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9) 153.062 (I)(1)(h) - Horizontal Windows to allow for horizontal windows on tall side 
elevations facing street. 

10) 153.062 (O)(2)(d)(4) - Vertical Façade Division to allow for no vertical façade division 
widths greater than 40 feet (44 feet). 

With the condition that waiver #3 shall be subject to the applicant working with staff and 
identifying a modification to mitigate the appearance of the blank wall.  

 
Vote: Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Garvin, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Mr. Chinnock, yes; Mr. 
Deschler, yes; Ms. Harter, yes. 
[Motion carried: 7-0] 
 
Mr. Deschler moved, Mr. Way seconded approval of the Amended Final Development Plan with the 
following conditions: 

1) The applicant work with staff to revise the entrance apron material to match the entrance 
apron of Block H1 prior to Building Permit.  

2) The applicant collaborate with staff to reduce the pavement and increase the green space 
at the entrance to Block H3 if feasible, while meeting the requirements of the Washington 
Township Fire Department. 

3) The applicant to accurately represent side RBZ lines prior to Building Permit. 
4) The applicant provides vertical landscaping at the end of the dead end streets. 
5) The applicant provide ground lighting in pocket park and movement of bike rack as 

discussed.  
6) The applicant provide samples for brick pavers and luminaire cut sheets prior to Building 

Permit. 
7) The applicant work with Engineering Staff to demonstrate stormwater management 

compliance in accordance with Chapter 53 of the Dublin Code Ordinances, if required, at 
Building Permit. 

 
Vote: Mr. Deschler, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Mr. Garvin, yes, Ms. Harter, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. 
Alexander, yes; Mr. Chinnock, yes. 
[Motion carried: 7-0] 
 
Ms. Call noted that because the following two cases pertain to the same project on the same 
property with the same applicants, they will be discussed together. Separate votes will be held for 
each. 
 
Case #24-157PDP  
Bridge Park, Block J – Preliminary Development Plan and Parking Plan  
Request for review and approval of a Preliminary Development Plan to allow a new 
mixed-use development. The 5.37-acre site is zoned BSD-SRN, Bridge Street District, 
Scioto River Neighborhood and is located southeast of the intersection of Bridge Park 
Avenue and Dale Drive. 
 
Case #25-037CU – Conditional Use 
Request for a Conditional Use to allow a parking structure along the street. The 5.37-
acre site is zoned BSD-SRN, Bridge Street District, Scioto River Neighborhood and is 
located southeast of the intersection of Bridge Park Avenue and Dale Drive. 
 

https://dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/24-019/
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Applicant Presentation 
 
Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying, 6640 Riverside Drive, Dublin, stated that it is remarkable that there 
continues to be interest in office space at Bridge Park. They have an anchor tenant that is heavily 
involved with the interior design of the space. An agreement has been reached with COTA. It is 
now understood exactly how the logistics will fall into place. Discussion continued after the Concept 
Plan review regarding the central street layout. There are a variety of logistical reasons they think 
it is important to connect the street. They heard the Commission’s feedback that the central park 
open space must all feel like one space.  
 
Hailey Wolfe, Landscape Architect, MKSK, 462 S. Ludulow Street, Columbus, stated that this is a 
lot less urban than other blocks in Bridge Park with more open space. As someone approaches the 
site, the most prominent corner is at Bridge Park Avenue and Dale Drive. There is a pocket park 
there. The grade change was a big challenge but offered opportunities for some playful design 
elements. At this corner, the building sits approximately seven feet above grade. Walking up the 
accessible pathway to the main open space in central park area, people will arrive at a promenade 
on the north side of the green space. This has been through many iterations. There is a desire for 
a more natural feel compared to some of the more structural site pieces. This is partly a daylighted 
stormwater element and partly an occupiable space for the public. A small, illuminated footbridge 
connects the office/restaurant building to the Phase 2 site. To the west is a bio retention area that 
is structured as a stream with meadows, large boulders and other natural elements. To have the 
desired arboretum feel, they intend to transplant mature trees from the COTA site to the central 
space. East of the footbridge is a community lawn, which could be substantial enough for events 
or just day-to-day activities. Bookending that to the east is a community deck. This will allow the 
space to be used year round. It could also be additional program space. Ms. Wolfe stated that they 
are bringing more wood material into the programmatic elements such as the foot bridge and the 
deck. On the private street that bisects the block north and south, the design breaks away from 
the normal Bridge Park standard of streetscapes. They are still using the same materials but using 
unique planters. The most pedestrian activity is anticipated at the core of the site and where it 
should be th most fluid. The material there is being changed to a brick material used in a flush 
condition. They are also trying to create smooth transitions between the private and public spaces. 
There is a clear divide from the amenity deck of the condos on the east side down into the private 
street/plaza area so they stepped gardens instead of doing a very harsh wall. That is something 
they tried to accomplish across the site. Various foundation plantings buffer along the road, 
especially along Bridge Park Avenue.  
 
Dan Pease, MA Architects, 775 Yard Street, Suite 325, Columbus, began with the office building 
stating that he likes to consider the unique element to add to make each building a nice addition 
to Bridge Park and offer variety. The office building is a duality in composition. On the north side 
(Bridge Park Avenue) there is one aesthetic with a thicker, heavier brick base in charcoal with full 
depth brick above in light gray. There is a blue phenolic accent panel that was one of the things 
making this piece more unique. On the northwest corner is the blue phenolic panel wrapping the 
corner with balconies that offer a view down Bridge Park Avenue toward the river. The southwest 
corner and south side have a more simple elevation to offer an elegant backdrop to the park. They 
felt the park is what the attention should be on. There is a lot of detail but a simple order to this 
elevation. There is a wood look panel with a leathery texture. There will be an overlay pattern to 
light up the brick piers with sconces on the lower levels. On the southeast corner is the main entry.  
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At this corner, charcoal brick is used. The charcoal brick and light brick are the unifying elements 
around the whole building.  
Mr. Pease spoke about the garage design. One would walk from the unique tower which is the 
main stair tower connected to the office building. It is what they call a beacon or anchor to the 
green space and residential courtyard.  It will be frosted glass allowing people to be seen moving 
back and forth. The intent is to light it up at night to make it a unique feature. The garage was 
modeled after the North Market garage in Bridge Park. It is simliar in proportion and details. In an 
effort to create something more unique, they looked to the stair towers on the library garage, 
which are concrete walls and stairs. The scrim and ceiling will be lit up and unify this whole elevation 
as a uniqe piece. They will be working with the Dublin Arts Council to determine the artwork for 
the scrim. The material will be the same PVC scrim as that used on the Block G courtyard. It 
provides another opportunity to expose artwork to the community. 
 
Matt Lytle, Sullivan Bruk Architects, 8 South Grant Avenue, Columbus, stated that he is the architect 
for the condominium building and he noted that they have a great team assembled. Bridge Park 
Avenue is a fairly busy road and needs something to make a statement coming and leaving. That 
is why he created a grid around the balconies and colored it with a vibrant accent color. That can 
be seen on the corner of Bridge Park Avenue and Green Street as well as Bridge Park Avenue and 
Dave Thomas Boulevard. This is a five-story wood-frame building which poses some challenges 
and opportunities. Many of the same cues are being introduced that are being used on the garage 
and office building like a charcoal colored, full-depth masonry near the grade to help ground the 
building. They are using rusticated cast masonry that will undulate to get a nice shadow. From the 
second floor up in certain areas, he is introducing a thin brick material. It is essentially the same 
as the New Brick but behind this will be a concrete lined EPS rigid installation with a depth of 3¼”. 
The thin brick has a depth of ½” which gives a full-depth brick look. The plan introduces pedestrian 
activity and unit connectivity for ground level units along Dave Thomas Boulevard.  
 
Staff Presentation 
 
Mr. Hounshell stated that there are three determinations requested this evening for waivers, 
Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and Conditional Use (CU). The PDP process is intended to 
assure consistency with the Concept Plan and further determine building locations, character and 
massing. Finite details like materials and open space treatments come with the Final 
Development Plan (FDP). The project site sits just east of Block F and is in the Scioto River 
Neighborhood. There is an open space corridor on the north side of Bridge Park Avenue. 
Conversations are still needed between staff and the applicant about the treatment of the 
streets. This project went before City Council last Monday (April 21, 2025) and received approval 
of the Concept Plan. It was before PZC in December of 2024. Some of the comments from PZC 
and City Council included a desire for the open space to feed through the central private street. 
There was also a lot of discussion about the treatments of buildings, especially the garage. City 
Council referenced Block G as a good example of a garage that fits in well with the established 
character of that block. The site plan is largely the same as seen previously. Buildings are 
generally in the same locations. Open space is nearly the same. The applicant is requesting 
approval of a parking plan as they are providing less parking than is required based on the two 
phases. Parking plans are consistently used throughout Bridge Park. Information in the 
application states that they would look to other garages within 900 feet of the office/restaurant 
building. Just over 500 spaces in the area are available at peak times. The applicant continues to 
work on the green street in an effort to not create a prototypical street but cater toward a 
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pedestrian scale. They continue to work on that and the other street with Transportation and 
Mobility staff. The Conditional Use request is for the garage because it does not have a liner or 
usable commercial/residential space that screens the garage from the street. Conditional Uses for 
the garages have been approved on other blocks if they are interior to the block or site. The 
current site is the most acceptable location for the garage. There is one waiver request for this 
site regarding block size (length and perimeter). Staff does not consider the private street in their 
calculation toward the block length or perimeter. It still achieves much of the goals of the Bridge 
Street District to break the blocks down into smaller, more urban blocks that are walkable while 
providing safe vehicular circulation. The block layout is also consistent with the street network 
map approved with the area-wide rezoning.  There are some items that could be waivers, but 
staff would like to continue to work with the applicant to mitigate some of the potential concerns. 
Staff is seeking clarification on the front property line and lot coverage. The applicant is looking 
for feedback on the panels. That would require a waiver at FDP. Staff has been working with the 
applicant on breaking up the south elevation. Staff is supportive of all requested waivers. The 
applicant is requesting feedback on the brick material (thin or NewBrick). A memo from the 
architectural consultant was provided regarding the NewBrick material. A waiver is requested to 
allow increased height from four and a half stories to five on the condo building. What is allowed 
for a four and a half story building is about 56 feet measured from the tallest elevation. This 
building is still 56 feet so it is not getting any taller. City Council, PZC, and staff made comments 
about the treatment of the garage and making it more complementary with what is currently in 
the District. There is some significant grade change moving from Dale Drive east and even with 
that grade change, the height of the condo building is still relatively similar as measure from sea 
level.  
Staff is recommending approval of the 18 waivers, the PDP with parking plan, and the 
Conditional Use.  
 
Commission Questions 
 
Mr. Chinnock asked if Dublin had control over what the Phase 2 site will look like until 
constructed. Mr. Hounshell stated that construction staging is handled through Building 
Standards. There are specific requirements that speak to staging, stockpiling, etc. That is 
something staff can bring back at FDP.  
Mr. Chinnock stated that there is no precedent for the art panels of that size/scale. Mr. Hounshell 
stated that this was done by the applicant on Block G. Mr. Hunter stated that they are similar in 
size but internal to the block. Mr. Chinnock asked if it is considered signage. Mr. Hounshell stated 
that it is art installation but considered as a building material. It is a perforated metal scrim and 
that would contribute to transparency considerations. Mr. Hunter stated that they met with the 
Dublin Arts Council. They are considering a national request for quotes process. The Dublin Arts 
Council would manage that process and then assist the applicant in the procurement of the 
piece.  
Mr. Chinnock asked for more information on Green Street. Mr. Hunter stated that they have 
studied it both ways – as a connected street and not. Both City Engineering staff and Fire/Safety 
had concerns about it not going through for access to buildings interior on the block. From the 
applicant’s perspective, the grade forces all services to be placed on the east side of that building 
on that section of Green Street. If that street did not go through, smaller trucks would have to 
pull in and back out. Should they have to create an area for a three point turn, it would make the 
area feel worse with more asphalt and the buildings further apart. They would be recreating the 
problem of service trucks on Bridge Park Avenue. In this section, Bridge Park Avenue is two lanes 
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instead of three, which makes the issue worse. On the southern end of the site, they need two 
egress points for the garage. Because the grade falls east to west, entries to the garage need to 
be placed on the east and west façade of the garage. Mr. Chinnock asked about limited access. 
Mr. Hunter stated that it will come down to how operationally that is used. There is one 
restaurant in that building.  
Mr. Chinnock asked if the vision is for the park to be connected to Bridge Park. As designed, it 
feels very isolated. Mr. Hunter stated that it is for public use. The space is interesting because it 
opens to Dale Drive and passersby get a peek from Bridge Park Avenue creating a path of 
discovery. It is an urban place surrounded by buildings that is large enough to be effective in a 
way the other pocket parks are not, but it is very different from Riverside Crossing Park. Mr. 
Chinnock asked if there was a way to activate it more, like allowing outdoor seating to spill out 
into the park. Mr. Hunter stated that the issue is the grade for ADA access on that sidewalk.  
Mr. Chinnock asked if there was consideration given to stepping the building to mitigate the long 
façade of the condo and garage. Mr. Hunter stated that the buildings on this block are, on 
average, a full story shorter than other buildings. There was thought about how that will continue 
to transition. If this is all successful, the future use across Dave Thomas Boulevard will not be a 
parking lot at some point.  
 
Ms. Harter asked about the colors on the building. Mr. Lytle stated that the lighter taupe color is 
the thin brick or NewBrick material. The darker brown is an interlocking metal panel. The 
charcoal is full-depth masonry. The reddish/burgundy is a metal panel that encapsulates some of 
the balconies.  
Ms. Harter stated that the frosted glass on the garage could be an opportunity for an additional 
art installation.  
Ms. Harter asked about the mesh on the south side below the scrim. Mr. Keys stated that they 
are still discussing whether they want the foliage to grow up the mesh. If they decide they do 
not, they will thicken the mesh so that it will screen the interior of the garage at grade. Ms. 
Harter asked if the mesh on the library garage covered the full height of the garage. Mr. Pease 
stated that it is only on the first level. The mesh on this plan is below the scrim on first level only, 
going down to grade.  
Ms. Harter stated across Bridge Park Avenue the landscaping is thick. She asked if there has 
been thought given to whether this project needs more. Ms. Wolfe stated that their property line 
goes to the multi-use path and it was their intention to leave that as is. The planting on that 
buffer on the other side is an asset to separate the blocks.  
Ms. Harter asked if there have been conversations with Sycamore Ridge. Mr. Hunter answered 
no; most of that area is City property.  
 
Mr. Way stated that moving east to west through Bridge Park, through Winder Street to Dale 
Drive, is a connection of a whole series of open space alleyways. Connectivity to this open space 
would be logical. He asked if there is hope of a pedestrian connection across Dale Drive at 
Winder Street. Ms. Wawszkiewicz stated that there is mid-block crossing within Bridge Park so 
that could be explored. They would have to configure curb ramps to allow ADA access there.  
Mr. Way stated that in the last proposal, there was discussion about the service access to the 
office building on Green Street being a back-in loading dock. Now trucks are stopping in a two-
lane road. It could be disruptive if that is a through street. Mr. Hunter stated that there will be 
trash trucks. There are several of those areas along Longshore Drive. That was meant to act as a 
service alley that became something more. There might be opportunity for some additional width 
along the office building. The question then becomes, once they make the turn, where they go. 



Planning and Zoning Commission     
Meeting Minutes – May 1, 2025 
Page 19 of 25 
 
 
The residential building is serviced in the garage. Mr. Way stated that Green Street is still 
unresolved. What has been done to the streetscape is beautiful but he is still looking for the 
functional side.  
Mr. Way asked if there is an intent to provide amenities for the COTA bus stop on the south side 
of the garage. Mr. Hunter answered affirmatively. More details will come forward with the FDP. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that from conversations about thin brick, he senses a reluctance to use thin 
brick. He asked if the PZC has approved thin-cut stone or cultured stone. Ms. Call stated that the 
Commission has treated primary and secondary materials very differently. Mr. Alexander stated 
that the depth of cultured stone or thin-cut stone veneer is not much different than thin brick. If 
there has been past approval of those materials, disapproval of thin brick seems inconsistent. Ms. 
Call stated that the Commission has absolutely been against including thin brick as a permitted 
material in the Bridge Street District. Mr. Alexander asked if staff’s comment about excessive 
block length was referring to the development size along Bridge Park Avenue or the buildings 
along Bridge Park Avenue. Mr. Hounshell stated that block length is measured along the public 
right of way from corner property to corner property at the edge of intersections of public 
streets. In this case, measurements were taken from Dale Drive to Dave Thomas Boulevard. That 
exceeds the maximum length expected for newly created blocks.  
Mr. Alexander asked if thought was given to changing the articulation of the plan centered on the 
pool to emphasize its important location in the development. Mr. Lytle stated that he wanted to 
emphasize the light-colored masonry while not diminishing the courtyard. Mr. Alexander stated 
that it feels like a missed opportunity. Mr. Lytle stated that the backbone of the design is the two 
over two punched opening material. He wanted to create a hierarchy between the lighter 
material and the charcoal full deck masonry.  
Mr. Alexander asked about the relationship between the south elevation and the elevation that 
faces the street. Mr. Pease stated that they did not want a monotonous design. They began with 
the Bridge Park Avenue side creating a module that culminates in the balconies. They wanted 
simplicity on the south side even though there are a lot of regulating lines.  
Mr. Alexander asked if they have used the high pressure laminate (HPL) panels. Mr. Pease stated 
that he has not but it was recommended by their supplier. Mr. Hounshell stated that staff can 
bring those details back at FDP. 
 
Mr. Deschler referenced the condo building and stated that the Commission will not consider thin 
brick. Mr. Hounshell stated what is shown is thin brick but the applicant is looking for feedback 
regarding NewBrick. Thin brick is not considered a primary or secondary material but it was 
approved in multiple buildings in Bridge Park, Towns on the Parkway, and a few other buildings. 
Ms. Call stated that former commissions do not tie the hands of sitting commissions. Thin brick is 
not a permitted material in Bridge Park. It has been approved on a case-by-case basis. Staff can 
bring back case histories where it has been approved. Several years ago, there were specific 
concerns. At least one hotel in the City had thin brick that started popping off. That was before 
Mr. Ford was on retainer. Mr. Deschler asked about NewBrick. Mr. Hounshell stated that staff 
shared the NewBrick with the consultant. Their feedback is that it is a relatively new material. It 
is innovative. It has been used in similar climates in Dayton, Ohio. The warranty is 25 years. The 
main questions raised were on longevity. Mr. Hunter stated that they are limited to height on 
wood structures. They have been looking at alternative ways to make sure they do not have 
Hardie panel or some other metal panel on the top of every single building. They made a 
conscious decision that because thin brick has been approved that it was a safer alternative than 
a product no one has used before. They are aware this is an issue that needs solved.  
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Mr. Deschler asked about security measures for pool access. Mr. Lytle stated that the pool itself 
by Code must have its own fence and can have an electronic lock with a key fob that only 
residents will have. The pool is encased in a fence. Mr. Lytle stated that the two sets of steps 
delineate public and private. There is also a significant elevation change between the street level 
and the courtyard. Mr. Deschler stated that people in the lower area traversing up there could 
infringe upon the privacy of the condo residents. Mr. Hunter stated it will be gated. The Waddell 
building is in a similar situation and they have heard no complaints. The public is not going past 
the upper end of the stairs. 
Mr. Deschler referenced the interplay between the garage and condo. He asked if it is the 
applicant’s expectation that residents of the condo have to exit all the way through the garage, 
then go out a different access to the condominium building. Mr. Lytle stated that every floor level 
has direct access to the garage. There is a condo lobby that is on Bridge Park Avenue. Mr. Hunter 
stated that it remains to be seen how the resident parking will work out because the garage is 
public. He noted that condo owners in G Block do not have reserved parking spaces.  
Mr. Deschler stated that he would not support Green Street being made a pass through. He 
asked staff if it was accurate to state that City Council would prefer it be pedestrian only. Mr. 
Hounshell stated that their comments were more about how to connect the open spaces. They 
wanted to ensure a consistent flow across the open spaces. He would not say they wanted it to 
be pedestrian only. Mr. Deschler stated that he thinks the amount of traffic on that street is being 
underestimated. He asked if there were other considerations like a cul-de-sac. Mr. Hunter stated 
that the minimum diameter for a cul-de-sac would be 96 feet. Mr. Hounshell stated that within 
the Bridge Street District the intent is to break down a lot of what would be done in a typical 
suburban city. That is why the block dimensions and lots were created. This would be considered 
an alley or service street, which is expected for very low capacity, low speed streets located near 
the rear of lots. It is intended for parking, providing services for parking facilities, loading 
facilities, and service areas for refuse utility. Given the location of this street and the fact that it 
does not carry on a consistent path like Banker Drive or Longshore Street, staff is not overly 
concerned with vehicular traffic. A cul-de-sac or cutoff would not be recommended because it 
goes against the flow of vehicular as well as pedestrian traffic. This Green Street also represents 
midblock pedestrian way so it contributes to the pedestrian scale while getting vehicles safely 
through. The City would want to see this as a through street. Capacities would not be expected 
to be similar to Dave Thomas Boulevard, Banker Drive or Dale Drive. Mr. Hunter stated that it 
takes over 90 feet for a regular box truck to make a circle and that is nearly twice the width 
between the office and condo buildings. Mr. Deschler stated that the City is wrong and woefully 
underestimating the amount of vehicular traffic expected.  
 
Mr. Garvin stated that he is supportive of the through street. He asked if any consideration was 
given to making it one way. Mr. Hunter stated that they have not studied that.  
Mr. Garvin asked if there was any thought given toward an actual arboretum. A variety of trees 
could be labeled, giving the area placemaking appeal. Ms. Wolfe stated that is something that 
could be considered, especially with the mature trees there already. Mr. Hunter stated that an 
arboretum has a specific definition that likely could not be met but the idea of having different 
varieties of trees could be part of making this area feel mature and lush.  
Mr. Garvin referenced the garage and asked if there has been thought regarding colored light or 
something more dynamic around the screen. Mr. Pease stated that they have not gotten to those 
details yet, but they could do something more dynamic through lighting or pattern on the glass.  
Mr. Garvin asked about the material and lifespan of the scrim. Mr. Pease stated that it is a PVC 
mesh scrim. Any image can be added as a silkscreen to the scrim. It has a 10-year warranty.   
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Ms. Call stated that the lots and blocks maximum is 500 feet and 1,750 feet on the perimeter. 
She asked if the lot and block had been measured if the street is private. Mr. Hunter stated that 
the measurements are 340 feet from the intersection of Dale Drive and Bridge Park Avenue to 
Green Street and Bridge Park Avenue. Ms. Call stated that with the perimeter at 1,950 for the 
entirety of the site, if it is bisected, it would fall under the 1,750-foot requirement. Mr. Hunter 
confirmed.  
Ms. Call stated that this applicant has done projects with Dublin before, and there have been 
areas where private open space is segmented but immediately adjacent to public open space. 
She asked if he had received any calls where that has not worked. Mr. Hunter answered that he 
has received no calls or concerns.  
Ms. Call asked about the voids on the garage. Mr. Pease stated that they modeled it after the 
North Market Garage where there is also exposed concrete between the materials. They use the 
splits along the building and then emphasize it at the corner. Ms. Call asked if there was thought 
given to incorporating features to make this look less like a garage. Mr. Hunter stated that 
repetitive 30-foot-wide horizontal openings read garage. Here they changed those proportions to 
make it look more vertical. The openings are eight or ten feet wide to appear as windows. When 
deciding what to put in those openings, they have done different things in Bridge Park. Metal 
cables are used to protect cars and leave it as open as possible. Creating something too similar 
to the garage across the street did not feel like the correct solution. They will ensure the concrete 
is finished to a certain level in order for it to look good.  
 
Public Comment 
 
No public comment.   
 
Commission Discussion 
 
Mr. Chinnock stated that he is excited about the project. The park is great. The road needs to be 
resolved. College campuses could be used as examples where they have sidewalks that are 
accessible by service vehicles only. He agrees that there will be much more traffic than is 
predicted. He is in favor of some of the waivers, but there are a lot of questions remaining on the 
towers, architectural articulation and façade materials. He likes the design of the office and is 
overall in favor of the project.  
 
Ms. Harter thanked the applicants for coming and agreed with Mr. Chinnock. She thinks the color 
brings warmth. She suggested the applicant work with staff on the brick and bring that back. She 
also suggested the applicant continue thinking outside the box with vegetation on the garages. 
She advised the applicants to always think about the walkability of the site. She is in favor of the 
art opportunity. The more the applicant connects with the public, the more people will buy into 
this and see it as part of this community.  
 
Mr. Way stated that he likes most of this project. The green space has become wonderful. There 
is an east-west spine through Bridge Park that ends here but does not have a terminal because it 
moves from the public environment to a private environment without a cue. He would suggest it 
be made a place. It needs something else; instead of tiered wall garden, maybe there is a 
waterfall or the road could be split and something put in the center. The loading issues need to 
be resolved, and the terminal place needs to be thought through more. 
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Mr. Alexander stated that in an urban setting the site plan is important, but elevations define the 
space. The south elevation of the office building needs some help. It is so different from the 
northern elevation. It is very horizontal. The apartment building is divided nicely into a series of 
smaller scale vertical components building from the individual unit. He would not support HPL. It 
is a laminate product with a five- to fifteen-year warranty. Issues with it are delamination, color 
fading, heat sensitivity, difficulty of repair and environmental concerns due to the use of 
formaldehyde. Metal panels as used on the other building are an excellent choice with a long 
track record. Regarding the street, he referenced European spaces where there is a large public 
space where vehicles are accommodated at times. He suggested an allay of trees terminating in 
a fountain that is in some way linked to the pool above. The hierarchy is the people in the space. 
 
Mr. Deschler stated that since a decision is requested this evening, he would suggest more 
conditions.  
 
Ms. Call sought the applicant’s desire for a decision based on the late hour. Mr. Hunter stated 
that tabling would be problematic. He has not heard anything that could not be worked through 
between PDP and FDP. They would work very hard to move this forward however necessary.  
 
Mr. Deschler stated that he is not in favor of the material on the office building but is supportive 
of waivers on the garage and condo building with the condition that a decision must be made 
regarding the brick façade. He is supportive of the coloring of those buildings as long as it 
complies with the material requirement. It is a significant concern if nothing is decided upon that 
the Phase 2 piece cannot remain dirt, gravel, construction materials, etc. His last concern is 
adding a condition requiring the applicant to work with staff to address Green Street. He will not 
support the project if that is not resolved at FDP.  
 
Mr. Garvin stated that he is supportive of the colors but not the HPL. He finds it difficult to grant 
a waiver for façade materials without knowing what they would be. He is supportive of Green 
Street connecting all the way through. It could be a wunerf with pop-up bollards. He is against 
dead ending either side as it creates logistical issues. The visual of that park’s expanse up to the 
pool is more important than actually getting to the other side of the street. It is important that it 
visually connects. He is supportive of the application but seeking resolution on the façade 
materials. 
 
Ms. Call stated that the midblock street meets the criteria for lots and blocks, and that was one of 
the items to which City Council and this commission paid specific attention. Circulation is needed 
in the Bridge Street District. Keeping service vehicles off main arterials is the preferred method. 
She agreed with the terminal vista comment and added that the solid building essentially creates 
a terminus on that side. She is not a fan of thin brick. She is not comfortable with the garage 
voids as they make it appear that the walls stopped. Overall, the design is what Dublin has asked 
for. She is not opposed to the height, especially given the height of five stories is the height of 
what would be seen at four and a half stories.  She shares concerns with the NewBrick material. 
The Commission usually does not support things that are not proven. Warrantees are only as 
good as the companies that support the warranties. Even if a new material were supported, she 
would want to see it as a secondary material, then if they withstand criteria, it could be elevated 
to a primary material. She is also not supportive of the HPL material. Regarding the Phase 2 site, 
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Ms. Call reminded the applicant that they are not exempt from Code Enforcement requirements 
because they are building a building next door.  
 
Ms. Call summarized that the Commission has a concern with the office building waiver 2 
regarding materials.  
 
Mr. Boggs stated for the waivers that are not addressed tonight, they will be coming back at FDP 
and the applicant can request waivers then with more information. Procedurally, the Commission 
could remove waivers from their determination where there are open questions.  
 
Discussion continued clarifying whether the waivers covered the Commission's concerns.  
 
Mr. Hunter stated if they cannot use thin brick or NewBrick, then the condo building cannot be 
built as drawn because they cannot put full-depth brick up that high on a wood frame structure 
without adding steel inside the building, which is difficult and has shown to leak. There are at least 
8 buildings in Bridge Park  that use thin brick in some capacity successfully. Ms. Call stated that 
the Commission has approved thin brick in the past. She has been one who has voted yes, though 
she still does not like thin brick.  
 
Mr. Garvin stated that his top concerns are HPL and not feeling qualified to make a determination 
on NewBrick. It is very important that it be installed correctly.  
 
Mr. Deschler asked how much of the thin brick is being proposed. Mr. Hounshell stated that it is 
used only on the second story and above. Everything at ground level is masonry. Mr. Deschler 
stated that the percentage of thin brick is 36%. The brick base is 30% and metal is 33%. Mr. 
Deschler asked for the consultants’ opinion on thin brick. Staff will bring that to the Commission 
with the FDP. 
 
Mr. Deschler moved, Mr. Way seconded approval of waivers to the following Code sections: 

1) 153.060(C)(2)(a) – Maximum Block Size to allow a maximum block length of ±640 feet and 
a maximum block perimeter of ±1,950 feet for block J where 500 feet of length and perimeter 
of 1,750 feet are required. 

 
Office Building 

2) 153.062(N)(4)(a)(3) – Blank Walls to allow for the middle portion of the north façade to 
be a blank wall where blank walls are prohibited. 
3) 153.062(O)(6)(b) – Ground Story Minimum Height to allow a 14-foot-tall ground story 
height on the easter half of the building where a minimum height of 16 feet is required. 
4) 153.062(O)(6)(b) – Ground Story Maximum Height to allow a 25-foot-tall ground story 
height for the restaurant space located on the west end of the building where 24 feet is the 
maximum. 
5) 153.062(O)(6)(d)(3) – Street Facades: Number of Entrances to allow two entrances on 
the north façade where four are required; and to allow two entrances on the south façade 
where four are required. 
6) 153.062(O)(6)(d)(4) – Horizontal Façade Divisions to allow no horizontal façade division 
on the north and east facades where horizontal façade divisions are required within three feet 
of the top of the ground story.  
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Condo Building 
7) 153.062(O)(3)(b) – Maximum Height of Building to allow a five-story apartment building 
where 4.5 stories is the maximum.  
8) 153.062(O)(3)(b) – Maximum Height of Stories to allow a first-floor story height of 17 
feet 2 inches on the northwest corner of the building where 14 feet is the maximum.  
9) 153.062(O)(3)(b) – Minimum Finished Floor Elevation to allow a finished floor level of 
1.1 feet on the east façade of the building adjacent to the sidewalk where a minimum of 2.5 
feet above the adjacent sidewalk façade is required.  
10) 153.062(O)(3)(d)(4) – Vertical Increments to allow the north, east and west facades of 
the building to exceed the maximum 40 feet for vertical increments. 
11) 153.062(O)(3)(d)(4) – Required Change in Roof Plane or Type to allow a change in roof 
plane no greater than ±117 feet on the north façade and ±98 feet on the east façade where 
a change is required no greater than every 80 feet.  
 
Garage Building 
12) 153.062(D)(4)(a) – Tower Quantity to allow two towers for the parking structure where 

one is permitted. 
13) 153.062(D)(4)(b) – Tower Height to allow the northwest tower to be ±18 feet tall and 

±29 feet wide, and the southeast tower to be ±23 feet wide. Code requires tower 
height to be no greater than the height of one additional upper floor of the building to 
which the tower is applied. The width of a tower shall not exceed its height. 

14) 153.062(E)(1)(a) – Primary Façade Materials to allow 30% primary materials on the 
south façade where 80% exclusive of windows and doors is required. 

15) 153.062(O)(11)(d)(3) – Street Facades: Number of Entrances to allow two entrances on 
the south, east and west facades where three are required. 

16) 153.062(O)(11)(d)(4) – Vertical Increments to allow the east and west facades of the 
building to exceed the maximum 30 feet for vertical increments. 

17) 153.062(O)(11)(d)(6) – Tower Locations to allow a tower in the southeast corner of the 
garage where they are permitted on facades only at terminal vistas, corners at two 
principal frontage streets, and/or adjacent to an open space type. 

 
Vote: Mr. Garvin, yes; Mr. Chinnock, no; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Mr. Deschler, yes; Ms. Harter, 
yes; Mr. Alexander, yes. 
[Motion carried: 6-1] 
 
Mr. Garvin moved, Mr. Way seconded approval of the Preliminary Development Plan with the 
following conditions: 

1) The applicant continues to work with Staff to address the streetscape design of Bridge Park 
Avenue and Green Street at the FDP. 

2) The applicant continues to work with Staff to provide streetscape improvements as required 
by the City Engineer. 

3) The applicant continues to work with Staff on the design of the pocket park at the 
intersection of Dale Drive and Bridge Park Avenue to create a more seamless transition 
between the streetscape and the office building. 
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4) The applicant update the plans to accurately represent lot coverage and front property line 
coverage. 

5) The applicant work with Staff to address the façade recommendations of the office building 
as outlined in the report. 

6) The applicant work with Staff to provide a connection between residential units and Bridge 
Park Avenue with the condominium building; 

7) The applicant work with Staff to address concerns about the façade treatment of the garage 
and condo building as outlined in the report and Commission discussion; and, 

8) The applicant continue to work with the Engineering Staff on final civil plan details with the 
Final Development Plan. 

9) The applicant enhance terminal vista opportunities on the site within and adjacent to the 
public green. 

 
Vote: Mr. Way, yes; Ms. Harter, yes; Mr. Deschler, yes; Mr. Chinnock, no; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. 
Garvin, yes; Ms. Call, yes. 
[Motion carried: 6-1] 
 
Mr. Way moved, Mr. Deschler seconded approval of the Conditional Use with the following 
condition: 

1) The applicant continue to work with Staff to address concerns about the façade treatment 
of the garage as outlined in the report. 

 
Vote: Mr. Chinnock, no; Mr. Deschler, yes; Mr. Garvin, yes; Ms. Harter, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Way, 
yes; Mr. Alexander, yes. 
[Motion carried: 6-1] 
 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Staff reminded the Commission that the May 15 regular meeting is cancelled and of the June 2 
annual board and commission recognition reception.  
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:30 pm. 
 
 
 
                 
Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission 
 
 
 
                    
Deputy Clerk of Council  
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and budgets about ten years ago. She offered to bring him in again in the
coming year. 

e Bridge Park, J Block — Concept Plan
Mr. Hounshell stated that before Council is the concept plan for Block J. City
Council approved a Code amendment on April 7 that will not require concept plans
to come to Council, so this is likely the last concept plan before Council for
approval. This concept plan is before Council for a determination and has received
a recommendation for approval from the Planning and Zoning Commission ( PZC). 
The applicant has submitted a Preliminary Development Plan that is currently in
review. They are anticipating that to go before PZC at the May 1 meeting. 
This site is just over five acres in size and is zoned Scioto River Neighborhood. The
requirements of the Scioto River Neighborhood are a balanced mix of uses, 
residential presence to compliment and support a strong mix of uses and a
comfortable walkable street network. This site does not have any additional
requirements such as gateway locations or open space. 
BlockJ currently has three buildings that are proposed with Phase One. Phase
Two would have an additional condo building as shown below. 

OFFICE/ RESTAURANT

FUTURE PHASE 2 ~ 3 GARAGE
CONDO DEVELOPMENT

Phase Two is not being considered at this moment as it is still under negotiation. 
The three buildings contain office up in the northwest corner, condos in the
northeast and then the garage building in the southeast. The site is enclosed by
Bridge Park Avenue to the north, which is a public street. Dale Drive is to the west
which is a public street and Banker Drive to the south which is an existing private
street owned by the property owner to the south. Dave Thomas Boulevard is
shown as “ Street B” above on the far-right side which is going to be a public street
from a private drive. There is one new street proposed with this which is Street A. 
It is a north- south connection and is planned to be private and maintained by
Crawford Hoying. There is over an acre of open space at the center of the site. Mr
Hounshell provided a few elevation illustrations that were submitted with this
concept plan showing the four-story mixed- use building. The parking garage is a
five-story parking structure including a perforated metal scrim which will have an
art installation on it. The parking garage also requires a conditional use because it
does not have a liner building on it. This conditional use has been approved in
other blocks when not along principal frontage streets. Mr. Hounshell provided an
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illustration showing the height comparisons between this proposed block and the
surrounding areas. There are some grade changes in elevation moving further east
on Bridge Park Avenue. 
PZC reviewed this application and recommended approval with three conditions: 

1. The applicant continues to work with staff on the conversion of Banker
Drive and Street B ( Dave Thomas Boulevard) to public streets; 

2. The applicant submits a Conditional Use Permit with the submission of the
Preliminary Development Plan; and

3. The applicant continue to work with staff to explore alternative designs for
Street A, based on the comments provided by the Commission. 

Staff recommended approval. 

Ms. Fox stated that regarding the third condition and in reviewing the PZC minutes, 
she is in agreement that Street A should not be a through street. She added that
the Bridge Street Code provides for a pedestrian byway to break up a block without
using a through street. She stated access points to accommodate the need for
loading and getting into the garage can be at the north or south end. She
encouraged the applicant and staff to make it a pedestrian roadway and still get
the functionality that is needed. She is concerned that to answer the question of
parking, green space might be lost. She is hopeful that the corner will have an
unusual presence. The renderings show the first floor looking the same as the
upper floors. The corner design needs to be impressive and noticeable so people
want to walk toward it. 

Ms. Kramb asked if there was on- street parking on the east- west streets. Mr. 
Hounshell stated that there will be parking provided on the north side of Banker
Drive. Although they do not control whether Banker Drive can be public or private, 
they are still making the effort to proceed as if it is going to follow the Bridge
Street Design Standard. There will also be on- street parking on the west side of
Street B. Currently there is parking being shown on Bridge Park Avenue, but staff
and the applicant are still working through that detail. Ms. Kramb is concerned it
could be a safety issue due to the grade change. She stated she would not want to
count on parking on Bridge Park Avenue as part of their parking requirement
numbers. 

Ms. De Rosa asked if Street A will meet all the requirements of a public street. Mr. 
Hounshell stated that it would be designed to the standards that are required by
the City. Referring to Ms. Fox’ s comments, he added that the applicant is still
working on the transition to the open space. 

Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that when the open space is designed, there
needs to be something there to meet the Code. Whether it be a terminal vista, it
must be some item of interest because the further we get away from the
pedestrian bridge, it will need architectural features to draw people in. She stated it
sounds like this meets the criteria consistent with the adopted plans and aligns
with the uses identified in the Code. Referring to the renderings of the parking
garage, Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that the garage really looks like a garage. 
She prefers to see something that does not look like a parking garage. She
referenced one of the parking garages in Bridge Park that looks like an old
warehouse building that she is very fond of. She stated that these renderings do
not look exceptional, so the project really does not conform to that item of the
review criteria. 
She commented on the amount of open space and is hopeful that the design lives
up to allowing for public or private infrastructure. She added that she also wants to
make sure that conforming to the neighborhood standards, in terms of visual
massing, that there are still finishes at the top of the building that would draw your
eye up and make it look like enduring architecture. 
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STAFF COMMENTS
Ms. O' Callaghan did not have a report. 

COUNCIL REPORTS

Mr. Reiner stated that the intention with the creation of Bridge Park was that the
signage be unique and interesting. He is also supportive of incorporating some kind
of sculptural element or tile on the side of one of the buildings. He agreed that the
parking garage should be unique. The landscaped open space should be executed
to a high standard. 

Ms. Fox noted that Bailey is right next door. The Bailey is a very expensive, senior
citizen condo building that is six stories. These buildings are four or five stories. 
One of them has parking on the roof. The Community Development Committee had
a conversation about rooftop aesthetics. She stated that she wants to make sure
that the Bailey residents that live in those higher floors are not looking at parked
cars on an ugly roof next door to them. 

The applicant, Matthew Staff, 6640 Riverside Drive, came forward and stated that
regarding the open space, it is the largest open space and they look forward to
developing it into a great space. Street A has garnered a lot of discussion. The
challenge with that office building and the restaurant in particular is that there
must be a way to get trash to the east end of the building. They agree that the
level of safety for pedestrians is important. The other topic that has received
debate is parking. The entrance to the restaurant is on the northwest corner. In
their research, they have discovered that most people will come from the west and
park elsewhere versus parking in the garage and walking to the restaurant. He
expressed appreciation for Council’ s comments and feedback and stated that they
will work to incorporate them. 

In response to Ms. Fox’ s question about the middle section of Street A and not
allowing trucks to go through, Mr. Starr stated that the trucks have to be able to
get back out, so a cul-de- sac or some way to turn around instead of having to back
out on Bridge Park Avenue is necessary. 

Mayor Amorose Groomes asked if the applicant if he is in agreement with the three
conditions as stated. He responded affirmatively. 

Mayor Amorose Groomes moved to approve the concept plan with the three
conditions: 

1. The applicant continues to work with staff on the conversion of Banker
Drive and Street B ( Dave Thomas Boulevard) to public streets; 

2. The applicant submits a Conditional Use Permit with the submission of the
Preliminary Development Plan; and

3. The applicant continues to work with staff to explore alternative designs for
Street A, based on the comments provided by the Commission. 

Vice Mayor Alutto seconded. 

Vote on the motion: Mayor Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mr. Keeler, 
yes; Vice Mayor Alutto, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes. 

Committee Reports
o Community Development Committee: Mr. Reiner stated that the Community

Development Committee met on Tuesday, April 15 to review 6 applications
to receive Beautify Your Neighborhood Grant funding. Those applications
will be coming to City Council on May 5 for approval. The second agenda
topic was roof aesthetics, specifically green roofs. Staff will gather some
research and benchmarking and then the topic will come back to the
Committee. 
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 24-138CU – Central Irrigation Supply, 6091 Enterprise Court, Conditional Use  
Request for review and approval of a Conditional Use to allow a wholesale and distribution use in 
an existing building. The 3.33-acre site is zoned TF, Technology Flex and is located northeast of 
the intersection of Innovation Drive and Enterprise Court.  

 24-146AFDP – Mount Carmel, 4105 Emerald Parkway, Amended Final 
Development Plan   

Request for review and approval of an Amended Final Development Plan to modify previously 
approved signs and add new chapel building uplighting.  The ±34.5-acre site is zoned PUD: Mount 
Carmel Hospital Northwest and is located northwest of the 1-270 and Sawmill Road interchange. 
  
Mr. Alexander moved, Mr. Way seconded approval of the Consent Cases: 

24-138CU – approval of the Conditional Use with no conditions; 
24-146AFDP – approval of the Amended Final Development Plan with no conditions  

Vote: Mr. Deschler, yes; Mr. Chinnock, yes; Ms. Harter, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Way, yes; 
Mr. Garvin, yes; Ms. Call, yes. 
[Motion carried 7-0.] 
 

CASE REVIEW  
 24-141CP – Bridge Park, Block J – Concept Plan    

Request for review and recommendation of approval of a Concept Plan for the development of an 
office building, condominiums and parking garage. The 5.37-acre site is zoned BSD-SRN, Bridge 
Street District, Scioto River Neighborhood, and is located southeast of the intersection of Dale Drive 
and Bridge Park Avenue.  
 
Applicant Presentation  
Russell Hunter, Crawford Hoying, 6640 Riverside Drive, Dublin, provided an overview of their 
Concept Plan proposal for an additional expansion of Bridge Park. Cenovus Energy will be their lead 
tenant, taking half of the office space in a new office building. Although the office market is not 
flourishing in the City of Columbus, it remains resilient in Dublin. He believes it’s a testament to 
the work of Crawford Hoying, the City and the Planning and Zoning Commission. They continue to 
create spaces that people want to be in. The development will also include two condominium 
buildings, one in Phase 1 and the other in Phase 2 on the existing COTA lot. Phase 2 condominiums 
will be similar to The Theodore condominiums in G Block; Phase 1 condominiums will be somewhat 
larger. Crawford Hoying is presently in discussions with COTA regarding a permanent solution for 
the existing Park and Ride and associated spaces, but also a temporary solution while the site is 
under construction. Their open spaces in the various block developments have been somewhat 
similar – urban and dense, but they have the opportunity to do something different on this site. 
Although there is an existing tree grove, the arborists have determined that few of the trees are 
worth saving. On the COTA lot, however, there are wonderful tree specimens that could be 
relocated elsewhere in the development and hopefully, create an urban arboretum. He invited 
MKSK to provide more details. 
 

Ethan Lower
Cross-Out
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Jeffrey Pongonis, MKSK, landcape architect and planner, 462 S. Ludlow Street, Columbus, provided 
a slide overview of the site and the proposed development.  They have the advantage of a larger 
site area than they had with the earlier blocks in Bridge Park. The framework of this development 
will be wrapped around an east-west open space. The open space will have less hardscape and be 
more natural in character. Due to the grade change on the site, their plan is to terrace the 
landscaping. They will be moving stormwater through the site with a bioswale or similar feature 
that is integrated into the landscape. The boundaries of the project will be Street B, Banker Drive, 
Bridge Park Avenue and Dale Drive. The edges will be streetscape, but some existing trees will be 
relocated in the interior of the open space, supplemented with other natural materials. In regard 
to streetscape – on the interior of the block, there will be a service drive or alley, which will provide 
opportunity to access the garage and opportunity for ride share and site circulation. They will 
attempt to amenitize the streetscape at the center of the block for pedestrians.  
 
Dan Pease, MA Design, 775 Yard Street, Suite 325, Columbus stated that their intent is to have a 
distinctive, simplistic architecture with a lot of rhythm and rich in materials. He showed inspirational 
images of buildings, which will engage the street with patio space. The north and south elevations 
of the office building will be quite different. The south elevation will address the natural park. They 
have chosen an earth-tone, woodgrain color construction panel. In addition to a lot of glass, the 
primary building material will be a gray brick. There will be screening in front of the parking garage, 
and a scrim will be used. [Inspirational images of the proposed buildings shown.] 
 
Matthew Lytle, Sullivan Bruck Architects, 8 South Grant Avenue, Columbus, described the 
condominium structure in Phase 1. He noted that although they have no inspirational images to 
show for the Concept Plan, there is a new material that they are requesting to use as a primary 
material. NewBrick is a thin brick alternative, a light-weight, insulated brick made by Dryvit. The 
condominium building will have 84 units that will be larger than those in The Theodore but smaller 
than those in The Warren with the same quality of finish. All ground-floor units along Bridge Park 
Avenue and Street B to the east will have direct access to a sidewalk, and the condominium units 
on all floors will have direct access to the parking garage.  
 
Staff Presentation  
Mr. Hounshell stated that the combined ±5.37-acre site is zoned BSD, Bridge Street District – Scioto 
River Neighborhood, with primary frontages on Dale Drive and Bridge Park Avenue, public streets. 
There will be accessory frontage on Banker Drive and Dale Thomas Boulevard, both of which are 
privately owned and are essentially drive aisles. The site consists of 5 properties containing an 
existing COTA Park and Ride lot, a vacant daycare facility, parking for Wendy’s property, and the 
staging area for The Bailey development to the west. The site features significant grade change 
from the northwest corner to Dave Thomas Boulevard and the southwest corner. An abandoned 
stream bed is located centrally on the site, with mature vegetation lining the bed.  Block J is the 
8th block of Bridge Park East.  A Concept Plan, which is the first formal step of the development 
process, establishes the general outline of the proposed development’s scope, character, and 
nature. All new developments within the Bridge Street District are required to receive approval for 
a Concept Plan followed by Preliminary (PDP) and Final Development Plan (FDP) approvals. This 
particular development will be accompanied by a development agreement, which involves a 
separate process between the applicant and City Council. A development agreement requires City 
Council to make the final determination on the Concept Plan. Although PZC is not the determining 
body, it must make a recommendation on the proposal to City Council. The BSD-SRN Neighborhood 
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District provides a significant opportunity for a well-planned and designed neighborhood with a 
balanced mix of land uses. Predominant land uses include a residential presence to complement 
and support a strong mix of uses, including office and supporting service and commercial uses. A 
comfortable, walkable street network connects these diverse but complementary land uses. With 
a Concept Plan, specific details are not provided. 
Mr. Hounshell reviewed the proposed street network. The development is expected to have 
frontage on five streets: Dale Drive (Public/Principal Frontage Street), Bridge Park Avenue 
(Public/Principal Frontage Street), Banker Drive (currently Private/to be Public), Street A (to be 
Private), and Street B (to be Public). Dale Drive and Bridge Park Avenue are currently not built to 
Bridge Street streetscape standards but will be updated with the development of this site. Banker 
Drive is presently a private street owned by Cadillac to the south. The proposal currently shows 
the portion of the Banker Drive streetscape on the proposed site to be updated to meet the 
streetscape standards. However, additional discussions between the City and the applicant are 
necessary to determine the future of the street with the development of this site. Street B (Dave 
Thomas Boulevard) is also a private access drive expected to provide public access to the proposed 
garage on the site’s east side. Additional discussions between the City, the applicant, and Wendy’s 
are necessary to determine how the street should be approached to accommodate the new 
development and the needs of Wendy’s operations to the east. 
 
The primary public open space is centrally located between the office building and the Phase 2 
condominium building. The intention for the design of this public open space is a greener and more 
natural environment, including a proposed revitalization of an existing stream bed to assist in the 
site’s stormwater management strategy. It would be supplemented by benches, decking/boardwalk 
and additional greenspace with pedestrian facilities throughout the center of the site. The applicant 
has not identified the open space type at this time but will be required to provide an analysis of 
the open space requirements with the PDP. Open space requirements within the Bridge Street 
District are dictated by the uses in the development. One square foot of open space is required for 
every 50 square feet of commercial development, and 200 square feet of open space is required 
for each dwelling unit. For a mixed-use scenario, the requirements for open spaces are individually 
calculated. Based on the conceptual square footage of the development, ±1.10 acres of open space 
are required. This acreage includes the anticipated Phase 2 development of the condominium 
building. The applicant has not indicated the proposed amount of open space for the development. 
Should the open space be less than the required acreage, the Commission would need to consider 
whether a waiver would be supported based on the design and quality of the open space. 
 
Mr. Hounshell indicated that the condominium building is proposed to be an Apartment building 
type. This building is five stories tall and will include ±89 residential units at approximately 145,000 
square feet. The building will have frontage on one principal frontage street (Bridge Park Avenue), 
which will serve as the primary street frontage. An amenity deck with a swimming pool is proposed 
at the center of the building, which will open up to Street A and the public open space. The south 
side of the building connects to the garage, allowing residents to have direct access. Renderings 
of the building have not yet been provided, but the applicant is requesting feedback on a potential 
building material called NewBrick. This brick-clay veneer is anticipated to be used on upper stories 
only. Approval of a waiver to use this material would be required at the PDP stage. 
 
Apartment building types with a maximum height of 4.5 stories are permitted in the Bridge Street 
District. A waiver would be needed to allow the building to exceed this height. The Commission 
should consider whether this future waiver request would be appropriate to allow a habitable 5th 
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story.  Alternatively, the applicant may pursue a different building type that allows five stories but 
has different transparency, siting, and façade requirements. 
 
The garage is proposed to be a Parking Structure building type, which is compatible as an accessory 
to the Apartment building type. The garage is five stories in height with 534 parking spaces within 
a total of 200,000 square feet. The garage is expected to have rooftop parking, which would require 
the addition of an enclosed stairway and elevator in the northwest corner of the garage. This 
enclosed space will be six stories in height, which also would require a waiver. Parking structures 
are permitted to include parking on the roof, consistent with other parking garages in Bridge Park. 
Parking structures that are completely lined by space available for occupancy along a public or 
private street frontage and parking structures located on the interior of blocks with other building 
types situated between the parking structure and the street are considered Permitted Uses. 
However, all other parking structures are considered Conditional Uses. The applicant must submit 
a Conditional Use application for the standalone garage with the PDP. 
Staff has reviewed the Concept Plan against the applicable criteria and recommends the 
Commission’s recommendation of approval to City Council with two conditions. 
 
Commission Questions  
Mr. Garvin stated that the staff report indicated that Planning staff did not believe that shopping 
was an appropriate use. Is that because of the Sycamore Ridge apartments on the other side, or 
is it due to the grade of the land? 
Mr. Hounshell responded the Code requires at least one shopping corridor in the District, and that 
is provided along Longshore Drive, a north-south street. Staff believes that is adequate for the 
neighborhood, and that the City would not extend the shopping corridor along Bridge Park Avenue. 
 
Mr. Garvin inquired if negotiations were to be successful with Wendy’s and the daycare but failed 
with COTA if the applicant would still anticipate moving forward with Phase 1. 
Mr. Hunter responded affirmatively. They and the City already have a signed agreement with 
Cynovus Energy, so they are anxious to complete the process. They are already negotiating with 
Wendy’s for a number of items, not the least of which is a 70-foot section of their property that is 
an existing unused parking lot; Crawford Hoying will be purchasing that property. There also have 
been many discussions regarding how best to address the public street. It will make a significant 
change to Wendy’s property. Wendy’s does not object, but there is a timing issue based on how 
long it will take to get through the process and ensure we can deliver to Cynovus, while we continue 
to work with Wendy’s and with Cadillac, the other property owner.  
 
Mr. Garvin stated that the Phase 2 units appear to be denser; how do they compare to the size of 
The Warren units?  
Mr. Hunter responded that the Phase 2 units are identical to The Theodore (G Block). The Phase 1 
units are larger. The Warren units are larger, 1,800–1,900 SF; however, the intent is that the Phase 
1 units will be 1,300-1,400 SF. The Theodore units are smaller than that.  
 
Mr. Garvin stated that if both phases advance, the proposed parking garage does not appear to 
meet the parking space requirements. Is there any parking plan to meet the anticipated parking 
space needs? 
Mr. Hunter responded that they are working on ways to achieve more parking spaces from the 
parking garage. It might mean that the anticipated building size is increased by two feet, which 
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would provide an additional 12 spaces per floor. The parking will be addressed as part of their PDP 
proposal. He noted that they anticipate meeting the open space requirements.   
 
Mr. Garvin stated that as he understands the LinkUs project, there needs to be a significant COTA 
location there. Do they anticipate that solution being achieved from additional land or property 
currently under their control? 
Mr. Hunter stated that they have been discussing LinkUs with COTA for many years. Their intention 
is that Bridge Park will be the temporary most northwestern location until the route is extended 
further west. Crawford Hoying is attempting to hold some space for them on the ground floor that 
would accommodate restrooms, driver break rooms and waiting space in the event that transit 
route would end at this parking garage. They do not how many parking spaces that will require, 
which is one of the reasons they have not yet determined how many parking spaces will be needed. 
There currently are 86 spaces on that lot right now, but how many are utilized today or will be 
utilized in the future is undetermined. 
 
Mr. Deschler requested clarification of the permitted condominium building height. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that every building developed in Bridge Park must align with a specific 
building type. The condominium building is the Apartment building type, which has a maximum 
height of 4.5 stories. The applicant is proposing 5 stories, so a waiver approval would be necessary 
to allow the additional .5 story.  However, if the applicant should choose to pursue a Mixed-Use or 
Loft building type, the 5 stories would be permitted. However, the requirements, such as 
transparency and where the residential use may be located, may change with a different building 
type.  
 
Mr. Deschler requested clarification of the Garage building type transparency requirements.  
Mr. Hounshell responded that the Parking Structure is a permitted building type that is permitted 
if there is a liner building fronting the street and separating the garage from the public street. That 
is a condition that exists with a few other garages in Bridge Park. However, when a garage fronts 
a public street, it is considered a Conditional Use, and there is specific criteria that must be met. 
The Conditional Use is a separate application, but it accompanies the PDP process. 
Mr. Deschler inquired if that is because the proposed garage fronts the private streets. 
Mr. Hounshell responded affirmatively. 
 
Mr. Deschler inquired if Street A is proposed to be a public street. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that Street A would be a private street. The intent is that Banker Drive 
and Street B will have public access and must meet public street standards.  
 
Mr. Deschler inquired if there currently are any other private streets in Bridge Park. 
Mr. Hounshell responded affirmatively. Longshore Loop, which is behind the AC Hotel in Block A, 
and Winder Drive, between The Baily and the Spring Hill Hotel, are private streets.  
Mr. Deschler inquired if the owner of the private streets is responsible for the street maintenance. 
Mr. Hounshell responded affirmatively. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the Commission could discuss the proposed brick material at the Concept 
Plan stage. 
Ms. Call responded that building material is a Final Development Plan (FDP) discussion item.  She 
asked staff if the consultant had reviewed the proposed material. 
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Mr. Hounshell responded that he had shared the material with the consultant, who indicated that 
they are familiar with the material, but would be visiting the projects to evaluate how the material 
has held up. He has not yet received that follow-up information from the consultant. He anticipates 
providing that material with the PDP rather than the FDP, because it would potentially require a 
waiver.  The applicant has provided a material sample tonight to place it before the Commission 
early in the process.  Providing it early gives them the ability to revise their material proposal, if 
necessary. 
Ms. Call stated that preliminary feedback on the proposed building material would be acceptable 
tonight, but it will be discussed in a later development review stage. She requested the Law 
Director’s feedback regarding the discussion not being germane to the Concept Plan decision. 
Mr. Boggs responded that is correct. Material specifications are not part of the criteria for a Concept 
Plan review and determination. 
Ms. Call stated that initial feedback on the material is permitted, however. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that the office and condominium buildings and adjacent sidewalks are not 
aligned in the site plan.  Is there collaboration to create some uniformity between the two buildings? 
Mr. Lytle responded affirmatively. The color of the materials used on the building facades is 
complementary. He proposes use of a dark gray brick at the base of the condominium building; 
the architect for the office building is using a dark gray brick, as well. There are some other tones 
that they are attempting to make complementary.  
 
Mr. Way stated that he has some structural questions. Street A is not a required street. How does 
Street A serve the development? 
Mr. Hunter stated that there has been significant debate regarding that street. There are a couple 
of purposes for the street; one is to provide a secondary vehicular egress from the garage. The 
grade of the site changes east-to-west but not north-to-south. It will be difficult to achieve an 
egress from the garage on the south elevation. The second purpose is that in an urban 
environment, service is needed, such as trash rooms. They do not want the trash room for the 
office building to be located on the Bridge Park Avenue elevation, and the garage is too far away. 
Initially, they considered making Street A a pedestrianway; however, that would not align with the 
needed operations.  
Mr. Way stated that it would be possible to service just the end elevations of the office and 
condominium buildings instead of having a through road.  
Mr. Hunter responded that they studied that option, as well; however, it would not have matched 
what has been done in the rest of Bridge Park, i.e. a street actually takes you somewhere. The 
intent is to utilize materials that change the feel of the street, so that the connection from the 
urban arboretum on the west to the condominium amenity space feels the same.  The space 
should feel like cars “can” be there, but probably “shouldn’t” be.  A car on Bridge Park Avenue 
heading toward the garage but misses Dave Thomas Boulevard would still have an opportunity to 
access it. Essentially, this street design feels more correct.  
Mr. Way stated that he is enthusiastic about the proposed open space because it is different than 
everything else in Bridge Park. There is an opportunity here to do something unique. That is the 
reason that he has questioned having a road cut through that space. If it isn’t necessary, 
eliminating it would provide more open space and more pedestrian access, which is consistent 
with the street goals of the newly adopted Community Plan. He is supportive of the wider 
sidewalks, which include seating opportunities. It would be better if either the road wasn’t there 
or it was a road that had some type of operational aspect that permitted it to be closed down for 
day or evening events, making it a pedestrianway. If the concrete were extended across the area 
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in a plaza-like manner, it would appear more like cars really shouldn’t be there.  Mr. Way referred 
to the “blue line,” denoting a historical drainage line that runs through the open space. Are they 
exploring opportunities to engage water with the space? 
Mr. Hunter responded that they are considering potential opportunities, such as aesthetic, 
stormwater and educational features. 
 
Mr. Way inquired about the east-west walkway that runs south of the office building. It is both 
wide and is located on a slope. Is there a purpose other than connection? 
Mr. Pease responded that there is a transition in the site north-to-south between the formal 
landscaping adjacent to the office building, incorporating a plaza-like entry area, and the less 
public entry for the condominium building to the south.  
 
Mr. Way stated that the east elevation of the garage was not shown in the site plan. Will it be the 
same as the south elevation and have another scrim? 
Mr. Pease responded that the east elevation will be very similar to the west elevation.  
Mr. Way inquired if the scrim would be only on the south side. 
Mr. Pease responded affirmatively, noting that it faces SR161. 
 
Mr. Way inquired about the proposed parking spaces. 
Mr. Hunter responded that there are 534 parking spaces right now. This information is not 
typically required with the Concept Plan.  The difficulty they are having with working out this item 
is the COTA need. 
 
Ms. Harter stated that she recalls an earlier meeting about this area and the need for COTA in this 
area.  Could the City pull that earlier meeting discussion so we can assess how that discussion 
evolved? 
Ms. Rauch inquired if she is interested in pulling the background discussion concerning having a 
COTA site in this area. Ms. Harter responded affirmatively. Ms. Rauch stated that the records would 
be searched for that discussion. 
 
Ms. Harter requested clarification of the intent with the proposed balconies on the office building. 
Mr. Hunter responded that the current office users really appreciate the balcony spaces, so they 
are interested in incorporating them where possible.  The northwest corner of the building adjacent 
to the open space that will be created would be one obvious choice. There may be additional 
balconies on the building, as the design advances.  
Ms. Harter inquired if they would be usable spaces, with the intent of enhancing the open space 
opportunity. 
Mr. Hunter responded affirmatively. Additionally, there will be patio spaces at the ground level of 
the building, which will overlook the open space. There is almost a full story of elevation change 
from the intersection up to those patios; another full story of elevation change at the end of the 
office building; and yet another full story at the end of the condominium building.  
 
Ms. Harter stated that the garage seems to be located far from the restaurant. Are the restaurant 
users anticipated to park in the garage or along the street? 
Mr. Hunter responded that it is difficult to predict, but in previous blocks, the parking was over-
built. This block is more removed. The placement of the garage honors Bridge Park Avenue and 
Dale Drive as the primary streets.  The patrons of any restaurants that develop on the western 
elevation of the building likely will park within the Bridge Park area. The new garage in this block 
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will likely be used by the office and condominium users. The distance from the garage exit to the 
office building entrance is only approximately 100 feet.  
 
Ms. Harter inquired about plans to enhance the walkability from this area to the shopping area 
across SR161, including the Wendy’s restaurant. 
Ms. Call stated that the walkability of that area falls more within the City’s responsibility than the 
applicant’s. She invited Ms. Rauch to share any comments. 
 
Ms. Rauch stated that this issue was raised during discussions concerning a different block in Bridge 
Park. The City has been studying how to transform the streetscape of SR161/Dublin-Granville Road.  
Pedestrian activity is desired on the street, not over the street. The desire is to improve the 
walkability, particularly at the roundabout. The City is studying potential design solutions.  A 
potential over-the-street feature was discussed with the earlier Y block consideration. Because of 
the grade, that option would be difficult to achieve and extremely costly.  
 
Mr. Chinnock referred to Banker Drive and Street B, which will need to be widened consistent with 
public street standards. What is the reason that the additional widening space would be taken from 
adjacent sites, not this site? 
Mr. Hounshell responded that the goal is for the centerline of Street B to be the same as the current 
centerline of Dave Thomas Boulevard. The site plan provides half of the space needed to widen 
the streetscape for Street B. The applicant will build Street B and Banker Drive to meet the 
necessary streetscape standards.  The issue is what to do about the other side of Street B so that 
a cohesive street design is achieved.   
Mr. Chinnock inquired if the needed street improvement space would come from the properties 
on both sides of the street. 
Mr. Hounshell responded affirmatively. 
 
Mr. Chinnock inquired if the graphics of the proposed garage scrim would not be considered 
signage. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that in the past, it has been considered art. 
Mr. Hunter noted that they worked with the Dublin Arts Council on the existing scrim on the 
garage in Block G. 
 
Mr. Chinnock inquired about the anticipated timeframe for the future condominium development. 
What would occur on that site, while the buildings in this phase are in use?  
Mr. Hunter responded that they should be constructed at approximately the same time. Although 
they will not open simultaneously, construction will be seen on both sites. 
 
Mr. Chinnock stated that the green space opportunity on this site is unique. How will it connect to 
the adjacent F Block to the west? 
Mr. Hunter responded that Banker Drive and Bridge Park Avenue align. Winder Drive will continue 
to evolve. A crosswalk is not possible due to its proximity to the intersection. There will be 
continued landscape and design development to ensure connectivity. 
 
Mr. Deschler inquired if there would be no onstreet parking on Dale Drive. Would onstreet parking 
be present only on Banker Drive and Bridge Park Avenue? 
Mr. Hounshell responded that discussion would continue with the City Street and Mobility Division 
to determine if onstreet parking would be desired on Dale Drive, as well. 
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Mr. Deschler inquired the size of the restaurant space on the first floor of the office building. 
Mr. Hunter responded that it would be approximately 10,000 SF.  
 
Mr. Alexander referred to the 6-story building in Bridge Park west of this site. Is that reflective of 
the building type that was selected for that site? 
Mr. Hounshell inquired if he was referring to the Spring Hill Hotel or The Bailey. 
Mr. Alexander responded that it would be the Spring Hill extended-stay building. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that he believes it is either a loft or mixed-use building type, but he is 
unsure if a height waiver was approved for the building. He could provide that information in the 
next development step. 
 
Ms. Call inquired what is the vision for separating the public open space from the private, 
condominium open space. 
Mr. Hunter responded that the grade of the site is in their favor, particularly in Phase 1. The site 
would incorporate a gentle staircase as well as landscaping that would separate the public from 
the private realm. He anticipates something similar in Phase 2.  This is effectively achieved in D 
block, where a fountain is included.  
 
Mr. Way stated that earlier in the discussion, the applicant mentioned that if a couple of feet were 
added to the parking garage, they could achieve a certain number of additional parking spaces per 
level. He is concerned that it will require a bigger parking garage to achieve the needed parking 
spaces. Is that anticipated? 
Mr. Hunter responded that he would hope not as if the garage extends further north, it would 
sacrifice private space in this phase; if it extends further to the west, it sacrifices Phase 2 private 
space. They do need more parking spaces, but they anticipate submitting a shared parking plan 
for consideration. Currently, the parking is overbuilt in some blocks.  
Mr. Way stated that the staff report indicates 662 parking spaces are needed; they have 534 
parking spaces. Therefore, 128 spaces are needed. This could have a significant impact on the 
proposed plan. 
Ms. Call stated that there currently are 5 separate parking areas that are equidistant to the existing 
parking garage. When submitted, the proposed shared parking plan should clarify the totality of 
the parking arrangement. 
 
Public Comment  
Scott Haring, 3280 Lily Mar Ct., Dublin, stated that there is no rezoning involved, so the project 
will be built to the established standards. He is hopeful that the proposed height and size of the 
buildings will comply with those rules. In the discussion tonight, there was reference to another 
project in Bridge Park that may have been granted a height waiver, and there may be consideration 
of a parking waiver. The Concept Plan proposal is for a 5-story garage. There was a statement that 
the rules allow a 4.5-story condominium. He recalls an application for a residential garage 
expansion in his neighborhood that was denied a few years ago. The denial was based on the 
assessment that the garage would look massive relative to the house. His question now is if a 5-
story parking garage next to a 4.5-story condominium would look out of place. Additionally, many 
times in the past, the Commission has said that it did not want to consider projects in phases, but 
instead, see the overall plan. That makes this application seem peculiar, especially at this point, 
where the City has not yet acquired all the parcels intended for the project, i.e. the COTA site.  He 
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recalls the review several years ago of the location of COTA to this site. An alternative prospect 
was to move COTA all the way out to a Bright Road/Emerald Parkway site. There was a large 
attendance and much testimony for that earlier COTA project. Is the intent now to kick COTA out 
of this location? 
 
Commission Discussion  
Mr. Chinnock stated that he believes the proposal is headed in a good direction. He has some 
concerns about the east elevation – a mass next to a parking lot. The architecture is currently 
lacking; more articulation and interest is needed. It will be important to identify what we really 
want with the private Street A connection. It is difficult to provide full support due to the level of 
unknowns at this point. 
 
Ms. Harter stated that it will be essential to identify another COTA location. She is concerned about 
proposed waivers; the parking garage size; the trees that would be removed; and the proposed 
color of the materials for the office building.  She believes the open space plan is moving in the 
right direction. She appreciates the plans to enhance the appearance of the parking garage. The 
parking plan details will be important to this proposal.  
 
Mr. Way stated that the proposal is a very good use of this block. He likes the mix of uses – office 
and condominums. The organization of the site is appropriate and responsive to the Bridge Street 
Corridor plan. The open space will make this block unique.  He is very supportive of the application. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that he is supportive, as well. From an urban perspective, the application 
makes sense. He likes the way the plan reinforces the street wall and feels like the fabric of Bridge 
Park is being moved back. However, the fabric changes to the north.  In the future, when we see 
the proposed facades, how will the applicant address the dramatically different scale across the 
street? There was some articulation of the office building façade, breaking it up into smaller 
volumes.  With condominiums, there is a 4-story layer and a taller building behind that layer. This 
site is in a unique location, where it needs to address Bridge Park but still address the fabric of the 
sites in the other directions. He has no objection to the proposed building heights, due to the grade 
and important connections. 
 
Mr. Deschler requested clarification of the stand-alone garage, which appears to be attached to 
the condominium building.  
Mr. Hounshell responded that it is stand-alone in the sense that it is its own building type, attached 
to a different building type. That building type is conditionally permitted based on the fact that it 
does not have a liner building.  
Mr. Deschler inquired if every floor of the parking garage is attached to the condominium building.  
Mr. Hounshell responded that the parking garage is a separate building, but it is connected on all 
floors.  
 
Mr. Deschler referred to proposed Street A and stated that he is not supportive of the proposed 
cut-through. He inquired Mr. Way’s alternative suggestion. 
Ms. Call noted that subject would be PDP discussion item. However, early discussion of items can 
be valuable to the applicant. She inquired if the applicant would like to have additional discussion 
from the Commission on that particular plan element at this earlier phase.  
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Mr. Hunter stated that if there are additional comments, they would like to hear them. At this point, 
they are not entirely sure that they know what the correct design is; there is further design to be 
done.  However, it is possible that if the cut-through street there is not included, additional waivers 
would be required due to the block length. 
 
Mr. Way stated that the discussion has opened up some ideas that could be explored, and the 
Commission would like to see more exploration. The applicant has been made aware that a cut-
through road is not well supported by the Commission. Perhaps there could be a street that is 
paved in a different manner and that provides opportunity for closure for different purposes or 
different times of the day. 
 
Mr. Deschler stated that if the proposal comes back and the street remains unchanged, the plan 
will not have his approval. He is hopeful that the Commission’s feedback tonight will encourage a 
new idea regarding the street. 
Ms. Call inquired if Mr. Deschler would like to explain his objection. 
Mr. Deschler indicated that his intent was for the Commission to enter into a discussion about that 
item during the prescribed time for deliberations. The applicant is supposed to gather their ideas 
from the Commission’s discussion and reactions to various elements of the proposal. At this point, 
he does not know what he wants to see, but he does know that he does not like what he sees. He 
does not believe there should be a cut-through street, because it creates the impression of two 
blocks. It is non-sequitur, not connected. Vehicles will use that street and travel through that area, 
exactly as Mr. Way has pointed out. He is generally supportive of the rest of the application. He is 
hopeful that the applicant can reach a resolution with Wendy’s and COTA.  He likes the ideas for 
the office building and the parking garage. He believes there needs to be on-street parking on Dale 
Drive.  
 
Mr. Garvin stated that he believes the trees will be an important element of the open space area. 
The height is difficult to visualize due to the grade of the site. At the next stage of the development 
process, it would be helpful if the applicant provided some visual references to enable the 
Commission to envision the proposed heights against the skyline. Meeting the required parking 
spaces will be a challenge; we do not want the parking garage to become too large, nor to have a 
deficiency in needed parking spaces. The parking garage on the other end of Winder Drive may be 
the solution for achieving the needed spaces.  Although some other Commission members may not 
agree, he likes the cut-through street. He believes additional issues could be created on either side 
by incorporating a dead-end street. Generally, he is supportive of the plan. He agrees that the 
greenspace will contribute to giving this block an interesting and viable block design. 
 
Ms. Call stated that at the Concept Plan stage, the application meets the vision of Bridge Park. The 
building types are acceptable. The use and layout are generally acceptable. She likes the additional 
ingress/egress public safety service street, although she does wish that it did not come at the cost 
of the greenspace. Perhaps there are ways to address that, such as changing the material type 
through the belt, so that it evolves from concrete or asphalt to brick or another material to give 
the feel that it is not a preferred vehicle route. The Commission would appreciate it being addressed 
in a manner other than a public street. A parking proposal with a shared-use agreement is 
anticipated at the next step. The architectural materials of the office building and the condominium 
do not need to match but be complementary. The parking garage in the drawing looks too plain, 
but at this point, we did not see the scrim. At the next step of the development process, visual 
images of the proposed scrim would be helpful.  
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There was no additional discussion. 
 
Mr. Way requested that a third condition be added, which is that the applicant will explore some 
alternatives with Street A in terms of making it more pedestrian-friendly, based on the discussion. 
Mr. Hunter indicated that he had no objection to the additional condition. 
 
Mr. Way moved, Mr. Garvin seconded a recommendation of Council approval of the Concept Plan 
with 3 conditions: 

1) The applicant continues to work with staff on the conversion of Banker Drive and 
Street B (Dave Thomas Boulevard) to public streets;  

2) The applicant submits a Conditional Use Permit with the submission of the 
Preliminary Development Plan (PDP); and 

3) The applicant continue to work with staff to explore alternative designs for Street 
A, based on the comments provided by the Commission.  

Vote:  Mr. Deschler, yes; Mr. Chinnock, yes; Ms. Harter, yes; Mr. Garvin, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Mr. 
Alexander, yes; Ms. Call, yes. 
[Motion carried 7-0.] 
 

 

 24-136INF - MAG – Volvo, 6335 Perimeter Loop  
Informal review and feedback on proposed building modifications and new signs. The 15.52-acre 
site is zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD), Midwestern Auto Group and is located southeast 
of the intersection of Perimeter Drive and Perimeter Loop Road. 
 
Applicant Presentation  
Brad Parish, Archall Architects, 49 E. 3rd Avenue, Columbus, stated that this application is related 
to the Volvo portion of the primary MAG building. The proposal is to update the exterior façade 
with brand elements. The Volvo brand imaging division recently updated its brand, which includes 
the following key items: replacing the showroom storefront with a frosted glass; introduction of a 
blue metal panel with the Volvo signage; display windows into the showroom; a metal entry portal 
with a wood texture; updating the uplighting for the vehicle display areas. The request also included 
3 new signs -- 2 wall signs and one service sign. They are seeking the Commission’s feedback 
before filing a formal application. 
 
Staff Presentation  
Mr. Hounshell stated that this is a request for an Informal Review in a Planned Unit Development 
(PUD). An Informal Review provides the applicant with non-binding feedback from the PZC on a 
development concept. Following an INF, the applicant may submit an Amended Final Development 
Plan (AFDP) application for formal review by PZC, which is required when any changes to a 
previously approved FDP are requested. The 15.5-acre site is located southeast of Perimeter Drive 
and Perimeter Loop Road, with a shared access drive off Perimeter Loop Road and two additional 
access drives off Venture Drive. It includes the Ferrari, Porsche, and main MAG dealership 
(including Volvo) buildings, outdoor display areas along the front of the buildings, associated 
parking, and pedestrian facilities along Venture Drive, Perimeter Loop Road, and Perimeter Drive. 
In March 2018, City Council approved an Amended Final Development Plan (AFDP) for a MAG 
campus comprehensive sign plan, including an inventory of all existing and proposed signs. This 

Ethan Lower
Cross-Out
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