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MEETING MINUTES 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, May 3, 2018 
 
 
AGENDA 
 
1. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, Block D             PID: 273-012703  
 18-007INF       Informal Review (Discussion Only) 
 
2.  Zoning Code Amendment -Sign Bonding and Registration         Administrative Request  

 18-018ADMC         Code Amendment (Recommended for Approval 7 – 0) 
 

3. Bridge Park, Blocks A, B, & C – Vaso Amendment             Riverside Drive 
 18-020MSP       Amendments to the Master Sign Plan (Approved 7 – 0) 
       
4. BSD SRN – Fado Irish Pub      6652 Riverside Drive 
 18-026WR                Waiver Review (Tabled 7 – 0) 
 
5. Riverside North, Subarea A3 – Mission Salon             6520 Perimeter Drive 
 18-029CU          Conditional Use (Approved 7 – 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: Jane Fox, Steve Stidhem, Bob Miller, Warren Fishman, Kristina 
Kennedy, and William Wilson. City representatives present were: Claudia Husak, Vince Papsidero, 
Thaddeus Boggs, Lori Burchett, Nichole Martin, and Flora Rogers. 
 
Administrative Business 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Stidhem moved, Ms. Fox seconded, to adjourn to an Executive Session for purposes of discussing 
personnel matters. The vote was as follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. 
Kennedy, yes; Mr. Wilson, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to return from the Executive Session. The vote was as follows: 
Mr. Wilson, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; and 
Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
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Motion and Vote 
Ms. Kennedy moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to appoint Steve Stidhem as the 2018-2019 Vice Chair. The 
vote was as follows: Mr. Wilson, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Stidhem, 
yes; Mr. Miller, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Kennedy moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to appoint Victoria Newell as the 2018-2019 Chair. The vote 
was as follows: Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Wilson, yes; Mr. 
Miller, yes; and Ms. Kennedy, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 
follows: Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Wilson, yes; Mr. Miller, 
yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to reapprove the February 15, 2018, meeting minutes. The vote 
was as follows: Mr. Wilson, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. 
Miller, yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 
The Chair explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission. She said there 
were two cases that remained on this evening’s Consent Agenda: Vaso Amendment and Mission Salon. 
She decided to take the cases in the following order: 3, 5, 4, 1, and 2. 
 
 
1. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, Block D             PID: 273-012703  
 18-007INF                                            Informal Review 
       
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is an informal review of a development of four 
mixed-use buildings located in Block D of the Bridge Park Development, located southeast of the 
intersection of John Shields Parkway and Riverside Drive. She said this is a request for a non-binding 
informal review for feedback of a future formal application. She added we typically limit informal review 
applications to 30 minutes. 
 
Lori Burchett restated this is an informal review for feedback and discussion regarding the site plan 
review application for Block D. She presented an outline of the general process for the Bridge Street 
District. She said the Commission may recall that the applicant has received basic plan approval for Block 
D last year. The applicant has now filed for a Site Plan Review, she said, which will be heard by the 
Commission following the informal review this evening.  
 
Ms. Burchett explained the Basic Plan Review outlined the general character and nature of the proposed 
development including building massing and open space locations, etc. She said the ART makes a 
recommendation to the PZC.  
 
Ms. Burchett said the Development Plan Review ensures that the block layout; street location and design; 
and open space locations meet the intent of the BSD Code and other requirements are being met. 
 
Ms. Burchett said the Site Plan Review includes all the details that have been finalized since the Basic 
Plan Review. 
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Claudia Husak asked to provide more information on the Basic Plan Review step of this process for 
applications within the Bridge Park Development. She said the applicant has a standing Development 
Agreement with the City of Dublin so Basic Plan Reviews go through City Council and Block D has 
received that review and approval at City Council. Therefore, she noted the PZC was not the reviewing 
body of that application but as part of that review City Council appointed the PZC to be the required 
reviewing body of all future applications. She indicated it is a step up/step down sort of process that is in 
the BSD Code. 
 
Ms. Burchett said there are additional review processes within the BSD. She explained an Informal 
Review does not fit into a specific application process and that is what the applicant is requesting this 
evening prior to a formal vote on the application. 
 
Ms. Burchett presented an aerial view of Block D, within the Bridge Street Development. She noted it is 
southeast of the intersection of Riverside Drive and John Shields Parkway and northwest of the 
intersection of Mooney Street and Tuller Ridge Drive. She presented the Bridge Park Site Plan that 
includes blocks A, B, C, C, F, G, & H. She stated this Commission has reviewed and approved site plans 
for multiple blocks within the overall Bridge Park Development with the most recent review of Building 
A1, an office building that was approved in February of this year. As we have seen the progress 
throughout the development – blocks B & C, she said, were part of Phase 1 and those buildings have 
been constructed as well as buildings in block A that includes the hotel, event center, and parking 
garage. She noted the Commission has reviewed and approved townhome development in block H, which 
was the most recent Block development. She said a Basic Plan has been filed, submitted, and reviewed 
for blocks G & F but a site plan application has not been filed.  
 
Ms. Burchett presented the proposed site plan with Block D highlighted. She stated that three lots to 
accommodate the four buildings and have been approved as part of the Preliminary Plat approval.  
 
Ms. Burchett presented some photographs of existing conditions. She pointed out the one pictures shows 
the existing condition of John Shields Parkway, looking east. She explained the City-owned greenway is 
adjacent to John Shields Parkway and the Block D development would be to the south of the greenway. 
She said the other picture shows the current conditions from Tuller Drive; Block D is the vacant parcel 
just north of the street. She stated that proposed buildings D1 and D4/D5 would have frontage on Tuller 
Drive.  
 
Ms. Burchett presented images of the pedestrian tunnel as it exists today that runs under Riverside Drive 
to connect visitors and residents from the park to the Bridge Park Development. She indicated the 
northwest corner of Building D2 is proposed to be located at the edge of the tunnel. She said these views 
are from Riverside Drive looking both south and north.  
 
Ms. Burchett said multiple buildings within the Bridge Park Development have been constructed or are 
currently under construction. She presented images to show the architectural context of Buildings B2, B3, 
C1, and C4/5. 
 
Ms. Burchett presented the proposed site plan to show the layout of the four buildings the applicant is 
proposing. While the Basic Plan has been approved, she said, the applicant has further developed the 
architecture and site improvement details and is requesting informal feedback on the current proposal.  
 
Ms. Burchett described proposed building D1 as a 6-story corridor building with commercial on the 
ground floor, office on the second floor, and 43 residential units on floors three through six. She noted 
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the building fronts Riverside Drive with primary access to the building from Longshore Street. She 
presented a rendering to show the west elevation from Riverside Drive. She said the materials include 
brick with a limestone base and metal and fiber cement panel details; the window mullion pattern is 
similar to Building B2. She presented a rendering of the proposed building D1, the east elevation from 
Longshore Street and at the terminus of Larimer Street. 
 
Ms. Burchett presented the proposed site plan with Building D2 highlighted. She said this is a six-story 
corridor building with commercial on the first floor and office on floors two through six. Again, she noted 
the northwest corner of the building is at the pedestrian tunnel and at the terminus of the John Shields 
Parkway Greenway. She presented renderings as seen from both the southwest and northwest views to 
show a modern style building with glass and brick elements; columns are proposed along the east and 
west elevations. She pointed out the southwest view shows the western elevation from Riverside Drive 
and the northeast view would be from Longshore Street. She presented a rendering of the west elevation 
of Building D2, which is from the west side of Riverside Drive and also included a portions of Building D1 
(to the south) and Building D3 (to the east) on each side of this building. She presented a rendering of 
the northwest canopy to show the interaction of the building with the pedestrian tunnel. Looking south, 
she said, the entrance canopy extends to a series of columns that continues along the western façade; 
the columns are located to the south of the pedestrian tunnel. 
 
Ms. Burchett presented the proposed site plan with Building D3 highlighted. She said this building is 
proposed as a six-story corridor building with commercial on the first floor and residential units on floors 
two through six. She said the north façade fronts the John Shields Parkway Greenway and there is an 
elevated plaza on the south façade on Larimer Street. She presented a rendering of the west elevation as 
viewed from the southwest corner of the building from the intersection of Larimer and Longshore Streets. 
She pointed out the pedestrian bridge that crosses Larimer Street to Building D4/D5, which contains a 
parking garage. She said the applicant is proposing to introduce a new material to Bridge Park, which is 
an aluminum metal tile used as detailing on this building. She reiterated this material has not yet been 
used in the Bridge Park Development. 
 
Ms. Burchett presented the proposed site plan with Building D4/D5 highlighted. She said this building is 
proposed as a six-story, corridor building where the parking garage is lined with commercial on the first 
floor and residential units on floors one through five with parking on floors two through six. She 
presented a rendering of the west elevation of the building at the intersection of Longshore and Larimer 
Streets. She stated the applicant is proposing a contemporary design with contrasting brick colors and 
aluminum tiles. She presented a rendering of the north and east elevations at the intersection of Larimer 
and Mooney Streets. She noted the pedestrian bridge (that is barely visible) is over Larimer Street to 
Building D3. She pointed out the residential and commercial liners are along these elevations. She 
presented a rendering of the southeast corner of the building at the intersection of Tuller Ridge Drive and 
Mooney Street; the entrances to the parking garage are on Tuller Ridge Drive. She said the applicant is 
proposing an aluminum metal tile for this building as well but in a diamond pattern, which is different 
from the design proposed for Building D3. She presented a rendering of the building as well as an up-
close photograph of the metal tiles. 
 
Ms. Burchett presented the landscape plan for the entire block. She pointed out the private open space 
area, which is an elevated plaza on Building D3 as well as the public plaza in between buildings D1 and 
D2. She said the applicant has indicated there will be a bocce ball court in this active space and would 
also be used as a pedestrian throughway, connecting the two streets. She presented a graphic with more 
detail of the public open space plan. 
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Ms. Burchett said staff has prepared five discussion questions for consideration: 
 
1. Does the proposal effectively meet the intent and purpose of the walkability standards and promote 

the walkable urbanism principals? 
2. Is the proposed open space treatment appropriately located, sized, and designed? 
3. Is the design at the intersection of John Shields Parkway and Riverside effectively addressing the 

requirement of a Gateway at this location? 
4. Is the proposed consistency in the development character and architectural pattern appropriate to 

continue in Bridge Park or should the applicant consider adding more variety in materials, colors, or 
architectural design to the overall development? 

5. Are there other considerations by the Commission? 
 
This concluded her presentation and she stated applicants are present to answer any questions. 
 
Bob Miller said he had a question that did not directly relate to the buildings; it has more to do with the 
street grid. He asked if the intersection of Dale Drive and John Shields Parkway could be reviewed 
because when he is going north on Dale Drive, without a stop sign there, he said it becomes a challenge 
to get across there. He noted that because of the parking in front of Mesh Fitness, it is a challenge to 
turn right on to Riverside Drive when the cars are parked there, even on a Saturday morning when there 
is not a lot of traffic on Riverside Drive.  
 
The Chair invited the applicant to come forward.  
 
Nelson Yoder, 5927 Rings Road, said he is a partner with Crawford Hoying Development Partners. He 
said we are now seeing Bridge Park come into its own and they are really excited to see what has been 
going on. He said the Farmer’s Market is going to be stirring as they have over three dozen vendors 
signed up on Block C and will probably extend into Block D as well. He indicated these sort of urban 
events are exciting. He asked what we are really looking at from a high level with D block. He said it is 
corporate and creative office space on Riverside Drive, overlooking the park, which was originally 
envisioned by City Council and this Commission. On Riverside Drive, he said, there are also 43 owner-
occupied condominiums, geared toward Dublin empty-nesters. He announced the grocery and market is 
here, finally. He said they figured out how to get it underneath the parking garage where an open market 
can live without having to create another giant building; it will interface well with Longshore and the 
Farmer’s Market. He explained this will activate the ground floor of the garage like they have never done 
before. He indicated people will not be looking into a garage but into a market. He said above the 
parking for that market and above that a garage that has been designed structurally to be converted into 
residential units in the future with window openings that are appropriate size, they can level the floor, 
install partitions, and have a building equipped for the next however many years. He said the 130 or 
more residential units will help build the sense of energy and synergy in the community with more three-
bedroom units (1,500 square feet in some cases) geared towards empty-nesters that want to live at 
Bridge Park. He said there will be a lot more studio and efficiency apartments including the kind with 
robotic, moveable furniture system that you can talk to, to hide your bed for the tech savvy folks; they 
are trying to reach all the different stakeholders in Dublin. He said they envision Bridge Park as becoming 
a great city within itself.  
 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, 6640 Riverside Drive, asked staff for their 
presentation. He said he is the planning director and they made a conscious decision as they were 
considering the design on this block, they invited another architect in because they used Moody Nolan for 
blocks A, B, and C in their entirety. He said they brought in another architectural firm – Sullivan and 
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Bruck they did the schematic design for D1 but also sat in on a lot of design meetings. He indicated D 
Block is the continuation of the same theme but in some cases variations on the theme.  
 
Brian Sell, Moody Nolan, presented the site plan to explain programmatically what is hitting the streets. 
He pointed out that along Longshore that is a retail corridor, the proposed market place, residential 
coming to the ground, sloping hill that decreases the size of these buildings going up to the residential 
side. He presented a graphic of the Bridge Park “Bookends” with Building A3 (hotel) at the roundabout at 
one end and Building D2 (at the pedestrian tunnel) at the other end of the development because the 
word “gateway” has been a topic of conversation. He said they took some cues from the architecture for 
the hotel but D2 is an office building. As comparison, he said the hotel is a gateway that deals with the 
speed of vehicular traffic and flow of the river but D2 has a very strong base and top as it is an important 
gateway for Riverside Drive but also on John Shields Parkway and dealt with on a very slow pedestrian 
level. He said this is where one can cross all the way from the east, down John Shields Parkway, cross 
under the pedestrian tunnel and come out into the park and travel along the river. He presented graphics 
to illustrate how this building interacts with the tunnel as well as the plaza area between buildings D1 and 
D2 that include the bocce ball court. He presented renderings to show the stairs down to the pedestrian 
tunnel and how this corner would be activated and how it interacts with the tenants planned inside the 
building. 
 
John Woods, MKSK, 462 S. Ludlow Street, talked about the D1 Building. He noted the Bocce Ball Court 
and other plazas/open spaces that will come online this spring. He said they are trying to create different 
experiences in the different open spaces through grade change, scales, and materials, etc. He presented 
the various seating proposed. The utilities, he said, like transformers, are being tucked up against the 
buildings.  
 
Miguel Gonzalez, 2501 Bristol Road, said a lot of the design materiality choices they made on this block 
are geared towards creating a true neighborhood that has evolved, with a sense of place. He showed a 
rendering of Building D1 at the corner on Riverside Drive that has commercial space on the first level 
(retail & restaurant), office on the second level, and then four stories of condominiums (43). He said it 
conveys a traditional appearance with a stone base, some metal details, brick on the majority of the 
building, fiber cement on some of the elements, ample balcony spaces to provide views across the river 
and faces the open space. He presented a rendering at the corner of Longshore and Tuller Ridge Drive, 
including the third floor bridge connector to the parking garage with a dedicated parking area for the 
condominiums. He presented a rendering from the view of Larimer and Mooney Street and then a view 
down Longshore to demonstrate the anticipated pedestrian activity and excitement with retail at the 
ground level, offices above and the bridge in the background.  
 
Mr. Gonzalez presented the site plan with Building D2 highlighted, which is a residential building with 
retail on the ground level along Longshore Street. Mr. Woods pointed out the slightly elevated terrace, 
which is a private open space for the residents. He explained that Larimer Street is on a steep incline. He 
said they are trying to create a number of different spaces and opportunities for the residents on this 
level. He noted there will be dining tables, outdoor kitchens, a trellis on the south side, fire pits, benches 
around the perimeter, lots of plant material with a lot of color, meant to be an exciting and great place 
for the tenants to enjoy the outdoors with the southern exposure.  
 
Mr. Hunter said there are several of these spaces, especially along Riverside Drive on the second floor of 
buildings. He said this one is unique because it is unexcavated so it will have a much lusher feel than any 
of the other open spaces and it will be visible from the street as opposed to the ones on Riverside Drive 
that are 25 – 30 feet in the air.  
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Mr. Gonzalez presented a rendering of Building D3 from the northwest corner and pointed out the larger 
units with balconies as well as the elevated terrace and how it engages the street. He said they used two 
types of brick. He said they tried to wrap as much retail as possible. He brought out a material sample of 
the anodized aluminum product so it is durable and low maintenance to provide a complement to what 
has already been used at Bridge Park. He presented other material samples as well. 
 
Jane Fox asked where the aluminum metal is used and Mr. Gonzalez pointed out those areas. He said it 
will provide a wayfinding function as well. Claudia Husak remarked the sample is not the color they will 
use to which Mr. Gonzalez agreed. He showed another sample where the colors are slightly patterned to 
add a richness to the product. 
 
Mr. Gonzalez presented the site plan with Building D4 highlighted, which is the garage, the market on the 
first floor, and the residential liner along the north and east sides of the building. He indicated it was 
important to wrap along the east side to connect to the condominiums proposed for Block H that will 
have a more residential scale.  
 
Steve Stidhem inquired about the location of the proposed market. Mr. Gonzalez explained the footprint 
of the market that lines Longshore and wraps around Larrimer, the speed ramp leading to the parking 
garage above, and then the loading zone off of Tuller Ridge Drive. Mr. Stidhem asked for clarity on the 
market if it actually is a grocery store. Mr. Gonzalez said the tenant will be a market type that is being 
proposed.  
 
Mr. Hunter explained they have pursued grocery stores for many a year. He said they got tired of waiting 
on the grocery store concept and looked into the possibility of providing a place more along the lines of 
the North Market in Columbus, Ohio, and if it was a viable option so that is the direction they are going. 
There will probably be more convenience to it, he said, so patrons could get more than just flowers, 
cheese, and meat as there will be items to live by. He reiterated the market would be more like the North 
Market and less like a Giant Eagle or Kroger grocer. 
Mr. Gonzalez showed the section looking north where the market area would be and back of house area 
along with the residential liner. He explained the northwest corner opens up Larimer and Longshore to 
engage the street. He said there are ample balconies and terraces. He presented renderings of the rest of 
the building. 
 
Mr. Miller asked about Building D4/D5 and if the construction is all concrete. Mr. Gonzalez answered the 
parking garage is all concrete, with wood frames for residential. 
 
Mr. Nelson asked to run through a video they would like to present. He asked them to pay attention to 
the opening for the pedestrian tunnel to get some context as we have gone through with this plan. He 
said they were considering two approaches: try to create the tunnel leaving it as its own thing out of the 
greenway that has not been designed yet and the other one is to try and embrace the tunnel so it feels 
like it is part of the architecture. They determined the best way seemed to be to embrace that half of it, 
closest to the building, and allow the main drag, in terms of pedestrian traffic on the greenway coming 
from Tuller Flats or the Dublin Village Center down to Riverside Drive. Before they ran the video, Mr. 
Nelson noted the results of the Citizen Survey – 87% of the people love what Crawford Hoying 
Development Partners are doing in the Bridge Street Development and they want to build on that 
success. 
 
Mr. Woods narrated the video that “traveled” around and through Block D. 
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Bill Wilson inquired about the maintenance of public spaces. Mr. Woods answered they will be maintained 
by Crawford Hoying Development Partners for eternity if they are publically accessible. Mr. Yoder said 
there is a permanent access easement over all those open spaces, which means that the public always 
has access to them and the owner of the properties is responsible for maintaining them. He clarified this 
is private property with public access to it. He said if sometime in the future, someone else took over the 
property, then they would be responsible for maintaining those areas, unlike the right-of-ways where the 
City is responsible for maintaining those areas. He said if that new owner did not maintain the areas in a 
way that conforms to the City requirements for zoning, then it would a zoning violation and they would 
go through the same process as a resident or business owner not mowing their grass. 
 
Mr. Wilson asked if the pedestrian tunnel will be handicap accessible. Mr. Yoder answered the tunnel is in 
the right-of-way and as a City improvement and under their purview. He clarified they are building next 
to it but they do not own it so they cannot develop it. 
 
Warren Fishman said he assumed all of that is in the deed. Mr. Nelson answered, the public access 
easements are on the plat and are permanent; the maintenance agreements they are currently working 
out with the City for the right-of-ways is not on the deed, it is an on-going negotiation where if Crawford 
Hoying takes care of the right-of-ways, the City gives them a credit. He added the ownership of the open 
spaces is on the deed and whoever owns it has to provide public access to it, forever. There is no specific 
level of maintenance written, he said. 
 
Mr. Fishman said he is excited about the market. He indicated at the North Market there is a lot of 
surface parking and with this market, he is concerned about carrying groceries for a distance through the 
space. Mr. Nelson explained how this works. He said the market is flat, all on one level, on the level 
directly above the market there is 17 feet clear to the underside of the deck above and the second floor 
is flat also. He said for all the people that go to that market and have all their stuff they can pull through 
the speed ramp, there is a flat spot, and then they turn and the entire level is flat so they can wheel their 
cart, walk to their car, and not contend with a sloped ramp. He said if one wants to go to the next level 
of the parking garage, they would continue straight up this ramp to the third level and then from there 
up it is just like their other garages where there are two bays that are flat and one of them is on a slope 
that would never work for a cart. He indicated the thought process was to get people quickly up, there 
are two lanes in the speed ramp up and two lanes down. He said the residents in the condominiums or 
apartments or work in an office and went to the market, there is quick access to the third floor without 
having to go around and around.  
 
Mr. Yoder added there are elevators to the lobbies as well as stairs for access from the market place so it 
will be easy to transport groceries.  
 
Mr. Fishman asked if there will be plenty of parking on level two, reserved for the market, to which Mr. 
Yoder answered affirmatively. He added they are more excited about having an authentic urban market 
as part of this community more than anything else, in terms of a commercial solution but they have built 
this to be flexible enough to offer both of those options, if this were to go a different way. He reported 
that he had very good conversations with the owner of the North Market and he has said the Bridge Park 
Development is the right environment for a market like the North Market whereas a lot of other 
surrounding suburbs could not support such a place. He said they are working with him to program this 
out, do everything that they did not do right down there such as a shortage of storage and challenges 
with loading and unloading, which Crawford Hoying has addressed with this plan.  
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Mr. Miller asked what happened to the pools that were once proposed. Mr. Nelson said they had moved 
the pool to make the most sense and then they moved the market into the garage where they would 
need more designated parking, and through the Economic Development Agreement discussions with Mr. 
Foegler and everyone on how this all fits together, it became much more complicated to mix that type of 
a quasi-public/quasi-private amenity into this community. What it came down to, he explained, was once 
they slid the market concept underneath Building D4/D5, they needed all that space and more for 
parking to support the market and retail so the pool was nudged off the table. He said they are still 
considering where to place a pool since this was promised to the community and our residents, etc. but 
they just keep ‘kicking the can down the road’.  
 
Kristina Kennedy asked about the pedestrian walkways that connect to this building from the residences. 
Mr. Nelson said there is a connection to each. He said the only building that does not have an overpass 
walkway is the office building/corner building. He said that works for an office worker because they are 
not like a resident who may be carrying groceries. Ms. Husak clarified there are no bridge connections 
from any building in Block D to any other block. 
 
Ms. Fox asked if the primary entrance for Building D2 was on Longshore Street to which Mr. Nelson 
answered affirmatively. She asked about entrances to D2 from Riverside Drive. Mr. Nelson answered 
there is a ramp up to the elevated level. He said the trouble with the Form-Based Code is it mandates so 
many entrances every so many feet. Over at Bridge Park, he said, where there are so many tenants to fit 
into place they morph to fit this environment so doors and access points go where they need to be and 
where they make sense at that time. He suggested he would modify one thing in the Form-Based Code is 
arbitrarily identifying a distance by which entrances must be separate because it does not reflect 
topography and other complicating issues within the site plan. He said they do their best to adhere to all 
those requirements that are in the Code because that is what they are faced with. He noted all the 
entrances and access points for this building. He said they have had to adjust to accommodate whatever 
type of tenant comes along whether it be a resident that wants a smaller unit or a restaurant that 
requests a larger space; there is no perfect solution here. 
 
The Chair reiterated that this is an Informal Review and they are typically held to a 30-minute limit but in 
this case, there are four buildings so there is a lot of material to cover. She asked for the talking points to 
be visible again on the screen and opened the discussion up to the Commissioners.  
 
Mr. Stidhem highly applauded the flat garage and he is anxious to see how the market transforms and 
evolves over time. He said he liked the architectural design and the bookend concept. He noted that 
Building D3 has a lot of different spacing of the wall and wondered if there was external access for the 
office buildings or roof access for the office buildings. Mr. Sell answered for the office building, D2, there 
are terraces with doors on the corners that will most likely be conference spaces within the office as they 
are finding that is a very desirable and sought after amenity for the tenants. Mr. Stidhem asked again if 
there would be roof access. Mr. Sell answered the sixth floor steps back even farther so there is 
seemingly roof access. Mr. Stidhem reiterated that he prefers rooftop access for offices. He concluded by 
saying the applicant was successful with this block. 
 
Mr. Nelson demonstrated on a graphic the terraces for the sixth floor office building. He described the 
views they would each have, for which the terraces were strategically placed.  
 
Ms. Fox she said there are many elements that promote walkability but wanted to make suggestions for 
missing elements. She said she sees a one-dimensional flat face on the buildings at the first level and 
there is not enough movement of architectural style to provide interaction with the street/pedestrians. 
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She is concerned that while the intent was for walkability and ease of cycling, there is not enough ways 
to get bicycles in and out. The setbacks are so close to the sidewalk; and she indicated with that, 
combined with the flat-faced front, it feels like a corridor. She said she is making these comments as 
constructive criticism as we are trying to make this a walkable area. She said she liked that D1 has a 
change in feel and movement on the corners. On the gateway side, she is concerned it is the back of 
house facing Riverside Drive. She explained that is why she asked about the doorways because Riverside 
Drive is the principal facade. While reviewing the walkability standards, she said they require well 
designed public spaces, noting concern with the amount of private open space versus public, and 
whether or not pedestrians will be engaged at the street level. She said the upper pedestrian bridges do 
not engage the street level. She believes this limited engagement comes from the lack of variety of the 
architecture. She encouraged the applicant to do more of what was done in the Arena District to obtain 
variety.  
 
Ms. Kennedy remarked it is a continuation of a theme and the variation of that theme. She said she is 
very pleased to see different architecture and materials with this block to provide more variety and 
character. She said she is especially pleased with the D2 building as it has a flow to the building face 
right in front of the pedestrian tunnel. She indicated the appearance gave a nod to the flow of the river 
and it felt connected. She said she appreciated that a Bocce Ball Court was programmed into an open 
space. She reported she just returned from Paris, France and Bocce Ball Courts were everywhere along 
the river and it was beautiful to see people playing after work and engaging in that sport so she is 
excited to see that being brought to Dublin, Ohio. She said she liked how it is setback, so it may feel 
exclusive. She appreciated all the green spaces and how they were dispersed throughout the site. She 
emphasized she is really pleased with what the applicant presented. 
 
Mr. Fishman said he is picturing the young professional residents having bikes and if they wanted to go 
to one of the restaurants or bars by bike, there is not much space. He said there are curves and cars 
going 40 mph and wanted to know what the plans were for mitigating since the original idea was for 
making this space to be pedestrian and cycling friendly and it does not appear that way right now. 
 
Mr. Woods said Bridge Park Avenue has a dedicated bike path integrated in the paving. He said there are 
bike racks all over, spread along the streets. He added there are bike storage facilities in the garages for 
the residents and they can hold 20 – 50 bikes. He said the parking in the streets might be more for those 
coming across the (future) Pedestrian Bridge from the Historic District.  
 
Mr. Fishman said his main concern was with Riverside Drive. Mr. Woods said cyclists would need to use 
the sidewalk or the roadway. Mr. Fishman repeated the corridor does not seem very bike friendly and 
that concerns him. Mr. Woods said the bike system was set up as part of the planning framework a long 
time ago and so they are implementing what was set up there. He added John Shields Parkway has an 
integrated bike path similar to Bridge Park Avenue and noted the side streets have slower traffic and are 
quieter. Mr. Woods said Riverside Crossing Park will have a bikeway and shared-use paths.  
 
Mr. Yoder said the expectation is that if a cyclist wants to move quickly they will be in the road but it is a 
short distance once arriving to the open area. He said when they have talked to people in their mid-
twenties, they love this urban feeling that has been created and a lot of that was intentional because of 
the proximity of the streets. He said some take that as a negative and a narrow corridor but that is 
exactly the feeling they were going for to make it feel more intimate. He said the Arena District has a 
very large street wall between the face of one building and the face of another building across the way. 
He said the applicant feels that area has too much open to the sky to the point of a barren wasteland 
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because there is so much space and not enough people to fill the space and so one does not feel like 
they are in a community but rather and granite and brick landscape.  
 
He said there is a delicate balance between achieving the right amount of space where it feels intimate 
and like a community in a great urban area and still having room for all the amenities. He said there are 
certain areas like Bridge Park Avenue, on the greenway, and down Riverside Drive there is room for 
everything but the inner streets like Longshore it is almost like an eternal alley street that feels more 
intimate. He explained that allows those buildings to start to creep closer together and create the feel the 
tenants are looking for. He said the response from people that have been there early on, they love it, and 
they do not feel like they are in Dublin but rather in an urban, hip environment, something different. He 
said there are plenty of beautiful areas that we have in Dublin but this is just like having ‘another pencil 
in the pencil box’. Mr. Fishman indicated that bikers do not like to get off of their bike until they get to 
where they are going. Mr. Nelson said he thinks that is a small price to pay to have such a different 
environment in Dublin. 
 
Mr. Fishman commented on the new metal material noting the Commission is looking for durability 20 – 
30 years from now. He expressed concerns with using the material at the street level. He noted that 
touching the metal causes it to oxidize. He encouraged the applicant to pay careful attention to how the 
material is installed. Mr. Sell said they have had great success using that product on Shepherd’s Library in 
Columbus, Ohio. He explained it interlocks so it conceals its fasteners; it is designed for roofs but we 
found it is providing a great texture and sheen on the walls. He reported the kids in the neighborhood 
call it the dragon-scale building because it is such a unique look. He agreed it is nice that it will be 
installed up high in this block.  
 
Mr. Miller said he appreciated the amount of detail brought for D Block that the Commission likes to see. 
He stated he liked Building D2 and appreciated the way the applicant transitioned from D1 to D2 with an 
prominent architectural detail on the corner, creating a gateway. He said to answer an earlier question, 
he would recommend engaging the pedestrian tunnel as much as possible. He noted the market was a 
great concept and hopes it is successful. He stated he liked everything the applicant brought with D 
Block. He added he appreciated the additional material brought in to play to make a larger statement. He 
said he is not thrilled with the Bocce Ball Court. Out of all of it, he said that open space is probably what 
he is most disappointed with; he wants a space more like the D3 terrace. 
 
Mr. Wilson said he liked extending the idea of parking in the back, and in the streets, which will bring a 
lot of pedestrians. He said he wanted to ensure there is enough parking in the parking to not only 
accommodate the residential but also the commercial and people that want to use the parks and visit the 
place. He asked who was involved in creating Riverside Crossing Park and said it was planned well. 
 
Mr. Nelson reported they have been watching the parking pretty closely and the C Garage is actually 
over-parked, from what they have gathered and that is a good thing. He said when Fado opens in the 
near future, there will be plenty of parking for their patrons in C Garage. He noted that Hen Quarter has 
not opened yet, either. He explained Hen Quarter is a southern comfort, bourbon bar that will open on 
the corner of C2.  
 
Mr. Nelson indicated they will bring G Block forward, next. He said they have Basic Site Plan approval but 
want to push that to final. He said they are waiting so they can see how C Block is functioning, once 
everything is open and stabilized to make sure they will provide the right amount of parking. He said the 
trend to the future is that less parking will be needed. He reported they are seeing even less parking than 
the parking models are suggesting. 
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Victoria Newell said the applicant is addressing the walkability standards and typical walkable urbanism. 
She said she understands Ms. Fox’s comments and the elements she is looking for but the one thing she 
has to say about walkability is the people and how they use the space and she sees this as building upon 
itself with how it engages the street to bring that very urban feel. She said the proposed open space is 
appropriate. She stated she loved that elevated area. She said pocket parks need to be open to everyone 
to lend to the urbanism but understands the applicant is also trying to appeal to the clients in the 
building. She affirmed she liked it but is disappointed she cannot get there. She said the design of John 
Shields Parkway and Riverside Drive were effectively developed as a gateway. She stated she liked that 
building and how they complemented the other side of the building in a different way. She said she liked 
the addition of the new variety of materials. She commended the applicant for bringing in another 
architect so Block D still blends together with the whole development and overall, liked what the 
applicant presented. 
 
Ms. Fox said since the applicant has more than half of the required open space off-site, she encouraged 
the applicant to find more open space on site. She said the Bocce Ball Court was great and the elevated 
terrace is a great amenity. She said the gateway to her is a significant part of the development; she liked 
the flow as if this Block and the river come together. She said she would like to see more green and 
softness to reflect the river on the other side. She said the streets feel intimate when you are in Bridge 
Park as a pedestrian. She said it is always fun to be surprised by something when walking down the 
street. In terms of character and architecture, she said it still appears repetitive in its feel. She said she 
likes a variety of color and materials. She said the one thing that sticks out is that it seems a little 
homogenous at the street level and the balcony level and noted how she likes the balconies in Europe to 
engage the street. 
 
Mr. Hunter thanked the Commission for their comments. 
 
 
2.  Zoning Code Amendment - Sign Bonding and Registration        Administrative Request  

18-018ADMC              Code Amendment 
 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is a proposal for an amendment to Zoning Code 
Section 153.162, Fees and Maintenance, to require registration of sign contractors and bonding for sign 
installations. She said the request is for a review and recommendation of approval to City Council for 
proposed amendments to the Zoning Code under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.232 and 
153.234. 
 
Vince Papsidero referred to the Review Process graphic that noted that a Zoning Code Amendment allows 
for alterations of any existing Zoning Code Section or to establish new requirements within the Zoning 
Code. He stated the Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) makes a recommendation to City Council. 
 
Mr. Papsidero said the reason for this request is because in the last couple of years, the City has had 
issues of signs being installed without zoning clearance and/or permits in retail centers, mixed-use 
developments and free-standing commercial sites. As a result, earlier in 2018, he reported the Planning 
Division notified relevant property owners of applicable regulations and enforcement procedures and 
undertook enhanced enforcement actions. He said in the past, Code Enforcement has allowed for two 
chances for the violator to comply or there would be further action. He said the City has since notified 
everyone we have stepped that up and that has not been enough. He reported staff reviewed what other 
communities were doing so the City engaged sign contractors, professional organizations, and local 
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municipalities to identify proposed or potential code modifications and three components have been 
identified:  
 

• Registration requirement for all contractors; 
• An annual bond requirement; and 
• Insurance required. 

 
Mr. Papsidero said the amendment proposed will clarify expectations for sign contractors and sign 
installations within the City, specifically:  
 

• Annual registration of sign contractors with the Planning Division; 
• A requirement that sign contractors provide evidence of commercial liability insurance in the 

amount of $300,000 for damages to a single person, $500,000 for one occurrence; 
• A requirement that sign contractors post an annual bond; and 
• The Planning Director may revoke registration (or deny renewal) for anyone who installs, 

constructs, relocates, or alters a sign without first obtaining a sign permit 
 
Mr. Papsidero added this only speaks to the sign contractor piece of the equation and many times they 
are responding to their client, which have been some of our recent examples of violation. As the client 
drives this action, we feel this will help in part of the equation so the sign contractor realizes that if they 
install a sign they should not, they could lose their right to provide services in Dublin for the next 
calendar year. He said the plan is to continue to reach out to property owners and tenants to reinforce 
that and staff has also been working with the Central Ohio Sign Contractors Association to work through 
their membership and also to use them as another tool to reach the clients. Additionally it is a great 
connection from an educational standpoint. He said every contractor that has done work in the City for 
the past two years has been contacted and received the proposed materials. He reported that feedback 
has been received from some of the property owners and sign contractors and they have been 
supportive. The proposed amendment is common in most of the other suburbs in Central Ohio he said 
and this meets criteria for a Zoning Code Amendment so approval is recommended to City Council. 
 
Bob Miller asked about the expense, administratively. Mr. Papsidero stated it is not different than what 
staff is already doing. Mr. Miller confirmed that additional resources do not have to be set up so there is 
no real burden on the City. 
 
Steve Stidhem said if he were a sign contractor in the Columbus, Ohio area, he would have to do this in 
every suburb. Mr. Papsidero answered affirmatively as this is a fairly standard practice. 
 
Thaddeus Boggs added the City of Columbus itself has a more stringent process, registration is just one 
part of it. The City of Dublin has decided we did not want to be in the business of evaluating contractors 
to that level so just identifying who is out there installing and altering signs is going to help with the 
enforcement piece. In terms of the insurance amount for example, he said it will be the same as required 
in Columbus; so hopefully this is something easy and effective to administer for staff; useful as an 
enforcement tool instead of going through the Mayor’s Court or Environmental Court; and something that 
will not be unduly burdensome on sign contractors or the City. Mr. Stidhem indicated that was his 
concern; he did not want to make things harder for contractors to do business in Dublin. Mr. Papsidero 
said sign contractors have asked why the City is not enforcing these regulations already. He said if a 
contractor has a client that is really pushy, this allows the contractor to say no to his client in some 
respect.  
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Jane Fox asked for more information on what problems the City is experiencing. Mr. Papsidero answered 
there have been problems with contractors from out of state that have installed signs without applying 
for permits; owners/tenants/clients who have directed their sign contractor to go ahead and install a sign 
whether the permit had actually been issued or not; owners/tenants that have not bothered to file a 
permit; and some owners have claimed they had the right to go ahead and install signs per approval 
whether it has been at the PZC or the ART level. He noted this appears to be a loophole in our system 
that can easily be filled and should at least help in many cases. He suggested that on an annual basis a 
letter be sent out to property owners to remind them that this requirement is in place and this is how the 
City will enforce it. He indicated staff is going to be more aggressive in enforcing the current Code, and 
that might mean someone will be required to cover their signs that do not have permits or remove their 
signs, and we may reached that point. He pointed out there will then be cases out there that will serve as 
examples to the broader community to not play this game or the City will take action. 
 
Ms. Fox pointed out that currently in the Code, there is a $100 a day penalty for a sign violation and she 
asked if the City has ever enforced that. Mr. Boggs said he could not personally speak to whether that 
has been enforced in the 6 months he has been around the City of Dublin. Mr. Papsidero thought he 
doubted that penalty has been enforced as while we have stringent requirements, we have also tried to 
be business friendly.  
 
Mr. Boggs indicated staff has generally tried to work with people on a voluntary basis. To get into that 
$100 a day violation penalty, it is heard as criminal complaints in Mayor’s Court. That, in and of itself 
becomes a drawn out process. He said this amendment will address this and save us from going through 
that process, as there will be the ability to withdraw the registration of contractors.  
 
Ms. Fox said she is concerned about the small business owner that will then have to go to the large sign 
makers if she/he does not want to go through the registration process. She said she did not know what 
the fees are now for signs but she has heard from people through the ARB how expensive it is. She does 
not want to add burden to our small business people. Mr. Papsidero pointed out that some of our 
violators are tenants who are small businesses who are installing signs that do not meet Code and/or 
there have been too many signs installed, and we have gently treated them. At the same time, he noted 
they have gone to an expense to put up signs that are illegal; they have already made a financial error. 
And by enforcing our Code, that tenant will bear the cost of removing those signs and replacing them 
correctly. So again, the burden is on them. We have to be careful to not arbitrarily apply our Code. He 
said in one instance, we have been pushing the property owner to submit to the PZC and ask for a sign 
plan to deal with a number of sign violations and we are not getting anywhere with that property owner. 
He said in some instances signs have been illegal for 12 months or longer. Ms. Fox asked if a letter was 
sent out to the property owner stating they were in violation. Mr. Papsidero reported Planning Staff, 
Zoning Inspectors, and Code Enforcement, have been constantly dealing with the owner who is not going 
to do anything about it. He said it puts the City in a bind, trying to correct the situation. He stated this 
route of an amendment and more aggressive enforcement gets to the contractor who is one of the 
vehicles to deal with the tenant. He said we can always deal with a small business owner or tenant 
directly because they come into town, they think based on where they had a shop someplace else, they 
can put any signage up. Dublin can have restrictive sign requirements. The contractors will be put on 
notice that their bottom line will be impacted; we would hope they would then advise their client as to 
what Dublin will permit according to Dublin’s standards. He emphasized that is one of the missing pieces 
here. 
 
Ms. Fox asked what it would cost a sign contractor to register. Claudia Husak said this was discussed with 
Building Standards and their current fee for registration is $60.00. Victoria Newell said every other 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
May 3, 2018 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 15 of 19 

 
 
contractor that works with Dublin and any other municipality - whether it is electrician, general 
contractor, or someone who lays concrete, they all have to be registered within the City and this is very 
commonplace.  
 
Mr. Stidhem said in this case, it will be easier for the small business owners because now they can lean 
on the sign contractors to actually know the rules and it sounds like the scenarios we have now, the small 
business owner is expected to know the rules. He said with this amendment, they can be informed by the 
contractor.  
 
Mr. Papsidero added the cost of the bond is quite small. Ms. Husak explained it is a percentage of the 
entire amount. Mr. Papsidero indicated this change will save the small business owner or retail tenant 
money.  
 
Ms. Newell said she was very supportive of this proposed amendment. She asked how the City is 
addressing the individual tenants making their own signs, especially in the Historic District. She said once 
one person does it, many tend to follow suit. Mr. Papsidero reported that was a chronic issue throughout 
the City of Columbus. He said this gets to having to obtain a sign contractor to prepare your sign. Ms. 
Newell asked what is being done to the tenants that are creating their own cardboard signs and placing 
them in the windows. Mr. Papsidero explained the Zoning Inspectors have done at times, at a variety of 
locations like the shopping centers, to cycle through on a regular basis in terms of dealing with window 
signs because they get out of control and do not meet Code. He added staff will specifically deal with 
folks but try to be gentle in the approach trying to strike a careful balance but some folks are chronic 
offenders so it is an on-going situation.  
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Fishman seconded, to recommend approval to City Council for an Administrative 
Request for a Code Amendment with no conditions. The vote was as follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Fox, 
yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Wilson, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. 
(Recommended for Approval 7 - 0) 

 
 

3. Bridge Park, Blocks A, B, & C – Vaso Amendment                       Riverside Drive 
 18-020MSP                                            Master Sign Plan 
       
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is a proposal for an amendment to the Master 
Sign Plan for the Vaso Rooftop Bar located in Block A, Building A2 of the Bridge Park Development, zoned 
Bridge Street District - Scioto River Neighborhood. She said the site is southeast of the intersection of 
Riverside Drive and Banker Drive. She said this is a request for review and approval for amendments to a 
Master Sign Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.065(H) and 153.066, and the Bridge 
Street District Sign Design Guidelines. 
 
The Chair swore in anyone wishing to address the Commission in regard to this case. 
 
The Chair asked if the applicant was in agreement with the one condition: 
 

1) That the applicant provide an approved Master Sign Plan containing all approved amendments to 
planning, prior to sign permitting. 

 
Russ Hunter agreed to the above condition. 
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Motion and Vote 
Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Fishman seconded, to approve the amendments to the Master Sign Plan with 
one condition: 
 

1) That the applicant provide an approved Master Sign Plan containing all approved amendments to 
planning, prior to sign permitting. 

 
The vote was as follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Wilson, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Miller, 
yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 

 
4. BSD SRN – Fado Irish Pub       6652 Riverside Drive 
 18-026WR                   Waiver Review 

 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is a proposal for the reduction in transparency 
on the east and south elevations for a restaurant located in Building C1, Block C, zoned Bridge Street 
District - Scioto River Neighborhood. She said the site is on the east side of Riverside Drive, 
approximately 300 feet north of the intersection of Bridge Park Avenue. She said this is a request for a 
review and approval of a Waiver Review under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
 
The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission on this case. 
 
Lori Burchett presented an aerial view of the site. She explained a Waiver Review allows for flexibility to 
zoning regulations in the Bridge Street District (BSD) based on individual proposals and can include 
transparency, building materials, and setbacks, etc. She said the Administrative Review Team (ART) 
makes a recommendation to the Architectural Review Board (ARB) or the Planning and Zoning 
Commission (PZC) for their review. She then presented a graphic to show additional review processes 
that may come before the Commission sometime in the future. 
 
Ms. Burchett restated the Waiver Review this evening is regarding transparency for the east and south 
elevations for a tenant space in Building C1. She recalled Fado Irish Pub received a previous approval for 
a patio use and some minor site improvements related to this request through a Minor Project Review by 
the ART. She said the applicant is requesting to place window film on certain windows due to the 
operations on the interior of the space. She explained the glass would remain and window film would be 
installed. She noted that per Code, adding window film affects the transparency requirements. She said a 
reduction of transparency is being requested for the street façade on the east elevation. She said 70% is 
required by Code and the applicant is requesting 50% for the entire elevation. She presented the east 
elevation graphics to show the approximate location for the film. She said the applicant is also requesting 
a reduction in transparency for a non-street facing facade. She presented the south elevation and 
highlighted the areas for film to be installed reducing transparency from the required 15% to 13%. 
Ms. Burchett said staff and the ART have reviewed this proposal against the Waiver Review Criteria and 
found the criteria has been met. Therefore, she said, approval is recommended to the Planning and 
Zoning Commission with the following condition:  
 

1) That the applicant use a window film color that is complementary to the darker window frame of 
the building to keep it a consistent aesthetic.  

 
Ms. Burchett said the applicant is present to also answer any questions. 
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Steve Stidhem said it is his understanding that the applicant is trying to block off some of the interior of 
the building from view and doing it in a way that is exceptionally inexpensive. He said he would be more 
supportive with a solution that is more appealing.  
 
Ms. Burchett said part of staff and the ART’s discussion on that very same topic was with a Form-Based 
Code, it is anticipated that these uses would transition over time. She indicated that in the future, this 
space may not be used for a restaurant and the new tenant may not need that window film and with the 
glass window maintained, transparency is maintained for a different use in the future.  
 
Jane Fox said she could support a Waiver for transparency given the fact that interior area needs to be 
closed off from view. She said she has an issue with proposed window film. She said there is a concern 
that people will see the shadows through the white film. She suggested there are more creative ways to 
make that more interesting. She asked if the applicant would consider using trellises and installing 
greenery that originates from a planter at the bottom. She said there already is one next to the dining 
area that might make it attractive. She said there is more interesting film that could be used to create 
some interest on the street. She emphasized the window film can become an artistic piece on the window 
instead of a blacked-out spot. She encouraged the applicant to “think outside the box” to make that black 
space an interesting feature from the street. She said she does not care for a blacked-out window. She 
offered to provide examples to what she is referring. 
 
Mr. Stidhem said he was in complete agreement with Ms. Fox. He said it just appears to him as black 
spots. He said he visited the site and tried to visualize the applicant’s proposed film and he is leaning 
toward supporting the window facing the open space and it appears that area is already under 
construction on the west side of the building. He noted that there has to be a better way to screen the 
internal operations. 
 
Bob Miller asked staff about the durability of the window film itself. He indicated that if that area is for 
kitchen activity, it would scratch off and it would be in poor quality quickly. Ms. Burchett said during the 
ART discussion, the applicant mentioned there are some partitions and will help alleviate some of that 
shadowing and it might also help with the durability factor. 
 
The Chair called the applicant forward.  
 
James Moore, Fado Pubs, 132 Warren Street, Atlanta, Georgia, said the intent for the window film and 
the blacking out of the windows is because the kitchen sits behind the windows. He indicated they are 
fine with putting a different finish to this or addressing it as needed. He said the film is not a blacked out 
film but rather a cream colored film that is prescribed by the Code.  
 
Ms. Fox said she definitely thinks the Commission would want to see it at street level. She asked for 
clarification of the origination of the Waiver. Ms. Burchett answered the Waiver addressed the 
requirement in the Zoning Code. 
 
Ms. Fox agreed the windows should be maintained for the transparency aspect. She said the intention we 
would want on the street would be a treatment that is engaging and attractive. She encouraged the 
applicant to find a solution other than solid film to create more interest and attractiveness at the street 
level. She said if the best option was still a window film, she would still want it to be an interesting 
design. She suggested that since there are limited plantings there, it would be beneficial to add some 
softness. 
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Mr. Moore indicated they could design a shadow box or architectural elements to represent the history of 
Ireland.  
 
Ms. Fox said a trellis outside could also be more attractive from the inside as well, instead of just blank 
areas. She said this is not a requirement, but a suggestion.  
 
Mr. Moore pointed out the actual wall on the other side is the dishwashing space and other walls are 
covered because they are not areas you would want to see.  
 
Bill Wilson stated the street level is very important to consider and suggested finding something more 
attractive as Ms. Fox said and it could be something with the Fado color scheme, or the logo. He said he 
would like to see something in concert with the building itself. He asked if the door is functioning to 
which the applicant answered the door on the right is functioning for the back of house space and again, 
not something you want to see as you are walking down the street. Victoria Newell asked for 
confirmation that the door he is referring to is an egress door to which the applicant agreed. 
 
The Chair noted the Commission can do one of two things. She said we can vote on this, this evening, 
but she indicated the applicant appears very willing to work with staff. She said in that case, the applicant 
would have to formally request we table the case so the applicant could return at a future date with 
different materials to propose. The applicant said that was possible. He said they could come back with 
other window treatments.  
 
Nelson Yoder indicated if shadow boxes were used, if a Waiver is no longer necessary. Ms. Burchett said 
a Waiver is still needed because the transparency requirement is not being met. Mr. Nelson said he was 
not sure the applicant fully understood what is required and asked for clarification. 
 
Claudia Husak said staff can work with the applicant to determine if proposals he returns with will require 
a Waiver or not. Vince Papsidero cautioned the applicant to the idea of imagery makes sense as the 
Commission is speaking but wants to make sure there is not text or other things that could bleed into the 
sign category.  
 
Mr. Moore said he cannot push into the space because it would require a redesign of the back of house 
operations. He said he thought they could treat the façade with imagery without being a sign or 
promotional. He said he prefers to see it as architectural imagery and more representative of Ireland as 
opposed to food. He said he believes they can do a good job with this task. He indicated the question is 
they have to come back in a couple of weeks if they would have to come back with the art. The Chair 
answered that is the case, if the applicant decides to table the case this evening. 
 
Mr. Moore requested to table the application. The Chair called for a motion. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Stidhem moved, Mr. Miller seconded, to table the Waiver Review at the request of the applicant. The 
vote was as follows: Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Wilson, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; 
Mr. Miller, yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 
The Chair thanked the applicant for being very cooperative in working with the Commission. She said it is 
greatly appreciated.  
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Mr. Fishman asked to make this as easy as possible on the applicant. He asked staff if it would be 
possible for the applicant if they darkened the window but then put something in front of the window like 
stained glass that would be attractive to the street. The Chair answered a Waiver would still be needed 
because of the transparency requirement for openness. 
 
Ms. Husak said Ms. Fox made several suggestions as well; there are several options to explore.  
 
Mr. Fishman said we have been talking creative all night and he reiterated he wants it simple. 
 
5. Riverside North, Subarea A3 – Mission Salon                       6520 Perimeter Drive 
 18-029CU                                             Conditional Use     
       
The Chair, Victoria Newell, said the following application is a proposal for a 2,000-square-foot salon, 
personal service use in an existing tenant space in Subarea A3 of the Riverside North Planned Unit 
Development. She said the site is north of Perimeter Drive, approximately 900 feet northwest of the 
intersection with Avery-Muirfield Drive. She said this is a request for a review and approval of a 
Conditional Use under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.236. 

 
The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission on this case. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Stidhem moved, Ms. Fox seconded, to approve this Conditional Use with no conditions. The vote was 
as follows: Mr. Wilson, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. 
Fox, yes; and Mr. Stidhem, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Claudia Husak said we are scheduled to have another Joint Work Session on May 9, 2018. She said City 
Council is holding a Work Session at 5:30 pm on May 14, 2018, and they have not yet finalized their 
agenda. She indicated it will include the BSD as a holistic subject as well as some discussion on the 
Historic District. 
 
Victoria Newell asked staff if they have seen the renovations going on over at the Giant Eagle parking lot. 
She said they are ripping up their plant beds, removing the grass and putting in huge river rock the size 
of six inches in width. She said this change is not particularly attractive besides being concerned about 
these rocks becoming potential weapons because of their size. She asked if that material was permitted 
per the Zoning Code. Ms. Husak answered she did not believe it was a permitted material there but 
would have our zoning inspector look into it.  
 
The Chair asked if there were any further items to discuss. [Hearing none] She adjourned the meeting at 
9:15 pm. 
 
As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on June 21, 2018. 
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