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ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW TEAM 

RECORD OF DETERMINATION 

JUNE 23, 2016 

The Administrative Review Team made the following determinations at this meeting: 

3. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, G Block       Mooney Street 
16-038BPR Basic Plan Review 

Proposal: A mixed-use development, including two buildings containing 179 
residential dwelling units, approximately 12,000-square-feet of office 
use, 11,000-square-feet of retail use, and a parking structure. The site 
is bounded by Tuller Ridge Drive to the north, Dale Drive to the east, 
Mooney Street to the west, and Bridge Park Avenue to the south. 

Request: Review and recommendation of approval to City Council for a Basic 
Plan Review under the provisions of Zoning Code §153.066. 

Applicant: Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners.  
Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, Senior Planner; (614) 410-4675, 

chusak@dublin.oh.us 

REQUEST 1:  SITE PLAN WAIVERS 
Request for an approval recommendation to City Council for 3 Site Plan Waivers: 

1. Open Space Types - §153.064(C)(1)-(2) – Distance from Publicly Accessible Open Space – Within
660 feet (required); Within 715 feet (requested).

2. Site Development Standards - §153.065(B)(5)(a)(3) – Location of Parking Structure Entrance/Exit
Lanes – Entrance/Exit Lanes not on Principal Frontage Street (required); Entrance/Exit Lane on
Principal Frontage Street (requested).

3. Building Types - §153.065(O)(b) – Ground Story Height – Ground story height must be between
12 feet and 16 feet (required); 20 feet due to grade change (requested).

Determination:  The Site Plan Waivers were recommended for approval to City Council as part of the 
Site Plan Review. 

REQUEST 2: SITE PLAN REVIEW 
Request for a recommendation of approval to City Council for a Site Plan Review with 2 conditions: 

1) That the applicant continue to work with staff to detail construction of portions of Dale Drive
to a public street standard appropriate for occupancy of the residential units, including
construction design and cost sharing; and

2) That the applicant work with staff to determine appropriate locations for bicycle parking outside
of the individual units.
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Determination:  The Site Plan was recommended for approval to City Council with 2 conditions. 
 

 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
______________________  
Vincent A. Papsidero, FAICP 
Planning Director 
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Scott Engebretson, Vineyard Columbus, said currently Vineyard Church is just around the corner on the 
edge of Dublin Village Center and their main operations are centered in Westerville. 

Rachel Ray asked if there would be enough parking to which the applicant replied affirmatively. He said 
most of the businesses in the area are open Monday through Friday and they would mainly need parking 
on the weekends.  

Vince Papsidero asked if there were any questions or concerns. [There were none.] He stated the ART’s 
recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission is scheduled for next week for the PZC meeting 
on July 7, 2016. 

DETERMINATIONS 

3. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, G Block    Mooney Street 
16-038BPR      Basic Plan Review 

Lori Burchett said this is a request for a mixed-use development, including two buildings containing 179 
residential dwelling units, approximately 12,000-square-feet of office use, 11,000-square-feet of retail use, 
and a parking structure. She said the site is surrounded by Tuller Ridge Drive to the north, Dale Drive to 
the east, Mooney Street to the west, and Bridge Park Avenue to the south. She said this is a request for 
review and recommendation of an approval to City Council for a Basic Plan Review under the provisions of 
Zoning Code §153.066. 

Ms. Burchett presented the block locations for context. She said this was reviewed by the ART and then by 
the Planning and Zoning Commission as an Informal Review. She briefly reviewed what was presented last 
week at the ART meeting as a result of the PZC meeting.  

Ms. Burchett said approval is recommended for three Site Plan Waivers: 

1. Open Space Types - §153.064(C)(1)-(2) – Distance from Publicly Accessible Open Space – Within 660
feet (required); Within 715 feet (requested).

2. Site Development Standards - §153.065(B)(5)(a)(3) – Location of Parking Structure Entrance/Exit
Lanes – Entrance/Exit Lanes not on Principal Frontage Street (required); Entrance/Exit Lane on Principal
Frontage Street (requested).

3. Building Types - §153.065(O)(b) – Ground Story Height – Ground story height must be between 12
feet and 16 feet (required); 20 feet due to grade change (requested).

Ms. Burchett said approval is recommended for a Site Plan with two conditions: 

1) That the applicant continue to work with staff to detail construction of portions of Dale Drive to a
public street standard appropriate for occupancy of the residential units, including construction
design and cost sharing; and

2) That the applicant work with staff to determine appropriate locations for bicycle parking outside of
the individual units.

Tim Hosterman inquired about the ramp off Dale Drive given the grade changes. He said if the incline is 
too dramatic, the bike hitches on the police cruisers can gouge the concrete. James Peltier, EMH&T, 
answered the ramp is six inches but there is no actual ramp, it just goes into the second floor. He added 
that the ramps inside the garage are the gradual standard. 
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Rachel Ray asked if the engineers supported the Waiver regarding the parking garage entrance off Dale 
Drive that is being requested as they were not present. Ms. Burchett answered the engineers were 
supportive of the Waiver. 
 
Ms. Ray inquired about the park provision as Blocks B & C were also counting this as open space. She 
suggested that the accounting be reconciled before the case is reviewed by City Council in case they request 
calculations.  
 
Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any further questions or concerns. [There were none.] He confirmed the 
ART’s recommendation of approval to City Council for a Basic Site Plan with three Waivers and two 
conditions. 
 
4. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, H Block         Bridge Park Avenue and Mooney Street 

16-039BPR              Basic Plan Review 

Lori Burchett said this is a request for a residential condominium development consisting of approximately 
73 townhome units with parking below each unit. She said the site is surrounded by John Shields Parkway 
to the north, Dale Drive to the east, Mooney Street to the west, and Tuller Ridge Drive to the south. She 
said this is a request for review and recommendation of approval to City Council for a Basic Plan Review 
under the provisions of Zoning Code §153.066. 
 
Ms. Burchett presented the proposed site plan. She reviewed what was presented the previous week. She 
noted the 75 townhome units originally proposed were reduced to 73 as the applicant had to remove two 
units to accommodate the relocation of the pool. She said 38 parking spaces on the street were required 
in addition to the garage spaces under each unit. She asked the applicant to submit a Parking Plan. She 
explained this is just another check box to be completed for the review process. 
 
She said this was reviewed along with Block G by the ART and then by the Planning and Zoning Commission 
as an informal to which they were supportive. She noted that a technical Waiver is needed for the tower. 
 
Ms. Burchett said approval is recommended to City Council for two Site Plan Waivers: 
 
1. Building Type – §153.062(O)(4) – Front Property Line Coverage – The structure is required to cover a 

minimum of 75% of the front property line. A portion of building H1 is approximately 70% at the 
easterly boundary and 52% at the southerly boundary. The public space has been designed to give the 
appearance of a closer setback through plaza areas, walls, and landscaping.  

 
2. Building Type – §153.062(O) (5) – Permitted Roof Types — Towers are permitted on facades only at 

terminal vistas, corners at two principal frontage streets, and/or adjacent to an open space type. 
Towers will be necessary in order to provide access to the roof top decks.   

 
Ms. Burchett said approval is recommended to City Council for a Site Plan with four conditions: 
 

1) That the applicant submit a parking plan that includes location of all on-street spaces that will 
count toward meeting the minimum parking requirement; 
 

2) That the applicant continue to work with Staff to determine the width and location of the Greenway;  
 
3) That the applicant continue to work with staff to detail construction of portions of Dale Drive to a 

public street standard appropriate for occupancy of the residential units, including construction 
design and cost sharing; and 

 
4) That the applicant work with staff to determine appropriate locations for bicycle parking outside of 

the individual units. 
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Basic Site Plan Review 

16-038BSP– Bridge Park – Block G 

BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District 

This is a proposal for a new mixed-use development, including two buildings containing 180 
residential dwelling units, approximately 12,000 square feet of office uses, 11,000 square feet 
of retail uses, and a parking structure located in the Bridge Park Development north of Bridge 
Park Avenue, south of Tuller Ridge Drive, east of Mooney Street and west of Dale Drive. This is 
a request for review and approval of a Basic Site Plan Review under the provisions of Zoning 
Code Section 153.066.  
 
Date of Application Acceptance  
Friday, March 27, 2016 
 
Informal Review, Planning and Zoning Commission 
Thursday, June 9, 2016 
 
Date of ART Recommendation to City Council 
Thursday, June 23, 2016 
 
City Council Determination 
Tuesday, July 5, 2016 
 
Case Managers  
Claudia Husak, AICP, Senior Planner │ (614) 410-4675 | chusak@dublin.oh.us 
Lori Burchett, AICP, Planner II | (614) 410-4656 | lburchett@dublin.oh.us 
Nichole Martin, Planner I | (614) 410-4635| nmartin@dublin.oh.us  

mailto:chusak@dublin.oh.us
mailto:lburchett@dublin.oh.us
mailto:nmartin@dublin.oh.us
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PART I:  APPLICATION OVERVIEW 

 

Zoning District Claudia  BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District 

Review Type  Basic Site Plan Review  

Development Proposal A mixed-use development, including two buildings containing 180 
residential dwelling units, approximately 12,000 square feet of 
office uses, 11,000 square feet of retail uses, and a parking 
structure. 

 
Uses  Residential, Retail, Office, Parking, Open Space 

Building Types  Corridor Building Type 

 

Basic Plan Waivers 
1) Distance to Publicly Accessible Open Space: Approval  

2) Location of Parking Structure Entrance/Exit: Approval  

3) Ground Story Height for Building G1: Approval 

 

Conditions 
 

1) That the applicant continue to work with staff to detail 
construction of portions of Dale Drive to a public street standard 
appropriate for occupancy of the residential units, including 
construction design and cost sharing; and, 

2) That the applicant work with staff to determine appropriate 
locations for bicycle parking outside parking structure.  

 

 
Applicant/Property Owner BPACQ, LLC 

Representative  Russel Hunter, Crawford Hoying  

 

Application Review Procedure: Basic Plan Review 

The purpose of a Basic Plan Review is to evaluate, at a conceptual level, the scope, character, 
and nature of the proposed development and its integration into the BSD Scioto River 
Neighborhood District. This application is not intended to provide a determination on all project 
details associated with the public or private realm; further details will be determined with the 
future Development Plan and Site Plan Reviews. There are preliminary details provided on 
renderings, such as sign dimensions, that are not intended to be part of this review and will be 
reviewed in detail in a future application. 
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The review of the Basic Plan provides an opportunity for public input at the earliest stages of 
the development process. For projects which are associated with a development agreement 
between the City and a developer, the Basic Development Plan and Basic Site Plan will be 
reviewed by City Council, which will determine the required reviewing body for future 
submittals. A Basic Plan review is required prior to submission for applications for Development 
Plan and Site Plan Review. 
 
 

Application History/Schedule 
 

On January 20, 2015, City Council approved a Basic Development Plan for all blocks of the 
Bridge Park development and Basic Site Plans for only Blocks B and C. City Council made 
determinations on the Basic Development and Site Plans including 5 waivers to Code 
requirements and determined the Planning and Zoning Commission as the required reviewing 
body for future applications. Subsequently, on March 9, 2015 a Preliminary Plat for the entire 
development was approved. City Council approved a Basic Site Plan for Block A on December 7, 
2015 and also determined future reviews by the Commission. 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission informally reviewed and provided feedback on this 
proposal on June 9, 2016. Many Commissioners were concerned that the proposed architecture 
did not provide necessary relief from architectural rhythms established in previously approved 
blocks of the Bridge Park development. The Commission challenged the applicant to consider 
future uses of the site and encourage versatile, long-lasting construction wherever possible. The 
Commission supported the amount and location of the proposed open spaces noting the 
proposed plaza’s design complements the plaza to the west. 
 
On June 16, 2016, the Administrative Review Team reviewed the proposal noting the changes 
the applicant made to the architecture addresses the Commissions concerns.  
 
June 9, 2016:  Introduction to ART  
June 9, 2016:  Informal Review by the Planning and Zoning Commission 
June 16, 2016: Case Review by ART  
June 23, 2016: Recommendation by ART to City Council 
July 5, 2016:             City Council Review of Basic Site Plan 
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Application Overview 

 

The proposed plan includes the development of a two new corridor building in G Block of the 
Bridge Park development. The proposal is for an approximately 72,000-square-foot, 6-story, 
mixed used building (G1) containing retail on the first floor, office on the second floor, and a 
mix of residential units (efficiencies, 1, 2, and 3 bedrooms); an approximately 300,000 square-
foot, 5-story, fully residential wrapped parking structure (G2/G3)  containing 396 parking 
spaces and a mix of residential units (micros, efficiencies, 1 and 2 bedrooms); and .33 acres of 
public open space. 
 
 
In detail, the proposed project includes:  

 11,000-square-feet of Retail  
 12,000-square-feet of Office 
 180 Residential Units 
 396 Structured Parking Spaces 
 .33-acres of Open Space  

 
 

PART II:  ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW TEAM COMMENTS 

 

Summary of ART Recommendation 
The Administrative Review Team has conducted its analysis of the project based on the 
information submitted. The ART has reviewed this project based on the Bridge Street District 
zoning regulations and recommends approval of the ten Site Plan Waivers and recognized these 
Waivers do not result in lesser quality of design and architecture, but are mainly due to site 
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constraints and functionality of the building. Waivers are listed below followed by additional 
discussion detail.   
 
 

Planning, Engineering, Building Standards, and Parks & Open Space 
 

Basic Site Plan Review 

Uses. The proposed uses are commercial including retail and office, residential, parking, and 
open space. All the uses are permitted. The parking structure is a permitted use because it is 
fully wrapped by residential. 

Principles of Walkable Urbanism/Pedestrian-Oriented Design. 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 located close to the street, with in the Required Building Zone 
(RBZ), creating a pedestrian scale environment. Many of the proposed elements appear to be 
functional and promote connectivity through a series of paths and sidewalks.  

Setbacks. The proposed structures appear to meet all required setbacks since there are multiple 
fronts associated with these buildings. Staff will ensure this is being met during Site Plan review 
or a Waiver will be required.  

Façade Materials/Transparency. Brick, stone, and glass are the permitted primary building 
materials for a Corridor Building. The building materials proposed include brick, glass, and 
cement fiber panels. A Waiver to permit cement fiber panels will be required at Site Plan review. 
The applicant will need to provide specific information for review and approval of these 
materials during the final Site Plan review. The applicant will need to provide detailed 
percentage calculations for the primary material coverage, product information and installation 
details to adequately support the use of these materials as well as transparency calculations.  
Approval of Waivers will be required at Site Plan Review, by the designated required reviewing 
body.  

Landscaping. The design of the open spaces and site landscaping are conceptual and will be 
further refined to meet the requirements and standards for quality open spaces and walkability.  
Designs, materials and landscape features will be reviewed with the final Site Plan review. The 
proposal includes 0.33-acre of open space split between a plaza, which connects Dale Drive to 
Mooney Street, and two pocket plazas located on Dale Drive. Based on the proposed mix of 
development, 0.84-acre of open space is required to be provided within 660 feet of the primary 
entrances to the residential and commercial uses located within the development. Due to the 
topography of the site and the dense, urban development style the applicant is unable to 
provide all the required open space on site. Given the proximity of the proposed Scioto 
Riverside Park, the applicant is requesting a Waiver to the distance from a publicly accessible 
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(660 feet required, 715 feet provided).  

Parking. This proposal includes 396 structured parking spaces provided and fully screened by 
residential in Building G2/ G3. The applicant has indicated more detail will be provided with the 
Site Plan review with respect to interior circulation and ingress/ egress. A Waiver is requested 
with this application to permit one of the two required entrances to be located on Dale Drive, a 
principal frontage street. 

Utility and Grading. This proposal includes the provisions of infrastructure for public water, fire 
protection, sanitary and storm sewer. The applicant should continue to work with Engineering 
to make any adjustments that are required to the plan.  

 
 
PART III:  APPLICABLE REVIEW STANDARDS 

 

A. Waiver Review Criteria 
The Planning and Zoning Commission is required to review the proposed Waivers based on the 
following review criteria.  

 
1. Open Space Types–Section 153.064(C)(1)-(2) – Distance from Publicly Accessible Open 

Space – Within 660 feet (required); Within 715 feet (requested). 
Criteria Met. Due to the topography of the site and the dense, urban development style 
the applicant is unable to meet the open space requirement and is requesting existing 
publically accessible open space in the proposed Scioto Riverside Park be counted 
toward the open space requirement. Publicly accessible open space must be located 
within 660 feet of the primary entrance of residential and commercial spaces. The 
applicant is requesting a Waiver to permit a distance of 715 feet of the primary 
entrances to provide access to the proposed Scioto Riverside Park. 
 

2. Site Development Standards –Section 153.065(B)(5)(a)(3) – Location of Parking Structure 
Entrance/Exit Lanes – Entrance/Exit Lanes are not permitted on Principal Frontage Streets 
except where determined appropriate by the City Engineer. 

Criteria Met. Due to the topography of the site, nearly 20 feet from the northeast to the 
southwest, the applicant is proposing an entrance to the parking structure on Dale 
Drive, a principal frontage street. Two entrance/exits are required for the parking 
structure. One is already provided on Mooney Street and due to the grade change it is 
impractical to provide the second on Tuller Ridge Drive. 
 

3. Building Type –Section 153.062(O) – Ground Story Height – Ground story height must be 
between 12 feet and 16 feet. 

Criteria Met. Due to the grade change along Bridge Park Avenue the first story of 
Building G1 is 20 feet in height. The request allows for development given the unique 
site conditions and is consistent with waivers that have been approved for previous 
blocks of development. 
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PART IV:  ACTION ITEMS 

 

The Administrative Review Team recommends that City Council approve the following Basic Site 

Plan Waivers and Conditions:  

 

A. Basic Site Plan Review Criteria-Basic Site Plan 

The Administrative Review Team has reviewed this application based on the review criteria for 
applications for Site Plan Review, and recommends the following proposed responses: 

1. Site Plan is Substantially Similar to Basic Plan 
Not applicable.  
 

2. Consistency with Approved Development Plan 
Not applicable. 
 

3. Meets Applicable Requirements of Sections 153.059 and 153.062 through 153.065 
Met with conditions or Site Plan Review Waivers. As reviewed in this report, all applicable 
sections of the Code are met, met with conditions, met with Waivers, or will be reviewed at 
final Site Plan.  
 

4. Safe and Efficient Circulation 
Met with Condition. The proposed site layout provides safe and efficient circulation for all 
modes of travel and is consistent with the Principals of Walkable Urbanism of Section 
153.057. The applicant will have to work with staff to address the required improvements 
along the Dale Drive frontage.  
 

5. Coordination and Integration of Buildings and Structures 
Met. The proposed layout of the site and its modern architectural design does provide for 
coordination and integration of the development within the surrounding area, while 
maintaining the high quality image of the city.  
 

6. Desirable Open Space Type, Distribution, Suitability, and Design 
Waiver and Site Plan Review.  The applicant has identified that they are unable to meet the 
open space provisions on site. Locations of open spaces have been determined. Quality 
design and details for all open spaces will be determined at Site Plan Review.  
 

7. Provision of Public Services 
Site Plan Review. This proposal includes preliminary public utility information. The details for 
providing services in a desirable manner will need to be coordinated and finalized to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer.  
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8. Stormwater Management 
Site Plan Review. The final plans providing stormwater details and design shall be 
coordinated and finalized to the City Engineer’s satisfaction prior to Site Plan Review.  
 

9. Phasing 
Met. The applicant has not provided a phasing plan. Confirmation from the applicant that 
the overall development will be completed in one phase should be provided. 
 

10. Consistency with Bridge Street District Vision Principles, Community Plan and other Policy 
Documents 
Met. The Principles of Walkable Urbanism described in Section 153.057 are incorporated  
 

Recommendation: The Administrative Review Team recommended approval of the proposed 

Site Plan with the following 2 conditions and 3 Waivers:  

 

B. Conditions-Basic Site Plan 

1) That the applicant continue to work with staff to detail construction of portions of 
Dale Drive to a public street standard appropriate for occupancy of the residential 
units, including construction design and cost sharing; and, 

2) That the applicant work with staff to determine appropriate locations for bicycle 
parking outside of the individual units.  

 

 

C. Waivers-Basic Site Plan 

The Administrative Review Team recommended approval with conditions noted to the 
Planning and Zoning Commission of the following 10 Site Plan Waivers (see above for review 
criteria):  
  

1) Open Space Types–Section 153.064(C)(1)-(2) – Distance from Publicly Accessible 
Open Space – Within 660 feet (required); Within 715 feet (requested). Criteria Met.  
 

2) Site Development Standards –Section 153.065(B)(5)(a)(3) – Location of Parking 
Structure Entrance/ Exit Lanes – Entrance/ Exit Lanes not on Principal Frontage Street 
(required) Entrance/ Exit lane on Principal Frontage Street (requested). Criteria Met. 

 
3) Building Types – Section 153.065(O)(b) – Ground Story Height – Ground story 

height must be between 12 feet and 16 feet (required) 20 feet due to grade change 
(requested). Criteria Met. 

 

D. Required Reviewing Body 



Administrative Review Team | Thursday, June 23, 2016 
16-038 BSP – Bridge Park, Block G 

Basic Site Plan  
Page 9 of 22 

 
 
City Council should designate a required reviewing body for future applications including 
Development Plan Review, Site Plan Review, and Master Sign Plan (if applicable). 

   

ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATIONS – BASIC PLAN REVIEW                

 

Applicable Development Plan Review Criteria 

Includes 153.060 – Lots and Blocks, 153.061 – Street Types and 153.063 – Neighborhood 

Standards  

 

SPR: Enough information is not available at this stage to determine if requirement is met. 
Details of this nature would be expected as part of the Site Plan Review. The proposal is 
required to meet Code, or request a Site Plan Waiver.  
 

 

153.060 – Lots & Blocks 

Code 

Section 
Requirement Notes Met 

(A) Intent  Intent is to establish a network of interconnected streets 

with walkable block sizes organized to accommodate 

multiple modes of transportation.  It is intended that 

block configurations encourage and support the 

principles of walkable urbanism provided in 153.057(D) 

and the walkability standards of 153.065(I). 

Met 

(B) Applicability Development Plan Review required due to required 

subdivision based on proposed block length and block 

perimeter length; Bridge Street District Street Network. 

DPR 

(Completed 1-

20-2015) 

 

(C) General Block and Lot Layout 

(1)(a)-(f) Interconnecte

d Street 

Pattern 

The network of streets within the Bridge Street District 

is intended to form an interconnected pattern with 

multiple intersections and resulting block sizes as 

designated in 153.060(C)(2). 

DPR 

(Completed  

1-20-2015) 

(2) Maximum 

Block Size 

(a) Required Subdivision: Unless otherwise permitted by 

this chapter, all developments requiring 

Development Plan Review in accordance with 

153.066(E)(1)(b)2-4 shall subdivide consistent with 

maximum block sizes as required by Table 153.060-

A. 

DPR 

(Completed  

1-20-2015) 

Sawmill Center Neighborhood Maximum Block Dimensions (from Table 

153.060-A) 
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Maximum Block Length: 

500 ft. 

Proposed Block Length: 

North: 253 ft.  

South: 203 ft. 

East: 449 ft. 

West: 447 ft. 

Met 

(Completed  

1-20-2015) 

Maximum Block Perimeter:  

1,750 ft. 

Proposed Block Perimeter: 

1, 352 ft.  

Met 

(Completed 1-

20-2015) 

(3)  (d) Exception: When existing barriers limit the 

extension of the street network, blocks shall be 

created to match the above requirements to the 

maximum extent practicable.  Barriers may include 

such features as a highway, waterway, open space, 

utility line, roadways with limited access 

restrictions, or development that is expected to 

remain. 

N/A 

(4) Principal 

Frontage 

Streets 

(e) Dale Drive Met 

(Completed 1-

20-2015) 

153.063(C) – Neighborhood Standards – BSD Scioto River Neighborhood 

Code 

Section 
Requirement Met/Notes 

(4) Building Types (a) Corridor Building Type permitted  

(5)  Placemaking 

Elements  

SPR. Additional details regarding activation of public realm in future 

applications. 

(b) Master Sign Plan N/A 

(6) Open Spaces Refer to §153.064 

ANALYSIS & DETERMINATIONS – 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, Signs, and 

Walkability Standards). 

 

SPR: Enough information is not available at this stage to determine if the requirement is met.  

Details of this nature would be expected as part of the Site Plan Review.  The proposal is 

required to meet Code, or request a Site Plan Waiver. 
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153.059 – Uses 

Code 

Section Requirement Met, N/A, Adm. Dep., Waiver, Other 

Table 

153.059-

A 

Permitted and 

Conditional Uses  

Met. All proposed Principal and Accessory Uses are permitted. The 

proposed Principal Uses are:   

 Residential  

 Retail/Commercial  

 Office 

 Parking: 396 spaces (All parking structures completely lined by space 

available for occupancy along a public or private street frontage are 

permitted) 

 Parks and Open Space (0.33 acres provided on site) 

Accessory Uses Met. General Retail and Eating and Drinking associated with the mixed 

use buildings are proposed as Accessory Uses to the proposed Principal 

Uses, which are permitted.  

(C) Use Specific 

Standards 

Parking 

Structures 

N/A. Parking structures not completely lined by space 

available for occupancy along public and private street 

frontages require conditional use review. The proposed 

parking structure is completely wrapped by residential. 

Outdoor 

Dining and 

Seating 

SPR. None proposed at this time.  

 

 

153.062 – Building Types (General Requirements) 

Code 

Section 

Requirement Met/Not Met 

(A) Intent Met. The proposed building types provide a range of high quality 

commercial, and residential buildings to reinforce the intended 

character of the BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District development. 

(B)(3) General 

Requirements 

Met. Zoning Districts: Corridor Building types and Parking Structures 

are permitted in the BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District. All parking 

structures completely lined by space available for occupancy along a 

public or private street frontage are permitted. 

Met. Uses: Proposed uses are permitted in the district and in the 

building types. The BSD Scioto River Neighborhood Standards permits 

residential, commercial, office, and open space.  

Met. No Other Building Types: Proposed buildings are consistent with 

the Corridor Building type, which is permitted in the BSD Scioto River 

Neighborhood District.  

Met. Permanent Structures: The proposed buildings are permanent 
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153.062 – Building Types (General Requirements) 

Code 

Section 

Requirement Met/Not Met 

structures. 

N/A. Accessory Structures: None are proposed.  

(C) General Building 

Type Layout and 

Relationships 

Met. Incompatible Building Types: There are no building type 

incompatibilities. 

Met. Shopping Corridors: At least one street or street segment is 

required to be designated as a shopping corridor in the BSD Scioto 

River Neighborhood district. A shopping corridor has been provided 

along north (Bridge Park Ave. and Riverside Dr.). This was designated 

with approval of a previous application.  

(D)(1) Parapet Roof Type 

Requirements 

 

Met/SPR. Parapet Heights:  

The applicant has indicated parapets have been designed to screen any 

roof appurtenances from view from the streets and are no more than 6-

feet at adjacent buildings. This will be confirmed at Site Plan Review. 

(Buildings G1 and G2/G3).  

Met. Parapet Wraps all Facades: Parapets of varying heights are 

continuous on all facades of the buildings.  

Met. Horizontal Shadow Lines: Encouraged to distinguish parapets from 

upper stories and to define the top of the parapet.  

Met. Occupied Space: None of the buildings with a parapet roof type 

incorporate occupied space or a half story within the roof. 

(D)(5) Other Roof Types N/A. No other roof type is proposed. 

(D)(4) Towers N/A. No towers are proposed.   

(E)(1) Façade Materials (a) Percentage of Primary 

Materials Required: Please refer to 

153.062(O) - Building Type 

Analysis.   

See Table Below 

(c) Permitted Primary Materials: 

Please refer to 153.062(O) - 

Building Type Analysis.   

See Table Below 

(d) Permitted Secondary 

Materials: Please refer to 

153.062(O) - Building Type 

Analysis.   

See Table Below 

(d) EIFS: Permitted for trim only.   SPR 

(g) Clapboard Siding Thickness: 

Must have minimum butt 

thickness of a quarter of an inch. 

SPR 
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153.062 – Building Types (General Requirements) 

Code 

Section 

Requirement Met/Not Met 

(h) Other High Quality Synthetic 

Materials: May be approved by 

the required reviewing body 

SPR 

(E)(2) Façade Material 

Transitions 

Met. Vertical façade materials transition at inside corners.  

(a) Multiple materials proposed vertically: Where proposed, the ‘heavier’ 

material in appearance shall be incorporated below the ‘lighter’ 

material. 

(b) Transitions between different colors of same material: Shall occur at 

locations deemed architecturally appropriate by the required reviewing 

body.  Transition materials are proposed on numerous elevations. 

(E)(3) Roof Materials Met/SPR. Parapet Roofs may use any roof materials appropriate to 

maintain proper drainage. Roof Penetrations are concealed and shall 

not be visible from principal frontage streets (Dale Drive). 

(E)(4) Color Met. The color palette consists of a complementary range of neutral 

tones with warm color accents. 

(F)(1) Entrances & 

Pedestrianways – 

Quantities and 

Locations 

See Building Type Requirements Tables for each Building 

(F)(2) Recessed Entrances Met/SPR.  Principal entrances are recessed.  

(F)(3) Entrance Design Met/SPR. All principal entrances are at a pedestrian scale and 

effectively address the street and include design elements to provide 

prominent entrances along the façade. Commercial uses appear to be 

consistent.  

(G) Articulation of 

Stories on Street 

Façades 

Met. All building façades have been effectively articulated to follow the 

stories of the buildings.  

(H)(1) Windows Met. All proposed windows are aluminum and to be designed to meet 

transparency requirements.  

(H)(3) Awnings and 

Canopies 
Met. Canopies on Building G1 are cantilevered metal.  

(I) Balconies, Porches, 

Stoops, and 

Chimneys 

Met/SPR. Balconies and stoops appear to meet the minimum open air 

requirements, façade coverage requirements, and does not extend 

forward of the RBZ or encroach into right-of-way; and is not designed 

to meet front or corner RBZ requirements.  

(J) Treatments at 

Terminal Vistas 
N/A. No terminal vistas present.  
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153.062 – Building Types (General Requirements) 

Code 

Section 

Requirement Met/Not Met 

(K) Building Variety Met/SPR. 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 2 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 

(4) Pronounced changes in building height 

  

Adjacent 

Buildings 

Dominan

t 

Material 

Recesses 

and 

Projectio

ns 

Entrance/ 

Window 

Placement 

Roof 

Desig

n 

Change 

in 

Height 

Required 2 of 4 Required 

(G1) C3 Y Y    

(G1) C4 Y Y  Y Y 

(G1) G2/G3 Y    Y 

(G2/G3) C4 Y  Y   

(G2/G3) H1 Y Y Y Y Y 

(L) Vehicular Canopies N/A.  No vehicular canopies are proposed.  

(M) Signs 
SPR. The applicant has indicated that the design will be consistent with 

signs approved in previous approved Blocks.   

(N)(4)(a)

5 

Vents, air 

conditioners and 

other utility 

elements 

Met.  These elements are not proposed to be part of any street-facing 

façade.   

(N) & (O) 
Individual Building 

Type Requirements 
Refer to following section for detailed analysis of each building.  

 
 
 
153.062(O)(5) – Corridor Buildings – G1 and G2/G3 
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Building Type Requirements 
Code 

Requirement 
Provided 

Met, N/A, 

Adm. 

Dep., 

Waiver, 

Other 

Number of Principal Buildings 

Permitted (per Lot) 
Multiple Permitted 2 Buildings Met 

Front Property Line Coverage (%) 
Min. 75% 

Greater than 75% on all sides 

includes open space areas  
Met   

Occupation of Corner Required 

(Yes/No) 
Yes 

Meets requirements at all 

corners-includes open space 
Met 

Front Required Building Zone 

Required (range, ft.) 
0-15 ft. ±0’ min., 15’ max. Met 

Corner Side RBZ Required (range, 

ft.) 
0-15 ft. 0-15ft.  Met 

Right-of-Way Encroachment Awnings, canopies, 

eaves, patios & 

projecting signs 

permitted. 

Signs, Awnings (potential) 

(Building G1) 
Met/SPR 

Side Yard Setback Required (ft.) 5 ft. No Side Yard N/A 

Rear Yard Setback Required (ft.) 5 ft. No Rear Yard N/A 

Minimum Lot Width Required (ft.) 50 ft. Greater than 50 feet  Met/SPR 

Maximum Lot Width Required (ft.) None N/A N/A 

Maximum Impervious Lot Coverage  

(Lot 6) 80% 

The applicant is required to 

provide this detail at Site Plan 

Review. 

SPR 

Additional Semi-Pervious Lot 

Coverage 

Permitted (Beyond Max. 80% 

Impervious Coverage) 

(Lot 6) 

10% 

The applicant is required to 

provide this detail at Site Plan 

Review. 

SPR 

Parking Location Rear of first 3 

floors and 

basement(s), 
within building 

Within building Met 

Loading Facility Permitted (location 

relative to principal structure) 
Rear & Side 

Façades 

Loading and unloading will take 

place in the garage. Any 

loading the occurs in the public 

realm will need to be detailed 

at SPR. 

SPR 

Entry for Parking within Building 

(relative to principal structure) 

Rear & Side 

Façade, Corner 
Entrance on Dale Drive 

Waiver 

Required 
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153.062(O)(5) – Corridor Buildings – G1 and G2/G3 

Building Type Requirements 
Code 

Requirement 
Provided 

Met, N/A, 

Adm. 

Dep., 

Waiver, 

Other 

side Façade on 

non-PFS  

Access 153.062 (n)(1)(c) N/A N/A 

Minimum Building Height Permitted 

(ft.) 
3 stories 

G1: 6 stories 

G2/G3: 5 stories 
Met 

Maximum Building Height Permitted 

(ft.) 
6 stories 

G1: 6 stories 

G2/G3: 5 stories 
Met 

Ground Story Height 12 ft. Minimum 

16 ft. Maximum 

G1: 20 ft.  

G2/G3: 12 ft.   

Waiver 

Required 

Upper Story Height 10 ft. Minimum 

14 ft. Maximum 

G1: 10.5 ft. 

G2/G3: 10.5 ft.  
Met 

Ground Story Use Requirements 
Residential, Office 

and related support 

uses permitted per 

Neighborhood Std. 

Retail/Office 

Not located on a shopping 

corridor 

Met/SPR 

Minimum Occupied Space Required 

(ft.) 

30’ min depth 

Mechanical Rooms, 

service rooms, etc. 

shall not front a 

shopping corridor 

Greater than 30 ft.   Met 

Parking within Building 

Rear of first 3 

floors; fully in 

basement(s) 

N/A N/A 

Ground Story Street Facing 

Transparency (%) 

Minimum 60% 

Transparency 

G1: The transparency appears 

to meet the requirement. 

Calculations are required to be 

provided with the SPR. 

G2/G3: The transparency 

appears to meet the 

requirement. Calculations are 

required to be provided with 

the SPR. 

SPR 
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153.062(O)(5) – Corridor Buildings – G1 and G2/G3 

Building Type Requirements 
Code 

Requirement 
Provided 

Met, N/A, 

Adm. 

Dep., 

Waiver, 

Other 

Upper Story Street Facing  

Transparency (%) 

Minimum 30% 

Transparency 

G1: The transparency appears 

to meet the requirement. 

Calculations are required to be 

provided with the SPR. 

G2/G3: The transparency 

appears to meet the 

requirement. Calculations are 

required to be provided with 

the SPR. 

SPR  

Non-Street Façade Transparency 

(%) 

Minimum 15% 

Transparency 

G1: The transparency appears 

to meet the requirement. 

Calculations are required to be 

provided with the SPR. 

G2/G3: The transparency 

appears to meet the 

requirement. Calculations are 

required to be provided with 

the SPR. 

SPR 

Blank Wall Limitations (Yes/No) 

Yes 

All elevations appear to meet 

blank wall limitations 

requirement 

Met/SPR 

Principal Entrance Location Required 

(relative to principal structure) 

Primary Street 

Façade of Building 

G1: Principal entrances are 

provide along Bridge Park 

Avenue and Dale Drive. There 

are additional entrance to 

Mooney Street and publicly 

accessible open space to the 

north. 

G2/G3: Principal entrances are 

provide along Dale Drive, public 

open space to the south, and 

Mooney Street. 

Met 

Number of Street Facade Entrances 

Required (per ft. of facade) 
1 per 75 ft. of 

façade, minimum 

G1: 7 entrances required. 

Appears to meet the 

requirement, the entrances for 

the tenant spaces will be 

finalized with SPR. 

Met/SPR 

Waiver 

Maybe 

Required 

at SPR 



Administrative Review Team | Thursday, June 23, 2016 
16-038 BSP – Bridge Park, Block G 

Basic Site Plan  
Page 18 of 22 

 
 
153.062(O)(5) – Corridor Buildings – G1 and G2/G3 

Building Type Requirements 
Code 

Requirement 
Provided 

Met, N/A, 

Adm. 

Dep., 

Waiver, 

Other 

 

G2/G3: 25 entrances required. 

13 provided.  

Parking Lot Façade  

Number of Entrances Required 
Not Required N/A N/A 

Mid-Building Pedestrianways 

Required (# per ft. of facade) 

1 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. 

 

All buildings include sufficient 

architectural interest and 

articulation for all vertical 

increments 

Met/SPR 

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 

All buildings include sufficient 

architectural interest and 

articulation. 

Met/SPR 

Required Change in Roof Plane or 

Type 
Not required None N/A 

Permitted Primary Materials (types) Stone, brick, glass 

and other durable 

materials 

Brick, Glass, Metal.  Met/ SPR 

Minimum Primary Façade Materials 

80% 

G1: The applicant will need to 

verify percentages meet the 

Code Requirements or request 

waivers with SPR. 

G2/G3: The applicant will 

need to verify percentages 

meet the Code Requirements 

or request waivers with SPR. 

 

SPR 

Permitted Secondary Materials Glass fiber Metal, Fiber Cement. Met/SPR 
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153.062(O)(5) – Corridor Buildings – G1 and G2/G3 

Building Type Requirements 
Code 

Requirement 
Provided 

Met, N/A, 

Adm. 

Dep., 

Waiver, 

Other 

reinforced gypsum, 

wood siding, fiber 

cement siding, 

metal and exterior 

architectural metal 

panels and 

cladding 

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

Flat 
Parapet Met 

Tower(s) Permitted (Yes/No) Yes None N/A 

 
 

153.064 – Open Space Types (Block G) 

Code 

Section 
Requirement Notes Met 

(C)(2) Provision of Open 

Space 

There shall be a minimum of one square foot of publicly 

accessible open space for every 50 square feet of 

commercial space or fraction thereof and 200 square feet 

per residential unit. Required open space shall be located 

within 660 feet of the main entrance to the commercial 

space as measured along a pedestrian walkway. The 

applicant is proposing to use the public park for a portion 

of the open space requirement. The distance to the park is 

greater than 660 feet from the main entrance.  

 

Based on 174 residential units and 23,000 sq. ft. of 

commercial for a total of 0.84 acres required. 

Met 

(D) Suitability of Open 

Space 

The proposed open space provides connectivity to active 

open space to the west. It is context sensitive to the 

location within the Bridge Park development and Bridge 

Street District. 

Met/SPR 

(F) Open Space Types Required Open Space is provided as a Pocket Plaza and 

Plazas. These are informal open spaces that serve as an 

impromptu gathering place designed as a well-defined 

area of refuge separate from the public sidewalk. Seating 

areas are required, and special features such as fountains 

SPR 
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153.064 – Open Space Types (Block G) 

Code 

Section 
Requirement Notes Met 

and public art installations are encouraged. 

(G) General Requirements 

(1) Size (a) Minimum Dimension: Minimum Pocket Plaza dimension 

is 10 feet.  Dimensions will need to be confirmed at 

the SPR. 

(b) Minimum Dimension: Minimum Plaza dimension is 60 

feet.  Dimensions will need to be confirmed at the 

SPR. 

SPR 

(c) Proportion Requirement: Open Space Types (except 

Greenway) shall be sized at a ratio not more than 

three to one (3:1), length to width. 

(d)  

The Applicant will need to provide the information at 

SPR. 

SPR 

(2) Access (a) Minimum Percentage of ROW Frontage Required: 

Plazas and Pocket Plazas require a minimum of 30% 

of the Open Space perimeter along R-O-W Frontage. 

Over 30% of the proposed plazas and pocket plazas 

are along  R-O-W frontage.  

SPR 

(4) Improvements (c) Site Furnishings:  SPR 

(d) Public Art: SPR 

(f) Maximum Impervious and Semi-Pervious Surface 

Permitted: 

SPR 

(h) Fencing and Walls: SPR 

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

Code 

Section 

Requirement Met/Notes 

(1)(b) Parking Location Met. Provided on-site within a parking structure and on-street parking.  

(2) Required Vehicle 

Parking 

Met. G1: 56 parking spaces for residential; 28 parking spaces for general 

office; and 36 parking spaces for retail. G2/G3  A minimum of 152 

parking spaces are required for residential uses.     

 

For both buildings a total of 272 parking spaces is required and a total of 

396 structured spaces are provided.   
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153.065(B) – Site Development Standards – Parking and Loading 

Code 

Section 

Requirement Met/Notes 

Residential  208 spaces required for a mix of units ranging from micro 

to three bedroom 

Retail 12,000 square feet at 3 spaces per 1,000 (36 spaces 

required) 

Future 

Office 

11,000 square feet at 2.5 per 1,000 (28 spaces required) 

(2)(b)6 

Adjustments to 

Required Vehicle 

Parking: 

Demonstration of 

Parking Need 

Met/SPR. No adjustments are needed.   

(3) 
Required Bicycle 

Parking 

Met. The applicant should provide the cut sheets for bicycle parking 

facilities (on-street and in the structures) to verify that they meet the 

Code requirements at building permitting, subject to Planning approval. 

 

The applicant is encouraged to provide creative bike rack types for review 

and approval through the permitting process.  

(4) 

Off-Street Parking 

Space and Aisle 

Dimensions 

Met. The proposed off-street parking spaces and aisles within the 

parking structures meet the requirements of Figure 153.065-A and Table 

153.065-B.   

(5) 
Parking Structure 

Design 

Met. Overall Number of Entrance/Exit Lanes: The parking structure 

contains a total of 396 Spaces, and provides 2 Entrances, each with one 

entrance and one exit lane each ((1 per 300 spaces required) and 2 Exit 

Lanes (1 per 200 spaces required)). 

Met/SPR. Entrance/Exit Lane Width 24 ft. max at Right of Way: All 

Entrance/Exits will comply with the 24 foot maximum width.   

Waiver Required. No Entrance/Exit Lanes on PFS: Proposed Entrance/ 

Exit on Dale Drive. 

Met.  Number of Entrances along Frontage: One entrance is permitted 

for each 200 feet of frontage.   

Met/SPR. Stacking Spaces: Two, 20 foot long stacking spaces will be 

required to be provided between the entry gate and the street, and may 

not encroach sidewalk or public ROW. The proposed stacking spaces will 

be provided internal to the parking structure. 

Met/SPR. Interior Circulation, Aisle Length: Maximum parking structure 

aisle lengths will not exceed 400 feet. 

Met/SPR.  Interior Circulation, Ceiling Clearance: A minimum ceiling 

clearance of 12 ft. is required where the garage has street frontage, and 
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153.065(B) – Site Development Standards – Parking and Loading 

Code 

Section 

Requirement Met/Notes 

the parking structure shall be designed and constructed to allow potential 

occupancy of the first 20 feet of building depth.  

 

Design of all other parking structures and upper levels shall include a 

minimum ceiling clearance of 8.5 ft.  The applicant states that the 

parking structure will meet these requirements and details will need to be 

verified at SPR. 

SPR. Pedestrian Safety, Stairwell Visibility: Stairwells located at the 

perimeter of the structures shall be visible from the outside of the 

structure. Stairwells are visible from the outside of the structure.  

SPR. Pedestrian Safety, Pedestrian Circulation: The maximum distance 

between parking spaces and the nearest exist stairwell shall be 200 feet.  

SPR. Pedestrian Safety, Pedestrian Circulation/Elevator Access:  At least 

one elevator shall be provided to serve a parking structure.  The 

maximum distance between any space and an elevator shall be 350 ft.  

SPR. Pedestrian Safety, Surveillance 

(6) 

Surface Parking 

Lot and Loading 

Area Design and 

Construction 

N/A. No surface parking areas.  

(7) Required Loading 

Spaces 

Met/SPR. Plan appears to show sufficient loading spaces.  
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

 
RECORD OF ACTION 

 
JUNE 9, 2016 

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

 
1. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, G Block                            Mooney Street 

16-038BPR             Basic Plan Review 
 
Proposal: A mixed-use development, including two buildings containing 179 

residential dwelling units, approximately 12,000 square feet of office 
uses, 11,000 square feet of retail uses, and a parking structure. 

Request: Informal review and feedback of a Basic Plan Review prior to review by 
City Council under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 

Applicant: Crawford Hoying. 
Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Senior Planner. 
Contact Information: (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us.   

 
 
RESULT: The Commission informally reviewed and commented on a proposal for a mixed-use 
development, including two buildings containing 179 residential dwelling units, approximately 12,000 
square feet of office uses, 12,000 square feet of retail uses, and a fully-wrapped parking structure 
located northeast of the intersection of Bridge Park Avenue with Mooney Street. The Commission was 
concerned that the proposed architecture did not provide necessary relief from architectural rhythms 
established in previously approved blocks of the Bridge Park development. The Commission challenged 
the applicant to consider future uses of the site and encourage versatile, long-lasting construction 
wherever possible. The Commission was supportive of the amount and location of the proposed open 
spaces noting the plaza’s design compliments the plaza to the west.  

 
 
 
  
 
 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
_____________________ 
Nichole Martin  
Planner  
 

 
 

 

Planning 
5800 Shier Rings Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

 

phone 614.410.4600 
fax  614.410.4747 
www.dublinohiousa.gov 
____________________ 

 



 

 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

JUNE 9, 2016 
 
 
AGENDA 
 

1. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, G Block                Mooney Street 
16-038BPR                 Basic Plan Review (Discussion only) 

 
2. BSDSRN – Bridge Park, H Block        Bridge Park Avenue and Mooney Street 

16-039BPR                 Basic Plan Review (Discussion only) 

 

3. BSD SCN - Charles Penzone Grand Salon              6671 Village Parkway 
16-015BPR      Basic Plan Review (Approved 6 – 0) 

 

 
 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Other Commission members present were: Chris Brown, Bob Miller, Cathy De Rosa, Stephen Stidhem, 

and Amy Salay. Deborah Mitchell was absent. City representatives present were: Claudia Husak, Vince 
Papsidero, Philip Hartmann, Donna Goss, Nichole Martin, and Flora Rogers. 

 
Administrative Business 

 
Motion and Vote 

Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 

follows: Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. 
(Approved 5 - 0) 

 
The Chair briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission. She said 

certain cases on tonight’s agenda may be approved by consent. She stated that no cases were eligible for 

the consent agenda tonight. She determined to take the cases in the following order: 3, 1, and 2 and the 
minutes will reflect the cases recorded in the order as they were published in the agenda.  

 
 

1. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, G Block                            Mooney Street 
16-038BPR             Basic Plan Review 

 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is a proposal for a mixed-use development, 

including two buildings containing residential units, office and retail uses, and a parking structure. She 
said the site is south of Tuller Ridge Drive, north of Bridge Park Avenue, west of Dale Drive, and east of 

Mooney Street. She said this is a request for an informal review and feedback of a Basic Plan Review 
prior to review by City Council under the provisions of Zoning Code §153.066. 

 

Nichole Martin asked if cases for Block G and H could be heard together as the sites are adjacent to one 
another. The Chair introduced Block H as well so both cases could be heard simultaneously. 

Planning 
5800 Shier Rings Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 
 

phone 614.410.4600 
fax 614.410.4747 

www.dublinohiousa.gov 
____________________ 
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2. BSDSRN – Bridge Park, H Block                   Bridge Park Avenue and Mooney Street 
16-039BPR             Basic Plan Review 

 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is a proposal for a residential condominium 
development consisting of approximately 75 townhome units. She said the site is located with John 

Shields Parkway to the north, Dale Drive to the east, Mooney Street to the west, and Tuller Ridge Drive 
to the south. She said this is a request for an informal review and feedback of a Basic Plan Review prior 

to review by City Council under the provisions of Zoning Code §153.066. 

 
Nichole Martin noted G Block is located in the Bridge Park development, south of H Block, west of Dale 

Drive. She explained an informal review is not required but since the Basic Site Plan Review will be going 
to City Council per a development agreement, this informal review provides an opportunity for the PZC to 

provide feedback for Council’s consideration. 
 

Ms. Martin provided a brief history of the Bridge Park development. She said Blocks G and H are the 

fourth and fifth blocks of development in Bridge Park. She explained G is in a transitional area between 
some of the previously approved projects in C, B, and A blocks. She said H will have a very different feel 

from the other blocks of development.  
 

Ms. Martin said two buildings are proposed for G Block labeled as G1, which is a 72,000-square-foot, six-

story, mixed-use building and Building G2/G3 as a 300,000-square-foot, 5-story, fully residential wrapped 
parking structure. She stated that 0.33-acre of public open space is proposed along Mooney Street and 

Tuller Ridge Drive while 0.84-acre is required. She explained the main plaza is proposed between 
buildings G1 and G2/G3 and accounts for the majority of the public open space provided within the block. 

She said the plaza design aligns with the Block C plaza to the west to provide a cohesive connection 

between the two blocks. She said there are also two smaller open spaces provided, accessible from the 
residential units in G2/G3 building.  

 
Ms. Martin said G1 contains retail on the first floor, office on the second floor, and a mix of 48 residential 

units (efficiencies, 1, 2, and 3 bedrooms) located along Bridge Park Avenue and Mooney Street. The 
G2/G3 building, she said, contains 406 parking spaces and a mix of 132 residential units (micro units, 

efficiencies, 1 and 2 bedrooms) on all four sides. She said the fourth floor will provide a private 

residential access between buildings G1 and G2/G3. She presented the floor plans for both buildings. She 
noted the façade materials: G1 depicts three different colors of brick and glass as primary materials for 

the retail and office located on stories one and two and stories three through six introduce two different 
metal panels with subtle façade articulations as well as private residential balconies. G2/G3 depicts two 

different colors of brick primarily present on the lower stories of the building. She said fiber cement 

siding, fiber cement panels, and metal panels are introduced on the upper stories; red fiber cement 
panels are depicted where the façade is inset for residential balconies and the parking garage entrance. 

She said the western elevation along Mooney Street is the only location where individual residential units 
(6) have access to a public street, not through a common entrance. The individual units she noted have 

entrances oriented to the side and are masked by brick-clad planters. 
 

Ms. Martin said there are two vehicular access points for the garage: one on Mooney Street and the other 

on Dale Drive. She noted the pedestrian and public access points.  
 

Ms. Martin concluded her presentation on Block G with the following discussion questions: 
 

1. Does the proposal provide an appropriate transition given the surrounding development? 

2. Does the Commission support the proposed architectural style and building materials? 
3. Is there adequate open space provided in appropriate locations? 

4. Are there other considerations by the Commission? 
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Ms. Martin said Block H is located north of Block G, directly west of the Sycamore Ridge Apartments and 

directly south of the Grand facility. She said a new public street is proposed (Larimer Street) to connect 

Mooney Street to Dale Drive and provide vehicular access to the auto courts in the development. She said 
public and private open space is provided. She explained there are three pairs of buildings (H1, H2, and 

H3), each split in a north/south direction to provide access to the auto courts and garages. She explained 
that part of the site is the John Shields Greenway so the applicant has determined the appropriate 

amount of dedication required. She indicated the proposal shows some steps to the front entries 

extending into the Greenway and the applicant will have to work with staff to reconfigure these areas. 
She explained Code requires 0.34-acre of public open space for the proposed development of H Block 

and private open space is proposed between buildings H1 and H2 for exclusive use by residents. She said 
the proposal shows ground level parking under all 75 units and will include one- or two-car garages, 

depending on the size of the unit. She said currently 153 spaces are provided within enclosed garages 
and at adjacent streets for the 75 units and all garages are accessed through an auto court with a 

permeable paver system with an ingress/egress in one location for each building off of a secondary 

street.  
 

Ms. Martin presented an illustration using building H3 as an example. From the site plan, she said it 
appears that some of the units may have difficulty maneuvering vehicles in and out of their unit’s garage. 

 

Ms. Martin presented the architecture for the proposed Mooney Street and Tuller Ridge elevations. She 
noted the renderings show a contemporary architectural style emphasizing geometric forms with various 

roof heights, balconies, railings, and front stoops. She explained the illustrated building materials include 
glass, brick, wood, and cement fiber panels. To create architectural interest, she said, the applicant 

addressed facade diversity with two colors of brick to break down the massing of the facades into a 

pedestrian scale; horizontal and vertical façade articulations to further break down the massing; and 
secondary materials will be used to create building variety and diversity. She indicated the applicant is 

proposing a neutral color palette; however, specific building materials have not been chosen at this time 
and more detail will be provided in the future. She added metal sunscreens and decorative balconies that 

provide visual interest along the street. 
 

Ms. Martin concluded Block H with discussion questions for the Commission’s consideration: 

 
1. Does the Commission support the proposed site layout and design of the units? 

2. Does the proposed design and architectural elements of the buildings fit with the intended 
character of this area of the district? 

3. Does the Commission have concerns with circulation and access within the auto court? 

4. Should the greenway be the only public open space for the proposal? 
5. Are there other considerations by the Commission? 

 
Bob Miller inquired about the auto courts from an engineering perspective. Ms. Martin said further 

maneuverability detail has been requested.  
 

Russell Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, 555 Metro Place, said Ms. Martin did a really 

good job at going through all the details for these two blocks. He presented the Site Plan noting this is a 
continuation of the Bridge Park Avenue streetscape. He said the open space aligning with the C Block 

open space differ in design so they each have a unique identity. He said how the block differs from the 
other blocks is that it contains a completely wrapped parking garage. He pointed out the residential liners 

along C Block so it is important to maintain that character on the G Block.  

 
Mr. Hunter explained that they have continued to push the architect so the buildings have a strong 

identity. He said the outdoor spaces were enhanced that included balcony space overlooking Bridge Park 
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Avenue, second floor office space provides covered space on the ground floor so the restaurants that 
move in will have a unique space. He noted how the materials weave, highlighting the horizontal and 

vertical aspects of the building.  

 
Mr. Hunter summarized the Bridge Park experience. He said C2 is along Riverside Drive, C3 is under 

construction, and now they have worked their way up the development, creating unique identities for 
each of the buildings. He said they share common themes and materials but the uniqueness comes from 

the detail. He said the G1 building is a transitional building and on the edge of their property as it exists 

today. He noted there is a legacy product across the street (Dale Drive) of shorter heights so they paid 
more attention to that.  

 
Mr. Hunter introduced a new product called millennium tile; it was installed on 5th Avenue, a branch of 

the Columbus Public Library. He explained it was originally designed to be a roofing tile but it is starting 
to be used on the sides of buildings and it has a reflective quality and it comes in different textures and 

colors. He said they would like to use it on the top of the building without using a strong cornice to bring 

down the scale.  
 

Mr. Hunter said they are using a different architect for the condominium buildings in Block H and asked 
him to come forward.  

 

David Keyser, dkb Architects, 52 E. Lyn Street, explained every unit will either face onto the public street 
or onto a public or private open space per the crescent configuration of the six buildings. He said the 

auto courts are accessed and primarily shielded from the public areas. He said the massing of the 
buildings is broken down to a pedestrian scale. He said some units have porches or balconies. He said 

one of their challenges was the 17-foot grade difference between Dale Drive and Mooney Street. He said 

it helps the units individualize with varying heights of stoops with steps moving up the Tuller Ridge 
elevation creating a pedestrian friendly relationship.  

 
Chris Brown inquired about the taller towers. Mr. Hunter said there are larger units with roof terraces 

where that tower element pops up to the fourth floor.  
 

Amy Salay asked if the stairs were divided. Mr. Hunter answered that yes the stairs are individualized. 

 
Ms. Martin again presented the discussion questions for G Block. 

 
Mr. Brown stated he liked the new and improved version of building G1. He said as the whole project 

develops, other than the hotel, we have much of the same building vocabulary going on everywhere from 

Tuller Flats to C Block to B Block. He said the variation is not tremendous so he considers this new 
millennium tile as a dynamic element. He said he looked at G1 and G2 to see if they would be able to be 

converted to another use in the future. He encouraged the applicant to consider a different framing 
structure above the second level. He said he likes that the envelope is still being pushed with the 

architect. He stated Bridge Park is a very important drive and there should be building diversity for the 
pedestrian experience. He said the monolithic building mass has been broken up as dictated by the Code. 

He said there needs to be enough variation from façade to façade to façade that he currently does not 

see. He suggested the style of G2/G3 be changed. He explained from the panoramic view of the 
development, metal is all that is visible from the tops of each building, which he does not like. He said it 

is all urban contemporary architecture but between the building materials and the rhythm, there is too 
much sameness. He referred to Seaside, FL as a good example for variation. He said G1 is an important 

building because it is not on the river and transitional to other development of Bridge Park.  

 
Victoria Newell agreed with Mr. Brown’s comments. She said if she was just looking at one building and 

not in context with everything else, she would probably like it. She said it repeats a lot of what the 
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Commission has already been presented with and was hoping for a new rhythm for these two blocks. She 
said G2 becomes very vertical per the elements so the massing is not right. She said it is busy and not 

helping. She said nothing is providing a backdrop or a relief from the rhythm and patterns created. She 

suggested extending brick to the top of the building. She stated she did not know anything about the 
millennium tile and cautioned the applicant about tile not aging well as glazing starts to wash away. She 

requested more information about the material.  
 

Mr. Hunter said it is a metal tile formed to have a shape to it and not glazed. He said some have a more 

galvanized look and some have more of a reflective sheen.  
 

Cathy De Rosa asked what unique voice this building is trying to make. She inquired about the amount of 
glass. 

 
Mr. Hunter said there is metal used with the glass. He asked for the Commission’s feedback on the color 

blocking and the use of color. He said a lot more can be done with fiber cement panels as they come in a 

variety of color.  
 

Ms. De Rosa said color brings energy.  
 

Ms. Newell suggested more brick to get away from the repeat of pattern and bring relief. She said she 

was not opposed to bringing bright colors to a building as long as she can be convinced they will stand 
the test of time and keep it fresh and maintained. 

 
Mr. Brown said he liked the glass and the openness of the corner.  

 

Ms. Salay said she likes the idea of all brick. She asked if millennium tile would be a way to introduce 
color instead of fiber cement panels. She inquired about the red color for G2. 

 
Mr. Hunter said specific bricks have not been determined.  

 
Steve Stidhem said G2/G3 looks like a Tetris screen so he wants to see something different. He said he 

liked the red the way it was used.  

 
Ms. De Rosa said she liked the park plaza between the two buildings, including the water elements and 

the different elevations.  
 

Ms. Newell said she liked the plaza, too. 

 
Bob Miller said he visited the site. He said he liked G1 and for G2/G3 he thought at first it looked boring 

but when he stood down on Riverside Drive, and envisioned what was going to be in front and going into 
Sycamore Ridge, he thought the design would work really well. He asked if there was any chance to 

bring any green into the roof for G2/G3.  
 

Mr. Hunter said it is a flat roof. 

 
Mr. Miller said he loved the architecture for Block H. He said it felt like two completely different separate 

projects. He was concerned about units fronting the greenway and others fronting the pool, while some 
units front on no open space. He said he understands the auto courts but there are too many units going 

into too small of a space. He indicated he envisioned a lot of congestion at the am and pm rush hours. 

He clarified that H1 and H2 looked like one project and H3 is a separate project separated by Larimer 
Street. He asked if the pricing would be consistent across all three buildings to which Mr. Hunter said 

they would. Mr. Hunter said there would be a consistent cost per square foot.  
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Mr. Hunter said the engineers at EMH&T calculated the turning radii of the auto courts.  

Ms. Newell thought it was still an issue and believes residents will have trouble maneuvering and it will be 

tough for the applicant to make the corner garage unit work. She said the intent of the BSD is to make it 
feel walkable and is concerned with the public private space with the swimming pool. She said she liked 

the architecture and looks forward to seeing more detail about the materials, etc. 
 

Mr. Hunter said the area is private but it is not gated. He said the pool is worth a conversation and per 

the Ohio law, there would have to be a gate. 
 

Ms. Salay said she likes the architecture a lot and likes the idea of the pool area. She cautioned about 
making the auto courts too large but likes the islands in the middle. She did not think there will be an 

issue with too many cars coming and going at the same time. She said the buildings are gorgeous and 
will add an element to the BSD that has been missing. She said these designs far exceeded her 

expectations.  

 
Ms. De Rosa said she liked the architecture and the balconies are interesting, not monotonous like other 

buildings. She said the courtyards felt European. She asked if the on-street parking would be reserved. 
Mr. Hunter said parking spaces would not specifically be reserved.  

 

Mr. Stidhem said he liked the architecture and overall the plan was cool. He said it reminded him of San 
Francisco.  

 
Mr. Brown said he liked the architecture and is not opposed to a pool but the public should be able to go 

east to west. He said there would be on-street parking on Larimer and he would like having a space right 

in front of this unit. He said the pool would be used, minimally, and questioned the amount of sun it 
would receive. He said he liked the taller ridge elevations and how they tumble down the hill like San 

Francisco. He asked how mail will be managed.  
 

Mr. Hunter indicated the US Postal Service will require that the mail be consolidated. He said there is a 
building by the pool that would be able to house something like that.  

 

Mr. Brown inquired about the alignment of Larimer Street and the connectivity to the east of this block.  
 

Mr. Hunter indicated the developers want to introduce a grocer but it requires a service bay so this area 
works the best.  

 

Mr. Brown said he anticipates this being a large empty-nester community and asked where larger units 
might go that have a lot of money. Mr. Hunter said he did not think this would be the only condominium 

product on the east side and they are contemplating other areas.  
 

The Chair asked if there were any further questions or comments. [Hearing none.] 
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2) Does the Commission support the proposed architectural style and building 
materials? 
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Facts 

Site Area 2.29 acres ± 

Zoning BSD-SRN, Scioto River Neighborhood District  

Surrounding Zoning 
And Uses 

North, South and West: BSD-SRN, Scioto River Neighborhood District   
East: BSD-R, Residential District  

Site Features  Significant grade change from northwest to southeast of approximately 20 
feet.  

 Surrounded by four platted, public streets currently under construction. 

Site Overview Blocks A, B and C are currently under construction. Blocks A and B are 
scheduled for completion in spring 2017 and Block C is scheduled for 
completion in fall 2016. 
 

 

Case Background 2016 
A Block  
PZC Development Plan Site Plan 
On February 18, 2016, the Commission approved a (final) Development 
Plan and Site Plan, two Conditional Uses (one for the parking structure and on 
for the event center), a Parking Plan, and associated Waivers for Block A, the 
third phase of the Bridge Park Development.  
 
CC Basic Plan Review 
City Council reviewed the Basic Development Plan and Basic Site Plan on 
December 7, 2015 for a 150-room hotel, event center, and 610 space 
structured parking garage, and future office building. Council approved the 
Basic Plans and designated the Planning and Zoning Commission as the 
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Facts 

reviewing body for future applications. 
 
B & C Blocks 
PZC Master Sign Plan 
On February 18, 2016, the Commission approved a Master Sign Plan 
required as part of the (final) Development Plan and Site Plan approval and 
Bridge Street District Code for designated shopping corridors to permit a 
variety of context sensitive sign types in designated locations. An amendment 
to the sign plan to include signs for the City owned garages was approved by 
the Commission on May 5, 2016. 
 
2015 
Bridge Park Development  
PZC Preliminary Plat 
The Preliminary Plat was submitted with the Basic Development Plan; and the 
Subdivision Regulations require the Planning and Zoning Commission to make 
a recommendation on the Preliminary Plan to City Council. The Commission 
reviewed the Preliminary Plat for the overall Bridge Park mixed-use 
development on February 5, 2015, and recommended approval to City 
Council after discussion regarding the public realm, the proposed cycle track 
and bicycle facilities, and the adequacy of the space available for pedestrians 
along Bridge Park Avenue. 
 
CC Preliminary Plat and Basic Plan Review 
City Council reviewed the Basic Development Plan on January 20, 2015 for 
all blocks of the Bridge Park development and Basic Site Plan for only Blocks B 
and C. City Council made determinations on the Basic Development and Site 
Plans, 5 Waivers to Code requirements, and determined the Commission as 
the required reviewing body for future applications. 
 
City Council approved the Preliminary Plat on March 9, 2015, following 
additional discussion on the bicycle facilities and pedestrian realm. 
 
C Block 
PZC Development Plan and Site Plan 
The Commission approved the (final) Development and Site Plans for the four 
buildings associated with C Block, the first portion of the first phase of the 
Bridge Park development on June 11, 2015. The final approved project 
includes approximately 153 apartment units, 81,000 square feet of office, 
36,000 square feet of commercial (retail, restaurant), and an 849-space 
parking garage. 
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Facts 

B Block 
PZC Development Plan and Site Plan 
The Commission reviewed and approved the (final) Development and Site 
Plans for the four buildings associated with B Block, the second portion of the 
first phase of the Bridge Park development on August 20, 2015. The project 
proposal includes approximately 213 apartment units, 61,800 square feet of 
office, 47,000 square feet of commercial (retail, restaurant), and an 869-space 
parking garage. 

Review Process Code requires Basic Plan approval by City Council for applications involving a 
development agreement for all sites outside of the Historic District. The 
applicant has submitted this Basic Plan for review by City Council on July 5, 
2016. The applicant is requesting informal review and feedback from the 
Commission prior to Council’s review of the Basic Plan.  
 
The following outlines the review and approval procedures and the general 
sequence of each required application following the Informal Review: 
1. Basic Development Plan and Basic Site Plan: Reviewed by ART with 

recommendations forwarded to City Council for determinations within 28 
days. 

2. Preliminary Plat/Final Plat: Reviewed with a recommendation from the 
Planning and Zoning Commission to City Council.  

3. Development Plan/Site Plan Application: Reviewed by the ART with a 
recommendation forwarded to the final determining body as designated by 
City Council for a determination within 42 days.  

4. Building Permits through Building Standards. 

 
 

Details and Analysis                                                                                     Informal 

General Planning recommends the Commission consider this proposal with respect to 
compatibility with surrounding context, layout, architecture and materials, 
and site details. The following analysis provides details and discussion points 
with regard to the proposal. 

Proposal This is a request for review and informal, non-binding feedback for two new 
Corridor buildings in G Block of the Bridge Park development. The proposal is 
for an approximately 72,000-square-foot, six-story, mixed used building (G1) 
containing retail on the first floor, office on the second floor, and a mix of 
residential units (efficiencies, 1, 2, and 3 bedrooms) located along Bridge 
Park Avenue and Mooney Street. An approximately 300,000-square-foot, 5-
story, fully residential wrapped parking structure (G2/G3) containing 406 
parking spaces and a mix of residential units (micro units, efficiencies, 1 and 
2 bedrooms); and .33-acre of public open space is proposed along Mooney 
Street and Tuller Ridge Drive.  
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Details and Analysis                                                                                     Informal 

Use The Bridge Street District – Scioto River Neighborhood permits a mix of uses 
including multiple family, office, retail, and structured parking. Residential is a 
permitted use on the ground story as long as the building does not front 
along a designated shopping corridor. Parking is a permitted use within the 
building as long as the building is completely lined by space available for 
occupancy. Stand-alone parking garages require conditional use approval. As 
proposed the development meets Code. 

Layout The proposed site layout incudes two buildings both with four-sided 
architecture. Building G1 will have pedestrian access off Bridge Park Avenue, 
Mooney Street, and the mid-block pedestrian way to the north of the 
building. On level 4, there will be private residential access between buildings 
G1 and G2/G3.  
 
A plaza area is proposed between buildings G1 and G2/G3. The .26-acre 
plaza accounts for the majority of the public open space provided within the 
block. The plaza design aligns with the Block C plaza to the west. The design 
includes an angular ramp and stairs finished in architectural concrete paving 
and brick pavers, respectively. The plaza also includes shade and ornamental 
trees, and moveable seating. A mid-block crossing on Mooney Street is 
proposed to connect the open spaces in C and G Blocks. 
 
Building G2/G3 is a fully wrapped residential parking structure. The building is 
designed to address the significant grade change across the site. Residential 
units are proposed on all four sides. The west elevation has front doors along 
Mooney Street and the south elevation has transitional private space 
including an amenity space for residents and a lobby adjacent to the open 
space. Vehicular access to the parking garage is located on Mooney Street 
north of the intersection with Bridge Park Avenue.  On the second story there 
is residential access to two public pocket plazas located along Dale Drive. 

Architecture and 

Materials 

The site is located in a critical location and acts as an integral transition 
between distinctive mixed use buildings in blocks to the south and residential 
buildings in development to the north and east.  
 
For Corridor Buildings, Code permits stone, brick, and glass as primary 
building materials. Permitted secondary materials include glass, reinforced 
gypsum, wood siding, fiber cement siding, metal, and architectural metal 
panels and cladding. Excluding fenestrations, the primary material must 
account for 80% of the façade unless otherwise approved by the required 
reviewing body. Additionally, the Code requires vertical and horizontal façade 
articulations and 15-30% façade transparency.  
 
The proposal for G1 depicts three different colors of brick and glass as 
primary materials for the retail and office located on stories one and two. 
Stories three through six introduce two different metal panels with subtle 
façade articulations as well as private residential balconies. 
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Details and Analysis                                                                                     Informal 

 
 
 
The proposal of G2/G3 depicts two different colors of brick primarily present 
on the lower stories of the building. Fiber cement siding, fiber cement panels, 
and metal panels are introduced on the upper stories. Red fiber cement panel 
is depicted where the façade is inset for residential balconies and the parking 
garage entrance. The western elevation along Mooney Street is the only 
location where individual residential units (6) have access to a public street, 
not through a common entrance. The individual units have entrances oriented 
to the side and masked by brick clad-planters. 

 
 

Circulation and 

Parking 

Block G contains 406 structured parking spaces in building G2/G3. The 
parking is primarily intended to be for residents living in building G1 and 
G2/G3 and employees and visitors to building G1; however, parking will be 
publicly accessible for visitors.  
 
Vehicular garage access is provided in one location off Mooney Street. On the 
first floor, there are three pedestrian entrances/exits to the garage; one on 
Tuller Ridge Drive, one on Mooney Street, and one on the public plaza. On 
the second story, there is fourth pedestrian entrance/exit to a pocket plaza 
located on Dale Drive. 
 
A pedestrian walk on level 4 will connect building G2/G3 to G1 to provide 
residents off-street access from the garage to their home. 
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Details and Analysis                                                                                     Informal 

Open Space The Scioto River Neighborhood requires open space be provided in 
conjunction with development; 200 square feet per residential unit is required 
and 1-square-foot per 50 square feet of commercial space is required within 
660 feet of the main entrances. The required reviewing body may determine 
if an existing open space meets the requirements for the provision of open 
space for a development. 
 
The proposal includes three open spaces, totaling .33-acre where .84-acre is 
required by Code, and site amenities, which will be more clearly defined as 
the project moves forward including streetscape element phasing, plaza 
design and landscaping, lighting, service structures, and ADA accessibility. 
During the review and approval of previous blocks, the applicant was able to 
count the Scioto Riverside Park as part of the required open space. G Block is 
located more than the permitted 660 feet away from the park and the 
proposal will likely require a waiver to the distance an open space can be 
located from a primary entrance. 

Roads, Utilities & 

Stormwater 

Management 

No additional public streets are proposed as part of the development of G 
Block. All the adjacent streets are platted and are constructed or currently 
under construction. Timing of improvements will need to be solidified to 
ensure interim conditions are considered and resolved as permits are issued. 

The existing utilities are available and would service the proposed expansion. 
Stormwater management will to be addressed as the proposal moves 
forward.  

 

 

Recommendation                                                         Informal 

Summary Planning recommends the Commission consider this proposal with respect to 
compatibility with surrounding context, layout, architecture and materials, 
and site details.  

Discussion 

Questions 

1) Does the proposal provide an appropriate transition given the surrounding 
development? 

2) Does the PZC support the proposed architectural style and building 
materials? 

3) Is adequate open space provided in appropriate locations? 
4) Other considerations by the Board. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW TEAM  
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

JUNE 9, 2016 
 
 

ART Members and Designees:  Jennifer Rauch, Planning Manager; Donna Goss, Director of 
Development; Colleen Gilger, Director of Economic Development; Matt Earman, Director of Parks and 

Recreation; Aaron Stanford, Senior Civil Engineer; Mike Altomare, Fire Marshall; and Ray Harpham, 
Commercial Plans Examiner. 
 

Other Staff:  Logan Stang, Planner I; Nichole Martin, Planner I; JM Rayburn, Planner I; Tammy Noble, 

Senior Planner; and Laurie Wright, Administrative Support II.  
 

Applicants: Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners; Miguel Gonzalez, Moody Nolan; John 

Woods, MKSK; James Peltier, EMH&T; and David Keyser, DKB Architects (Cases 2 & 3). 
 

Jenny Rauch called the meeting to order at 2:02 pm. She asked if there were any amendments to the June 
2, 2016, meeting minutes. The minutes were accepted into the record as presented.  

 

 

DETERMINATION 

1. BSD SCN – Dublin Village Center – Billiard’s Plus – Sign      6685 Dublin Center Drive 
16-040MPR        Minor Project Review 

 

Katie Dodaro said this is a request for the installation of a new wall mounted sign for an existing tenant 
space in the Dublin Village Center approximately 1400 feet west of the intersection of Dublin Center Drive 

and Sawmill Road. She said the request is for a review and approval for a Minor Project Review under the 
provisions of Zoning Code §153.065(H) and §153.066. 

 

Ms. Dodaro said the applicant was not present. She presented the proposed wall sign to be installed above 
the storefront entrance on the front façade that consists of illuminated channel letters in turquoise and 

black colors. She said the 48.4-square-foot sign meets the Code for number, size, and color.  
 

Ms. Dodaro said approval is recommended for a Minor Project Review with no conditions. 
 

Jenny Rauch asked if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this application. [There were 

none.] She confirmed the ART’s approval of the Minor Project Review. 
 

INTRODUCTIONS 

2. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, G Block                Mooney Street 

16-038BPR             Basic Plan Review 

 
Nichole Martin said this is a request for a mixed-use development, including two buildings containing 179 

residential dwelling units, approximately 12,000-square-feet of office use, 11,000-square-feet of retail use, 
and a parking structure. She said this is a request for an informal review and feedback of a Basic Plan 

Review prior to a review by City Council under the provisions of Zoning Code §153.066. 

 
Ms. Martin presented an aerial view of the sight. She explained the development history for Blocks A, B, C, 

G, & H that spanned 2015 and 2016 and that blocks A, B, & C are currently under construction. She 
presented a site plan for all the blocks to provide context, highlighting G block. She said this proposal is for 

two buildings both with four-sided architecture: building G1 is a mixed-use building on the south end of 
the block and building G2/G3 is a parking structure fully wrapped by residential units. She said the site is 
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located in a critical location and acts as an integral transition between distinctive mixed-use buildings in 
the blocks to the south and the residential buildings in development to the north and east. She presented 

0.33 acres of open space where 0.84 acres are required and explained that the mid-block crossing aligns 
with the plaza on block C to connect the two open spaces. She also noted the two open spaces off of Dale 

Drive. During the review and approval of previous blocks, she said the applicant was able to count the 
Scioto Riverside Park as part of the required open space; G Block is located more than the permitted 660 

feet away from the park and the proposal will likely require a Waiver to the distance an open space can be 

located from a primary entrance. 
 

Ms. Martin presented the elevation for building G1 that consists of 72,000 square feet with six stories. She 
explained the first floor is for retail use, the second floor for office use, and the rest is for residential use. 

She added the residential is a mix of unit types including efficiencies and one, two, and three bedroom 

units as noted on the floor plans. On the fourth floor, she said there is a private pedestrian bridge that 
connects to building G2/G3 for access to the parking garage. She said the facades are created with three 

different colors of brick and glass and two different metal panels with subtle façade articulations as well as 
private residential balconies.  

 

Ms. Martin presented the elevation for building G2/G3 that is five stories of a total of 300,000 square feet 
that includes 406 structured parking spaces. She stated the parking garage is wrapped on all four sides 

with residential units of varying sizes with micro units, efficiencies, and one and two bedroom units. She 
said the west elevation has front doors along Mooney Street and the south elevation has transitional private 

space including an amenity space for residents and a lobby adjacent to the open space. On the second 
story she added there is residential access to two public pocket plazas located along Dale Drive. The 

presentation of building G2/G3 depicts two different colors of brick primarily present on the lower stories 

of the building she said and fiber cement siding, fiber cement panels, and metal panels are introduced on 
the upper stories. She noted red fiber cement panels are depicted where the façade is inset for residential 

balconies and the parking garage entrance. She presented the floor plans for the ground floor and the 
second floor to show how the building is affected by the significant grade change noting the unexcavated 

areas of the ground floor. She said the parking is primarily intended for residents living in building G1 and 

G2/G3 and employees and visitors to building G1. However, she said parking will be publicly accessible for 
visitors. She explained that vehicular garage access is provided in one location off Mooney Street. She said 

in the first floor, there are three pedestrian entrances/exits to the garage; one on Tuller Ridge Drive, one 
on Mooney Street, and one on the public plaza. On the second story, she said there is a fourth pedestrian 

entrance/exit to a pocket plaza located on Dale Drive. She reiterated that there is a pedestrian walk on 
level 4 that connects building G2/G3 to G1 to provide residents off-street access from the garage to their 

home. She said the western elevation along Mooney Street is the only location where six individual 

residential units have access to a public street, not through a common entrance; the individual units have 
entrances oriented to the side and are masked by brick-clad planters. 

 
Jennifer Rauch inquired about the open space. Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said 

the physical open spaces are all different. Mr. Hunter added that there is an additional garage access off 

of Dale Drive for a total of two access points. 
 

Ray Harpham asked about accessibility to the open spaces, which Mr. Hunter pointed out. 
 

Mr. Hunter said in order to address the past architectural comments they brought sketches to show the 

on-going progress, noting the change in building materials. He said they broke down the scale by adding 
more soldier courses of brick and designed it not as contemporary. 

 
Miguel Gonzales, Moody Nolan, explained how the design ties into what has been done before but added 

articulation of masses on the corner. He explained there are standing seams and banding of metal panel 
detail for windows for modulation of the façade. He said building G2 is a transitional building more in 

common with what has been designed previously. He said they are proposing a metal tile in place of the 
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fiber cement. Mr. Hunter added this material was used on the public library branch and it reflects what is 
around it, like the sky or could be adjacent buildings. 

 
Matt Earman inquired about the renderings as they appear to show a plain concrete walk. Mr. Hunter 

assured him that was not to be the case as the Bridge Park section of pavement would continue around 
there. 

 

Mr. Harpham inquired about exits.  
 

Aaron Stanford noted the principal frontage streets and said there might need to be additional access to 
the garage.  

 

Ms. Rauch asked if there were any further questions or concerns. [There were none.] 
 

3. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, H Block         Bridge Park Avenue and Mooney Street 
16-039BPR              Basic Plan Review 

 

Nichole Martin said this is a request for a residential condominium development consisting of approximately 
75 townhome units with parking below each unit. She said the site is surrounded by John Shields Parkway 

to the north, Dale Drive to the east, Mooney Street to the west, and Tuller Ridge Drive to the south. She 
said this is a request for an informal review and feedback of a Basic Plan Review prior to a review by City 

Council under the provisions of Zoning Code §153.066. 
 

Ms. Martin presented an aerial view of the 5.02-acre site. She referred to the development history for Blocks 

A, B, C, G, & H in the Planning Report that spanned 2015 and 2016 and noted blocks A, B, & C are currently 
under construction. She presented a site plan for all the blocks to provide context, highlighting block H. 

She said this proposal includes six single-family attached residential buildings and one new street to be 
added (Larimer Street) to connect Dale Drive to Mooney Street. She explained the buildings are situated in 

three pairs and the buildings are labeled H1, H2, and H3. The six buildings she said are configured and 

sited to create a public facing façade for the street frontage and each pair of buildings is split in the 
north/south direction. She pointed out that the buildings include ground floor parking access through an 

interior auto court with multi-level units surrounding. She presented the open space and noted that 0.34 
acres are required and 0.45 acres are provided. Buildings H1 and H2 she said are separated by a private 

open “green space” that provides pedestrian access to the units fronting this green and building H3 fronts 
the public Greenway along John Shields Parkway to the north. She said a swimming pool is proposed in 

the open space between buildings H1 and H2 but it is not currently permitted by the Code. She said the 

parking proposed is for a total of 153 parking spaces including one- or two-car garages that contain bicycle 
parking and on-street parking.  

  
Ms. Martin presented an illustration of building H3 as an example for garage access through the auto court 

with a permeable paver system. She said Staff is concerned about maneuverability and accessibility for 

some of the unit’s garages as the plan view appears to be tight.  
 

Ms. Martin presented renderings of the elevations proposed for Mooney Street and Tuller Ridge to show 
the contemporary architectural style emphasizing geometric forms with various roof heights, balconies, 

railings, sun shades, and front stoops. She said the proposed building materials are glass, brick, wood, and 

cement fiber to create architectural interest. She stated the permitted primary materials will consist of two 
colors of brick used in a way to break down the massing of the facades into a pedestrian scale; secondary 

materials create building variety and diversity. 
 

Ray Harpham asked if there was access to any of the roofs. Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development 
Partners, answered the larger residential units have access. 
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3) That Parks and Open Space Staff work with Planning to meet the landscape and lighting 

requirements as outlined in this report; and 

4) That tree protection fencing be installed around the 12-inch tree on the south side of the building 
to ensure its protection. 

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

Zimmerman, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 6 – 0) 
 

4. BSD Scioto River Neighborhood District – Bridge Park Mixed-Use Development 

15-002PP        Riverside Drive and West Dublin-Granville Road 
                  Preliminary Plat 

 
The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a proposal for a Preliminary Plat that includes new 

public streets and nine blocks for development for a 30.9-acre site for a new mixed-use development at 

the northeast corner of the intersection of Riverside Drive and West Dublin-Granville Road. She said the 
Commission will make a recommendation to City Council on this request. 

 
Rachel Ray gave a brief summary of the City’s review process. She explained the Preliminary Plat is the 

first step in the subdivision of land and dedication of right-of-way (ROW) for public improvements. She 

listed the review criteria. She said plats in the Bridge Street District (BSD) require very close coordination 
with the BSD zoning regulations and the applicable Development and Site Plans.  

 
Ms. Ray presented an overall BSD area map and pointed out the site’s location. She presented the map 

from the Thoroughfare Plan and Community Plan that showed the major streets to which this plat must 
coordinate. She said the grid street network with nine development blocks, five new public streets, and a 

future mixed-use shopping corridor were part of the Basic Development Plan that was approved by City 

Council on January 20, 2015. She said the Preliminary Plat is a technical analysis of the subdivision of 
land and dedication of rights-of-way. She explained the Preliminary Plat identifies where new ROW is 

proposed to be dedicated to the City, and in this case, where some land is currently controlled by the City 
that would be incorporated into the new lots. She added the details of this arrangement will be 

determined through the development agreement, and presented a graphic showing how the ROW 

reconfigurations are proposed. She presented a slide showing where the existing east/west portion of 
Dale Drive will be vacated, and the new Bridge Park Avenue will become the new east/west street 

segment, in addition to the other new proposed streets. She presented a slide showing where there is 
reconfiguration of the ROW at the intersection of John Shields Parkway and Riverside Drive. 

 
Ms. Ray stated that a condition of approval for this application is that City Council approves a plat 

modification for the requirement that rights-of-way lines at street intersections must be connected with a 

straight line tangent. She presented a slide that diagrams this condition.  
 

Ms. Ray said street sections are the other major element included with the Preliminary Plat, which show 
all of the elements that are to be provided within the ROW. She explained that in an urban environment, 

the line separating the public ROW from private property is much harder to discern and is preferred for 

the overall area to be considered public realm (the spaces between the building façades on each side of 
the street); this includes the vehicular and pedestrian realms but they are much more closely related. She 

indicated the vehicular realm is entirely within the public ROW, but the ROW overlaps the pedestrian 
realm, and beyond the ROW is private property, where dimensions can vary depending on where the 

building is situated. In a successful urban environment, she said a pedestrian walking along the street 

should not be able to tell where the ROW line is; it should feel seamless. 
 

Ms. Ray said the other hallmark of a great urban street is how well it is framed by buildings. She said the 
narrower the space between the building façades, the more comfortable it is from a pedestrian 

standpoint. She said once the buildings faces get too far apart, the street starts to feel too wide open and 
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suburban. She stated it is important to make sure the public realm includes just the right amount of 

pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular elements to maintain this delicate balance from an urban design 

standpoint. 
 

Ms. Ray said on Bridge Park Avenue, which is part of the BSD Cycle Track Bicycle Network, the pedestrian 
realm is a little different than all of the other street sections. She said there are five-foot at-grade tree 

pavers, a five-foot cycle track, and a five-foot sidewalk at the edge of the ROW. She explained the 5 -30 
feet of additional space provided on Bridge Park Avenue is for additional walkways, patios, and seating 

areas. 

 
Ms. Ray presented the BSD Cycle Track System graphic. She explained that most of the cycle track will be 

provided along greenways; however, the section leading up to the pedestrian bridge necessitates a 
different approach. She noted some examples of cycle tracks that were included in the packets that have 

similar arrangements from around the world to show how they will function. She indicated that cycle 

tracks are designed for a range of bicyclists, from children to casual riders, whereas more “serious” 
commuter cyclists will tend to ride in the street. She said the cycle track is designed to serve as an 

overlap zone and an extension of the sidewalk.  
 

Ms. Ray presented the approved street section for each of the five new streets, as approved by City 

Council with the Basic Development Plan and formalized with the proposed Preliminary Plat. She pointed 
out the various sections and how they differ in width on Bridge Park Avenue, Riverside Drive, Mooney 

Street, Longshore Street, Banker Drive, and Tuller Ridge Drive. 
 

Ms. Ray reported that Planning and the Administrative Review Team have reviewed the proposed 
Preliminary Plat, and based on the review criteria, approval is recommended to City Council with two 

conditions: 

 
1) That City Council approves a plat modification for the requirement that rights-of-way lines at 

street intersections must be connected with a straight line tangent; and 
2) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments and other adjustments as noted 

on this report are made prior to final review by City Council. 

 
The Chair invited public comment. [Hearing none.] 

 
Victoria Newell asked to see the bicycle examples again and pointed out that one of the images shows a 

street heavily congested with bicycles. She said she is concerned with only having 10 feet of area left 
over once a restaurant with a fenced-in patio is added right next to the public sidewalk. She pointed out 

there is 14 feet, 5 inches from the building area to the edge of where the cycle track is proposed in some 

areas. 
 

Ms. Ray said the recommendation for this section was to ensure a balance, the right delineation of 
spaces. She said there might be some days or even times during the day where there are lots of 

pedestrians and no bicyclists, and other times when the opposite occurs. She stated that this area should 

be shared by a variety of users. She said when this project comes forward for Site Plan Review we will 
see where those fences are proposed to make sure there is enough space remaining.  

 
Ms. Newell asked if there was anything in the text that will hold that line. She said the way it is written 

now, the applicant will return and will be allowed to build all the way out to the right-of-way. She said 

“you never know what the future is going to bring.” She said she believes this amount of space for a very 
active area, which we want to be active, is too tight. 

 
Amy Salay said she shared Ms. Newell’s concern. She said she was never a fan of combining the cycle 

track with the sidewalk but was persuaded by points made by Staff and fellow Council members. She 
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indicated the expectation is that cyclists are not going to be whizzing through this area. She said it is 

anticipated that the ‘serious’ cyclists will use the street and not the cycle track. She indicated discerning 

the correct width is a challenge and a balance needs to be reached.  
 

Cathy De Rosa pointed out some differences in the types of paths shown in the examples provided by 
Staff, based on her experiences with some of the European examples. She said there are some paths are 

meant for cyclists who are commuters not using a car, and others where the paths are meant for leisure 
day outings, tourists, and weekenders, and that there is a real difference between the two of them in 

terms of the way they are designed and feel. She indicated the design seems to facilitate what the most 

common use of that space will be. She said the question for the Commission to determine is what we 
want to happen in that particular corridor, and the commuters would need a wider path as opposed to 

the casual riders.  
 

Ms. Newell said there were previous discussions among the Planning and Zoning Commission members, 

where the Commission had envisioned a scenario in the Bridge Street District where the bicycle is the 
primary mode of transportation to work, live, and play rather than relying on cars. She said she is 

concerned with bicycle congestion on top of pedestrian activity, patio areas, sandwich board signs, and 
all of the other activities that happen in this space. She said this does not mean that the right-of-way 

needs to be substantially wider, but a six-foot walk and five-foot cycle track would be more comfortable if 

there was more space around it. She said previously, the Commission’s consensus was that 12 feet of 
sidewalk area seemed reasonable, but when bicycles are factored in with adjacent patio areas crowding 

up to the sidewalk, there is no guarantee that there will be enough space. She said she was concerned 
that applicants would be coming in and requesting to build fenced-in patios right up to the edge of the 

right-of-way, with no room for overlap.  
 

Ms. Salay requested clarification regarding the 12-foot clear area sidewalk requirement. She said she 

assumed there was additional width at the intersection of Riverside Drive and Bridge Park Avenue.  
 

Ms. Ray said the 12-foot clear area is the zoning requirement along designated shopping corridors, which 
the applicant has designated along both sides of Bridge Park Avenue between Riverside Drive and 

Mooney Street, and along portions of Riverside Drive. She said Staff’s recommendation is that the 12-foot 

area is provided through the five-foot sidewalk, the five-foot cycle track, and two feet of overlap space on 
the paver tree grates. She added that in the portions of the streetscape where there are no street trees, 

there will be an additional five feet of pavement.  
 

Ms. Salay verified that there is at least 12 – 15 feet of clearance in Staff’s review. 
 

Ms. Ray said in the Basic Site Plan, nothing less than five feet is shown on the adjacent private properties 

and the minimum 12 feet is provided within the public right-of-way. She said at Bridge Park Avenue and 
Riverside Drive, the sidewalk widens from five to seven and a half feet adjacent to the five-foot cycle 

track. 
 

Ms. Newell said there is a 12-foot clearance but it is being judged as going over what are actually tree 

grate planting areas where the Commission had previously envisioned planting beds.  
 

Ms. Ray said at-grade pavers will be used in all areas except at the intersection of Riverside Drive and 
Bridge Park Avenue. 

 

Ms. Newell reiterated her point that she did not consider the tree pavers a path for travel. 
 

Deborah Mitchell said she was concerned about the safety for bicyclists and pedestrians and that there is 
enough room for them to coexist without problems. She said she has never seen paths delineated in the 

manner proposed with this application, but her experience has been when both groups are sharing the 
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same right-of-way or path, typically there is more than 10 feet and maybe even be more than 12 feet. 

She said people walking dogs should be considered as well as someone walking with children, strollers, 

etc. She stated that the paths can get very congested.  
 

Ms. Mitchell stated that we do not know what is going to happen with restaurants or other businesses 
that would encroach into this public space. She said in her experience, in vibrant urban environments, all 

the action is on the walkways and they have to be more than just ways to get around. She indicated the 
paths have to be wide enough so festivals can occur, there is enough space for street performers, and 

people can do things individually and in groups. She said without any kind of rules or restrictions to 

ensure that space is not lost, she fears this will become a path to go from point A to point B. She said if 
one restaurant is encroaching into that area, maybe that is fine in limited instances, but if there is not 

enough room to have people milling around, a lot of vibrancy will be lost.  
 

Steve Langworthy pointed out that this is the plat phase, and not the Site or Development Plan phases. 

He said there are a series of squares and open spaces that are also planned to occur along the 
streetscape with this project so the activity will not all be forced onto the sidewalks, although there will 

still be space for that. He said he hopes congestion is a problem. He referred to a meeting staff had held 
with David Dixon, formerly with Goody Clancy, who had assisted with the Bridge Street District vision. He 

said Mr. Dixon emphasized the need to provide a balance of space. Mr. Langworthy recalled Mr. Dixon 

saying if areas are too large that are not used all the time, the spaces appear to be too large and too 
empty and uncomfortable. He said Mr. Dixon had recommended that it was better to have smaller spaces 

with some congestion rather than larger, emptier spaces.  
 

Mr. Langworthy said the population in this area will not be huge – certainly not like New York City 
population numbers. He said it is expected to be more like 1,500 – 2,000 people living here. Obviously, 

he said there will be visitors to Bridge Park, but they will not all be on the street at the same time. He 

indicated he is not anticipating huge crowds here that would require 15 – 20-foot wide spaces to 
accommodate them; this is not that kind of environment. He added this cannot be compared to Boston or 

New York City. 
 

Ms. Mitchell stated 10 feet wide would be fine if it did not also include bicycles and that is what she is 

struggling with – that there is space to provide enough room for people, bikes, events, etc. 
 

Ms. Newell indicated she had the same concerns. She said she remembers when sidewalk sales occurred 
and tables were pulled out onto the sidewalk for display. She said there are still a lot of places you go 

where that still happens, like in resort communities or farmer’s markets. She stated Dublin has had a 
number of festivals that have been well-attended and included vendors. She said her concern was that 

lively environments like that would be created but there would not be adequate room to accommodate 

the activity. 
 

Ms. Newell asked how five feet was determined to be an appropriate dimension for the cycle track. She 
said she is a cyclist that would likely use the path since she has never been comfortable riding in the 

street with her kids. At five feet, she said she envisions two bicycles traveling side-by-side because it is 

very common to have a parent and a child riding together. She said maybe kids are not envisioned for 
this area in the short term, but planning should be considered for 30 – 40 years out, and there may be 

kids here in the future, or as visitors. 
 

Ms. Ray said the five-foot cycle track was intended for one-way traffic so people on the north side of 

Bridge Park Avenue will traveling west toward the river, and bicyclists on the south side of the street will 
be traveling east away from the river. She said the dimensions had been reviewed by representatives 

who had served on the City’s Bicycle Advisory Task Force as well as the City’s streetscape design 
consultant, MKSK.  
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Ms. Salay said she envisions the casual bicyclist using the cycle track, and that those types of bicyclists 

would disembark and walk their bikes in the areas that were too congested. She agreed that the more 

serious commuter cyclists would ride in the street. 
 

Ms. De Rosa asked if all the cycle tracks were planned to be five feet wide. Ms. Ray said the cycle track 
configuration along Bridge Park Avenue is a special circumstance in the overall BSD Cycle Track loop 

network. She said elsewhere on the loop, including along the west side of Riverside Drive between Bridge 
Park Avenue and John Shields Parkway, the path would be two-way and would be 10 feet wide. 

 

Ms. De Rosa indicated that it may be possible to make tracks in certain areas intended for commuters 
and make tracks in other areas for the casual riders that will be traveling at a much slower pace. 

 
Ms. Ray presented the BSD Cycle Track loop map and stated that the planned network provides a lot of 

unique and interesting contexts, with the path adjacent to a number of planned greenways, through the 

highly active Bridge Park development along Bridge Park Avenue, through the Historic District, and across 
the pedestrian bridge. She pointed out the paths adjacent to the Indian Run would be more natural in 

character than the newer areas that are a result of the extension of John Shields Parkway that will be 
more urbanized in character. She indicated there are a lot of different experiences offered.  

 

Ms. Salay asked if there will be sharrows in all of the public streets. Ms. Ray said Staff is just 
recommending the sharrows in the center of the travel lanes on Bridge Park Avenue at this point in time. 

 
Ms. Salay asked how wide the pedestrian bridge is going to be. Ms. Ray answered 15 feet wide. 

 
Bob Miller asked if the City’s bicycle consultants were ever asked to discuss conflict and conflict 

resolution. He said he believes the cyclists will be primarily on the road and when Ms. Newell said she 

would not be on the road, it caused him some thought. He said for the most part, if he is riding in this 
area, he would be on the road so he would be able to get where he needed to go quickly. He said he 

sees the cycle track as aesthetically pleasing more so than functional, but could see residents and 
pedestrians having issues with bicyclists being in what they would consider to be “their” space. He asked 

if that is something that would be traffic controlled and would have to be policed.  

 
Mr. Langworthy reported that the Bicycle Advisory Task Force told Staff that when comparing the serious 

bicyclist to the recreation bicyclist, the serious cyclist would stay on the road (even if you try to force 
them off the road) and would not be in the conflict area.  

 
Mr. Langworthy recalled a time when he visited Portland, Oregon and he was at a restaurant watching 

bicyclists go by and when they would get on the sidewalk, they would tend to get off their bikes and walk 

them through the congested areas. He indicated there may even be some signs to that effect. He said 
cities make accommodations that way and the various cyclists and pedestrians ultimately learn to live 

together in that environment.  
 

Mr. Langworthy commented on walking around planting areas. He said he will walk a few steps around a 

tree and that would not prevent him from walking in that area just because there are tree pavers.  
 

Ms. Newell said she thought she recalled a presentation that suggested trees would be planted in raised 
planting beds and not just within tree grates or maybe something has changed. She said at one time the 

plantings were to be raised. She said someone wearing high heels would not be comfortable crossing a 

tree grate.  
 

Ms. Salay asked if there would be individual trees because she read in one section there would be raised 
planters.  
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Joanne Shelly explained the way the Code reads, there is an option to have a planter box with plants or 

have an option to do some type of pervious pavement, whether it is a tree grate or a permeable paver. 

She said in areas where there will be high pedestrian activity we encourage the applicant to go with some 
type of tree grate and pervious paver material. She said for areas right at the intersection of Bridge Park 

Avenue and Riverside Drive, we would encourage extra lush seasonal plantings as an entry feature, and 
at the bridge, there would be planter boxes. She said the City also has a preference of instead of having 

planter boxes everywhere, make sure we have planter boxes in areas where we can maintain them at a 
high level of quality and make expressions of interest and seasonal color in those locations and be more 

subdued and careful of our plantings in other locations so we can maintain the level of quality and visual 

interest we want at these intersections.  
 

Ms. Newell said she appreciated that response. She said as a Commission, we have to make the decision 
on what the bike path is going to be. She said if it is really going to be just a casual bike path, then 

maybe the solution here is a little bit more agreeable, but the Commission’s previous discussion had been 

an attempt to accommodate something that works for all types of users. She said she thought she 
recalled the Commission’s last recommendation involved a path on a different level, separate from the 

pedestrian sidewalk and the street with their own truly dedicated bike lane. She said where it becomes 
difficult is now they are right next to one another. She said she does not know that there is a magic 

solution one way or the other. She said she anticipated struggling with this solution as it goes forward, 

but at this point, she did not think the discussion would prevent the application from being approved. She 
said she remained concerned with what would happen adjacent to the public right-of-way on the private 

side of the public realm.  
 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Zimmerman motioned, Ms. De Rosa seconded, to recommend approval of this Preliminary Plat to City 

Council because the proposal meets the requirements of the Subdivision Regulations, with two 

conditions: 
 

1) That City Council approves a Plat modification for the requirement that rights-of-way lines at 
street intersections must be connected with a straight line tangent; and 

2) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments and other adjustments as noted 

in this report are made prior to final review by City Council. 
 

The Chair asked if the applicant agreed with the two conditions. Nelson Yoder said he agreed with the 
conditions.  

 
The vote was as follows:  Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. 

Zimmerman, yes; and Ms. De Rosa, yes. (Approved 6 – 0) 

 
5. Perimeter Center PUD, Subarea F4 – Mathnasium     6716 Perimeter Loop Road 

 15-003CU                 Conditional Use  
 

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for a tutoring facility for a tenant space 

within the Perimeter Center shopping center within the Perimeter Center Planned Unit Development on 
the east side of Perimeter Loop Road, south of Perimeter Drive. She said the Commission is the final 

authority on the conditional use. 
 

The Chair swore in anyone planning to address the Commission regarding this application. 

 
Tammy Noble-Flading said this case was on the consent agenda and was prepared to make a 

presentation if necessary.  
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COVER

BUILDING G2/G3 - Residential/Garage

MOONEY STREET

DUBLIN, OHIO 43017

TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE

USE AREA

AMENITY 1,029 SF

CIRCULATION 29,378 SF

GARAGE 142,339 SF

PATIO 2,414 SF

RESIDENTIAL 102,746 SF

SERVICE 8,352 SF

GRAND TOTAL 286,258 SF

PARKING SCHEDULE - G3 BLDG

LEVEL                                TYPE                                 TOTAL

LEVEL 1 REF        ADA - 9'-0" x 18'
LEVEL 1 REF        ADA VAN - 9'-0" x 18'
LEVEL 1 REF        STD - 9'-0" x 18'
65
LEVEL 2 REF        STD - 9'-0" x 18'
86
LEVEL 3 REF        STD - 9'-0" x 18'
90
LEVEL 4 REF        STD - 9'-0" x 18'
90
LEVEL 5 REF        STD - 9'-0" x 18'
65
GRAND TOTAL: 396
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65
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86
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90
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90
LEVEL 5 REF STD - 9'-0" x 18' 65
65
Grand total: 396
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LEVEL TYPE TOTAL
LEVEL 1 REF ADA - 9'-0" x 18' 7
LEVEL 1 REF ADA VAN - 9'-0" x 18' 2
LEVEL 1 REF STD - 9'-0" x 18' 56
65
LEVEL 2 REF STD - 9'-0" x 18' 86
86
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90
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90
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65
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