
CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT – INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY SHEETS 

Map Grid 116 - 4 

Parcel 273-000008 Address 30 S High St OHI FRA-2245-1 

Year Built:  Ca.1840 Map No: 116 Photo No: 1857-1858 (7/10/16) 

Theme: Commercial Historic Use: Commercial Present Use: Commercial 

Style: Vernacular Foundation: Stone Wall Type:  Log 

Roof Type:  Side gable/standing  
seam metal 

Exterior Wall:  Asbestos  Symmetry: Yes 

Stories: 1.5 Front Bays: 2 Side Bays: 2 

Porch: Open concrete porch on 
north elevation 

Chimney: 1, Exterior, off ridge on south 
elevation 

Windows: 2-over-2 wood  
sashes 

Description: The one-and-one-half-story log building has a rectilinear footprint and a saltbox roof form. The roof is 
sheathed in asphalt shingles and pierced by a shed wall dormer on the façade. The foundation is stone and the exterior 
walls are clad in asbestos shingles. The primary entrance is accessed by a concrete porch on the north elevation. 
Windows on the façade first story are two-over-two wood sashes, flanked by fixed shutters. The dormer includes two   
pairs of single-light windows.  

Setting: The building is located on the east side of S High Street in the old village core of Dublin. The building is one in a 
series of mid-nineteenth to mid-twentieth century commercial buildings.   

Condition: Good 

Integrity: Location: Y Design: Y Setting: Y Materials: Y 

 Workmanship: Y Feeling: Y Association: Y  

Integrity Notes: The building has good integrity. 

Historical Significance: The building is within the boundaries of the City of Dublin’s local Historic Dublin district and is     
a contributing resource to the NRHP-listed Dublin High Street Historic District. The property is recommended to remain 
contributing to the recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, boundary increase, which is more inclusive of  
historic resources in the original village. 

District: Yes Local Historic Dublin district Contributing Status: Contributing 

National Register:   Recommended Dublin High Street 
Historic District, boundary increase 

Property Name: Weber Log Building 

  
30 S High St, looking southeast 30 S High St, looking northeast 





CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT – INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY SHEETS 

Map Grid 116 - 32 

Parcel 273-000089 Address 32 S High St OHI FRA-2587-1 

Year Built:  Ca.1840 Map No: 116 Photo No: 1853-1856 (7/10/16) 

Theme: Domestic Historic Use: Commercial Present Use: Vacant 

Style: Vernacular Foundation: Stone Wall Type:  Frame 

Roof Type:  False front/standing  
seam metal 

Exterior Wall:  Shiplap/board and batten Symmetry: Yes 

Stories: 1 Front Bays: 3 Side Bays: 3 

Porch: Recessed entry Chimney: 1, Exterior, on southeast 
corner 

Windows: Fixed wood-frame 
display windows/2-
over-2 wood sashes 

Description: The one-story commercial building has a rectilinear footprint and a false-front roof form. The gable roof 
behind the false-front is sheathed in standing seam metal. The façade is clad in shiplap, and the side elevations are in 
board and batten. The storefront features a central wood-paneled entry door, flanked by wood-frame display windows. 
Windows on the side elevations are two-over-two wood sashes, flanked by operable shutters.  

Setting: The building is located on the east side of S High Street and in the old village core of Dublin. A privy is behind  
the building. 

Condition: Fair 

Integrity: Location: Y Design: Y Setting: Y Materials: Y 

 Workmanship: Y Feeling: Y Association: Y  

Integrity Notes: The building has good integrity. 

Historical Significance: The building is within the boundaries of the NRHP-listed Dublin High Street Historic District and 
the local Historic Dublin district. It recommended contributing to the City of Dublin’s local Historic Dublin district and to the 
recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, boundary increase, which  is more inclusive of historic resources in the 
original village. 

District: Yes Local Historic Dublin district Contributing Status: Contributing 

National Register:   Recommended Dublin High Street 
Historic District, boundary increase   

Property Name: N/A 

  
32 S High St, looking northeast 32 S High St, looking northwest 

 
 





SUMMARY OF ACTIONS 

Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, December 15, 2021 

 
 
 

Members Present: Gary Alexander, Amy Kramb, Sean Cotter, and Martha Cooper 
 

 MOTION CARRIED 4-0 TO ACCEPT THE DOCUMENTS INTO THE RECORD AND APPROVE THE 
11-17-21 MEETING MINUTES. 

 
NEW CASES 

 
1. Crone Residence at 94 Franklin Street, 21-140MPR, Minor Project Review 
 

Construction of ±1,300-square-foot addition to the rear of an existing home on a 0.35-acre 
site zoned Historic District, Historic Residential. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 4-0 TO APPROVE THREE WAIVERS:  

1. §153.174(J)(1) Exterior Building Materials Standards – Façade Materials. Permitted building 
materials shall be high quality, durable materials including but not limited to stone, 
manufactured stone, full depth brick, brick veneer, wood siding, glass, and fiber cement 
siding. 

 Request: To permit the use of engineered-wood as a primary material. 
 
2. §153.174(J)(1) Exterior Building Materials Standards – Façade Materials. Permitted building 

materials shall be high quality, durable materials including but not limited to stone, 
manufactured stone, full depth brick, brick veneer, wood siding, glass, and fiber cement 
siding. 

 Request: To permit the use of a thin-brick watertable as a secondary material. 
 
3. §153.174(J)(1) Exterior Building Materials Standards – Façade Materials. Permitted building 

materials shall be high quality, durable materials including but not limited to stone, 
manufactured stone, full depth brick, brick veneer, wood siding, glass, and fiber cement 
siding. 

 Request: To permit the use of fiberglass as a permitted door material. 
 
 
MOTION CARRIED 4-0 TO APPROVE THE MINOR PROJECT WITH EIGHT CONDITIONS: 

1) That the applicant include functioning hardware with the installation of new shutters; 
 
2)  That the applicant provide a material detail of the board and batten based on the suggestions 

provided by the Board, subject to Staff approval; 
 
3) That the applicant remove the proposed flat panels and pilasters on the north elevation of the 

garage; 
 
4) That the applicant shall preserve the original brackets at the front door; 
 

condja
Cross-Out



Architectural Review Board  
Summary of Actions – December 15, 2021 
Page 2 of 3 
 
 

 

 

5) That the applicant select traditional lighting fixtures, subject to Staff approval; 
 
6) That the applicant provide wood gable vents, subject to Staff approval;  
 
7) That the applicant receive approval from the Architectural Review Board for the future 

installment of the deck and terrace; and 
 
8) That the applicant remove the proposed glass block windows and propose a window style 

consistent with the existing foundation windows on the home, subject to Staff approval. 
 
 

2. 36-38 N. High Street, 21-175CP, Concept Plan 
 

Redevelopment of an existing building and parking lot to become a ±5,400-square-foot, 
mixed-use building and ±3,200-square-foot, two-unit residential building. The 0.25-acre lot is 
zoned Historic District, Historic Core. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 4-0 TO TABLE THE CONCEPT PLAN 

 
 

3. The Apothecary at 30-32 S. High Street, 21-176PDP/FDP, Demolition, Preliminary 
and Final Development Plans, and Landscape and Material Waivers 

 
Renovations, additions, and associated site improvements for two existing buildings on two parcels 
totaling a 0.25-acre site zoned Historic District, Historic Core.  

 
MOTION CARRIED 4-0 TO APPROVE DEMOLITION WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 

1)  Prior to demolition of any structures, documentation via plans and photographic records shall 
be made and placed with either the Dublin Branch of the Columbus Library system or the 
Dublin Historical Society. Any historic materials salvaged during demolition shall be used for 
repair of other structures. 

 
MOTION CARRIED 4-0 TO APPROVE TWO WAIVERS: 

1. §153.173(H)(6): Historic Zoning Districts – Landscaping and Tree Preservation. 
 Request: To permit no foundation plantings between 30 and 32 S. High Street, where 

foundation plantings would otherwise be required. 
 
2. §153.174(J)(1)(a, b). Historic Zoning Districts – Exterior Buildings Material Standards. 
 Request: To permit the use of Boral trim and siding and Hardie Panel siding, which are not 

permitted materials. 
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MOTION CARRIED 4-0 TO APPROVE THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT 
PLANS WITH TEN CONDITIONS: 

1) That a fully executed Cross Access Easement shall be presented to the City, which covers bike 
and vehicular parking, trash, pedestrian access, and utilities, prior to issuance of any building 
permits; 

 
2) That the final siding configuration for 30 S. High Street shall be determined after exploratory 

removal of the asbestos siding on the building. New siding shall match the siding found under 
the asbestos siding, and shall be approved administratively; 

 
3) That the proposed casement windows and picture window for the west side shed dormer on 

30 S. High Street shall all be either two-over-two sashes or four-light casement windows; 
 
4) That the canopies at the front/west elevation on 32 S. High Street shall be shown as one 

single canopy to better match historic photographs and traditional use of the element; 
 
5) That horizontal muntins shall be reapplied to the new storefront windows at 32 S. High Street, 

in order to replicate the historic windows; 
 
6) That house-side shielding shall be provided on all parking lot light fixtures nearest to S. 

Blacksmith Lane; 
 
7) That the sign at 30 S. High shall be raised to meet the minimum 8-foot sidewalk clearance 

requirement;  
 
8) That the applicant apply for and successfully obtain approvals of Permanent Sign Permits 

through Building Standards, prior to installation; 
 
9) That the applicant shall explore other options for the signage lighting to minimize the visual 

impact of the lighting (i.e. mounted on sign bracket), to be approved by Staff; and 
 
10) That lighting for doorways/entries shall be approved by Staff. 
 
 

COMMUNICATIONS 
 

 This was Amy Kramb’s last meeting of the ARB. She resigned to be on City Council. 
 Staff thanked the Board for their service and presented a small holiday gift. 
 

ADJOURNMENT  9:20 pm 
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Mr. Ridge - Staff can work with the applicant on these comments for the Preliminary Development Plan, if 
the Board would like to condition those items. 
Ms. Kramb - The conditions could change the whole economics of the project. A complete redesign of 
everything may be required. 

Ms. Holt - There was a similar situation at 30-32 S. High Street. The language of the condition was the 
applicant could earnestly explore concept options with Staff, which allows the applicant to keep moving 
forward. 
Mr. Ridge - The Preliminary Development Plan will likely include a Demolition request. There are multiple 
review steps yet to go. 
The Chair - This application can be tabled while still being able to provide the applicant with feedback. 
Mr. Lai requested more clarification on the Board's preferences to actually make this project work. He asked 
how a two-story building can look less massive and be acceptable to the Board. 
Mr. Cotter - He was not opposed to two stories or 5,400 square feet. 
Ms. Kramb - Two stories may be possible to do but she was not an architect. 
Ms. Cooper was not comfortable approving a condition that stated "this is okay, but..." 

The Chair stated three of the Board members seem to be okay with a two-story building and one is not. 
Everything the applicant proposes is contingent on the ability to obtain a Demolition Permit. He suggested 
the applicant work on the extensive documentation needed for the Demolition knowing the demolition has 
to be locked in before working on the final design, which will expend a lot of resources. Much material will 
need to be provided and will include a consultant's report regarding the wall, a cost sheet, etc. all to be 
found in the revised Code. 
Ms. Cooper - Staff can help to identify what is needed for submission and approval. 
Mr. Lai asked to table this application for now and Mr. Lombardi agreed. 

Ms. Kramb moved and Ms. Cooper seconded, to approve the request from the applicant to table the 
Concept Plan. 
Vote: Mr. Cotter, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes; and Ms. Kramb, yes. 
[Motion carried 4-0] 

3. The Apothecary at 30-32 S. High Street, 21-176 

The Chair stated this application was a request for renovations, additions, and associated site improvements 
for two existing buildings on two parcels totaling a 0.25-acre site zoned Historic District, Historic Core. The 
site is 35 feet north of the intersection of S. High Street with Spring Hill Lane. 

Staff Presentation 

Ms. Holt presented an aerial view of the site, which consists of two vacant properties. 30 S. High Street is 
to the north and 32 S. High Street is to the south on the site. 30 S. High Street contains one of the last 
remaining log structures in Dublin; it was a former pharmacy. 32 S. High Street was built as a more 
traditional commercial building back in its time; it was a former grocery store. Both buildings date back to 
the 1840s. These properties came before the Administrative Review Team (ART) and the Architectural 
Review Board (ARB) in 2018. Numerous Waivers were requested in conjunction with a bakery and office 
addition, which were approved; construction had not yet commenced and the application did not move 
forward. There have been several Informal Review and Concept Plan Reviews since then. 

Proposal 
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The applicant is proposing to use both buildings for restaurant/bar uses. Each will be contained within their 
own building, but will share an outdoor terrace and pavilion, with six parking spaces at the rear of the 
buildings. A large addition is proposed for 30 S. High Street, perpendicular to, and behind, the original 
building. The proposed addition replaces old additions that do not have adequate foundations or meet 
interior height requirements. An enclosed pavilion is proposed behind 30 S. High Street. The previously
proposed addition at the back of 32 S. High Street has been removed fn;>m this application and replaced 
with a box bay window. The privy behind 32 S. High Street is still proposed to be relocated as a folly within 
the overall site plan, but the shed is proposed to be demolished. 

Key points of the proposed site plan were presented and included the many changes made since the prior 
iterations on these parcels. The elevations for each aspect of this project were presented as well as how 
they will fit with the adjacent properties. The materials used for all the elements were presented. Any 
existing conditions and materials that can be maintained will be, to preserve as much of the history as 
possible, while still producing viable businesses for the district. Specific details can be found in the Planning 
Report. 

The applicant has requested to demolish the additions on 30 S. High Street and the shed behind 32 S. High 
Street. The preservation consultant requested the applicant photograph and document all removed 
materials, as well as reuse as many removed materials as possible. A recommended condition of approval 
for the Demolition request captures these remarks. The western fire hydrant is incorporated into the overall 
design, and the eastern one is proposed to be removed because it would be in the middle of the proposed 
new parking lot access. The preservation consultant suggested that the unused hydrant be donated to 
either the Historical Society or conserved in some other manner. 

The proposed sign for the Apothecary at 30 is: 7.5 square feet in size; double-sided, routed wood 
construction; Sherwin Williams paint colors - Rockwood Antique Gold, Alabaster, and Greenblack; mounted 
on a bracket that matches the existing sign bracket on 32; and two lights aligned with the bracket will be 
directed at the sign. 

The proposed sign for Uncorked at 32 is: 7.5 square feet in size; double-sided, routed wood construction; 
Sherwin Williams paint colors - Spicy Hue and White; mounted on the existing sign bracket (bracket will be 
replicated for 30); and two lights aligned with the bracket will be directed at the sign. 

Ms. Holt presented the Demolition criteria for contributing structures. Approval was recommended for the 
Demolition request with the following condition: 

1) Prior to demolition of any structures, documentation via plans and photographic records shall be 
made and placed with either the Dublin Branch of the Columbus Library system or the Dublin 
Historical Society. Any historic materials salvaged during demolition shall be used for repair of other 
structures. 

Ms. Holt presented the area related to the Landscape Waiver to permit no foundation plantings between 
two existing buildings for practicality reasons: no sunlight; difficult maintenance; and a stone wall that will 
be rebuilt in this location. 

Ms. Holt presented the Baral trim material requested in the material Waiver. It is a poly-ash material 
requested for lower siding boards/trim and frieze boards for the shed dormers on 30 to improve 
maintenance and longevity. The Hardi-Plank material, also included in the material Waiver, is to clad the 
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box bay window on 32 for maintenance and longevity reasons. This material has already been approved 
for other locations in the District. Approval was recommended for the following two Waivers: 

1. §153.173(H)(6): Historic Zoning Districts - Landscaping and Tree Preservation. 
Request: To permit no foundation plantings between 30 and 32 S. High Street, where foundation 
plantings would otherwise be required. 

2. §153.174(J)(1)(a, b). Historic Zoning Districts - Exterior Buildings Material Standards. 
Request: To permit the use of Baral trim and siding and Hardie Panel siding, which are not permitted 
materials. 

All Preliminary Development Plan and Final Development Plan criteria have either been met, met with 
Waivers or Conditions, or are not applicable and are described in detail in the Planning Report. Approval 
was recommended for the Preliminary and Final Development Plans with eight conditions: 

1) That a fully executed Cross Access Easement shall be presented to the City, which covers bike and 
vehicular parking, trash, pedestrian access, and utilities, prior to issuance of any building permits; 

2) That the final siding configuration for 30 S. High Street shall be determined after exploratory 
removal of the asbestos siding on the building. New siding shall match the siding found under the 
asbestos siding, and shall be approved administratively; 

3) That the proposed casement windows and picture window for the west side shed dormer on 30 S. 
High Street shall all be either two-over-two sashes or four-light casement windows; 

4) That the canopies at the front/west elevation on 32 S. High Street shall be shown as one single 
canopy to better match historic photographs and traditional use of the element; 

5) That horizontal muntins shall be reapplied to the new storefront windows at 32 S. High Street, in 
order to replicate the historic windows; 

6) That house-side shielding shall be provided on all parking lot light fixtures nearest to S. Blacksmith 
Lane; 

7) That the sign at 30 S. High shall be raised to meet the minimum 8-foot sidewalk clearance 
requirement; and 

8) That the applicant apply for and successfully obtain approvals of Permanent Sign Permits through 
Building Standards, prior to installation. 

Board Questions for Staff and Applicants 

Ms. Kramb inquired about the lighting for the signs. 

Mr. Alexander asked if the Demolition would impact its standing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). 
Ms. Kramb - It is very hard to get something removed from the NRHP. Last week was the first time it had 
ever been done in the state of Ohio so she did not believe this demolition would impact the NRHP. 
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The Chair invited the applicant to address the Board. He asked the applicant to address Ms. Kramb's 
question regarding lighting and if the applicant wanted to add anything to Staff's presentation. 

Dan Morgan, 5584 Windwood Drive, Dublin, OH. 43017, architect at Behal, Sampson, Dietz answered to 
date, it has been five years since the applicant has been working to get projects going on these two parcels 
of land, they have had many good conversations with the Board and Staff regarding same and hoped the 
finish line has been approached. The lights are 2,5 inches in length on either side of the double-sided sign 
on their own armature, running parallel to the bracket about 10 inches from the building, directed upon 
the sign. 
Ms. Kramb asked if the applicant could adhere lights to the bracket on both sides of the sign or it will seem 
very busy with three arms attached on the building. 
Mr. Morgan said they would be open to it, while trying to make it as minimal as possible. 
Ms. Kramb asked about lighting for the entry doors of 30 and 32. 
Mr. Morgan answered he would select a light fixture that would meet Code for both addresses and asked 
if light fixtures could be added as a condition of approval, to which Ms. Holt answered affirmatively. 

Ms. Kramb - The applicant did a wonderful job preserving the historic building and the historic site features. 
She was very pleased with this project, as proposed. 
Mr. Alexander said the proposal turned out great, to which Mr. Cotter agreed. 

Ms. Holt added conditions 9 and 10 and asked the Board to review and they all agreed on the language. 

The Chair asked the applicant if he agreed to the 10 conditions of approval or if there were conditions he 
wanted to discuss further. 
Mr. Morgan - The applicant is on board with all 10 conditions. 

Public Comment 

Ms. Holt read aloud comments received via email: 
Sharon Tackett, was in total support of the plan and was excited about watching the restoration unfold. 

Mr. Cotter moved and Ms. Kramb seconded, to approve the Demolition with one condition: 

1) That prior to demolition of any structures, documentation via plans and photographic records shall 
be made and placed with either the Dublin Branch of the Columbus Library system or the Dublin 
Historical Society. Any historic materials salvaged during demolition shall be used for repair of other 
structures. 

Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; and Mr. Cotter, yes. 
[Approved 4-0] 

Ms. Cooper moved and Ms. Kramb seconded, to approve the following two Waivers: 

1. §153.173(H)(6): Historic Zoning Districts - Landscaping and Tree Preservation. 
Request: To permit no foundation plantings between 30 and 32 S. High Street, where foundation 
plantings would otherwise be required. 

2. §153.174(J)(1)(a, b). Historic Zoning Districts - Exterior Buildings Material Standards. 
Request: To permit the use of Boral trim and siding and Hardie Panel siding, which are not permitted 
materials. 
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Vote: Mr. Cotter, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes; and Ms. Kramb, yes. 
[Approved 4-0] 

Ms. Kramb moved and Mr. Cotter seconded, to approve the Preliminary and Final Development Plans with 
10 conditions: 

1) That a fully executed Cross Access Easement shall be presented to the City, which covers bike and 
vehicular parking, trash, pedestrian access, and utilities, prior to issuance of any building permits; 

2) That the final siding configuration for 30 S. High Street shall be determined after exploratory 
removal of the asbestos siding on the building. New siding shall match the siding found under the 
asbestos siding, and shall be approved administratively; 

3) That the proposed casement windows and picture window for the west side shed dormer on 30 S. 
High Street shall all be either two-over-two sashes or four-light casement windows; 

4) That the canopies at the front/west elevation on 32 S. High Street shall be shown as one single 
canopy to better match historic photographs and traditional use of the element; 

5) That horizontal muntins shall be reapplied to the new storefront windows at 32 S. High Street, in 
order to replicate the historic windows; 

6) That house-side shielding shall be provided on all parking lot light fixtures nearest to S. Blacksmith 
Lane; 

7) That the sign at 30 S. High shall be raised to meet the minimum 8-foot sidewalk clearance 
requirement; 

8) That the applicant apply for and successfully obtain approvals of Permanent Sign Permits through 
Building Standards, prior to installation; 

9) That the applicant shall explore other options for the signage lighting to minimize the visual impact 
of the lighting (i.e. mounted on sign bracket), to be approved by Staff; and 

10) That lighting for doorways/entries shall be approved by Staff. 

Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; and Mr. Cotter, yes. 
[Approved 4-0] 

COMMUNICATIONS 

• Ms. Kramb announced this was her last meeting serving on the ARB as she had resigned to serve 
on City Council. 

• Staff thanked the Board for a wonderful year, their service as a well-versed and talented Board 
and presented a small holiday gift. 

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 9:20 p.m. 

• l ' 

Administrative Assistant II, Recorder 
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   BOARD ORDER 

Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, August 25, 2021 | 6:30 pm 

 
 
 

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

 
3. The Apothecary at 30-32 S. High Street 

 21-110CP               Concept Plan 
 

Proposal: Renovations, additions, and associated site improvements to two existing 

buildings on two parcels totaling 0.25-acre and zoned Historic District, 
Historic Core.  

Location: East of S. High Street, ±75 feet north of the intersection with Spring Hill 
Lane. 

Request: Review and approval of a Concept Plan under the provisions of Zoning 
Code §153.176(F) and the Historic Design Guidelines. 

Representative: Dan Morgan, Behal, Sampson, Dietz 
Applicant: Jennifer Kua and Todd Corwin  
Planning Contact: Sarah T. Holt, AICP, ASLA, Senior Planner 

Contact Information: 614.410.4662, sholt@dublin.oh.us  
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/21-110 

 

 
MOTION 1:  Ms. Kramb moved, Ms. Cooper seconded, to approve the Concept Plan with seven 

conditions: 
 

1) That preservation of the trees identified as the 24-inch Maple, the 30-inch Ash, and the two large 
pines south of 32 S. High, shall be explored in earnest with Staff; 

 

2)  That all windows, except the storefront system, at 32 S. High Street, be wood-clad, sash 
windows. The applicant is to revise the curtain wall at the back of the property of 32 S. High 

Street and the north wall to be more compatible with the surroundings and the Historic Design 
Guidelines; 

 

3)  That the pavilion shall be designed in a manner to better meet the Historic Design Guidelines, 
specifically addressing: height requirements; massing and enclosure concerns; roof details; and 

color, at the next submittal; 
  

4)  That the applicant demonstrates a mortared-appearing product to be used on the new addition 

foundation is compatible with historic foundations, with the next submittal; 
 

5) That the addition at 30 S. High Street shall be clad in siding to match the original, or if 
indeterminate, horizontal wood siding rather than board-and-batten. The applicant shall work 

with Staff and the Architectural Historian throughout the discovery process to determine the best 
material;  

 

6) That the applicant provide a plan for the conservation of archeological resources, including an 
entity willing to take the items, with the Final Development Plan submittal; and 
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3. The Apothecary at 30-32 S. High Street 

 21-110CP               Concept Plan 
 

 
7) That the applicant shall demonstrate the preservation, to the maximum extent possible, of the 

stone wall, at the next submittal. 

 
VOTE: 3 – 0 

 
RESULT:  The Concept Plan was conditionally approved, as presented. 

 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Gary Alexander Yes 

Amy Kramb Yes 
Sean Cotter Absent 

Martha Cooper Yes 
 

   

MOTION 2:  Ms. Cooper moved, Ms. Kramb seconded, to approve the Parking Plan to permit 32 off-site 
parking spaces to be combined with the 9 spaces on-site, to fulfill the minimum parking 

requirement of 41 spaces. 
 

VOTE: 3 – 0 

 
RESULT:    The Parking Plan was approved. 

 
RECORDED VOTES: 

Gary Alexander Yes 
Amy Kramb Yes 

Sean Cotter Absent  

Martha Cooper Yes 
 

 
MOTION 3:  Ms. Kramb moved, Ms. Cooper seconded, to table the following Waiver at the request of 

the applicant: 

 
1. §153.173A – Historic Zoning Districts – General Development Standards - Requirement: 85% lot 

coverage is permitted. Requested: 89% lot coverage. 
 

VOTE: 3 – 0 

 
RESULT:  The Waiver was tabled. 

 
RECORDED VOTES: 

Gary Alexander Yes     
Amy Kramb Yes 

Sean Cotter Absent  

Martha Cooper  Yes      
STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 
 

_______________________________________ 

Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, ASLA 
     Senior Planner 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 245D977F-F9E2-40D1-BC10-C95A551DE309
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Mr. Hounshell answered affirmatively. 
 

Applicant Presentation 

Taylor Pfeffenberger, His & Hers Architects, 7422 Silverlea Court, Columbus, OH 44325, stated there is 
currently a light inside the alcove but may change that out to match the others. She did not have anything 

to add. 
 

Board Questions  

Mr. Alexander asked the applicant if she was going to use real Cedar for the board and batten siding. 
Ms. Pfeffenberger - The house is clad in Cedar, which is to remain; board and batten will be 1-inch by 12-

inches at her best recollection for size. 
Mr. Alexander also wanted to know the size of the strip as part of the board and batten siding; the 

dimensions should be solidified and provided to Staff. 
 

Mr. Alexander requested clarification on the colors. 

Ms. Pfeffenberger - Colors identified in this latest proposal will be used. 
Mr. Cotter asked for the color that will be used on the inside of the alcove. 

Ms. Pfeffenberger - clear-coated White Oak for brightness. 
 

Public Comment 

There were no public comments received. 
 
Mr. Cotter moved and Ms. Kramb seconded, to approve the Minor Project with the following condition: 

1) That the applicant install functional shutter hardware with the construction of the shutters, subject 

to Staff approval. 

 *The applicant, Taylor Pfeffenberger, agreed to the condition of approval. 

Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes; and Ms. Kramb, yes. 

[Motion carried 4-0] 
 

 

3. The Apothecary at 30-32 S. High Street, 21-110CP, Concept Plan 

The Chair said this is a request for renovations, additions, and associated site improvements to two existing 
buildings on a 0.25-acre site zoned Historic District, Historic Core. The site is east of S. High Street, ±75 

feet north of the intersection with Spring Hill Lane. 

 

Staff Presentation 

Ms. Holt presented an aerial view of the site, located at 30-32 S. High Street, comprised of two lots, each 
currently occupied by one main building. Both buildings were built in the 1840s, listed on the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and have been vacant for about ten years. 

 
In 2018, a minor development proposal was approved by the ARB for both sites but expired without 

construction. In June, 2021, this proposal was informally reviewed by the ARB. The discussion included: 
many ideas; the previous approval; preserving the privy; parking; and the consideration of an addition of 

a pavilion in the back of Lot 30. A Concept Plan, Parking Plan, and Lot Coverage Waiver are being considered 
at this time. 
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The proposed site plan included: the pavilion at 500 square feet; a preserved privy to be relocated as a 
folly directly opposite the pavilion; the fire hydrant on S. High Street; and nine, on-site parking spaces in 

two different locations. The Parking Plan includes 32 off-site parking spaces. Context and Massing Studies 

from the applicant were shown from: S. High/Spring Hill; 27 S. High; S. Blacksmith; and Spring Hill/S. 
Blacksmith. Proposed front and rear elevations - The west side/front will be essentially the same; the 

additions behind are not visible; the large addition for Lot 30 is tucked behind with a perpendicular gable 
to the original structure; a new main side door for Lot 30; and the storefront system for Lot 32 will remain. 

The east side/rear - additions stair-stepping down the natural slope; window walls for the back; decks, 

terraces, and entry features; and the pavilion behind Lot 30. Proposed side elevations – South/Lot 32 
include: additions stair-stepping down the natural slope; a small entry addition; additional windows; and a 

patio at grade. Proposed side elevations – North/Lot 30 include: a large addition with a shed dormer; the 
relocated side entry at the hyphen connector between the old building and the new building; raised terrace 

and entry area; and a pavilion [shown.] 
 

The proposed materials include:  

Aluminum-clad windows and doors 
Standing seam roofs (either galvanized or black, depending on location) 

Stone veneer to recall the existing stone wall 
Lap siding 

Board-on-board siding 

Board-and-batten siding (concerns about 2 kinds of board siding?) 
 

Parking Plan to permit 32 off-site parking spaces to be combined with the 9 spaces on-site, to fulfill the 
minimum parking requirement of 41 spaces. There are three public lots within the 600-foot radius: 

Franklin Lot; Town Center Lot; and Darby Lot, and when combined have 196 parking spaces available. 

Staff supports this plan. 
 

A Waiver for lot coverage is to allow ±89% for Lot 32. In the Code for Historic Zoning Districts – General 
Development Standards, the lot coverage permitted for each lot is 85%. Lot 30 coverage is under the 

requirement at ±71%. 
 

The City received one comment from the public. The concern was for lot coverage and stormwater issues. 

Engineering was contacted. “Overflow and potential clogging” was passed along to the Utility Engineer for 
investigation. The property is less than an acre in size and very near the Scioto River. There are no on-site 

requirements for water quality and quantity.  
 

Staff recommended approval of the Parking Plan, without conditions. 

 
Staff reviewed the Waiver against the criteria and recommended denial with the following findings:  

 
1) The proposal is voluntary in nature, with no supporting information to explain why it is necessary 

for the project. 
2) The ARB adopted new Code Amendments in February of 2021 to address issues of concern with 

lot coverage in the district in order to maintain better compatibility for new projects with their 

surrounding lots. 
3) The site is small, and parking, ADA access, grading, and tree preservation are a challenge.  By 

using the Code maximum (or less) lot coverage, the applicant has a better opportunity to meet 
these criteria.  This, in turn, could minimize impacts on the historic stone walls and existing trees.  

 

Staff reviewed the proposal against the Concept Plan Criteria and recommended approval with six 
conditions: 
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1) That preservation of the trees identified as the 24-inch Maple, the 30-inch Ash, and the two large 
pines south of 32 S. High, shall be explored in earnest with Staff; 

 

2)  That all windows, except the storefront system, at 32 S. High Street, be wood-clad, sash windows. 
The applicant is to revise the curtain wall at the back of the property of 32 S. High Street to be 

more compatible with the surroundings and the Historic Design Guidelines; 
 

3)  That the pavilion shall be designed in a manner to better meet the Historic Design Guidelines, 
specifically addressing: height requirements; massing and enclosure concerns; roof details; and 
color, at the next submittal; 

  
4)  That the applicant demonstrates a mortared-appearing product to be used, on the new addition 

foundation that is compatible with historic foundations, with the next submittal; 
 

5) That the addition at 30 S. High Street shall be clad in siding to match the original, or if 

indeterminate, horizontal wood siding rather than board-and-batten. The applicant shall work with 
Staff and the Architectural Historian throughout the discovery process to determine the best 

material; and 
 

6) That the applicant provide a plan for the conservation of archaeological resources, including an 

entity willing to take the items, with the Final Development Plan submittal. 
 

Board Questions for Staff 

Mr. Alexander stated the ARB will be reviewing this application, again; every aspect of the project does not 

have to be determined now. 

Ms. Holt stated Preliminary and Final Development Plans to be reviewed by the ARB are next. 
Mr. Alexander asked if there was time to work out issues. 

Ms. Holt reiterated this application is a Concept Plan.  
 

Mr. Alexander asked if the engineer had an issue with the potential stormwater run-off. 
Ms. Holt - Not mentioned in that review. 

 

Ms. Kramb said the stone walls were absent from the presentation.  
Ms. Holt - More of the stone wall is going to be preserved with the current layout proposed. The mechanicals 

were relocated from on the lot line right where the wall currently sits to outside the lots.  
Ms. Cooper asked what sections of the fence would be disturbed.  

Ms. Holt - During the Preliminary Plan, grading plans will be shared.  

Ms. Kramb emphasized the importance of the stone walls. 
Ms. Holt – A linear measurement could be requested to be included with the next submittal, based on the 

proposed grading. 
 

Mr. Alexander asked to see the additional slides Ms. Holt eluded to, earlier in her presentation. 
 

Ms. Holt presented the four elevations on Lot 30, which included the different materials proposed that may 

be included in the conditions of approval:  
West – Board and batten, galvanized roof, and aluminium windows. 

East – Lap siding, galvanized roof, aluminium windows, and dry-laid stone. 
North – Lap siding, galvanized roof, aluminium windows, and dry-laid stone, for the new section 

and board and batten for the original portion. 

South - Lap siding, galvanized roof, aluminium windows for the new section and board and batten 
for the original portion. 
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Lot 32, which included the different materials proposed that may be included in the conditions of approval:  

West – Board on board, aluminium windows, and a canopy system to be determined. 

East – Lap siding, black roof, and aluminium windows. 
North – Lap siding, black roof, aluminium windows, board on board, and dry-laid stone. 

 South - Board on Board, black roof, aluminium windows, and lap siding. 
 

Pavilion, which included the different materials proposed that may be included in the conditions of approval:  

West – Board on board, black roof, and aluminium windows. 
East – Board on board, black roof, aluminium windows, and dry-laid stone for the chimney. 

North – Board on board, black roof, aluminium windows, and dry-laid stone. 
South - Board on Board, black roof, and aluminium windows. 

 

Board Questions for the Applicant 

Dan Morgan, 5584 Windwood Drive, Dublin, OH 43017 said he did not have a presentation but was present 

to answer questions and to acquire feedback.  
 

Mr. Cotter asked how the pavilion is to be used. The City received a public comment about noise concerns.  
Mr. Morgan - Lot 32 is to be a wine bar; Lot 30 is going to be a cigar bar. To have a smoking area, it needs 

to be open on three sides. The pavilion will be open from noon until close and will have nicer furnishings. 

Glass walls/doors will slide closed to secure everything from the weather. There will likely be speakers and 
conversation.  

 
Ms. Cooper asked if there was a concern with the tree preservation requirement.  

Mr. Morgan – This site has a 14-foot drop-off from High Street to Blacksmith Lane. When a parking lot is 

added on a historic district property, requires accessible entrances to the structure; the entire site will be 
graded. When the tree drip-line is disturbed, the tree dies. This was mentioned in the City’s Arborist’s 

report. Most are scrub trees, but a schematic landscape plan will be provided. The terraces in the back of 
the lot are more guarded follies, lushly landscaped to create outdoor rooms; and trees will be planted back 

on the site.  
 

Mr. Cotter inquired about the lot coverage Waiver.  

Mr. Morgan - In the 2018 proposal, the two lots were combined. They will need shared parking, access, 
and trash receptacles. The applicant is at 80% for lot coverage and requested the Board’s feedback on the 

lot coverage.  
Ms. Kramb asked Mr. Morgan if the plan is to legally combine the lots. 

Mr. Morgan - Not the intention.   

Ms. Kramb stated the Board will review the lots separately. 
 

Mr. Alexander asked if gravel could be used for the terrace on Lot 32, and if the size could be reduced due 
to the lot coverage issue.  

Mr. Morgan answered affirmatively to the use of gravel. 
Ms. Cooper stated Lot 32 has the privy contributing to the lot coverage. 

 

Mr. Alexander stated parking and getting to the back of the structures is a challenge.  
 

Mr. Morgan said he did not have concerns about stormwater. 
 

Mr. Alexander asked if the aluminium window system was going to be all aluminium or aluminium clad 

wood windows.  
Mr. Morgan - Still working on the type of window to be used.  
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Mr. Alexander stated the Guidelines address the scale of openings and additions in context with the original 
structure. The shed dormer and chimney on the addition helped to reduce the size and mass of that 

elevation. The large glazed areas appear to be contrary to the rest.  

Mr. Morgan – There is flexibility for changing those windows; alternatives could be discussed as the design 
matures.  

 
Mr. Alexander said the next door owners of those businesses need to be made aware of the shared parking 

as it will impact them. He asked the applicants to address public comments: 

 
1. Sound transmission concerns with certain activities. 

 
Owners: Mark Corwin, 365 Avon Court, Dublin, OH 43017 – Loud music while relaxing and enjoying a few 

drinks with cigars in the Pavilion would be distracting. If rented for a small party, low-level music would be 
required. Live music would be conducted inside the actual bar but for now, speaker music is more realistic.  

 

Ms. Holt stated one condition of approval was omitted from the presentation but was included in the packet 
materials.  

 

Board Discussion  

The Chair started the deliberation with the first condition of approval – the preservation of trees. 

Ms. Kramb requested the decision-making process for what could be saved or not and the reasons why to 
be demonstrated. 

 
Mr. Alexander did not share the same concern as the consultant on massing. The pavilion is similar to the 

size of the detached, two-car garages further down the alley. The grade change on elevations show the 

differences in height; the pavilion is so much smaller in terms of height.   
 

Ms. Kramb stated the massing needs to be reduced as compared to the main structure on the site but 
agreed the size is the same as the two-car garages. The pitch of the roof could be brought down lower to 

appear smaller but keep similar square footage. The pavilion does not look like a detached outbuilding. The 
design should replicate a building, not a park structure. 

Mr. Cotter had to leave the meeting. 
Mr. Alexander said the chimney breaks the façade into three pieces. He asked Mr. Morgan if this was a 
condition of approval, if he would continue to work on revising. 

 
Mr. Morgan described each of the existing foundations.  

Ms. Kramb suggested altering the condition stating the applicant will rehabilitate the existing, historic 

foundations. 
Mr. Morgan agreed. 

Ms. Kramb stated any new foundation additions and new materials are to be compatible and appear new, 
and not replicate the old. 

Mr. Morgan – Good direction. 
 

Mr. Alexander defined the above comments during the discussion just apply to the Concept Plan and not 

the Parking Plan or Waiver. 
 

Summary of the Board’s Comments 

Ms. Kramb, Ms. Cooper, and Mr. Alexander were all fine with the Parking Plan. 

 

Ms. Kramb stated she did not think the Board could waive the Lot Coverage as these are two separate 
parcels. 
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Ms. Cooper reiterated the Waiver only pertains to Lot 32. With the lot coverage recently amended in the 
Code, the Board must abide. 

Mr. Alexander said he could not see hardship; the paved patio is large. Permeable material used for the 

patio was suggested and would still put the lot coverage over the requirement. The parking lot and building 
alone on Lot 32 cover more of the ground than Lot 30. If it was just building, privy, walks, parking lot, that 

caused the overage, he could support it and would see the hardship. Lot 32 – 9% coverage for the patio 
is not acceptable. 

 

Ms. Kramb suggested since preservation of trees was included, a condition should be added for the stone 
wall; it is not mentioned anywhere and wants the message, to save as much as possible, to be clear. 

Mr. Morgan’s comments were not recorded.  
Ms. Cooper asked, if some of the stone wall needs to be relocated to construct the foundation or flatten 

the parking, etc., she requested confirmation that would be allowed.  
Ms. Kramb clarified the stone wall has to remain on the property. The applicant needs to demonstrate 

preserving as much of the wall as possible. 

Mr. Alexander stated wall preservation will come into play at the Preliminary Plan stage. 
Ms. Cooper wanted to clarify what the applicant is required to demonstrate the wall preservation when 

returning for further review.  
 

Public Comment 

Four public comments were received online during the deliberation portion.  
1.  Susan Diaz, 180 S. Riverview Street, stated the proposed changes look wonderful; so excited to 

finally see this lovely, old property restored and improved.  
2.  Kathy Lannan, 37 S. Riverview Street, stated as a property owner behind Lots 30 & 32 S. High Street, 

she took issue with the engineer’s assessment that there is no stormwater issue at Blacksmith Street 

and Spring Hill Lane. Debris needs to be raked from the drain after almost every rainfall. This issue 
needs to be paid attention to.  

3.  Kathy Lannan added there will be much more stormwater runoff than in the past; trees and grass 
are to be replaced by paved parking and roof areas.   

4.  Alexander Vesha, 38 S. High Street, as a neighbor to Lots 30 & 32 S. High Street, which are a blight 
to an otherwise charming area begged the Board to please allow these people to rehab this space. 

The parking lot proposal was not a concern; everyone north of these lots have their parking entrance 

on S. Blacksmith. The request was for getting these buildings renovated. The only possible complaint 
should come from the variety of wildlife currently inhabiting this space.       

 
Ms. Kramb asked that a condition be added: When the applicant returns, they have further investigated 

with engineering about the stormwater; information is needed to be shared with the Board and the public, 

realizing that could be part of the normal process for the next step. 
Ms. Holt – That is a normal requirement. The guidance Staff received from engineering today, was the 

Utility Engineer was going to take a quick and immediate look at the clogging situation that might be 
causing some of the issues the neighbors are talking about. Rules cannot be changed re: water quality and 

quantity requirements.  
Ms. Kramb stated the Board will have the opportunity to review the grading and drainage plan as part of 

the next stage.   

(Mr. Morgan not audible.) 
Mr. Alexander requested Ms. Holt follow through with the engineer and get the information to the 

appropriate parties. Anyone from the audience was invited to speak. 
 

Tom Holton, 5957 Roundstone Place, Dublin, OH, suggested when the Planners look into the stormwater 

runoff, the residents at 19 and 25 or 27 S. Riverview Street, had significant runoff about 10 years ago from 
66 S. High Street with the large parking lot behind the pizza place that is currently there. Certainly not from 
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Lots 30 & 32, that is essentially landscaped or grass. From the paved parking lot behind the stone building, 
the stormwater would runoff into Blacksmith Lane into yards due to the significant slope from Blacksmith 

Lane. The City significantly elevated the curb (±12 inches) on Blacksmith Lane along the back of those 

yards; now the water runs down to Eberly Hill to the backyard of the Lannans’ property.  He assumed 
engineering will say they fixed it, and they did, but the problem still occurs.   

 
Ms. Martin stated there were no further comments. Staff is working closely with the City Engineer, this is 

of the utmost priority to address any maintenance issues that are on the City side. The applicant is required 

to and will gladly address stormwater on-site. Staff will reach out to everyone to ensure everyone has been 
heard.  

 
Ms. Kramb wanted to ensure the applicant was aware that they will need to demonstrate the demolition 

step going forward as they are demolishing parts of these historic buildings. Information will need to be 
submitted to the Board to approve the demolition, which will include demonstration that the historic 

windows being replaced, are not replaceable/that the applicant cannot rehabilitate the windows. All of this 

is contingent on the passing of the motions this evening.  
Mr. Alexander stated the Code has changed and the demolition criteria is lengthier since the applicant last 

appeared before this Board. 
Mr. Morgan - They had started that process. 

 

The Chair stated there are three motions to be voted on. 
 

Mr. Morgan questioned the third condition. The Board had recommended revisiting the scale of the pavilion, 
not to redesign the whole structure and requested verbiage in writing.  

The Chair stated there was a difference of opinion to what extent the pavilion is to be redesigned. When 

the applicant returns to the Board for review, there will be two more Board Members present to weigh in. 
Ms. Kramb stated the condition was broad enough.  

 
Ms. Kramb moved, Ms. Cooper seconded, to approve the Concept Plan with seven conditions, as revised: 

 
1) That preservation of the trees identified as the 24-inch Maple, the 30-inch Ash, and the two large 

pines south of 32 S. High, shall be explored in earnest with Staff; 

 
2)  That all windows, except the storefront system, at 32 S. High Street, be wood-clad, sash windows. 

The applicant is to revise the curtain wall at the back of the property of 32 S. High Street to be 
more compatible with the surroundings and the Historic Design Guidelines; 

 

3)  That the pavilion shall be designed in a manner to better meet the Historic Design Guidelines, 
specifically addressing: height requirements; massing and enclosure concerns; roof details; and 

color, at the next submittal; 
  

4)  That the applicant demonstrates a mortared-appearing product to be used, on the new addition 
foundation, is compatible with historic foundations, with the next submittal; 

 

5) That the addition at 30 S. High Street shall be clad in siding to match the original, or if 
indeterminate, horizontal wood siding rather than board-and-batten. The applicant shall work with 

Staff and the Architectural Historian throughout the discovery process to determine the best 
material;  

 

6) That the applicant provide a plan for the conservation of archaeological resources, including an 
entity willing to take the items, with the Final Development Plan submittal; and 
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7) That the applicant shall demonstrate the preservation, to the maximum extent possible, of the 
stone wall, at the next submittal. 

 

*The applicant, Dan Morgan, agreed to the seven conditions of approval. 
 

Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; and Ms. Cooper, yes. 
[Motion carried 3-0] 

 

Ms. Cooper moved, Ms. Kramb seconded, to approve the Parking Plan to permit 32 off-site parking spaces 
to be combined with the 9 spaces on-site, to fulfill the minimum parking requirement of 41 spaces. 

Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; and Ms. Cooper, yes. 
[Motion carried 3-0] 

 
Ms. Martin stated the Waiver is important at this stage, as the site layout is predicated on it. If the motion 

was made in the affirmative and failed, it would be disapproved and the applicant not eligible to bring back 

another Lot Coverage Waiver. Ms. Martin and the Board agreed the applicant could table the Waiver this 
evening, if he wanted to.  

Mr. Morgan requested to table the Lot Coverage Waiver as written to move along in this process. 
Ms. Cooper clarified that earlier in the Board’s conversation, there was not enough information 

demonstrating the applicant needed the Waiver to make a determination at this time. She asked if the 

Waiver could be stricken as a request. 
Ms. Martin affirmed the Waiver should be tabled. 

 
Ms. Kramb moved, Ms. Cooper seconded, to table the following Waiver at the request of the applicant: 

 

1. §153.173A – Historic Zoning Districts – General Development Standards - Requirement: 85% of lot 
coverage is permitted. Requested: 89% lot coverage. 

Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; and Ms. Cooper, yes.  
[Motion carried 3-0] 

 
 

4. Penalty Code Amendment, 21-110ADMC, Administrative Request – Code Amendment 

The Chair said this application is a request for an Amendment to Zoning Code §153.999: Administration 

and Enforcement - Penalty for unauthorized demolition of and alteration to properties within the 
Architectural Review District and outlying historic properties listed on Appendix G. 

 

Staff Presentation 

Mr. Ridge stated there was an opportunity to address outdated penalties associated with violations to 

Chapter 153; and specifically, unauthorized modifications to or demolition of historic sites/structures. The 
current penalty is as follows: 

 

Any violation to Chapter 153 is subject to a Minor Misdemeanor and a fine of $100. 

 Each day during which a violation or noncompliance occurs constitutes a separate offense. 
 

The proposed regulations increase the minimum charge to a 4th-degree misdemeanour, maintaining the 
current language that “Each day of noncompliance constitutes a separate offense.” The amendment 

establishes a new section, which addresses violations specific to properties requiring a Board Order from 
the Architectural Review Board (ARB). Historic properties and those identified on Appendix G would be 

involved. Additionally, the first offense is subject to a 4th-degree misdemeanor with a fine of $250 and 

possible jail time of ≤30 days. A second offense, within 5 years of the first, is subject to a 2nd-degree 
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PLANNING    5200 Emerald Parkway     Dublin, Ohio 43017    phone:  614.410.4600    dublinohiousa.gov 

 

   BOARD DISCUSSION 

Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, June 23, 2021 | 6:30 pm 

 
 

 

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

2. The Apothecary at 30-32 S. High Street          
 21-084INF                      Informal Review 

 

Proposal: Renovations, additions, and associated site improvements to two historic 
buildings on two parcels totaling 0.25 acres zoned Historic District, Historic 

Core.  
Location: East of S. High Street, ±75 feet north of the intersection with Spring Hill 

Lane. 
Request: Informal review with non-binding feedback of a potential future 

development under the provisions of Zoning Code §153.176 and the 

Historic Design Guidelines. 
Applicant: Dan Morgan, Behal, Sampson, Dietz 

Planning Contact: Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, Senior Planner 
Contact Information: 614.410.4662, sholt@dublin.oh.us  

Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/21-084 

 
 

RESULT:  The Board reviewed and provided informal feedback on the proposal for exterior building 
modifications and associated site improvements to two adjacent sites located in the Historic 

District. The Board generally supported the proposal to demolish two additions behind 30 S. 

High, although members expressed that more information about the history of the site is 
needed before a decision could be made. Members also discussed the demolition of two 

outbuildings on 32 S. High, indicating general support of retaining the privy as a unique 
structure. Further, members indicated that the applicant should look at incorporating the 

privy in the proposal. The Board was generally supportive of incorporating a roof over the 
proposed terrace. However, the Board was cautioned the applicant not to create too long a 

massing, indicating that a detached structure may be more appropriate. Generally, the Board 

was supportive of partial demolition and relocation of the existing stone wall, although 
members encouraged the applicant to examine alternatives to demolition. Members were 

generally supportive of the proposed site layout and additions, stating that new additions be 
should subordinate to the existing buildings. Support for a Waiver to the required parking 

was mixed. Members generally agreed that there should be no parking impacts on 

surrounding residential and commercial neighbors. Members expressed that this proposal is 
largely similar to a previous proposal in 2018. Board Members expressed a desire to retain 

two original fire hydrants on the property. 
 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT:     STAFF CERTIFICATION 

Gary Alexander Yes     

Amy Kramb Yes 
Sean Cotter Yes    _______________________________________ 

Frank Kownacki Absent    Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, Senior Planner 
Martha Cooper Yes     
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Mr. Alexander and Ms. Cooper like the open corner, whereas Mr. Cotter and Ms. Kramb want to see the 
building be built back further for a better streetscape. Mr. Cotter indicated he was not fan of open space if 

it has no use.  

 
Ms. Kramb said the overlay with the plaza graphic helped break up the block and that could be a possible 

solution for this project. The applicant does not need to fill all 85% of lot coverage just because they are 
permitted. Underneath parking with a plaza on top is a great way to use space instead of a surface lot.  

 

Mr. McCabe indicated this discussion is what the applicant wanted at this point. They received productive 
feedback and gained a better understanding of what is permitted and desired of the Board and what the 

constraints are. This is an opportunity to be creative and drive what is programmatically possible. He tried 
to draw out specific answers for possible height limits.  

Ms. Kramb stated the number of stories is not an exact measurement and a specific height is not important. 
Look at the site contextually and compare the proposal visually to the immediate surroundings.  

Mr. McCabe considered what the scope of the project under the bridge could be and the two sites could be 

layered together to make a good launch point and provide a better bubble around the property. 
 

Summary of the Board’s Comments 

The Board is supportive of demolition of all the existing buildings on the site, as long as the demolition 

criteria is met with documented evidence. 

The Board is supportive of redevelopment. 
The scale of the structures need to be comparable to adjacent structures. The Board is open to re-

development on the east elevation. 
The applicant must be sensitive to surrounding structures. The Board might not approve development if it 

is taller than CoHatch in terms of feet and the applicant must keep the height lower than the overall height 

on High Street. 
The Board agreed, context is more important than the actual number of feet for height.  

The entire site does not need to be developed, if it is not warranted. 
An open corner enables open space in the public realm and if located on the southwest corner, it could be 

a benefit.  
Ms. Cooper added she supports what will be done to create frontage on N. Riverview. Perhaps property is 

open from the High Street side and also made open. She agreed height change could conceal parking. 

Mr. Alexander thanked Mr. McCabe. 

 

2. The Apothecary at 30-32 S. High Street, 21-084INF, Informal Review 

The Chair said this is a request for an Informal Review and feedback for renovations, additions, and 

associated site improvements to two historic buildings located on two parcels totaling 0.25 acres zoned 
Historic District, Historic Core. The site is east of S. High Street, ±75 feet north of the intersection with 

Spring Hill Lane.  

 

Staff Presentation 

Ms. Holt presented an aerial view of the site that includes two vacant properties to be considered with this 
application and both are on the National Register of Historic Places. 30 S. High Street is to the north and 

32 S. High Street is to the south. Both historic places were reviewed using the new Zoning Code and Historic 
Design Guidelines. The uses are permitted and the size criteria are appropriate. Surrounding zoning is 
mostly the same. 

 
Existing conditions [shown] at 30 S. High Street has one of the last remaining log structures in town; it 

was a former pharmacy. The structure on 32 S. High Street was built as a more traditional commercial 
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building; it was a former grocery store. Both buildings date from the 1840s and are vacant. #30 has a side 
entry and an added dormer while #32 has a rear addition to remain with the proposal. 

 

There is a shared stone wall in the rear yard, additions of a salt box and shed at #30 will be removed. 
Outbuildings for the rear yard of #32 [shown] included an old privy with a diamond window and a shed 

along with a shared rock wall. The shed floor is in disrepair on a wood foundation. The privy has an 
operational door but holes in the roof. Some of the dry-laid stone wall has fallen and appears the upright 

stones were mortared.  

 
Existing conditions map [shown] reveals more detail. Many trees are a nuisance and a detriment to the 

historic structures. A tree survey is required with the formal submittal and Cash-in-Lieu could be approved 
given the tight site area. 

 
Proposed site plan concepts [shown] for a 2,000-square-foot bourbon and cigar lounge are proposed for 

30 S. High Street, a single story with a walkout basement addition and outdoor seating with a pergola. A 

1,700-square-foot wine and charcuterie establishment is proposed for 32 S. High Street. An outdoor terrace 
and parking to be shared by both businesses (33% on-site and 66% off-site are proposed). Part of the 

existing stone wall will be dismantled, part of it moved and part of it replaced, due to the on-site parking 
required.  A total of 37 spaces parking spaces is required. The two outbuildings will also be removed. 

 

Surrounding parking opportunities [shown] for four off-site parking areas are available within the 600-foot-
buffer requirement: Dublin Community Church; Franklin Street Lot; Visitors Bureau; and the Town Center 

Lot. Three additional parking resources are available to provide some parking: Darby Street Lot; John 
Wright Lot; and the Library Parking Garage; all are outside of the 600-foot-buffer and cannot be counted 

towards the parking requirement in the Zoning Code. 

 
Staff has identified the following questions for discussion amongst the Board:  

1. Does the Board support demolition of the following? 
a. Two additions behind 30 S. High Street? 

b. Two outbuildings (privy and shed) behind 32 S. High Street?  
c. Partial demolition/relocation of the historic stone wall? 

2. Does the Board support the site layout, including location and size of additions?  Would the Board 

support a cover/roof over the terrace? 
3. Would the Board support a Waiver to the on-site parking requirement in order to preserve historic 

elements on the site? 
4.   Are the other considerations by the Board? 

 

Applicant Presentation 

Dan Morgan, Behal, Sampson, Dietz, 990 W. 3rd Ave, Columbus, OH 43212, asked if anyone was on the 

Board when this site was reviewed in 2018. The plans the applicant are showing now are very much in 
keeping with what was once approved. The sale of these properties hinges on the plans for these properties. 

Tonight, the applicant is asking the Board if the concept of two, tavern-type establishments can be seriously 
considered. He asked if they will be able to develop these properties similar to what was previously 

approved. The architecture has not been developed yet, but will be similar to what was proposed in 2018. 

Leaning towards what was already approved with exception at #30, changing the two-story addition to a 
story and a half – a single-story but with a taller space. The outdoor terrace is very important and they 

would like a shared use for both spaces for people to co-mingle. 
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Board Questions  

Mr. Cotter asked if they plan to repurpose the stone wall and what the applicant had in mind. 

Mr. Morgan noted the wall demarks the property boundaries. Dry stack stones with mortar at the top. The 

applicant plans to use new dry-stack walls to demark pathways through the site are intended to be 30 
inches in height in some areas and some 6 inches in height. If granted a larger parking reduction, the 

applicant could provide a third of the parking on-site. 
Mr. Alexander reported he was on the Board when a proposal was previously submitted and they approved 

what was requested here, to approve removal of those structures and relocation of the wall.  

 

Public Comment 

There were no public comments submitted. 
  

Board Discussion  

Mr. Alexander noted the wall splits the property in half.  

Mr. Cotter indicated he did not have an issue removing the later additions on #30 and the additions on 

#32 remain. If the walls were in relatively good shape, it would be a shame to lose them but understands 

the challenge of the location for parking, etc. 

Ms. Kramb stated in order to be comfortable with the removal of the first addition on #30 (with the door), 

she needs to see structurally what was built. Over time, those are historic in their own right. The Architect 
said that was the footprint of the addition but she is not convinced of the other addition; she needs to 

know the date of that addition. Keep the privy incorporated as a feature, if possible, because it is a unique 
find and there are so few left in the city. Not concerned so much with the shed as there are more out there 

but would also like to see the wall remain. She would be in favor of parking Waivers, if these historic 

features were saved; they are just as important as saving trees. 
Ms. Cooper asked if the privy was open and if it is a health concern. 

Mr. Morgan answered the privy has been abandoned for its intended use and is now a home to cats, 
raccoons, and rodents in the City. 

Ms. Cooper asked if the hole for the privy was still there. The structure is unique and asked if it can be 
relocated on the property. 

Ms. Kramb indicated if the privy is in its original location with a pit dug into the ground, it has probably not 

been used as intended since the 1930s. The privy is a unique find and asked if it could be restored just as 
an example as every home had one. There have been others saved and relocated in this area. 

Mr. Alexander agreed, he would like to see the privy reused.  
 

Mr. Morgan said the lean-to addition on #30 is more recent than the log structure. A site tour was conducted 

in 2018 and there may or may not be a foundation. The log structure contains repurposed rail road ties 
and tree bark on the roof rafters. As one steps out of the log structure out the old back door, and proceeds 

down the steps, a foundation is present. When the addition was constructed, they made an attempt to 
resemble a salt box form but it does not line up; it slopes down to the lower shed addition. The log structure 

is the most important piece to save, not the other additions, as they would need to be fully rebuilt.  

Mr. Morgan proposed coming up with a site plan for an outdoor patio while still keeping more of the site 

wall in place. Sections of the stone wall could stay in the same place but opened in specific areas for free 

flowing use between the two venues. 

Mr. Alexander stated he supports the demolition for a couple of reasons. The demolition is more formalized, 

believes the applicant will meet the criteria. It is a bad practice once an approval is received to go back on 

the approval. The stone wall is not as unique as other locations in the City, so repurposing it could be 

appropriate.    
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Ms. Kramb suggested that if the rear saltbox addition is demolished, and the log structure kept, she 
suggested removing the dormers and the other elements that were added later. The layout of the addition 

on #32 is fine. She has serious concerns on the addition of #30 as it is very large and not subordinate to 

original building; something has to be done to differentiate between the two. 
Mr. Morgan said a larger footprint was proposed but the roofline would be secondary to the original 

structure. It will have a low slope, nearly flat roof connector to the log structure. One will know they are in 
a special space when in the log structure; it will not be a vanilla box with the same language on the inside 

as the outside. 

Mr. Morgan said he likes the idea of removing the dormer and he would also like to remove the door that 
was found on High Street.  

Mr. Cotter stated it must be clear the addition is subordinate to the original building.  
Ms. Cooper and Mr. Alexander were in agreement with prior comments. 

 
Ms. Kramb stated she supports a Waiver for parking but no parking is permitted in residential areas.    

Ms. Cooper restated 37 spaces are required and only 9 are proposed. She asked which sections of the wall 

are to be removed. 
Mr. Morgan clarified that any part of the stone wall that is removed will be repurposed around the site and 

not thrown into landfill or repurposed by another development team. Seven spaces will be provided on site. 
Three spaces are on the street, five spaces will be accessible for parking including a handicap space and 

on space will be used for trash enclosure. 

Mr. Alexander stated if the wall is kept in place while trying to gain more spaces, drivers will run into that 
wall as these lots are so narrow, one cannot drive in and turn 90 degrees.  

Mr. Morgan added the parking on Blacksmith Lane is head in only to the space; drivers back up into 
Blacksmith Lane. 

Mr. Cotter said this is a safety issue and he does not see a big difference between offering nine spaces or 

four. If the applicant changes the configuration, they will probably run into other problems. 
Ms. Kramb said the president of the Historic Society wanted to make sure the Planning Staff is aware that 

there is an original fire hydrant at the front of the building and another at the rear of the property. These 
were the first ones in the city so he wants to ensure they are preserved. These two hydrants should appear 

on the site drawings so they are paid attention to. The one in the front is highly visible, right between the 
two buildings.  

 

Public Comment 

There was one public comment submitted during the meeting. The resident on South Riverview Street 

said this is a great idea and that the property desperately needs help. 
 

Summary of the Board’s Comments 

Mr. Alexander stated some of us are definitely supportive of demolishing all the structures and some need 
documentation the Code requires to support demolition for all the structures requested.  

Everyone is encouraging the applicant to reuse the privy in some way.  
There is some variation of feelings on the Board concerning the stone walls. Alternatives to the site plan 

were requested.  
The Board is generally supportive of the site layout.  

Even though the footprint of the addition on #30 is larger, the applicant must make sure the addition is 

subordinate to the original structure.  
It is clear that the Board will support some sort of Waiver for parking; that will depend on how the wall is 

utilized with the final site plan. 
 

 

 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 8F8A8DA2-31BE-415D-B58D-C9F6EC4F0222



Architectural Review Board   
Meeting Minutes of June 23, 2021 

Page 10 of 14 
 
 

Applicant Questions 

Mr. Morgan asked if the outdoor terrace could be a covered pavilion structure, open on the sides, as this 

was recently being considered. He asked if that would increase their site coverage and if it would be worth 

pursuing as they develop the architecture for the site.  
Ms. Kramb noted the building is getting really long east/west wise so something that is detached is more 

favorable but will need to see more details.  
Mr. Cotter agreed with Ms. Kramb and Ms. Cooper did as well.  

Mr. Alexander stated, depending on the design, the more independent of the building mass the better. He 

concluded the Board is qualifying the covered pavilion but is generally supportive of it. 
 

NEW CASES 

3. Firehouse at 37 W. Bridge Street, 21-075MPR, Minor Project Review 

The Chair said this application is a request for exterior building and site modifications for a historic property 
on a 0.22-acre site zoned Historic District, Historic Core. The site is southwest of the intersection of W. 

Bridge Street with Mill Lane.  
 

Staff Presentation 

Mr. Ridge shared two aerial views of the site location that included two small stone walls, a concrete patio, 

and the original 1940s firehouse structure with an addition from the 1980s on the southern portion of the 

site. 
 

Existing conditions of the view of the stone firehouse structure from W. Bridge Street [shown] and a 
view from Mill Lane of the original stone structure connected to the two-story addition [shown.] 

Proposed site plan of the northern portion of site only [shown] as the rest of the site is to remain unaltered. 

The applicant is proposing a new wrought-iron fence to enclose the existing concrete patio, ±one foot from 
the existing stone walls. All modifications are proposed outside of the right-of-way.  

 
The proposed north elevation of an aluminium storefront system [shown] is to be painted a Tricorn Black 

color to replace the four-panel, storefront and trim piece; a double-door entry and the two-story portion of 

the building is to be painted a Sawdust color. For reference, the wrought-iron fence would also be visible 
on this elevation, not shown on the graphic to provide visibility of the other alterations. 

 
The  east elevation of the proposed awnings with black, fade/UV/mold resistant Sunbrella fabric are to be 

installed on the existing framing. This existing storefront system is to be painted Tricorn Black to match 
the storefront system on the north side of the building [shown.] The east view of the second story will be 

painted a Sawdust color. The proposed wrought-iron fence was visible in this graphic, shown at three feet, 

six inches in height, similar to other wrought-iron fences in the area.  
 

The proposed south elevation remains largely unaltered, mainly just painted the Sawdust color, the same 
as the rest of this addition [shown.]   

 

The proposed west elevation is the same as the rest. Any existing wood trim or window sills are to be 
painted a Rice color [shown.] 

 
All the proposed material colors and fence style were shown. 
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The Chair asked the Board if they had any further comments. [There were none.] The Chair called for a 

motion since there was no further comments or discussion. 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Keeler moved, Mr. Leonhard seconded, to approve the following Waiver: 

1. §153.063-A – Minimum Yard Requirements for BSD Historic Residential District – Required: Three-
foot, side yard setback; Requested: Encroach one foot into the required side yard setback.

The vote was as follows: Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Leonhard, yes; and 
Mr. Keeler, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 

The Chair confirmed the Board has agreed the brackets should be removed but the applicant would like 

to keep the brackets. Mr. Leonhard asked for clarification on the conditions. He said the Board could 

make a motion to approve the first three conditions and not the fourth, if the applicant wanted the 
brackets. The Chair said he had not heard that the Board wanted the brackets and he, himself, is not a 

fan. Mr. Alexander said he did not want the brackets.  

The Chair called for a motion to approve the MPR with the following four conditions: 

1) That the applicant ensures the HVAC system is at least 3 feet from the property line and

screened from the right-of-way and adjacent property to the north;
2) That the applicant ensures that the existing stone wall is protected during the construction of the

second-story addition;
3) That the applicant replaces the board and batten shutters with operable two-panel shutters with

louvers to preserve the historical significance and traditional style; and

4) That the applicant replaces the overhang brackets with a simple, band board design to separate
the first and second stories of the addition.

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Keeler moved, Mr. Leonhard seconded, to approve the Minor Project Review with the stated four 

conditions. The vote was as follows: Mr. Alexander, no; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Ms. Stenberg, no; Mr. Leonhard, 
yes; and Mr. Keeler, yes. (Approved 3 – 2) 

3. BSD HC – Tackett Bakery & Office Addition  30 – 32 S. High Street 

18-027ARB-MPR Minor Project Review 

The Chair, David Rinaldi, said this application is a proposal for building additions, renovations, and 

associated site improvements to two existing historic structures within the Historic District. He said the 
properties are zoned Bridge Street District Historic Core and are on the east side of South High Street, 

approximately 50 feet north of the intersection with Spring Hill Lane. He said this is a request for a review 
and approval of a Minor Project under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.066 and 153.170, and 

the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines. 

Lori Burchett reviewed the Minor Project Review process and reported this application was reviewed 

recently by the Administrative Review Team on September 20, 2018, with a recommendation of approval 
to the Board this evening. She explained there are Waivers associated with this project and they are 

outlined in the presentation. 

Ms. Burchett presented an aerial view of the site for context and then photographs of the front facades 

on the existing structures, which were both listed on the National Historic Register. She presented 
photographs of the rear of each building. She said the image of 30 S. High Street showed the additions 

that have been added over time. During the informal review by this Board, she said, the removal of the 
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addition closest to the original building was discussed, particularly as this addition created the saltbox 

roof character and it represented the growth of the area over time. 

 
Ms. Burchett presented the proposed site plan and explained it showed the additions off the rear of both 

buildings with a 12-space parking lot with access from Blacksmith Lane. She said the applicant requested 
a Parking Plan to allow for 14 total spaces with 2 on-street parking spaces where 24 spaces in total would 

be required. Due to the nature of the proposed use in both of the buildings, particularly with the bakery 
with a lot of kitchen space, she indicated, it is anticipated these businesses would produce a low amount 

of vehicular traffic. 

 
Additionally, Ms. Burchett said the applicant requested a side yard setback Waiver to allow for a setback 

for the addition of 30 S. High Street property to be less than 3 feet. She noted this was requested to stay 
somewhat in line with the existing non-conforming building. She explained a Waiver for lot coverage to 

be permitted at 87% for the 32 S. High Street lot was also requested. Due to the site improvements with 

the parking lot over both lots, and the construction of an accessible route, she said, lot coverage would 
be over the maximum 75% required. She said in order to construct the accessible route, a Waiver for 

wall height was requested. She noted this would allow a wall height of no more than 8 feet in height 
where 6 feet is required. She indicated this is necessary due to the grade and size of the lot.  

 

Ms. Burchett said, a Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space was requested as part of this application. The open space 
dedication required would be ± 30 square feet. She said the applicants have the option to request a Fee-

in-Lieu of Open Space, if the amount is less than the minimum required for any of the open space types 
outlined in the Code. 

 
Ms. Burchett presented drawings of the proposed front elevations of both buildings from different 

vantage points and in context with the surrounding buildings with the previous elevations that were 

reviewed informally by the ARB in June to highlight the changes for a comparison. She recalled during 
the previous review, Board members expressed concerns with the addition to the 30 S. High Street 

building and had recommended scaling down the addition, particularly as it attached to the historic 
building. She said the applicant requested a Waiver for primary materials on the north and south 

elevations of the 30 S. High Street addition. With the architectural detailing on these elevations, she 

reported, the ART was supportive of this request. 
 

Ms. Burchett presented drawings of the proposed rear elevations of both buildings from different vantage 
points and in context with the surrounding buildings to show the proposed one and a half story addition 

to the 30 S. High Street building connected via a one-story hyphen. Since the previous review, she 
reported, the applicant removed the proposed chimney on the 32 S. High Street building and proposed a 

single-pane, storefront window on the front elevation as recommended by the Board. She said a Waiver 

was requested for non-street façade transparency to allow for 0% transparency for the addition on the 
south elevation at 30 S. High Street. She explained this was due to the Building Code requirements that 

limit windows on elevations that are less than 5 feet from a property line. 
 

Ms. Burchett said Staff and the ART reviewed the applicable review criteria, the Minor Project Review 

Criteria, and the Architectural Review Board Standards and found the criteria to have been met. She 
reported the ART approved the following Administrative Departure on September 20, 2018, as the 

request was within 10% of the requirement: 
 

1. Primary Materials – Zoning Code §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(d)(5) 

 
Ms. Burchett said approval was recommended for five Waivers as follows, which she addressed earlier in 

the presentation: 
 

1. Side Yard Setback §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(a)(2)  
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2. Maximum Impervious Lot Coverage §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)  

3. Non-Street Façade Transparency §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(d)(1) 

4. Primary Materials §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(d)(5)  
5. Wall Height §153.065 – Site Development Standards (E)(1)(b)(2) 

 
Ms. Burchett said approval was recommended for a Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space as well as the Minor 

Project Review with a Parking Plan that allowed for 14 parking spaces where 24 are required with four 
conditions: 

 

1) That the applicant receive a demolition permit prior to building permit approval and that 
demolition does not occur until the building permit is approved;  

2) That the applicant pay a fee-in-lieu of open space prior to building permit approval; 
3) That the applicant provides required bicycle parking on site; and 

4) Should any archeological resources be identified during excavation, aside from the relocation of 

the existing stone wall, the applicant shall make a reasonable effort to record, protect, and 
preserve these resources. 

 
Ms. Burchett concluded the applicant and representative were present to address any questions, as well.  

 

The Chair asked the applicant if they had anything to add to the presentation, to which they declined. 
 

The Chair invited the public to speak. 
 

Nelson Yoder, 5927 Rings Road, Dublin, said he is currently residing at 181 S. High Street in the Historic 
District while his home on Rings Road is being renovated. He said he extends his support for this project. 

He said he has lived/worked in Dublin for 40 of his 42 years of age, including time in a historic house out 

on Rings Road. He said he has known Sherry and Floyd Tackett for about 10 years since Sherry decided 
to move her $1 billion business back to Dublin, Ohio. He indicated they are fantastic people, long-term 

Dublin residents who trusted Dublin with their business but also with their home and now with the new 
business, as they turn the page. He said as a registered architect and someone who walks up and down 

High Street early in the morning and late at night and living in the heart of the Historic District, he is 

absolutely thrilled with what he sees the Tacketts proposed. He said the proposal brings a great business 
to downtown Dublin and restores some old structures that are in disrepair by bringing them back to life 

with new vibrancy and improvements. He concluded he could not be happier with what Sherry and Floyd 
have elected to do in the Historic District. He noted the quality of the proposal and that they are 

committing to our city so he urged the Board to approve what they have proposed. 
 

Steve Rudy, 129 S. Riverview Street, said his main concern is parking, especially with the incoming 

parking garage at the other corner of the district. He said he loves the structures in the project but he 
does not like the logic coming across from the ART with an infill pattern that was too heavy. He said he 

was hoping this Board will keep the characteristic layout of the district, which is a backyard orientation, 
with open space separating structures across the alleys. He said he does not like seeing Waivers for Open 

Space or the rationale for it. He urged the Tacketts to looking into a Parking Plan that would involve 

parking lot sharing to eliminate the need for the Waiver. He recalled the Tacketts had a plan that left up 
some of the trees, had room for 20+ parking spaces, blended the lots, allowed more trees to remain, so 

there would be a protective canopy, keeping the open space, which is a much superior plan that he does 
not think would affect the current building mass. He said he is happy to see these old structures getting 

some love.  

 
Tom Holton, 5957 Roundstone Place, asked about the stone walls that will need to be relocated. He said 

the stone walls are very fragile and may not be able to be protected and preserved. He said once they 
begin to relocate the stone, they may fall apart so he asked if there was a Plan B. He asked if the 
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applicant will be required to build a stone wall similar to what is on Dublin Road, if the existing stone wall 

cannot be stored and reconstructed. He encouraged the Board to ask that question.  

 
Dan Morgan, architect, Behal Sampson Dietz Architects, 946 Mt. Pleasant Avenue, Columbus, Ohio. 

 
Gary Alexander asked the applicant about the shed dormer on the original house. He asked if it had to be 

reframed, to which the applicant answered affirmatively. Mr. Alexander asked if the size if windows was 
being changed. Mr. Morgan answered they plan to maintain the size of the windows.  

 

David Rinaldi said he appreciated that the applicant listened to this Board and obviously we have all spent 
a lot of time with this application and visited the property with the applicant. He said he struggled with 

the addition and how it attached to the 30 High Street property. He said he sees now the applicant has 
created a one story. He said he regrets that now the addition is massive, and much more impactful than 

it once was. He said for the most part, this applicant has listened to the Board and made the connection 

much better, the chimney was removed, and the windows were addressed on 32 S. High. 
 

Mr. Alexander said he was sympathetic to the size the addition had become because when the 
adjustment was made, square footage needed to be gained because the loft could not be used. He said 

he would have liked to have seen the shed remain but understands the realities of taller structure 

adjacent to that. He stated he is pleased to see the revisions as well. He said he was not concerned with 
the height because it is now pushed back and may not be as perceivable from the street and it is not 

leaning on that structure. He said he was concerned with the Waiver request, pre-building permit. He 
said the shed across the back has been deemed a historic structure. He said he would be okay with the 

applicant demolishing everything else but left this shed until they got the permit and a 100% 
commitment. He said if the permit is not obtained and part of the historic structure is demolished, and 

the project does not go forward, the demolition would have been approved that is part of history and 

someone else might have chosen to retain it.  He said he understands the shed cannot be retained here 
to make this design work. He said he had an issue with how that one Waiver is written.  

 
Mr. Alexander said, in terms of the parking, he is deferring to Staff. He said a reduction in parking, 

generally, are occurring because most Zoning Codes are over proportioning parking.  

 
Mr. Rinaldi said the Board has had arguments both ways; there is too much parking and there is enough 

parking. Jeff Leonhard said parking is needed but having parking behind these structures is going to add 
to the existing traffic. He said he would rather have a nice parking lot than just a field with occasional 

patches of gravel like some of the other parking lots back there. He said it is unfortunate the applicant 
cannot get more parking in there but it seems out of their control. 

 

Shannon Stenberg said, in this particular application, because the City is looking to add bike racks with 
the initiative for Dublin to be more green and not to have as much parking, along with this applicant 

being limited to what type of business can go in so traffic is not increased, she supported the Parking 
Plan. 

 

Andrew Keeler said he liked the direction the applicant was heading.  
 

Ms. Stenberg said the north elevation had been improved. She said she was concerned with the open 
space to address Mr. Rudy’s comment. She said the fact that a Fee-in-Lieu is being proposed in this 

instance, she said she does not know it can be avoided but she also recognized the importance of having 

open space, protecting that canopy, and it is not something that the Board looks at, while going forward 
for every case. She said this is an exception where she is okay with reducing open space.  

 
Mr. Rinaldi asked for Ms. Stenberg to clarify her comment. He said part of that was to get an accessible 

route. Ms. Burchett said the requirement would be about 30 square feet of open space and how the site 
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is constructed with the parking lot, the existing buildings, the addition, having it publically accessible and 

something the public would utilize, it would not feel like a private space. She said if the applicant added 

30 square feet of open space, which the ART grappled with, would it really feel accessible to the public. 
 

The Chair asked the Board if they had any further comments. [There were none.] The Chair called for a 
motion for the five Waivers. 

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Keeler moved, Mr. Leonhard seconded, to approve the five Waivers requested: 

 
1. §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(a)(2) – Side Yard Setback 

Required: Minimum 3-foot side yard setback for Historic Cottage Commercial building types 
Requested: Allow for a setback of less than 3-feet for the addition to 30 S. High Street 

 

2. §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9) – Maximum Impervious Lot Coverage 
Required: A maximum lot coverage of 75% is permitted 

Requested: To allow for 87% lot coverage at 32 S. High Street. Maximum Impervious Lot Coverage 
 

3. §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(d)(1) – Non-Street Façade Transparency 

Required: Minimum of 15% non-street facing transparency 
Requested: To provide 0% on the south elevation of 30 S. High Street 

 
4. §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(d)(5) – Primary Materials 

Required: Minimum of 80% of façade be of a primary material 
Requested: To allow the north elevation at ±60%, south elevation at ±57% for 30 S. High Street 

 

5. §153.065 – Site Development Standards (E)(1)(b)(2) – Wall Height 
Required: Maximum height of 6 feet for walls between a principal structure and rear property line 

Requested: To allow for a retaining wall no greater than 8 feet in height 
 

The vote was as follows: Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Leonhard, yes; and 

Mr. Keeler, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Leonhard moved, Mr. Rinaldi seconded, to approve the Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space: 

 
1) Based on the square footage of the proposed use, a total of 29 square feet of publicly accessible 

open space is required. Code permits a Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space if the open space requirement 

is less than the minimum required for the smallest open space type. At 29 square feet, this is less 
than the minimum of 300 square feet required for a pocket plaza. With its relatively minimal 

dedication requirement, the applicant is requesting approval of a Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space. 
 

The vote was as follows: Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; and Mr. 

Leonhard, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 

Jennifer Rauch asked if the first condition should be reworded, per the point made by Mr. Alexander. 
 

Mr. Morgan said, from a standard constructability standpoint, the applicant would not have the 

equipment to tear those off and secure the buildings; there would be a big hole in the back of the 
building. He said he does not believe there will be an issue and the owners were present. 

 
Mr. Rinaldi suggested for Condition #1, demolition does not occur until a building permit is issued. Mr. 

Leonhard clarified the applicant just wanted approval to demolish the shed. Mr. Alexander asked if that is 
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the goal to demolition approval or to start some demolitions before the permit. Mr. Alexander answered 

they want a full project ready to go before they would mobilize it. Mr. Rinaldi suggested tweaking that 

condition.  
 

Motion and Vote 
Ms. Stenberg moved, Mr. Leonhard seconded, to approve a Parking Plan to allow for 14 parking spaces 

when 24 spaces are required and a Minor Project Review with four conditions: 
  

1) That the applicant receives a demolition permit prior to the building permit approval and that 

demolition does not occur until the building permit is approved; 
2) That the applicant pay a Fee-in-Lieu of open space, prior to building permit approval; 

3) That the applicant provides required bicycle parking on site; and 
4) That should any archeological resources be identified during excavation, aside from the relocation 

of the existing stone wall, the applicant shall make a reasonable effort to record, protect, and 

preserve those resources. 
 

The vote was as follows: Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Leonhard, yes; and 
Ms. Stenberg, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 

 

The Chair asked the Board if they had any further comments. [There were none.] 
 

Communications  
Jennifer Rauch said Staff is working through the update to the Guidelines as well as the Code 

Modifications that have been discussed with this Board. She reported there will be a public meeting held 
on October 9, 2018, from 6 – 8 pm at the Dublin Community Church to gain input on new construction 

and for staff to present an overview of the project. She said notices will be sent out this week to every 

resident, business owner, and tenant, in the District. 
 

Shannon Stenberg and Gary Alexander stated they will not be present at the October 24, 2018, ARB 
meeting. 

 

Ms. Rauch said Lori Burchett is leaving Planning and her last day is Monday, October 1, 2018. She is 
going back to Seattle, WA for a great job opportunity.  

 
Adjournment 

With no further communications to share, the Chair adjourned the meeting at 7:57 pm. 
 

As approved by the Architectural Review Board on November 28, 2018.  
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Mr. Kettler said a recommendation of approval to the Architecture Review Board is recommended with four 

conditions: 

 
1) That the applicant ensures the HVAC system is at least three feet from the property line and 

screened from the right-of-way and adjacent property to the north; 
2) That the applicant ensures the existing stone wall is protected during the construction of the second-

story addition; 
3) That the applicant replaces the board and batten shutters with operable, two-panel shutters with 

louvers to preserve the historical significance and traditional style; and  

4) That the applicant replaces the overhang brackets with a simple, band-board design to separate the 
first and second stories of the addition. 

 
Mr. Kettler said the applicant was not present but had agreed to all the conditions, prior to the meeting. 

 

Vince Papsidero asked if there were any questions or concerns for this proposal. [Hearing none.] He called 
for votes on the Waiver and the Minor Project with four conditions to be recommended for approval to the 

ARB for their meeting on September 26, 2018. The recommendations for approval passed unanimously on 
both requests. 

 

4. BSD HC – Tackett Bakery and Office      30-32 S. High Street 
 18-062ARB-MPR       Minor Project Review 

       
Lori Burchett said this application is a proposal for building additions, renovations, and associated site 

improvements to two existing historic structures within the Historic District. She said the properties are 
zoned Bridge Park District - Historic Core and are east of South High Street, ± 75 feet north of Spring Hill 

Lane. She said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to the Architectural Review 

Board for a Minor Project Review under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.066 and 153.170, and 
the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines. 
 
Ms. Burchett briefly covered an overview of the process for both the Minor Project and Waiver Reviews. She 

said this application includes the following requests for these two properties: 

 
 An Administrative Departure for Primary Materials 

 Five Waivers 

 A Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space 

 A Parking Plan 

 Minor Project Review with four conditions 

 

Ms. Burchett presented an aerial view of the site for context and photographs of the existing conditions on 
the front facades along S. High Street for both buildings as well as the rear views.  

 
Ms. Burchett explained the structure on 30 S. High Street sustained multiple additions over the years, which 

caused significant discussion amongst the Architectural Review Board members during informal reviews of 

the proposal. She reported they considered the removal of some additions and how a new addition should 
appear so it was subordinate in order to meet the intent of the Guidelines. The Board was supportive of the 

proposed design and the reuse of materials wherever possible.  
 

Ms. Burchett said the structure on 30 S. High Street is listed on the National Register of Historic Places and 

is one of the few remaining log structures in Dublin; the log cabin is visible from the attic. She reported a 
map from 1856 indicated a drugstore was on this site at one time. She said the structure rests on a stone 
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foundation with cement, asbestos-shingle siding. She stated a wall dormer is on the west side of the 

structure and a lean-to addition is located at the rear. She said the removal of two small additions to the 

building would be required. She reported the City’s third-party consultant contends that “these early exterior 
alterations, such as the shed-roof front dormer, rear shed-roof addition, and seam-metal roof, contribute to 

the character of the historic district and represent the growth of the area from early exploration to early 
20th-century commerce.” The applicant has stated the additions are in significant disrepair and are not 

salvageable, she said. 
 

Ms. Burchett said the structure on 32 S. High Street is also listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

She reported this building dates back to the 1840-50 period and is an example of mid-late 19th century 
vernacular commercial architecture. She said this structure rests on a stone foundation and consists of 

shiplap siding on the façade, vertical board and batten siding on the sides; and a gable-end facing the street. 
She noted the storefront windows have been altered and a modern addition was built at the rear. 

 

Ms. Burchett noted that additional comments from the city’s third-party consultant regarding 30 S. High can 
be found in the Planning Report. She said Staff advised the applicant to adhere to the ARB requests as 

stated in the previous Informal Reviews. She noted the majority of the Board’s questions had focused more 
on the structure on 30 S. High Street than the one on 32 S. High Street. 
 

Ms. Burchett presented the graphics illustrating the mass and scale from the previous plan to compare to 
the mass and scale of what is being proposed. She said the proposed one and a half story addition for 30 

S. High Street has a scale consistent with existing structures to the north and the gable roof and dormer 
design breaks the building into smaller masses and mimics the front of elevation of the historic structure 

without replicating. She said the proposal for 32 S. High Street includes a 300-square-foot deck addition 
with a service basement to the rear that is lower and smaller in scale than the existing building. 

 

Ms. Burchett reported the applicant has added a 175-square-foot, one-story, hyphen connector to a 1,260-
square-foot, one and half story addition per the comments received from the ARB. She said the applicant 

has also addressed the mass by including recesses and projections along portions of multiple façades. She 
reported the applicant also responded to the Board’s feedback by removing the exterior chimney from 32 S. 

High Street and is proposing a single-pane, storefront window design. 

 
Ms. Burchett noted the architectural design for the proposed addition to 30 S. High Street is simple with 

wood siding and cantilevered entry accents and the character is most similar to the adjacent simple, 
rectangular, commercial buildings found in the Historic District. She indicated the typical construction of 

these building types is a frame with horizontal siding and corner trim; one, one and one-half, or two stories 
high with a gable roof and ridgeline parallel to the street; mainly of the era of 1820 to 1890, as described 

in the Historic District Design Guidelines. 
 

Ms. Burchett added the north elevation features a projecting canopy detail with prominent dormers and the 

west elevation has a two windows at the gable end. With the building located within three feet of the 
property line, she explained, windows are not permitted and a Waiver for reduced transparency will be 

required. Adversely, she said, the design of the large windows adds to the transparency requirement and 

creates a residential aesthetic, which is generally more complementary with the commercial vernacular of 
this portion of the Historic District. She said the proposed materials include lap wood siding in off-white, 

black frame anodized aluminum windows, black standing seam metal roof, and stone veneer base. 
 

Ms. Burchett said exterior renovations proposed for 32 S. High Street will use like-for-like materials painted 

to match the existing building. She indicated the applicant is proposing to salvage existing materials as much 
as possible as recommended by the ARB. She said the applicant is proposing to resurface the existing 
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concrete block foundation with stone veneer to match closely to the stone foundations in the district as well. 

She stated the applicant intends to retain the front entrance and add a second side door on the south 

elevation for accessibility. 
 

Ms. Burchett concluded these improvements will be recognized as products of their own time. She noted 
the addition to the 30 S. High Street structure is connected through a one-story hyphen with its own design 

and character. She indicated the materials and design are complementary without being a false historic 
representation. She said the minor addition to 32 S. High Street utilizes a modern railing design that 

complements without detracting from the historic building. She stated neither of the proposed additions 

diminish the integrity of the existing building on the site and will stand as a product of their own time. 
 

Ms. Burchett presented the revised proposed site plan that included the development of the parking area, 
landscaping, and relocation detail of the stone walls. She said the landscape plan is simple and in character 

with the existing landscape character of the Historic District. She said a non-historic outhouse and shed will 

be demolished to create space for the proposed shared, 12-space parking lot at the rear of the lot to service 
the businesses in these two buildings providing direct access from Blacksmith Lane.  

 
Ms. Burchett said this application was reviewed against the Minor Project Review Criteria, Waiver Review 

Criteria, and Architectural Review Board Standards.  

 
Ms. Burchett said approval is recommended for the following Administrative Departure: 

 
1. §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(d)(5) – Primary Materials 

Minimum of 80% of façade be of a primary material 
Request: To allow the west elevation of 30 S. High Street at ±78% 

 

Ms. Burchett said a recommendation of approval to the Architectural Review Board for five Waivers is 
recommended: 

 
1. §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(a)(2) – Side Yard Setback 

Required: Minimum 3-foot side yard setback for Historic Cottage Commercial building types 

Requested: Allow for a setback of less than 3-feet for the addition to 30 S. High Street 
 

2. §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9) – Maximum Impervious Lot Coverage 
Required: A maximum lot coverage of 75% is permitted 

Requested: To allow for 87% lot coverage at 32 S. High Street. Maximum Impervious Lot Coverage 
 

3. §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(d)(1) – Non-Street Façade Transparency 

Required: Minimum of 15% non-street facing transparency 
Requested: To provide 0% on the south elevation of 30 S. High Street 

 
4. §153.062 – Building Types (O)(9)(d)(5) – Primary Materials 

Required: Minimum of 80% of façade be of a primary material 

Requested: To allow the north elevation at ±60%, south elevation at ±57% for 30 S. High Street 
 

5. §153.065 – Site Development Standards (E)(1)(b)(2) – Wall Height 
Required: Maximum height of 6 feet for walls between a principal structure and rear property line 

Requested: To allow for a retaining wall no greater than 8 feet in height 
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Ms. Burchett said a recommendation of approval to the Architectural Review Board for the Fee-in-Lieu of 

Open Space is recommended: 

 
1) Based on the square footage of the proposed use, a total of 29 square feet of publicly accessible 

open space is required. Code permits a Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space if the open space requirement is 
less than the minimum required for the smallest open space type. At 29 square feet, this is less than 

the minimum of 300 square feet required for a pocket plaza. With its relatively minimal dedication 
requirement, the applicant is requesting approval of a Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space. 

 

Ms. Burchett stated the applicant is bringing forward a Parking Plan as 24 parking spaces are required but 
14 parking spaces total are being proposed for both uses. She reported Staff reviewed the type of use for 

the shared parking arrangement and found it compatible for 14 spaces. She noted the new parking garage 
is being constructed nearby. Historically, she noted, it is hard to provide more parking on a small site. 

 

Ms. Burchett said a recommendation of approval to the Architectural Review Board for a Minor Project 
Review is recommended with a Parking Plan and four conditions: 

 
1) That the applicant receives approval of a demolition request, prior to building permit approval; 

2) That the applicant pay a Fee-in-Lieu of open space, prior to building permit approval; 

3) That the applicant provides required bicycle parking on site; and 
4) That should any archeological resources be identified during excavation, aside from the relocation 

of the existing stone wall, the applicant shall make a reasonable effort to record, protect, and 
preserve those resources. 

 
Ms. Burchett pointed out the existing stone wall and its relocation proposed as a detail along the parking 

area. 

 
Vince Papsidero asked if the applicant or the applicant’s representative had anything to add and they 

declined as they said Ms. Burchett already did such a great job presenting their case. 
 

Ms. Burchett reported the third-party consultant had expressed concerns about the size of the addition on 

30 S. High Street. ART members had noted that since this proposal is such an improvement to the properties 
and the applicant responded well to the ARB’s requests, this will certainly enhance the area. 

 
Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any questions or concerns for this proposal. [Hearing none.] He called for 

a motion to approve the Administrative Departure. Donna Goss motioned, Colleen Gilger seconded, and the 
one Administrative Departure was approved, as written. 

 

Mr. Papsidero called for the vote on the five Waivers and were all recommended for approval to the 
Architectural Review Board. 

 
Mr. Papsidero called for the vote on the recommendation of approval for the Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space and 

the Parking Plan as part of the Minor Project Review with four conditions to be recommended for approval 

to the ARB for their meeting on September 26, 2018. The recommendation for approval passed unanimously. 
 

5. Bridge Street District, Phase I - Review and Approval Procedures and Criteria 
 18-005ADMC               Administrative Request – Code Amendment 

       

Vince Papsidero said this is an application for a proposal for amendments to Zoning Code Section 153.066 
addressing the procedures for development approval and the related submittal requirements to streamline 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, June 27, 2018 
 
 
 
AGENDA 

 
1. BSD HC – Tackett Bakery & Office Addition             30 – 32 S. High Street 

 18-027INF          Informal Review (Discussion Only) 

 
2. BSD HC – Dublin Town Center Exterior Modifications     19 W. Bridge Street 

 18-034ARB/MPR           Minor Project Review (Approved 4 – 0) 
 

 
 
The Chair, David Rinaldi, called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. Other 
Board Members present were: Jeffrey Leonhard, Gary Alexander, and Andrew Keeler. Shannon Stenberg 

was absent. City representatives were: Jennifer Rauch, Lori Burchett, Richard Hansen, and Laurie Wright. 

 
Administrative Business 

 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Alexander moved, Mr. Rinaldi seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 

follows: Mr. Leonhard, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; and Mr. Alexander, yes. (Approved 4 – 0) 

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Keeler moved, Mr. Leonhard seconded, to approve the meeting minutes from April 25 and May 23, 
2018, as presented. The vote was as follows: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; and 

Mr. Leonhard, yes. (Approved 4 – 0) 
 

The Chair briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Architectural Review Board. He swore in 

anyone planning to address the Board during this meeting.  
 

 
1. BSD HC – Tackett Bakery & Office Addition              30 – 32 S. High Street 

 18-027INF                   Informal Review 

 
The Chair, David Rinaldi, said the following proposal is a request for modifications to two existing historic 

commercial buildings, an addition, and associated site improvements for a site zoned Bridge Street 
District Historic Core. He said the site is on the east side of South High Street, approximately 50 feet 

north of the intersection with Spring Hill Lane. He said this is a request for an informal review and 

feedback for a future application within the Bridge Street District under the provisions of Zoning Code 
Section 153.066. 
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Lori Burchett said this is a second Informal Review following a site visit at last month’s regular meeting. 

She said the applicant is requesting additional review and direction related to the demolition of the 

additions to the rear of 30 S. High Street; the proposed architectural details; and the scale of the 
proposed addition.  

 
Ms. Burchett presented an aerial view of the site as well as photographs of the two properties directly 

adjacent to each other as viewed from North High Street. The two properties that are being considered, 
she explained, are shown with 30 N. High Street to the north on the left and 32 N. High Street to the 

south on the right side. She restated the Board visited the two buildings and site on May 23 and walked 

through both properties to assess: the condition of the properties; the lean-to addition to the rear of the 
30 S. High Street building; the grade changes on the site where the parking lot is proposed; and the 

stone wall located in the rear of the property. She presented additional photographs that showed the 
existing conditions of the rear of the properties, which showed the lean-to addition at 30 S. High Street, 

and is one of the specific considerations requested by the applicant to be discussed this evening. 

 
Ms. Burchett presented an illustration of the proposed site plan that showed the two buildings with 

additions with a parking area in the rear. She noted the applicant is proposing to relocate the existing 
stone wall on the current site to allow for the development of the parking lot off of Blacksmith Lane. She 

presented images of the west and east elevations of the proposed buildings that illustrated the 

modifications to the 30 S. High Street property that included: the removal of an existing addition; 
construction of a new two-story addition located to the rear of the building; and the addition of a roof 

and columns over the side entrance. She said the proposed modifications to 32 S. High Street included: 
replacement of the exterior siding and roof with like-for-like materials, which includes board and batten 

and a standing-seam, metal roof; storefront window replacement; the addition of awnings along the front 
elevation; a refurbished front door; installation of new, larger windows and the conversion of a window to 

an ADA accessible door along the southern elevation; addition of a new chimney along the southern 

elevation; and a 200-square-foot building addition to the rear with a deck.  
 

Ms. Burchett presented an illustration of the south and north proposed elevations that generally 
illustrated the existing portions of each building in context with the new additions. For 32 S. High Street, 

she pointed out, the existing building and then the addition off of the rear with the deck. For 30 S. High 

Street, she explained, the added the black line in the graphic to show where 30 S. High Street ends and 
the rest, is what would be seen of the 32 S. High Street property. 

 
Ms. Burchett reported that the Board informally reviewed the proposal on April 25th and provided non-

binding feedback. She said the discussion centered around: the demolition of additions to the rear of 30 
S. High Street; whether the window details and placement were appropriate for the historic buildings; the 

location of the proposed new addition; concerns that the addition to 30 S. High Street needed more 

separation from the original building and should be scaled down to not overwhelm the original building; 
the appropriateness of the chimney on the 32 S. High Street building; and whether the raised dormer on 

the front of the 30 S. High Street structure was duplicating the feature in an unauthentic way. 
 

Ms. Burchett presented images that illustrated the mass and scale of the proposed structures from 

different vantage points and in context with the surrounding buildings. 
 

Ms. Burchett presented discussion questions that had been provided for the Board’s consideration and 
review as well as to provide additional feedback to the applicant: 

 

1. Does the Board support the demolition of the rear addition? 
2. Are the proposed architectural details including the raised dormer, windows, and chimney location 

historically appropriate? 
3. Is the proposed addition at an appropriate scale and subordinate to the historic building? 

4. Are there other considerations by the Board? 
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Ms. Burchett indicated the applicant may request further direction from the Board this evening. She said 

the applicant and representative are present and could field any questions she may not be able to 
answer. 

 
The Chair invited the applicant to add to the presentation, if they felt inclined to do so.  

 
Dan Morgan, 946 Mt. Pleasant Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, said he is the architect for the project and 

thanked the Board for taking time out from the regularly scheduled meeting last month to walk through 

the properties with them. He emphasized the most important question they are asking this evening is 
whether the Board supports the demolition of the rear additions on 30 S. High Street.  
 
Mr. Morgan indicated that during the site visit and after subsequent conversations, the possible reuse of 
the lean-to addition was in question. He explained in order to reuse it, the applicant would need to scrape 

it down and rebuild it with new modern construction so it would be structurally sound to replicate what 

was there. He said the applicant prefers to take the building back to its original log structure with the 
proposed addition off the rear of the building.  

 
The Chair invited the public to speak. 

 

Nicholas Vesha, 38 S. High Street, said he fully supported the beautiful design and looked forward to the 
applicant being their neighbor. He said this redevelopment will be a great addition to Historic Dublin and 

he is excited about that.  
 

Tom Holton, 5957 Roundstone Place, said he was speaking on behalf of the Historical Society. He 
indicated the building at 32 S. High Street would not have had a chimney as they had an internal pot 

belly stove when this was a grocery store, originally, as demonstrated by photographs. He said it is 

unknown when the chimney was added or why.  
 

Mr. Holton said, in terms of the lean-to addition, he fully supports Mr. Morgan’s perspective. He said 
having seen it last month, we know it is not in good shape. He indicated it can be difficult to decide 

exactly what time period defines history in Dublin because everything evolved over so many years. He 

suggested giving the applicant latitude in this particular case. He explained the building at 30 S. High 
Street has the log cabin structure inside from one period and then it was added onto later, and then 

followed by another addition in another period. He said allowing the applicant to take the building back to 
a workable structure allows the applicant to do something commercially with it, while still making it an 

attractive feature for the community. 
 

The Chair said the Board discussion may begin and he wanted to start it off with a positive note because 

he is pleased a project may happen here. He said he is pleased someone is willing to invest in these two 
properties because they have both been in jeopardy for a long time. He stated Ms. Burchett highlighted 

the topics that were the sticking points at the first Informal Review a couple of months ago. He 
suggested revisiting those comments again and have the Board weigh in on this proposal. He asked the 

Board to discuss the comments on the demolition of the existing additions/lean-to(s) first. 

 
Andrew Keeler clarified that when the portions of the existing structures are referred to as lean-tos, there 

are two of them to the rear of the property – the smaller one is to the far east end and in a serious state 
of disrepair, and then there is the section in between the log structure and the newest addition. He asked 

if both are proposed to be eliminated. The Chair answered that is what the drawings indicate today. 

 
Gary Alexander indicated it is difficult to talk about this because what the ARB is tasked with per the 

Zoning Code. He said the proposed addition does not meet the standards in the Zoning Code 
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§153.174(D)(3) under additions so it is hard to approve this as proposed, while not keeping that center 

addition. He said if that is kept, the argument can be made that the standards are being met. He 

explained the Code suggests there should be separation between the primary structure and the addition; 
additions should be clearly distinguishable. He noted there is not separation in the proposal as it would 

attach one addition right onto another, marrying them, essentially. He said this standard in the Code 
matches preservation guidelines across the country and is not unique to Dublin, Ohio. He emphasized it is 

a standard approach to preservation for additions. He suggested that by keeping that lean-to, two things 
happen – it meets the Code by keeping a piece of history and gives the applicant the opportunity for the 

separation.  

 
Mr. Alexander recalled, part of the discussion was about the functional issue with the existing stair, which 

is not compliant. He stated he has not worked with Dublin’s Building Department but it has been his 
experience, that every building department he has worked in, in Central Ohio, when there is a historic 

structure involved, they have allowed for some leniency in areas of non-compliance. He said if the 

primary issue is to make a stair that can be accessed from the front, and even if the dormer makes it 
difficult for headroom to accommodate, the Building Department may be willing to grant a Waiver. He 

said that has been done in other communities in Central Ohio, some larger, some smaller. He said having 
a stair that accesses both should not drive the decision because he thinks there are other options. He 

added the lot is so long and there is no parking behind this structure. He said if the lean-to was kept and 

shifted back slightly, there is plenty of property to make it work.  
 

Mr. Alexander also indicated there are other opportunities that are not being explored. He suggested that 
since the grade drops, the floor can be lowered to provide some connection in that area, build more mass 

and not be concerned with the height. He said this architect did a nice job on another project recently 
dealing with height issues and was approved. 

 

Mr. Alexander said the accessibility issue could be overcome because there could be a second access 
area at the lower elevation. He noted the site provides other opportunities and keeping the larger lean-to 

will not impose a hardship. He agreed that eliminating the smaller lean-to makes sense. He concluded, 
keeping the larger lean-to solves the ARB problem by meeting the Code, provides the applicant great 

opportunities in terms of development while meeting the standards of the Zoning Code.  

 
Jeff Leonhard asked for clarification when Mr. Alexander referred to the Code – if he meant Zoning Code 

or under the Architectural Review Board standards. Mr. Alexander referred Mr. Leonhard to §153.174, 
Board Order Standards, #3. He said it talks about additions, how there should be separation, subordinate 

to original structure, should be in the rear, etc. 
 

Mr. Rinaldi added a number of things the developer has done has been done correctly. He said the 

addition is to the rear and that is one of the most important criteria. He indicated he could be persuaded 
that the second lean-to should be eliminated but also agreed there is not separation to distinguish the 

two. He said tying in rooflines is a big flag in the review guidelines and that should not be happening. He 
said if we have to have a two-story connection, if that could narrow to a passageway, and the new mass 

is separate behind that, he could be more supportive. He said the design may not be perfect but it needs 

to be compliant. He emphasized the new addition has to be smaller, inside, and the main mass has to be 
pulled back so the original structure is highlighted. He repeated he could be persuaded the second lean-

to could be eliminated. He said the way the addition is rendered right now and designed, is not 
appropriate.  

 

Mr. Leonhard stated he is in favor of the proposal and assumes they have paid a lot of money in 
architectural fees. He said if the Board makes the applicant change the proposal it will cost the applicant 

more money and more than likely, these buildings will be sitting here until next year when somebody else 
wants to do something with them. He stated he lives behind these buildings and they are an eyesore. He 
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said if we make it difficult for the properties to be developed, these buildings will never be used and fall 

down.  

 
Alex Vesha, 38 S. High Street, said he wanted to address the Board so the Chair swore him in. He said he 

is the co-owner with his brother on the property next door. Mr. Vesha said he wanted to speak to the 
idea of building a basement on those properties or digging down. He said he and his brother wanted to 

do that on their property but it was prohibitively expensive due to the rock, so they did not pursue it. He 
said he did not think excavating was a reasonable expense to pass on to the applicant for this type of 

addition and business that is intended to go there. He understands there are issues with following the 

Code but these structures have been sitting here for a long time and there should be some reasonable 
accommodation made for this proposal. He stated the applicant’s proposal will enhance his building as 

well as the entire street and neighborhood.  
 

Mr. Alexander clarified he was not suggesting a basement, just lowering the floor level some.  

 
Mr. Keeler said he was in favor of this proposal and agrees with the public that has commented. He said 

when considering to purchase a structure, the shortcomings need to be understood. He said the 
expectation cannot be that a property can be adopted to fit the use proposed; there may be hurdles to 

overcome. He said he understands these properties are an eyesore and he, too wants to see the 

structures improved but there are certain standards that the ARB needs to apply uniformly, not just for 
this applicant but those that follow. He stated his main point was that the City has certain standards and 

this Board needs to uphold them. He said that is an expense a property owner incurs in their exploration 
of a property; it is the cost of doing business.  

 
Mr. Keeler said he was not in favor of the chimney because it did not appear to be authentic. He said the 

newest addition/lean-to to the east, is ready to fall apart and needs to be demolished. He said he is 

conflicted with the small section/addition because it tells a story. He does not believe that leaving that 
structure in place is going to make it impossible for the applicant to repurpose the property and make it 

useable. He said he believes the middle structure can be used and worked around.  
 

Mr. Leonhard asked staff what the objection is to the chimney because there is already a chimney there. 

Ms. Burchett said the Staff and the historic consultant’s perspective is the chimney was added later and 
part of the assessment considers when the chimney was added and if it contributes to the historic 

integrity of the structure. Mr. Leonhard said he did not understand why the applicant could not have a 
chimney that was already there. Mr. Alexander explained the proposed chimney is not in the location of 

the current chimney and it is a different kind of chimney being proposed – a flue, it is smaller, built with 
brick, and should be installed further back. He said the chimney is not original and it changes the 

perception of this part of the building. 

 
Mr. Leonhard said the consultant noted there was a front door on 30 S. High Street so that leaves him to 

question if the consultant even visited the property. Mr. Alexander said we can bet she did a lot more 
research into the documents than we have. Mr. Alexander asked Mr. Morgan if the front door was 

original, to which he answered affirmatively. 

 
Mr. Morgan wanted to address the first discussion question. He referred to the rear image of 30 S. High. 

He pointed to the lower left-hand side. He said they stepped in a second floor to make it a second floor 
hallway. He argued the addition the Board is deeming significant was never approved by any historic 

board nor would it be approved.  He said it did not step in from the side and slams right in to the rear of 

the historic building. He restated their proposed addition stepped in approximately two feet from each 
side of that back portion of the existing building. He said the current addition continues that roofline at 

an angle where they clad over the change from the log structure to the two-by-four structure. He said it 
is lined up and skinned over with asbestos siding, blurring the original log structure and space between 

those two parts of the building.  
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Mr. Morgan said they are seeking to take it a step further back to what it once was and give it its due. He 

told Mr. Alexander he respected his opinion as an architect and the ideas of further separating the 
building and referencing the project they did at 113 S. High. He said those two projects cannot be 

compared because that is a second building, not an accessory structure or addition. He emphasized that 
was a second primary building on the same site.  

 
Mr. Morgan explained they are trying to unify the building to have a usable office building but a small log 

structure on its own. He said keeping the lean-to addition is not viable for a modern day office. He said 

he can see the merit of a connector with a corridor to another unique free-standing building but that 
would look like two separate buildings connected by a covered breezeway and that is not what he wants 

to do here.  
 

Mr. Morgan said in the interest of keeping the district alive and the nature of the district alive, he thinks 

this proposal is the right way to go. He said he could absolutely look through the details so it could be 
more distinct. He wanted to point out the proposal shows a separation and agreed he did not want it to 

look like the same building and there are treatments that could be pushed to emphasize that as they 
move forward with the design. He said 30 S. High is a one and a half story building, and the addition is 

also one and a half stories. He said they do a step down to create head height to get through that 

clearance. He said they walked through that with the existing shed dormer on the second story or that 
attic story of 30 S. High.  

 
Mr. Morgan said he was not supportive of the idea of asking for leniency from the Chief Building Official 

on that existing staircase; he does not want to stand by that as it would not stand up in court. He said if 
it was his house, he would not trust the stairway, if his kids had to go down it in case of a fire.  

 

The Chair asked if the Board had any more comments about the demolition request of the rear addition 
[Hearing none.] He reminded the applicant one member was not present this evening. 

 
The Chair referred to question #2 - Are the proposed architectural details including the raised dormer, 

windows, and chimney location historically appropriate? 

 
The Chair said the chimney was a point of discussion on 32 S. High with the Board the first time around 

and it is still. He said the other detail that is very prominent is the addition of the door on the front of 30 
S. High. He said it appears one would be going into a conference room and asked if there was an 

advantage to having two doors from the outside for the same room. He said history indicated there was a 
door there. Mr. Rinaldi said personally he could support it. He asked for further comments. 

 

Mr. Alexander said if other things worked out he would be willing to live with all the reservations about 
that. Mr. Rinaldi said he understood but one of the items the Board considers “is whether there is 

historical precedent.”   
 

Mr. Alexander asked if the dormer is being raised on the front. Mr. Morgan responded the dormer was 

not being raised.  
 

Mr. Alexander said the fenestration on the windows is being changed on 32 S. High St. 
 

Mr. Keeler asked about the structures being historically appropriate. He recalled asking about siding the 

last time they met. He emphasized he is in favor of preserving everything that can be. He understands it 
does not look new. He said it appears there may have been peeling paint at one time; and it was 

scraped, sanded, primed, and caulked but that is what a renovated old building is supposed to look like. 
He said he is not in favor of putting a new skin on an old building. He encouraged the applicant to keep 
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and reuse everything they can. He indicated he loves the new builds around Dublin that look old; they 

are pristine, but he also appreciates old structures. 

 
Mr. Leonhard indicated lead paint and asbestos will be found on these structures. 

 
Mr. Rinaldi recalled talking about the mullions on 32 S. High. He suggested in keeping with what the 

building use was, the non-divided lites is the way the window should look and he would not like to see 
divided lites added. 

 

Mr. Alexander said the front is the most important part to preserving these buildings and preserving the 
identity. 

 
The Chair referred to question #3 - Is the proposed addition at an appropriate scale and subordinate to 

the historic building? 

 
Mr. Alexander asked the applicant what kind of input he wanted for the detailing in the back. He 

indicated there are a lot less reservations with the 32 S. High Street building. Mr. Morgan said detail wise, 
they have a clear picture of what they need to do. He restated the big question this evening was more 

about the lean-to additions on 30 S. High Street and whether they will be allowed to demolish both. He 

said if there is any merit of further architectural studies to deem it appropriate to replace those two shed 
additions, they would be interested in exploring that or if it is steadfast that the original addition needs to 

be there. He emphasized that was the feedback they were looking for this evening.  
 

Mr. Morgan said if they are to move forward with this process, they need to get their site engineers 
going. He concluded they wanted to be open for business by Thanksgiving but sees now that is not 

happen. He said before they green light their engineers to move forward with an addition, they want to 

make sure they will have some sort of addition on this building and approximately the area they are 
showing, with the final elevations going to be we are going to refine that with staff. He said that is the 

direction they are looking for. 
 

Mr. Morgan said Dublin has very simple architectural details, very simple vernacular type of buildings. He 

indicated the history of these structures being built by fathers coming home from work, putting the 
building together with their own two hands, not very ornate or elaborate and that is the kind of details 

they will be replicating.  
 

Mr. Morgan noted the feedback received last time on the windows, on 32 S. High, and they are on board. 
He said in terms of the doors, they are discussing whether they put the door back in the middle on the 

front of 30 S. High, versus leaving it sided over, or maybe the door becomes a window again. He said 

they are looking for as much versatility in that space as they can in this stage of design.  
 

The Chair asked if there was any detail that should be brought to the attention of the architect. 
 

Mr. Alexander said Mr. Morgan is asking if it is prudent to take an intermediate next step and would the 

Board be willing to look at other options. He reiterated what he said earlier, which was to keep the 
middle lean-to so the proposal would adhere to the standards. He said he is sympathetic to wanting to 

move forward but he would have difficulty considering other schemes and would just fall back in the 
same position. 

 

Mr. Rinaldi said he is trying to be as sympathetic as he can and there is no doubt the Board wants to 
support this project. He said the public also wants this to move forward and not see the area deteriorate. 

He said he has trouble with the proposed big addition on the back of the 30 S. High Street building. He 
reiterated the applicant can sway him to support the demolition of the existing second addition; he just 

does not like the way the new addition would be up close against the existing structure. Again, he said, 
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he would be willing to eliminate the second shed if the proposed new addition was sensitive to the size 

and separation needed and he does not see that in the design yet. He added the applicant should keep 

as much of the stone wall in the rear of the property as possible. 
 

Mr. Holton said if the Board decides the first lean-to must remain, if the applicant can still build behind 
the current structure with a viable project. 

 
Mr. Rinaldi answered there is no issue and yes there is a viable option, which he thought was clearly on 

the table. 

 
Mr. Leonhard said it might not be a viable option for the applicant, financially, to go through all that. Mr. 

Alexander added he did not think what he proposed would cost more money - to build the addition a 
different way, off the lean-to. 

 

Floyd Tackett said for them to get the usable space they want, the stair does not work to go up one 
building and down another. He said they are not asking for a big building. He said the lean-to is 

deteriorated; they would need to tear it down and rebuild it the way it was, which was poorly built the 
first time. He emphasized that did not make sense. He said if it was a nice lean-to, a well-built structure, 

he would surely keep it but there is nothing to work with. He said it is sitting in the dirt, the floor boards 

are rotten, and it rests on two-by-fours. He stressed it is an extremely poor design and they do not want 
to spend more money on something they do not want. 

 
Mr. Leonhard asked when the final vote would occur. Ms. Burchett explained Planning would need to 

receive a formal application submitted and Staff would review. From the applicant’s testimony, the 
applicant’s representative had mentioned that they still need to engage some engineering to do the final 

design and did not want to invest until they had a clear direction from this Board.  

 
The Chair asked the Board if they had any further comments. [There were none.] 

 
 

2. BSD HC – Dublin Town Center Exterior Modifications     19 W. Bridge Street 

 18-034ARB/MPR       Minor Project Review 
       

 
The Chair, David Rinaldi, said the following proposal is a request for exterior modifications, including 

window and siding replacement, to an existing commercial building within Historic Dublin zoned Bridge 
Street District Historic Core. He said the site is southwest of the intersection of West Bridge Street and 

High Street. He said this is a request for a review and approval of a Minor Project Review under the 

provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.066 and 153.170, and the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines. 
 
Lori Burchett explained the Minor Project Review process is intended to address modifications conducted 
after initial Site and/or Development Plan Review approval. She said the Administrative Review Team 

(ART) is the final reviewing body with the exception of the Architectural Review Board (ARB) in the 

Historic District or the Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC), if warranted by the proposal and in this 
instance, the proposal will be forwarded to the ARB for review and approval. She said the ART reviewed 

and made a recommendation of approval to the ARB on June 21, 2018. She said types of MPR 
applications (for example) would be: Single-family residences; Commercial <10,000 square feet; 

Additions <10,000 square feet; Exterior Modifications; Signs (if meeting Code); and Site Modifications.  

 
Ms. Burchett added that upon the ARB’s review and approval of this MPR, the applicant will be eligible to 

file a Building Permit from the Building Standards Division upon their review that can include: site, 
building and/or sign permits and meeting additional requirements from Building, Fire, or Landscaping, 

etc. 
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said City Council appreciates their service. She noted the Board receives a lot of 

information but they are in fantastic hands with the Planning Staff. She said Council expects the Board 

Members to give the utmost respectful to one another, applicants, and staff but that does not mean 
members have to agree. She said Council is asking for their best opinions, independent thoughts, and 

they value the critique of the cases that will come before this Board. She thanked the Board and 
encouraged the Board to take the charge of the highest possible standard that can be upheld for the 

balance of our community. She said the Board Members are the gatekeepers of our Historic District, 
which is the most coveted place in our community. She said there is a tremendous amount of 

responsibility and it is a vitally important portion of our community and to our citizens. She thanked them 

again for their efforts and Council looks forward to great things coming to Council from the ARB. She said 
if the Board ever needs assistance or guidance, or has questions, not to hesitate to contact her as she is 

the Administrative Chair and the Liaison for the Boards and Commissions. She asked them to please 
reach out to Council because they stand at the ready to help the Board do an excellent job. 

 

The Chair thanked the Vice Mayor, Mr. Keeler for coming on board, and Mr. Alexander for continuing his 
service. He said next on the agenda was the election of officers but he would hold that until after all the 

cases were heard but the Administrative Business will be reported in the order it was published on the 
agenda.  

 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Leonhard moved, Mr. Alexander seconded, to elect David Rinaldi as the 2018-2019 Chair. The vote 

was as follows: Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Leonhard, 
yes; (Approved 5 – 0) 

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Rinaldi moved, Mr. Leonhard seconded, to elect Shannon Stenberg as the 2018-2019 Vice Chair. The 

vote was as follows: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Leonhard, yes; Mr. 
Rinaldi, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 

 
Motion and Vote 

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

follows: Mr. Leonhard, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; and Mr. Alexander, yes. 
(Approved 5 – 0) 

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Leonhard moved, Mr. Keeler seconded, to approve the meeting minutes from March 28, 2018, as 
presented. The vote was as follows: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, 

yes; and Mr. Leonhard, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 

 
The Chair asked to address cases three through five first, and then cases one and two. He briefly 

explained the rules and procedures of the Architectural Review Board. He swore in anyone planning to 
address the Board during this meeting.  

 

 
1. BSD HC – Tackett Bakery & Office Addition              30 – 32 S. High Street 

 18-027INF                   Informal Review 
 

The Chair, David Rinaldi, said the following proposal is a request for modifications to two existing historic 

commercial buildings, an addition, and associated site improvements for a site on the east side of South 
High Street, approximately 50 feet north of the intersection with Spring Hill Lane. He said this is a request 

for an informal review and feedback for a future application within the Bridge Street District under the 
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
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Lori Burchett explained the process whereas the applicant requested an Informal Review, which would be 

followed by a Minor Project Review, reviewed by the ART, with a final approval provided by the ARB and 

then upon approval, the applicants can file for a building, site, and/or sign permits; building permits are 
required for construction to commence.  

 
Ms. Burchett presented an aerial view of the site as well as front and rear photographs of the existing 

conditions. She said the two historic structures located at 30 and 32 S. High Street are proposed to be 
renovated to accommodate an office (30 S. High St.) and bakery (32 S. High St.). She reported both 

structures are currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places as part of the Historic District. 

She stated the City’s third-party, historic preservation consultant was hired to provide a review and she 
reported the property was listed on the National Register in 1979 for significant contributions to the areas 

of architecture, commerce, and exploration/settlement from 1880 to 1925. She also had found the 
properties are part of the Ohio Historic Inventory and are considered contributing to the City of Dublin’s 

Local Historic District per the Historic and Cultural Assessment conducted in 2017.  

 
Ms. Burchett said the building on 30 S. High Street contains one of the few remaining log structures in 

Dublin and it is visible from the attic, and an 1856 map indicated a drugstore was on this site. She said 
the structure rests on a stone foundation with cement asbestos shingle siding with a lean-to addition at 

the rear and a large shed dormer on the west side. She noted an exterior concrete block chimney is on 

the south side of the building. She said other character-defining features the consultant noted were: the 
limestone foundation (probably from local stone), the log structure, the saltbox profile of the building, 

and the side entry.  
 

Ms. Burchett said the structure at 32 S. High Street was a former store and is an example of mid-late 
19th century vernacular commercial architecture consisting of a gable end facing the street; vertical 

board and batten siding on the sides; and shiplap siding on the façade. She said the structure rests on a 

stone foundation and at some point in time, a modern addition was built at the rear and the storefront 
windows were altered. Additionally, she said, the property has two outbuildings: a small, wood-frame, 

shed-roof privy and a rectangular, wood-frame, gable-roof storage building. She reported the consultant 
noted other character-defining features that include: the limestone foundation (probably from local 

stone), the horizontal wood siding, the center door flanked by storefront windows with knee walls, and 

the seam-metal gable roof hidden behind a false parapet storefront. 
 

Ms. Burchett said the applicant is proposing modifications to the two historic structures and associated 
site improvements at 30 and 32 S. High Street to allow for office and bakery uses, respectively. The 

modifications include the creation of a paved, 12-space parking lot to the rear and will be shared among 
the two parcels along with two, on-street parking spaces. Based on the proposed uses, she stated, Code 

requires 22 parking spaces to support the office and bakery uses. She noted a Parking Plan will be 

required to allow for the parking reduction. She restated the two parcels have frontage on the east side 
of S. High Street and are accessed from S. Blacksmith Lane at the rear and includes a dumpster in the 

southeastern corner. The applicant has provided an increased paved area, she said, to allow for vehicles 
passing along Blacksmith Lane and will continue to work with Engineering on this detail. 

 

Ms. Burchett said the proposed improvements to 30 S. High Street specifically, she said, include an 
addition of 85 square feet onto the rear of the structure, while the improvements to 32 S. High Street 

specifically include an additional 583 square feet, as well as a deck in the rear.  
 

Ms. Burchett said the proposed modifications to 30 S. High Street include the removal of an existing 

addition; construction of a new, two-story addition located to the rear of the building; relocation of the 
building entrance from High Street to the north side of the building to allow for ADA accessibility; and the 

addition of a roof and columns over the new entrance. Proposed building materials include wood siding, 
clad wood windows and a shingle roof, she said. 
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Ms. Burchett said the proposed modifications to 32 S. High Street include replacing the exterior siding 

and roof with like-for-like materials (board and batten and standing seam metal roof); storefront window 

replacement and the addition of awnings along the front elevation with a refurbished front door; 
installation of new, larger windows and the conversion of a window to an ADA accessible door along the 

southern elevation; addition of a new chimney along the southern elevation; and a 200-square-foot 
building addition to the rear with a deck. 

 
Ms. Burchett presented the side elevations of both structures with the proposed additions on the rear of 

each building that showed the difference in size between the two additions. The consultant, she reported, 

had concerns with using a side entrance to 30 S. High Street as a front entrance would be more 
historically appropriate. She presented graphics to further show context of mass and scale; the additions 

fit within Code in terms of the building’s footprint and the building height. She said the applicant is 
proposing to demolish the existing addition to the rear of 30 S. High Street as well as the two 

outbuildings and relocating an existing dry-laid stone wall on site to accommodate the new paved parking 

area. She said the consultant recognized the outbuildings provide historic context for the site, but they 
are difficult to maintain. Ms. Burchett said the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines outline several 

considerations regarding the maintenance of historic structures within the district including the 
preservation of distinctive and defining characteristics, replacement of deteriorated historic features, and 

preservation of the historic character and changes that have been acquired significance over time; the 

consultant recommends against removing the existing rear addition of 30 S. High Street for that very 
reason. 

 
Ms. Burchett noted the consultant had stated that she was supportive of the storefront windows at 32 S. 

High Street but not necessarily the glazing pattern or the addition of the chimney on the southern 
elevation as this tends to provide a false sense of history. She further noted that if the applicant has any 

further details on perhaps the existence of a fireplace in that location, that could sway her decision and 

would want as many historic details used as possible. 
 

Ms. Burchett presented the proposed floor plans for the office building at 30 S. High Street and the 
bakery with a small office area at 32 S. High Street.  

 

Ms. Burchett presented discussion questions that had been provided for the Board’s consideration and 
review as well as to provide feedback to the applicant: 

 
1. Does the Board support the demolition of the rear addition, two outbuildings, and the relocation 

of the historic stone wall? 
 

2. Does the proposal maintain the historic integrity of the existing structures? 

 
3. Are the proposed building additions historically appropriate and does the proposed character fit 

with the surrounding buildings? 
 

4. Is the Board supportive of the parking reduction? 

 
5. Are there other considerations by the Board? 

 
Jeff Leonhard asked if the third-party consultant visited the properties because there is no door on the 

front of the structure at 30 S. High Street and there is a fire chimney existing on the side of the structure 

at 32 S. High Street. Ms. Burchett answered it is her understanding that through the consultant’s 
research, most of the buildings in the area had front entrances and if there is a chimney there, the size is 

the issue. She added the consultant visits the site as part of her review. 
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Gary Alexander said there is a brick flew but it is way back and that front corner is extremely visible 

because the adjacent building sits back. In fact, the window locations are changing on that elevation. 

 
Mr. Leonhard said there may have been a front door at 30 S. High at some point in time but it clearly has 

not been there in a while. Ms. Burchett emphasized that the consultant’s review includes thorough 
research.  

 
Mr. Alexander said he questions the consultant’s assessment as well in terms of the additions to the rear 

of the building on 30 S. High because it looks like that shed has two components to it; there is an original 

shed and then there is a shed that projects out slightly beyond that. He asked if that was accurate. Ms. 
Burchett indicated that the third-party consultant’s review is just one part of this review.  

 
The Chair invited the applicant to add to the presentation.  

 

Dan Morgan, 946 Mt. Pleasant Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, said he is the architect for the project. He 
indicated that early on, when the properties were purchased, they received approval to do some 

exploratory evaluations and clean up the two main structures. He said they first thought they had found a 
window at 30 S. High but once they peeled off the many layers of particle board and wallpaper, they 

found that a window was actually a door on the High Street façade so they decided to use the door but 

on the side as the entry. He reported there is an existing chimney, in a more modern material, in 
between the two structures that has no connection but would serve 30 S. High. He said a porch was a 

later addition. He referred to the third-party review, which states the covered porch is appropriate given 
its scale, massing, form, and the standing seam metal roof for the building at 30 S. High and the district 

on page 3 – the last sentence of the second paragraph. He provided more critique of the third-party 
review for 32 S. High Street. He noted the consultant said the project is seeking to do two additions to 32 

S. High Street but at that site there is an existing building and about 10 – 15 years after it was built, 

there is another addition, which either brought it up to High Street, as it may have been set back, similar 
to 34 S. High, the law office. He said there was another addition completed in the 50’s or 60’s, which is 

the block foundation that comes up out of grade to the very rear so they are merely seeking to do a third 
addition to the building to increase some seating room so it is just one addition.  

 

Mr. Morgan walked through the floor plans, beginning with the proposed bakery. He said the kitchen 
takes up most of the space and to be a viable business, they need room for customers. He said they had 

considered a large deck off the rear of the site but since this is Central Ohio, it would only be comfortable 
for patrons about two months out of the year. Then they considered enclosing it and using some sliding 

doors on the back that could be opened up for two to three months of the year to provide a larger space 
for wedding or baby showers, perhaps or small corporate events. They also needed a room for an office 

with restrooms and a mechanical room below it for staff. At the 30 S. High Street site, he said, the 

addition is held together by a shoestring, not a usable space, and just slightly better than a mud floor. He 
said the head height, building materials, and methods were not up to standards. He said the building 

itself, being 20 feet by 16 feet (roughly) with eight-inch walls is not much usable space for any type of 
business. That prompted asking for removal of the original addition and providing a larger addition (story 

and a half) in its place. He said 30 S. High is 1.5 stories and not two stories tall. The attic room will have 

a vaulted ceiling making use of the shed dormer. 
 

Mr. Alexander said when he reviewed 32 S. High, the structure appeared to have three siding conditions, 
board and batten, board-on-board, and then the beveled side. He asked the applicant if he was 

proposing to re-side everything. Mr. Morgan answered affirmatively for the structure at 32 S. High. He 

said the sidings on the original buildings are deteriorated and they plan to replace with wood. He said 
they plan to keep the board and batten going down the side of the main structure and switching to a 

horizontal siding with a slightly less reveal for the contemporary addition to the rear. 
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Mr. Alexander asked if corrugated siding was used on the north side. Mr. Morgan answered they believe 

that was there as the previous owners started some demolition, whether exploratory or maliciously, he 

does not know, and there are materials there more or less inherited but the corrugated siding is not 
intended to remain.  

 
David Rinaldi said he was glad someone had a plan for these properties as they have been in jeopardy 

for a long time. Mr. Leonhard agreed. 
 

Mr. Morgan asked for some general thoughts on the site plan from the Board such as the amount of 

parking. Mr. Leonhard said, the fact that Code requires 22 and the applicant wants to reduce that 
number, he is fine with that. He said he lives right behind there and there’s a lot of traffic on Blacksmith 

Lane so the less number of parking spaces back there the better.  
 

The Chair indicated there would be a lot more Board discussion later but wanted to allow the public to 

speak in regards to this case. 
 

Tom Holton, 5957 Roundstone Place, said he was speaking on behalf of the Historical Society. He said 
the last inventory was done in 1980 and the property at 30 S. High Street was a rental property, referred 

to as the “Weber” property.  

 
Mr. Holton said when the applicant comes back to answer questions, he would like to know how the 

applicant plans to expose the log structure so visitors to the office can see the original structure. He said 
he was inside the structure with the owner and has seen a significant amount of it but it has been several 

months. He stated it is a remarkable site and it would be very useful for the log structure to be exposed. 
He wanted to know how the stone wall will be relocated from its current location right between the two 

properties; it is not easy to do and not often done but that should be addressed somehow. He noted 

there is a fire hydrant in the back, almost to Blacksmith Lane and former Chief Bostic would be very 
upset if that was disturbed. He wanted to know how the applicant would work around that or relocate it. 

In terms of the parking, he indicated, the homeowners in the back will certainly be interested in how the 
stormwater will be managed. He stated there is a fairly substantial berm on the east side of Blacksmith 

Lane but it can be breached with heavy rains as it has recently.  

 
Mr. Holton questioned the chimney on 32 S. High Street. He said that building was originally built as a 

grocery store and lasted until the late 60’s or so, then it became multiple uses including an antique store. 
He said the large display windows indicate that they were for the owner to display his wares for the 

people walking by. He noted the consultant said the windows were replaced but he has never heard any 
indication of the windows being altered. He said he has never seen a photograph of that place in an 

earlier stage but as an original building they needed the greatest amount of light possible for a shotgun 

type of building and grocery. He indicated it makes sense that those windows were large in the first 
place. He reported there are interior photos of that building as a grocery and it is long and well lighted in 

the front but dark in the back. Regarding a fireplace, he said there was no fireplace as they had a pot 
belly stove for heat so the chimney is not historically correct so the consultant is right in that sense. For 

the local residents that could not be here this evening, in particular, Mr. Rudy, he was asked to request 

consideration of the residents and the traffic on Blacksmith Lane from the Board. 
 

Mr. Alexander asked Mr. Holton for clarity on his last statement. He said when you are asking the Board 
to consider the residents in terms of traffic, if that meant they prefer more parking. Mr. Holton clarified to 

consider additional customers who might be coming to and from the establishment. He said the local 

residents are very much in favor of this project, anything to upgrade the property but it is likely to 
increase traffic on Blacksmith Lane and Spring Hill Lane but it is one more thing for the Board to consider 

as more and more projects are anticipated for this district.  
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Shannon Stenberg said for the structure that is being considered for demolition, which the consultant had 

deemed contributing, she wanted to know Mr. Holton’s thoughts on the demolition proposed. Mr. Holton 

said he was in favor of the demolition of the non-historic addition behind 32 S. High Street. He said he 
spoke to Mr. Tackett about it when they walked around the site because it is in terrible condition. He said 

the outhouse back should be demolished. He said the lean-to portion on 30 S. High on the left, is again 
an add-on so it could also be demolished. He clarified there are two additions to 30 S. High - a portion on 

the back where it is narrow and then another to the original cabin.  
 

The Chair asked if there was anyone else from the public that wanted to speak on this case. [Hearing 

none.] He opened the discussion up for the Board. 
 

Mr. Leonhard said he agreed; improving that structure is needed and parking is a challenge to address 
because the Zoning Code requires 22 spaces. He indicated there is not room for 22 spaces, and the 

majority of the traffic on Blacksmith is not people parking in the lots, but people cutting through to avoid 

the main intersection. He said the businesses will need parking spaces and he does not anticipate that to 
cause any more meaningful traffic than rush hour does. He said he lives on Blacksmith Lane and the 

traffic is bad during rush hour, especially on Fridays.  
 

Mr. Rinaldi reported he had walked the site and the structure on 32 S. High Street and the smaller 

addition on 30 S. High Street are in terrible shape. 
 

Mr. Alexander said he had an issue with the demolition at 30 S. High Street because there is a small lean-
to, which was added to the original to set the first addition. He said he can understand the small lean-to 

but asked what happens when that is removed. He noted the applicant is proposing to build an addition 
that is big and overwhelming to the historic structure so he has an issue with the nature of that addition 

proposed that removing that lean-to allows. He suggested there are other ways to get floor space on two 

levels without jamming the proposed addition right up to the back of the historic building. He added it is 
import to understand the original historic structure and how it changed over time because not only does 

it reflect how the building changed but also how the environment changed as well. He said it is not 
unusual to reframe structures from the inside; it is very common because most of the older structures are 

not built to current codes. He said when structural changes are made by reframing from the inside, the 

roof is supported.  He said he does not see an issue with the first addition on the 30 S. High building. He 
suggested there are other ways to connect to that addition, no matter how large the new addition is back 

there. Additionally, he noted, that shed creates space so the original building is not being overwhelmed 
and the cottage character of the building is retained. He stated he is definitely not in support of removing 

everything on the back of 30 S. High Street. 
 

Mr. Rinaldi asked Mr. Alexander if he would consider more of a single-story link through that first 

addition. Mr. Alexander said the stair could be placed in the addition. He said the architect created 
breathing space with the other project on S. High Street and that can be done with this historic structure 

as well. He said it may take rethinking the programming and the intended uses but he thinks it creates a 
problem where the addition is too big, relative to the rest of the house.  

 

Mr. Rinaldi asked Mr. Alexander for his thoughts on the other structure because there is a substantial 
addition proposed for there as well. Mr. Alexander answered he would like to see the material there re-

used because the volume is the same; the space they want to create is a linear volume just like that. He 
said repairs and patches of existing materials can be seen throughout the district and the original 

material is still visible. He said it is unfortunate to tear something down and just rebuild with all new 

materials in that space.  
 

Mr. Rinaldi asked if there were any issues with the proposed demolitions of the ancillary structures 
(outhouse). Ms. Stenberg said she does not have any problems with demolishing the outbuildings. She 

added she would like to see the addition on the rear of 30 S. High Street stepped down slightly. She said 
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she is more concerned about the siding and making sure the historic siding is incorporated in the 

structure itself whether interior or to show the character of the original, if it is salvageable. She indicates 

she likes the proposed structure for 32 S. High Street flows; and the appropriate way the demolition 
looked.  

 
Mr. Morgan said there is no demolition planned for 32 S. High Street; the main structure is 2x4 walls and 

4x4 walls. He said they are rebuilding the structure from the inside out to maintain the integrity. Mr. 
Alexander said the presentation suggested the rear portion was coming off. Mr. Morgan said that was not 

coming off. 

 
Mr. Rinaldi clarified that the only main building demolition from the whole project is at 30 S. High Street 

with two additions proposed (the first lean-to plus the small lean-to). Mr. Morgan agreed. He said the 
intent is to take it back to its original structure and expose the logs on the inside of the building and 

maintain the insulation on the outside of the log structure. He explained they are creating a hole in the 

passageway where the window is.  
 

Mr. Keeler asked to clarify demolition sections. Mr. Morgan said the intent on 30 S. High Street is to peel 
off the two additions, peeling it back to the original log structure and constructing one, story and a half 

addition, matching the footprint and turning it so it steps in and fits an appropriate scale. He said there is 

a connection on the attic story just wide enough for a person to walk through to get to the attic level of 
the addition so they are stepping it in on the side. He said the experience is to walk from the original 

building to a new building. He said the aesthetic will be fairly sleek and clean on the inside letting the 
more minimal modern materials play off the older logs to get a sense of texture. He said they found the 

logs of this cabin were repurposed to build this log cabin originally. The logs have more holes and joints 
where one would not expect to see them so they want to demonstrate that with this project.  

 

Mr. Keeler asked Mr. Alexander if he had a problem with that demolition. Mr. Alexander answered he did 
but what he is comfortable with is removing the second addition, which is where the two windows are in 

30 S. High because he can understand the low, head-height issues and he can also see the siding 
changes. He said the shed behind that is the first addition, and it should stay because it gets the addition 

further off the roof of the original structure and completely changes the scale of the cottage character or 

cabin. He said there are other issues about it as it is not a sensitive way to deal with a historic structure. 
 

Mr. Rinaldi indicated he was partially in agreement.  
 

Mr. Morgan said the original shed was the wrong way to do an addition. He said there is no 
differentiation between the originally and what was added because of the way the asbestos siding was 

installed.  

 
Mr. Alexander noted with vernacular buildings in this district, there are a lot of things that are not higher 

architecture and that is why they are trying to maintain the tradition and the character that is there and 
that is the ARB’s role. He emphasized these buildings were not designed by architects.  

 

Mr. Rinaldi restated he agreed with some of Mr. Alexander’s comments. He said the later shed addition 
on 30 S. High is one that should go. He said he could be swayed either way on the original addition but 

the big issue Mr. Alexander brought up was – to give those buildings some space so it does not feel like a 
new building is being crammed in there. He said the ARB ran into this with a residential addition not too 

long ago and giving it space helped a lot for the original building to read. 

 
Mr. Rinaldi emphasized the applicant should keep the original window patterns, window lites, and the 

number of lites. Mr. Morgan presented a photograph that demonstrated divided lites in those initial 
storefronts. He referred to the pictures of the windows provided on the back of the third party review. He 

noted the mullion between the transom and the main window are different on both sides so that 
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indicates there was a repair done. He said to this day, it has been cobbled together worse than it was 

initially so there is room for judgement about which style is historically appropriate given this was built 

and modified at various times. He argued the photograph is significant evidence that what they are 
proposing is similar to what there once was. Mr. Rinaldi said he certainly does not know but his guess is 

that photograph is somewhere between original and where it is today because he cannot say for sure it is 
from the 1800s. He said in the 1900s it was typical for a business to have the wide open glass.  

 
Technical issues occurred and the members had to only refer to their tablets as information could no 
longer be shown on the screens. 
 
Mr. Alexander said, on the second point of architectural character, he would keep the original window 

openings wherever possible.  He said if there is evidence of the door on High Street, then he would not 
have an issue. Mr. Morgan said they discussed with staff that they would be add a limestone or brick step 

down from the structure’s floor onto High Street like many of the older structures have. He said they 

would be asking for permission for that as the right-of-way starts at the face of the building. Mr. Morgan 
said they proposed more windows to gain more natural light into the space. Mr. Alexander said that 

exposure, when one is driving north on High Street is so important because the adjacent building at the 
south is set back and not only does the applicant have the front to deal with but also the exposure on 

that side. 

 
Mr. Rinaldi added the fireplace chimney comment was appropriate because unless there is some evidence 

there was a fireplace in that location it would not be appropriate.  He said the proposed design presented 
the inclusion of a chimney on the exterior. Mr. Alexander said that does not preclude the applicant from 

having a fireplace on inside. He said the issues is how it is exposed on the outside. He said functionally, 
there are other ways that can be handled. Ms. Stenberg agreed. She said for 32 S. High Street she would 

prefer to keep the single pane window as it was as the grocery store. Mr. Rinaldi added, for the proposed 

use, it would be appropriate as well.  
 

Mr. Rinaldi stated he did not want to minimize the importance of the stone wall that runs right down the 
property line between the two properties. He said he understands something has to be done to create 

the parking lot. He asked if the applicant intended to maintain the eastern portion of the wall and 

relocate it to the north to create an L-shape. Mr. Morgan answered they are engaged with their civil 
engineers over the stormwater to make the grading work with the parking lot, which includes an 

accessible ramp up the south side of the lot. He indicated they might have to raise the grade of the 
parking lot a foot back toward Blacksmith Lane. He said they propose to repurpose a portion of the 

stacked stone wall to help camouflage the grade elevation. Mr. Rinaldi stated the ARB would like to see 
the stone wall addressed in a sensitive way, and retained as much as possible. He understands to make 

the plan work, at least a portion of the wall needs to be moved. 

 
Ms. Stenberg indicated she would like to see the plan that describing the means and methods to 

repurpose the originals stones. 
 

Mr. Rinaldi emphasized the applicant needs to more clearly distinguish the old from the new on 30 S. 

High. Mr. Alexander said the addition on the south building is fine and he likes the historic detail with the 
railing system distinguishing the new from the old.  

 
Mr. Alexander expressed concerns with the raised dormer in the center of the north building. He said by 

trying to mimic the original, it appears suspect. He said it is an important artifact to the building and 

didn’t agree with duplicating it. He suggested a design solution that is complementary but trying to be 
exactly like it in the dormer area. He said he would be more comfortable with a different approach. Mr. 

Rinaldi agreed. 
 

Mr. Rinaldi said the side door works pretty well with the covered entrance provided.  
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Mr. Keeler said he would be very interested in preserving the exterior finishes. He indicated it is hard to 

tell from the drawings what is being proposed on the south wall of 32 S. High Street. Mr. Morgan said the 

Historic Dublin Design Guidelines are pretty specific on what the material needs to be. He said board and 
batten will be used on the south side of 32 S. High Street.  

 
Mr. Keeler asked if the applicant will be reusing as much material as possible.  Mr. Morgan answered 

affirmatively, if it is possible. He explained the board and batten extends to the bottom and six to eight 
inches of it is below grade where soil and mulch have been stacked up against causing it to splinter. He 

said they want to upgrade the skin to keep the weather and rodents out. 

 
Mr. Rinaldi asked the members if they have an issue with the reduced parking as 22 spaces are required 

and the applicant is proposing 12 spaces. Ms. Husak said 12 spaces can fit in the parking lot and there 
are two available on-street parking spaces.  

 

Mr. Alexander requested the potential occupancy number anticipated. Mr. Morgan answered they are at 
±25 for the restaurant and they plan on eight people for the office building. He said he anticipates these 

to be success businesses but does not anticipate flocks of people. Mr. Alexander indicated this is the first 
retail tenant he can recall wanting less parking than is required. He said if the neighbors are supportive, 

he would not be oppose it. Mr. Leonhard said this is a walkable area and that is what people want. Mr. 

Morgan said this will be more of a neighborhood café for local residents and business people to walk to. 
Mr. Rinaldi said there will be a lot of parking coming online with the parking garages. Ms. Husak said 

parking is calculated in the Code based on more sit down/lingering type of use. Mr. Morgan said their 
parking was calculated based on gross area to which Ms. Husak affirmed. Mr. Leonhard asked about a 

parking Waiver and Ms. Husak said it would be the Board’s prerogative to allow that Waiver when this 
comes back for a formal review. Mr. Rinaldi said he thought the applicant provided a sufficient number of 

parking spaces and he is comfortable with the proposal.  

 
The Chair asked the Board if they had any further comments. Ms. Husak asked the applicant if he 

received all the feedback he needed.  Mr. Morgan answered affirmatively. 
 

Mr. Rinaldi said he was excited to see this project move forward and for the structures to be saved. Ms. 

Stenberg said it is a great project. 
 

Ms. Husak requested a break in order to restart the equipment for the next presentation. The Chair 
agreed to the break for staff and asked that the Board elect the Chair and Vice Chair while they waited 
for the technical difficulties to be resolved. This is recorded at the beginning of the minutes. 
 

Ms. Husak suggested she continue on with the Communications portion of the meeting while the 
equipment was still being dealt with. Those comments can be found at the end of these minutes. 
 

2. BSD HC – Office Building                113 S. High Street 
 17-110ARB-MPR        Minor Project Review 

 

The Chair, David Rinaldi, said the following proposal is a request for retention of an existing historic 
structure and construction of a new two-story, 3,300-square-foot office building and associated site 

improvements. He said the site is zoned Bridge Street District Historic South and is west of South High 
Street, approximately 100 feet south of the intersection with Pinneyhill Lane. He said this is a request for 

a review and approval of a Minor Project Review under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.066 

and 153.170, and the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines. 
 
Lori Burchett could not present anything on the screens as there were still technical difficulties that could 
not be resolved. Ms. Husak said the Planning Report contained the information Ms. Burchett would be 
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