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RECORD OF ACTION

Architectural Review Board
Wednesday, December 18, 2024 | 6:30 p.m.

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

MOTION: Mr. Cotter moved, Ms. Cooper seconded, to accept the documents into the record
and approve the minutes from the meeting on November 20, 2024.

VOTE: 5-0.

RESULT: The documents were accepted into the record and the minutes were approved.
RECORDED VOTES:

Lisa Patt-McDaniel  Yes

Sean Cotter Yes

Martha Cooper Yes

Michael Jewell Yes

Hilary Damaser Yes
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RECORD OF ACTION

Architectural Review Board
Wednesday, December 18, 2024 | 6:30 p.m.

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

1. 72 and 84 N. High Street and 20 North Street

24-1451INF Informal Review

Proposal: Informal Review and feedback for renovation at three properties in the
Historic District.

Location: Northeast of the intersection of N. High Street and North Street.

Request: Non-binding review and feedback for future development applications.

Applicant: Stage Capital Partners, Owner
Tim Bass, Bass Studio Architects

Planning Contact: Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, ASLA, Senior Planner

Contact Information: 614.410.4662, sholt@dublin.oh.us

Case Information: www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/24-145

RESULT: The Board provided the following feedback regarding the old Oscar’s site:

e Support for using the surrounding historic buildings as inspiration
for renovations to 72 and 84 N. High Street, and allowing more
modern elements on 20 North Street;

e Recommended that the original gable/box bay window forms,
historic stone walls, and more modern stone arch should be
preserved and celebrated;

e Support for upgrading the N. High streetscape in a cohesive
fashion;

o Applicant indicated the owner’s preference was to leave this
responsibility to each tenant; staff noted and Board
concurred that the importance of this entire block is too
great for piecemeal efforts;

¢ Noted that proposed window proportions, arrangements, and
details should take more cues from historic forms, even on 20
North Street;

¢ Recommended replacing the proposed industrial-look deck railings
with more traditional railings;

e Greater prominence be given for pedestrian entryways;
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e Potential removal of flat-stone cladding on north end of 84 N. High
Street;

o Clean up the trash area, perhaps move it to a less visible location
from Link Bridge;

e Encouraged screening of the parking lot;
Emphasized importance of views from Link Bridge and Riverview
Park and the N. Riverview site.

MEMBERS PRESENT:
Lisa Patt-McDaniel Yes

Sean Cotter Yes
Martha Cooper Yes
Michael Jewell Yes
Hilary Damaser Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Signed by:

(Smdb Trusswdluick Holt

(elc/avaelviorv Zai e ze] wan

Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, ASLA
Senior Planner

Community Planning and Development

City of
: Dublin 5200 Emerald Parkway 614.410.4600
o Dublin, Ohio 43017 dublinohiousa.gov

Sustainable | Connected | Resilient



MEETING MINUTES

Architectural Review Board
Wednesday, December 18, 2024

CASE REVIEWS

e (Case #24-145INF, 72 and 84 N. High Street and 20 North Street, Informal
Review

Informal review and feedback for renovation at three properties in the Historic District. The 0.71-
acre site is zoned HD-HC, Historic Core, and is located northeast of the intersection of North High
Street and North Street.


Ethan Lower
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Applicant Presentation

Tim Bass and Elie Younes, Bass Studio Architects, 36 King Avenue, Columbus were present. Mr.
Bass presented their proposal. He noted that the Board reviewed another application for this site
that was a total demolition and rebuild. Their proposal is much more modest. The site faces the
Historic District, North Street and the Scioto River. On the High Street frontage, the buildings will
remain largely as they are; no additions or removals of any significance are proposed, and the scale
will remain the same. The project consists primarily of roofing, siding and window and door
modifications. More substantial changes are proposed on the 20 North Street building. Although the
High Street facade of the North High buildings will appear much the same, the intent is to create
three pieces, rather than one large structure. The center portion contains evidence (old posts) of
originally being an industrial shed or barn. The 72 N. High Street building will be a distinct piece,
and there will be a small structure to the north that remains largely unchanged. Each building
section will have a different siding material and slightly modified windows. The lower elevation is
existing, an upper elevation is proposed. Mr. Bass stated that on the rear, there will be a screening
element to hide the mechanicals. On the 20 North Street structure, the intent is to change and add
windows with the traditional tall and narrow proportion. Vertical siding is proposed to remedy the
visual squatness of the building. Although traditional materials will be used, the composition of the
piece will be more modern, since it will face Bridge Street and the pedestrian bridge; COhatch sits
across the street. What appears to be a corner window is not; it is two adjacent windows with an
adjoining color section. The base of the building will be retained; the lower level walkway will be
rebuilt; the windows on the base will remain unchanged. The intent is to move the stairway to
expose the older stone wall behind the stairs. That stairway will provide access to the public walkway
to the park. In summary, the project is an attempt to be traditional yet pivot to the modern world
on the Bridge Street facade.

Staff Presentation

Ms. Holt stated that this is an Informal Review for a project for 72 and 84 N. High Street and 20
North Street. The three lots/addresses, which have been informally referred to as the “old Oscar’s
Restaurant site,” are located at the northeast corner of N. High Street and North Street. The
combined site is just under 31,000 square feet, is zoned HD-HC, Historic Core District, and sits at
the northern end of the Historic District. Bridge Street District (BSD) - Historic Transition
Neighborhood zoning lies directly to the north. The Pearl Restaurant and the Dublin Library are
located in the BSD District; COhatch, previously in the BSD District is now in the Historic District.
The “Oscar’s” site is highly visible from N. High Street, North Street, the Dublin Library, and the
Link Pedestrian Bridge. The 72/84 N. High Street structure is identified as a 1930 building, with the
south portion being “Queen Anne” and the north portion being post-modern according to the 2017
Historic and Cultural Assessment (HCA). The building was noted as having poor integrity due to
multiple additions and renovations. In the 1963 ODOT aerial map, both 72 and 84 N. High Street
are seen as single-family houses. These structures were expanded and joined together over
subsequent years, with the final configuration built ca. 2010. 72 N. High Street has distinctly
Victorian details, suggesting that the original building is much older. 20 North Street did not appear
until approximately 1989 on the ODOT aerial maps, and it is not noted in the HCA. All three
addresses are classified as Background on the Historic Design Guidelines map. There are no
additions or changes proposed that would warrant a Concept Plan, Preliminary Development Plan
(PDP) or Final Development Plan (FDP). The next step before the ARB is a Minor Project Review
(MPR). The updated Code, effective on December 18, 2024, permits administrative changes to
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Background buildings that do not change the building envelope. Both staff and the applicant agree
this project is too significant for administrative approval, so it will be escalated to the Board per the
new Code language. The last major development was in 2009, including variances by the Board of
Zoning Appeals in December of 2009 for building setbacks for 72 and 84 and for maximum lot
coverage and parking, making the status of the development legal. These new proposed property
upgrades do not change the status of those approvals; however, staff has worked with the
representatives to encourage modern improvements. A proposal to redevelop the site in its entirety
was discussed in 2019-2020 and did not move forward. New owners purchased the property
approximately a year ago, and they desire to update the exteriors and interiors of the buildings.
The envelopes of the buildings will not change, and minor site work is proposed. Interior uses for
72 and 84 N. High Street include office and retail, with retail being at the High Street level (second
floor on the plans), and office on the first floor walkout on the east side. The third floor will largely
be vacant, allowing some vaulted ceilings for the retail spaces. 20 North Street will remain office.
Lot coverage, setbacks, and parking counts will largely remain the same. The applicants state that
they are taking architectural cues from COhatch (approved under the previous Bridge Street District
Code and the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines in effect at that time) and The Pearl (Bridge Street
District project and zoning), providing a more modern interpretation of the buildings. Conversely,
staff sees this location as the northernmost threshold of the Historic District, visible from both High
Street and the Link Bridge, adjacent to North High Brewing (individually listed on the National
Register of Historic Places [NRHP]) and the future renovations of 53 and 62 N. Riverview Street
(Landmark Buildings). The new Guidelines, which became effective today, state that Background
Buildings shall take their context from surrounding Landmark Buildings. Ms. Holt thanked Mr. Bitar
for providing historical site photos to provide context. They were able to identify some signature
elements that staff believes should be retained, including: the gable and box bay window details
that are original to 84 N. High Street, and the replicated window at 72 N. High Street; the historic
walls; and the segmented arch and keystone entry features at 20 North Street. Even though these
are not historic features, they connect to the pedestrian element of the streets.

Ms. Holt reviewed the architectural details of the existing elevations and the applicant’s proposal
for each, including the following:

72/84 N. High Street

Existing stone and horizontal siding of varying reveals are indicated for the three sections of the
building. New trim boards are proposed as well, in a variety of locations. Some Boral-type product
is indicated at the foundation, requiring a Waiver at MPR, which has previously been approved in
appropriate locations. Staff supports the use of a stone water table instead for material balance
and durability. Staff appreciates breaking the mass of the building into three more separate sections
by the use of differing types of horizontal siding. It would be preferable to have greater preservation
of the box bay windows and gable forms and details in the front center of the building, including
restoring and replicating any stylistic elements evidenced beneath the modern cladding. Since this
is the historic portion of the building, use of traditional 4-inch lap siding on the center section is
recommended, with the 7-inch reveal on the new, right side. The mechanical equipment screen on
the east elevation facing the Link Bridge will need to appear as an integral part of the building. On
the right side, the gable’s rectangular trim boards will be removed. Staff supports retaining wood
shingles to provide some interest in this gable, unless these roof forms are removed entirely. Deck
railings for the entire project are shown on the 20 North Street’s elevation but not shown on the
old 72/84 elevations; those will need to be shown with the new design for accurate evaluation at
MPR. There is debate about their character overall: traditional in detail versus modern. Previous
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commercial deck projects have maintained a traditional appearance (30-32 and 114 S. High Street);
however, those buildings are Landmark. Here, there are Background Buildings of varying ages, and
the railing could be a unifying element for the entire property.

20 North Street

This building is to be clad in board and batten fiber cement board. The decks have painted metal
railing. The decking material will require a Waiver if Trex or similar is proposed. No information is
yet provided about window details. Staff is also concerned about the use of vertical siding/board
and batten on this tall building. Some horizontal materials/elements could be used to help break
up the visual mass. The bank of commercial windows and doors at the lowest level might consider
using a stone water table to maintain some historic character and repeat this material.

The following discussion questions have been provided to guide the Board’s discussion:

1) Does the Board support the use of COhatch and the Pearl as architectural cues or should the
project focus on North High Brewing, 53 and 62 N. Riverview, and the rest of the Historic
District?

2) Does the Board agree with the preservation and emphasis of the identified signature features?

3) What is the Board’s opinion about the streetscape opportunities along N. High and North
Streets?

4) Does the Board support the window openings as shown? Would the Board support a Waiver
for lack of sills, lintels, and trim on 20 North Street?

5) What is the Board’s opinion of the proposed deck railings?

6) Other considerations by the Board.

Board Questions

Mr. Cotter inquired how staff intends to see what was under the original box bay windows.

Ms. Holt stated that usually with historic buildings, even though there have been changes over time,
there is evidence of the original. Based on the lack of reveal between the window frame and trim
and the new siding, maybe the newer siding was applied on top of the pre-existing elements.

Mr. Cotter inquired about the existing windows. They are not original or historic, but they were a
familiar Oscar’s feature.

Ms. Holt stated that based on the 1963 ODOT aerial photograph, it appears that the lower window
is original or has the same opening and proportion as the original. On the second floor were two
single windows side by side with a trim piece between. The area to the corner of the box bays was
rather wide compared to what is proposed. The box bay window on the south side of North High
Brewing is similar, almost a direct match, that can be used as a guide. They are characteristic box
bay elements.

Mr. Cotter stated that on the N. High properties, thinner siding is used on the High Street elevation
versus wider siding on the south elevation. What is the thinking on that?

Ms. Holt responded that there is so little left of the historic fabric for these addresses that staff
believed it most appropriate to pay homage to what was left historically. The narrow siding would
be more typical of the historic facade; therefore, it should be used on the oldest, most original
facade, which is in the center.

Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that there appear to have been 4 building phases, beginning with a house,
then adding other structures.
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Ms. Holt concurred, adding that the four structures then were joined together.

Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that it makes sense to pay homage to the original house. The other pieces
of this structure are actually separate buildings. It seems to her that the south elevation should look
more similar to COhatch.

Ms. Damaser inquired if she is indicating that the south facade should take a cue from the N.
Riverview properties or the current COhatch headquarters.

Ms. Patt-McDaniel responded that she was referring to the current COhatch building. She inquired
about the stone on the section to the left of the original house; it appears be stone from the 70s
era...almost like a paver stone, that is installed vertically.

Mr. Cotter invited the applicant to clarify any points he felt needed clarification.

Mr. Bass stated that the windows in the bay are elements on which they will work. The proposed
windows are an amalgam of those at The Pearl and those at North High Brewing. Their structural
engineers have looked at these buildings. They believe that the buildings on the sides of the house
were originally industrial buildings; the house was built later. The large, square posts at Oscar’s are
not decorative. They extend down into a limestone foundation and up to the roof. The window bays
are original, and their intent is to keep them. The “freeze frame” probably should be Oscar’s, as
that is what everyone refers to and remembers. Therefore, they will respect that existing form, and
they can work with how the bay windows carry across the facade. They are probably historic,
although the bay on the south side is very different. The history of this site is challenging. Their
intent is to maintain the scale and overall character of the pieces, walls and fenestration. They will
be engaging a landscape architect. They have discussed the building fronting the street, including
the trellis and plantings, and the owner’s desire is to let the final iteration of those elements be
tenant driven. On the south side — North Street, their intent is to marry the new stair to whatever
the City proposes to extend to the park. They love the existing wall and want to emphasize that, so
the existing stair will be removed. They will hide the mechanicals behind landscaping or relocate
them. They believe this building was built in the 70s or 80s. The window pattern is a checkerboard;
the only place he has seen that is on barns. They like the idea that they be made more akin to an
old Federal-style or Georgian simplicity, and less stodgy.

Ms. Cooper inquired if the applicant’s intent is to keep what Ms. Holt referred to as the “paver-style”
stone on the north section.

Mr. Bass responded affirmatively.

Ms. Cooper inquired if there are plans to enhance the entrance.

Mr. Jewell stated that if remains as is, it is not at all appealing.

Ms. Cooper stated that she likes the fact that the visual is that of three pieces, even if the inside
use is one or two.

Mr. Jewell stated that there is an opportunity to enhance the front entrance.

Mr. Cotter stated that the entrance should be made prominent, per the Code.

Mr. Cotter stated that the 20 North Street building proposal is uninteresting, and that elevation is
visible from The Link bridge. Is the intent to make this facade more sympathetic to COhatch?

Mr. Bass responded that the structure has to live in both worlds. There is a super high-tech
pedestrian walkway and modern architecture in the adjacent section of the City. The housing north
of this site also is contemporary. The intent was to use the language of the historic architecture,
but rearrange them in a more modern composition.

Mr. Cotter responded that it appears to be stark and modern due to its intent to tie it into COhatch.
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Mr. Bass stated that the initial view is of board and batten siding, a traditional material. The window
proportions are similar to those in an old masonry building. It has a very simple volume, like a
Georgian or Federal-style building, similar to the Donato’s building. Those are the present historic
cues. The only variation is in the arrangement of the windows. They are using the existing windows,
adding a few more and placing colored siding between certain windows. It creates a more
interesting pattern on the facade. The large window on the corner is actually 4-5 single windows
with colored siding between.

Mr. Cotter stated that the massing seems a bit stark to him; it looks like a big wall. He believes
including lentils and sills would be preferable.

Mr. Bass stated that the windows are trimmed with a piece of wood that aligns with the board and
batten, not unlike COhatch. It is not a historic-type of trim. They have no problem adding sills. The
challenge with introducing a larger trim on a board and batten building is that it introduces a new
geometry.

Mr. Jewell stated that it does match the COhatch building on that corner; the building architecture
is similar.

Mr. Bass stated that the one difference between the 20 North Street building and the existing
COhatch building is the 20 North Street windows are the traditional size.

Board Discussion
Mr. Cotter requested the Board'’s response to the discussion questions.

1) Does the Board support the use of COhatch and the Pearl as architectural cues or should
the project focus on N. High Brewing, 53 and 62 N. Riverview, and the rest of the District?

Mr. Jewell and Ms. Damaser stated that the north side should have more historic elements. Ms.
Damaser stated that the 20 North Street building could blend more with COhatch.

Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that the “house” section should reflect the North High Brewing building
with the box bay, but 20 North Street reflects the more contemporary COhatch building. That is
how historic districts develop, a piece at a time in different time frames. We don’'t want to attempt
to make it look like something it was never intended to reflect.

Ms. Cooper stated that she is supportive of incorporating the Federalist feel on the 20 North Street
building, versus a modern feel. 20 North Street is attached to the two structures on N. High Street,
and it would provide a more cohesive view to the project if it is not as modern as the existing
COhatch building. The south end of this building is in the most historic area of the Old Dublin High
Street buildings. It will be very visible from High Street. She favors retaining a more historic look.

Mr. Cotter stated that the High Street properties should take their architectural cues from North
High Brewing. He would like to soften the modern feel of 20 North Street. From the bridge, it looks
like a big wall of board and batten with windows, a little less interesting than the building currently
sitting there; even though we make not like the 70s architecture, it has some architectural interest.
Ms. Cooper stated that when we discuss question #4 — that could be one way to soften the modern
look on the 20 North Street facade.

Ms. Damaser stated that there is not total consensus on 20 North Street. Some members would like
it to look more old and historic. Others have no objection to it resembling more recent history.

2) Does the Board agree with the preservation and emphasis of the identified signature
features?
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Ms. Holt stated that the signature features were: box bay windows, historic walls and stone wall
features on 20 North Street.

Mr. Cotter inquired if the stained glass windows would be kept. The Board would prefer to keep
them as they are today.

Mr. Bass responded that they are not certain if the stained glass is authentic or fake. Another
challenge is that it is a single-pane. They might need to include storm windows to retain them.

Mr. Cotter stated that if they are not kept, the Board would like the applicant to provide the reason.
The understanding is that the arched walls in the back will be retained.

Board consensus was to retain the sighature features as they are today.

3) What is the Board’s opinion about the streetscape opportunities along N. High and North
Streets?

Mr. Jewell stated that cleaning up the streetscape and implementing the correct streetscape flow
will make a significant improvement to this property.

Ms. Patt-McDaniel inquired if the anticipation is that there will not be another restaurant in this
building.

Mr. Bass confirmed there will not be another restaurant.

Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that the applicant has indicated the fronts would be dictated by the tenant.
Mr. Bass stated that they have no objective to staff's suggestion that there be a public space out
there. He believes the merchants would like that, as well. He does anticipate that it will be tenant-
driven. He will make the owner aware of the Board’s input.

Mr. Jewell inquired if the applicant would be required to submit a landscape plan for this project.
Ms. Holt responded affirmatively. A commercial property is required to submit a landscape plan with
the Minor Project Review. We have not had an opportunity to think about the concept of leaving
the landscape to the tenant(s). Her initial thought is that this project is really too important to leave
it to a piecemeal approach. We prefer to see something holistic. This is an entire block in a compact
district, and we want to see a solution that will maximize its full potential.

Mr. Jewell noted that this block is within the DORA district.

Ms. Holt stated that if the landscaping is approved as part of the MPR, it is predictable and ready to
implement for those tenants. If it is left to the tenants to handle, it is open-ended and unpredictable.
Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that she would expect it to be a cohesive plan.

Ms. Cooper stated that whether the window opening in the north, stone end remains a window or
becomes a door will be determined if there is more than one tenant, but will be shown in the MPR
proposal.

Ms. Holt clarified that if there should be an additional tenant and an additional door were to be
needed in lieu of a window, it can be handled administratively. That type of change is very different
than the project’s frontage along N. High Street.

Mr. Cotter stated that this is private property and the area up to the right-of-way is private. From a
legal standpoint, he is unsure how the property use accommodates the public realm and the liability
issues. The MPR they submit must be a holistic plan; if it is not, it would be difficult to approve.

Does the Board support the window openings as shown? Would the Board support a Waiver for
lack of sills, lintels, and trim on 20 North Street?
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Board consensus was that there should be sills, lintels and trim on 20 North Street, preferably in a
manner that pays homage to the historic character of the district and transitions to the modern look
of the nearby COhatch building.

Mr. Cotter stated that from a waiver standpoint on the windows, the Board would not be supportive
of anything too inconsistent with Code.

Mr. Bass reiterated that there is actually trim on the windows, which is indexed to the board and
batten, and sills are not a problem. However, is the Board indicating wide, historic trim?

Mr. Jewell stated that the Board has no objection to the board and batten, which is typical, but the
windows should be made more appropriate to that. It should be defined by having a sill and ledge
and maybe a little wider trim.

4) What is the Board'’s opinion of the proposed deck railings?

The Board recommended replacing the proposed industrial-look deck railings with more traditional
railings.

Ms. Cooper noted that using the black steel railing of the North High Brewing patio as a reference,
it has more interest than just the cording and posts.

5) Other considerations by the Board.

The Board was supportive of preserving the historic stone walls and noted that the MPR should
provide visuals that indicate the appearance of the trash screening and parking lot, including its
appearance from the pedestrian bridge, COhatch and other directions. The applicant should also
clarify the trash collection access to the trash enclosure.

Mr. Cotter inquired if the applicant desired any additional clarifications.

Mr. Bass stated that they have some concerns regarding AEP and the City’s new approach to the
park. They have no information about any of those factors. While they are interested in the synergy
that will be created, they have no information on what it might be.

Mr. Cotter stated that the plan would have the flexibility to accommodate that later information.
Ms. Holt noted that those items can be handled administratively.

As the case was an Informal Review requesting Board input only, no Board action was taken.

Public Comment

There was no public comment on the case.
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The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting:

1. 72-84 N. High Street

20-191INF Informal Review

Proposal: Redevelopment of a mixed-use site (former Oscar’s site) zoned Historic
District, Historic Core.

Location: Northeast of the intersection of N. High Street with North Street.

Request: Informal review with non-binding feedback of massing studies informing
potential future development under the provisions of Zoning Code
8153.176 and the Historic Design Guidelines.

Applicant: Dwight McCabe, The McCabe Companies; and Jonathan Grubb,

Planning Contact:
Contact Information:
Case Information:

Architectural Alliance

Chase Ridge, AICP Candidate, Planner |
614.410.4656, cridge@dublin.oh.us
www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/20-191

RESULT: The Board reviewed and provided informal feedback on a series of massing studies provided

by the applicant.

Members generally agreed that they could be supportive of demolition of

the existing structures on the site, providing that the demolition criteria are met. The Board
members expressed that they are generally supportive of redevelopment of the site,
indicating that redevelopment should be sensitive to the historic context of the district.
Members expressed that massing of new structures should be aligned with adjacent buildings
and structures, and should act as a transition between the more intense development north
of the site to less intense development to the south and east. Members emphasized that
open spaces should be designed in a way that encourages the general public to utilize them,
and encouraged an active streetscape with retail and commercial spaces.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Gary Alexander Yes
Amy Kramb Yes
Sean Cotter Yes
Frank Kownacki Absent
Martha Cooper Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

DocuSigned by:

(hase ). Kidae

OALEFETZEAED

Chase Ridge, AICP Candidate, Planner |

PLANNING 5200 Emerald Parkway  Dublin, Ohio 43017  phone: 614.410.4600 dublinohiousa.gov

EVERYTHING GROWS HERE.
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INFORMAL REVIEW CASES

1. 72 -84 N. High Street, 20-091INF, Informal Review

The Chair stated this application is a request for an Informal Review and feedback for redevelopment of a
mixed-use site (former Oscar’s site) zoned Historic District, Historic Core. The site is located northeast of
the intersection of N. High Street with North Street.

Staff Presentation

Mr. Ridge presented an aerial view of the site that contains a number of parcels. He reviewed the history
for this case, as follows:

February 2021 — Informal Review

The Architectural Review Board (ARB) reviewed and provided non-binding feedback on a proposal for the
construction of a mixed-use building including residential units, an event center, restaurant space, retail
space, 80 parking spaces and associated open space. Feedback included a general concern regarding
massing, scale and height and interest was shown for saving a portion of the building (former Oscar’s site).

May 2021 — Site Tour
The Board members toured the buildings inside and out at 72-84 N. High Street. They were informed of
the general conditions of the buildings, along with construction and design.

Today, June 23, 2021 — Informal Review
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The Applicant is seeking feedback on massing studies, not the previous proposal, which will guide potential
future redevelopment of the site. Existing conditions for 72-84 N. High Street and 20 North Street to the
south [shown.]

The Applicant had provided Staff with a massing study, which included the two phases of Old Dublin Town
Center built in 1999 overlaid on the site in question where the height of 2.5 stories was measured totalling
25 feet from grade to the mid-point of eaves; the BriHi development built in 2009 contained 2.5 stories at
+30 feet in height, which was also overlaid on the site; and the CoHatch development, which is under
construction to contain 1 — 3 stories at 30 feet in height, that was also included in the massing study.

Board Discussion Questions

The following discussion questions [shown] have been provided for the Board to consider during this
review:

1. Isthe Board supportive of demolition of all or portions of the existing buildings on the site? If so, which
ones should be considered for demolition?

2. Is the Board supportive of redevelopment of the site? If so, what scale of redevelopment would the
Board find appropriate?

3. Based on the massing study, and if the Board is supportive of redevelopment of the site, what is an
appropriate building height or number of stories along N. High Street? North Street?

4. Given the significant change of grade on the site from west to east, could the Board be supportive of
additional height, in excess of what Code permits, along N. Riverview Street? If so, what maximum
building heights or number of stories would be recommended?

5. If the Board is supportive of redevelopment, what considerations should be incorporated related to site
layout, lot coverage, and open space?

6. Are there other considerations by the Board?

Board Questions for Staff

Mr. Cotter inquired about the possible height discrepancy noted in the various materials re: CoHatch.
Mr. Ridge responded the correct height for CoHatch is 35 feet, not 30 feet.

Mr. Alexander asked if height on the buildings located on the alley side were measured to the mid-point of
the roof. He noted the buildings closest to the former Brazenhead were much lower.
Mr. Ridge answered affirmatively.

Mr. Cotter asked if a Waiver was required for CoHatch to allow 35 feet for height.

Ms. Martin stated the ARB approved the building in January 2020. At that time, the BSD Code limited a
certain number of stories and not maximum height depending on the building type. The building type was
limited to 2.5 stories. Staff determined at the time that the lower level along Blacksmith Lane was not
counted so it had 1.5 stories on top of that. One story made up the front of the building and 2.5 stories
were on the back.

Mr. Alexander asked if the ARB had granted Waivers on that project (CoHatch) at the time.
Ms. Martin answered affirmatively but does not recall height being one of them.
Mr. Alexander recalled the ARB showed flexibility on that project at that time.

Applicant Presentation

Dwight McCabe, The McCabe Companies, 7361 Currier Road, Plain City, Ohio 43064, indicated the reason
for the request for this Informal Review is to extend an open dialogue as the land owner is desiring the
ARB to revisit a proposal provided in vague terms and convey what is possible for height and mass. He
suggested the Board forget past proposals as the land owner wanted to start anew.
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He provided illustrations that compared their site to other buildings in the Historic District in a modern
period, guided by the various iterations of the Historic District Code to see if there isn't some common
thought to compare and contrast these buildings. A collection of historic buildings on the southeast corner
of High Street and SR 161 are very similar so there are three good reflections of buildings that represent
in context what the Historic District has been about and what it is today. Reflections were overlaid on this
site to consider how it would be perceived, received, and possible given the current modifications in the
Historic District Code. After the applicant listened to the feedback from the Board, in the last discussion
and people in the area, they provided materials to be considered [shown.] Today, they are requesting a
basic discussion of what is appropriate.

The applicant views the site as having three highlighted footprints A, B, and C [shown.] A is High Street
frontage, B is North Street frontage, and C is the area considered the ‘back of house’ section of the property
but is also the front of the pedestrian bridge landing. A High Street component for building massing was
used as a model as well as frontage along North Street, where there is a significant drop off in grade. He
noted the unique streetscape conditions on North Street with side alleys limited in width as they were
created for a horse and buggy.

Beyond the footprint of the property are sections labelled as A1 and B1. Consider what those streetscapes
and building fagades are going to look like and what those corridors become in context to this property.

Current developments were overlaid onto the applicant’s site for comparison [shown.] Within the back side
overlay of those same developments [shown] there is a substantial amount of property in area C that would
be empty. To replace the existing buildings with new buildings that sit on a similar footprint, would allow
for similar parking conditions and does not change anything in terms of the perception. Area C has a slope
to it. The applicant asked the Board for the direction of this project and what they would support. The
discussion today is to gather ideas for what is best for that area; what the best use is from a community
and development perspective; and also considering the view from the pedestrian bridge, asking what is
acceptable to this Board.

Mr. Alexander asked if an image of a conceptual thought was included in the package.

Mr. McCabe answered that they reviewed the prior proposal for a visual representation of scale differences.
On the High Street side, scale has a lot of similarity to it - less mass and does not quite reach the corner.
In the first proposal, the applicant wanted to make sure that corner had a good landing and a good
relationship with the library.

With the applicant’s permission, Mr. Alexander said he would consider the applicant’s two specific questions,
after the list provided by Staff was reviewed by the Board (project direction and what is acceptable to the
Board).

Public Comment

The Chair reported the Architectural Review Board had received and reviewed three public comments
provided in advance of the meeting, greatly appreciating the public’s participation in the process.

Mr. Alexander then asked the Moderator if any additional public comments were submitted during the
course of this meeting.

Ms. Martin answered no further public comments were submitted.

Board Discussion

The Chair asked the Board to include any thoughts or comments they would like to share from the site visit
and on demolition.

Ms. Kramb said the site visit did not provide any new information for her relating to demolition. The
additions from the 70s and 80s can be demolished but she has not received enough information regarding
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the core of the main structure to sway her either way. That information will need to be provided with the
demolition request/plan.

Mr. Cotter stated he could be supportive of demolishing all the buildings on this site with a demolition plan.
Ms. Cooper stated she agreed with Ms. Kramb and Mr. Cotter; a full demolition is possible.

Mr. Alexander stated the same agreement that a full demolition was possible since the structures had been
labelled non-contributing in the Historic District. The applicant must meet the criteria of a demolition
request.

Mr. Alexander asked the applicant what they plan to build on the site in terms of size and mass.

Mr. McCabe answered he was acting under the advisement of Dublin’s Planning Division to start with scale
and provide a conceptual image of how the structures would present themselves to the street. Their next
step would be to determine how the structures would be programed. The vision for Area C is going to
dictate the program. They will limit lot coverage to the Code regulation of no more than 85% and will
consider alternative parking considerations.

Mr. Cotter stated filling the backside of the property, Area C, is most difficult. The applicant should stay
inside Code with a maximum height of 30 feet. If a 30-foot-high building is planned near the street, leaving
more room in the front provides the illusion of less mass. To understand conceptual massing is a challenge
but the first concepts look okay. Do not match with something down the street; make sure they are
architecturally different.

Ms. Kramb stated she was in favor of getting the buildings figured out, and then applying a program or
use. A building in the north end should not be any taller than those that are north of them and buildings
on the south should not be any taller than buildings further south, limiting them to closer to +25 feet in
height. She views this contextually.

Ms. Cooper reported she was a new member to the ARB but had read the earlier materials. She agreed
with Ms. Kramb to stick with a height limit and blend with structures directly adjacent. The buildings super-
imposed on the site with an open corner was appealing, as long as the building on North Street is not as
tall.

Mr. Alexander stated he generally agreed with the comments made by his fellow Board Members. He
reported the building to the north was reviewed under a different Zoning Code and the new Code
requirements adopted a different height. Matching that height and scale is appropriate as he does not want
to see the applicant penalized having to deal with the new standards and he would support a Variance
request for height there. An open corner would allow buildings on the south side to be lower due to a
natural break at that corner. Connect with the system of walkways that was created for the library and use
that space as a transition to lower buildings. If the height ends up being comparable to what was approved
for CoHatch, it would be okay, contextually. A U-shaped building with more mass to the opening of the
north would be appropriate and the east elevation could be built up. This is a unique site and will have
more visibility on the backside and suggested a podium building with parking underneath. He asked the
applicant if they were considering smaller buildings or a singular element.

Mr. Cotter stated how the mass is to be broken up depends on the intended uses. He likes breaks in a
facade for architectural character but there should not be three fronts for one use.

Ms. Kramb emphasized that the applicant not replicate what already exists and to divide the building
logically; fake fire walls at BriHi do not look right. Ensure the east side is not taller and could slope down
to the south. Stories do not matter like height does in context with the surroundings.



DocuSign Envelope ID: 8F8A8DA2-31BE-415D-B58D-COF6EC4F0222

Architectural Review Board
Meeting Minutes of June 23, 2021
Page 6 of 14

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.
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2. 72 Dublin LLC, 20 North Street & 72-84 N. High Street, 19-093ARB-MPR, Minor
Project Review

Ms. Stenberg stated that this application is a proposal for siding maintenance and repainting of an
existing, mixed-use building on a 0.67-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Core.

Staff Presentation

Mr. Ridge stated that this is a request for the repainting of properties located at 20 North Street
and 72-84 North High Street. The site is located on the northeast corner of North Street and High
Street. The building at 20 North Street is behind the North High Street properties. The applicant
proposed three options for the repainting of the buildings and has selected the first as their
preferred option. This proposal includes painting the 84 North High Street building a dark blue-
gray color (Distance, SW 6243) with an off-white trim (White Heron, SW 7627). The existing stone
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would remain on this building. The building located at 72 North High Street is proposed to be
painted off-white (Snowbound, SW 7004) with all trim painted a white color (Pure White, SW 7005).
The proposal includes painting 20 North Street the same off-white color (Snowbound, SW 7004)
as 72 North High Street. All decking and trim on this building is proposed to be a dark brown color
(Rockweed, SW 2735). The existing stone on this building would also remain. In order to expose
more of the west-facing fagade, the applicant is proposing to remove a large evergreen tree that
is situated in front of 84 North High Street. Staff has reviewed all the applicable criteria and
recommends approval with the one condition that the applicant be required to meet the Code for
tree replacement or pay a fee in lieu.

Applicant Presentation

Evan Fracasso, 72 Dublin LLC, 501 Morrison Road, Gahanna, Ohio, displayed paint samples to the
Board.

There were no public comments.

Board Questions for Applicant

Ms. Bryan inquired the reason for removing the evergreen tree.

Mr. Fracasso responded that the evergreen tree was planted 20 years ago within three feet of the
building. It is now encroaching on the building and creating a hazard due to its height and proximity
to the building.

Mr. Alexander inquired if the Sleepy Blue color originally provided with the application was not
being used in the project.

Mr. Fracasso responded that it is not. Color studies were done, and staff determined that the color
was too similar to the color used in the Crawford Z1 Building to the north of this site.

Mr. Alexander noted that he likes the Distance Blue color.

Mr. Fracasso responded that their intent was to create a color emphasis in the center of the
building. Oscar’s is the primary tenant. The inverse of the colors used on the front of the building
will be used on the rear of this building, which will present a visual focal point in Historic Dublin
from the pedestrian bridge.

Ms. Bryan moved, Mr. Keeler seconded approval of the Minor Project with the following condition:

1) That the applicant work with staff to satisfy the tree replacement requirements set forth
in Code or pay a fee-in-lieu.
Vote: Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes.
(Motion approved 5-0.)
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

AUGUST 2B, 2013

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

2. BSC Historic Core District — Oscar’s Restaurant 84 North High Street

13-087ARB-MPR/MSP

Proposal:

Request:

Applicant:

Planning Contact:

Contact Information:

Sign Modifications

Installation of a ground sign and a wall sign along North High Street
for an existing restaurant located on the east side of North High
Street, north of the intersection with North Street.

Review and approval of a minor project review and master sign plan
application under the provisions of Code Section 153.065(H), 153.170,
and the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines.

Jack Eggspuehler, 84 High Company Ltd; represented by Mike
Tibbetts.

Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planner II and Jordan Fromm, Planning
Assistant

(614) 410-4600, jrauch@dublin.oh.us and jfromm@dublin.oh.us

MOTION: David Rinaldi moved, Bob Dyas seconded to approve this Minor Project Review
application for sign modifications, because it meets the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.065(H).
153.170, and the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines, with three conditions:

1) A revised site plan be provided identifying the proposed ground sign location and orientation to
ensure the sign does not encroach the right-of-way and project over the public sidewalk, subject
to approval by Engineering;

2) The applicant revise the proposed ground sign detail to eliminate the red band on the top of the

sign post; and,

3) The applicant paints the existing gooseneck lights above the proposed wall sign to match the trim

of the building.

* Mike Tibbetts on behalf of the applicant agreed to the conditions.

VOTE: 5-0.

RESULT: This Minor Project Review application was approved.
RECORDED VOTES:

Robert Schisler Yes

Bob Dyas Yes

David Rinaldi Yes

Neil Mathias Yes

Thomas Munhall

Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

FPack

Jepmifer M. Abuch, AICP
Planner 11
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2. BSC Historic Core District — Oscar’s Restaurant 84 North High Street
13-087ARB-MPR/MSP Sign Modifications

Jennifer Rauch presented this request for approval of sign modifications on the existing restaurant
located within a multi-tenant building on the east side of North High Street, north of North Street. She
said Oscar’s is in the center of the multi-tenant building, which is connected to 72 North High to the
south. She presented a drawing of the existing elevation which showed the existing wall sign with
gooseneck fixtures which is the subject of this application. She showed a drawing of the existing planting
bed where the proposed ground sign will be located.

Ms. Rauch said as part of this proposal, the applicant is requesting two signs. She presented a slide
showing the sign proposed to replace the existing wall sign. She said the applicant is permitted, per
Code two different types of signs for the storefront in the multi-tenant building. She explained the
size requirements for both signs are a maximum of 8 square feet, which they meet. She said both signs
are consistent in design with a black background with white and red lettering. She said the wall sign is
located adjacent to the entrance door and the two existing light fixtures will remain. She said the wall
sign meets the height requirement at 14 feet from grade, where 15 feet is permitted.

Ms. Rauch said the ground sign is proposed within the existing ivy bed located adjacent to the North High
Street sidewalk. She said the applicant indicates a post arm design with the same background and color
scheme as the wall sign. She said it meets the Code for height. She said no lighting is proposed. Ms.
Rauch said the proposed ground sign location does encroach into the minimum 8-foot setback that Code
requires. She said the Administrative Review Team recommends approval of this request, as similar signs
have been approved in the District and given its scale it is appropriate and pedestrian in nature.

Ms. Rauch said the Administrative Review Team reviewed this application, noted that it identified where
the ground sign is proposed, but Engineering wanted to be more specific about its orientation in that the
post is located closest to the building, and ensuring it will not project over the public sidewalk and into
the right-of-way. She said the applicant has been asked to modify the site plan to include that
information when submitting for the sign permit.

Ms. Rauch said Dublin’s architectural consultant has also reviewed the sign and requested the red shown
on the top of the cedar post be removed and left natural. She said in addition, a condition was added
regarding the existing gooseneck fixtures requesting they be painted to match the trim of the building.
Ms. Rauch said approval of this application is recommended with three conditions.

Robert Schisler asked if the ground sign would be in line with the other existing signs. Ms. Rauch
confirmed it would and it would also in line with the existing Oscar’s patio.

Robert Munhall asked if the existing building color scheme would remain the same or change to match
the sign. Mike Tibbetts, (25 North Street, Dublin, Ohio) said the sign color scheme was consistent
throughout the restaurant.

Mr. Munhall said the red, white, and black signs had a different feel and he wondered if they were
planning on changing the building colors. Mr. Tibbetts said the building color scheme was changed about
two years ago when the building addition was approved.

Motion and Vote

David Rinaldi moved, Bob Dyas seconded, to approve this Minor Project Review application for sign
modifications, because it meets the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.065(H). 153.170, and the
Historic Dublin Design Guidelines, with three conditions:
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1) A revised site plan be provided identifying the proposed ground sign location and orientation to
ensure the sign does not encroach the right-of-way and project over the public sidewalk, subject
to approval by Engineering;

2) The applicant revise the proposed ground sign detail to eliminate the red band on the top of the
sign post; and,

3) The applicant paints the existing gooseneck lights above the proposed wall sign to match the
trim of the building.

Mr. Tibbetts, on behalf Jack Eggspuehler, agreed to the conditions.

The vote was as follows: Mr. Munhall, yes; Mr. Mathias, yes, Mr. Schisler, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; and Mr.
Dyas, yes. (Approved 5 -0.)
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1. boho 72 Boutique 72 North High Street

11-059ARB Sign Modifications
Jennifer Rauch said this application is for review and approval of sign modifications for a new tenant within
an existing retail building within the Historic District. She said the site is located at 72 North High on the
northeast corner of North High Street and North Street. She said this building in conjunction with Oscars,
which is located at 84 North High, as well as the building located at 20 North Street make up the northeast
corner and share the parking lot located to the rear. She said across the street from the site is the Dublin
Branch of the Columbus Metropolitan Library and to the south across North Street are various commercial
uses.

Ms. Rauch said the site currently has an existing eight foot tall sign post with a sign arm located at six and a
quarter feet in height. She said the sign post is a brown wooden post which is located four feet from the
right-of-way. She said this is a non-conforming location, as Code requires sign to be located eight feet from
the right-of-way; however it was previously approved in this location. She said as long as only the sign panel
and sign face are changed and no modifications are made to the post, the sign post can remain its current
location.

Ms. Rauch said the applicant is proposing to place a new six-square-foot sign panel on the arm. She said the
propose sign panel meets the requirements for the number of colors, as well as the size, height, and
secondary image requirements.

Ms. Rauch said it is Planning’s analysis the proposed sign meets the criteria of the Historic Dublin Design
Guidelines and the Zoning Code and approval is recommended, with one condition:

1) The applicant will be required to obtain a sign permit for the tenant sign panel before installation.

Tasha Bailey asked if the sign post is grandfathered. Ms. Rauch said the post is in a non-conforming location,
and the tenant is allowed to keep the post and maintain the sign in the current location. She said if the
tenant wanted to replace or move the post, the post would have to meet Code and be located eight feet from
the right-of-way. Ms. Bailey asked if the Board has a say in what the post looks like. Ms. Rauch said the
Board can request the post be painted a different color, but the applicant is not required to move the post.

Motion and Vote
Carl Karrer made a motion, seconded by Tasha Bailey, to approve the application because the proposed sign
modifications meet the Zoning Code and the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines, with one condition.

One condition:

1) The applicant will be required to obtain a sign permit for the tenant sign panel before installation.
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David Kline agreed to the condition.

The vote was as follows: Ms, Bailey, yes; Mr. Karrer, yes; Mr. Schisler, yes; and Mr. Currie, yes. (Approved 4
-0.)
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

CITY OF DUBLIN. BOARD ORDER
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5800 Shier-Rings Road
Dubiin, Ohio 43016-1236

Phone/ TDD: 614-410-4600
Fax: 614-410-4747
Web Site: www.dublin.oh.us

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

1.

Oscar’s Restaurant 84 & 72 North High Street
09-002ARB Building Modification
Proposal: A 1,038-square-foot building addition to an existing building

located at 84 North High Street that will encroach onto the
property at 72 North High Street. The 0.34- and 0.18-acre sites are
located at the northeast intersection of North High and North
Streets within the Historic District.

Request: Review and approval of building modifications under the
provisions of the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines.

Applicant: Jack J. Eggspuehler; represented by Linda Campisano, Aero Safe
Group.

Planning Contact:  Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planner II
Contact Information: (614) 410-4690, jrauch@dublin.oh.us

MOTION: Carl Karrer made a motion, seconded by Denise Franz King, to approve this
application because it meets the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines and the requirements of the
Zoning Code with the following nine conditions:

1.

&

The applicant rezone the properties at 84 and 72 North High Street, and 20 North Street
to HB, Historic Business District, as soon as is reasonably feasible;

The applicant gain approval of right-of-way encroachment from Engineering and City
Council to permit the patio to remain in the High Street right-of-way, prior to obtaining a
building permit;

. The applicant obtain a parking variance to accommodate the variety of uses provided on

site and account for the additional building square footage, prior to obtaining a building
permit;

The proposed deck area north of existing patio be eliminated and the existing planting
area and stone wall be retained;

The proposed deck material located south of the existing patio and the existing brick
pavers located along the sidewalk in front of 72 North High be replaced with the larger
stone pavers to match the existing patio area and minimize construction impacts on the
existing tree located in front of 72 North High;

Page 1 of 2
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L. Oscar’s Restaurant 84 & 72 North High Street

09-002ARB Building Modification
Jennifer Rauch presented this request for review and approval of architectural and site
modifications that include removing the existing deck and landscaped areas for a 1,038-square
foot addition located between the 84 and 72 North High Street buildings. She said each of the
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three parcels contain a building with similar architectural features, paint colors, and materials.
She described the existing building sizes and locations.

Ms. Rauch said the existing landscaped area is proposed to be removed to account for the
addition and to accommodate newly proposed deck and patio area. She said the applicant
proposes to provide two new wood deck areas. Ms. Rauch said Planning recommends the
existing northern landscape area remain to continue the existing park-like feel, and the southern
deck incorporate the stone tile detail on the existing patio to provide continuity between the
spaces. She said the new outdoor area will be enclosed with a wrought iron fence, similar to
what exists.

Ms. Rauch said the changes for 72 North High Street include the addition of an outdoor area for
MJ Candy patrons. She said steps are proposed from the wood deck area down into the patio.
She said Planning recommends the entrance proposed for the new outdoor area be shifted
northwest to avoid existing trees, and the expanse of the patio be limited to minimize the impact
to the existing trees.

Ms. Rauch said Planning recommends the bike racks located adjacent to the existing 84 N. High
Street patio, be relocated appropriately onsite.

Ms. Rauch reported there were zoning requirement issues related to the setbacks, lot coverage
and use of the patio, which Planning recommends be addressed through a condition to rezone the
site to allow for zero lot line setbacks and lot coverage exceeding 80 percent to be approved by
the Board. She pointed out the existing patio encroaches into the High Street right-of-way which
requires separate approval, a rezoning and a right-of-way encroachment to allow it to continue.
Ms. Rauch said an existing rear parking lot serves all three of the buildings, and Planning
recommends the applicant pursue a parking variance to address the additional parking required
as a part of the addition.

Ms. Rauch said the addition will mimic the architectural details of the northernmost portion of
the building with the cross gable and box-bay window. She said the applicant also proposes to
remove the existing entrance door and replace it with a window. She said the entrance door will
be relocated to the south and a portion of the existing wrought iron fence will be centered in front
of the existing picture window. Ms. Rauch said the new addition will incorporate the same
colors, materials, and design as the existing building. She said the same architectural details are
proposed on the rear of the building with arched windows, two-stories, and a cross-gable design
to match the existing building.

Ms. Rauch said Planning believes that the scale and massing of the building are met with this
addition and are appropriate, and therefore recommends approval with the seven conditions
listed in the Planning Report.

Robert Schisler pointed out that the Board had received two elevations, and asked which they
were to review. Eugenia Martin clarified that the Board was to review Sheet 3, revised
September 17, 2009.

Mr. Schisler clarified that the same property owned all three buildings on separate parcels. Ms.
Rauch described each parcel.
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Mr. Schisler noted that one building crossed the property line and asked if those two lots were
combined.

Ms. Rauch explained the three buildings were on three separate parcels. She said Planning
recommends the three lots be rezoned to HB, Historical Business District, to allow a zero front
yard, side yard, and modified rear yard setbacks based on their location. Ms. Rauch said the
applicant has been working with the Building Department to resolve any potential Building Code
issues. She said from a zoning perspective, a rezoning of these three parcels would resolve those
issues.

Eugenia Martin confirmed that if there was a question of a building crossing property lines, it
was a common situation in the Historic District. She said 6 through 12 South High Street,
Donatos and the Barber Shop, was a good example where there were two different parcels and
the building crosses over the property line. She said a similar situation exists with this proposal.

Ms. Rauch reiterated the Zoning Code does not state a building has to end at the lot line, a
building could cross the property line. She explained further that there is no requirement that the
building has to be built to only the property line, just that there is no side yard setback.

Mr. Schisler said they were going beyond the property lot line into the neighbor’s lot and he did
not understand that. Ms. King explained that a neighbor was not involved because one person
owned all three lots.

Tom Currie asked what the ARB’s role would be if one parcel was sold and they had approved a
building crossing the property line.

Ms. Martin said the property owner purchasing the land would have agreements understanding
the building crosses over the southern property line.

Mr. Schisler said his preliminary comment for the design, immaterial of the architecture itself, is
the proposal adds to the lot coverage which already exceeds 80 percent. He said it should not be
increased because the proposal would take away the character and the openness in the area.

Ms. Rauch said even if the applicant rezones to HB, it will be non-conforming in terms of the lot
size, it being too small. She reiterated the parcels are owned by the same person and has agreed
to allow this building to extend over the property line. Ms. Rauch said from a zoning
perspective, the Code does not prohibit this, because it allows a side yard setback of zero. She
said the Code also allows the Board to approve increased lot coverage.

Carl Karrer said there should be a variance request to allow the structure to cross the property
line.

Ms. Rauch said if the property is rezoned, the applicant does not have to request a variance to
cross the property line. She explained further that if it is zoned HB, then the side yard setback is
zero, meaning there is no side yard setback.
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Mr. Karrer said he thought Mr. Schisler’s observation was accurate that a zero setback may
cause issues in the future with a building crossing the property line, but it is also beyond the
domain of the Board. He suggested that the Board refer the issue to the Planning and Zoning
Commission or Board of Zoning Appeals to get the appropriate approval. Ms. Rauch confirmed
that was the intent.

Mr. Schisler said it would become a Building Code issue, because once the building extended
across the property line, the building behind it has openings and the Fire Marshal will need to get
involved as it is not one building. He said he understood there would be a firewall, but that
would be a major aesthetic issue in how is the building are combined. He said it could change
the elevation and architecture.

Ms. Martin reported that the applicant has been working closely with the Building Department
and Commercial Plans Examiner through the zoning process. She pointed out that the
application was submitted early this year, so everyone has been working extensively to make
sure that all the issues are addressed so that it would not alter the exterior elevation.

Jack Eggspuehler, applicant/owner of the three properties, said that after many years, Oscar’s
needs to have something done to freshen up the building. He said combined buildings was in
keeping with what was done with Bridge Street.

Mr. Eggspuehler agreed with the seven conditions as listed in the Planning Report.

Mike Tibbetts, the operator of the restaurant, agreed that the restaurant needed a facelift. He said
they began this process in January, hoping to begin the construction over the winter and have the
construction before the patio season, which is critical for the operation. Mr. Tibbetts said should
they be forced to be closed for construction into the spring and summer, it would probably serve
to effectively end this plan, at least for the year.

Mr. Schisler said the proposed front elevations aesthetically looked nice, but he was concerned
the large firewall would have to extend above the roof and stand out when looking into the site
from the southwest into the site. He said he would like to see how that is being treated.

Mr. Tibbetts said they worked with the Fire Department and Ray Harpham extensively.

Ms. Rauch noted an existing firewall on the site at the end of the north elevation of 72 North
High Street.

Mr. Tibbetts said the fire barrier proposed on the 84 North High Street building would similarly
match. Mr. Schisler pointed out that a firewall had to be higher than the highest roof.

Ms. King said her only concern was about this proposal meeting the Dublin Historic Design
Guidelines. She commented that she was thrilled to have a business on High Street that was
doing so well it wants to expand. She said as long as the Guidelines are met and the applicant
agrees to the conditions proposed by Planning, she was in favor of the project.

Mr. Schisler reiterated that he would like to see what the firewall and the screened electric
meters would look between the existing and new buildings. He said if the Fire Marshal did not
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care about the lot lines and the square footage being exceeded for a Type 5B building, it was not
the Board’s privy. He said he would like to see the wall disappear and the two buildings just be
married together.

Mr. Currie noted that the main entrance is shown on the east side of the building. He asked if the
ADA accessible access was from the High Street entrance.

Mr. Tibbetts said the main entrance at the parking lot and the new front entrance are ADA
accessible.

Mr. Schisler noted that it was a Building Code issue, but if the plan was drawn to scale, there
was an accessibility circulation problem. He suggested that their architect review it.

Mr. Schisler asked if the parking requirements for the commercial district were satisfied for the
addition. Ms. Rauch said the proposal will require a parking variance, reviewed and approved by
the BZA to address the parking for the site.

Ms. King asked if there was a way to structure an additional condition so that the concern about
the view of the brick wall from the corner of North and North High Streets could be addressed
through the landscaping plan, so that the applicant can move forward.

Mr. Schisler pointed out that if the Fire Marshal requires a brick wall, it has to be ten feet from
any opening. He said the Board may not be happy with the brick wall after all the Code
implications. He said he would like to see it resolved as to what it is going to be, meeting all the
Code requirements.

Ms. Rauch explained that if something changed on the plan or elevation as a result of the Fire
Code or Building Code, the applicant would have to come back to the Board for reapproval. She
said the proposal the Board approves tonight is what the applicant is permitted to construct.

Mr. Karrer suggested the addition of an eighth condition requesting Planning confirm with the
appropriate authority that the proposed HB, Historic Business District zoning will not create a
violation with the construction of a building crossing the property line.

Motion and Vote

Mr. Karrer made a motion, seconded by Denise Franz King to approve this application because it
meets the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines and the requirements of the Zoning Code with the
following eight conditions:

1. The applicant rezone the properties at 84 and 72 North High Street, and 20 North Street
to HB, Historic Business District, as soon as is reasonably feasible;

2. The applicant gain approval of right-of-way encroachment from Engineering and City
Council to permit the patio to remain in the High Street right-of-way, prior to obtaining a
building permit;

3. The applicant obtain a parking variance to accommodate the variety of uses provided on
site and account for the additional building square footage, prior to obtaining a building
permit;
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4. The proposed deck area north of existing patio be eliminated and the existing planting
area and stone wall be retained;

5. The proposed deck material located south of the existing patio and the existing brick
pavers located along the sidewalk in front of 72 North High be replaced with the larger
stone pavers to match the existing patio area and minimize construction impacts on the
existing tree located in front of 72 North High;

6. The proposed steps to the new patio area be moved west along the walkway to and the
extent of the proposed patio area be limited to a smaller area to minimize impacts to the
existing trees, subject to Planning approval,

7. The existing bike racks be appropriately relocated on the site, subject to Planning
approval; and

8. Planning confirm with the appropriate authority that the proposed HB, Historic Business
District zoning will not create a violation with the construction of a building across
property lines.

Mr. Currie expressed concerns about the overall aesthetic of the proposed firewall located at the
north end of the 72 North High Street building and approving a proposal without a detail of this
architectural element.

Ms. King suggested a ninth condition:
9. “The applicant submits a rendering showing the view of the fire wall on the north end of
72 North High Street, as seen from North and North High Streets, in a timely fashion and
subject to approval by Planning. If Planning approval is not given, the issue shall return
to the Architectural Review Board.”

Mr. Karrer amended his motion, adding Condition 9. Ms. King seconded the motion.

Mr. Eggspuehler extended kudos to Planning for helping them get this application to this point,
which he said was a remarkable task.

Mr. Tibbetts said they agreed to the nine conditions.

The vote was as follows: Mr. Currie, yes; Mr. Schisler, yes; Ms. King, yes; and Mr. Karrer, yes.
(Approved 4 - 0.)



Ethan Lower
Cross-Out






































































































































































































































	121824 ARB ROA
	Architectural Review Board
	Wednesday, December 18, 2024 | 6:30 p.m.
	Architectural Review Board
	Wednesday, December 18, 2024 | 6:30 p.m.

	12-18-24 ARB Minutes
	Complete History



