
CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT – INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY SHEETS 

 

Map Grid 128 - 38  

Parcel 273-000123 Address 60 Franklin St OHI N/A 

Year Built:  1957 Map No: 128 Photo No: 1976-1978 (7/12/16) 

Theme: Domestic Historic Use: Single family house Present Use: Single family house 
Style: Ranch Foundation: Faux stone Wall Type:  Frame 

Roof Type: Cross gable/asphalt 
shingle 

Exterior Wall:  Stucco/Faux stone/ Wood 
shingles 

 

Symmetry: No 

Stories: 1 Front Bays: 6 Side Bays: 2 
Porch: Recessed corner porch 

on southwest corner of 
façade gable 

Chimney: 1, Interior, off ridge near  
north side of house 

 

Windows: Double-hung 
replacements with 
faux muntins 

Description: The one-and-one-half-story Ranch-style house has a cross-gable roof sheathed in asphalt shingles. The 
exterior is clad in stucco with faux stone sheathing the foundation, and wood shingles utilized in the gable ends. The front 
door is sheltered within a recessed porch on the southwest corner of the façade gable. Windows are double-hung 
replacements with six-over-six faux muntins.  

Setting: The property is located on the east side of Franklin Street. The lawn is shaded by mature trees and floral 
foundation plantings encircle the house. 

Condition: Good 

Integrity: Location: Y Design: Y Setting: Y Materials: N 
 Workmanship: N Feeling: Y Association: Y  

Integrity Notes: The house has fair integrity, diminished by replacement materials. 

Historical Significance: The property is within the boundaries of the City of Dublin’s local Historic Dublin district. The 
Franklin Street neighborhood, with this property as a contributing resource, is recommended for inclusion within the 
recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, boundary increase. Relevant  eligibility criteria are Criterion A, for mid-
century residential  growth in the village of Dublin, and Criterion C, for its architectural character. 

District: Yes Local Historic Dublin district Contributing Status: Recommended contributing 
National Register:   Recommended Dublin High Street 

Historic District, boundary increase 
Property Name: N/A 

 
60 Franklin St, looking east 60 Franklin St, looking southeast 
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BOARD ORDER 

Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, February 26, 2020 | 6:30 pm 

 

 

 
The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting: 

 
2. 60 Franklin Street 

20-016MPR      Minor Project Review 
       

Proposal: A 675-square-foot building addition to an existing residence. The 0.36-acre 

site is zoned Bridge Street District Historic Residential. 
Location: East of Franklin Street, ±475 feet south of the intersection with West 

Bridge Street. 
Request: Review and approval of the Minor Project under the provisions of Zoning 

Code Sections 153.066, 153.074, and the Historic Dublin Design 
Guidelines. 

Applicant: Jeffrey Bolyard 

Planning Contact: Chase J. Ridge, AICP Candidate, Planner I 
Contact Information: 614.410.4656, cridge@dublin.oh.us 

Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/20-016 

 
 

MOTION:  Mr. Alexander moved, Mr. Kownacki seconded, to approve a Minor Project with two 
conditions: 

 
1) That the applicant modify the windows on the south elevation to select the applicant’s proposed 

Option B, subject to staff approval; and  

 
2)  That the applicant modify the windows on the east elevation to select the applicant’s proposed 

Option C with the middle window divided into two separate windows, subject to staff approval. 
 

VOTE: 4 – 0 

 
RESULT:  The Minor Project was conditionally approved. 

 
RECORDED VOTES: 

Gary Alexander Yes 
Kathleen Bryan Yes 

Amy Kramb Yes 

Frank Kownacki Yes 
    

STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 

_______________________________________ 

Chase J. Ridge, AICP Candidate, Planner I 

 

 

DocuSign Envelope ID: C6496314-F76D-4129-9C58-697A3B4122AB
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The Board indicated that item also has been changed per previous Board direction, so no further 
changes would be requested. 
 
Mr. Dyas requested clarification regarding extension of the stone watertable over the bumpout. 
Ms. Bolyard noted that the bumpout was intended to appear as a small addition to the structure. 
Mr. Alexander stated that he believes it does add relief/contrast to the wall, and the design has 
already been simplified significantly. 
 
Mr. Dyas requested clarification regarding the requested kitchen sink window. Because this is the 
south elevation facing the trees, would the Board permit the shorter kitchen window? 
Ms. Bolyard noted that if the window were to extend lower, it would not be an operable window.  
The Board had no further objections to the shorter kitchen sink window. 
 
Mr. Alexander moved, Mr. Kownacki seconded a motion to table the Minor Project Review. 
Vote: Ms. Bryan, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Kownacki, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes. 
[Motion carried 4-0] 
 
2. 60 Franklin Street, 20-016MPR, Minor Project Review 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that this is a proposal for a building addition to an existing residence. The site is 
east of Franklin Street, ±475 feet south of the intersection with West Bridge Street and zoned 
Bridge Street District Historic Residential. 

Staff Presentation 
Mr. Ridge stated that this is a request for review and approval of a Minor Project Review (MPR) to 
allow for the construction of a 683-square-foot building addition to an existing residential home 
located within Historic Dublin. The site is located east of Franklin Street, approximately 475 feet 
south of the intersection with West Bridge Street. The .35-acre parcel has approximately 70 feet 
of frontage along Franklin Street, with the rear of the property adjacent to Mill Lane. Franklin Street 
is unique in that the lots are deeper than typical in the Historic District. This lot has a depth of 
approximately 215 feet. For context, the cemetery is located to the west and the Chamber of 
Commerce is located to the southeast. The site contains a single-story residential building built in  
1957, which is to be preserved. A family room addition is proposed to the rear of the home, above 
the existing two-car garage. There will be no change in lot coverage, which is approximately 31 
percent; 50 percent is permitted. In order to accommodate the addition, the applicant is proposing 
to remove the existing patio built on top of the garage, as well as the staircase on the south side 
of the patio. The applicant is proposing a new staircase and covered porch along the north side of 
the addition, replacing the existing staircase that leads from the porch to the backyard. Overall, 
the site is to remain largely unchanged. An addition with a cross-gabled roof that ties into the 
gabled roofline of the existing structure is proposed. The existing gabled roof has a 6:12 pitch, 
while the proposed pitch of the addition is a 7 and 3/8:12 pitch, allowing for taller ceilings in the 
addition and a clean connection to the existing roofline. The resulting roof height is approximately 
28 inches higher than the existing lower roof ridge, and five inches higher than the existing upper 
roof ridge, allowing the upper and lower roof ridges to terminate cleanly into the roof of the 
addition. A portion of the new roof is visible from on the front façade, and is finished with a Dutch 
gable with a triangular, white vent to match the existing structure. The proposed roofing material, 
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a dimensional asphalt shingle in a Driftwood color, will match the existing roof. The addition will 
be finished in a Downing Sand stucco to match the existing home. The stucco on the two-car 
garage will be replaced with a manufactured stone veneer in Bucktown Limestone with a gray grout 
to match the existing stone cladding on the home. The gable end on the east-facing portion of the 
addition will contain cedar shingles in a Roycroft Bronze Green color to match the existing cedar 
shingles on the front façade of the home. In addition to new windows, the applicant is proposing 
to reuse and relocate several windows with this application. The existing Jeld-Wen double-hung, 
white vinyl windows will be relocated from the existing structure to the new areas of the home as 
indicated on the elevations. On the south elevation, the applicant is proposing two small clerestory 
windows below the soffit. These are inconsistent with the rest of the windows on the addition, and 
do little to break up the long wall created by the addition; therefore, staff recommends that the 
two windows match the third window proposed on the south elevation of the addition, as outlined 
in the consultant memo. Staff also has concerns with the arched top transom windows on the east 
elevation of the addition as the home does not presently contain arched architectural features, but 
rather angular architectural features. Because these windows are inconsistent with any other 
window or architectural element on the home, staff is recommending that they be revised to 
standard dimension windows, as used elsewhere on the building and as outlined in the consultant’s 
memo. Per staff’s request, the consultant conducted a window analysis and four options were 
proposed; the fourth option is the consultant’s preference. The project was reviewed against all 
applicable criteria, and staff recommends approval with two conditions. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
Jeff Bolyard, 60 Franklin Street, Dublin stated that he is the owner and the applicant. One of staff’s 
recommendations would create a line of sight issue, which they are attempting to resolve with the 
neighbor to the south; that neighbor, Mr. Szuter, is present tonight. He does not understand why 
the two proposed clerestory windows would not be permitted. Clerestory windows are common in 
downtown Dublin. If not permitted, he would request approval of Option B, which is similar to 
staff’s recommendation, except it does not put two windows awkwardly side by side and permits 
them to address the line of sight issue with the neighbor. A greater issue is the window on the 
rear elevation of the home, which faces Mill Lane, the alley running behind the properties. The 
residents on this street essentially live in their backyards. Front-yard property lines are very shallow 
and will become more so with the anticipated sidewalk construction, so the desire is to have a 
good rear view. He has proposed a picture window in the middle to provide the desired view, 
which matches the window on the front elevation of the home. Staff has recommended a split 
window. The issue is the arch. In his opinion, the arch is more aesthetically pleasing. There are 
also two interior arch design elements in the home with which they are attempting to tie in the 
window arch. Staff’s recommendation does not work, because the home is designed to be a cove 
structure with a flat ceiling. There will not be a clear pitch to the peak. The arch design provides 
ability to have a contour that matches the ceiling. He referred the Board to an inspirational photo 
depicting two storage closets in the arched space with a bench between. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that is different from what is drawn. When the windows are subdivided, the 
scale is changed. The consultant had pointed out two issues. One is the arch, which is not an 
architectural characteristic in Dublin; the other is the scale – the massive window on that facade.  
The consultant recommends more continuity with the existing windows. The recommendations 
suggest making the opening more vertical. Instead of dividing the middle window into two with a 
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5.5-inch strip of trim, there could be a much narrower division. Then, it would be viewed as four 
windows across the elevation, as opposed to one massive window with a smaller window on each 
side. Regarding the transoms – in the earlier proposal, nearly all were attached to another window. 
Because the windows were joined together in the middle, similar to his suggestion, they are viewed 
more as one. 
Mr. Bolyard stated he could consider that on the south façade, if the Board would support his 
Option B for two windows, not three. 
Mr. Kownacki responded that he would have no objection to Option B. 
Ms. Kramb responded that she has no objection if the windows are full length and match the 
existing windows on that elevation.  
 
Mr. Bolyard referred to the other page of options/variations. He would consider both Options B 
and C. In his opinion, staff’s suggestion to move from one to three windows would be too high. 
The options he has suggested have only two in the middle section. 
 
Ms. Bryan inquired about Mr. Alexander’s suggestion to revise the large window to make it appear 
to be two windows.  
Mr. Bolyard responded that, on the north elevation is the proposed relocation of two, double-hung 
windows. He would probably move those to this elevation, instead. On the north elevation, he 
could use a picture window or a double-hung window. 
Ms. Kramb stated that in the drawings, the center section has one large picture window. Two 
double-hung windows, side by side, would match the rest of the house. 
Mr. Bolyard stated that the placement would be single, double-hung; double double-hung; single, 
double-hung. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if one of the factors is the intent to relocate and utilize existing windows. 
Mr. Bolyard responded affirmatively. Three double-hung windows, one double double-hung 
window and a French door are being relocated. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that his suggestion was to divide either Option C or D in that manner – one, 
two, one. Instead of having a gap between them, however, they would be placed together. 
Mr. Bolyard noted that there would be a divided top section, as well. 
Ms. Kramb stated that they should be paired, similar to the paired windows on the east elevation. 
She has no objection to Option C. She did not like Option B, preferring rectangular windows to 
arched or angled. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that the Board is recommending modification of the windows on the south façade 
to Option B, and on the east façade -- Option C with the large window divided into two sections. 
 
Public Comment 
Alan Szuter, 80 Franklin Street, Dublin, stated that he lives 10 feet to the south of the proposed 
addition. He and Mr. Bolyard have discussed the south elevation, which is 15 feet south of the 
sunroom in their home, which has windows on all sides, including the north façade. He appreciates 
Mr. Bolyard’s attempts to lay out the proposed addition in a manner to avoid direct sight lines. The 
homes are very close in this neighborhood. He does not believe that factor has been part of the 
Board’s consideration.  
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Ms. Bryan inquired if he would have any objection to the window placements. 
Mr. Szuter responded that if Mr. Bolyard is satisfied, he would have no objection. 
 
Ms. Kramb stated that the Board would have no objection to Option B, removing the one window 
that would create the most difficulty on that elevation.  
 
Board Discussion 
Ms. Kramb inquired if the existing basement windows, particularly those in the garage, would be 
retained. 
Mr. Bolyard responded affirmatively. 
Ms. Kramb stated that if the intent is to place stone cladding over the existing concrete blocks, the 
existing windows in the block walls will sit back further. How would they be trimmed?  
Mr. Bolyard stated that some of that depth is due to the stucco, which can be reduced, and the 
stone veneer is not thick. He is confident he will be able to address the wrapping need 
satisfactorily. The same situation existed with the basement windows in the concrete block when 
the previous stone veneer was installed.  
Ms. Kramb inquired if the windows were single-pane, framed. 
Mr. Bolyard responded that they are white vinyl solid windows. 
 
Mr. Alexander noted that to answer these questions, it would have been helpful to be provided a 
wall section. The Board has been generous in viewing projects that are not full construction, permit 
ready drawings. The depth difference between the stucco and the cultured stone applied to the 
block will create an offset. The trim application can address it, but the drawings, which are needed 
to secure a permit, would have been helpful for the Board’s review.  
Ms. Kramb noted that the newer vinyl windows would provide more leeway; they will be easier to 
trim out adequately. She has no objection if they match the existing windows with the similar 
application. 
 
Mr. Alexander moved, Mr. Kownacki seconded to approve the Minor Project Review with the 
following two conditions: 

1) The applicant modify the windows on the south elevation to select the applicant’s 
proposed Option B, subject to staff approval. 

2) The applicant modify the windows on the east elevation to select the applicant’s 
proposed Option C with the middle window divided into two separate windows, 
subject to staff approval.  
 

Vote: Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Kownacki, yes. 
[Motion carried 4-0.] 

 
3. 185 South Riverview Street, 20-005MPR, Minor Project Review 

Ms. Bryan stated that this is a proposal for the construction of a new, one-and-a-half-story, 2,900 
square-foot residence with an 800-square-foot detached garage and associated site 
improvements. The site is located on the west side of S. Riverview Street, ±400 feet north of the 
intersection with Short Street and zoned Bridge Street District Historic Residential. 
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