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RECORD OF DISCUSSION 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, October 20, 2022 | 6:30 pm 

 
 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 
 
2. Indus Bridge Street at PIDs: 273-012427, 273-012430, 273-012429, 273-008244, 

273-009080, and 273-009101,  
 22-143INF        Informal Case Review 
 

Proposal: Development of a mixed-use development consisting of 5 buildings: a 
hotel, a parking garage, an office and two residential buildings on a 6.29-
acre site.  

Location: North of John Shields Parkway, west of Mooney Street, south of Tuller 
Road, and east of Riverside Drive in the Bridge Street District, Scioto River 
Neighborhood. 

Request: Informal review with non-binding feedback under the provisions of Zoning 
Code §153.066. 

Applicant: David Kozar, Indus Hotels 
Planning Contact: Zachary Hounshell, Planner II 
Contact Information: 614.410.4652, zhounshell@dublin.oh.us  
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/22-143 
 

 
RESULT: The Commission… 
 
Investigate pedestrian connection to Riverside Crossing Park at Tuller Road 
Need for additional traffic study 
Overscaled for the site and massive scale 
Unique pedestrian experience along Longshore 
Buildings too tall, like the variety of heights 
Open spaces are nice and provide unique opportunities 
Hotel is good 
Should fit with overall Bridge Street development in terms of design 
Need to create a unique experience at this northern end 
Reconfiguration of JSP crossing to be inviting 
Concerns about large open space and lack of uses that support or would use that space, needs to be more 

interactive with uses surrounding it.  
Architectural and open space gateway at Tuller Road 
Reconfigure uses on the site 
Parking garage access needs to be Longshore 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:      
Lance Schneier  Yes 
Rebecca Call  Yes 
Mark Supelak  Yes 
Kim Way  Yes     
Warren Fishman Yes     
Jamey Chinnock  Yes     
Kathy Harter Yes 
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she would challenge the applicant and staff to define a way to include a bail-out lane. If the issues 
she has mentioned could be addressed, she would be supportive of the application.  
She asked the applicant if there were any items on which they sought additional clarity.  
Mr. Jackson responded that a potential parking agreement with the Shell gas station was mentioned 
to provide employee parking, which would eliminate the need for a crosswalk. If that is something 
the Commission is open to, they would attempt to have that discussion with the adjacent property 
owner. 
Commission members were supportive of the potential parking agreement.  
 
Mr. Jackson noted that as a point of clarity, the reason they cannot add a bypass lane is that there 
is a 50-foot building setback and pavement setback due to the ODOT setbacks along US33/SR161. 
That is a site constraint.  Other than that issue, he believes the comments were reasonable and he 
appreciates the Commission’s feedback.    

2. Indus Bridge Street at PIDs: 273-012427, 273-012430, 273-012429, 273-
008244, 273-009080, and 273-009101, 22-143INF, Informal Case Review  

Development of a mixed-use development consisting of 5 buildings: a hotel, a parking garage, an 
office and two residential buildings. The 6.29-acre site is zoned Bridge Street District, Scioto River 
Neighborhood and is located north of John Shields Parkway, west of Mooney Street, south of Tuller 
Road, and east of Riverside Drive. 
 
Staff Presentation  
Site Overview 
Mr. Hounshell stated that this is a request for Informal Review of a proposed Indus Bridge Street 
development. The 6.29-acre site, which is zoned BSD-SRN, Scioto River Neighborhood, is currently 
vacant.  The site is located northeast of the intersection of Riverside Drive and John Shields Parkway 
and is bound on the north by Tuller Road, on the west by Riverside Drive, on the south by John 
Shields Parkway, and on the east by Mooney Street (presently not developed along the site). There 
is an increase in grade of 20-30 feet moving from west to east on the site. Adjacent to the site, 
Riverside Drive is designated as a Corridor Connector and Principal Frontage Street (PFS); Tuller 
Road and John Shields Parkway are designated as District Connector and PFS; and Mooney Street 
is designated as a future Neighborhood Street. Riverside Drive would be the primary street frontage, 
as it has the highest street designation. There would be an extension of Longshore Street through 
this block. The applicant is proposing to extend Longshore Street between John Shields Parkway 
and Tuller Road.  
This site requires two gateway locations at the northwest and southwest intersections of the site. 
Gateways provide points of identification and a sense of arrival for an area. They should be 
pedestrian-oriented and can accommodate features such as architecture, landscape or open space.  
 
Proposed Site Plan 
The applicant is proposing the construction of a new block development, including two new 
apartment buildings, an office building, a hotel, a parking garage, four public open spaces and two 
street extensions, Mooney and Longshore streets.  All of the buildings have retail incorporated on 
the first floor. [Proposal details reviewed.] 
 
Staff has provided the following questions for the Commission’s consideration: 

peusjm
Cross-Out
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1. Is the Commission supportive of the proposed uses and general site layout? 
2. Is the Commission supportive of the conceptual architectural character, including the 

buildings’ mass and height? 
3. Is the Commission supportive of the proposed street extension of Longshore Street? 
4. Is the Commission supportive of the proposed open spaces? 
5. What design considerations does the Commission recommend for the gateway features? 

 
Applicant Presentation 
David Kozar, Indus Hotels, 2700 Camden Road, Upper Arlington, OH, 43221, stated that he and 
representatives of Moody Nolan, EMH&T and MKSK are present to answer questions about the 
project.  
 
Miguel Gonzales, 2501 Bristol Road, Upper Arlington, OH, 43221, stated that there are challenges 
with this site. The grade change is 18-30 feet at the northern edge. They are trying to capitalize 
on the open space opportunities to organize the site layout. This block will have one of the largest 
open spaces in the Bridge Street District. They will be extending the District’s bikepaths and 
pedestrian paths within the area and extending Longshore Street. They are lining Riverside Drive 
and Longshore Street with commercial uses. The base of the hotel will provide commercial uses, 
facing Longshore Street. They are trying to create a terminus to the Bridge Street Corridor in this 
block, creating some variety in the roof heights, stepping the buildings up moving to the north. 
The office building at the corner will provide a gateway element, but the gateway locations have 
not yet been designed. There will be some roof terraces on the podium building elements and a 
pool area. [showed inspirational views of the site layout and renderings of the proposed buildings.] 
Balconies will be provided on some of the office buildings to break down the scale and setbacks 
incorporated to reduce the presence of the massing.  
 
Commission Questions  
Mr. Way stated that Longshore Street is not a full intersection at this point; there is a median that 
prevents the road being crossed. Will that continue to be the case? 
Mr. Hendershot responded that it would remain a right in/right out access point. The concern is 
the proximity of the intersection of Longshore Street to Riverside Drive. There is insufficient 
distance for vehicle stacking.  
Mr. Way inquired about the exit from Longshore Drive to Tuller Road.  
Mr. Hendershot responded that a left egress would be permitted, but there is currently a right 
in/right out at the intersection of Tuller Road and Riverside Drive. 
Mr. Way inquired if there is any proposal for a pedestrian connection across Riverside Drive at the 
end of Tuller Road, or if there would be no connectivity to the park on the other side. 
Mr. Hendershot responded that is an idea that would need to be looked into further, as the project 
progresses. There is a large volume of traffic along Riverside Drive, and adding any additional 
pedestrian crossings would need to be considered carefully.  
 
Mr. Way inquired if the east side of Mooney Street would have a sidewalk, when that street is 
extended. If so, would it be provided by the City? 
Mr. Hendershot responded that the expectation is that the developer will be constructing Mooney 
Street in its entirety, and the streetscape and pedestrian facilities would match similar streets within 
the area. There will be sidewalk on both sides of Mooney Street. 
Mr. Gonzalez provided the rationale for each building, in response to Mr. Way’s inquiry. 
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Mr. Schneier inquired about the location of retail uses. 
Mr. Gonzalez responded that the intent is that it would occupy the entire ground floor of the 
proposed buildings along Riverside and both sides of Longshore Drive.  Both the hotel and the 
garage on Longshore Drive would have a commercial component. The backsides of the building 
would be more private and have a greater vehicle circulation component. The two entry/exits for 
the garage will be on Mooney Street.   
Mr. Chinnock inquired, outside of the parallel parking, what purpose Longshore Street serves. If 
the parking were to be removed, could Longshore not be a street but a pedestrian thoroughfare? 
Mr. Gonzales responded affirmatively; that was actually the original concept. However, to achieve 
a vibrant, functioning commercial use, there must be ability to have vehicular deliveries and fire 
access.    
Mr. Chinnock responded that he inquired about that possibility, as it would make this part of the 
District unique and more pedestrian friendly. The proposed development is very large. Is there 
concern about the traffic impact? 
Mr. Hounshell responded that a comprehensive Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was completed with the 
implementation of this District.  
Mr. Chinnock stated that he would assume that when that study was done, the anticipated volume 
was much less. 
Mr. Hendershot responded that because the buildings that are proposed are larger than what was 
contemplated with the rezoning of this area and that accompanying TIS, that could be a basis for 
Engineering to request an updated TIS. 
 
Ms. Harter inquired if there was any consideration for locating the office building on the north end 
of the site. 
Mr. Gonzales responded that they did consider that, but the location primarily was dependent upon 
the massing and height of the buildings and how those elevations would “read” along Riverside 
Drive. 
 
Ms. Harter inquired if the residential buildings would be apartments or condominiums. 
Mr. Gonzales responded that they would be apartments.  
Ms. Harter inquired if they had considered incorporating solar panels. 
Mr. Gonzales responded that this is very early in the process; however, it is something that will be 
considered.  
 
Ms. Harter inquired if the hotel would be connected via a covered walkway to the garage. 
Mr. Gonzales responded that the only direct connections to the garage are from the residential 
buildings. The hotel and the office buildings stand alone; currently, there are no covered 
connections. These ideas will be considered further along in the process.  
 
Mr. Supelak inquired about the plans for the corner of Tuller Drive and Riverside Drive. On the 
northeast and southwest sides, tables and chairs are depicted. What is between them? 
Mr. Gonzales responded that existing utilities are located there, which will be screened. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired about the 3 open spaces. One appears to be a grassy plaza; another reflects 
an amphitheater-seating concept; another appears to have a lumbar street, zigzagging to navigate 
the drop in elevation. 
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John Woods, 462 South Ludlow Street, Columbus, OH 43215, stated that the open space off 
Riverside Drive on the north end is contemplated as having synthetic turf, cornhole 
accommodation, casual seating and shade trees. Both of the open spaces that front Riverside Drive 
have amphitheater style seating.  The space to the south of that is contemplated as a hardscape 
surface with large circular benches around trees and dense under-story plantings. Lumbar streets 
is the technique they used to create an experience for accessing the lower terraced open spaces. 
The reason the streets are so long and zigzag is the intent to avoid having handrails. A large 
pollinator garden is envisioned between the sloped walks. 
Mr. Supelak inquired about the open space at Mooney Street and John Shields Parkway. 
Mr. Woods responded that it is contemplated as a walled-in garden, utilizing low walls. This will 
provide a shared space separated from the street and the hotel. 
[Discussion continued regarding accommodating the grade and stepping the floor plates.] 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired the total count of the apartment units.  
Mr. Gonzales responded that there would be 185 units. 
Mr. Fishman inquired how many parking spaces would be provided in the garage. 
 
Sarah Wilson, 5500 New Albany Road, Columbus, OH 43054, stated that that there will be 825 
parking spaces in the garage and 106 on-street parking spaces for a total of 931 parking spaces. 
This is 9 spaces in excess of the total required. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired how many rooms would be in the hotel, as he assumes the hotel would share 
the garage parking. 
Mr. Gonzales responded that there are 147 rooms in the hotel. 
Mr. Fishman inquired if the apartments would be one, two or three bedrooms. 
Mr. Gonzales responded that there would be a mix. The breakdown is provided in the plans. 
 
Mr. Way inquired if because Tuller Road is a principal road, it is required to have active frontage. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that typically, it would; however, Riverside Drive is the priority roadway. 
It does have some specific requirements. For the parking garage, Tuller Road would be the primary 
frontage. For buildings along Riverside Drive, Riverside Drive will be the frontage.  
Mr. Way stated that, per Code, the parking garage should have a liner building along Tuller Road. 
Mr. Hounshell responded affirmatively. 
Mr. Way inquired if the applicant had considered putting a liner building along Tuller Road. 
Mr. Gonzales responded that they had considered it, but the decision was in favor of the larger 
open space.  They do have a retail space that pulls the northwest corner of Tuller and Longshore. 
The grade along Tuller creates a substantial challenge and limitations.  
Mr. Way stated that he raises this question in the context that there will be other proposals coming 
forward along Tuller Road, which will require buildings to have a frontage. The Commission needs 
to be consistent in how Tuller Road is addressed, as it begins to redevelop. Mr. Way stated that 
the route from Emerald Parkway along Riverside Drive to Bridge Park funnels a large volume of 
traffic. To park in this particular parking garage, an individual would need to turn left on John 
Shields Parkway, not on Longshore Street, then up to Mooney Street and back to the garage. There 
is no left turn off Riverside Drive onto Tuller Road. 
Mr. Hendershot stated that the access management at Tuller Road is right in/right out. There is a 
median there.  
Mr. Way stated that his point is that as this area has evolved, the intersection of Tuller and Riverside 
Drive is changing. Could a signal be placed there in addition to the one that is at Emerald Parkway? 
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Mr. Hendershot responded that is an issue that would be looked at and evaluated with the Traffic 
Impact Study (TIS). 
 
Commission Discussion 
Ms. Call referred to the 6 questions provided by staff to guide the Commission’s discussion. This is 
an Informal Review, so the project would return for future reviews.  
 
Mr. Chinnock stated that, as Mr. Way pointed out, turning from Tuller Road and again onto Emerald 
Parkway is very challenging. In general, he is supportive of the site layout, although he believes it 
is significantly over scale. He was hopeful that something different could be created and not more 
of the same that is occurring in Bridge Park, so he would encourage the applicant to think about 
the unique possibilities of the site. He is very concerned about the proposed building heights.  
Although he appreciates the bookend intent, he believes the proposed 11-story buildings would 
feel very tall here. He appreciates the proposed open space, as it will provide something different. 
He is not a proponent for a gateway feature here, as he does not believe it is that important. 
Because the intent is that this development will be part of the Bridge Park development, it should 
not have a unique gateway feature to delineate this block separately from Bridge Park.  He would 
prefer to see the area flow with the Bridge Park area. This scale of this development will have a 
huge impact on The Grand’s visibility. He would encourage the applicant to extend a good neighbor 
outreach to them and have a conversation about the concerns that they might have. 
 
Ms. Harter stated that she is concerned about the proposed site layout, which is massive. She is 
supportive of the proposed street extension and the open space. She would be supportive of the 
residential component being made condominiums rather than apartments. The rooftops of the 
buildings could provide gathering places; rooftop gardens can be attractive. Balconies can provide 
an opportunity for the residents to access the outdoors.  
 
Mr. Way stated that he will be happy to see the extension of Longshore Street, but this end of the 
street needs a unique anchor. Longshore Street ties together the Bridge Park area. In 
contemplating the uses, he wonders if the hotel could be placed at the end and serve as an anchor. 
He would encourage the applicant to think about how best to terminate this experience, as it will 
extend no further than the existing Animal Clinic site. He would encourage the applicant to consider 
mixing the uses differently. He is supportive of the proposed architectural character. He 
understands that the large area is intended to accommodate the grade. He believes the proposed 
open space would be unique, but there are no uses lining it. The ½-acre space may be bigger than 
it needs to be in Bridge Park.  Activation of the space will be very important. He wonders if it would 
be better to place the open space along Riverside Drive, and the building could take up the grade. 
The open space then would be surrounded by activity on three sides. He would ask them to 
consider that alternative, as there would be a view of the river from the open space.  As currently 
proposed, the buildings in front of it would block the view of the river. The proposed open space 
is not well contained, and he would encourage them to adjust it, make it smaller and attempt to 
make it much more active and integral with the surrounding uses. The smaller open spaces are 
fine; they follow the precedent set in Bridge Park. He has two comments about a gateway feature. 
Because of the stairs to the tunnel, the corner of John Shields Parkway has been taken out of 
commission.  The other corner still has the ability to become something that is very active and 
different. He believes that should be considered. In the past, architecture has been considered to 
achieve gateway elements, and that has been difficult. He believes that an open space plaza 
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concept on that corner would be a better direction.  That being said, the other gateway corner at 
Tuller Road needs an architectural element. Currently, it is an open space field. The experience 
does not begin until further down in the Bridge Park area. There is an opportunity at the Tuller 
Road corner to create a gateway into the Bridge Street District. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated that he is supportive of the proposed uses but the general site layout needs 
some work.  He believes that the proposed height of 10 or 11 stories is too much, relative to the 
surrounding context. He also believes the clustering of the residential buildings is problematic. The 
hotel could be placed on Riverside Drive, and the residential component could be buried more 
internally in the experience.  The parking garage is large and articulated on one side, but not on 
the Tuller Road side. He would advocate for having a commercial presence there. It will be different 
than the internal commercial presence along Longshore Street, but it would be critical for the future 
development along Tuller Road. Having access to the parking garage only along Mooney Street will 
make it difficult to find. It is important to make the parking easily accessible to make it work well. 
The catwalk from the garage to the residences is good, but other people coming to/going from the 
District will find the parking difficult. Typically, egress occurs along Mooney Street and ingress into 
all the parking areas occurs along Longshore Street in a variety of ways. The danger is that the 
proposed parking garage will be lost and forgotten, if there is no access point along Longshore 
Street. The architectural character is good, but he would advocate for variety, not a unified block. 
He particularly appreciates the intriguing pass-through on the hotel building. As proposed, the two 
residential buildings unfortunately appear to match; he would encourage that they do not match. 
He is supportive of the extension of Longshore Street. He agrees with Mr. Way about the large 
open space. While the lumbar approach is unique, much space has been dedicated to terraces that 
will look pretty but not be used. We do not want to miss the opportunity to create a meaningful 
space that has usability and usefulness that activates it naturally. He considered the amphitheater 
seating, and wonders if there might be an opportunity for it to step down to a stage. “If you build 
it, they will come,” and “Walk toward the music.” That type of activity would move past being 
pretty; it would invite the area to blossom into something that would benefit all the proposed 
buildings in the block. The goal is activate the fabric effectively for everything else around it. Mr. 
Way has made some good suggestions that he would encourage them to consider. It is important 
to focus on the street-level experience. There may be no more important gateway corner than that 
of Tuller Road and Riverside Drive. He would be supportive of an architectural gateway feature 
here. A plaza element could work well toward John Shields Parkway, perhaps reducing the other 
proposed open space. Addressing the street level well will give everything else energy.  
 
Mr. Fishman inquired the number of stories in the highest building currently existing in Bridge Park, 
besides the hotel.  
Mr. Hounshell responded that the tallest building along Riverside Drive is Building D2. It is 6 stories, 
approximately 92.5 feet in height. It is an office building with retail/commercial on the first floor. 
There may be a couple of taller buildings internal to Bridge Park area.  
Mr. Fishman stated that 11 stories is much higher than any existing buildings. The 5 massive 
buildings are packing too much in a small space. Rather than the giant parking garage, perhaps 
the same number of parking spaces could be provided under the residential buildings. Because this 
is in the early stages of the development, the applicant is able to be very creative with the buildings.  
There is already an abundance of “square box” development in Bridge Park, and something much 
more creative is needed for this site. Currently, 5 giant “boxes” are proposed on the site. He 
believes 11-story buildings are too high, essentially out of character for Bridge Park. The applicant 
will need to be very creative with the five huge box-like areas on the site.  
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Mr. Schneier stated that he believes the Tuller Road-Riverside Drive intersection is very 
problematic. Perhaps this project can facilitate resolving that issue. With respect to the question 
about proposed uses and general site layout – he believes one of the uses missing from the Bridge 
Park area is retail versus commercial. He would be supportive of any efforts to engage retail uses 
in this project, as opposed to the traditional office and commercial uses. In regard to the 
architectural character and mass and height – he is not troubled by the proposed height of the 
buildings on Riverside Drive. We want to see an urban, downtown look. He has some concern with 
respect to the two buildings on Longshore Drive, which will be adjacent to The Grand. A waiver of 
the Code height requirement would be necessary to approve that height. In regard to parking -- it 
is necessary to provide adequate parking for the development without significantly increasing the 
presence of vehicles in the area. The applicant is providing more parking than currently required, 
There is a question as to whether the Bridge Street Code might actually require too much parking. 
Parking must be provided on the street, in a parking garage or underground. He recommends the 
applicant take another look at how best to provide the parking, specifically as to whether the 
massive parking structure is necessary. It may be possible to disseminate the parking somehow so 
that the proposed parking structure next to The Grand does not need to be so grand.  He likes the 
concept of the extension of Longshore Drive.  Traveling south toward Bridge Park, this project will 
be what motorists will see first. Should Longshore Drive have more of a presence? Should it provide 
a gateway element? There has been some comment as to whether a significant gateway on 
Riverside Drive is important. He believes that a north gateway to Bridge Park is important, and it 
should make a statement.  Additionally, Riverside Drive is not very inviting to pedestrians. Ohio 
weather is not particularly conducive to outdoor dining, and there is little retail. Bridge Park is 
essentially a concrete jungle. Located on the northernmost edge of this District, this development 
has the opportunity to add retail and make the area more inviting to pedestrians. In regard to the 
open space – he likes the Lombard pedestrian walk; the concept is different and inviting. It provides 
an interesting way to avoid the use of handrails. The proposed plan is impressive, and he looks 
forward to seeing the next version. 
 
Ms. Call stated that she would reiterate much of what Mr. Schneier and Mr. Way have said. The 
plan is thoughtful and has a good “feel”; she likes the street level engagement. In general, she is 
supportive of the proposed uses but shares a concern about the height of the residential structures. 
The City of Dublin discourages the view of residential structures from the I-270 corridor. Vehicles 
on the northeast loop of I-270, in particular, will have a view of the proposed residential 
component. That is something the City has not been supportive of in the past. Additionally, 11-
story buildings are definitely too tall, too monolithic. She likes the bookend concept, but the hotel 
or an office structure could provide that component.  While retail is not what it used to be, there 
is some opportunity for it here.  Overall, the level of consideration invested in the proposed plan, 
including the parking counts, the look and feel, the bookend concept and the Riverside Drive 
frontage are evidence of a great planning effort. The Commission is looking forward to working 
with the applicant on the execution of this development. 
Ms. Call inquired if the applicant sought any additional clarification or direction from the Commission 
for this Informal Review. 
 
Ms. Wilson requested clarification of the left turn issue and location, referred to by Mr. Way.  She 
believes it was at Tuller Drive and Riverside Drive. 
Mr. Way responded that he is not advocating for anything in particular. He was pointing out that, 
currently, it is a restricted intersection, a gateway area and offers no pedestrian crossing. If a TIS 
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will be done and will be looking at this intersection, he suggested consideration of making it a full 
access intersection, if possible. Right now, traffic circulation to get into this area of the District is 
very convoluted. 
Mr. Supelak stated that a median exists at this particular intersection, and vehicles traveling south 
on Riverside Drive cannot turn left onto Tuller Road; Tuller Road is ostensibly a right in/right out 
intersection. 
Mr. Way noted that, in addition, the left turn to Emerald Parkway on northbound Riverside Drive 
begins at the Tuller Road intersection, which further complicates traffic movement. 
Mr. Supelak stated that the Commission advocates for the City assessing the opportunity to 
consider re-adjusting that intersection. 
Mr. Hendershot agreed that the left turn to Emerald Parkway, which develops at the Tuller 
intersection, is a challenge, so that intersection will be assessed with the TIS. 
  
Mr. Gonzales referred to the landscape plan and pointed out that a very large amount of rock exists 
on the site, similar to what was encountered in the existing Bridge Park area. The original plan was 
to provide underground parking, but it was not possible due to the amount of rock. The grade 
change from the parking garage on the Mooney elevation to a line of retail on Longshore Street 
would be approximately 50 feet. Further investigations will occur, but the rock is anticipated to be 
an issue. That is something the Commission should be aware of when discussing potential liners in 
this area. There was a comment that perhaps the number of parking spaces could be reduced. Is 
it a realistic expectation that the City would be willing to reduce the parking requirements so that 
we could incorporate opportunities to enliven the site? Currently, he is unsure if the parking garages 
in Blocks B, C and D are at full capacity. 
Ms. Call responded that in the past, the Commission has entertained shared use agreements and 
considered reductions in parking requirements on individual parcels, particularly when they were 
as large as the one under discussion, if there was evidence that the amount of spaces required 
was not needed.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he is not in favor of providing a lower number of parking spaces, but is in 
favor of disseminating the spaces within the block, rather than having one very large parking 
garage. He believes the applicant has assessed and arrived at a correct parking count for this 
development.  
Mr. Supelak pointed out that at on the other end of Longshore Street, a good amount of parking 
is present, but not omnipresent. Typically, the parking counts in Bridge Park are working. 
Historically, Crawford Hoying has been monitoring the parking counts, so they should be able to 
provide any needed data. There is merit in camouflaging the parking structure, while making the 
access easy to find and the proximity easy to find. Two access points on Mooney Street would be 
difficult to find and would give the perception that this area is without parking. Providing one access 
on Longshore Street would provide public awareness. He agrees that there could be some 
consideration for breaking up the parking and providing more access points in general. Frontage 
along Tuller Road could add camouflage, and “skinning” could be added to the garage, as well.  
 
Mr. Gonzales stated that they initially tried to provide a garage access on Tuller Road, but ramping 
up to the higher grade would have eliminated much of the parking. The main idea was to keep the 
site more pedestrian.  
Mr. Chinnock noted that he personally would be supportive of a reduction in the total parking count 
if there is proof that the revised parking count would adequately cover the need.  
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Mr. Fishman inquired if the rock on the site is prohibitive to placing the parking under the apartment 
buildings. 
Mr. Gonzales responded that the rock is not prohibitive to placing parking under the apartment 
buildings. It is an issue on the eastern side of the block where there is also the grade change. 
Mr. Fishman stated that he believes placing parking under the apartment buildings is worth 
consideration. The primary item in the proposed development that he has an issue with is the large 
parking garage.  
Ms. Call stated that the Commission looks forward to seeing the revised plan at the next 
development phase.   
  
NEW CASE  

3. Solar Panels, 21-151ADMC, Administrative Request - Code Amendment   
A Code Amendment to provide regulations in regard to solar panels for residential and commercial 
properties within the City of Dublin. 
 
Staff Presentation 
Ms. Noble presented the case background. Several previous discussions have occurred with City 
Council, Planning and Zoning Commission, the Board of Zoning Appeals and the Architectural 
Review Board regarding the need for a Code Amendment to provide regulations for renewable 
energy equipment, in particular, solar panels, on both residential and commercial properties.  At 
their September 15, 2022 meeting, the Commission reviewed proposed Code language and 
provided recommendations that have been incorporated into the revised Code amendment for the 
Commission’s consideration tonight. The regulations are proposed to be added to Code Section 
153.074 - Accessory Uses and Structures within the Zoning Code and will be applicable to all 
residential and commercial zoning districts. Staff has researched the number of solar panel 
installation permits have been issued in the City in the last 10 years, and learned that 74 permits 
that have been issued, primarily for residential properties.  Ms. Noble provided an overview of the 
proposed solar panel regulations.  If the Commission is satisfied with the draft Code, staff requests 
a recommendation of approval be forwarded to City Council.  
 
Commission Questions/Discussion 
Mr. Supelak inquired if the proposed language, “architecturally integrated” or “incorporated as a 
material,” is sufficiently effective and future proofed. 
Ms. Call responded that the needed clarifications are provided in #2 under General Provisions,  
which states that, “any solar-generated material that functions as a building material, such as 
window, roof or other residential or commercial material, shall be reviewed as a building material.” 
Mr. Supelak inquired if that means solar bricks would automatically be approved because brick is 
an approved material. 
Ms. Call responded that the material would be reviewed. If it is a master development, the 
application would be reviewed by PZC; individual home applications would be reviewed by Building 
Standards.  
Mr. Supelak stated that the Building Standards’ evaluation is limited to the material’s structural 
performance as a brick. Are we comfortable with that? Building Standards staff do not aesthetically 
evaluate the building material. 

peusjm
Cross-Out


	Pages from 102022 PZC Draft ROA.pdf
	Indus Brige Street History.pdf



