic Site Plan were approved by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission on May 7, 2015. She said an informal review was conducted by the PZC on June 11, 
2015. She reiterated that this application is for a Development Plan and Site Plan Review so everything 
has been included in the packet. 
 
Gary Sebach, OHM Advisors, said he was not present at the Informal Review in June but was apprised of 
the Commission’s comments. He said as a result of that meeting, the applicant has revised the exterior of 
the building. He said they have manipulated the elevations so they are more in line with what they 
believe the Commission wanted to see at this prominent intersection.  
 
Mr. Sebach presented hard copies of the plans that he said did not represent the stone very well, 
unfortunately. He explained the applicant has incorporated changes to the color of the stone, which is 
now more of a rust color that wraps around the building rather than just focusing the single accent color 
on the tower.  
 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, presented the new stone sample board and small 
color swatches for the other materials to provide the overall color palette. He said larger material samples 
are on order and will be available for the PZC meeting. 
 
Mr. Sebach said the applicant tried to provide a visual dynamic in the elevation so it did not appear so 
static. He explained that they kept the 18-inch change in plane for the shadow effect and how the plane 
steps back every 15 feet to ensure they do not exceed the 15-foot blank wall limitation. He reported the 
end windows were removed, which decreased their transparency numbers and they changed the large 
glass, which shifted in a few places but they did not meet requirements for transparency anyway. He 
indicated the goal was for the building to look more uniform and not like three separate buildings. He 
said the very west end of the building that faces Embassy Suites is now narrower. 
 
Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors, said a smaller unit on the west end of the building resulted in the narrower 
elevation. She confirmed the lighter color material is a thin brick. 
 
Mr. Sebach indicated the cornice helps hold together the building in a playful way. He said the applicant 
is keeping the darker bronze color but have removed the bright green, which the Commission did not 
favor. 
 
Steve Langworthy asked if there was much push back from the client on the green that they wanted.   
 
Vern Hoying, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said Home2 uses prototypical designs but are 
mindful of the areas in which their buildings are being built. He said that there were still enough design 
elements to ensure the proposed building remains consistent with the Home2 brand. 
 
Mr. Sebach said the glass looks black in the rendering but the tower will be back lit and some green color 
will be visible through the glass. He said they are having revised renderings made to better illustrate the 
intended appearance of the glass and illumination. 
 
Ms. Puranik confirmed that both towers will still be illuminated at the top. 
 
Mr. Langworthy inquired about rooftop mechanicals. Ms. Spires said the few mechanicals will be placed in 
the center of the roof and the parapet around the building will screen the mechanicals.  
 
Mr. Hoying added the “inside L” section of the site was the best place to screen mechanicals that were at 
ground level. 
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Jeff Tyler noted that the canopies appeared to be different on all of the renderings and asked if they 
were all intended to be the same. Mr. Sebach said they were all going to be the same with the second 
layer to match the architectural detail at the top of the building. 
 
Mr. Tyler inquired about the columns. Ms. Spires confirmed that stone columns would be used.  
 
Ms. Puranik asked if there have been any changes made to the site plan. Ms. Spires replied there had not 
been any changes, just further development of the landscaping with proposed signs for the building. 
 
Alan Perkins asked if the location of the fire department connection (FDC) had been changed as it is now 
proposed to be located directly behind a proposed park bench where there is not enough clearance.  
 
Ms. Spires said she anticipated the FDC to be moved more towards the corner of the building if that was 
going to be acceptable to Mr. Perkins. He replied that location would probably work; he could deal with 
low landscaping but not a park bench as that interferes with the fire hoses. 
 
Mr. Hoying indicated the applicant is dealing with AEP (American Electric Power). He said a new 
easement needs to be created so they can relocate an electrical line that currently runs right through the 
corner of their building. He said the proposed new transformer will be located between the dumpster and 
the building that will work for AEP and provide camouflage as well. 
 
Mr. Langworthy said the ART’s determination is scheduled for July 23rd. 
 
Mr. Tyler indicated there is a real interest in SR161. Given this building’s prominent location, he is 
concerned that the architecture is still not quite there, despite the applicant’s revisions to make it a little 
bit more fun. He noted the stepping plane, which he liked, as well as the window piece. He said he heard 
the Commission and their desire to see a building that is really focused on this intersection and wonders 
if the design has gone far enough to gain more support from the Commission.  
 
Mr. Sebach said he thought that maybe it was the fault of the renderings; the applicant did not want to 
go too modern. 
 
Mr. Langworthy referred to the Commission’s comments about the landscaping along SR 161. 
 
Mr. Tyler inquired about the windows and the vents beneath the windows. Mr. Hunter said interval 
louvers will be shown on the windows. 
 
Fred Hahn asked what the Code stated about blank walls, and if it could be an issue. Mr. Sebach 
confirmed the proposal meets Code, which allows for a maximum of 15 feet for a blank wall. He referred 
to the plans and explained the changes the applicant made to meet the 15-foot limit. 
 
Ms. Puranik asked if the landscaping on SR161 was part of the infrastructure agreement. 
 
Laura Ball said that the I-270/US 33 improvements will have an effect on that landscape area on the 
north side of the wall. She stated that the City would maintain anything planted in front of the wall (on 
the north side) and anything behind the wall (on the south side) will be maintained by the applicant. She 
encouraged the applicant to refrain from showing landscaping in the front of the wall. She said 
eventually, that landscaping area will match what is being planted in the boulevard.  
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Mr. Langworthy asked Ms. Ball if there would be something to show the Commission as to what is 
intended for the landscaping in front of the wall. Ms. Ball said the landscaping would be complimentary to 
what is planned for the boulevard.  

ADMINISTRATIVE 

Steve Langworthy asked if there were any additional administrative issues or other items for discussion. 
[There were none.] 
 
 
Mr. Langworthy adjourned the meeting at 2:30 pm. 
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released by AEP in the near future. She said all the criteria have been met or met with conditions relating 
to property ownership and the development agreement timing, as well as some of the technical notes on 
the plat. She other conditions relate to when construction can begin, which is not until Dale Drive is 
vacated and the applicant submits a construction phasing plan coordinated with the improvements along 
Riverside Drive and the SR 161/Riverside roundabout. She said Planning recommends approval with 
seven conditions to City Council. 

 
Ms. Newell asked if there was anyone from the public that wanted to speak on this application. [There 
were none.] 

 
Ms. Newell asked if any commissioners had any comments. [There were none.] 

 
Ms. Newell asked if the applicant was in agreement with the seven conditions in the Planning Report: 

 
1) That the applicant modifies the plat notes regarding right-of-way encroachments, public access 

easements, and stormwater easements, subject to approval by the Law Director and the City 
Engineer; 

2) That this final plat not be recorded until a Development Agreement between the applicant/developer 
and the City of Dublin is approved by City Council; 

3) That this final plat not be recorded until approved by all impacted owners encompassed within the 
final plat boundaries; 

4) That construction on the public improvements does not commence until an Infrastructure Agreement 
is approved by City Council; 

5) That construction on the public improvements does not commence until the existing east/west 
segment of Dale Drive is vacated through City Council action; 

6) That construction on the public improvements does not commence until the applicant submits a 
construction phasing and sequencing plan to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; and 

7) That the applicant ensures any minor technical adjustments and other adjustments are made prior to 
final review by City Council. 

 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, agreed to the conditions. 

 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to recommend approval of the Final Plat application. The vote 
was as follows: Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. 
Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 

 
 

6. BSD Commercial District – Home2 Hotel Architecture 5000 Upper Metro Place 
 15-045INF Informal Review 

 

Ms. Newell said the following application is a request for informal review and non-binding feedback on 
the architectural concepts for the proposed four-story hotel with 129 suites and associated site 
improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge Street and Upper 
Metro Place. 

 
Devayani Puranik said this site is about 2.5-acres located on the southwest intersection of SR161 and 
Frantz Road. She said the first step for the Bridge Street District Review was the Basic Plan Review which 
was reviewed and approved on May 7th with conditions. She noted that one of the conditions focused on 
reconsidering architecture and materials for the proposed building. The applicant is requesting the 
informal review of the updated elevations and new proposed materials. She said this request is separate 
from the Bridge Street District Review process and depending on the feedback this application will move 
forward with the Final Plans Review. 

 
Ms. Puranik presented the design updates, which include the introduction of Cornice with reduced width 
and noted the tower which is currently not visible will need to be reviewed closely at the final review. She 
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went through the major changes, which include change of materials replacing the fiber cement panels 
with thin brick in two colors. She said the base of the building will be in stone and all other elements 
including glass are not changed since the previous proposal in May. She said the cultured stone is 
introduced for the tower elevation facing Upper Metro Place. She pointed at the west elevation change, 
which is a physical change with wider windows. 

 
Ms. Puranik said the applicant has enhanced renderings to share with the Commission. 

 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said they have brought samples of the new 
materials. He went through the proposed materials; a stone base and thin brick for the upper stories. He 
said the proposed bands similar to the overhangs add to the layers of the building. He showed the 
pictures for the installation details including eight-inch and four-inch side profile offering appropriate 
width and design flexibility. He noted stone base is a manufactured veneer product giving the look and 
richness of the stone. He said they are struggling with the SR 161 elevation and asked for feedback. He 
asked for feedback regarding the green colored panels as well. He said they feel it is an appropriate use 
in a contemporary building to get some architectural interest. He said the use of the thin brick allows the 
ability to make this an iconic building. 

 
Mr. Brown said the splash of green was discussed at length at the last meeting. He said it is similar to the 
branding colors used in other buildings and it is a creative way to incorporate a sign without lighting up a 
big sign. He appreciated that the elevations are an improvement with varying colors and layers. He did 
not support the porte cochere design stating it is not architecturally complementing the main entrance to 
the building 

 
Ms. Newell asked about the details for the louvers on the HVCA units. 

 
Mr. Hunter said the louvers are integral to the window systems with same colors and will look as a single 
unit. 

 
Ms. Newell suggested they investigate the architectural louver to screen the HVCA units for each room 
similar to the one at the Manor Care skilled nursing facility on West Dublin-Granville Road. She said the 
vertical elements that are meant to break up the massing of the building are competing with each other. 
She suggested looking at the components and the rhythm of the design elements and introducing 
random pattern will help the design of the building. 

 
Ms. Mitchell asked if the green trim is a brand vocabulary for Home2. 

 
Mr. Hunter said it is a preferred brand color but they also offer an orange. He mentioned that they can 
explore a different color. 

 
Ms. De Rosa said the proposed elevations do not translate as a statement building for Dublin. She said 
the brick is a good option for materials. She mentioned that she is hopeful for the landscaping along SR 
161 with the landscaping beds. She said they have made some improvements on the other elevations but 
the front elevations are not quite there. 

 
Mr. Hunter said they focused on the Frantz Road elevations and materials but there is still work to be 
done with this building as it still looks heavy. 

 
Ms. De Rosa said she is struggling with the landscaping as shown on the renderings making the building 
look bare. 

 
Ms. Puranik said one of the earlier staff comments regarding elevations was that the building looked very 
institutional. 

 
Ms. De Rosa said it does not feel like home away from home. 
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Ms. Salay said she likes the cornice and in her research she found an example of a Home2 Hotel with a 
clear tower element and thought a similar element would enhance this building making it a much more 
interesting building. She said incorporating cultured stone on the other façade would go a long way on 
the building. She asked that the Commissioners not approve the green color because this is a Home2 
Hotel today and the color is a brand color but it is also a sign and the green color is not classic or 
architecturally pleasing to look at and consider revising the logo-centric element on the tower as this 
element may not stand the test of time. She also referred to the Manor Care building on SR 161 as being 
a good example of louvers well done. She noted that the canopy is an opportunity to do something that 
is unique statement enhancing the building entrance to the lobby. She reiterated that this is a gateway 
and there is an opportunity to do a statement building that is going to be gorgeous for this hotel and all 
others in the future. 

 
Ms. Mitchell agreed with Ms. Salay and appreciated the branding, however, the color choice, and the logo 
of the sign for this location is not appropriate in her opinion. 

 
Ms. Newell said they have had a number of applicants use the color of the logo on the building, which 
become a sign. She expressed that the proposed green color is inappropriate architecturally for this 
building. 

 
Mr. Hunter asked for feedback on the brand color or any other color. 

 
Mr. Brown said the logo is has been changed and seems awkward on the building. He suggested a clear 
element for the tower with color on the inside might be more appropriate for this building. 

 
Ms. Newell said the signs would come back at a later date and asked if there has been any analysis on 
the height and size. 

 
Ms. Puranik said it would be reviewed later, but it is larger than permitted by the Code. She said they 
would be permitted to have a building identification sign on SR 161 and one ground sign along upper 
Metro Place. 

 
Mr. Miller agreed with Ms. Salay and stated that the proposed building does not feel like a signature 
Dublin building. 

 
Mr. Stidhem agreed with Ms. Salay and stated the new building should stand the test of time given its 
key location. 

 
Mr. Brown thanked the applicant for presenting the architectural renderings for an informal review and 
asked the applicant to push the envelope and bring back a unique proposal. 

 
Mr. Hunter said they have heard many good comments. He said they only focused on a few details and 
will think through each side of the building and believes this can be a successful building for the market. 

 
Ms. Salay thanked them for the material samples and stated it is very helpful for their review. 

 
Communications 
Ms. Husak said they had discussed maybe needing an additional meeting in July, but they do not 
anticipate needing the extra meeting and the July 9, 2015meeting should be adequate. 

 
Ms. Husak said they provided the next meeting packet has been distributed tonight with three cases on 
the agenda and one case does not have paper materials. 

 
Ms. Husak introduced the newest members of the planning assistants Katie Dodaro and Lia Yakumithis 
who are graduate students also with Ohio State University. She said the previous planning assistant Katie 
Ashbaugh has accepted a position in Chicago and they are proud of her accomplishments. 
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Joanne Shelly inquired about the parking lot islands. She asked if there had been a Waiver requested for 
the widths. 
 
Ms. Ray inquired about the shelter design. Ms. Rauch indicated the shelter would be designed the same 
as the others, similar to what was proposed for the Bright Road location but would obtain an elevation to 
illustrate.  
 
Gary Gunderman asked the ART if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this 
application. [There were none.] He said the target date for ART’s recommendation to the Planning and 

Zoning Commission is next week. 
 
6. BSD Commercial District – Home-2 Hotel          5000 Upper Metro Place 

 15-045INF                Informal Review 
 

Devayani Puranik said this is a request for construction of a new four-story hotel with 129 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge 
Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for an informal review and non-binding feedback 
on the architectural concepts for the proposed hotel building.  
 
Ms. Puranik reported the Basic Development and Basic Site Plans were approved by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission on May 7, 2015, but they had a lot of comments on the architecture; the Commission 
was not supportive of the proposed materials.  
 
Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors, said the applicant has replaced the fiber cement panel material with thin 
brick as a result of the PZC comments. She said they have kept the character of the building but are now 
using more traditional materials. She explained the beige fiber cement panels previously proposed for the 
façade have been replaced with a cream color brick veneer and the darker fiber cement bands at the top 
are replaced with a dark colored brick veneer. She presented sample material boards, which also included 
the stone that will be used at the base of the hotel. She said EIFS will be used as a cornice at the top of 
the building. She explained that the previously proposed dark fiber cement panels for the tower are also 
replaced with a cultured stone veneer. She concluded that a lot of comments were expressed at the PZC 
and asked the ART if the applicant was now headed in the right direction.  
 
Gary Gunderman asked if any comments have been made by the PZC about thin brick. 
 
Rachel Ray asked if the thin brick veneer will appear as regular brick and if any regular brick would be 
used. Ms. Spires said the thin brick would be used from the second story on up, which is all of the brick 
proposed on the building. 
 
Devayani Puranik asked if the band at the top would be metal. Ms. Spires responded it could be EIFS. 
 
Ms. Puranik inquired about the stone base color. Ms. Spires answered the color is grayish. 
 
Jeff Tyler inquired about the windows and how the thin brick would be detailed. He said if they are not 
detailed appropriately, that is where the brick veneer can look too thin or flimsy. Ms. Spires said the 
windows will be set back in the elevations, and the brick veneer is designed to return so that it looks like 
full depth brick.  
 
Rachel Ray asked if seams would be visible. Ms. Spires described the brick veneer stating it was a brick 
product that would not be in the form of panels that could have seams but would appear just like bricks 
with mortar.  
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Vern Hoying, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said they do not like the look of the brick panels.  
 
Ms. Spires said the building will appear as if it is made entirely of traditional brick. Mr. Hoying added the 
pattern of stone for the tower will be an ashier color.  
 
Mr. Gunderman asked if that would lighten up the appearance of the tower. Ms. Spires said the tower 
would not appear as dark as before.  
 
Joanne Shelly asked if trim panels would be used for the dark band at the bottom and the top. Ms. Spires 
answered affirmatively. 
 
Ms. Shelly asked if the Home 2 logo presented today was different from the original. Ms. Spires said the 
ART was presented with a name/logo that was just text but the PZC was shown the actual logo.  
 
Ms. Shelly inquired about the size of the sign as it appeared to be squished into the space. Ms. Spires 
explained the logo was just randomly placed on there and not representative of the true size. 
 
Ms. Puranik said there is still the issue of the blank wall as it appears larger on the graphic but will need 
to meet the Code requirements. Ms. Spires agreed that the width of the blank wall would not be an issue.  
 
Ms. Puranik referred to the elevation renderings and suggested the applicant add landscaping and lighten 
the shadows, as those details will help the PZC visualize the proposal as it will actually appear. She 
suggested at least one angle with added detail was needed. 
 
Ms. Shelly asked if more attractive bike racks could be selected and represented rather than the “wave” 
version. Ms. Spires said alternative bike racks would be selected; these were just placeholders.  
 
Mr. Hoying affirmed that an elevation or two could be rendered as the ART has requested.  
 
Ms. Spires again asked if the applicant was heading in the right direction.  
 
Mr. Gunderman said he is uncertain how the PZC will react to this proposal.  
 
Mr. Tyler said he did not attend the May 7 PZC meeting and therefore could not comment on how this 
proposal will or will not address the Commission’s concerns. He indicated that if the plans were detailed 
correctly, he could be supportive.  
 
Gary Gunderman asked the ART if there were any further questions or comments regarding this 
application. [There were none.]  He affirmed that since this is an Informal Review, no determination is 
expected of the ART and will be forwarded directly to the Planning and Zoning Commission for their 
Informal Review. 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

Gary Gunderman asked if there were any additional administrative issues or other items for discussion. 
[There were none.] 
 
 
Mr. Gunderman adjourned the meeting at 2:47 pm. 
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Mr. Brown said the Conditional Use for the Patios has three conditions and asked if there is agreement 
to all the conditions. 

1) That all site furnishings be black; 
2) That the patio furniture be stored off-site during the off season; and 
3) That the applicant work with Staff to find appropriate locations for the recycle/litter bins and 

benches. 
 
Mr. Reynolds agreed. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Salay moved, Ms. DeRosa seconded, to approve the Conditional Use for Patios with three conditions. 
The vote was as follows: Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Salay, 
yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 
Mr. Brown said there are no conditions for the Conditional Use for Personal Service. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Salay moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to approve the Conditional Use for Personal Service. The vote 
was as follows: Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Salay, yes. 
(Approved 5 – 0) 
 
Mr. Brown said the Preliminary and Final Plat has one condition and asked if there was agreement to 
the condition. 

1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to City 
Council submittal. 

 
Mr. Reynolds agreed. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Salay moved, Ms. De Rosa seconded, to recommend approval of the Preliminary and Final Plat with 
one condition. The vote was as follows: Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. De Rosa, 
yes; Ms. Salay, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 
 
2. BSD Commercial District – Home2 Hotel                       5000 Upper Metro Place 
 15-017BPR                  Basic Development Plan/Basic Site Plan Reviews 
       
Vice Chair Brown said the following application is a request for review and approval of a basic 
development plan and a basic site plan for a new four-story hotel with 129 suites and associated site 
improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the south side of SR161 and on the west side of Frantz Road 
between West Bridge Street and Upper Metro Place. This is the first formal step for this Bridge Street 
District application and there is no development agreement contemplated, so the Commission is the final 
authority on this entire application and we will need to swear-in. He swore in anyone that had intended to 
address the Commission.  
 
Devayani Puranik said this is a request for construction of a new four-story hotel with 129 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge 
Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request a Basic Plan Review (Basic Development Plan 
Review and Basic Site Plan Review). She said this is the first stage for reviewing this application with two 
components to this application- basic development plan and basic site plan. She said the basic 
development plan review is required when there are more than one principle buildings being proposed on 
a block and basic site plan is to conduct the conceptual analysis for arrangement of the proposed uses, 
buildings, open spaces, and provide initial feedback on conceptual architecture. She said future 
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applications for this case will be final plan review which will be development plan and site plan review with 
detailed review of all the components of the case. She said this site is also part of the Upper Metro plat 
that was approved in 2001 and the plat will have to be updated to include the lots, right-of-way changes, 
and development standards.  
 
Ms. Puranik said the development review process does not require a development agreement because 
there are no new roads or public infrastructure proposed for this site hence the Planning Commission is 
the required reviewing body in this case.  
 
Ms. Puranik presented the proposed site plan saying that the site is located on the southwest corner of 
SR161 and Frantz Road. She said the site is zoned BSD Commercial which permits both hotel and office 
uses. She said the proposed layout with Frantz Road being designated as principle frontage street per the 
BSD Code and Upper Metro Place is designated as a neighborhood connector street and West Bridge 
Street stops being the principle frontage street because it is ODOT territory west of Frantz Road. She said 
there are limitations to what can happen because of the right-of-way limitations and also because of the 
interchange improvements.  
 
Ms. Puranik said the proposal is for a hotel building and includes subdividing the block into two lots with a 
future phase being a two-story 14,000-square-foot office building. She said the hotel building is a four-
story corridor building that is about 80,500-square-foot with 129 units. She said this plan will require 133 
parking spaces or shared parking for the hotel and office. She said the applicant is proposing 122 spaces 
considering the overlap of hours of operation for hotel and office.  
 
Ms. Puranik stated that 0.043-acre of open space is required for the hotel and office buildings and the 
applicant is proposing 0.044-acre, which is over 1,900 square-feet of open space to be distributed within 
two pocket plazas, one of which is toward the northeast corner and the other along Frantz Road. She said 
the initial concepts for this project showed the main entrance lobby for the hotel and fitness center 
mirrored with all the public spaces fronting on SR161 but with the limitations as to what can happen on 
SR161, Planning was concerned that the layout was not meeting the intent of the Code. She said that the 
ART suggested the building could be flipped so that all the public spaces, lobby areas, and the fitness area 
front on the principle frontage street that is Frantz Road. She said the extra patio space connecting 
landscaping is also provided along Frantz Road to enhance the pedestrian experience. She said there is a 
bikepath running along the eastern property line. She said the open spaces and patio areas are connected 
to the bikepath. She said there is a pedestrian connection provided near the main entrance to the building.  
 
Ms. Puranik said a tower feature is proposed along the intersection of SR161 and Frantz Road and a 
second tower is proposed along the staircase near the main entrance lobby.  
 
Ms. Puranik presented the facades on the proposed elevations. She said the applicant has proposed brick, 
stone, fiber cement panels, and glass. She presented the southeast, southwest, and northeast 
perspectives.  
 
Gary Sebach, OHM Advisors, 161 Mill Street, Gahanna, said they started with the most ideal way to layout 
the site which was to maximize the parking and get the building to fit. He said they agree with the 
engagement to Frantz Road and to get the pedestrian activity onto the road, but knew in doing that, they 
would lose the efficiency of the layout of the site. He said when they flipped the building they lost seven 
or eight parking spaces to the original layout. He described the entrance to the hotel with a lobby, public 
space with breakfast snack light service for food, and an outdoor living room as part of the hotel brand, 
which includes some seating and a fire pit that is attractive and a way to energize Frantz Road. He said 
the second floor have rooms with a lounge area in the tower. He said they were trying to balance the 
Brand identity, image and look, so that it is recognized by the brand and the BSD Code requirements.  
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Mr. Sebach said they looked at 80 percent brick, stone and glass and felt the brick and stone made the 
building look heavy. He said they were considering a 21st century product that is available in the Midwest 
which is fiber cement panels. He said they are willing develop a mock up to get everyone comfortable with 
the material. He said the brand uses a lot of EIFS and siding for a very specific look. He said they have 
modified this building to meet with the Code. He showed examples of the fiber cement panel being used 
in other areas. He said it is a panel system available in up to 4 x 10 sizes with a reveal system and a rain 
screen providing the ability to remove the water properly.   
 
Mr. Miller asked if the patio setup is primarily for the use of the hotel guests.  
 
Mr. Sebach said there is light food available but is intended for the guests. 
 
Mr. Miller asked how the hotel is being heated and cooled. 
 
Mr. Sebach said the PTAC system will be in the room with louvers below the window and wall vents. 
 
Mr. Brown asked if there were anyone from the public that wanted to speak on this project. [There were 
none.] 
 
Ms. Puranik said she and the ART recommended approval of the Basic Development Plan with the 
following six conditions and the applicant has agreed to the conditions: 
 

1)  Resolve all the drawing discrepancies and issues for consistency prior to Development Plan 
Review; 

2) Determine Bridge Street and Frantz Road right-of-way change details and reflect on the drawings 
prior to the Development Plan Review; 

3) Provide details for the bike path connections from the site and proposed outdoor spaces by taking 
overlapping right-of-way and property lines into consideration; 

4) Resolve phasing, demolition, and interim site condition plans for the Development Plan Review; 
5)  Coordinate  fire  access,  building  access,  hydrant  location  details  for  the  Development  Plan 

Review; and 
6)  Coordinate the Upper Metro Plat update application process with the future applications. 

 
Ms. Puranik said they need feedback regarding the materials being proposed and the future review will 
depend upon the feedback. 
 
Ms. Salay asked about the tower on the south side, which looks as though there is a patio with glass. 
 
Ms. Puranik said the tower will be lit at night but there will not be a patio. 
 
Ms. Salay asked about the northern tower. 
 
Ms. Puranik said they had indicated the glass will be slightly dark in color and lit at night. 
 
Ms. Salay said she is not ready for fiber cement material and had not seen a building where it has worked 
well for the total building and being that this is a community that wants a product that looks really great 
forever. She said a hotel never looks better than the day it opens and as it changes hands she wants to 
make sure it looks good for the next use. She is also concerned with the green element on the building 
and said it looks like signage and should be placed inside the building with the exterior being neutral in 
color. She is favorable on the brick, stone and glass as materials and is supportive of the tall glass tower. 
 
Ms. Salay said the louvers under the windows would not be a preference and would like to explore other 
options of high quality.  
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Russ Hunter, 555 Metro Place, Crawford Hoying Design Director, said at the City Council meeting there 
was some discussion regarding metal panels and they thought fiber cement might be a great alternative to 
get the contemporary look. He said this design is the white portion of the building protrudes from the 
darker pieces and has an 18 inch overhang and is impossible to do with brick and the fiber cement gives 
them design flexibility and if they use the right installers and materials the product has a 15-year color 
warranty and a 30-year product warranty. He said the reason it does because it is ordered with color 
which is painted twice and it is warranty the color. He said the Embassy Suites has really old EIFS which 
has a bad name and developers are going away from that product. He said the louvers is part of the 
window frame so it is one color and is a seamless solution. 
 
Ms. Puranik said they recommend approval for two Basic Site Plan Waivers: 

1.  Building Type – Corridor Building 
2.  Ground Story Transparency – Corridor Building 

 
Ms. Puranik said they are recommending disapproval of the third Basic Site Plan Waiver the applicant 
requested:  

1. Blank Wall Limitations – Corridor Building 
 
Ms. Puranik explained that the blank wall limitations are 15 feet horizontally and the staircase tower 
exceeds that requirement.  
 
Ms. Puranik said one tower is permitted by Code and if more than one is proposed it can be approved the 
required reviewing body, which is the Planning Commission. She said if there are two towers it would have 
to be approved by a separate motion.  
 
Ms. Puranik said they recommend approval of the Basic Site Plan with 14 conditions: 

1)  Resolve all the drawing discrepancies and issues for consistency prior to Site Plan Review; 
2) Revise the Bridge Street and Frantz Road corner treatment and design to address the concerns 

regarding creating an activity node; 
3)  Provide additional information for the parapet height and parapet wrapping to determine the Code 

compliance; 
4)  Provide additional dimensions for the Tower height to determine Code compliance; 
5)  Provide detailed percentage calculations for the Primary Material coverage and product 

information and installation details to adequately support the use of these materials for the Site 
Plan Review; 

6)  Provide public access easements for the all publicly accessible open spaces (pocket plazas) for Site 
Plan Review; 

7) Finalize the character, area, and suitability of each open space (pocket plaza) for Site Plan Review; 
8)  Coordinate and finalize loading spaces and building access zones for Site Plan Review; 
9)  Provide landscaping and tree preservation details and designs for Site Plan Review; 
10)  Provide Parking Plan at Site Plan Review; 
11) Finalize details for the screening and wall for Site Plan Review; 
12) Provide exterior lighting details to be finalized for Site Plan Review; 
13) Finalize stormwater and utility details for Site Plan Review; and 
14) Provide sign designs and locations for Site Plan Review. 

 
Ms. De Rosa asked whose responsibility is the landscaping along SR161 with the plantings as it is a nice 
example of the area. 
 
Ms. Puranik said it is part of the SR161 right-of-way and it is controlled by ODOT but they will decide 
through a maintenance agreement as the road work project is completed. 
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Ms. De Rosa said there are examples of mixed use branding of the hotel such as Cranberry, PA that could 
be interesting. 
 
Mr. Miller asked about the materials of Tower 2. 
 
Mr. Sebach said the medium grey is actually brick. He said that the tower element that is 17 feet has been 
moved to meet the requirement of 15 feet for a blank wall and have resolved the issue. 
 
Mr. Miller said he agrees with the use of brick, glass, and stone. He said the statement of this building and 
the setback is essential for this impact building. He said the lower room’s transparency can be handled 
with landscaping and has no problem with louvers with integration into the window frame. He said the 
tower has to have an architectural detail. 
 
Mr. Stidhem said he is worried about the setbacks along SR161 and Frantz Road with the public events 
that take place at that location. He liked the fire pit on the patios. 
 
Mr. Brown said he likes how the building engages the street and parking behind the building. He agrees 
with the landscaping along SR 161 but knows that is a staff and ODOT issue to resolve. He appreciates 
the rhythm and scale of the building and likes the two towers. He said the element as a singular 
monolithic piece itself is unique and dynamic. He said is big objection comes to fiber cement which he 
does know about. 
 
Mr. Langworthy said the ART discussion had more to do with the limitation on primary materials and 
ultimately they have concern that it will lead to monotony buildings and the inability to get nice accents 
beyond the 20 percent limitation. He said with some really good creative architecture it can be overcome 
but that was their basic concern that they are narrowing down this pallet of materials. He suggested 
looking at other materials to add to the permitted materials palette that could expand their primary 
materials to use. 
 
Ms. De Rosa asked what other materials that were discussed. 
 
Mr. Brown said there are a ton of other materials that are available and is not opposed to fiber cement as 
a product in itself and it is a good material with longevity but it is how it is integrated into the building and 
what system is it being attached and mentioned a rain screen and how is it attached. 
 
Mr. Sebach said they have spent a lot of time researching the details and they are using a extruded 
aluminum frame to create a crisp line on all the panel joints and all the corner joints and in this case it will 
be a wood frame with wood furring strips and the panel is nailed into that with the panel system with a 
pre-finish and gets a second top coat finish that paints all the reveals to look like one continues system. 
He said they will be doing a mock up for this and other projects because it is a worthy discussion to look 
at the product, the corner and joint details. 
 
Mr. Langworthy said their discussion was regarding the installation manner and durability. 
 
Ms. Salay asked about their project in Worthington if it is a good installation. 
 
Mr. Hunter said the Worthington Heights project it is a good installation with a different installation 
method the way the panels are sealed together with a board and batten installation. The proposed project 
is just a different style. He said there is a Volunteers Of America is being built on Van Buren Drive south of 
Downtown and they are doing the installation wall by wall and offered that this project be watched to see 
how it comes together and look at the reveal and fastener details and evaluate if it is an appropriate 
material. 
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Mr. Langworthy said the ART discussed having a third party inspector to verify the installation is done as 
specified with separate reporting. 
 
Mr. Brown said he is a huge fan of Rain Screen but the ability to shed dirt in a non-streaky manner is 
limited. He said there are some examples at Easton with dynamic façades because they have integrated 
other materials. He said he is not opposed to cement board in a siding. He said it is about life cycle of a 
building and how it transitions to something else in the future and this site is a gateway to the City and if 
it is wrong it says something about people’s initial impression of Dublin. 
 
Mr. Sebach said their struggle is that they want to introduce some color and is struggling because in using 
brick, stone and glass the building is very heavy and they have done buildings in Dublin for 20. He said 
they want to do something with a lot of impact that is why they are doing the different color brick and a 
thin brick in the white.  
  
Ms. Salay asked they show renderings with the new brick and stone and at City Council they talked about 
using secondary materials but they really want them to use primary materials like brick, stone and glass 
because that is traditional Dublin with longevity of buildings to be around for 50 to 100 years. She said 
she is interested in seeing other materials to be used as secondary materials. She said without the 
renderings to see if they agree it is too heavy, but they need a signature hotel and maybe this isn’t the 
brand that should be on this site. 
 
Ms. Puranik showed some early renderings of the brick, stone and glass.  
 
Ms. De Rosa said she agrees with Ms. Salay that the primary materials are preferred and this site needs to 
be more of tradition materials. 
 
Mr. Brown said for this location it needs to be dynamic and needs to fold into the district and like the 
tower elements and the architecture, but as described he is not a huge fan of the system being used for 
the fiber cement.  
 
Brent Crawford, 555 Metro Place, said regarding the brand, there was a lot of thought with Marriott, Hilton 
as to which brand would be appropriate on this site. He said the analysis came down to the average daily 
rate and looking at the market it was decided this product was what would be supported. He said he 
appreciates the comments with changes and improvements to the building but the brand is all they can 
get for this site.  
 
Ms. De Rosa said the Marriott chain with the open patio and living spaces is probably the category that is 
right for this site. 
 
Ms. Salay asked if the four-story building is enough for this gateway site, she had envisioned a taller 
building for this site. 
 
Mr. Crawford agreed but thought it was a cost issue to go to the next level the financial model does not 
support. 
 
Mr. Brown asked if there were any other comments. [There were none.] 
 
Mr. Sebach said they would like to move forward with the waiver requests and come back with the revised 
concepts at the next stage of review to work through the envelope discussion. 
 
Mr. Miller said there are six conditions proposed for the Basic Development Plan and asked if the applicant 
agreed to the conditions. 
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Mr. Hunter agreed to the six conditions. 
 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. De Rosa made a motion of approval for the Basic Development Plan with six conditions as stated, Ms. 
Salay seconded. The vote was as follows:  Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. De Rosa, 
yes; and Ms. Salay, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 
Mr. Brown said there are waivers requested. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Brown made a motion of approval for the two Site Plan Waivers for Building Type – Corridor Building 
and Ground Story Transparency – Corridor Building, Mr. Miller seconded. The vote was as follows:  Ms. De 
Rosa, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; and Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Brown made a motion to disapprove the Blank Wall Limitations – Corridor Building, Mr. Stidhem 
seconded. The vote was as follows:  Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; 
and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Disapproved 5 – 0) 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Salay made a motion to approval of the Second Tower based on the discussion at ART, Mr. Miller 
seconded. The vote was as follows:  Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; 
and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 
Mr. Brown said there are 14 conditions and asked if there were any clarifications to the conditions. 
 
Ms. De Rosa said condition #2 with regard to landscaping is very important and asked that they work with 
ODOT to maintain the high quality landscaping along that corner. 
 
Ms. Husak said they will add to #5 the comments of the Planning Commission regarding materials. 
 
Mr. Brown asked if the applicant agreed to the conditions and the modifications. 

1) Resolve all the drawing discrepancies and issues for consistency prior to Site Plan Review. 
2) Revise the Bridge Street and Frantz Road corner treatment and design to address the concerns 

regarding creating an activity node. 
3) Provide additional information for the parapet height and parapet wrapping to determine the Code 

compliance. 
4) Provide additional dimensions for the Tower height to determine Code compliance. 
5) Provide detailed percentage calculations for the Primary Material coverage and product 

information and installation details to adequately support the use of these materials for the Site 
Plan Review taking the concerns and suggestions expressed by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission on May 7, 2015 into account.  

6) Provide public access easements for all publicly accessible open spaces and pedestrian 
connections. 

7) Finalize the character, area, and suitability of each open space (pocket plaza) for Site Plan Review. 
8) Coordinate and finalize loading spaces and building access zones for Site Plan Review. 
9) Provide landscaping and tree preservation details and designs for Site Plan Review. 
10) Provide Parking Plan at Site Plan Review. 
11) Finalize details for the screening and wall for Site Plan Review. 
12) Provide exterior lighting details to be finalized for Site Plan Review. 
13) Finalize stormwater and utility details for Site Plan Review. 
14) Provide sign designs and locations for Site Plan Review. 
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Mr. Hunter agreed to the conditions. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Brown made a motion of approval for the Basic Site Plan with 14 conditions as stated, Ms. Salay 
seconded. The vote was as follows:  Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; 
and Mr. Brown, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 
 
Vice Chair Brown called for a short break 8:14 pm. 
 
The meeting resumed at 8:21 pm. 
 
 
3. BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District – Bridge Park – Phase 1 (C Block)  

15-018 DP-BSD/SP-BSD/CU             Riverside Drive and Dale Drive 
                 Development Plan/Site Plan Reviews 

Conditional Use 
 
Vice Chair Brown said the following application is a request for the first phase of a new mixed-use 
development, including four buildings containing 153 dwelling units, approximately 81,500 square feet of 
office uses, approximately 47,500 square feet of commercial (retail, restaurant, personal services) uses, 
and an 869-space parking structure on a 3.47-acre site. He said the proposal includes four new public 
streets and two blocks of development. He said the site is on the east side of Riverside Drive, north of the 
intersection with Dale Drive. He explained that the Commission is the final authority on this entire 
application and swore in anyone that had intended to address the Commission on this application.  
 
Phil Hartmann said with respect to cases 3 and 4, Bridge Park representatives and the City Administration 
have been meeting and going through outstanding issues. He said as a result of the outstanding issues, 
the applicant has agreed to request that the cases before the Commission this evening be tabled. He said 
they would like to go through the comment phase to get feedback from the Commission, but there will not 
be a vote on the cases, as they will be requested to be formally tabled. 
 
Rachel Ray said this site located on the east side of Riverside Drive. She summarized the past actions and 
provided an overview of the process and the project and gave Staff comments and analysis. She said this 
project includes 18 proposed Waivers, but they are not looking for any actions, but would like to get the 
Commission’s feedback on the proposed actions, including the proposed Waivers.  
 
Ms. Ray said when this project comes back before the Commission, there will be seven motions proposed. 
She noted that in the Bridge Street District, decisions or applications are time-limited. She said there are 
Site Plan Waivers, a request for Open Space Fee-in-Lieu determination, which means the applicant is 
requesting to not have to provide all the required open space onsite, the (final) Development Plan, a 
Parking Plan, approval of a second tower, discussion of the Site Plan, and then the Conditional Use for the 
parking structures since they are visible from the right-of-way.  
 
Ms. Ray said the Basic Development Plan and the Basic Site Plan were reviewed and approved by City 
Council in January 2015 and there were a lot of discussions on the architectural concepts, so the applicant 
will be talking about how they have responded to those comments in the weeks/months since that time. 
She said the Preliminary Plat approval was granted by City Council in March 2015, which focused on the 
street layout. 
 
Ms. Ray said following this stage, the next steps required include an application for a Master Sign Plan for 
this project before building permitting and occupancy can be finalized. She said Minor Project Reviews will 
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mixed-use development.  She reported the parking lot islands will stay in place as well as the light poles.  
She asked the ART if there should be other considerations. 
 
Aaron Stanford asked if there would be any work involved for public utilities. 
 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said the demolition is purely for the structures and 
the utilities would be cut prior.  
 
Steve Langworthy asked the ART if there were any other questions or concerns about this application. 
[Hearing none.] He confirmed a target date for the ART determination is set for May 7, 2015.  
 
DETERMINATIONS 

5. BSD Commercial District – Home-2 Hotel          5000 Upper Metro Place 
15-017BPR      Basic Development Plan/Basic Site Plan Reviews 
 

Devayani Puranik said this is a request for construction of a new four-story hotel with 129 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge 
Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for review and recommendation of approval to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Basic Plan Review (Basic Development Plan Review and Basic 
Site Plan Review) in accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066(C). 
 
Ms. Devayani presented an aerial view of the site as well as where the site is positioned within the BSD 
Zoning district map. She showed a photograph of the building as it exists today. She reiterated that the 
application is comprised of two components, the Basic Development Plan Review and the Basic Site Plan 
Review. She explained the Basic Development Plan is required if more than one principal structure on one 
or more lots and she is recommending approval with six conditions. She said the Basic Site Plan is a 
conceptual analysis of the arrangement of proposed uses, buildings, and opens spaces and provides 
feedback on the proposed architectural concepts. She said she is recommending approval with 14 
conditions as well as three Site Plan Waivers. 
 
Ms. Devayani presented the proposed site plan as it relates to the adjacent building, Embassy Suites and 
explained the Office shown on the proposed site plan is not part of this application at this time. She 
noted the parking in the rear and side for the two buildings, which will be shared by hotel and office 
uses. She described the site of 2.57 acres zoned BSD Commercial that includes a four-story corridor 
building that is an 80,481-square-foot hotel with 129 units. She noted the future two-story 14,000-
square-foot building that is intended to be office space. She said this plan will require 133 parking spaces 
of shared parking for the hotel and office. She said the applicant is proposing 122 spaces considering the 
overlap of hours of operation for hotel and office. She added a loading space is provided under the 
canopy, which meets the area requirement for the loading space per the BSD regulations. However she 
said, the location of the space may not be ideal for the functionality of the site and should be finalized 
with a Parking Plan for the Site Plan Review. 
 
Ms. Devayani stated that 0.043 acres of open space is required for the hotel and office buildings and the 
applicant is proposing the 0.044 acres of open space be distributed within two pocket plazas, one of 
which is toward the northeast corner and the other along Frantz Road. She said the West Bridge 
Street/Frantz Road corner treatment will need closer attention as it is a crucial public activity node. She 
said one of the opportunities for the proposed development is the provision of usable, high-quality urban 
open spaces as this is a high visibility gateway to the City of Dublin for visitors traveling along SR 161. 
Given its high visibility along SR 161 and Frantz Road, she added this development has the potential to 
set the tone for the Bridge Street District, serving as a model and making a statement about the ability to 
implement urban development in suburban communities like Dublin.  
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Steve Langworthy inquired about the plat. Ms. Devayani said this site is governed by deed restrictions 
enforced by the City of Dublin, which will need to be modified or removed as part of the plat review by 
City Council. She added the original plat for Upper Metro will need to be re-platted to remove outdated 
information and reflect changes to the right-of-way and include any additional requirements outlined in 
the BSD Code provisions. She said the applicant is considering sub-dividing the single lot into two lots to 
separate the hotel and the office building. These changes will have to be reflected in the plat as well. 
 
Ms. Devayani presented the ground floor plan. She said the public spaces such as the main hotel lobby, 
bar, and fitness center are facing Frantz Road to activate the street, however the three guest rooms 
adjacent to the pedestrian walk closer to the intersection at this ground level, will for the most part have 
curtains drawn; thereby creating blank spaces defeating the intent of activating the streetscape. She 
recalled that the ART has strongly expressed concerns about the need to activate the area at the Frantz 
Road/West Bridge Street intersection. She stated that two set of door are provided on the Primary Street 
Façade (Frantz Road): on set of doors will be open to the public during business hours and the other is 
part of the tower at the Frantz Road/West Bridge Street intersection but can only be used by keycard 
holders. She said the entrance on Frantz Road near the patio will provide access to the public uses in the 
building, though not the main entrance to the building. She said the main entrance to the building is 
accessed internally off the drop-off area under the canopy.  
 
Ms. Devayani presented the facades on the proposed elevations. She said the applicant has proposed 
materials of brick, stone, fiber cement panels, and glass. She pointed out the two towers, one located at 
the main intersection to serve as a gateway tower feature and the other is proposed closer to the main 
lobby for a staircase. She said one tower is permitted per building unless approved by the required 
reviewing body. She presented the southeast, southwest, and northeast perspectives. She pointed out 
the sandstone color stone at the base, a combination of gray brick and beige fiber cement panels for the 
façade, and darker fiber cement bands at the top. She said the applicant is requesting a Waiver to permit 
fiber cement panels as a primary material. The ART recommended the applicant provide product 
information, installation details, and pictures of the product being used in a high quality manner in a 
similar climate and after the product had been installed for several years. The ART is not only concerned 
about initial installation and aesthetics but how the material performs over time (wear and tear, color 
fading, etc.) 
 
Ms. Devayani presented the proposed Landscape Plan. She reported that a tree survey table was 
provided along with the landscape plan but clarification is needed as there are discrepancies. She said the 
proposed parking lot islands need to be at least 10-feet in width and many are not in compliance. She 
said a street wall and shrubs are required along vehicular use areas. She indicated that bike paths may 
need to overlap the right-of-way and property lines. 
 
Ms. Devayani said she recommended approval of the Basic Development Plan with the following six 
conditions: 
 

1) Resolve all the drawing discrepancies and issues for consistency prior to Development Plan 
Review; 

2) Determine Bridge Street and Frantz Road right-of-way change details and reflect on the drawings 
prior to the Development Plan Review; 

3) Provide details for the bike path connections from the site and proposed outdoor spaces by 
taking overlapping right-of-way and property lines into consideration; 

4) Resolve phasing, demolition, and interim site condition plans for the Development Plan Review; 
5) Coordinate fire access, building access, hydrant location details for the Development Plan 

Review; and 
6) Coordinate the Upper Metro Plat update application process with the future applications. 
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Ms. Devayani said she recommended approval for two Basic Site Plan Waivers: 
 

1. Building Type –Corridor Building 
2. Ground Story Transparency – Corridor Building 

 
Colleen Gilger asked how close the applicant came on transparency. Ms. Devayani stated that Code 
requires a minimum of 60% transparency for the ground story street facing elevation. She said this was 
met along the Frantz Road elevation at 61%. She said transparency for the West Bridge Street elevation 
was 43% and the 60% requirement is intended for retail use in the Corridor Building type. 
 
Ms. Devayani said she is recommending disapproval of the third Basic Site Plan Waiver the applicant 
requested: 
 

1. Blank Wall Limitations – Corridor Building 
 
Ms. Devayani explained that the blank wall limitations are 15 feet horizontally and the staircase tower 
exceeds that requirement. Mr. Langworthy said the sign that reads “Home2” appears to blend into the 
wall. Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors, said the drawing did not do the sign justice and ensured the ART that 
the sign will be brighter. 
 
Ms. Devayani said there were other items she wanted the ART to provide feedback on. She asked if the 
ART had an issue with two towers and brought attention to the height of the tower. 
 
Fred Hahn inquired about the rationale for the additional tower. Rachel Ray said the tower was to serve 
as a focus feature for the terminal vista. Ms. Spires clarified that the vista tower was located on SR 161. 
 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said the towers are not in view at the same time as 
when one tower is in view, the other is tucked around the corner. 
 
Jeff Tyler said the towers were architecturally appropriate even though they appeared different from each 
other because the towers were located far enough apart. 
 
The ART agreed they approved of the two towers.  

 
Ms. Devayani asked the ART for feedback on the fiber cement panels being added to the permitted 
primary materials of brick, stone, and glass. 
 
Mr. Tyler suggested the fiber cement be considered a secondary material as he thought a Waiver might 
be approved easier for the percentage for a secondary material. He said he was concerned that 
requesting a Waiver for fiber cement to be a primary material may be setting a precedent. He noted that 
it was approved as a secondary material for the Tuller Flats application. 
 
Claudia Husak said the percentage was twice the amount permitted.  
 
Jennifer Rauch suggested requesting additional product information for the Site Plan.  
 
Mr. Langworthy said he wanted to hear this topic discussed with the PZC. He indicated he did not believe 
the issue was as much about the materials as it was in the details and installation. He said he had no bias 
against fiber cement. He said ART’s issues have been with the products installation details, how it is used, 
maintained, as well as how it appears over time.  
 
Ms. Devayani encouraged the applicant to provide this information to which Mr. Hunter replied he would 
prepare.  
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Ms. Devayani asked for feedback about the Dublin wall that was coming down in some places. She asked 
the ART if the wall should be reconstructed in kind with limestone or if the wall should be designed closer 
to the architecture proposed.  
 
Ms. Husak asked if the wall was coming down, if it had to be replaced.  
 
Ms. Devayani explained Code requires a wall to screen the pavement where it is visible from the street.  
 
Laura Ball said the Dublin wall has a weaving shape with daffodil beds flowing through the area but are 
struggling to keep the beds alive and most of the beds on the private side are failing.  
 
Mr. Hahn questioned how the traditional Dublin wall would look next to this more contemporary building.  
Joanne Shelly suggested a wall design such as alternating a wall with shrubs. The ART determined that a 
Dublin wall should be resurrected as the same Dublin wall. 
 
Ms. Devayani said she recommended approval of the Basic Site Plan with 14 conditions: 

 
1) Resolve all the drawing discrepancies and issues for consistency prior to Site Plan Review; 
2) Revise the Bridge Street and Frantz Road corner treatment and design to address the concerns 

regarding creating an activity node; 
3) Provide additional information for the parapet height and parapet wrapping to determine the 

Code compliance; 
4) Provide additional dimensions for the Tower height to determine Code compliance; 
5) Provide detailed percentage calculations for the Primary Material coverage and product 

information and installation details to adequately support the use of these materials for the Site 
Plan Review; 

6) Provide public access easements for the all publicly accessible open spaces (pocket plazas) for 
Site Plan Review; 

7) Finalize the character, area, and suitability of each open space (pocket plaza) for Site Plan 
Review; 

8) Coordinate and finalize loading spaces and building access zones for Site Plan Review; 
9) Provide landscaping and tree preservation details and designs for Site Plan Review; 
10) Provide Parking Plan at Site Plan Review; 
11) Finalize details for the screening and wall for Site Plan Review; 
12) Provide exterior lighting details to be finalized for Site Plan Review; 
13) Finalize stormwater and utility details for Site Plan Review; and 
14) Provide sign designs and locations for Site Plan Review. 
 

Ms. Devayani said she wanted to discuss condition #2 as this was her main concern. She asked how this 
would be addressed. Mr. Langworthy discerned that conditions 7 – 14 would be dealt with later. 
 
Mr. Hunter asked for clarification on condition #2.  
 
Ms. Puranik said part of the issue was the three guest rooms that would have their curtains drawn for the 
most part, reducing activity at that corner. 
 
Mr. Hahn inquired about the grades and if those rooms would even be seen at street level between the 
walls and grade changes. He asked if renderings could be provided to help visualization of that area. He 
requested a rendering that shows the area along SR 161 too.  
 
Mr. Hunter referred to condition #3 and said the applicant could make that blank wall look better. He 
said they would work through it to prepare for the Site Plan Review. 
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Ms. Husak inquired about the pillars for the roof for the outdoor space along Frantz Road. She asked 
about the patio and if steel was being used. Ms. Spires recognized this was missed from the plan and 
said she thought the front canopy would be stone. Mr. Hunter said the applicant would make this 
consistent. 
 
Mr. Langworthy asked the applicant if he agreed to the six conditions for the Basic Development Plan as 
stated earlier. The applicant agreed to the conditions. 
 
Mr. Langworthy confirmed that the ART recommended approval of the Basic Development Plan to the 
Planning and Zoning Commission, with six conditions:      
 

1) Resolve all the drawing discrepancies and issues for consistency prior to Development Plan 
Review; 

2) Determine Bridge Street and Frantz Road right-of-way change details and reflect on the drawings 
prior to the Development Plan Review; 

3) Provide details for the bike path connections from the site and proposed outdoor spaces by 
taking overlapping right-of-way and property lines into consideration; 

4) Resolve phasing, demolition, and interim site condition plans for the Development Plan Review; 
5) Coordinate fire access, building access, hydrant location details for the Development Plan 

Review; and 
6) Coordinate the Upper Metro Plat update application process with the future applications. 

 
Mr. Langworthy confirmed that the ART recommended approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission 
for two Basic Site Plan Waivers: 
 

1. Building Type –Corridor Building 
2. Ground Story Transparency – Corridor Building 
 

Mr. Langworthy asked the applicant about the ART’s recommendation of disapproval of the third Basic 
Site Plan Waiver: 

 
1) Blank Wall Limitations – Corridor Building 
 

Mr. Hunter said he was okay with the disapproval for now but might have it worked out by the time the 
application gets forwarded to the PZC. 

 
Mr. Langworthy confirmed that the ART recommended disapproval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission for the following Basic Site Plan Waiver:   
 

1) Blank Wall Limitations – Corridor Building 
 
Mr. Langworthy asked the applicant if they had any issues with the 14 Basic Site Plan conditions. Mr. 
Hunter responded he was fine. 
 
Mr. Langworthy confirmed that the ART recommended approval of the Basic Site Plan to the Planning and 
Zoning Commission, with 14 conditions as listed above. 
 
Mr. Langworthy asked the ART if there were any further questions or comments. [There were none.] He 
confirmed the ART’s recommendation of approval of the Basic Development Plan and Basic Site Plan to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission for May 7, 2015. 
  



ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW TEAM  
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

MARCH 26, 2015 
 
 
ART Members and Designees: Steve Langworthy, Planning Director; Jeff Tyler, Building Standards 
Director; Fred Hahn, Director of Parks and Open Space; Alan Perkins, Fire Marshal; and Aaron Stanford, 
Civil Engineer.  
 
Other Staff: Gary Gunderman, Planning Manager; Rachel Ray, Planner II; Jennifer Rauch, Senior 
Planner; Joanne Shelly, Urban Designer/Landscape Architect; Andrew Crozier, Planning Assistant; and 
Laurie Wright, Staff Assistant.  
 
Applicants: Melissa Spires, and Daniel Mayer, OHM Advisors (Case 1); and Russ Hunter, Crawford 
Hoying Development Partners (Cases 1 & 2); and Darren Meyer, MKSK; Teri Umbarger, Moody Nolan; 
and Brian Quackenbush, EMH&T (Case 2).  
 
Steve Langworthy called the meeting to order.  
 

CASE REVIEWS 

1. BSD Commercial District – Home-2 Hotel          5000 Upper Metro Place 
15-017BPR      Basic Development Plan/Basic Site Plan Reviews 
 

Devayani Puranik said this is a request for construction of a new four-story hotel with 126 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge 
Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for review and recommendation of approval to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission for Basic Development Plan and Basic Site Plan Reviews in 
accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066(D).  
 
Ms. Puranik presented a revised layout and described the changes, one of which was the loading/drop off 
area that had been relocated to the Frantz Road frontage. 
 
Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors, said the new layout shows the building is the same but the building 
configuration is mirrored and flipped on Frantz Road. She said the “outdoor living room area” is now 
situated on Frantz Road leading directly into the lobby, instead of along US 33/Bridge Street, which 
satisfies the need for a real public entrance along Frantz Road. She explained that with this new 
configuration, 122 parking spaces are shown, which has decreased the number of spaces by seven from 
the original submission. She indicated the applicant will not meet the requirement of 131 parking spaces 
and would need to request a Waiver. 
 
Ms. Puranik inquired about open space. As a result of the new layout, Ms. Spires said open space was 
lost and a fee-in-lieu of open space dedication would need to be requested. 
 
Ms. Puranik said the architecture had been revised since the ART meeting on March 19th. Ms. Spires said 
the interior to the site was updated to reflect what was on the exterior of the building. She presented a 
hard copy of the updated elevation.  
 
Ms. Spires presented material samples that included the cream colored fiber cement board to show that it 
was a warmer color than what appeared to be stark white on the previous elevations. She presented the 
accent color that is close to a lime green, dark bronze glass, dark brown brick, and Trenstone that is a 
tan colored panel the size of 6 inches by 24 inches to be used for the base of the building. 
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Ms. Spires presented a hard copy of the preliminary landscape plan. 
 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said the new entry on the corner at Bridge 
Street/US 33 and Frantz Road requires a key card access. He explained that the door will be unlocked 
during normal business hours.  
 
Ms. Puranik inquired about the 30-foot wide, one-way loading/drop off area, and whether the driveway 
needed to be quite so wide. Ms. Spires indicated that area could be slightly decreased in width. Mr. 
Hunter said the center island is narrow and they will consider changing the widths on both sides of the 
island while ensuring the radii will accommodate turns on this one-way circulation drive.  
 
Joanne Shelly inquired about the open space. Mr. Hunter said he had asked Mr. Langworthy last week 
what was more important: a public entrance on Frantz Road, adding parking, or the pocket park between 
the buildings, and he said he heard the response to that question that the open space in this location was 
less important to him than the building entrance on Frantz Road. He said the applicant is short on parking 
and is trying to strike a balance.  
 
Colleen Gilger asked if square footage could be taken from the area for a future office building. Mr. 
Hunter said that was possible but questioned if that would be enough to resolve all the parking and open 
space issues.  
 
Jennifer Rauch recommended that the applicant go through the exercise to find out. She suggested that 
the applicant explore whether an open space could be provided somewhere on the corner. Ms. Spires 
clarified there is green space on the corner by the tower and around building. 
 
Ms. Puranik reported that Planning would like to better understand the placement of four hotel rooms 
along the Frantz Road ground floor frontage. 
 
Ms. Rauch said she liked the direction the application was going with this revised concept, but questioned 
whether the design was where it needed to be to move forward.   
 
Fred Hahn said a perspective of the site from the sidewalk level could help address the ground floor 
transparency issue.  
 
Ms. Rauch added the grade change could impact the view.  
 
Jeff Tyler asked if transparency was the issue for the ground floor, or privacy for the guests, in terms of 
Planning’s concern with the four hotel rooms along the ground floor on Frantz Road. Ms. Rauch answered 
that both were factors. 
 
Mr. Tyler inquired about the percentage of primary and secondary materials. Ms. Spires replied that the 
primary material is fiber cement for which the applicant will need to request a Waiver. Additionally she 
said, there may be a Waiver needed for the ground floor transparency requirement for the side of the 
hotel that faces SR161.  
 
Mr. Tyler inquired about the height of the parapet. Ms. Spires answered the parapet is six feet high, not 
counting the towers.  
 
Ms. Rauch asked if at that height, if the parapet would screen all the mechanicals. Ms. Spires said the 
mechanicals had not been added to the rooftop plans yet but she is hoping that six feet is high enough to 
screen the mechanicals. 
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Steve Langworthy inquired about the canopy and stated a Waiver would need to be requested based on 
the location. He asked if the canopy architecture would coordinate with the principal structure. He asked 
if the design detail of the canopy columns was considered. Ms. Spires replied that the details were not 
defined yet. 
 
Daniel Mayer, OHM Advisors, said the look will be contemporary with tongue and groove wood planking 
for the ceiling of the canopy containing flush lighting.  
 
Ms. Puranik asked for clarification on the glass colors. Mr. Mayer said the soft tint produces a bronzing 
effect. Ms. Spires added the windows in the tower will be lighter. Mr. Mayer said the applicant will 
illustrate their intent for all the glass.  
 
Mr. Hunter said there would be louvers on the windows, which is a Quaker product that looks like one 
piece.  
 
Ms. Rauch reported that it had been determined by the Law Director that the deed restrictions could be 
eliminated as part of the plat rather than amending the TIF.   
 
Ms. Puranik again asked the applicant to consider the guest rooms on Frantz Road given their impacts on 
the exterior building architecture and inability to meet transparency requirements.  
 
Ms. Shelly recommended that the applicant review the BSD Code requirements for open space to possibly 
integrate more into their plan. Ms. Spires agreed to try and designate as much open space as they could. 
Ms. Rauch added the open space can be a combination of different types. 
 
Alan Perkins said the fire access was acceptable. He asked for an auto-turn exhibit, which Ms. Spires 
provided.  He said if the hydrant and sprinkler were the same as on the last plan then he approves.  He 
said there needs to be room for the fire department to navigate access from Frantz Road.  
 
Aaron Stanford inquired about the path connections of the site to the existing bike path on Frantz Road. 
Ms. Spires said the existing wall would be reconstructed to make the connection and more sidewalks 
would be added. She explained there would be openings on the rock wall to provide a few connections 
throughout the site. 
 
Mr. Stanford inquired about stormwater management. Ms. Spires said engineering was working on the 
stormwater management plan and she would share their plan as soon as it was completed.  
 
Mr. Tyler asked what type of construction would be used and the answer was that wood construction is 
proposed. He indicated the application had come a long way but asked the applicants to consider 
resolving more issues to eliminate more of the Waivers. 
 
Mr. Langworthy asked the ART if there were any further questions or comments. [There were none.] He 
stated that the ART’s recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission was scheduled for April 2, 
2015. 
 
2. BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District – Bridge Park – Phase 1 (C Block)  
                 Riverside Drive and Dale Drive 
 15-018 DP-BSD/SP-BSD              Development Plan/Site Plan Reviews 
 
Rachel Ray said this is a request for the first phase of a new mixed-use development, including four 
buildings containing 149 dwelling units, 98,700 square feet of office uses, 48,900 square feet of eating 
and drinking uses, and an 864-space parking structure on a 3.47-acre site. She said the proposal includes 
four new public streets and two blocks of development. She said the site is on the east side of Riverside 



Administrative Review Team Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, March 19, 2015 

Page 8 of 11 

 
 
Ms. Rauch asked if stormwater management had been submitted, to which Mr. Quackenbush replied that 
it had not. 
 
Mr. Langworthy asked the ART if there were any further questions or comments with respect to this 
application at this time. [There were none.] He stated that the ART’s recommendation to the ARB was 
scheduled for April 9, 2015. 
 
4. BSD Commercial District – Home-2 Hotel          5000 Upper Metro Place 

15-017BPR      Basic Development Plan/Basic Site Plan Reviews 
 

Jennifer Rauch said this is a request for construction of a new four-story hotel with 126 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge 
Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for review and recommendation of approval to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission for Basic Development Plan and Basic Site Plan Reviews in 
accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066(D).  
 
Gary Sebach, OHM Advisors, said the applicant created two landscape plan studies where the building 
was moved to the required build zone in both cases. He said when the building is rotated, parking does 
not work as well; 9 – 10 spaces are lost. He noted that Option 1 was the preferred layout but fire truck 
access was not reviewed yet. He showed what happens when the proposed building is rotated. As it 
stands today he said, the Home2 hotel brand is telling them that the plan is four spaces short to meet 
their requirement of one parking space per room. He said if parking is shared during peak hours, the 
hotel would not need a single car for every room. He explained that even if the building is rotated, the 
connection to Frantz Road would be the same. He asked if a different connection point could be 
incorporated to stay with the original plan as submitted. He suggested a true entrance at the corner 
tower and an entrance at the end with a pocket park but the entrance would just be for guests to use 
and a key would be needed for entry. He suggested the entry point could be highlighted with glass. 
 
Ms. Rauch said there are still major concerns about this prominent corner. Per the Code requirement, she 
said the intent is for a public entrance. She indicated there are ways with different configurations to make 
this work. She noted that ground floor transparency was still an issue. She said this plan is not pedestrian 
in scale. 
 
Jeff Tyler brought up the possibility of a cross-access agreement with the Embassy Suites for parking. He 
said he found that the parking lot at the Embassy Suites does not fill up even during peak business times.  
 
Vern Hoying, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, asked of these two options if they would fulfill the 
need for an entry point. Ms. Rauch clarified that a primary entry needs to be open to the public on Frantz 
Road. 
 
Gary Gunderman confirmed the only primary entrance is the porte-cochere and the rest of the entrances 
would need key card access. 
 
Mr. Hoying said at some hotels, some entrances are locked after normal business hours and visitors are 
required to be buzzed in. 
 
Mr. Sebach said the hotel is perfect for this site; it is hard to imagine office or retail here because of the 
location of the neighborhoods. He did not think that the Code was written for this type of use. He 
restated that the concession is a real public entrance along Frantz Road. He asked if the public would be 
more engaged if the building was flipped. He said this use is right to fill this corner, whether or not the 
corner is active. He restated that parking is an issue when the building is rotated but that did not change 
the pedestrian engagement of this site. 
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Mr. Gunderman inquired about the internal public use areas and guest rooms. He suggested locating the 
public use space adjacent to Frantz Road; even if there was a secondary entrance out to Frantz Road, at 
least the entrance would be open the same hours as the primary entrance if it were relocated to the 
south side. He asked why this suggested plan would not work. 
 
Mr. Sebach said it was possible to go through the outdoor living room area and there would not have to 
be the same restrictions. 
 
Steve Langworthy said Option 1 looked over-landscaped. He suggested by meeting the minimum 
requirement of landscape, if perhaps six more parking spaces could be added.  
 
If the landscaping was modified, Mr. Sebach thought 1 or 2 parking spaces could be added.  
 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said more spaces were not going to be found in 
this layout. Mr. Langworthy said it was hard to visualize the restrictions in a sketch drawing.  
 
Ms. Shelly asked if the proposed building could be moved closer towards Frantz Road. Ms. Rauch said it 
would depend on the outdoor space. Mr. Sebach said if the building was moved closer to Frantz Road, 
the patio would be in the right-of-way and the building would not be in the required build zone.  
 
Mr. Hunter asked by adding parking, the pocket park between the buildings would be lost and asked if 
the parking issue was a hurdle to get over. 
 
Ms. Rauch asked how truly inflexible the brand was for changing the internal spaces/floor plan. At this 
point, she said it is hard to say that the ART would support the Waivers needed to make this work. 
 
Mr. Sebach explained how the internal areas function as a whole. He said the brand has a formula and all 
the pieces interrelate.  
 
Ms. Shelly noted that the building forms a corner and the inside of that corner makes dead space. She 
said it appears to just be a sidewalk. Mr. Sebach clarified that was a service area for laundry and service 
to go in/out there. Mr. Hunter said the pool hides the service aspect and mechanicals out there.  
 
Ms. Rauch asked if an entrance could be placed where there were currently four guest rooms on the 
north side of the building. 
 
Mr. Langworthy emphasized the importance of Frantz Road from a development standpoint for the City. 
He noted how everything is set back on Frantz Road and the intent is for future development to be 
brought forward so Option 1 would help that alignment.  
 
Mr. Sebach said he hears what the ART is saying but feels really stuck.  
 
Mr. Hoying asked if the ART collectively desired Option 1.  
 
Mr. Langworthy said it was a better option even without the open space. He explained that how a 
building relates to the street in this area is more important than open space.  
 
Ms. Rauch said that even if the ART recommended disapproval of the Waivers for these plans that did not 
prevent the applicant from moving forward to the PZC for their review.  
 
Mr. Hunter emphasized the need to make this work and not lose the hotel for this site. He indicated this 
site would be tough for restaurants given the access issues.  
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Mr. Sebach asked to discuss the architecture. He said the applicant added glass for more transparency, 
tweaked the design of the tower; and changed the base material internally. He explained the brown brick 
was too heavy and will be replaced with a lighter color brick or modern stone. He asked the ART for 
feedback on the proposed material change for the base. He said even if the applicant decides to flip this 
building it will contain the same architecture.  
 
Mr. Langworthy asked what happens to the white fiber board over time and if it was truly as white as it 
appeared in the renderings. Mr. Sebach said it will be more of a cream colored panel as opposed to a 
stark white.  
 
Melissa Spires, OHM Advisors, said the dimension of the panels are 18 inches by 6 feet and appear as a 
flat panel. She explained the lines were softer and she provided real world examples of the panels. Mr. 
Sebach noted the fiber board provided a fresh modern look.  
 
Ms. Shelly said it appeared to have been applied over existing brick, which is not acceptable. She asked if 
the building layout and façade treatment were set as a brand standard because Staff had looked at the 
brand across the country and found a lot of different architectural concepts. She said the design in 
Philadelphia, PA was a completely vertical design. Mr. Sebach said that was a building with a lot more 
floors than what is being proposed for Dublin and emphasized the brand needs to be maintained.  
 
Mr. Hoying said there is a brand standard so as travelers cross the country, they recognize the buildings 
as the brand.  
 
Mr. Langworthy requested examples of materials truer to color. Ms. Spires said she would provide those 
examples. 
 
Mr. Langworthy said he liked the evolution of the tower with more glass and asked the ART if they had 
any further comments or questions with regard to this application. [There were none.] 
 
5. BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District – Bridge Park – Phase 1 (C Block)  
                 Riverside Drive and Dale Drive 
 15-018 DP-BSD/SP-BSD              Development Plan/Site Plan Reviews 
 
Rachel Ray said this is a request for the first phase of a new mixed-use development, including four 
buildings with 149 dwelling units, 98,700 square feet of office uses, 48,900 square feet of eating and 
drinking uses, and an 864-space parking structure on a 3.47-acre site. She said the proposal includes 
four new public streets and two blocks of development. She said the site is on the east side of Riverside 
Drive, north of the intersection with Dale Drive. She said this is a request for review and recommendation 
of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for this application for Development Plan and Site 
Plan Reviews under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(E)-(F). 
 
Ms. Ray said she had no new materials to present. She said the applicant has received the most up-to-
date comments from Staff. However, she did say that the applicant has retracted vinyl windows as a 
proposed material. 
 
Teri Umbarger, Moody Nolan, asked if it is acceptable for the applicant to be at 29% transparency when 
30% was required. Ms. Ray said that could be within the Administrative Departure range if the applicant 
had reached their limit after exhausting all architecturally appropriate options.  
 
Ms. Ray asked the applicant if they had anything new to present or was it still a work in progress. 
 
Miguel Gonzales, Moody Nolan, said the applicant met the maximum transparency at the retail level but 
were working through the levels above.  



Administrative Review Team Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, March 5, 2015 

Page 5 of 19 

 
 
Ms. Shelly said a decision had not been made with regards to street furniture. Ms. Rauch said that will 
need to be discussed.  
 
Mr. Tyler indicated it should be the ARB’s decision on the architectural appropriateness of the tower. He 
said more variety in window types and storefronts from building to building was preferable but there was 
nothing to substantiate that in the Code. He said he did not see strong architectural character changes 
from one building to another. 
 
Ms. Rauch said she would consolidate her list of outstanding issues. She indicated a recommendation by 
the ART is anticipated for March 19, 2015, to be forwarded to the Architectural Review Board for their 
meeting on March 25, 2015, therefore, the plans should be revised by March 16, 2015.  
 
Gary Sebach, OHM Advisors, indicated the applicant did not want to present to the ARB on March 25th 
since he would be out of town, and would prefer to attend the April 15, 2015, meeting. Ms. Rauch said a 
time extension would need to be filed. 
 
Mr. Langworthy asked the ART if there were any further questions or concerns with regard to this 
application. [There were none.] 
 
2. BSD Commercial District – Home-2 Hotel          5000 Upper Metro Place 

15-017BPR      Basic Development Plan/Basic Site Plan Reviews 
 

Devayani Puranik said this is a request for construction of a new four-story hotel with 126 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge 
Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission for Basic Development Plan and Basic Site Plan Reviews in 
accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066(D).  
 
Ms. Puranik said there had been no changes since this application was introduced last week and she 
recapped what was discussed at the last meeting. She said mainly the comments related to the proposed 
architecture and the ART had said the design was not where it needed to be to move forward. She asked 
the applicant if there were any updates. 
 
Gary Sebach, OHM Advisors, responded that there was no time to make changes since last week’s 
meeting. He said since he was not in attendance the week prior, he wanted to hear the ART’s comments 
first-hand this week. 
 
Ms. Puranik recapped that the materials appear heavy, and more transparency and glass were suggested, 
especially more glass for the tower. She said that the intersection of this site at Bridge Street and Frantz 
Road is significant and the corner should be more active. She said the area should be more fun and that 
a gateway feature was needed at this intersection. She said a rendering of landscaping has been 
presented. She pointed out the door that was an exit only.  
 
Mr. Sebach said they provided a design that fit within the requirements of 80% brick and stone for two 
elevations.  
 
Ms. Puranik explained that windows can be included in the calculations for transparency if more glass is 
introduced to the point it becomes an integrated architectural element. 
 
Jeff Tyler recapped that the ART had said the building looked institutional in character and that the 
windows were too long and narrow, especially on the upper floors.  
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Mr. Sebach said they are striving for a middle ground for the brand and Code. He said he agreed the 
building needs a better scale and he had some ideas. He suggested that the width of the glass could be 
increased.  
 
Ms. Puranik reviewed the elevations for the back of the building. She explained that Code has restrictions 
for blank walls, which the applicant currently exceeds. She added a vertical division is required every 45 
feet and asked if another material could be introduced. 
 
Joanne Shelly reiterated that this site is in a prominent location and the ART would prefer something 
interesting to look at on that corner and this concept was not fitting of a memorable building. She said 
the elevation perspectives highlight the blank wall where it begs for more interest.  
 
Ms. Puranik indicated that artwork or a mural had been suggested by the applicant last week. She said 
not only was this a gateway into the city but it could be the last building that people would see on their 
way out of the city as well.  
 
Mr. Sebach inquired about the tower feature as he wanted to gain a better sense of what the ART 
desired.  
 
Mr. Tyler reiterated that the applicant had not gone far enough with the design.  
 
Steve Langworthy said the issue with the entrance was due to the Code requirement of have a principal 
entrance on a Principal Frontage Street as a public, usable entrance to the building. He said the interior 
does not allow for free flowing circulation for that entrance on Bridge Street and Frantz Road, and the 
ART had suggested a change to the interior for a Code compliant public entrance. He stated that the 
corner needed to be highlighted and that the tower feature should be a memorable, demonstrable part of 
the building. He suggested making the tower a memorable architectural element.  
 
Mr. Sebach said he would go back and take another look at the brand.  
 
Ms. Puranik requested a right-of-way drawing for SR161 as a corner piece and suggested contacting Tina 
Wawszkiewicz in Engineering.  
 
Ms. Puranik indicated that there are deed restrictions on the site, and that Legal was involved as the City 
is the enforcer of the original TIF agreement for that area as well as the recipient for the benefits. She 
said the Planning and Zoning Commission was the decision-making body and a determination should be 
made in the next couple of weeks.  
 
Mr. Burmeister inquired about the procedure.  
 
Ms. Rauch said the procedure followed the BSD Code and it was the City’s responsibility to clean up the 
record with respect to the deed restrictions. She stated that Jennifer Readler, the City’s legal counsel, 
was working on this. Ms. Puranik stated the public improvements resulting from the TIF have been 
completed. 
 
Aaron Stanford encouraged the applicant to place a sidewalk to the south of the hotel building along 
Frantz Road and to link to the existing bike path on Frantz Road. He said that portion of the wall would 
also need to be reconstructed to make the connection.  
 
Mr. Burmeister confirmed he would place a break in the wall to allow for the sidewalk connection.  
 
Mr. Stanford said the driveway layout looked a lot better but other drawings needed to be revised to 
show the same layout. 
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Ms. Puranik stated the applicant met the requirements for the area of open space but specified that 
neither a pocket plaza nor a pocket park appropriately fit the proposal as the open space was not the 
right size for either.  
 
Ms. Ray said a Waiver could be appropriate, provided the open spaces were well-designed and would 
meet the intent of the open spaces that would serve the site’s users.  
 
Mr. Burmeister said the applicant would decide on one or the other type of open space. Mr. Langworthy 
added that nice amenities should be incorporated into the open space.  
 
Vern Hoying, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, noted that the feel of the H2 prototype design was 
important to the corporate brand. He said the design aspects are a balancing act with functionality. He 
said Hilton has done extensive testing on the interior layout and it all works but serious work could be 
done on the exterior design while keeping some flavors and feel of the H2 prototype.  
 
Mr. Langworthy suggested it might be necessary to “Dublinize” the H2 prototype. 
 
Mr. Langworthy asked the ART if there were any further questions or concerns with regard to this 
application. [There were none.] He said the ART would make a recommendation for this Basic 
Development Plan/Basic Site Plan on March 19, 2015, to be forwarded to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. 
 
3. BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District – Bridge Park – Phase 1 (C Block)  
                 Riverside Drive and Dale Drive 
 15-018 DP-BSD/SP-BSD                        Development Plan/Site Plan Reviews 
 
Rachel Ray said this is a request for the first phase of a new mixed-use development, including four 
buildings containing 149 dwelling units, 98,700 square feet of office uses, 48,900 square feet of eating 
and drinking uses, and an 864-space parking structure on a 3.47-acre site. She said the proposal includes 
four new public streets and two blocks of development. She said the site is on the east side of Riverside 
Drive, north of the intersection with Dale Drive. She said this is a request for a review and 
recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for this application for Development 
Plan and Site Plan Reviews under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(E)-(F). 
 
Ms. Ray provided a handout for the Development Plan showing how the application measured against the 
Code and highlighted the few outstanding issues. 
 
Transportation  
Ms. Ray said multiple modes of transportation needed to be considered: how buses could be 
accommodated within the travel lanes along Bridge Park Avenue; cycle track details including materials, 
delineation, sign, and intersections; and motorcycle parking. She asked if COTA needs 11 feet for buses, 
the applicant should show how they would be accommodated, and how pedestrians would be able to 
access the sidewalk, etc. She suggested that spaces for motorcycle parking could be incorporated on 
Tuller Ridge Drive.  
 
Brian Quackenbush, EMH&T, requested clarification on delineation of the cycle tracks. Ms. Ray deferred 
to Joanne Shelly and Aaron Stanford. She said how bikes will need to navigate the intersections at 
Mooney and Longshore needed to be determined as well. 
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INTRODUCTIONS 

2. BSD Commercial District – Home-2 Hotel          5000 Upper Metro Place 
15-017BPR      Basic Development Plan/Basic Site Plan Reviews 
 

Devayani Puranik said this is a request for construction of a new four-story hotel with 126 suites and 
associated site improvements on a 2.57-acre site on the west side of Frantz Road between West Bridge 
Street and Upper Metro Place. She said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Basic Development Plan Review and Basic Site Plan Review in 
accordance with Zoning Code Section 153.066(D).  
 
Ms. Puranik said the design has not changed substantially since the Pre-Application Review at last week’s 
ART meeting. She reported the open space area meets the requirement, but the proposed open spaces 
do not meet the individual size requirements for pocket plazas and pocket parks, since they are sized 
somewhere in between each type. She said six possible Waivers have been identified to date, including: 
shared parking; main entrance location; primary materials; transparency on the ground floor; and the 
building type since corridor building types are not permitted in in the BSD Commercial District.  
 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said Hilton has officially approved this design. He 
explained this is a H2 prototype. He said they need to strike a balance with adding more windows for 
privacy but adds to the cost. He said they have made changes to the stone and are bringing down the 
parapet to help with the appearance of heaviness in terms of the architecture. 
 
Gary Gunderman inquired about the transparency percentages. Ms. Puranik said the first floor is 37%, 
the ground floor is 60%, and the other stories are15%. She said the 18% transparency for portions of 
the ground floor is an issue. 
 
Jeff Tyler said the applicant has not gone far enough with the architectural design. He explained this 
intersection is a gateway into the City of Dublin. He indicated that the proposed design looks corporate in 
character and almost institutional. He said if this comes back to the ART again the same way, he will not 
support this project. He indicated that the City is looking for more than a corporate design; the City 
needs a gateway piece at this location. 
 
Steve Langworthy said he would have been more comfortable with the design if the whole corner was 
treated the same as the tower element. He said now the building appears to be just blocks of stone 
between bricks and nothing is prevalent as a gateway feature. He emphasized that all four corners of this 
intersection should eventually have something interesting. He asked if perhaps more glass could be 
incorporated.  
 
Mr. Tyler also liked the idea of introducing more glass as well as insets where a siding treatment could be 
used. He suggested opening it up to make it separate and with more depth. 
 
Joanne Shelly stated this design was architecturally plain and this was an opportunity to do something 
really interesting. She said the corner begs for art, especially at the brick corner. She said she echoes Mr. 
Tyler’s and Mr. Langworthy’s comments.  
 
Fred Hahn inquired about the transparency on the ground floor. He said he thought the requirements 
were intended for another building type, not a hotel. He said revisions should be centered on more 
interesting architecture instead of compliance with transparency. Mr. Tyler agreed. 
 
Mr. Langworthy said public activity should be placed on the outside walls.  
 
Rachel Ray added the floor plan has not changed since the ART had provided comments last week, and 
this design showing hotel rooms on the ground floor at the corner of Bridge Street and Frantz Road is not 
appropriate.  
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Ms. Puranik clarified that last week the applicant was asked to move the public space to the corner. 
 
Mr. Hunter said that moving public spaces to the corner was an operational issue. 
 
Mr. Tyler asked if the pool would fit on the west side of the building, which would open up the entryway 
from the street and the parking lot. Mr. Hunter said there would still be some operational issues, but it 
was worth consideration. 
 
Mr. Langworthy asked Mr. Hunter if he would recap what he was hearing from the ART. 
 
Mr. Hunter said he was hearing the ART say that the design of the corner needs attention, although the 
overall ground floor transparency could be appropriate. He said he is being told that there are other 
options to be considered and that putting the pool on the west end of the building but also along SR161 
may be appropriate. 
 
Mr. Gunderman stated the proposal still appears institutional. 
 
Mr. Langworthy indicated that if changes were made at the corner, it would drive other changes to occur. 
 
Mr. Langworthy asked the ART if there were any further questions or concerns with regard to this 
application. [There were none.] 
 
3. BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District – Bridge Park – Phase 1 (C Block)  
                 Riverside Drive and Dale Drive 
 15-018 DP-BSD/SP-BSD                        Development Plan/Site Plan Reviews 
 
Rachel Ray said this is a request for the first phase of a new mixed-use development, including four 
buildings containing 149 dwelling units, 98,700 square feet of office uses, 48,900 square feet of eating 
and drinking uses, and an 864-space parking structure on a 3.47-acre site. She said the proposal includes 
four new public streets and two blocks of development. She said the site is on the east side of Riverside 
Drive, north of the intersection with Dale Drive. She said this is a review and recommendation of approval 
to the Planning and Zoning Commission for this application for Development Plan and Site Plan Reviews 
under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066(E)-(F). 
 
Ms. Ray stated that she had spoken with the applicant earlier in the week and they had discussed the 
boundaries for the Development Plan, Site Plan, and Final Plat. She said the Development Plan 
encompasses the street network, block framework, and building arrangement. She said this proposal 
includes Tuller Ridge Drive, Bridge Park Avenue, Mooney Street, and Longshore Street. She said the 
Development Plan Review examines street requirements, rights-of-way, and bike network. She added the 
review determines lot and block requirements and permitted building types.  
Ms. Ray said the Site Plan Review encompasses four buildings in the area identified as the C block. She 
said a Final Plat was submitted and includes the same roadways, which form three blocks. She said the 
Site Plan Review serves as a review of uses, building types, open space types, and site development 
standards including parking, landscaping, and signs.  
 
Ms. Ray noted that there were still some timing issues to work out in terms of the final disposition of the 
COTA site and the development agreement.  
 
Ms. Ray reported the applicant provided numerous plans for C block but she did not have an opportunity 
to review them thoroughly prior to this meeting. However, she noted the following: 
 

• Street sections are not consistent with the Preliminary Plat, including no cycle track shown along 
Bridge Park Avenue.  
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Division of Planning
5800 Shier-Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

Phone/TDD:6l4-410-4600
Fax: 614-410-4747

Web Site: www.dublin.oh.us

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

3. Area Rezoning 03-0992 -Inner CircleI-270 Commercial Area Rezoning
Location:  46 parcels comprising an area of approximately 411 acres as annexed from

Washington Township between 1965 and  ,1969,  southeast ofI-270,  west of Dublin Road,

north of Rings Road.

Request:   Review and approval of ordinance to establish Dublin CC,  Community

Commercial,   OLR,   Office,   Laboratory,   and Research,   SO,   Suburban Office and

Institutional and LI, Limited Industrial Districts.

Property Owners:  (To the LI District)  OCLC Online Computer Library Center Inc.,

6565 Frantz Road;  OCLC Online Computer Library Center Inc,  5000 Post Road;

Midwestern Enterprises LLC,  6540 Frantz Road;  (To the OLR District)  Delphineus
Associates LLC,  5151 Blazer Parkway;  Ashland Oil  &  Refining Tax Dept.,  P.O.  Box

14000,  Lexington,  Kentucky 40512;  Metro Medical LLC Bradford Investment Co,  5050

Blazer Parkway;  William and Lujean Bay,  5178 Paul G.  Blazer Parkway;  City Of

Dublin,  c/o Jane S.  Brautigam,  5200 Emerald Parkway;  Great Lakes Reit L P,  655 S.

Metro Place Road;  Great Lakes Reit L P,  823 Commerce Drive,  Suite 300,Oakbrook,

Illinois 60523;  Randal Garvey,  5142 Paul G.  Blazer Parkway;  Susan Park,  5158 Paul G.

Blazer Parkway;  Kendall-Dublin LLC,  5100 Rings Road;  Pizzuti Properties, 2 Miranova

Place,  Suite 800,  Columbus,  Ohio 43215;  Duke Construction LP,  5600 Blazer Parkway,

Suite 100;  Tugys Ltd.;  and National Tax Search LLC,  PO Box 81290,  Chicago,  Illinois

60681-0290.  (To the CC District) Dublin Plaza LP, 225 W.  Bridge Street;  Dublin Plaza

LP,  221 W.  Bridge Street;  Heartland Bank,  6500 Frantz Road;  Carolyn Nash,  220

Bridge Street;  Carolyn Nash,  252 Monsarrat Drive;   Host Restaurants,  5175 Post Road;

NRS Equities,  5131 Post Road;  Red Elm LLC,  5125 Post Roado 43017;  Realty Income

Corp.,  P.O.  Box 460069,  Escondido,  Ca 92046;  West Bridge Street Associates,  200 W.

Bridge Street;  5151 Post Road LLC,  5151 Post Rd.;  Mid-America Properties,  5105 Post

Rd..;    Bef Reit Inc,  5067 Post Rd;  Brentlinger Real Estate Company LLC,  5035 Post

Rd.;  Cooker Restaurant Corp,  5000 Upper Metro Place;  Dublin Suites Inc,  5100 Upper
Metro Place;  Live Oak Properties Ltd,  c/o Ohio Equities LLC,  605 S.  Front SOt Suite

200,  Columbus,  Ohio 43215;  Krisjal LLC,  9011 Fields,  Ertel Road,  Cincinnati,  Ohio

45249;  Richard Roby,  5200 Post Road;  First American Tax L J Melody Co Inc.,  P.O.

Box 560807, Dallas, Texas 75356-0807;  and Sullivan Acquisition LLC, 218 W. Bridge
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3. Area Rezoning 03-0992 -Inner Circle I-270 Commercial Area Rezoning
Street.  (To the SO District)  250 Bridge Group.   All addresses are located in Dublin,
Ohio 43017 unless otherwise noted.

Applicant:   City of Dublin,   c/o Jane S.   Brautigam,   City Manager,   5200 Emerald

Parkway, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

Staff Contact:  Anne Wanner, Planner.

MOTION:  To approve this area rezoning because it will provide an appropriate Dublin zoning
classification for land within the City limits to provide for the effective administration of

development standards,  procedures,  etc.,  and will maintain the established development pattern
that has been in place for many years and establishes land uses consistent with those listed in the

Community Plan.

VOTE:  7-0.

RESULT:   This area rezoning was approved.   It will be forwarded to City Council with a

positive recommendation.

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Frank A.  Ciarochi

Acting Planning Director
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Mr.  Saneholtz said if he owned his property for 30 or 40 years and he did not know what the

zoning was;  why should he care or expect that it changed in any way.  He understood they were

not trying to change what the City had interpreted the zoning to be,  but it is still the City's
interpretation versus the property owner's and there is no documentation that supports either

position (other than staff saying that it has been on the map for a period of years).

Mr.  Gunderman said the only point that Mr.  Saneholtz was missing was that the average citizen's

most likely point of contact is simply to come to City Hall and look at the map.   That is the

dominant communication tool that happens for the regular citizenry.   Most of the time,  nothing
else ever happens that would create a need for any information from the City.   Mr.  Banchefsky
added  ...other than when you buy your house.

Mr.  Saneholtz asked Mr.  Wood when he acquired these properties.  Mr.  Wood guessed 25 to 30

years ago.  Mr.  Gunderman said from the City's point ofview, it was not relevant.

Mr.  Wood said the cemetery is adjacent to this site and the property across the street is park,  so

there is a buffer area.  He was sure that eight-family units could not be built.   He said the intent

was just to keep the twin singles, but he did not think it could ever conform on R-2 zoning.

Further discussion took place regarding the type of zoning a property has when it is annexed into

the City.  Ms.  Reiss knew that the township had a zoning .ordinance in the early 60s,  so annexed

properties would have had some kind of zoning.   She believed Ms.  Wanner was not able to find

records, but some kind of zoning would have been in place at the time of annexation.

Mr.  Banchefsk said it is a non-conformin use n t now but it ma not have been anon-Y g 1~ Y

conforming use under township zoning.   He said staff assumes it was a lawfully existing non-

conforming use,  although it is not known to be true.  It could have been illegal at the time it was

built.  They are being given the benefit of the doubt by staff.

Mr.  Messineo made a motion to approve this area rezoning because it will provide an appropriate
Dublin zoning classification for land within the City limits to provide for the effective

administration of development standards,  procedures,  etc.,  and will maintain the established

development pattern that has been in place for many years,  and establishes land uses consistent

with those listed in the Community Plan.   Mr.  Zimmerman seconded the motion,  and the vote

was as follows:  Mr.  Gerber abstained,  because his wife owned a property in this area for which

he paid a mortgage;  Ms.  Boring,  yes;  Ms.  Reiss,  no;  Mr.  Sprague,  yes;  Mr.  Saneholtz,  no;  Mr.

Zimmerman, yes;  and Mr. Messineo, yes.  (Approved 4-2-1.)

3.   Area Rezoning 03-0992 -Inner CircleI-270 Commercial Area Rezoning
Anne Wanner said this area rezoning is comprised of 46 parcels totaling approximately 411

acres.  Most of the parcels are located on the inside ofI-270.  Properties listed in this application
include several commercial,  retail,  and office establishments,  including Ashland Incorporated,
Embassy Suites,  and OCLC.   She showed an aerial slide indicating the proposed zonings.   The

zones proposed for these properties are:   OLR,  Office Laboratory Research District;  LI,  Limited

Industrial District;   CC,   Community Commercial District;   and SO,   Suburban Office and

Institutional District.   She said these parcels have been shown on the Dublin Zoning Map for the

last 15 to 20 years and the parcels range in size from 0.5 acre to 40 acres.   The Post Road
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properties that are being rezoning are located on the south side.   She said the MAG Dealerships
and the Field of Corn are also included in this application.

These sites were annexed into Dublin between 1965 and 1969.     Ms.   Wanner said an

informational meeting was held and several property owners attended.   She had also spoken to

property owners by phone.  Ms.  Wanner said staff is recommending approval of this application.

Ms.  Reiss asked why LI was wanted along the freeway.   Mr.  Gerber said for the same reason

given for the previous case.   She said if the Commission recommended this,  someone could

come in tomorrow and put light industrial there.

Ms.  Wanner said those two parcels were fully developed with LI development standards as the

OCLC Campus.  The sideyards and rear yards are dictated by the building height and depth.  She
said the development standards are not as strict in the LI District as they are in SO or OLR

Districts.   If something different was assigned to these parcels,  it could potentially create non-

conformities for OCLC that do not exist today.

Mr.  Gerber made the motion to approve this area rezoning because it will provide an appropriate
Dublin zoning classification for land within the City limits to provide for the effective

administration of development standards,   procedures,   etc.,   will maintain the established

development pattern that has been in place for many years and establish land uses consistent with

those listed in the Community Plan.. Mr.  Zimmerman seconded the motion,  and the vote was as

follows:   Mr.  Messineo,  yes;  Mr.  Saneholtz,  yes;  Mr.  Sprague,  yes;  Ms.  Boring,  yes;  Ms.  Reiss,
yes; Mr.  Zimmerman,  yes;  and Mr.  Gerber,  yes.  (Approved 7-0.)

4.   Area Rezoning 03-1O5Z  -  .Inner Circle I-270 Residential  (South Dublin Road)  Area

Rezoning
Anne Wanner presented this area rezoning which is comprised of 74 parcels totaling
approximately 136 acres.   It is located on the Inner Circle ofI-270.   She showed a slide of the

area to be rezoned.  The parcels are south of Longview Drive, north of Hayden Run,  east of Paul

G.  Blazer Parkway,  and west of the Scioto River.   This application includes several established

neighborhoods including Llewellyn Estates,  and Hayden Run Additions 1 and 2.   The Thomas

Elementary School,  the Rings Road Water Tower,  and asingle-family residence are also

included.    She said all these properties are proposed to be zoned R-l,  Restricted Suburban

Residential District.  Staff is recommending approval of this area rezoning.

Mr.  Zimmerman made a motion to approve this area rezoning because it will provide an

appropriate Dublin zoning classification for land within the City limits to provide for the

effective administration of development standards, procedures,  etc., will maintain the established

development pattern that has been in place for many years,  and establish land uses consistent

with those listed in the Community Plan.  Mr.  Messineo seconded the motion,  and the vote was

as follows:   Mr.  Saneholtz,  yes;  Mr.  Sprague,  yes;  Ms.  Boring,  yes;  Mr.  Gerber,  yes;  Ms.  Reiss,
yes; Mr. Messineo,  yes;  and Mr.  Zimmerman, yes.  (Approved 7-0.)



BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

BOARD ORDER

JiJNE 25, 1998

The Board of Zoning Appeals heard the variance application shown below on this date. Based

on its finding, the Board took the following action:

1. Variance 98-040V -Cooker Bar and Grille - 5000 Upper Metro Place

Location: 2.563 acres located on the southwest corner of Frantz Road and West Dublin-

Granville Road.

Existing Zoning: CC, Community Commercial District.

Request: A variance to Sections:

1) 153.159(B)(5) to permit the use of one wall sign in combination with one

ground sign; and

2) 153.164 to increase the height of the wall sign from 15 feet to 18.5 feet.

Proposed Use: A proposed restaurant of approximately 7,000 square feet with a 50

square foot wall sign 18.5 feet in height and a 50 square foot ground sign. Both signs bear

the copy "Cooker Bar and Grille."

Applicant: Mark Fisher, Cooker Restaurant Corporation, 5500 N. Village Boulevard,

Suite 2000, West Palm Beach, Florida 33419; represented by Jim Hartley, Signcom,

Incorporated, 527 West Rich Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215.

MOTION: To approve this variance with five conditions:

1) That the ground sign be integrated with the approved landscape plan for Upper

Metro Place and be set back to conform with Code, subject to staff approval;

2) That the two signs utilize the same color scheme;

3) That no exposed neon tubing be utilized;

4) That the site meet Landscape Code requirements and provisions from the TIF

agreement, subject to staff approval; and

5) That the lighting of the ground and wall signs be turned off during non-business

hours.

Bob Albright, attorney representing the applicant, agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 3-1

RESULT: This variance application was approved.

RECORDED VOTES:

Brent Davis Yes

Chester Porembski Yes

Ruth Meeker Reiss Not Present

Amy Salay No

William Sherman Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

1

4.~'u.~,~,~.~h ,
Barbara M. Clarke

Planning Director



BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

BOARD ORDER

APRIL 23, 1998

CITY OF I)L~iiLIIV

The Board of Zoning Appeals heard the variance application shown below on this date. Based

on its finding, the Board took the following action:

4. Variance 98-040V -Cooker Bar and Grille - 5000 Upper Metro Place

Location: 2.563 acres located on the southwest corner of Frantz Road and West Dublin-

Granville Drive.

Existing Zoning: CC, Community Commercial District.

Request: A variance to Sections:

1) 153.159(B)(5) to permit the use of one wall sign in combination with one ground

sign; and

2) 153.164 to increase the height of the wall sign from 15 feet to 18.5 feet.

Proposed Use: A proposed restaurant of approximately 7,000 square feet with a 50

square foot wall sign and a 50 square foot ground sign.

Applicant: Cooker Restaurant Corporation, c/o Mark Fisher, 5500 North Village

Boulevard, Suite 2000, West Palm Beach, Florida 33419.

MOTION: To table this variance.

Jim Hartley of Sign Com, representing the applicant, requested tabling.

VOTE: 4-0

RESULT: After a lengthy discussion, this variance was tabled. The Board requested:
additional information about the grading and/or landscaping proposed along S.R.

161, elevations of all building facades, and consideration of a lower, monument-

design sign along S.R. 161.

RECORDED VOTES:

Brent Davis Absent

Chester Porembski Yes

Ruth Meeker Reiss Yes

Amy Salay Yes

William Sherman Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Barbara M. Clarke

Planning Director
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