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RECORD OF ACTION 
Architectural Review Board 

Wednesday, April 23, 2025 | 6:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting: 
 

3. N. High Street Renovations 
25-015MPR       Minor Project Review 
 

Proposal: Request for review and approval for renovations of three existing 
buildings in the Historic District that will be utilized as retail and office 
space.  The 0.71-acre site is zoned HD-HC, Historic Core District. 

Location: 72 and 84 N. High Street, 20 North Street 
Planning Contacts: Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, ASLA, Senior Planner 
Contact Information: 614.410.4662, sholt@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information: www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/25-015 
  
  

MOTION 1: Ms. Cooper moved, Ms. Damaser seconded, approval of the following 
 Waivers: 

 
1) To allow aluminum windows and doors where 153.174 (D)(1) requires 

wood/wood-clad windows and doors; 
2) To allow TimberTech decking and handrails where 153.174(J)(1)(a) requires 

wood or fiber cement materials; and 
3) To allow Boral trim at indicated locations where 153.174(J)(1)(a) requires wood 

or fiber cement materials. 
 
VOTE:  4-0 
 
RESULT: The 3 Waivers were approved. 
 
RECORDED VOTES: 
Lisa Patt-McDaniel Absent 
Sean Cotter  Yes 
Martha Cooper  Yes 
Michael Jewell  Yes 
Hilary Damaser Yes 
 
 
 

Docusign Envelope ID: 9B90F25D-0F1C-4EA3-8A8D-3F0BCDA259CA
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MOTION 2: Mr. Jewell moved, Ms. Damaser seconded, approval of the Minor Project 
Review with the following conditions: 

 
1) The applicant shall continue to work with the City to coordinate future utility and 

road improvements on North Street.  The applicant shall understand that any 
immediate installation of stairs, steps, and/or plaza paving may precipitate future 
changes, up to and including removal/relocation at their cost, upon roadway and 
utility plan finalization.  These installations shall require a right-of-way 
encroachment permit. 

2) The landscape and hardscape along North Street, noted as Phase 2 on the 
Landscape Sheet, is required to be installed within 90 days of roadway 
improvements/utility installation or as determined by staff.  Installation of all 
materials in the right-of-way, including lighting on N. High Street, shall require an 
encroachment permit. 

3) Signs are not approved with this MPR and none shall be reviewed without 
approval of a separate Master Sign Plan (MSP).  This MSP shall also include all 
building lighting and a photometric plan that accounts for all approved and 
proposed lighting, including the bollard lighting herein. 

 
VOTE:  4-0 
 
RESULT: The Minor Project was approved. 
 
RECORDED VOTES: 
Lisa Patt-McDaniel Absent 
Sean Cotter  Yes 
Martha Cooper  Yes 
Michael Jewell  Yes 
Hilary Damaser Yes 
 
 

 STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
 

 
Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, ASLA 
Senior Planner 

Docusign Envelope ID: 9B90F25D-0F1C-4EA3-8A8D-3F0BCDA259CA
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Mr. Jewell moved, Ms. Cooper seconded approval of the Minor Project Review with the following 
conditions: 

1) The applicant adjusts the location of the existing awning to ensure that all three 
awnings are installed at the same height and with the same clearance above the 
sidewalk and provide this information prior to Building Permit. 

2) The applicant ensures that awnings are placed within the side wood pilasters and 
provides information prior to Building Permit. 

3) The applicant provides fiberboard panel above the door and window instead of wood 
shakes, painted to match the color of the trim and provides information prior to Building 

Permit. 
4) The applicant provides awning sample for staff review prior to Building Permit. 
5) The applicant ensure that no signs will be proposed on the awnings with any future sign 

application. 

Vote: Ms. Damaser, yes; Mr. Jewell, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes. 

[Motion carried 4-0] 

Case #25-015MPR 
N. High Street Renovations 
Minor Project Review 
Proposal for renovations to three existing buildings in the Historic District that will be 
utilized as retail and office space. The 0.71-acre site is zoned HD-HC, Historic Core 

District and is located northeast of the North Street and North High Street intersection. 

Staff Presentation 

Ms. Holt stated that this is a request for Minor Project Review for renovations to 72/84 Noth High 
Street and 20 North Street, otherwise known as the old Oscar's site. The site is located at the very 
north edge of the Historic District. The project sits on three lots totalling about three quarters of an 
acre. The buildings located at 72/84 North High Street are classified as background. 20 North Street 
was unclassified in 2024. The Board heard an informal review for this project and at that time it 
was confirmed that the project would go through a Minor Project Review. 2009 was the last major 
review of this property and included variances by the Board of Zoning Appeals. The site is 
surrounded by a variety of both modern and historic buildings. Photos of existing conditions were 

displayed. 
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Ms. Holt referenced the above rendering of 72/84 North High Street to detail proposed renovations. 
The left side has new windows and doors and will retain the stone. The center portion has the 
signature feature box bay windows that are treated uniquely from the rest of that portion of the 
building. There are single hung windows, special trim detail and drop siding that will match the 
siding found underneath the plywood skin. This will be clad in 4-inch reveal lap siding. On the right 

Ella Hancock
Cross-Out
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side, 7” horizontal siding will be used. There are new windows and doors. The gable and box bay 

detail has been simplified, which is appropriate for this newer section of the building. 
A rendering from the river was shown for reference. 

I 

Ms. Holt stated that this left side is largely hidden by 20 North High Street. It has the wider horizontal 
siding and new windows and doors but not a lot of changes. In the center, the stone foundation 
remains. It has narrow horizontal siding, adjusted windows and doors, and a new HVAC screening 
area. On the right section, windows have been added to help balance the facade. The existing air 
conditioning units are all going behind the centrally located HVAC screen. A new doorway is added 
with a shed roof feature and the top floor is going to have siding and new windows. The stucco will 
remain on the lower floors. Other elevations are largely unchanged and not visible. Staff is satisfied 
with the proposed changes as made by applicant. 

Ms. Holt provided details on the renovations proposed to 20 North Street. The decking and railing 
spans across the link into 72/84 North High Street. The stairs come into the North Street right of 
way. That is subject to a condition of approval. The south elevation faces North Street and the north 
elevation faces the parking lot. In both instances, the windows have sills, trim and lintels as required 
by Code. The arrangement is less modern per discussion at the Informal Review. They kept the 
entire deck to break up the mass of the building. The deck cover is over a portion of the south- 
facing facade. The arched stone signature features are kept on both elevations. The deck runs the 
entire length of the north side of the building. The lower level is defined with individual door areas. 

Ms. Holt reviewed the proposed materials. The siding is a variety of Hardie Plank of varying widths. 
There will be board and batten for 20 North Street. The body bay details on 72 and 84 North High 
Street have the actual wood drop siding to match the existing. The trim will be cedar or redwood 
with a smooth finish. The applicant is requesting a waiver to use boral or potash material in limited 
locations at the ground on 72 North High Street. Roofing for all buildings is proposed to be GAF 
Timberline in Pewter Gray. The material proposed for handrails and decking is proposed to be 
Timbertech (Driftwood) for smoothness, which requires a waiver. The windows and doors as 
proposed will also need a waiver. Proposed is an aluminum system colors varying per building. The 
siding is proposed to be three different colors to help break up the massing. 

Colors are proposed as follows are SW2836 Quartersawn Oak for 72 North High Street, SW2828 
Roycroft Pewter for 84 North High Street, Classical White for the stucco and siding. For the northern 
portion of the building and for all trim, gutters, and downspouts on 20 North Street, the Hardie 
Plank will be Mountain Sage. The trim under the deck roof and windows, door, deck railings, gutters 
and downspouts will all be SW7069 Iron Ore. 

Ms. Holt reviewed the site plan. The modern walls are being kept. The historic column and 
perpendicular wall are also kept. The landscape is very structural to help with the street edge. There
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are a variety of benches, bike parking and lighting proposed. The various different paying types are 
proposed to be consolidated in a single paving type of the same brick that matches the public paving 
on the City sidewalks. The North Street edge is divided into two phases that allows the Riverview 
Village utility work to be finalized. Progress is being made on moving the large equipment away 
from the North Street right of way. The installation timing for the landscaping is the subject of a 
recommended condition of approval. Along the North Street edge, there are a number of 
encroachments including the stairs, steps, patios and landscaping. This is also the subject of a 
recommended condition of approval. This will require right of way encroachment permits. The 
historic wall is the City’s responsibility and is on the repair list. The applicant and staff have been 
working on coordinating the effort. At the rear of the site there is additional parking lot screening 
on the perimeter and in added islands. There is additional dumpster screening. There are 
demarcated ADA parking spaces and additional bike racks from Victor Stanely in silver. The applicant 
is proposing Victor Stanley benches to match the public ones but in silver to differentiate between 
the public realm and the private realm. Bollard lighting emphasizes the entry points and the 
pedestrian areas. 
Three waivers are requested for aluminum windows, Timbertech decking and handrails, and the 
boral siding adjacent to the ground. Staff supports all three requests. All criteria for the Minor 
Project Review are either met, met with a condition or not applicable. Staff recommends approval 
of all waivers and the MPR with conditions. 
Ms. Holt added that the applicant is going to continue to work with the City to coordinate the utility 
and road improvements and if the applicant gets ahead of those improvements, they are on notice 
that they may need to be relocated. 

Mr. Jewell sought confirmation that the City is taking responsibility for the restoration of that portion 
of the stone wall. Ms. Holt stated that we don’t want the City to do the repairs and have it damaged 
when the landscaping associated with this project is installed. The work will be coordinated between 
the applicant and City Asset Management staff. That would not have to come back before the ARB. 

Ms. Cooper asked how any street work would impact the wall restoration. Ms. Holt stated that the 
street work may or may not impact it. It was initially thought that AEP might have some impact and 
now that will not be the case. 

Applicant Presentation 

Tim Bass, Bass Studio Architects, 36 King Avenue, Columbus, stated that staff’s report was 
thorough. The siding in the box bay is a drop siding in actual wood because they cannot get that 
profile in cementitious product. The box bays have added trim in response to the Board’s comments. 
The south end is a simplified box bay, horizontal siding. The 72 North High Street building has a 
simplified box bay, horizontal siding and an emphasized entry with a panel over it. There was much 
discussion about 20 North Street the last time they were before the Board and they heard the 
feedback. Now they are using an oversized trim around corner elements while the rest of the 
windows have normal header and sills. They are proposing a two-color scheme of sage and Iron 
Ore trim. Everything under the canopy is Iron Ore to give it a porch-like quality. Railings are the 
same around the project to provide unity to disparate pieces. The waiver for the material is so they 

did not have to put a wood handrail there and have people hurt themselves on splinters. They are 

proposing to maintain arch elements. The reason for the stair design is because of the existing wall. 

Board Questions/ Discussion
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Mr. Cotter asked if there is irrigation there. 
Ethan McGory, Garden Design and Landscape Architecture, 143 Tibet Road, Columbus, stated that 
they may use temporary irrigation during installation, but it is designed to be fine without permanent 
irrigation. 

Mr. Jewell stated that the view improvement coming off of the bridge will look really good. 

Mr. Cotter confirmed the applicant is clear on and agreeable to all conditions. Mr. Bass answered 
affirmatively. 

Public Comment 

There was no public comment on the case. 

Ms. Cooper moved, Ms. Damaser seconded approval of the following waivers: 
1. To 

win 
allow aluminium windows and doors where 153.174 (D)(1) requires wood/wood-clad 
dows and doors; 

2. To allow TimberTech decking and handrails where 153.174(J)(1)(a) requires wood or fiber 
cement materials; and 

3. To allow Boral trim at indicated locations where 153.174(J)(1)(a) requires wood or fiber 

cement materials. 

Vote: Mr. Cotter, yes; Ms. Damaser, yes; Mr. Jewell, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes. 
[Motion carried 4-0] 

Mr. Jewell 
conditions: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Vote: Mr. 

moved, Ms. Damaser seconded approval of the Minor Project Review with the following 

The applicant shall continue to work with the City to coordinate future utility and road 
improvements on North Street. The applicant shall understand that any immediate 
installation of stairs, steps, and/or plaza paving may precipitate future changes, up to 
and including removal/relocation at their cost, upon roadway and utility plan finalization. 
These installations shall require a right-of-way encroachment permit. 

The landscape and hardscape along North Street, noted as Phase 2 on the Landscape 
Sheet, is required to be installed within 90 days of roadway improvements/utility 
installation or as determined by staff. Installation of all materials in the right-of-way, 
including lighting on N. High Street, shall require an encroachment permit. 
Signs are not approved with this MPR and none shall be reviewed without approval of a 
separate Master Sign Plan (MSP). This MSP shall also include all building lighting and a 
photometric plan that accounts for all approved and proposed lighting, including the 
bollard lighting herein. 

Cotter, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes; Mr. Jewell, yes; Ms. Damaser, yes. 
[Motion carried 4-0] 

COMMUNICATIONS 

Ms. Holt shared the following: 
e June 2, 2025, there will be a City Council reception for all board and commission members. 

Members were told to expect an invitation next week to City of Dublin email addresses.
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e¢ Tom Holton prepared a detailed PowerPoint presentation of Historic Dublin detailing 
individual properties throughout time. It has been uploaded into OnBoard for reference. 

e Ms. Holt asked for feedback from the Board's tour on April 9, 2025. Ms. Cooper stated that 
the middle house on North Riverview was gone. Ms. Holt stated that 27 North Riverview is 
there next to Wing Hill. Mr. Cotter stated that it looked like most of the original building was 
gone. Mr. Jewell stated that it looked like they elevated the foundation. Ms. Holt stated that 
they knew the foundation would be raised two feet. Ms. Holt stated that the Board will see 
the fenestration return. Ms. Damaser requested that notes from the tour be presented for 
approval at the next meeting. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:52 p.m. 

Da nee Review Board 

De Clerk of Council
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RECORD OF ACTION 
Architectural Review Board 

Wednesday, December 18, 2024 | 6:30 p.m. 
 
 
The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting: 
 
MOTION: Mr. Cotter moved, Ms. Cooper seconded, to accept the documents into the record  
  and approve the minutes from the meeting on November 20, 2024. 
 
VOTE:  5 – 0. 
 
RESULT: The documents were accepted into the record and the minutes were approved.  
 
RECORDED VOTES: 
Lisa Patt-McDaniel Yes 
Sean Cotter  Yes 
Martha Cooper  Yes 
Michael Jewell  Yes 
Hilary Damaser Yes 
 
  

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
 

 
Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, ASLA 
Senior Planner 
 

Docusign Envelope ID: B979C6E8-6C19-4BEF-B329-A60189657FEE
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RECORD OF ACTION 
Architectural Review Board 

Wednesday, December 18, 2024 | 6:30 p.m. 
 
 
The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting: 
 

1. 72 and 84 N. High Street and 20 North Street 
24-145INF       Informal Review 
 

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

Location: Northeast of the intersection of N. High Street and North Street. 
Request: Non-binding review and feedback for future development applications. 
Applicant: Stage Capital Partners, Owner 

Tim Bass, Bass Studio Architects 
Planning Contact: Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, ASLA, Senior Planner 
Contact Information: 614.410.4662, sholt@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information: www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/24-145 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Greater prominence be given for pedestrian entryways; 
 
 

Docusign Envelope ID: B979C6E8-6C19-4BEF-B329-A60189657FEE
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 Potential removal of flat-stone cladding on north end of 84 N. High 
Street; 

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

 Encouraged screening of the parking lot; 

 Emphasized importance of views from Link Bridge and Riverview 
Park and the N. Riverview site. 

 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Lisa Patt-McDaniel Yes 
Sean Cotter  Yes 
Martha Cooper  Yes 
Michael Jewell  Yes 
Hilary Damaser Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
 

 
Sarah Tresouthick Holt, AICP, ASLA 
Senior Planner 

Docusign Envelope ID: B979C6E8-6C19-4BEF-B329-A60189657FEE



   

   
 

MEETING MINUTES 
Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, December 18, 2024 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Mr. Cotter, Chair, called the December 18, 2024 Architectural Review Board (ARB) meeting to order 
at 6:30 p.m. in Council Chamber, 5555 Perimeter Drive. He welcomed everyone and stated that the 
livestream video of the meeting can also be accessed at the City’s website. Public comments on the 
cases are welcome from both in-person meeting attendees and those viewing at the City’s website. 
He reviewed the meeting procedures for meeting attendees. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mr. Cotter led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Board members present: Sean Cotter, Michael Jewell, Martha Cooper, Lisa Patt-McDaniel, 

Hilary Damaser  
Staff members present:  Sarah Holt, Bassem Bitar 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Mr. Cotter moved, Ms. Cooper seconded acceptance of the documents into the record and approval 
of the November 20, 2024 meeting minutes. 
Vote:   Ms. Damaser, yes; Ms. Patt-McDaniel, yes; Mr. Jewell, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes. 
[Motion carried 5-0] 
 
Mr. Cotter stated that the Architectural Review Board (ARB) is responsible for review of construction, 
modifications or alterations to any site in the Review District or area subject to ARB under the 
provision of Zoning Code Section 153.170. The Board has the decision-making responsibility on 
these cases. The Chair swore in staff and applicants who planned to address the Board on any of 
the cases on the agenda. 
 
CASE REVIEWS 

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

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

Ethan Lower
Cross-Out
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Applicant Presentation  
Tim Bass and Elie Younes, Bass Studio Architects, 36 King Avenue, Columbus were present. Mr. 
Bass presented their proposal.  He noted that the Board reviewed another application for this site 
that was a total demolition and rebuild. Their proposal is much more modest.  The site faces the 
Historic District, North Street and the Scioto River. On the High Street frontage, the buildings will 
remain largely as they are; no additions or removals of any significance are proposed, and the scale 
will remain the same. The project consists primarily of roofing, siding and window and door 
modifications. More substantial changes are proposed on the 20 North Street building. Although the 
High Street façade of the North High buildings will appear much the same, the intent is to create 
three pieces, rather than one large structure. The center portion contains evidence (old posts) of 
originally being an industrial shed or barn. The 72 N. High Street building will be a distinct piece, 
and there will be a small structure to the north that remains largely unchanged. Each building 
section will have a different siding material and slightly modified windows. The lower elevation is 
existing, an upper elevation is proposed. Mr. Bass stated that on the rear, there will be a screening 
element to hide the mechanicals. On the 20 North Street structure, the intent is to change and add 
windows with the traditional tall and narrow proportion. Vertical siding is proposed to remedy the 
visual squatness of the building. Although traditional materials will be used, the composition of the 
piece will be more modern, since it will face Bridge Street and the pedestrian bridge; COhatch sits 
across the street. What appears to be a corner window is not; it is two adjacent windows with an 
adjoining color section. The base of the building will be retained; the lower level walkway will be 
rebuilt; the windows on the base will remain unchanged. The intent is to move the stairway to 
expose the older stone wall behind the stairs. That stairway will provide access to the public walkway 
to the park.  In summary, the project is an attempt to be traditional yet pivot to the modern world 
on the Bridge Street façade.  
 
Staff Presentation  
Ms. Holt stated that this is an Informal Review for a project for 72 and 84 N. High Street and 20 
North Street. The three lots/addresses, which have been informally referred to as the “old Oscar’s 
Restaurant site,” are located at the northeast corner of N. High Street and North Street.  The 
combined site is just under 31,000 square feet, is zoned HD-HC, Historic Core District, and sits at 
the northern end of the Historic District. Bridge Street District (BSD) - Historic Transition 
Neighborhood zoning lies directly to the north. The Pearl Restaurant and the Dublin Library are 
located in the BSD District; COhatch, previously in the BSD District is now in the Historic District. 
The “Oscar’s” site is highly visible from N. High Street, North Street, the Dublin Library, and the 
Link Pedestrian Bridge. The 72/84 N. High Street structure is identified as a 1930 building, with the 
south portion being “Queen Anne” and the north portion being post-modern according to the 2017 
Historic and Cultural Assessment (HCA).  The building was noted as having poor integrity due to 
multiple additions and renovations.  In the 1963 ODOT aerial map, both 72 and 84 N. High Street 
are seen as single-family houses. These structures were expanded and joined together over 
subsequent years, with the final configuration built ca. 2010.  72 N. High Street has distinctly 
Victorian details, suggesting that the original building is much older.  20 North Street did not appear 
until approximately 1989 on the ODOT aerial maps, and it is not noted in the HCA.  All three 
addresses are classified as Background on the Historic Design Guidelines map. There are no 
additions or changes proposed that would warrant a Concept Plan, Preliminary Development Plan 
(PDP) or Final Development Plan (FDP). The next step before the ARB is a Minor Project Review 
(MPR).  The updated Code, effective on December 18, 2024, permits administrative changes to 
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Background buildings that do not change the building envelope. Both staff and the applicant agree 
this project is too significant for administrative approval, so it will be escalated to the Board per the 
new Code language. The last major development was in 2009, including variances by the Board of 
Zoning Appeals in December of 2009 for building setbacks for 72 and 84 and for maximum lot 
coverage and parking, making the status of the development legal.  These new proposed property 
upgrades do not change the status of those approvals; however, staff has worked with the 
representatives to encourage modern improvements. A proposal to redevelop the site in its entirety 
was discussed in 2019-2020 and did not move forward. New owners purchased the property 
approximately a year ago, and they desire to update the exteriors and interiors of the buildings.  
The envelopes of the buildings will not change, and minor site work is proposed.  Interior uses for 
72 and 84 N. High Street include office and retail, with retail being at the High Street level (second 
floor on the plans), and office on the first floor walkout on the east side.  The third floor will largely 
be vacant, allowing some vaulted ceilings for the retail spaces.  20 North Street will remain office.  
Lot coverage, setbacks, and parking counts will largely remain the same. The applicants state that 
they are taking architectural cues from COhatch (approved under the previous Bridge Street District 
Code and the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines in effect at that time) and The Pearl (Bridge Street 
District project and zoning), providing a more modern interpretation of the buildings.  Conversely, 
staff sees this location as the northernmost threshold of the Historic District, visible from both High 
Street and the Link Bridge, adjacent to North High Brewing (individually listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places [NRHP]) and the future renovations of 53 and 62 N. Riverview Street 
(Landmark Buildings).  The new Guidelines, which became effective today, state that Background 
Buildings shall take their context from surrounding Landmark Buildings. Ms. Holt thanked Mr. Bitar 
for providing historical site photos to provide context. They were able to identify some signature 
elements that staff believes should be retained, including: the gable and box bay window details 
that are original to 84 N. High Street, and the replicated window at 72 N. High Street; the historic 
walls; and the segmented arch and keystone entry features at 20 North Street. Even though these 
are not historic features, they connect to the pedestrian element of the streets.  
 
Ms. Holt reviewed the architectural details of the existing elevations and the applicant’s proposal 
for each, including the following:  
72/84 N. High Street 
Existing stone and horizontal siding of varying reveals are indicated for the three sections of the 
building.  New trim boards are proposed as well, in a variety of locations.  Some Boral-type product 
is indicated at the foundation, requiring a Waiver at MPR, which has previously been approved in 
appropriate locations.  Staff supports the use of a stone water table instead for material balance 
and durability.  Staff appreciates breaking the mass of the building into three more separate sections 
by the use of differing types of horizontal siding.  It would be preferable to have greater preservation 
of the box bay windows and gable forms and details in the front center of the building, including 
restoring and replicating any stylistic elements evidenced beneath the modern cladding.  Since this 
is the historic portion of the building, use of traditional 4-inch lap siding on the center section is 
recommended, with the 7-inch reveal on the new, right side.  The mechanical equipment screen on 
the east elevation facing the Link Bridge will need to appear as an integral part of the building.  On 
the right side, the gable’s rectangular trim boards will be removed. Staff supports retaining wood 
shingles to provide some interest in this gable, unless these roof forms are removed entirely.   Deck 
railings for the entire project are shown on the 20 North Street’s elevation but not shown on the 
old 72/84 elevations; those will need to be shown with the new design for accurate evaluation at 
MPR.  There is debate about their character overall:  traditional in detail versus modern.  Previous 
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commercial deck projects have maintained a traditional appearance (30-32 and 114 S. High Street); 
however, those buildings are Landmark.  Here, there are Background Buildings of varying ages, and 
the railing could be a unifying element for the entire property.   
  
20 North Street 
This building is to be clad in board and batten fiber cement board.  The decks have painted metal 
railing. The decking material will require a Waiver if Trex or similar is proposed.  No information is 
yet provided about window details. Staff is also concerned about the use of vertical siding/board 
and batten on this tall building.  Some horizontal materials/elements could be used to help break 
up the visual mass.  The bank of commercial windows and doors at the lowest level might consider 
using a stone water table to maintain some historic character and repeat this material.     
  

The following discussion questions have been provided to guide the Board’s discussion: 
1) Does the Board support the use of COhatch and the Pearl as architectural cues or should the 

project focus on North High Brewing, 53 and 62 N. Riverview, and the rest of the Historic 
District?  

2) Does the Board agree with the preservation and emphasis of the identified signature features?  
3) What is the Board’s opinion about the streetscape opportunities along N. High and North 

Streets?  
4) Does the Board support the window openings as shown?  Would the Board support a Waiver 

for lack of sills, lintels, and trim on 20 North Street?  
5) What is the Board’s opinion of the proposed deck railings?  
6) Other considerations by the Board.   
 
Board Questions  
Mr. Cotter inquired how staff intends to see what was under the original box bay windows. 
Ms. Holt stated that usually with historic buildings, even though there have been changes over time, 
there is evidence of the original. Based on the lack of reveal between the window frame and trim 
and the new siding, maybe the newer siding was applied on top of the pre-existing elements. 
Mr. Cotter inquired about the existing windows. They are not original or historic, but they were a 
familiar Oscar’s feature.  
 
Ms. Holt stated that based on the 1963 ODOT aerial photograph, it appears that the lower window 
is original or has the same opening and proportion as the original. On the second floor were two 
single windows side by side with a trim piece between. The area to the corner of the box bays was 
rather wide compared to what is proposed. The box bay window on the south side of North High 
Brewing is similar, almost a direct match, that can be used as a guide. They are characteristic box 
bay elements. 
 
Mr. Cotter stated that on the N. High properties, thinner siding is used on the High Street elevation 
versus wider siding on the south elevation. What is the thinking on that? 
Ms. Holt responded that there is so little left of the historic fabric for these addresses that staff 
believed it most appropriate to pay homage to what was left historically. The narrow siding would 
be more typical of the historic façade; therefore, it should be used on the oldest, most original 
façade, which is in the center. 
Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that there appear to have been 4 building phases, beginning with a house, 
then adding other structures. 
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Ms. Holt concurred, adding that the four structures then were joined together. 
Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that it makes sense to pay homage to the original house. The other pieces 
of this structure are actually separate buildings. It seems to her that the south elevation should look 
more similar to COhatch. 
Ms. Damaser inquired if she is indicating that the south façade should take a cue from the N. 
Riverview properties or the current COhatch headquarters. 
Ms. Patt-McDaniel responded that she was referring to the current COhatch building. She inquired 
about the stone on the section to the left of the original house; it appears be stone from the 70s 
era…almost like a paver stone, that is installed vertically. 
 
Mr. Cotter invited the applicant to clarify any points he felt needed clarification. 
Mr. Bass stated that the windows in the bay are elements on which they will work. The proposed 
windows are an amalgam of those at The Pearl and those at North High Brewing. Their structural 
engineers have looked at these buildings. They believe that the buildings on the sides of the house 
were originally industrial buildings; the house was built later. The large, square posts at Oscar’s are 
not decorative. They extend down into a limestone foundation and up to the roof. The window bays 
are original, and their intent is to keep them. The “freeze frame” probably should be Oscar’s, as 
that is what everyone refers to and remembers. Therefore, they will respect that existing form, and 
they can work with how the bay windows carry across the façade. They are probably historic, 
although the bay on the south side is very different. The history of this site is challenging.  Their 
intent is to maintain the scale and overall character of the pieces, walls and fenestration. They will 
be engaging a landscape architect. They have discussed the building fronting the street, including 
the trellis and plantings, and the owner’s desire is to let the final iteration of those elements be 
tenant driven. On the south side – North Street, their intent is to marry the new stair to whatever 
the City proposes to extend to the park. They love the existing wall and want to emphasize that, so 
the existing stair will be removed. They will hide the mechanicals behind landscaping or relocate 
them. They believe this building was built in the 70s or 80s. The window pattern is a checkerboard; 
the only place he has seen that is on barns. They like the idea that they be made more akin to an 
old Federal-style or Georgian simplicity, and less stodgy. 
 
Ms. Cooper inquired if the applicant’s intent is to keep what Ms. Holt referred to as the “paver-style” 
stone on the north section. 
Mr. Bass responded affirmatively. 
Ms. Cooper inquired if there are plans to enhance the entrance. 
Mr. Jewell stated that if remains as is, it is not at all appealing. 
Ms. Cooper stated that she likes the fact that the visual is that of three pieces, even if the inside 
use is one or two. 
Mr. Jewell stated that there is an opportunity to enhance the front entrance.  
Mr. Cotter stated that the entrance should be made prominent, per the Code.  
 
Mr. Cotter stated that the 20 North Street building proposal is uninteresting, and that elevation is 
visible from The Link bridge. Is the intent to make this façade more sympathetic to COhatch? 
Mr. Bass responded that the structure has to live in both worlds. There is a super high-tech 
pedestrian walkway and modern architecture in the adjacent section of the City. The housing north 
of this site also is contemporary. The intent was to use the language of the historic architecture, 
but rearrange them in a more modern composition.  
Mr. Cotter responded that it appears to be stark and modern due to its intent to tie it into COhatch. 
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Mr. Bass stated that the initial view is of board and batten siding, a traditional material. The window 
proportions are similar to those in an old masonry building. It has a very simple volume, like a 
Georgian or Federal-style building, similar to the Donato’s building. Those are the present historic 
cues. The only variation is in the arrangement of the windows.  They are using the existing windows, 
adding a few more and placing colored siding between certain windows. It creates a more 
interesting pattern on the façade.  The large window on the corner is actually 4-5 single windows 
with colored siding between.   
Mr. Cotter stated that the massing seems a bit stark to him; it looks like a big wall.  He believes 
including lentils and sills would be preferable. 
Mr. Bass stated that the windows are trimmed with a piece of wood that aligns with the board and 
batten, not unlike COhatch. It is not a historic-type of trim. They have no problem adding sills. The 
challenge with introducing a larger trim on a board and batten building is that it introduces a new 
geometry.  
Mr. Jewell stated that it does match the COhatch building on that corner; the building architecture 
is similar. 
Mr. Bass stated that the one difference between the 20 North Street building and the existing 
COhatch building is the 20 North Street windows are the traditional size.  
 
Board Discussion  
Mr. Cotter requested the Board’s response to the discussion questions.  

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

Mr. Jewell and Ms. Damaser stated that the north side should have more historic elements. Ms. 
Damaser stated that the 20 North Street building could blend more with COhatch. 
 
Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that the “house” section should reflect the North High Brewing building 
with the box bay, but 20 North Street reflects the more contemporary COhatch building. That is 
how historic districts develop, a piece at a time in different time frames. We don’t want to attempt 
to make it look like something it was never intended to reflect. 
 
Ms. Cooper stated that she is supportive of incorporating the Federalist feel on the 20 North Street 
building, versus a modern feel. 20 North Street is attached to the two structures on N. High Street, 
and it would provide a more cohesive view to the project if it is not as modern as the existing 
COhatch building. The south end of this building is in the most historic area of the Old Dublin High 
Street buildings. It will be very visible from High Street.  She favors retaining a more historic look. 
Mr. Cotter stated that the High Street properties should take their architectural cues from North 
High Brewing. He would like to soften the modern feel of 20 North Street. From the bridge, it looks 
like a big wall of board and batten with windows, a little less interesting than the building currently 
sitting there; even though we make not like the 70s architecture, it has some architectural interest.  
Ms. Cooper stated that when we discuss question #4 – that could be one way to soften the modern 
look on the 20 North Street façade. 
Ms. Damaser stated that there is not total consensus on 20 North Street. Some members would like 
it to look more old and historic. Others have no objection to it resembling more recent history. 
 

2) Does the Board agree with the preservation and emphasis of the identified signature 
features?  
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Ms. Holt stated that the signature features were: box bay windows, historic walls and stone wall 
features on 20 North Street. 
Mr. Cotter inquired if the stained glass windows would be kept. The Board would prefer to keep 
them as they are today. 
Mr. Bass responded that they are not certain if the stained glass is authentic or fake. Another 
challenge is that it is a single-pane. They might need to include storm windows to retain them. 
Mr. Cotter stated that if they are not kept, the Board would like the applicant to provide the reason. 
The understanding is that the arched walls in the back will be retained. 
Board consensus was to retain the signature features as they are today. 
 

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

Mr. Jewell stated that cleaning up the streetscape and implementing the correct streetscape flow 
will make a significant improvement to this property.  
 
Ms. Patt-McDaniel inquired if the anticipation is that there will not be another restaurant in this 
building. 
Mr. Bass confirmed there will not be another restaurant. 
Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that the applicant has indicated the fronts would be dictated by the tenant. 
Mr. Bass stated that they have no objective to staff’s suggestion that there be a public space out 
there. He believes the merchants would like that, as well. He does anticipate that it will be tenant-
driven. He will make the owner aware of the Board’s input. 
 
Mr. Jewell inquired if the applicant would be required to submit a landscape plan for this project. 
Ms. Holt responded affirmatively. A commercial property is required to submit a landscape plan with 
the Minor Project Review. We have not had an opportunity to think about the concept of leaving 
the landscape to the tenant(s). Her initial thought is that this project is really too important to leave 
it to a piecemeal approach. We prefer to see something holistic. This is an entire block in a compact 
district, and we want to see a solution that will maximize its full potential.  
Mr. Jewell noted that this block is within the DORA district. 
Ms. Holt stated that if the landscaping is approved as part of the MPR, it is predictable and ready to 
implement for those tenants. If it is left to the tenants to handle, it is open-ended and unpredictable. 
Ms. Patt-McDaniel stated that she would expect it to be a cohesive plan. 
 
Ms. Cooper stated that whether the window opening in the north, stone end remains a window or 
becomes a door will be determined if there is more than one tenant, but will be shown in the MPR 
proposal. 
Ms. Holt clarified that if there should be an additional tenant and an additional door were to be 
needed in lieu of a window, it can be handled administratively. That type of change is very different 
than the project’s frontage along N. High Street.  
 
Mr. Cotter stated that this is private property and the area up to the right-of-way is private. From a 
legal standpoint, he is unsure how the property use accommodates the public realm and the liability 
issues.  The MPR they submit must be a holistic plan; if it is not, it would be difficult to approve.  
 
Does the Board support the window openings as shown?  Would the Board support a Waiver for 
lack of sills, lintels, and trim on 20 North Street?  
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Board consensus was that there should be sills, lintels and trim on 20 North Street, preferably in a 
manner that pays homage to the historic character of the district and transitions to the modern look 
of the nearby COhatch building.  
Mr. Cotter stated that from a waiver standpoint on the windows, the Board would not be supportive 
of anything too inconsistent with Code. 
Mr. Bass reiterated that there is actually trim on the windows, which is indexed to the board and 
batten, and sills are not a problem. However, is the Board indicating wide, historic trim? 
Mr. Jewell stated that the Board has no objection to the board and batten, which is typical, but the 
windows should be made more appropriate to that. It should be defined by having a sill and ledge 
and maybe a little wider trim. 
 

4) What is the Board’s opinion of the proposed deck railings?  
The Board recommended replacing the proposed industrial-look deck railings with more traditional 
railings.  
Ms. Cooper noted that using the black steel railing of the North High Brewing patio as a reference, 
it has more interest than just the cording and posts.  
 

5) Other considerations by the Board.   
The Board was supportive of preserving the historic stone walls and noted that the MPR should 
provide visuals that indicate the appearance of the trash screening and parking lot, including its 
appearance from the pedestrian bridge, COhatch and other directions. The applicant should also 
clarify the trash collection access to the trash enclosure.  
 
Mr. Cotter inquired if the applicant desired any additional clarifications. 
Mr. Bass stated that they have some concerns regarding AEP and the City’s new approach to the 
park. They have no information about any of those factors. While they are interested in the synergy 
that will be created, they have no information on what it might be. 
Mr. Cotter stated that the plan would have the flexibility to accommodate that later information.  
Ms. Holt noted that those items can be handled administratively. 
 
As the case was an Informal Review requesting Board input only, no Board action was taken. 
 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment on the case.  
 
 
 DISCUSSION ITEM 

 2025-2026 ARB Meeting Calendar 
Ms. Patt-McDaniel moved, Ms. Cooper seconded revising the 2025-2026 ARB meeting calendar to 
change the October 2025 meeting date from the fifth Wednesday of the month, October 29, to the 
fourth Wednesday, October 22, 2025. 
Vote: Mr. Jewell, yes; Ms. Patt-McDaniel, yes; Ms. Damaser, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes; Ms. Cooper, yes. 
[Motion carried 5-0.] 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 

Ethan Lower
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   BOARD DISCUSSION 

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

 
 
 
 

The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting: 
 
1. 72-84 N. High Street          
 20-191INF                      Informal Review 
 

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

District, Historic Core. 
Location: Northeast of the intersection of N. High Street with North Street.  
Request: Informal review with non-binding feedback of massing studies informing 

potential future development under the provisions of Zoning Code 
§153.176 and the Historic Design Guidelines. 

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

Planning Contact: Chase Ridge, AICP Candidate, Planner I 
Contact Information: 614.410.4656, cridge@dublin.oh.us  
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/20-191 
   

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

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

 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Gary Alexander Yes 
Amy Kramb Yes 
Sean Cotter Yes 
Frank Kownacki Absent 
Martha Cooper Yes 
 
 
     STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
     _______________________________________ 

     Chase Ridge, AICP Candidate, Planner I 
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Agenda this evening: Case 4 – Psychic Readings by Lisa – Sign at 16 N. High Street. He asked if any 
member of the Board wished to pull the case from the Consent Agenda. [Hearing none.]  
 
4. Psychic Readings by Lisa - Sign at 16 N. High Street, 21-054MPR, Minor Project 
 Review 
 
The Chair stated this application is a request for the installation of a wall sign and a projecting sign for a 
tenant space within a historic building on a 0.26-acre site zoned Historic District, Historic Core. The site is 
east of N. High Street, ±125 feet north of the intersection with Bridge Street. Mr. Rayburn from Staff and 
the applicant, Ms. George are here this evening to answer any questions. [Hearing none.] 
 
Ms. Kramb moved, Mr. Cotter seconded, to approve the Minor Project by consent with four conditions: 
  

1)  That the applicant apply for and successfully obtain approval of a Permanent Sign Permit through 
Building Standards, prior to installation; 

2)  That all text on both the wall sign and projecting sign be metallic gold in color; 
3)  That the projecting sign be located between the primary entrance to the tenant space and the first 

window, immediately south of the primary entrance and within 6 feet of the primary entrance, 
subject to Staff approval; and 

4)  That the applicant remove all temporary signs, prior to the installation of the new permanent signs.  
Vote: Ms. Cooper, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes; and Ms. Kramb, yes. 
[Motion carried 4-0] 
 
The Chair swore in staff and applicants who planned to address the Board on any of the cases to be 
reviewed during this meeting. 
 
INFORMAL REVIEW CASES 

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

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

the intersection of N. High Street with North Street. 
  
Staff Presentation 
Mr. Ridge presented an aerial view of the site that contains a number of parcels. He reviewed the history 
for this case, as follows: 
 
February 2021 – Informal Review 
The Architectural Review Board (ARB) reviewed and provided non-binding feedback on a proposal for the 
construction of a mixed-use building including residential units, an event center, restaurant space, retail 
space, 80 parking spaces and associated open space. Feedback included a general concern regarding 
massing, scale and height and interest was shown for saving a portion of the building (former Oscar’s site). 
  
May 2021 – Site Tour 
The Board members toured the buildings inside and out at 72-84 N. High Street. They were informed of 
the general conditions of the buildings, along with construction and design. 
 
Today, June 23, 2021 – Informal Review 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 8F8A8DA2-31BE-415D-B58D-C9F6EC4F0222
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The Applicant is seeking feedback on massing studies, not the previous proposal, which will guide potential 
future redevelopment of the site. Existing conditions for 72-84 N. High Street and 20 North Street to the 
south [shown.] 
The Applicant had provided Staff with a massing study, which included the two phases of Old Dublin Town 
Center built in 1999 overlaid on the site in question where the height of 2.5 stories was measured totalling 
25 feet from grade to the mid-point of eaves; the BriHi development built in 2009 contained 2.5 stories at 
±30 feet in height, which was also overlaid on the site; and the CoHatch development, which is under 
construction to contain 1 – 3 stories at ±30 feet in height, that was also included in the massing study.  
 
Board Discussion Questions 
The following discussion questions [shown] have been provided for the Board to consider during this 
review: 
1. Is the Board supportive of demolition of all or portions of the existing buildings on the site? If so, which 

ones should be considered for demolition? 
2. Is the Board supportive of redevelopment of the site? If so, what scale of redevelopment would the 

Board find appropriate? 
3. Based on the massing study, and if the Board is supportive of redevelopment of the site, what is an 

appropriate building height or number of stories along N. High Street? North Street? 
4. Given the significant change of grade on the site from west to east, could the Board be supportive of 

additional height, in excess of what Code permits, along N. Riverview Street? If so, what maximum 
building heights or number of stories would be recommended? 

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

6. Are there other considerations by the Board? 
 
Board Questions for Staff 
Mr. Cotter inquired about the possible height discrepancy noted in the various materials re: CoHatch.  
Mr. Ridge responded the correct height for CoHatch is 35 feet, not 30 feet.  
 
Mr. Alexander asked if height on the buildings located on the alley side were measured to the mid-point of 
the roof. He noted the buildings closest to the former Brazenhead were much lower.  
Mr. Ridge answered affirmatively. 
 
Mr. Cotter asked if a Waiver was required for CoHatch to allow 35 feet for height. 
Ms. Martin stated the ARB approved the building in January 2020. At that time, the BSD Code limited a 
certain number of stories and not maximum height depending on the building type. The building type was 
limited to 2.5 stories. Staff determined at the time that the lower level along Blacksmith Lane was not 
counted so it had 1.5 stories on top of that. One story made up the front of the building and 2.5 stories 
were on the back.  
 
Mr. Alexander asked if the ARB had granted Waivers on that project (CoHatch) at the time. 
Ms. Martin answered affirmatively but does not recall height being one of them.  
Mr. Alexander recalled the ARB showed flexibility on that project at that time. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
Dwight McCabe, The McCabe Companies, 7361 Currier Road, Plain City, Ohio 43064, indicated the reason 
for the request for this Informal Review is to extend an open dialogue as the land owner is desiring the 
ARB to revisit a proposal provided in vague terms and convey what is possible for height and mass. He 
suggested the Board forget past proposals as the land owner wanted to start anew.  
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He provided illustrations that compared their site to other buildings in the Historic District in a modern 
period, guided by the various iterations of the Historic District Code to see if there isn’t some common 
thought to compare and contrast these buildings. A collection of historic buildings on the southeast corner 
of High Street and SR 161 are very similar so there are three good reflections of buildings that represent 
in context what the Historic District has been about and what it is today. Reflections were overlaid on this 
site to consider how it would be perceived, received, and possible given the current modifications in the 
Historic District Code. After the applicant listened to the feedback from the Board, in the last discussion 
and people in the area, they provided materials to be considered [shown.] Today, they are requesting a 
basic discussion of what is appropriate.  
 
The applicant views the site as having three highlighted footprints A, B, and C [shown.] A is High Street 
frontage, B is North Street frontage, and C is the area considered the ‘back of house’ section of the property 
but is also the front of the pedestrian bridge landing. A High Street component for building massing was 
used as a model as well as frontage along North Street, where there is a significant drop off in grade. He 
noted the unique streetscape conditions on North Street with side alleys limited in width as they were 
created for a horse and buggy.  
Beyond the footprint of the property are sections labelled as A1 and B1. Consider what those streetscapes 
and building façades are going to look like and what those corridors become in context to this property.  
 
Current developments were overlaid onto the applicant’s site for comparison [shown.] Within the back side 
overlay of those same developments [shown] there is a substantial amount of property in area C that would 
be empty.  To replace the existing buildings with new buildings that sit on a similar footprint, would allow 
for similar parking conditions and does not change anything in terms of the perception. Area C has a slope 
to it. The applicant asked the Board for the direction of this project and what they would support. The 
discussion today is to gather ideas for what is best for that area; what the best use is from a community 
and development perspective; and also considering the view from the pedestrian bridge, asking what is 
acceptable to this Board.  
 
Mr. Alexander asked if an image of a conceptual thought was included in the package.  
Mr. McCabe answered that they reviewed the prior proposal for a visual representation of scale differences. 
On the High Street side, scale has a lot of similarity to it - less mass and does not quite reach the corner. 
In the first proposal, the applicant wanted to make sure that corner had a good landing and a good 
relationship with the library. 
 
With the applicant’s permission, Mr. Alexander said he would consider the applicant’s two specific questions, 
after the list provided by Staff was reviewed by the Board (project direction and what is acceptable to the 
Board). 
 
Public Comment 
The Chair reported the Architectural Review Board had received and reviewed three public comments 
provided in advance of the meeting, greatly appreciating the public’s participation in the process. 
Mr. Alexander then asked the Moderator if any additional public comments were submitted during the 
course of this meeting. 
Ms. Martin answered no further public comments were submitted.  
 
Board Discussion 
The Chair asked the Board to include any thoughts or comments they would like to share from the site visit 
and on demolition. 
Ms. Kramb said the site visit did not provide any new information for her relating to demolition. The 
additions from the 70s and 80s can be demolished but she has not received enough information regarding 
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the core of the main structure to sway her either way. That information will need to be provided with the 
demolition request/plan. 
 
Mr. Cotter stated he could be supportive of demolishing all the buildings on this site with a demolition plan. 
Ms. Cooper stated she agreed with Ms. Kramb and Mr. Cotter; a full demolition is possible. 
Mr. Alexander stated the same agreement that a full demolition was possible since the structures had been 
labelled non-contributing in the Historic District. The applicant must meet the criteria of a demolition 
request. 
 
Mr. Alexander asked the applicant what they plan to build on the site in terms of size and mass.  
Mr. McCabe answered he was acting under the advisement of Dublin’s Planning Division  to start with scale 
and provide a conceptual image of how the structures would present themselves to the street. Their next 
step would be to determine how the structures would be programed. The vision for Area C is going to 
dictate the program. They will limit lot coverage to the Code regulation of no more than 85% and will 
consider alternative parking considerations.  
 
Mr. Cotter stated filling the backside of the property, Area C, is most difficult. The applicant should stay 
inside Code with a maximum height of 30 feet. If a 30-foot-high building is planned near the street, leaving 
more room in the front provides the illusion of less mass. To understand conceptual massing is a challenge 
but the first concepts look okay. Do not match with something down the street; make sure they are 
architecturally different. 
 
Ms. Kramb stated she was in favor of getting the buildings figured out, and then applying a program or 
use. A building in the north end should not be any taller than those that are north of them and buildings 
on the south should not be any taller than buildings further south, limiting them to closer to ±25 feet in 
height. She views this contextually.  
 
Ms. Cooper reported she was a new member to the ARB but had read the earlier materials. She agreed 
with Ms. Kramb to stick with a height limit and blend with structures directly adjacent. The buildings super- 
imposed on the site with an open corner was appealing, as long as the building on North Street is not as 
tall.  
 
Mr. Alexander stated he generally agreed with the comments made by his fellow Board Members. He 
reported the building to the north was reviewed under a different Zoning Code and the new Code 
requirements adopted a different height. Matching that height and scale is appropriate as he does not want 
to see the applicant penalized having to deal with the new standards and he would support a Variance 
request for height there. An open corner would allow buildings on the south side to be lower due to a 
natural break at that corner. Connect with the system of walkways that was created for the library and use 
that space as a transition to lower buildings. If the height ends up being comparable to what was approved 
for CoHatch, it would be okay, contextually. A U-shaped building with more mass to the opening of the 
north would be appropriate and the east elevation could be built up. This is a unique site and will have 
more visibility on the backside and suggested a podium building with parking underneath. He asked the 
applicant if they were considering smaller buildings or a singular element. 
 
Mr. Cotter stated how the mass is to be broken up depends on the intended uses. He likes breaks in a 
façade for architectural character but there should not be three fronts for one use.  
Ms. Kramb emphasized that the applicant not replicate what already exists and to divide the building 
logically; fake fire walls at BriHi do not look right. Ensure the east side is not taller and could slope down 
to the south. Stories do not matter like height does in context with the surroundings. 
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Mr. Alexander and Ms. Cooper like the open corner, whereas Mr. Cotter and Ms. Kramb want to see the 
building be built back further for a better streetscape. Mr. Cotter indicated he was not fan of open space if 
it has no use.  
 
Ms. Kramb said the overlay with the plaza graphic helped break up the block and that could be a possible 
solution for this project. The applicant does not need to fill all 85% of lot coverage just because they are 
permitted. Underneath parking with a plaza on top is a great way to use space instead of a surface lot.  
 
Mr. McCabe indicated this discussion is what the applicant wanted at this point. They received productive 
feedback and gained a better understanding of what is permitted and desired of the Board and what the 
constraints are. This is an opportunity to be creative and drive what is programmatically possible. He tried 
to draw out specific answers for possible height limits.  
Ms. Kramb stated the number of stories is not an exact measurement and a specific height is not important. 
Look at the site contextually and compare the proposal visually to the immediate surroundings.  
Mr. McCabe considered what the scope of the project under the bridge could be and the two sites could be 
layered together to make a good launch point and provide a better bubble around the property. 
 
Summary of the Board’s Comments 
The Board is supportive of demolition of all the existing buildings on the site, as long as the demolition 
criteria is met with documented evidence. 
The Board is supportive of redevelopment. 
The scale of the structures need to be comparable to adjacent structures. The Board is open to re-
development on the east elevation. 
The applicant must be sensitive to surrounding structures. The Board might not approve development if it 
is taller than CoHatch in terms of feet and the applicant must keep the height lower than the overall height 
on High Street. 
The Board agreed, context is more important than the actual number of feet for height.  
The entire site does not need to be developed, if it is not warranted. 
An open corner enables open space in the public realm and if located on the southwest corner, it could be 
a benefit.  
Ms. Cooper added she supports what will be done to create frontage on N. Riverview. Perhaps property is 
open from the High Street side and also made open. She agreed height change could conceal parking. 
Mr. Alexander thanked Mr. McCabe. 

 

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

The Chair said this is a request for an Informal Review and feedback for renovations, additions, and 
associated site improvements to two historic buildings located on two parcels totaling 0.25 acres zoned 
Historic District, Historic Core. The site is east of S. High Street, ±75 feet north of the intersection with 
Spring Hill Lane.  
 
Staff Presentation 
Ms. Holt presented an aerial view of the site that includes two vacant properties to be considered with this 
application and both are on the National Register of Historic Places. 30 S. High Street is to the north and 
32 S. High Street is to the south. Both historic places were reviewed using the new Zoning Code and Historic 
Design Guidelines. The uses are permitted and the size criteria are appropriate. Surrounding zoning is 
mostly the same. 
 
Existing conditions [shown] at 30 S. High Street has one of the last remaining log structures in town; it 
was a former pharmacy. The structure on 32 S. High Street was built as a more traditional commercial 
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CASES: 

 
1. Property at 17 N. Riverview Street, 19-090ARB-MPR, Minor Project Review 

 
Ms. Stenberg stated that this application is a proposal for the repainting of an existing, single-
family home on a 0.18-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Core. 
 
Staff Presentation 
Mr. Hounshell stated that this application is for a Minor Project Review for an existing residential 
home located at 17 N. Riverview Street, northeast of the intersection of Bridge Street and 
Blacksmith Lane, within the Historic Core District. The applicant is proposing new exterior paint for 
the structure. The house, which was built in 1927, contains a one-and-one-half-story Craftsman-
style house with a rectilinear footprint and rests on a concrete block foundation. The building has 
a side-gable standing seam metal roof with a shed dormer on the front façade. The proposal 
includes painting the existing siding, shutters, garage door and trim. The applicant is proposing to 
paint the siding of the house and the garage a light grey (Roycroft Pewter; SW 2848) and the 
accents and trim white (Pure White; SW7005). Staff has considered all the applicable criteria for 
this application and recommends approval with no conditions. 

 
The applicant had no additional comments. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
Board Discussion 
Mr. Keeler inquired if the garage would be painted, as well. 
Mr. Hounshell responded affirmatively. 
 
Mr. Alexander moved, Mr. Bailey seconded to approve the Minor Project with no conditions. 
Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes.  
(Motion approved 5-0.) 
 
 
2. 72 Dublin LLC, 20 North Street & 72-84 N. High Street, 19-093ARB-MPR, Minor 

Project Review 
       
Ms. Stenberg stated that this application is a proposal for siding maintenance and repainting of an 
existing, mixed-use building on a 0.67-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Core.  
 
Staff Presentation 
Mr. Ridge stated that this is a request for the repainting of properties located at 20 North Street 
and 72-84 North High Street. The site is located on the northeast corner of North Street and High 
Street. The building at 20 North Street is behind the North High Street properties. The applicant 
proposed three options for the repainting of the buildings and has selected the first as their 
preferred option. This proposal includes painting the 84 North High Street building a dark blue-
gray color (Distance, SW 6243) with an off-white trim (White Heron, SW 7627). The existing stone 
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would remain on this building. The building located at 72 North High Street is proposed to be 
painted off-white (Snowbound, SW 7004) with all trim painted a white color (Pure White, SW 7005). 
The proposal includes painting 20 North Street the same off-white color (Snowbound, SW 7004) 
as 72 North High Street. All decking and trim on this building is proposed to be a dark brown color 
(Rockweed, SW 2735). The existing stone on this building would also remain. In order to expose 
more of the west-facing façade, the applicant is proposing to remove a large evergreen tree that 
is situated in front of 84 North High Street. Staff has reviewed all the applicable criteria and 
recommends approval with the one condition that the applicant be required to meet the Code for 
tree replacement or pay a fee in lieu. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
Evan Fracasso, 72 Dublin LLC, 501 Morrison Road, Gahanna, Ohio, displayed paint samples to the 
Board. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
Board Questions for Applicant 
Ms. Bryan inquired the reason for removing the evergreen tree. 
Mr. Fracasso responded that the evergreen tree was planted 20 years ago within three feet of the 
building. It is now encroaching on the building and creating a hazard due to its height and proximity 
to the building. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the Sleepy Blue color originally provided with the application was not 
being used in the project. 
Mr. Fracasso responded that it is not. Color studies were done, and staff determined that the color 
was too similar to the color used in the Crawford Z1 Building to the north of this site.  
Mr. Alexander noted that he likes the Distance Blue color. 
Mr. Fracasso responded that their intent was to create a color emphasis in the center of the 
building. Oscar’s is the primary tenant. The inverse of the colors used on the front of the building 
will be used on the rear of this building, which will present a visual focal point in Historic Dublin 
from the pedestrian bridge. 
 
Ms. Bryan moved, Mr. Keeler seconded approval of the Minor Project with the following condition: 

1) That the applicant work with staff to satisfy the tree replacement requirements set forth 
in Code or pay a fee-in-lieu. 

Vote:  Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes. 
(Motion approved 5-0.) 
 
 
 
3. Kne Residence at 55 S. Riverview Street, 19-094ARB-MPR, Minor Project Review 

 
Ms. Stenberg stated that this application is a proposal for a detached garage addition to create a 
three-car garage for an existing, single-family home on a 0.40-acre site zoned Bridge Street District 
Historic Residential. 
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2. BSC Historic Core District – Oscar’s Restaurant                   84 North High Street 
  13-087ARB-MPR/MSP                                                                Sign Modifications 
 
Jennifer Rauch presented this request for approval of sign modifications on the existing restaurant 
located within a multi-tenant building on the east side of North High Street, north of North Street.  She 
said Oscar’s is in the center of the multi-tenant building, which is connected to 72 North High to the 
south.  She presented a drawing of the existing elevation which showed the existing wall sign with 
gooseneck fixtures which is the subject of this application. She showed a drawing of the existing planting 
bed where the proposed ground sign will be located.   
 
Ms. Rauch said as part of this proposal, the applicant is requesting two signs.  She presented a slide 
showing the sign proposed to replace the existing wall sign.  She said the applicant is permitted, per 
Code two different types of signs for the storefront in the multi-tenant building.  She explained the     
size requirements for both signs are a maximum of 8 square feet, which they meet.  She said both signs 
are consistent in design with a black background with white and red lettering.  She said the wall sign is 
located adjacent to the entrance door and the two existing light fixtures will remain.  She said the wall 
sign meets the height requirement at 14 feet from grade, where 15 feet is permitted.   
 
Ms. Rauch said the ground sign is proposed within the existing ivy bed located adjacent to the North High 
Street sidewalk.  She said the applicant indicates a post arm design with the same background and color 
scheme as the wall sign.  She said it meets the Code for height.  She said no lighting is proposed.  Ms. 
Rauch said the proposed ground sign location does encroach into the minimum 8-foot setback that Code 
requires.  She said the Administrative Review Team recommends approval of this request, as similar signs 
have been approved in the District and given its scale it is appropriate and pedestrian in nature.   
 
Ms. Rauch said the Administrative Review Team reviewed this application, noted that it identified where 
the ground sign is proposed, but Engineering wanted to be more specific about its orientation in that the 
post is located closest to the building, and ensuring it will not project over the public sidewalk and into 
the right-of-way.  She said the applicant has been asked to modify the site plan to include that 
information when submitting for the sign permit. 
 
Ms. Rauch said Dublin’s architectural consultant has also reviewed the sign and requested the red shown 
on the top of the cedar post be removed and left natural.  She said in addition, a condition was added 
regarding the existing gooseneck fixtures requesting they be painted to match the trim of the building.  
Ms. Rauch said approval of this application is recommended with three conditions. 
 
Robert Schisler asked if the ground sign would be in line with the other existing signs.  Ms. Rauch 
confirmed it would and it would also in line with the existing Oscar’s patio.   
 
Robert Munhall asked if the existing building color scheme would remain the same or change to match 
the sign.  Mike Tibbetts, (25 North Street, Dublin, Ohio) said the sign color scheme was consistent 
throughout the restaurant. 
 
Mr. Munhall said the red, white, and black signs had a different feel and he wondered if they were 
planning on changing the building colors. Mr. Tibbetts said the building color scheme was changed about 
two years ago when the building addition was approved.   
 
Motion and Vote 
David Rinaldi moved, Bob Dyas seconded, to approve this Minor Project Review application for sign 
modifications, because it meets the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.065(H). 153.170, and the 
Historic Dublin Design Guidelines, with three conditions: 
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1) A revised site plan be provided identifying the proposed ground sign location and orientation to 
ensure the sign does not encroach the right-of-way and project over the public sidewalk, subject 
to approval by Engineering; 

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

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

 
Mr. Tibbetts, on behalf Jack Eggspuehler, agreed to the conditions. 
 
The vote was as follows:  Mr. Munhall, yes; Mr. Mathias, yes, Mr. Schisler, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; and Mr. 
Dyas, yes.  (Approved 5 – 0.) 
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

BOARD ORDER 

OCTOBER 26, 2011 

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

1. boho 72 Boutique 
11-059ARB 

Proposal: 

Request: 

Applicant: 
Planning Contact: 

Contact Information: 

72 North High Street 
Sign Modifications 

A new tenant sign for a projecting ground sign for a new retail business 
located in the Historic District. The site is located on the east side of 
North High Street at the intersection with North Street. 
Review and approval of sign modifications under the provisions of Code 
Section 153.170 and the Historic Dublin Design Guide/Ines. 
Jamie Mollwitz; represented by Rhonda Davis, Signmaster. 
Rachel Beck, Planning Assistant 
Jennifer M. Rauch, Planner II 
(614) 410-4600, rbeck@dublin.oh.us I jrauch@dublin.oh.us 

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

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

VOTE: 4 - 0. 

RESULT: This application for sign modifications was approved. 

RECORDED VOTES: 
William Souders Absent 
Tom Currie Yes 
Robert Schisler Yes 
Carl Karrer Yes 
Tasha Bailey Yes 

~=~ 
~ ifer M. RIJich 
Planner II 
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plans look after construction. Robert Schisler said the Board should conduct the site visits in November and 
the site plan review exercise in December. 

Ms. Rauch said City Council has met and reviewed their goals for 2011, which included an update and 
discussion regarding the progress of the Bridge Street Corridor. She said the video is now available online for 
those who wish to see the discussion. 

Tasha Bailey asked if there is an update for the ATM located at BriHi Square. Ms. Martin said a revised 
application will be before the Board in November. 

Mr. Schisler briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Architectural Review Board. He swore in those 
who wished to address the Board 

1. boho 72 Boutique 72 North High Street 
11-059ARB Sign Modifications 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

One condition: 

1) The applicant will be required to obtain a sign permit for the tenant sign panel before installation. 
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The vote was as follows: Ms. Bailey, yes; Mr. Karrer, yes; Mr. Schisler, yes; and Mr. Currie, yes. (Approved 4 
-0.) 

2. 2012 Annual Items of Interest Administrative Request 
09-062ADM 

Eugenia Martin reviewed the proposed 2011-2012 Annual Items of Interest which included Update the 
Appendix for the Properties Outside the Historic District, Historic Preservation Sustainable Practices, Historic 
Dublin Design Guidelines Update, and Inventory of Historical Properties in the District; 

Robert Schisler asked if there will be a final version of the sign provisions within the Bridge Street Code for 
the Board to review. Ms. Martin said the comments made by the Board have been incorporated into the 
Code. Mr. Schisler asked if the board will have the opportunity to see how the comments have been 
incorporated. Ms. Martin said all of the Bridge Street Code drafts are available online and she will provide the 
most recent version of the draft Code at the November meeting. She said the Zoning Code book updates will 
be received too. 

Mr. Schisler said he would like an explanation of how to go about conducting the inventory of historical 
properties, and the Board's responsibility in completing this item. Ms. Martin said the Board's role would 
include making suggestions of a policy regarding regular updates for the City's historical property inventory. 
She said the first four Items were on the Board's 2010-2011 Annual Items of Interest and are proposed to 
continue into 2012 as the City's concentration has been on the Bridge Street Corridor which will have an 
impact on items of the list. She said in the budget there are proposed funds to hire a consultant to help 
complete the revisions to the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines. 

Jennifer Rauch said the Inventory of Historical Properties in the District and the Appendix for the Properties 
Outside the Historic District will be more staff driven, but will be brought forward to the Board. She said 
Historic Preservation Sustainable Practices is a topic the Board can take charge of through research and 
identifying the types of sustainable practices to utilize in the District. 

Tom Currie said the policy regarding the inventory and the appendix need to be included in the update to the 
Guidelines. Ms. Rauch said the Appendix for the Properties Outside the Historic District, is located within the 
Zoning Code, but includes a small number of historic properties. She said the goal was to review the entire 
list of historic properties within the City and determine which properties should be added. She said the Code 
requires review and recommendation by the Architectural Review Board and the Planning and Zoning 
Commission, and City Council would make the final decision. 

Ms. Rauch said the Community Plan has a list of every property in the City with historic significance and 
Planning has reviewed the list to determine if additional properties should be added to the Code. She said it 
would be Planning's responsibility to identify these properties, as the property owners have not requested to 
be placed on the list and the process needs to be handled sensitivity. She said by adding a property to the 
appendix a property owner that wants to make modifications would be required to come before the Board for 
review and approval. 

Mr. Karrer asked if there is a description of each property and what is significant about it. Ms. Rauch said 
Planning has an inventory that lists every historic property. She said each property has a detailed sheet that 
includes a picture and description of the structure, when it was constructed, significant details, if someone of 
significance in Dublin lived or had a business there. She said the inventory is on file in Planning and is used 
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RECORD OF ORDINANCES 

Dayton Leeal Blank. Inc. Form No 30043 

08-10 
Ordinance No. ______ _ Passed ________ _, 20 __ 

AN ORDINANCE TO REZONE APPROXIMATELY 0.67 
ACRES LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 
THE INTERSECTION OF NORTH HIGH STREET AND 
NORTH STREET WITHIN HISTORIC DUBLIN FROM 
CB, CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT TO HB, HISTORIC 
BUSINESS DISTRICT- OSCAR'S (CASE 09-109Z) 

NOW, THERE&RE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of Dublin, 
State of Ohio, of the elected members concurring: 

Section 1. That the following described real estate (see attached map marked 
Exhibit "A") situated in the City of Dublin, State of Ohio, is hereby rezoned from CB, 
Central Business District to HB, Historic Business District, and shall be subject to 
regulations and procedures contained in Ordinance No. 21-70 (Chapter 153 of the 
Codified Ordinances) the City of Dublin Zoning Code and amendments thereto. 

Section 2. That application, Exhibit "B", including the list of contiguous and 
affected property owners, and the recommendations of the Planning and Zoning 
Commission, Exhibit "C", are all incorporated into and made an official part of this 
Ordinance and said real estate shall be developed and used in accordance therewith. 

Section 3. That this Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after the 
earliest period allowed by law. 

' 
Passed this /},-th_ day of ~ , 2010. 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of Council 
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show and magazine covers. Today, these structures are images of municipal identity and 
civic pride. On behalf of Tnemec local representative, Dan Hanes, he presented the 2009 
Tank of the Year award to the City of Dublin for its Darree Fields elevated storage tank. 
Mr. Hammersmith, City Engineer, accepted the award on behalf of the City. 

CORRESPONDENCE 
• Notice from Division of Liquor Control re. Transfer of D5 and D6 permits from GES 

Services LLC, dba Donerick's Pub at 6711 Dublin Center Drive and Patio to Cobalt 
Dog LLC, 6711 Dublin Center Drive and Patio. 

Council members had no objection to transfer of the liquor permits. 

CITIZEN COMMENTS 
Wallace Maurer, 7451 Dublin Road noted that: 

1. He is pleased to have been the citizen who four years ago suggested the artwork 
project for the City's water tower! 

2. At the previous Council meeting, he had imagined that the City Manager, Law 
Director, Fiscal Officer and City Council were all combined into one, all-wise 
Emperor of the City - and that he would be that Emperor. If that was the case, 
there was an ordinance passed at a recent Council meeting, which he would not 
have approved. To provide context, during the last presidential election, there 
was one candidate who struck terror in the hearts and minds of many in respect 
to infinite wealth. The primary talking point of his campaign was, "There are two 
Americas. One America consists of the most infinitely wealthy in the country, 
and the other America consists, not only of the poor, but everybody else." This 
message contributed to an underlying rage that already existed in the country 
among people who have lost their jobs and/or their homes. The situation is now 
close to explosion. There are a couple of safety valves at the moment: one is the 
Tea Party phenomenon, which at the moment lacks a centralized focus; the other 
is the health insurance law. However, nothing will remedy the situation except 
restoration of jobs and property. At the next meeting, he will address the 
ordinance passage that troubled him, as his time to speak has now expired. 

LEGISLATION 
POSTPONED LEGISLATION 
Ordinance 08-10 
Rezoning Approximately 0.67 Acres Located on the Northeast Corner of the 
Intersection of North High Street and North Street within Historic Dublin from CB, 
Central Business District to HB, Historic Business District. (Oscar's - Case 09-
1092) 
Mr. Smith stated that Council postponed this ordinance at its previous hearing with 
direction that staff identify a parking solution. He is pleased to report that they now have 
deed restrictions executed by Oscar's, which put in place a valet service with designated 
parking locations. Today, he received an executed amendment to their parking lease 
adding 250 parking spaces behind the adjacent office building for the next five years. 
Mayor Lecklider inquired if the applicant's representative is present tonight. Are they 
aware that Council is prepared to vote on this legislation at this time? 
Mr. Smith responded that Ms. Temple, the applicant's representative is present. He has 
also spoken with Mr. Eggspuehler and Mr. Tibbets several times in the last two weeks. He 
indicated to them that they had now accomplished what Council had requested, and that a 
vote from Council is anticipated at this hearing. 

Mr. Gerber asked if the amended parking lease encompasses both the upper and lower 
parking tiers. 
Mr. Smith responded that it does. It includes all the parking spaces behind the building. 
This is the initial step, and staff will continue to work with Oscar's on how to designate and 
enforce the parking. 

Vote on the Ordinance: Mr. Keenan, yes; Mrs. Boring, yes; Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; 
Mayor Lecklider, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, yes. (Mr. Reiner was absent 
from the room) 
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Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher noted that she is voting affirmatively due to the fact that the Legal 
department has worked with the applicant to ensure that there is sufficient parking to 
accommodate the existing business and future expansion of the property. 

SECOND READING/PUBLIC HEARING - ORDINANCES 
Ordinance 14-10 
Authorizing the Execution of a Calculation Agency Agreement, and Declaring an 
Emergency. (2009 Bond Issue - Build America Bonds) 
Ms. Grigsby stated that this ordinance authorizes the execution of the Calculation Agency 
agreement, which provides for the Bank of New York to file the necessary IRS forms with 
regard to the Build America Bonds (BABs) that were issued last fall. At the last Council 
meeting, Council members requested some additional information, which has been 
provided for this meeting. The information includes the staff reports and meeting minutes 
from October 5, 2009 and October 19, 2009; information regarding the purchasers of the 
bonds; and the final pricing book. Staff requests that Council approve this Ordinance as 
an emergency. 

Mr. Keenan stated that his concern regarding the BABs was that they are attractive to 
entities that pay no U.S. income taxes. However, the savings is significant. He 
appreciates the follow-up information. 

Mr. Gerber moved to treat this as emergency legislation. 
Vice Mayor Salay seconded the motion. 
Vote on the motion: Vice Mayor Salay, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes; Mrs. 
Boring, yes; Mr. Keenan, yes; Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes. 

Vote on the Ordinance: Mr. Keenan, yes; Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; 
Vice Mayor Salay, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes; Mrs. Boring, yes. 

Ordinance 15-10 
Authorizing the Provision of Certain Incentives to Medco Health Solutions of 
Columbus North, Ltd. to Induce it to Extend the Lease Term on its Facility within the 
City and Continue its Operations and Retain its Workforce within the City, and 
Authorizing the Execution of an Economic Development Agreement. 
Ms. Gilger stated that Medco has been exploring the options of renewing the lease of their 
existing space at 5151 Blazer Memorial Parkway or moving to a larger space at a different 
Central Ohio location. The proposed incentive authorized by this ordinance is tied to a 
ten-year extension of their existing lease. Medco has 170 employees located at this site, 
and nearly 1,500 employees within the region. This is a five-year, 15% performance 
incentive that would be dependent upon their meeting pre-determined targets of growth in 
payroll. The incentive is capped at $600,000. 

Bryce Love, Medco, Director of Pharmacy Practice, thanked Council for consideration of 
this incentive. They employ over 800 customer service representatives and registered 
pharmacists at over 13 sites throughout the nation. Dublin is one of the safest sites they 
have, and their employees enjoy working here. Due to the expansion of health care, they 
are able to recruit more employees for this health care sector. 

Mayor Lecklider requested information about their operations within the City. 
Mr. Love responded that he is a registered pharmacist, graduate of Ohio State, and a 
preceptor for four of the six Colleges of Pharmacy, so they have a large number of 
students coming to their site. At the call center, they have a customer service operation 
for refills. Their registered pharmacists perform four primary services: telephone 
medication therapy management for the Medicare population; telephone counseling for 
mail order dispensed prescriptions; telephone nurse care coordination; and formulary 
management, including cost-savings opportunities for their members. 

Mr. Reiner inquired the education requirements for their employees who are dispensing 
this type of information. 
Mr. Love responded that their customer service representatives are required to have high 
school diplomas. Their pharmacists must be licensed and in good standing with the State 
of Ohio. 
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Counseling Center was fortunate, receiving only a $250,000 funding reduction. They 
received a minimal reduction due to the fine work performed at the Counseling Center. 
The ADAMH Board provides diligent oversight to their program and patient care. 
Executive Director Julie Rinaldi provides strong leadership and they have a strong board 
of directors. They have recently invited Mr. McDaniel to join the Board, as a liaison for the 
City. The Center recently celebrated its 30th anniversary. The staff and the facility are 
significantly larger now due to the increasing needs of the community. Many Franklin 
County mental health facilities have closed due to lack of funding. The Counseling Center 
is anticipating some budget cuts due to the reduction in State funds. However, the Center 
is able to continue operations due to the additional support provided by the City and 
Washington Township. A recent project implemented by the Dublin Counseling Center 
was the Red Flag suicide prevention program, a partnership effort with the school district. 
The services the Center provides are excellent, and the Center receives top scores from 
the ADAMH Board. 

Julie Rinaldi, Dublin Counseling Center Executive Director thanked Council for its 
continuing support. 

Mayor Lecklider stated that Council considers the Dublin Counseling Center a real asset 
to the community. Their efforts in difficult financial times are very much appreciated. 
Although much of what the Center does is not public, due to the nature of its work, Council 
is pleased to have this partnership with the Center and will continue to support its work. 

• Recognition of Randy Languis, Division 1, State Wrestling Champion 
Mayor Lecklider presented a proclamation to Randy Languis for his win of the Division I, 
140-pound State Wrestling Championship on March 6, 2010. Randy, a senior at Dublin 
Scioto High School and captain of the wrestling team, is Dublin's only three-time State 
Placer in wrestling, completing his senior year with a record of 50-4. On behalf of Council, 
Mayor Lecklider proclaimed Friday, March 26, 2010 as "Randy Languis Day" in the City of 
Dublin. 

CORRESPONDENCE 
There was no correspondence requiring Council action. 

CITIZEN COMMENTS 
Wallace Maurer, 7451 Dublin Road noted that at home he has a decades-old cactus, 
potted many years ago by his mother. The earth has never been changed, and the cactus 
flowers like clockwork in January, February and March. This year, it flowered more than 
ever before and the individual flowers are breathtaking. It could be a metaphor for the 
explosive growth of the City. Changing metaphors, if the seven Council members, City 
Manager, Fiscal Officer and Law Director of Dublin were combined into one "wise 
emperor," and he was that emperor with the responsibility of final approval of rezoning 
applications, he would have disapproved an application reviewed by Council 2-3 meetings 
ago. He will discuss his reasons for this at the next Council meeting. 

LEGISLATION 
POSTPONED LEGISLATION 
Ordinance 08-1 O 
Rezoning Approximately 0.67 Acres Located on the Northeast Corner of the 
Intersection of North High Street and North Street within Historic Dublin from CB, 
Central Business District to HB, Historic Business District. (Oscar's - Case 09-
1092) 
Mr. Langworthy stated that this legislation relates to properties at 72 and 84 N. High Street 
and 20 North Street located at or near the intersection of those two streets. The 
application proposes various architectural and site modifications that would remove part of 
the patio area and enclose it with building space. This application has been reviewed by 
the ARB for the architectural site modifications; by the BZA for variances for the setback, 
parking, landscaping and lot coverage requirements; and by P&Z for the rezoning. The 
P&Z recommends approval. The reason this application was postponed at the February 
22nd Council meeting was because some Council members requested the applicant 
provide valet parking to address concerns raised regarding the availability and proximity of 
parking within the Historic District. Mr. Smith will discuss how that will be achieved. 
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Mr. Smith stated that Council requested that staff identify a means by which to implement 
valet parking to serve this restaurant. This is a straight zone and therefore conditions 
cannot be appended. To meet that need, a restrictive covenant has been built into the title 
that runs with the land. This restriction ensures that if the requirement to provide valet 
services in front of Oscar's building is violated, the City would have the ability to obtain an 
injunction. In addition, Oscar's has also agreed that in the event legal action is necessary, 
and the City prevails, Oscar's would pay all of the associated legal fees incurred by the 
City. Oscar's also has an agreement in place with River's Edge, where the valet-parked 
cars will be taken. 

Mr. Langworthy stated that Planning, Engineering and the Law Director's office have 
worked with the applicant to provide an appropriately located valet station along North 
High Street. The proposed valet service would be located immediately in front of Oscar's 
restaurant, in the first two on-street parking spaces on the east side of North High Street, 
north of the intersection with North Street. 

Mr. Smith noted that the restrictive covenant also provides that if there is ever a future 
need for the City to place additional restrictions on that space, the applicant must abide by 
those regulations. 

Mr. Gerber stated that it was his understanding that: (1) there has been a parking 
agreement between this applicant and 94 N. High for a number of years, which, although it 
has recently expired, would remain in place; and (2) the additional valet parking would 
occur behind the 94 N. High building, where an additional 100 parking spaces would be 
added. The terms of this agreement as proposed tonight appear to be that the applicant 
will continue to do what he has done in the past and nothing new. Therefore, how would 
this arrangement provide additional parking? 

Mrs. Boring noted that the location identified on the Rivers Edge property on the valet 
parking map is where the overflow public parking currently exists. 

Mayor Chinnici-Zuercher agreed. It would now be necessary for patrons in need of 
overflow parking to park at the base of the steep hill behind the 94 N. High building, and 
there are no steps in place on that hill. That is the reason a recommendation was made at 
the previous meeting that this lower lot area would be the location in which the valets 
would park the cars, leaving the upper parking lot area available for self parking. 

Mr. Langworthy requested that Carolyn Temple from Mr. Eggspuehler's office respond to 
the question. 

Mr. Gerber stated that he does not know when that parking agreement was put in place, 
but it provided additional parking at 94 N. High Street. The applicant indicated at the 
previous discussion that the existing parking agreement would remain in place, and that 
the valet parking would bring an additional 100 spaces behind that building. 

Carolyn Temple. 20 North Street stated that she believes that the lease of the 94 N. High 
Street parking spaces has not expired. Mr. Tibbets can confirm that. 
Mr. Gerber responded that he received a phone call today from Tom Carpenter- one of 
the owners of 94 N. High Street -- indicating that the parking agreement had expired. 
Ms. Temple responded that she would check on it tomorrow. 

Mr. Langworthy stated that the details of the location and arrangements are being worked 
out separately; they are not part of the deed restriction. 
Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher responded that she recognizes that. However, the goal remains 
the same - to gain parking spaces, and not to use existing parking spaces for the valet 
parking. There was a significant waiver of the parking requirement previously approved, 
and this is the area with the most critical parking needs in the District. For this reason, 
valet parking was identified as an alternative to address the need. If the business prefers 
not to use the additional area behind the 94 N. High building, they could choose to use the 
area behind the school for the valet parking. There were other options available, but the 
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applicant discussed only the parking area behind 94 N. High. Again, the objective is not to 
use existing spaces. 

Mr. Keenan stated that when the valet parking details are finalized, it will be necessary to 
make certain that Oscar's will not at some point relocate the valet parking area to the 
west, which is already heavily utilized. The restrictive covenant provides only that they 
"shall abide by any and all rules pertaining to valet parking that are established by the City 
from time to time." It only indicates that ,"The grantee will provide the valet parking in a 
manner, at the times and at the locations approved by the City." He wants to make certain 
that it is clear that this does not contemplate using public parking areas to the west. 
Mr. Smith stated that at the previous meeting, the applicant indicated a renewed parking 
agreement was in place. It is important to verify that. 

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher stated that using the space in front of the 94 N. High building is not 
an acceptable alternative for the valet parking. 

Mr. Gerber stated that he cannot vote for this application until he has the answers to these 
questions. 

Vice Mayor Salay stated that it appears necessary to postpone this again. 

Mayor Lecklider agreed. At the previous discussion, he was under the assumption that 
the space for the valet parking was the lot at the base of the hill. 

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher added that it was not merely an assumption; there was substantial 
discussion to that effect. 

Mayor Lecklider emphasized that the assumption is that not only will Mr. Eggspuehler 
renew the parking agreement for 94 S. High, but that he would also secure an agreement 
for the parking area at the base of the hill. How can such a condition be imposed upon the 
applicant? 
Mr. Smith responded that it is very problematic if the agreement is not already in place. 
The agreement was the basis upon which the City would be able to designate the valet 
parking location, times, etc. He recommends that the legislation be postponed in order 
that a discussion with Mr. Eggspuehler can take place. Based on the previous discussion, 
it was his impression that Mr. Eggspuehler had a lease in place for the parking lot behind 
94 N. High, at the base of the hill. 

Mr. Gerber stated that unless both parking areas -- the existing area at 94 N. High and the 
100 additional spaces behind 94 N. High -- are part of this application, he will not be able 
to support the rezoning. 

Mr. Keenan stated that the issue is whether that condition can be imposed upon the 
applicant, and what would be the duration of that agreement. If the agreement is only for 
three or four years, the issue is not adequately resolved. 
Mr. Smith stated that the deed restriction ensures that. Mr. Eggspuehler has agreed to 
abide by the locations and times that the City designates. But that was based upon the 
understanding that Mr. Eggspuehler had secured those parking areas. Absent that, the 
situation is entirely different. The covenant restrictions were not yet recorded, pending the 
outcome of this legislation. The restrictions will require the owner to provide valet parking 
in order to operate the restaurant. 
Mr. Keenan responded that it would be ill-advised for the owner to enter into the 
agreement without the option to renew it over a long period of time. 

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher stated that Council made it clear that they are interested in the 
restaurant continuing to exist in this location and being expanded, but that Council could 
no longer support any new or expanded restaurant without a provision for the additional 
parking. The City certainly will not waive the parking requirement in this case. 

Mrs. Boring stated that message needs to be shared by the Planning staff. 
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Mayor Lecklider clarified that in addition to the lower parking lot, it would be essential to 
renew the current lease at 94 N. High to ensure that parking would not be shifted to the 
west, where the parking is already congested. 

Mr. Gerber stated that it makes no difference to him where the owner finds the valet 
parking spaces. But the applicant has represented that there are 25-30 spaces at 94 N. 
High and another 100 additional spaces at the base of the hill. If the applicant secures a 
total of 130 spaces, he is satisfied. 

Vice Mayor Salay stated that is only under the assumption that none of those spaces the 
applicant identifies are in the City's public parking lot across the street. 

Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher agreed. That was also part of the previous discussion - that other 
valet services are parking cars in the public parking lots. 

Mayor Lecklider asked Ms. Temple if she would agree to Council postponing the 
legislation. 
Ms. Temple agreed. 

Mrs. Boring moved to postpone Ordinance 08-10 to the April 12 Council meeting. 
Mr. Gerber seconded the motion. 
Vote on the motion: Vice Mayor Salay, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mr. 
Keenan, yes; Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes; Mrs. Boring, yes. 

INTRODUCTION/FIRST READING - ORDINANCES 
Ordinance 14-10 
Authorizing the Execution of a Calculation Agency Agreement, and Declaring an 
Emergency. (2009 Bond Issue - Build America Bonds) 
Vice Mayor Salay introduced the ordinance. 
Ms. Grigsby stated that this legislation allows the City Manager to execute the calculation 
agreement with the Bank of New York, which is the City's bond registrar for the debt that 
was issued last fall. It provides authorization to prepare and submit the forms to the IRS 
each July and December over the 20-year term of the bonds. When the City last issued 
debt, it took advantage of the Build America Bonds as an option. As a result, the City pays a 
higher interest rate to the bond holders, and the federal government will reimburse the City 
35% of that interest cost. This agreement allows the Bank of New York to prepare the 
necessary forms to obtain that 35% subsidy. 

Mr. Keenan stated that he understood there were two different vehicles that could be used 
for this - traditional, municipal bonds and the Build America Bonds. 
Ms. Grigsby confirmed that is correct. 
Mr. Keenan stated that he recalls that previous discussion indicated the City was leaning 
toward using the traditional bonds. 
Ms. Grigsby stated that when the earlier legislation was introduced to Council , the 
information from the underwriters regarding the market at that time was that the Build 
America Bonds would save the City some interest costs, but not enough to warrant using 
them. However, by the time they reached the market, the Build America Bonds and the 
interest rate at that time would save the City significantly more dollars than the traditional tax 
exempt debt. In fact, the City saved approximately $560,000 over the life of the 20-year 
bond. The City did issue tax exempt debt for the first three years; years 4 through 20 are 
Build America Bonds. 
Mr. Keenan stated that as he indicated previously, he has some philosophical issues with 
the bonds, which could be sold to any investors. 
Ms. Grigsby responded that the tax exempt debt can be sold to any investors as well. Build 
America Bonds open up a new market for investors because of the higher interest rate that 
can be obtained. The tax exempt debt has a lower interest rate because it is exempt from 
federal and state taxes. Some agencies that are tax exempt, such as retirement funds, do 
not benefit from tax exempt bonds. However, the Build America Bonds are beneficial to 
them because of their higher interest rate. 
Mr. Keenan stated that he recalls that foreign governments could potentially be involved, 
and the 35% reimbursement would ultimately subsidize them using federal funds. 
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Mrs. Boring referred to page 9 of the 1997 minutes, in the discussion about 25 percent road 
frontage, which the City requires for all car dealers. She cannot find that portion of the text in 
the Perimeter Center development text that is crossed out. 
Ms. Husak responded that is the issue with the way the text was written and the reason staff 
asked the applicant not to continue with that text. The text was written to state, "landscaping 
to Code, unless otherwise approved by the Final Development Plan." This landscaping and 
the relief on the landscaping, 40 percent of their frontage, is something that was in their Plan, 
but not their text. 
Mrs. Boring stated that she has been told many times previously that the text overrides the 
Plan. 
Ms. Husak stated that the 1997 approved text states "unless approved on the Plan," so the 
text provides for that. 
Mrs. Boring inquired the location of the language concerning the relief in the display areas. 
Her concern is that other car dealers will now ask for 40 percent, for instance, along Sawmill 
Road. How will that appear compared to the Code requirement for 25 percent? 
Ms. Husak responded that the method for the car dealerships on Sawmill Road to obtain 
permission to do so is by securing a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals, since they 
are all in a standard zoning district. In part two of the packet, which begins with the 
Perimeter Center development text, page 64 is to be deleted from the existing MAG text. 
The top of that page reads, "All landscaping shall be according to the Dublin Landscape 
Code unless a deviation is specifically approved as part of the Final Development Plan." 
Mrs. Boring asked if staff is indicating that when road frontage is used for vehicle display, it is 
the same as landscaping plans? 
Ms. Husak responded affirmatively. 
Mrs. Boring stated that the text does not mention landscaping. It indicates that 25 percent 
frontage of the road will be used for automobile display. She does not accept that as a 
landscaping plan. 
Ms. Husak responded that the relief in the Zoning Code for the 25 percent is in the 
Landscape Code, and the relief is landscaping. 
Mrs. Boring stated that she cannot equate this to landscaping. 

Aaron Underhill, Smith & Hall, 37 W. Broad Street, representing the applicant, stated that 
architects John Oney and Brad Perish, and Tim Galli, MAG, are present to respond to 
questions. 

Mrs. Boring stated that she would like to clarify her concerns. The development plan is great 
in terms of the building expansion and add-on. However, the City has had issues with 
vehicle displays over many years. Staff indicates any variance from the Code must be 
approved by BZA, and that is the concern. When the City grants one car dealership rel ief, it 
is very difficult not to grant another car dealership the same opportunity to display his 
merchandise. It is a sense of fairness, and if she were serving on BZA, she would be 
compelled to grant a variance on that basis. Therefore, unless the percentage is revised to 
25 percent -- the intent of the original plan -- she will not be able to support this rezoning. 
Approving this would have a future negative impact on the SR 161/Sawmill Road corridor. 

Mayor Lecklider indicated that Council is prepared to vote at this time. 
Mr. Gerber raised a point of order. Is it staff's recommendation to add a ninth condition as 
outlined in the staff report? 
Ms. Husak responded that is an error; that language should not have been included in the 
memo. There are only eight conditions - those appended by the Planning & Zoning 
Commission, which are recommended to Council for this rezoning. 

Vote on the Ordinance: Vice Mayor Salay, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mr. 
Keenan, yes; Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mrs. Boring, no; Mr. Gerber, yes. 

Ordinance 08-10 
Rezoning Approximately 0.67 Acres Located on the Northeast Corner of the 
Intersection of North High Street and North Street within Historic Dublin from CB, 
Central Business District to HB, Historic Business District. (Oscar's - Case 09-1092) 
Mayor Lecklider stated that staff's memo indicates a request to postpone this hearing. 
Ms. Readier stated that Legal staff is working on the issue of valet parking raised by Council 
at the first reading. They are continuing to work on a solution with the applicant. 
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Vice Mayor Salay moved to postpone Ordinance 08-10 to the March 22, 2010 meeting. 
Mr. Keenan seconded the motion. 

Vote on the motion: Mr. Keenan, yes; Mrs. Boring, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, yes; Mr. Gerber, 
yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes; Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes. 

Ordinance 09-10 
Authorizing the City Manager to Execute Necessary Conveyance Documentation to 
Acquire a 0.136 Acres, More or Less, Utilities Easement from Dublin United, LLC. 

Mr. Hammersmith that as indicated at the first reading, this is the final easement needed for 
the improvement of Emerald Parkway to serve Cardinal Health and Verizon. The need for 
this easement was discovered through the design of the project, and it is necessary to 
memorialize this utility easement along the frontage of the first Verizon building. 

Vote on the Ordinance: Mayor Lecklider, yes; Mrs. Boring, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, yes; Mr. 
Gerber, yes; Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mr. Keenan, yes. 

Ordinance 10-10 
Authorizing the Provision of Certain Incentives to Perio, Inc. to Induce the Expansion 
of its Headquarters, Operations and Workforce within the City, and Authorizing the 
Execution of an Economic Development Agreement. 

Mr. McDaniel stated that there is no additional information to report. 

Vote on the Ordinance: Mr. Gerber, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes; Mr. Keenan, yes; Ms. 
Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mrs. Boring, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, yes. 

INTRODUCTION/FIRST READING - ORDINANCES 
Ordinance 11-10 
Adopting and Enacting a Supplement (S-27) to the Code of Ordinances for the City of 
Dublin. 

Ms. Salay introduced the ordinance. 
Ms. Readier stated that this is the biannual update of the City's codified ordinances. 
Mr. Gerber moved to dispense with the public hearing. 
Mr. Keenan seconded the motion. 

Vote on the motion: Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Mrs. Boring, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mayor 
Lecklider, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes; Mr. Keenan, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, yes. 
Vote on the Ordinance: Mr. Keenan, yes; Mayor Lecklider, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mrs. Boring, 
yes; Ms. Chinnici-Zuercher, yes; Vice Mayor Salay, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes. 

Ordinance 12-10 
Amending Section 52.03 ("Water Wells") of the Codified Ordinances of the City of 
Dublin, Ohio. 

Vice Mayor Salay introduced the ordinance. 
Mr. Hammersmith stated that this legislation is provided to update Section 52.03 of the City's 
Code in regard to the geothermal heating systems. Previously, the City's Code has not 
adequately addressed that use of ground water. This past year, Dublin had one commercial 
installation and five or six residential installations; more are expected in the future. This also 
allows the City to re-evaluate the $20 permit fee and make that update part of the City's 
annual cost of services study. More staff time is required to review these permits than a 
typical groundwater installation permit. Irrigation wells are excluded from the requirement for 
a permit. Those are better regulated by the Ohio Department of Natural Resources, which 
maintains well logs and information on those installations. 

Mayor Lecklider inquired if the activity last year was the impetus for this amendment. 
Mr. Hammersmith responded affirmatively. 

Vice Mayor Salay inquired if these systems are for new builds or can they be retrofitted into 
existing homes. 
Mr. Hammersmith responded that, to date, the applications have been for new homes, but 
they could be retrofits to existing homes. 
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JANUARY 21, 2010 

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 

5. Oscar's 
09-lOSZ 

Proposal: 

Request: 

Applicant: 

Planning Contact: 
Contact Information: 

72 and 84 North High Street and 20 North Street 
Rezoning 

Rezone three parcels totaling 0.67 acre from CB, Central Business 
District to HB, Historic Business District for a site located at the 
northeast comer of North High Street and North Street. 
Review and recommendation of approval to City Council of a 
standard district rezoning under the provisions of Code Section 
153.234. 
Jack Eggspuehler, Owner; represented 
Aerosafe Group. 
Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planner IL 
(614) 410-4690, jrauch@dublin.oh.us 

by Carolyn Temple, 

MOTION #1: To recommend approval to City Council for this Rezoning application because it 
meets the Future Land Use designation and the City's long-term goal of ensuring properties 
within the Historic District are within the zoning classification consistent with the development 
located in this area. 

VOTE: 7-0. 

RESULT: This rezoning was recommended for approval. 

MOTION #2: To highlight the Planning and Zoning Commission's discussion regarding their 
concerns with parking in the Historic District and the once public patio in the communication 
accompanying the rezoning application to City Council. 

VOTE: 7-0. 

RESULT: The Planning and Zoning Commission's discussion about their Historic District 
parking concerns and once public patio will accompany the rezoning application sent to City 
Council. 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 

~~ ir:"fu.Rauch, AlCP 
Planner 11 
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Ms. Amorose Groomes verified that no one in the audience wished to speak regarding this 
application. 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Zimmerman made a motion to approve this Corridor Development District sign application 
because it is consistent with signs approved for other shopping centers in Dublin, it complies 
with the applicable review criteria and existing development standards within the area with two 
conditions: 

I) That the total area for the two signs be limited to a maximum of 80 square feet; and 
2) That either sign design presented as part of the application be permitted on either 

elevation, or that the design proposed for the east elevation may be used on both the east 
and west sides of the building, subject to Planning approval. 

Mr. Andrews agreed to the above conditions. 

Mr. Hardt seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Taylor, yes; 
Mr. Walter, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; and Mr. 
Zimmerman, yes. (Approved 7 - 0.) 

5. Oscars 84 & 72 North High Street and 20 North Street 
09-105Z Rezoning 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said this application involves a rezoning of 0.67 acres on three parcels 
from CB, Central Business District to HB, Historic Business District for a site located at the 
northeast corner of North High Street and North Street. 

Jennifer Rauch presented this standard rezoning application and explained the review 
procedures. She stated the rezoning would determine the specific zoning regulations that govern 
the development of this site and provide the Commission the opportunity to review the proposed 
zoning classification and its appropriateness given the location within the Historic District. She 
said as the site is located within the Historic District, the applicant has gained approval of the site 
development details from the Architectural Review Board. She stated a recommendation from 
the Commission to City Council would be required. 

Ms. Rauch said the three parcels totaling 0.67 acres are located at the northeast corner of North 
High Street and North Street and consists of 84 and 72 North High and 20 North Street. She said 
the properties to the south are zoned CB, Central Business District and the properties to the 
north, east and west are zoned SO, Suburban Office District. She stated the City's overarching 
goal is to rezone properties in the Historic District into the more appropriate zoning 
classifications which are HR, Historic Residential District, and HB, Historic Business District, 
which is consistent with the proposal 

Ms. Rauch stated in November 2009 the Architectural Review Board approved site 
modifications which included a building addition and modifications to the existing patio area. 
She said the approved modifications required compliance with the Zoning Code and the approval 
of multiple variances. She said the Board of Zoning Appeals approved four variances in 
December 2009. 
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Ms. Rauch said based on Planning Analysis, the Future Land Use map and the Area Plan are met 
for this proposal and Planning recommends the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend 
approval to City Council. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there was anyone who would like to speak with regard to this 
application. [There was none] 

Mr. Taylor said the rezoning was appropriate and the only issue he wanted to get on the record 
was his concern with the parking situation. He said he was disappointed the Board of Zoning 
Appeals approved a parking variance so quickly when this property has previously received a 
substantial parking variance. He expressed concern about the 1,800-square-foot addition without 
additional parking. He said the District is about to reach a critical mass with parking and when 
tenants open up in the new building on the corner of Bridge and High it is going to come to a 
head. He said he wanted City Council to hear from the Commission that the parking issue needs 
to be dealt with in a more substantial way than wayfinding and shared parking agreements. 

Ms. Kramb expressed her concern about the loss of the patio as a public area over the past few 
years and that it was never replaced. She said this agreement needs to be remembered and the 
applicant is not following that open facility condition and it should be fixed. 

Mr. Fishman agreed and said the patio is still to operate like park. He said the original condition 
when Mr. Eggspuehler asked to use this as a patio, but to provide a sign stating it was open to the 
public. He said over time the sign has become overgrown and no one feels comfortable using 
this space as a City park because it looks like his patio. He said this is a gross violation of the 
condition and should be made to be a City park again. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes agreed and said it is problematic because it was intended to be 
community space and it needs to be resolved. 

Ms. Rauch said with the original approval of the variance which under that area became open to 
the public Mr. Eggspuehler agreed it was to open to the public in lieu of the required interior 
landscaping. She stated as part of the recent variance approval the applicant was provided relief 
from the interior landscaping requirements and thus eliminating the need for the park to remain 
open to the public. 

Mr. Walter said he did not believe the interior landscape requirements and the provision of the 
open patio were connected in the 1987 variance. He said they can get relief to the interior 
landscaping but the patio needs to be open. 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked that the site be brought into compliance. Mr. Langworthy said 
conditions cannot be attached to the rezoning, but Planning would include this discussion within 
the memo provided to City Council. 

Carolyn Temple, 20 North Street, Dublin OH 43017, was present, representing the applicant. 

Motion and Vote #1 
Mr. Taylor made a motion to recommend approval to City Council for this Rezoning application 
because it meets the Future Land Use designation and the City's long-term goal of ensuring 
properties within the Historic District are within the zoning classification consistent with the 
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development located in this area. Mr. Zimmerman seconded the motion. The vote was as 
follows: Mr. Walter, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. 
Hardt, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 7 - 0.) 

Motion and Vote #2 
Mr. Walter made a motion to highlight the Planning and Zoning Commission's discussion 
regarding their concerns with parking in the Historic District and the once public patio in the 
communication accompanying the rezoning application to City Council. Mr. Fishman seconded 
the motion. The vote was as follows: Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; 
Mr. Taylor, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. Walter, yes. (Approved 
7-0.) 

6. Perimeter Center PCD, MAG Volvo Expansion 6325 Perimeter Loop 
09-lOSZ/PDP/FDP Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 

Final Development Plan 
Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in the applicants, Ben Hale, Smith and Hale, and John Oney, 
Architecture Alliance, representing MAG, and those wishing to speak in regards to this case, 
including City representatives. 

Claudia Husak said this is a request for recommendation of approval to City Council for a 
rezoning with a preliminary development plan for 15.67 acres from PCD, Planned Commerce 
District (Perimeter Center, Subareas J and D) and PUD, Planned Unit Development district 
(Perimeter Center Subarea J-1) to a new PUD to accommodate an expansion of the Midwestern 
Auto Group (MAG) site. She said the proposed development includes a substantial building 
addition, a car wash, and other related site improvements for this auto dealership site. 

Ms. Husak said this also a request of review and approval of a final development plan which 
includes all final details concerning architecture, landscaping, site improvements, lights, signs, 
and other details for this building addition. She showed a slide of the vicinity of the site and said 
the most recent application the Commission reviewed in this area was for the WD Partners site 
where the two subareas were combined into one. She said the case is scheduled for the first 
reading for City Council on January 25, 2010. 

Ms. Husak highlighted the different subareas within the Perimeter Center PCD and said that the 
MAG site is in the southern portion of the district in Subarea J, which was created in 1998 
specifically for MAG. She said there were several amendments which were approved by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission and there was a building expansion and skywalk which would 
all be void with this application. She said Subarea J-1 was rezoned last year for a temporary 
parking lot during an anticipated expansion, but as the needs of MAG have changed, it causes the 
need for a rezoning. 

Ms. Husak said MAG is proposing to create a new Planned Unit Development district, which is 
the 15.69 acres. She said the redevelopment requiring this rezoning is generally located on the 
southeastern portion of the site. She said the site includes frontage on US 33, Perimeter Drive, 
Perimeter Loop Road, and Venture Drive. She said that the site includes two buildings, a 7,000-
square-foot building that accommodates the Land Rover franchise to the north and a 68,500-
square-foot building that incorporates the administrative offices and includes all the other 
franchises that MAG operates in the southern portion of the site. 
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5800 Shier-Ring1 Rood 
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NOVEMBER 17, 2009 

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

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

1. Oscar's Restaurant 
09-002ARB 

Proposal: 

Request: 

Applicant: 

Planning Contact: 
Contact Information: 

84 & 72 North High Street 
Building Modification 

A 1,038-square-foot building addition to an existing building 
located at 84 North High Street that will encroach onto the 
property at 72 North High Street. The 0.34- and 0.18-acre sites are 
located at the northeast intersection of North High and North 
Streets within the Historic District. 
Review and approval of building modifications under the 
provisions of the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines. 
Jack J. Eggspuehler; represented by Linda Campisano, Aero Safe 
Group. 
Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planner II 
( 614) 410-4690, jrauch@dublin.oh.us 

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

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

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

3. The applicant obtain a parking variance to accommodate the variety of uses provided on 
site and account for the additional building square footage, prior to obtaining a building 
permit; 

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

5. The proposed deck material located south of the existing patio and the existing brick 
pavers located along the sidewalk in front of 72 North High be replaced with the larger 
stone pavers to match the existing patio area and minimize construction impacts on the 
existing tree located in front of 72 North High; 
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1. Oscar's Restaurant 
09-002ARB 

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
BOARD ORDER 

NOVEMBER 17, 2009 

84 & 72 North High Street 
Building Modification 

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

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

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

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

VOTE: 4-0. 

RESULT: This application was approved. 

* Mike Tibbetts and Jack Eggspueler, applicant and owner, agreed to the conditions listed 
above. 

RECORDED VOTES: 
William Souders Absent 
Tom Currie Yes 
Robert Schisler Yes 
Carl Karrer Yes 
Denise Franz King Yes 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 

Planner TI 
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Ms. King referred in the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines to The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained 
and preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that 
characterize a property shall be avoided, and Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or 
related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The 
new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, 
scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and the 
environment. She said if the Standards were observed along with the deed restrictions, she had 
confidence that the process will work, but was not sure that the two standards had been conveyed 
to the artists. 

Mr. Karrer said the property was purchased by the City, and the authority to enforce the deed 
restrictions was passed to the owner of the house to the south of the barn. 

Ms. Ott clarified the City had the responsibility first and foremost to adhere to the deed 
restrictions on the land, and that there was no intent to violate them in this process. 

Mr. Karrer added Ms. Ott had done a tremendous job of balancing the interests of the City, the 
DAC, and the community. He said she had an interesting challenge and had done a good job 
working with David Guion and the DAC to try to understand their concerns. Mr. Karrer said Mr. 
Guion also had worked with them. Mr. Karrer said he was satisfied that the process is going to 
work well. 

Mr. Karrer said it came to a point where he needed to remove himself from the issue because he 
was too closely tied to it; however, he was concerned about the role of the ARB in the process. 
He said architecture is art and public art is inherently a part of the architectural character of a 
district, and the ARB is charged with maintaining its architectural character. Mr. Karrer said the 
ARB needs time to work with Planning and City Council to see if some less contentious way to 
proceed constructively with the art projects could be developed. Mr. Karrer said it was not 
something that could be or would be resolved tonight and he thought this project would proceed 
within the rules that are applied now. He said in the future, he would like to see a constructive 
way for public oversight, which ARB provides for the Historic District. He said he would like 
ARB to have some role in the Art in Public Places process as it relates to the Historic District. 

Ms. Ott said she would carry Mr. Karrer's comments and suggestions back to City Council. She 
said she would provide Mr. Currie and Mr. Schisler with a copy of the artist instructions. 

Mr. Karrer briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Board. He swore in those who 
wished to speak in regards to any case on the agenda, including the applicants, and City 
representatives. 

1. Oscar's Restaurant 84 & 72 North High Street 
09-002ARB Building Modification 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ms. King suggested a ninth condition: 
9. "The applicant submits a rendering showing the view of the fire wall on the north end of 

72 North High Street, as seen from North and North High Streets, in a timely fashion and 
subject to approval by Planning. If Planning approval is not given, the issue shall return 
to the Architectural Review Board." 

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

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

Mr. Tibbetts said they agreed to the nine conditions. 

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

2. Bridge and High Development 3 North High Street 
09-095ARB Architectural Modifications 

Eugenia Martin presented this request for review and approval of architectural modifications to 
the entrance for the southernmost tenant space of Building B in the Bridge and High Street 
development. She said the applicant is proposing to modify the entrance to the southernmost 
tenant space of Building B. She said during the tenant fit up process for this space, the applicant 
was having difficulties maintaining the entrances on both sides of the building and worked with 
the City to make sure that the public entrances were available from High Street and the central 
public plaza while allowing the tenant to maximize the interior space. She said the applicant is 
proposing that the existing double doors on the approved High Street entrance be fixed and that a 
new, three-foot wide single door with a transom window above be installed on the south side of 
the existing alcove to match the two previously approved double-doors. She said the proposed 
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The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting: 

1. MJ's Candy Bar 
07-087ARB 

Proposal: 

Request: 

Applicant: 
Planning Contact: 
Contact Information: 

72 North High Street 
Sign 

Two signs, a 2.5-foot diameter pole-mounted projection sign and a 
2-foot diameter projection sign for a business located on the 
northeast comer of North High Street and North Street. 
Review and approval of the signs under the provisions of the 
Historic District Guidelines. 
Jeffrey Shaffer, Owner_ 
Sarah White, Planning Assistant and Abby Scott, Planner_ 
(614) 410-4600, swhite@dublin.oh.us 
(614) 410-4654, ascott@dublin.oh.us 

MOTION: Clayton Bryan made a motion, seconded by Tom Currie, to approve this Sign 
Review with two conditions: 

1) The three proposed paint colors be matte finish to blend with the building; and 
2) The proposed paint colors be subject to staff approval. 

* Jeffrey Shaffer agreed to the above conditions. 

VOTE: 5 - 0. 

RESULT: This application was approved. 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Thomas Holton Yes 
Clayton Bryan Yes 
William Souders Yes 
Linda Kick Yes 
Tom Currie Yes 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
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1. MJ's Candy Bar 72 North High Street 
07-087 ARB Sign 

Sarah White presented this request for review and approval of a 2.5-foot diameter pole-mounted 
projection sign and a two-foot diameter projection sign for a new business in the Historic 
District. She said the 0.18-acre site is located at the northeast corner of North High Street and 
North Street and contains a two-story office and commercial use building and a parking lot to the 
rear of the site. She presented a slide showing the proposed location of the two signs on the site 
plan. 

Ms. White said the applicant was proposing to install the 2.5-foot diameter sign on the existing 
wooden pole and bracket measuring 7.8 feet in high that fronts onto North High Street, 
approximately 14.5 feet from the right-of-way. She explained that the pole will be landscaped 
with three boxwood shrubs. She said according to the Guidelines, a second sign is permitted for 
a business if a second entrance has an opening onto a parking area to the rear of the business and 
is not visible from the right-of-way. She said the applicant has proposed that a rear sign will 
hang from a decorative iron bracket affixed at 6.9 feet at the rear entrance of the building. 

Ms. White said the dimensions of the front sign measure 2.5 feet in diameter at a total square 
footage of five feet. She said while the Guidelines do not address the permitted size of a second 
sign, typically the secondary sign is smaller in scale than the primary sign. She explained in this 
case, the applicant is proposing a two-foot diameter rear sign totaling 3 .15 square feet. Ms. 
White described that both double-sided signs are identical in sign face design and materials. She 
said the applicant is proposing to utilize colors from the Sherwin Williams Color Preservation 
palette, including Peace Yellow for the sign face, Caribbean Coral for the 'J's', and Fairfax 
Brown for 'M, Candy Bar,' and the double outline of the signs. She explained that the applicant 
is also proposing to paint the rear decorative iron bracket and front pole and bracket, Fairfax 
Brown. Ms. White said the font proposed for both signs is Antique Olive Bold. 

Ms. White reported that during site visits, Planning noticed that an existing deck was in disrepair 
and the issue was reported to Code Enforcement and discussed with the applicant. She said on 
subsequent visits, Planning noted that the deck was being replaced. 

Ms. White said Planning reviewed this application based on the Historic Dublin Design 
Guidelines, regarding signs and recommends approval with the following condition: 

l) The three proposed paint colors be matte finish to blend with the building; and 

Linda Kick asked if any of these signs' design is considered a logo, graphic, or a secondary 
image. 

Jeffrey Shaffer, the applicant said the sign graphic was the logo and name for the business. He 
said the logo graphic is supposed to be a burnt orange. 

Mr. Bryan said the color was directly from the 1950s. He preferred the color be toned down with 
a hint of lamp black in it or a burnt umber - something that would not look pinkish. Mr. Shaffer 
agreed. 

09-002ARB 
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Architectural Review Board 
Minutes - September 26, 2007 

Page 3 of4 

Mr. Bryan made a motion, seconded by Mr. Currie, to approve this Sign Review with the 
following two conditions: 

1) The three proposed paint colors be matte finish to blend with the building; and 
2) The proposed paint colors are subject to staff approval. 

Mr. Shaffer agreed to the above conditions. 

The vote was as follows: Mr. Souders, yes; Ms. Kick, yes; Mr. Holton, yes; Mr. Currie, yes; and 
Mr. Bryan, yes. (Approved 5-0.) 

2. 45 .efrth High Street 
Si~ 

al presented this r uest for review and pproval of a multi- ant ground sign fo 
ex1sti business. She sa· the 0.2-acre site i ocated in Historic ublin, on the west • e of 

h High Street, jus south of Darby S et. Ms. Ochal sai the site contains a ne-story 
uilding with four P, ing spaces in the r r, along Darby Stre . 

Ms. Ochal s • the proposed five- t tall cedar sign m sures 5.93-square fi m area. She said 
it will hav ee tenant panels. he said the applic is proposing to us niversity Roman a 
Baske • le fonts for the 's· ers Sweet Shop', d Baskerville for' andma's Fruitcake' . he 
sai ema Since 1898 eanut Butter' is t company logo, an at font is similar Times 

Id to meet the Gu· elines. Ms. Ochal aid the colors proP, ed are Pure White or the sign 
face, the letters ar Shamrock, and t sign post will be P ect Greige. She s • the applicant 
is proposing mountable low-v age black metal la scape lights on ea side of the sign. 

sign base will be dscaped by six co on boxwoods. . Ochal said the si 
ted on the southe t comer of the site 1ght feet from the perty line and ei~ eet 

e right-of-way. S presented a slide s wing the existing b • ding and the propo d sign 
1 ation. 

Ms. Ochal sai e Guidelines also ow additional si at the rear entranc of a business, as 
long as the trance is off the pa ng lot or street. S said however, the eet Sisters' Shop i 
accesse ff the parking lot, actually Krema. e said there is a Kr a sign located abo 
dock oor and Planning commends that si e removed. Ms. cha! said if the a 
w· es to have another 1gn identifying Sist s' Sweet Shop, he 
eview and approva f that sign. 

Ms. Ochal s • a temporary bat that had not rece· d a permit was re ved and therefore, 
after reviewing e 

with the remaini four 
the previ sly recommended ondition 3 had b removed. 
stand s, it was Plano.in ' opinion that this lication be approv 

1tions listed in the anning Report. 

Clayton Bryan c firmed that the pr osed lights were halogen. He sai 
shown was n actually a historic !or, and he preferr a more antique w • e: Craig Sonksen, 
the applic t agreed to soften t white paint on the ·go so that it does no ook as brilliant. 
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CITY OF DUBLIN. 

Division of Planning 
5800 Shier-Rings Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

Phone: 614-410-4600 
Fax: 614-410-4747 
Web Site: www_dublin_oh_us 

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
BOARD ORDER 

AUGUST 25, 2004 

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

3. Architectural Review Board 04-l09ARB- 72 North High Street 
Location: 0.18-acre located on northeast corner of North High Street and North Street. 
Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District. 
Request: Review and approval of a six-square foot main identification sign. 
Proposed Use: A boutique. 
Applicant: 72 North High Company, Limited, c/o Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street, 
Dublin, Ohio 43017; represented by Mary Curran, 72 North High Street, Dublin, Ohio 
43016. 
Staff Contacts: Ryan James, Intern and Joanne Ochal, Planner. 

MOTION: To approve this application because the proposed signage is generally consistent 
with the design intent of the Old Dublin Design Guidelines, with six conditions: 
1) That a flat or matte finish be used for all paint; 
2) That any future lighting be brought back to the Architectural Review Board for review 

and approval; 
3) That a sign permit be obtained from the Division of Planning prior to installation; 
4) That the swirling tail of the "s" be removed or replaced with a script tail more historic in 

nature, less weight, less noticeable, removing the arrow or point at the top of the "s", 
subject to staff approval; 

5) That any future signage for new tenants and/or owners be subject to Architectural Review 
Board review and approval; and 

6) That all outdoor displays be located outside of all rights-of-way, and only be displayed 
during business hours_ 

*Mary Curran, agreed to the above conditions_ 

VOTE: 3-0. 

RESULT: The application was approved_ 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Allan Staub Yes 
Richard Taylor Absent 
David Larson Yes 
Thomas Holton Yes 
Kevin Bales Absent 

ST A~F CERT!Ff ~ 7 
b1'«teffil -, I 

aniel D. . ird,1f Al( 09-002ARB 

Director of Pl.inning Architectural and Site Modifications 
Oscar's Restaurant 
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CITY OF DUBLIN .. 

Division of Planning 
5800 Shier-Rings Rood 

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

1hone/rDD: 614-410-4600 
Fox: 614-761-6566 

Web Site: www.dublin.oh.us 

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
BOARD ORDER 

May 26, 2004 

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

2. Architectural Review Board 04-045ARB - Oscar's - 84 North High Street 
Location: 0.34-acre located on the east side of North High Street, 80 feet north of North 
Street. 
Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District. 
Request: Review and approval of a six-square foot wall sign and gooseneck lighting. 
Proposed Use: Restaurant. 
Applicant: Jack Eggspuehler, 84 North High Company, LTD., 20 North Street, Dublin, 
Ohio 43017; represented by Craig Barnum, 84 North High Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017. 
Staff Contact: Dan Phillabaum, Planner. 

MOTION: To approve this request for signage with seven conditions: 

l) That Option One, incorporating the traditional lettering style for "Oscar's" and 
contemporary lettering style for "Prime Kitchen and Wine Bar," be utilized; 

2) That the proposed colors for the sign be revised such that the sign border match the 
existing building trim, and the sign background utilize a darker green color, subject to 
staff approval; 

3) That the proposed color for the gooseneck light fixtures match the existing building trim, 
subject to staff approval; 

4) That all proposed sign and light fixture colors be of a matte or low-gloss finish, consistent 
with the Old Dublin Design Guidelines; 

5) That an electrical permit be obtained from the Division of Building Standards prior to 
installation; 

6) That a sign permit be obtained from the Division of Planning prior to installation; and 
7) That all property maintenance and Code compliance issues as noted within the staff 

memo dated May 20, 2004, be substantially completed (except those items requiring 
greater timeframe for scheduling to complete the work), to the satisfaction of staff prior 
to issuance of a sign permit. 

*Craig Barnum agreed to the above conditions. 

Page 1 of 2 09-002ARB 
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
BOARD ORDER 

May26,.2004 

2. Architectural Review Board 04-045ARB - Oscar's - 84 North High Street 
(Continued) 

VOTE: 4-0-1 

RESULT: The application was approved. 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Allan Staub 
Richard Taylor 
David Larson 
Thomas Holton 
Kevin Bales 

Yes 
Abstain 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

STAFF CERTIFICATlON 

Carson C. Combs, AICP 
Senior Planner 

0'>-tJ02ARB 
Arcltilct,;luml an<l Sile Modilicutions 
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CITY OF DUBLIN .. 

Division of Planning 
5800 Shier-Rings Rood 

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

Phone/lDD: 614-410-4600 
• Fax: 614-761-6566 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
BOARD ORDER 

NOVEMBER 20, 2003 

Web Site: www.dublin.oh.us The Board of Zoning Appeals took the following action at this meeting: 

3. Variance 03-144V - Nathan's - 72 North High Street 
Location: 0.18-acre located on the northeast comer of North High Street and 
North Street. 
Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District. 
Request: A variance to Section 153.212 to reduce the required number of parking 
spaces from 31 to zero spaces. 
Proposed Use: A 2,083-square foot commercial building with a 1,383-square foot 
restaurant and 700 square feet of office space. 
Applicant: 72 North High Company, Limited, c/o Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North 
Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017; represented by Corey Tacosik, 4448 Hanna Hills 
Drive, Dublin, Ohio 43016. 
Staff Contact: Mark Zuppo, Jr., Planner. 

MOTION: To table this variance due to lack of quorum. Mr. Skillman had a conflict 
and could not vote on this case. The applicant will be scheduled first on the December 18, 
2003 agenda. 

VOTE: 3-0. 

RESULT: This variance was tabled. 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Brent Davis 
Jeffrey Ferezan 
G. Lynn McCurdy 
Ray Harpham 
Drew Skillman 

Absent 
Yes 
Yes 
Absent 
Yes STAFF CERTIFICATION 

3 ,. ~- Q,._ ~ . ~--
Frank A. Ciarochi 
Acting Planning Director 

09-002ARB 
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CITY OF DUBLIN.. 

Division of Planning 
5800 Shier-Rings Rood 

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

Phone/TDD: 6 l 4-410-4600 
Fox: 614-761-6566 

Web Sile: www.dublin.oh.us 

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
BOARD ORDER 

November 19, 2003 

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

3. Architectural Review Board 03-107ARB - Nathan's - 72 North High 
Street 
Location: 0.18-acre located on northeast comer of North High Street and North 
Street. 
Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District. 
Request: Review and approval of a five-square foot, post-mounted 
identification sign and roof-mounted kitchen vents. 
Proposed Use: A 2,083-square foot commercial building with a 1,383-square 
foot restaurant (conversion from retail) and 700 square feet of office space. 
Applicant: 72 North High Compa~y, Limited, c/o Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North 
Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017; represented by Corey Tacosik, 4448 Hanna Hills 
Drive, Dublin, Ohio 43016. 
Staff Contact: Carson C. Combs, AICP, Senior Planner. 

MOTION#l: To approve this request with eight conditions: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

That final details for the proposed ramp be provided prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, subject to staff approval; 
That the proposed exhaust siding be painted creme with the cap and trim 
painted to match the roof, and the air intake painted to match the roof, subject 
to staff approval; 
That a building permit from the Division of Building Standards be obtained for 
the proposed building improvements; 
That a sign permit be obtained from the Division of Planning prior to 
installation; 
That any future lighting for the proposed sign be brought back to the ARB for 
consideration; 
That an application for a revised, comprehensive variance for shared parking 
and a reduction in required parking spaces for 72 North High Street, 84 North 
High Street, and 20 North Street be submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals 
by January 2, 2004; 
That necessary parking variances be obtained from the Board of Zoning 
Appeals, or that Code be met; and 
That hours of operation for the proposed restaurant be restricted to breakfast 
and lunch hours (no later than 3:00 p.m.). 

09-002ARB 
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3. Architectural Review Board 03-147ARB - Nathan's - 72 North High
Street Continued}

Corey Tacosik agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 4 - o.

RESULT: The application was approved.

MUTI4N #2: To request that the City Manager increase traffic enforcement

for pedestrian and vehicular safety, and that the Board of Zoning Appeals encourage

the applicant to utilize pamphlets and other signage to direct restaurant patrons to

designated parking areas,

VUTE: 4 - o.

RESULT: The approved request will be forwarded to the City Manager and the

Board of Zoning Appeals.

RECURRED VUTES: MUTIDN #1 M4TI~N #2

Janet Axene Yes Yes

Allan Staub Yes Yes

Richard Taylor Absent Absent

David Larson Yes Yes

Thomas Holton Yes Yes

S"~'A~`1~~ CLRTIPICAT~

Carson C. Combs, AICP

Senior Planner

o9-ooZARB
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

November 19, 2003

CITY OF DUBL[[V..

avision o~ Planning
5800 Shier-Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

Phanel`rDD:61O-410-4b00
fax: b141b1-6Sb6 The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting:

Web Site: www dublin.ah.us

4. Architectural Review Board 03-128AR.B -- ascar's -- 84 North High Street

Location: 0.34-acre located on the east side of North High Street, SO feet north

of North Street.

Existing Zoaing: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of exterior modifications that include an 18.2-

square foot expansion to create a front entrance vestibule, the removal of

exterior rear entrance steps with a 131.6-square foot patio expansion, and

revised mechanical screening.

Proposed Use: A 6,900-square foot, mixed-use building containing 3,070

square feet of restaurant space, a 1,560-square foot outdoor dining patio, 3,230

square feet of office uses, and a 600-square foot salon.

Applicant: 84 North High Cornpany, LTD., clo Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North

Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

Staff Contact: Carson C. Combs, AICP, Senior Planner.

MOTION: To approve this request for the front vestibule only, with two conditions:

1) That final details for all improvements be provided prior to the issuance of

building permits, subject to staff approval; and

2) That a building pernlit be obtained from the Division of Building Standards

prior to construction.

Jack Eggspuehler agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 4 - 0.

RESULT: The application was approved with the indication from the applicant
that all other proposed items will be re-submitted for consideration at a later date.

RECORDED VOTES:

Janet Axene Yes

Allan Staub Yes

Richard Taylor Absent

David Larson Yes

Thomas Holton Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Carson C. Combs, AICP

S enior P lanner
09-UO2ARB
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW B OARD

BOARD ORDER

April 25, 2001

ct~r~ oFn~T~rltn

Division of Planning
SBQQ Shier-Rings Raad -

a~rnr Ohio 43016-123b
The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting:

Phone/1D0:614~10-~~~ 1. Architectural Review Board 01-048ARB -- Art Impressions -- 72 North High
fax; 614-161566 Street

web Site; www.du6~in.oh.as
Location: 0.18 acre located at the northeast corner of North Hi h Street andg

North Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of a 5.95 square-foot rear sign,
Proposed Use: Art gallery.
Applicant: Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017; clo Rebecca

Caddell, 2696 Berwick Boulevard, Columbus, Ohio 43249.

Contact: Carson Combs, Planner.

MOTION: That the proposed signage not be approved and that the previously
approved projecting sign be utilized in conjunction with an appropriate sandwich sign or

door sign on Oscar's to be approved administratively.

Rebecca Caddell agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 5 -- 0.

RESULT: The proposed signage was disapproved and an alternative sign package
approved by the board.

RECORDED VOTES:

Janet Axene Yes

Allan Staub Yes

G. Lynn McCurdy Yes

Richard Taylor Yes

David Larson Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Carson Combs

Planner

ISU 941112
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BDARD

BOARD QRDER

December 13, 2000

The Architectural Review Board took the follo~ring action at this meeting:
t

i°~~' ~~ ~~ 2. Architectural Review Board 00-114ARB -- Art Impressions ~- 72 North

Hi h Street
Did 0 ~ 11~ ~

Location: 0.18 acre located at the northeast corner of North High Street and

14~1~~ North Street.
Fmc: 614761~Sb6

INe~S~e:,Nww.d~r,.o~.~ Exisfing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of a 5.54 square-foot ground sign front

entrance} and a 5.54 square~foot projecting sign rear entrance}.

Proposed Use: Art gallery.
Applicant: Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street, Dublin, Ohio 43 D17; c.lo

Rebecca Caddell, 714 North High Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

MUTTON: To approve this application with six conditions:

1} That the colors used on the sign be either flat or semi-gloss to match the

existing colors on the building;
That the front ground sign be reduced to five square feet to comply with the Old

Dublin Design Guidelines;

3} That any future lighting be brought back to the Architectural Review Board for

review and approval;
4} That the rear projecting sign be located above the rear entrance in keeping with

the Old Dublin Design Guidelines;

5} That the bracket design be in keeping with the historic character of the district

and the Old Dublin Design Guidelines, subject to staff approval; and

G} That a sign permit be obtained prior to installation.

Jack Eggspuehler agreed to the conditions.

VUTE: 3-0.

RESULT: The application was approved,

RECURRED VOTES:

Janet Axene Absent

Allan Staub Yes

G. Lynn McCurdy Yes

Richard Termeer Yes

David Larson Absent

S(1 900?

4~EClSTERED

STAFF CERTIFICATION

1

W'arr~n ~Carnpb~lt
Planner

o~-oa2AR~
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ARCHITECTURAL REVrEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

December 13, 2000

C[TlT OF D[iBL[1
The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting:

a`"~°" °f ~""°~ 2. Architectural Review Board 00-114ARB - Art Impressions - 72 North
5600 Shier~ings Road

Dab~n,flhio43olb-1~3b High Street

Location: 0.18 acre located at the northeast corner of North High Street and

PhanelmD: b14~~o-~6oQ
North Street.

Fax: b141b1 ~5bb

Web Site: wrrwdu6l'M.ah.us Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of a 5.54 square-foot ground sign (front
entrance} and a 5.54 square-foot prof ecting sign (rear entrance}.
Proposed Use: Art gallery.
Applicant: Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017; c.lo

Rebecca Caddell, 714 North High Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

MOTION: To approve this application with six conditions:

1} That the colors used on the sign be either flat or semi-gloss to match the

existing colors on the building;
2} That the front ground sign be reduced to five square feet to comply with the Old

Dublin Design Guidelines;

3} That any future lighting be brought back to the Architectural Review Board for

review and approval;
4) That the rear projecting sign be located above the rear entrance in keeping with

the Old Dublin Design Guidelines;

5} That the bracket design be in keeping with the historic character of the district

and the Old Dublin Design Guidelines, subject to staff approval; and

6} That a sign permit be obtained prior to installation.

Jack Eggspuehler agreed to the conditions.

VOTE: 3-0.

RESULT: The application was approved.

RECORDED VQTES:

Janet Axene Absent

Allan Staub Yes

G. Lynn McCurdy Yes

Richard Termeer Yes

David Larson Absent

S(1 9(`02

l(~~ST~RFn

S~~A bi ~~ ~~ jT~.~~l~+ATJ,~k l~

ll~~~~ ~'~i1'~
Warren Canrpbei i

ri~163I1C1'

o~.aozARB

Archit~ctllr~~l ~~~ Sits Moaific~~tiails
UscaI''s Rest~~ur~nt
72 ~, 8~ N, High Str~~k



ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

November 29, ZOOo

r~ i)l~~~l.~

Derision of Plarnang
S80Q Shier-Rings Raad

Du6~in, Qhia 43x16-123b

Phone/1.OD: b 14-161 ~SSa

fax:614-]61-6Sbb

Web Site: www.dublin.oh.us

The Architectural Review Board took no action at this meeting due to lack of quorum:

Architectural Review Board oo-114ARB - Art Impressions - 7~ North High

Street

Location: 0.18 acre located at the northeast corner of North High Street and

North Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of a 5.54 square-foot ground sign front entrance}

and a 5.54 square-foot prof ecting sign rear entrance}.

Proposed Use: Art gallery.

Applicaat: Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017; clo Rebecca

Caddell, 714 North High Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

Staff Contact: warren Campbell, Planner.

Due to lack of quorum this case was postponed to the next meetiag.

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Warren Campbe E

P1ant~er

a~-ooZAR~

Architectlual € uul Sits Mociific~tiolls

scar's Restaurant
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CITi~ OF DUBLIN

DIVISION OF PL.~~NNING

58J0 SH.TER-RINGS ROAD

Auolin, Ohio 43017

614) 761-6550

DUBLIN ARCffi'1'ECTUliAI, REV~W BOARD

BOARD ORDER

Applicaticn h'o: ARB94-007 -Precious Skin and Precious Nails

Applicant: Jean Jewett

Address: 7~ :';~: F: High S~reet

Date of Board Action: July 21, 1994

B4ARI~ ACTIGtiT:

K Appro~ral granted for Remodeling
New Construction

X Signage _
Approved as submitted

Approved with modificationslcondirions described below

Not Approved
Recommended to Board of Zoning Appeals
Not Recommended to Board of Zoning Appeals

Modifications: 1. That the street address be incorporated in the sign with an obelisk shape
with final design subject to Staff approval; and

2. That the sign be centered behind the bench.
Conditions: 1. That the floodlights comply with the Dublin Lighting Guidelines and that

they be shielded with landscaping or shields to prevent off-site glare and
that the lighting be subject to Staff approval; and

2. That the progeny owner submit a sign package for the entire site prior to

approval of any additional tenant Signage on the site.
This certificate is not a building permit, a certificate of io~-ling compliance, or a sign permit.
This does not relieve the applicant of the responsibility of f ling for and obtaining a building
permit (761-6556}, obtaining zoning compliance andlor a sign permit (761-6550} and following
all other applicable codes, ordinances, and regulations ref the City of Dublin.

BOARD MEMBER: COTE: 4-0

Larry Frimerman ES

Lowell Mast YES

Bill Miller YF.S
Carol e Glshavsky ABSENT

1t̀arian Vance YES

oro~-ttrv i~a~

Signa~~Ure of Staff i47ember in attendance,
certifying that the outcome of this case was

as reported above.

Name Date

Landscaping
Other (Describe)

09-002ARB
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CITY OF DUBLIN
DIVISION OF PLANNING

S 131 Post Road. Suite 120

Dublin, Ohio 43017
614) 761-6553

CITI' OF lIl RLl\ 
D~L~ ~CHITEC:1'URAI, REVIEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

Application No: ARB 93-020

Applicant: Warren Cunningham

Address: 84 North High Street

Due of Board Action; 12113193

BoA~.D ACTI~Iti':

Approval granted for ~ Remodeling Landsca inP g
New Construction ~ ether (Describe}
Signage

Approved as submittod

Approved with modificagonslconditionsdescribed bejow
Not Approved
Recommended to Board of Zoning Appeals
Not Recommended to Board of Zoning Appeals

The application was tabled without discussion at the uest of the a I'reQ pp scant.

This certiFcate is not a building permit, a certif cafe of zvnin co •g mpliance, or a sign permit.s does not relse~e the applicant of the res nstbilit of fiiin for an ' ' 'Po y g d obtaining a buildingpermit (7b1-b55b}, obtaining zoning compiiance andlor a si n rmit Tb~• ~ ~'g pe ( bS53}and followinga~I nthPr ~nnl~~+~~fw ^~~~ Ar~i.r~~~__ - J .

rr~~,~~~~- ~+La, ~~u~~~anccs, ana regu

BOARD I~iE!~tBER: VQTE: 4-0

Thomas bicCash absent
Lowetl hsast es
Biii ~4liller y~
Carafe ajshavsky yes
Alarian Vance y~ts

aoFO~M--~Fv9.~~;

lations of the City of Dublin.

Signature of Staff Aiember in attendance,
certifying that the outcome of this case was

as repor(ed above.

Name D~~~

09-002ARB

Arcllit~ctlu~l <<nclSits Moaitic~ iliansc~'
sR~st~urant7Z ~, 
84 N. Higl~ Str~~l



C I T E ~ r D U B ' L I N

Depa~fmant of PPar~r~ir,q ~ OF~relopment

BOARD ORDER

BOARD OP ZOMIHG~ APPEAI.3

CITY 0~ DVSLIN, [~fiIO

JANUARY a3, 1992

5, Vexiance ~lpplicatf+~a Y92~042 - IrS,:h Pub at 72 ~tortb High Street

Locations An existing building at thr~ northeast corner of North Street

and North High Street X72 North Hi.g~~ Streety with shared off-site

parking on the west aide of North Blacksmith Lane to the south of Nortfi

Street ( 38 and 40 North High 5treety
Exiatin ~ o:?:~: Cw, Central Business District.

I_e~est: Variances from, the fallowing } provisions:
1~ To Section 1193.13 tv permit a reduction in the required number of

new parking spaces from 33 to 15 space^ to support the conversion

of an office to tavern/restaurant use;

2) To Section 1].93.04 ~ ay to permit the ~oirt use of par;~inq, f'or nine

additional space^ behind 38 Narth High Street total lot of 17

spaces will now be under lease?, and for six proposed space^ to be

installed behind 40 Narth Hign Street;

3) To Section 1193,06~ay to permit the installation of six new

parking spaces that are gravel, not hard-surfaced, at 40 North

High Street.

Pzo : ad Uses Conversion of 2,Oo0 square foot office structure for use

as an Irish pub.
Applicaats Jack J. Eggspuehler~ e0 North High Street, Dublin, vH

43017.

r~oTloN: To approve Variance Application V92-002 with the

following conditions:

ly Hours of opera~cian to be restricted to 4:OQ p.m. and latQr, Monday-

Friday and 12:00 p.m. and latQr on Saturaay and 4unday;
2y Wheel atape to be placed in the lot at 38 North High to maximize number

of parking spaces and identify each parking space;

3y Outdoor ® eating to be prohibited unlace prior approval by bath AAH and

BZA;

4~ Lighting to to installed in parking lot at 3® North High. Lighting to

be instal?:;d by the opening date and to meet Dublin lighting guidelines;
5~ Existi~~g light at Oscar's to be redirected with staff's approvalF
6y Exi.ating light at Oscar's to be replaced by December 18, 1994, with

cutoff fixture to meet Dublin fighting guidelines; and

7y The large tree behind 40 N. High Street to be protected during
construction and preserved thereafter.

RBsULTs Approved vo:CE: 4-0 Motion to approve V92-002

BOARD MEMBERS VQ~ t

e.~ John Belton Ye^ Signat~lre of Staff ~as;ber in

6•

John Ferrara Yes attendaance, certifying that

Frank T. Pandora II Yea outcome of this case was ae

Becky Saylor Yea re orted above.

Peter 7awaly Absent t

w

r era ~. c ~r ~ Date
Zoniflg Adiiaiatrator
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D~CE.~~BER 18,199
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i~ 9h: ',

U B L I N

Tabled Case: Application A4~B91-o~7 n Irih Pub - ?2 North High Street

I~acatlan: Existing office ~,tsilding located on the northeast corner of Nonh High
Stmt and North Street.

Existing Zoning; C$, Central Business District

Eec~uest: Con~lersion of office; space to a ta~lcrn - Recommendation to the Board of

Zoning Appeals far paring variance,

Proposed Use: Irish Tavern

Applicant: ]. 7. Eggspuelyler r~lo T.E. Caplinger

tESULTS: Recommended to the Board of `' oTE: S-o

Zoning Apjrea]s ~P'~ZA}

C4~TDITIONS: l,} Hours of op~:~°ation to be rrstricted to 4:0o p.m, and later, Monday-
Friday and ]~:oo p.m, and lotcr on Saturday and Sunday.

2.} 1f lnt at 40 N, High is not paved, ARB is supportive of surface

variance,

3,} Whin stops ~~e placed in the lot at 38 North High to maximize number

of parking spaces and identify each parlang space,

4,) Outdoor seating be prohibited unless prior approvalby.both ARB znd

BZA.

5.} Lighting to be installed in parking lot at 38 Nort'~ High, Lighting to

bw installed by the opening date and to meet Dublin lighting
guidelines,

b.} Existing la ,ht at Oscar's to be redirected with Staff s approval.

7.} Existing light at Oscar's to be replaced by laeccmbcr lS, 1994, ~lith
cutoff fixture to me~.t Aublin lighting guidelines.

Gerald ~cCrazsa Yes Signature of Staff 11'1en~ber

Tomas Kellett Yts in attendance, certifying
Lo~~~el~ east Ycs that the outcome of this

Bill 3iier Yes case v~~as as reported above,

Donny Schc~k Yes

Name date
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C I T Y ~ F D U B L I N
Deparfm~~nf Gf P18,~n+ng d Devefopmer~f

HO?~D ORDER

ARC~3ITECTURAL REVIEW ~ ioARD

CITY OF DUBLIN, Q~iIO

AUGUST 28, 1991

Application: ARB91-o17 ~ 72 North High street

Location: ]~ xYSting office building located on the
vutheast corner of North High Street and North

Street.

Existing Zoning: C;3, Central Business District

Request: Conversion of office space to a tavern

Recommendation to the Board of Zoning Appeals for

parking variance,

Proposed Use; Ir~.sh Tavern

Applicant: J.J'. Eggspuehler c/o T.E. Caplinger

RESULTS: Tab+.ed until next meeting. voTE: 4~-0

CONDITIONS: Applicant to reach point parking agreement with

nearby property owner~s~.

BOARD ~ iEI~HER: VOTE;

Gerald DeGrazia Yes

Thomas Kellet Yes

Lowell Mast Yes

Bill Miller Yes

Donna Schenk Absent

513 Pvs~ Rd, Surfe 8102 Dubl-n, Ohio 43017

Signature of staff Member

in attendance, certifying
that the outcome of this

case was as reported ahave,

ame ate
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C I T Y O F D l~ O L I N
Depsrrmen~ of P!8,~nin~ d Develppmenf

BOAAD ORDER 1. of 3

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

CITY OF DUBLIN, OHIO

aUGU5T 28, 1991

Application ARB91- 020 ~- Oscar's - 84 North High Street

Locations: Existing restaurant bar located on the east

side of North High Street, approximately 1oA

feet north of North Street.
6

Exisiting Zoning: CB, Central Business District

Request: Approval of patio fencing and gates exterior

carpeting, and awning signage.
Proposed Use: Restaurant/Bar
Applicant: Brad Eggspuehler

RES~]LTS: 1. Fencing -- Approved as submitted VoTE:4--D

by the applicant

CONDITIONS:

BOARD MEMBER: VOTE:

Gerald DeCrazia Yes

Thomas Kellet Yes

Lowell Mast Yes

Bill Miller Yes

Donna Schenk Absent

5r3r P4sr Ad, Sarre Mr42 Jublrr, ~hrp 430]7

Signature of staff Member

in attendance certifying
that the outcome of this

case was as reported above.

me Date

Sr4.l6r 6563 fAX 161 666

F

U9-U02ARB '' 1

Arcllitectur~l ~111d ~lt~ MUC~1~lccltlUl]S ~~~~~_'

Oscar's Restatlr~lnt

72 & 8~ N. High ~tr~tt ~'





C I T Y Q F ~~~~ N

ep~rfinenf at Pl~nnrnQ d ~everoAmenf

HOARD DRDER 3 of 3

ARCHITECTIIRAL REVIEW BOARD

CITY OF DUBLIN, oxlo

AUGUST 2 8 ~ 19 9 ~.

Application ARB91- 020 - Oscar's - 8~ North $iqb Street
Locations: Existing restaurant bar located on the east

side of North High Street, approximately 100
feet north of North Street.

Exisiti~g Zoning; CH, Central Business District

Request: Appro~lal of patio fencing and gate, exterior

carpeting, and awning signage.
Proposed Use: Restaurant/Bar
Applicant; Brad Eggspuehler

RESULTD: Carpeting-- Applicant to work with VOTE: 4-0

Staff regarding covering fog walkway

coNDITIOx~~

oARD MEMBER: VOTE:

Gerald DeGrazia Yes

Thomas Kellet Yes

Lowell Mast Yes

Bill Miller Yes

Donna Schenk Absent

Signature of Statf Member

in attendance, certifying
that the outcome of this

case was as reported above.
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c ~~ Y o f o u B~ ~ N

Department a! Ptdnnrr~g & De:~elop+nent

BQAItD QRDEF,

BOARD OF Z'JNING APPEAI~5

CITY QF DGBLIN, OHIO

J[TLY 2T, 1989

1. Var. iaace Application v'99-411 - 84 N. High Street ~am~ended application,

tabled 1~9ay 25, 1989

Location: 100± feet north of the northeast corner of Nr~rth High Street

and Nvrth Stree-~..

Existing 2onins: CB, Central Business District and Ax~chitectura,l Review

District.

Request: Removal of condition prohibiting outdoor service at p<<tio/deckarea
adjacent to Oscar' sDeli as required by Variance V87- 028.Applicant: 

Jack J. Eggspuehler RESiTLTS : 

Approved CONDITIQNS: 

None BOARD

DER: Bill

Chambers yes Charles

Kranstuber yes Frank

T. Pandora II yes Richard

Rauh absent Becky

Saylor yes VOTE: 

4~0Signature

of STA~'~F DER in attenc?~

nce, certifying that the outcome

of this case was as reported

ak~ove:ir ~

9~9Name
Date 5
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C I T Y C7 F ~ L1 ~ ~. I!

Dep•~rtment of -~tannrn+;~ ~ Deveropment

lIITES OF MEE~'ING

D[TBLIN BOARD OF Zor7ING APPEALS

iAY 25 , 1989

Present at the mee±ing were Chairperson, Ms. Saylor; Doard members, Mr.

Pandora and Mr. Kranstuber; and Staff members, Ms. Kurtz and Ms. Clarke.

3. Variance Application V89-D11 -- 84 N. High Street amended application}

Ms. Kurtz presented slides of the site, background information as outlined

in the Staff F.evort dated May 2S, 1989, and the following information:

The proposal i5 for outdoor service to the patio at 8~ N. High Street which

will seat up to loo patrons. Seating for approximately 55 or 60 patrons

exists presently. In 1987, the Doard of Zoning Appeals granted a Variance

for the number of parking spaces necessary for t~,._.7 1,950 s.f. patio area

ro based an the fact that i~ will be a public park area, with
from 39 to ze ,

the following conditions: " outdoor service to the seating area will not be

ermitted by operators of the delicatessen or by any other persons; the

P

area to remain as park-like as proposed contlrually; and the area to be made

as accessible to the public as possible."
ln its review of Mr. Eggspuehler's request for servicE to the outdooa:

seating area, Staff could not identiFy any substanti~-•e reason to limit

outdoor service to the area, although the lighting and desil;n of the rear

staircase from the deck to the parking lot should be evaluated for safety.

Msl. ~Curtz explained that patrons are currently able to purchase food and

beverages from the Deli and can take them outside to the patio/deck area.

Staff is recommending approval with the following cond~.tions: '

The ark/patio area to remain accessible to non-patrons of Oscar s Deli

P

at all times;

Z That a landscape plan for the park/patio area be prepared for review by

the Landscape Planner;

3 That the outdoor service be in compliance with requirements of the State

Li or Control Board's permit requirements should a liquor permit be

issued for Oscar's Deli;

4 That in consideration of the res~.dential properties which abut the site,
7

noise and music associated with tale outdoor serving area to be kept to a

reasonable intensity.

Mr. Jack E gspuehler, the applicant, stated his agreement with the

g

conditions as listed in the Staff Report, and he presented the following

information:

He ex ressed concern about previous problems wits bees in tie patio area

P

warmer months and feels afull-time attenda.it is needed to keep the

durznq
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1 inute s o r Me e tir~y , May 2 ~ , 1989

Dublin Board of Zoning Appeals

P~ge 2

do clean and useable. This can only be economically justifiable with the

pa

tiDDZng associated with table service. 
Deli. is next

r , Ec,•gspuehler stated that he recently learned that Oscar s

on tk~e list for a liquor license. This particular liquor license does not

i~clu~e beer and ~~~.e. dir. E,ggspuehle.r stated that to get the liquor

lic~,~se~ 4he ~io,~or ~~~l1St be ser~~ed i~ someone asked for it.

r. ~c s~uet~ler r~vted that he had public rest rooms constructed at 20 North

9

S,~r~et ~ art o this vveral~. situ for- access and use by the public within

p

t:~is ca~,,~_li+e area, to stat.+ed that the rest rooms and seating area would

remain oven to the public if outdoor service exists.

Ms. Saylor noted that she was on the BZA when the parking variance was

grantea. She felt that the public would be more apprehensive about using

this area as a park if it appears to have a more restaurant-like atmosphere.

M:is. ~TOan Eggspuehler stated that the public does use this facility now, and

oeoole often bring food. Table service would not be provided eight hours a

da Mr. E s uehler. stated that the are not only clearing up after people
y gg P y

who purchase food from the Deli and eat outside, but also after others who

enjoy the park. He does ~~zot feel he can justify paying a person to be

outside cleaning up without service and t~.pp~ng•

Ms. Saylor stated that there is currently a self-serve arrangement, and she

did not feel a hardship was being imposed by not allowing outdoor service.

Mr. Pandora noted that when the original Variance was granted reducing the

require. number of parking spaces xrom 39 to zero, Mr. Eggspuehler agreed

that this would be a park arEa accessible to the public. Mr. Eggspuehler is

now claiming that the problems are attendant to the general public using the

patio. Mr, Eggspuehler agreed. Mr. Pandora felt that this variance request

was unjustified unless Mr. Eggspuehler is claiming that Oscar's Deli cannot

be a viable business without outdoor service. Mr. Eggspuehler stated that

it is costing a lot of money to run the business, but he expected it wou13.

He is hoping that the opportunity to serve beer and wine will boost

business, especially during e~lening hours when the public is less likely tv

be using this outdoor seating as a park area. He noted that the BZA was

aware from. the very beginning that he had applied for the license to serve

beer and wine, and he felt it was implied that it would be served in the

patio area. Mrs. Eggspuehler stated that Oscar's Deli is now open untie

7:a0 p.m., but she hopes to have extended summer hours.

Mr. :~Cranstuber agreed that the patio would lose its park-like atmosphere if

food and beverages are served outdoors. Mrs. Eggspuehler stated that even

now wrien the Deli is not extremely busy, the counter--serace workers will

carry out a food tray as a matter of courtesy. Other people are sitting at

outside tables when this happens, so they are in fact using the park when it

appears that the Deli is providing outdoor service.

s. Saylor stated that when Mr. Eggspuehler applied for the Variance, he

did offer to create this park area. It was not something the BZA imposed.

The BZA did impose the condition that the park-area remain public.

r. Eggspuehler stated that Dublin needs to have alcohol in this area far

the benefit of all the merchants in the Old Dublin area. Ms. Saylor asked

if someone could purchase an alcoholic beverage inside the Deli, after the

license is issued, and bring it out to the patio area. Mrs. Eggspuehler
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replied that there are some restrictions about what door they use, etc., but

this will be permitted. Ar, inspector for the liquer depart::~ent did identify

an area that would be restricted to the serving of alcohol. Mr, Eggspuehler
noted that additional seating is permitted as part of the landscape plan pup
to Z00 outdoor seats) and perhaps some of this permitted seating could be

developed with park benches to provide seating outside tr,e patio area to

help retain the public atmosphere. Mr. Pandora felt that this sidewalk cafe

atmosphere would be good for old Dublin, and he suggested that a generic

Welcome, Seating Open to the Public" sign be posted to reinforce the public

park setting.

Mr. Kranstuber also commended the sidewalk cafe atmosphere, bu,t he expressed

concern for the neighboring residents in regard to music and noise. He

asked if adjacent residents had been notified of this application. Ms.

Kurtz replied that only the contiguous property owners ( Dublin Library and

94 N. Hight were notified, not area residents. Ms. Clarke clarified that

the applicant is not requesting to have music on site, but Staff anticipates

that if there is a liquor license and outdoor service, the potential for

music ex-fists.

Ms. Saylor requested a motion. No motion being made, Ms. Saylor moved to

deny the Variance application. There was no second, and Ms. Saylor withdrew

her motion.

Further discussion ensued about the Variance request. Ms. Saylor expressed

her objection to outdoor service when previous applications were granted by

the BZA and ARB because of the park-like atmosphere being created. She

agreed that it may be nice to have this se-rvice in Old Dublin, but tie

expansion of service as proposed at this location may diminish the park-like

quality previously established and may possibly become a nuisance to the

nearby residents. She expressed concern about approving this use without

notification to surrounding residents.

Mr. Eggspuehler stated that he is now locked in to running a public park

with no economic benefit. He stated that he cannot continue to operate his

business ~~ith the losses he is experiencing now and must have beer, wine and

liquor available for patrons. Ms. Saylor noted that he will still be able

to sell these beverages, even w~.thout having outdoor service available. Mr.

Eggspuehler stated that without outdoor service, there will be no one

outside policing the area, and he will end up with the bee problem again.

Then no one will use this park area. Mr. Eggspuehler reiterated that it is

not feasible to staff a person to clean this patio area without the benefits

of service and tipping. He stated that he is willing to work with +~:.he BZA

and Staff to make this work.

Mrs. Eggspuehler requested that the application be tabled. Mr. Pandora

moved to table the application un*il more BZA members can be present and

further consideration can be given to the proposal. Mr. Kranstuber seconded

the motion, and the vote was as follows: Mr. Pandora, yes; Ms. Saylor, yes;

Mr. Kranstuber, yes. Tabled 3-0.
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BOARD ORDER

BOARD OF ZONING APPF~ILS

CITE OF DUBLIN, OHIO

y 25, 1989

3. Variance Application ~ T89-011 -- 84 N. High Street ( amended application

Location: Northeast c;c~rner of North High Street and North Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District and Architectural

Review District.

Request: Removal of condition prohibiting outdoor service at patio

area adjacent to Oscar's Deli as required by Variance V8T--028.

Proposed Gse: Full outdoor service to patio/park area of Oscar's Deli.

Applicant: Jack J. Eggspuehler

RESIILTS: Motion to deny - no second

Motion to table

VQTE: no vote

approved, 3--0
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COI~ITIONS ; None

BOARD I~IEI~ER:

Bill Chambers absent

Charles Kranstuber yes

Frank T. Pandora II yes

Richard Rauh absent

Becky Saylor yes

Signature of STAFF ~".BER in

attendance, certifying that the

outcome of this case was as

reported above:
0
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Page Two

3. CASE 88-046 - 41d Du n Sprfng Park ~

s. Janet Jordan, arks & Recreatia irector,~~nd Mr. an Smit1~ made

t s presentation. ;;~ y explained tha this project was a Eirst phase

f a larger park p o,~ect that would tend upstream alo both sides of

the river. Mr. i/IEh explained th the project wool be funded by the

Parks and Recr atidn Department, istorical S~~iety Chamber of Camme e,

Dublin Kiwa s an~ private don ions. The plan 1 ..: odes a paved wa way,

stone ben es an~ a small ga bo built on the t ndatiun of the o pump

J

house. r. DeC~azia asked Lf there would lye ny lighting. The nswer~ as

no si a the rk is not intended for nig~i time use. Mr. Sm' h explained
tha the wal ay would a paved in a mail r that would disc , gage tt]e use

o bicycles ar~d skat cards. The Boa unanimously appro ed the plan.
r /

CASE ARB o3 - 80 Kest Bridge St et

Mr Dan ith represented tie Dublin Public S Dols an~i resent a

m d 1 of he 19 chool Bt~i ldin New windq~fs wi l eplan f r th re o e t S R

inst~~led har will return a structure to it' original appear ce. The

cirCula drive in front o the building will a reconfigured a parking
th~rp ill be itmtted t 12 spaces behind screened wall. a project
was nanirnously appro d.

F,,
5. ASF ARBB$-444 - ~~ nest Bridge St yet

Mr. can Srn'-h also represent the Dublin Scf~vo in this case an

explained tha the new gymnasi+~ ad originally be planned to the r~.h

of the Indi n Run School Buil ng. That plan wa abandoned for bu et

reasons ~ the current plc .was proposed sl~o ' rig the gym on the. est side.

of the gilding. Anew c~ color drive is.~ a constructed an part of

the fisting pavementi w' l be removed and ill be repiaced w' h landscap-
in The plan was u nirnously approved

a

CASE ARB8$-0OS - 7z-$4 N. High Street

Mr. Ted Harder represented Mr. Eggspuel•ler and explained thaC they
had prepared elevation drawings to illustrate the proposed alterations to

the front of the two buildings. The Board approved the drawings with the

condition that the applicant return with building samples.
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Dublin Architectural Review Board

October 28, 1987

Page Two

The initial proposal was for a third building fronting toward North Street. The

arrangement of this building caused some concern among Staff in that the setbaclc

along North Street was very difficult to achieve also the parking setback was

difficult to achieve. The revised plan is a result of several meetings and a

number of different review,.

Mr. Darragh explained the setbacks, parking determinations, materials to be

used, construction of stone walls, variance req»ests, alley vacations and

landscaping.

Mr. Darragh further reported on the process that the applicant, architect

and our Staff went through in reference to the delicatessen and outdoor seating
and the process of trying to maximize the parking.

The hearing this date was for the request for the variance of the

landscaping code which will elir~inate the 5°/° of the parking area being
landscaped and also the request that would go before the Board of Zoning Appeals
in reference to outdoor seating along North Kigh Street.

Mr. Eggspuehler's intention is to convert the area between i:he two existing
buildings into a ark-like settin with ex n iv ,~~~

outdoor seats that can be used either by the general aublic of b,,~o,p>b~
a c.oose to use t e ro osed delicates He explained his reasoning llfor
t ~s project. He stated that when he looks at North High Street at~d he looks at

his buildings compared to what Mr. Gus Crirn has done in the Rivers Edge
building, he is ashamed and makes no bones about it. He stated that is a class

building and a great addition to the old Dublin community. Mr. Eggspuehler said

that he is very fond of this community and because of that he has made a heavy
investment. He wants to see old Dublin become a very special place ~:nere people
can come. He feels that if we merchants, landlords} start doing something with

their businesses and doing something with events, that everyone will benefit.

With the outdoor seating, they could have some special events. People could

walk the streets, come acrc,ss fron the library, the offices at:d , just sit, have

coffee, or lunch. He wants to help vitalize this end of the street. Mr.

Eggspuehler then reviewed his site, building plans, parking, landscaping,
outdoor seating, etc. ~

0 ~~a

Mr. Ralph, resident, (and his wife owns the Heather Shop on North Kigh

Street} came forward t~ speak his concerns over this project. Kc had made an

analysis on parking for both North and South Kigh Street. He used Ordinance

1193 to do this analysis. The bottom line was in his analysis was that we are

very short on parking X180 spaces}. 1'is major concern i;5 that this will kill

the merchants on the street and create a slum area. He offered some solutions;

a paring garage, City purchase lots to turn into parking lots with meters, help

landlords clean out back lots and pave it, reduced parking to one hour with

meters, etc. He said Mr. Eggspuehler's idea is great, but if he is permitted a

parking variance, this is the first step to killing this street and making it a

slum. lie asked that this be rejected until 119 - 219 parking spaces are

developed.

Mr. Eggspuehler r sponded by stating he understood the concern for parking

and had just put in Some extra parking far another building, over and above what

was needed because of that. He stated that he~is not asking for approval for ~~

the deliratessen, that is under construction, he is asking if we want a ' i.~~

park-like atmosphere on North Nigh Street, and feels that will be a benefit. r
A~,-
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This will be for pedestrian type of traffic. He doesn't feel that there will be

alot of cars. The idea is to bring people down that street with the idea thGt

the people betweer~~ W. Bridge and the end of Gown will improve their properties.

Th~it will be an enhancement. It is all you how look at it.

t~L. Halloran rebutted by stating that he is aware of that, but he is

referring to a City ordinance that needs to be enforced. He stated that we

cǹ'C stand another 50+ cars on the street. He went on to say that the parking

is cf utr~ost importanc+~. ire then reiterated what he had sand previously.

Mr. E,~7~uehler said again that this will be a_park and it will be a

The Bt~arc: discussed the different options that had been brought up, along

with some of the considerations brought forward. The types of stores, and

different types of draws for people were discussed.

enef it. Td~e €~e'~ ~c.3tes~sen x ~~~ the ssue+

The Bo~~.trd discussed the dikferences between restaurant use, and if it was

just a p~~.rk, would Mr. Eggspuehler be allowed tables and benches, with no

parking r'eauirements. Calculations and dra~~~ings were reviewed.

After a heated conversation, Mr. Darragh stated that no further action was

needed by this Board since action has already been taken. All minutes ox

meetings pertaining to this application will be forwarded to the Board of Zoning

Appeals for the hearing on the 19th. At that Lime anybody wishing to appear

before that Board was encouraged to do co.

5. Cos X6-002 Riper' Edge II

This is an appli anon for review f prpposec~ signs ( site, director and

rectional~. Add' zonal drawings w ~; presented tot Board for revi

Shape, conformi~. ,colors, height~nd dimension, et were discussed.

After ~ scussion of all ree signs, a mo " gin was made and conded to

approve em. Vote was u~, imous.

Mee~r~g Adjourned.
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Dublin, Qhio ~ 3O11

MINUTES OF MEETING

DUBLIN ARCHITECT[~RAL REVIEW BOARD

SEPTEMBER 23, 1981

Mr. Robert Darragh reported to the Chairman that due to the fact that the

first three applicants were not present, they would begin with Case #4.

4., application ARB a7-o24 -- Eggspuehler Office Building
This case is a refinement of the plan for the Eggspuehler Office Build-

ing on North High Street. Mr, Darragh reported that Mr. Eggspuehler has been

talking to the Board far sometime about plans far outdoor seating and a new

food business ( here has been a Pizza operation in tl~e building for sometime,

and they are no longer there}, and Mr. Eggspuehler would like to use that

particular space to operate a Deli. In light of the improvements that have

already been approved on the building, they wanted . to do some deck work for

outdoor seating. The plan was presented along with a site plan that had been

re~~ised. Mr. Darragh stated that what he had advised the applicants to do

was to go over the plan again and see if by removing any, andJor all of the

required interior landscaping in the parking lot if they could gain any

parking spaces, and if so how many. They did this, and they gained four.

The constraints of the site initially, did not give the applicant a whole lot

to work with. Mr. Darragh stated that in his experience they have never

entertained a variance to the landscaping code, period, let alone one for

interior landscaping in a parking lot. ter. Darragh stated that he couldn't

imagine a better situation to take to the Hoard of Zoning Appeals for a land-

scaping variance then this particular project. In fact, Mr. Darragh stated,

he had hoped that they would gain a few more parking spots, but they really

didn't have a whole lot to work with. The plans were reviewed by the Board

an~i the applicant explained what he tried tv do with the parking.

Mr. Darragh reported that the other issue that the Board will be looking at

is how to handle the outdoor seating far the restaurant; deli. Lighting was

0

discussed.

A recommendation was made that this be handled as two separate items and

parking be the first item and a motion that the Board recommend that they are

in favor of granting a variance.

The question was asked what the total arnaunt of parking is without the

variance, and the answer was 4$. With the variance 51, as them would have

to be a dumpster on the Sznd one. It was stated by the applicant that the

dumpster would be screened.

A second was made to the motion. Vote was called for and there was four

votes for approval and one opposed; motion carried.

1r~~ ~~1

a`~~ ~si~i
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Minutes of Meeting

Dublin Architectural Review Board

September 23, 1981

Page Two

Mr. Darragh stated that the next issue is the request for a variance for the

outdoor seating. The parking calculation for a restaurant use is that one

parking space per 50 square foot of gross floor area be provided. When they

review a plan far a McDonald's restaurant, they require parking for the gross

floor area of the building. That includes the basement if there is any, and

the mechanical area, walk-in coolers, and if they have outdoor seating, we

also require that for every 50 square feet of outdoor seating, they also pro-

vide an additional Forking space. Mr. Darragh stated that it is a seasonal

use, but on the other hand, during the season it does have an impact an the

available parking. The City of Columbus handles the matter exactly the same

way. Mr. Darragh reported that this evening he had done a calculation on the

area and how many parking spaces would be required to accommodate the outdoor

seating, and it is about 40 spaces. When the Bard discussed this proposal
before, they had no concrete idea of exactly how much deck area •+~ould be used

for seating and that is available tiiow. Mr. Darragh stated that, he remembered

one comment Mr. t~loodings made when the Board discussed how many seats would

be appropriate, it was stated however many made it successful.

ter. Darragh introduced Mrs. Eggspeuhler and made mention that Mr. Eggspeuhler
was out of town. Mr. Darragh asked her if she intended to operate Oscar's

Deli., and she responded yes. He then asked if she has had any experience in

the Deli business. Mrs. Eggspuehler responded, not actually Deli, but she

had experience in food service. It was asked how much seating would be pro-

vided indoors and the answer was 20 to 25. Mrs. Eggspeuhler stated that she

felt this was a seasonal type of thing and there will be people inside in the

winter time and the outside in the summer'. It was asked if 44 additional

spaces were then needed in addition to the 51. Mr. Darragh stated that was

correct. It was asked how many tables there were. Mr, Darragh stated that

he only calculated what was on the outside, not the area inside as that taas

c~retty mach addressed in the parking for the entire complex. The calculation

was c~ne spacA per every 250 square feet and they came up with a requirement
for the 54 spaces required originally; from that point anything separate for

the existing pizza parlor. Mr. Darragh went on to say that our policy has

been that if there has been that type of operation in any particular building
we really don't find gra~~nds to deny it for the next person. Seating, size ~

shape of tables, and lr~cations werE discussed.

0

Mr. Darragh stated that this hay not been discussed with Mr. Bowman or Ms.

Clarke either one. He stated that he agreed with Mr. Woodings that he would

very much like to see the ,~ffart of the project survive, but that he was very

teary about taking a variance for 40 parking spaces to the Board of Zoning
Appeals. Mr. Darragh asked if Mrs. Eggspeuhler was familiar with an oper-

ation similar to this and how well it may or may not work. She responded
that in reference to parking, they are thinking two client populations. The

people who operate in the busi~~ess buildings and would walk over into the

park from where they work, or people who would be attracted to Old Dublin and

would walk up and dawn the street and they would par's. alot of different

places and not just right there. She didn't feel the need for 40 parking
spaces, there would be alot of wa1K-in people. She stated that she under-

stood the concern for a variance like that but felt that if you want thaC.

north end to go, there has to be some accomodation for what is going to go on

there. There will be people at the Library with there children that would

walk over for lunch, It was asked that since the school and library were

enlarging parking because of overflow, and since the library is expanding its

hours, will granting a 40 car variance create more of a problem. ~~ ~ fÌ~,~ILt a
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Page Three

It wa:~ stated that it was a gamble, but one worth taking. We need something
in the north end. It was brought up that in German Village there are alot of

these tyj~es of operations, and then don't have any parking down there and

they are successful. It was stated that more than likely 64'!0 of the trade

w4+±1d rz walk-in. Discussion followed along these lines.

Mr. Darragh asked the applicant what the hours of operation would be. ~lrs.

Eggspeuhler responded that at this point they are thinking 1;00 A.I~, until

7:00 P.M., Lut alot of that would be test o+~t time and see when they ar•e

bu~iest.~ Mr. Darragh , stated that in reference to the Library; there is an

agreement that has already been reached between th:~ school Board and the

Village of Dublin. The property that is immediately ~-?est of the existing

Library, there are two ball diamonds on that property now. That property now

is in the ownership of the Village of Dublin. The School Board gave that

property to Dublin just in the past few weeks. The reason being that Dublin

has agreed ar.~ has already signed a lease to lease that property to the

Library. The Village owns the property that the Library is on now and the

additional property is to accomodate the Library expansion and the parking
lot of approximately 204 spaces. The proposal for now is to develop that

ground into a gravel ter~porary parking lot and this has been discussed, to

let the school park their buses on it until the Schaal can buy another remote

facility to park the buses somewhere else. When the Library is read,{ to

expand the parking lot will be paved and finished off. He stated th~~t he

didn't know what that means as far as available parking in downtown Dublin,

It appears that the piece a£ land and the attendana parking for the Library

expansion is a good size parking lot. Again, it is a gamble as to whether we

could dedicate any of that parking lot for any public use, and we simply
don't know how well that lot will function with the anticipated Library use

down the road. A motion was made that the Board strongly recommend that the

variance be given to this in order tv improve that area. A second was given,

and the vote was called for. The Board was unaminous in approval. Motion

carried. Mr. Darragh stated that the applicant now needs to file an

application with the Board of Zoning Appeals and they will be heard on the

22nd of October.

1. Tabled Application AR.Bv7-02~: -- 75 S. High Street `'~~~ _ ~

The a licant for this case was now present. Mr. Darragh presented t~~e ~~~.:.',
PP

revised drawing for a sign request. The applicant Mr. Denis Murphy made his s~#'
presentation and explained to the Board the revisions mada to try to comply ~~ ~'

The Board discussed the ro~asal,with their revious recommendations.P p

colors, sixes, and number of signs. The Board seemed to have a problem with ,~~''~~=~~ a
the back round color and the variety of colors from each tenant. The appli- r~"~~~~~'y,~~'g

h t the tenants in the rear of the buildin has an identity pro- ~~ t~a Y'?'P'~~~
cant stated t a g •

blem. The Board felt that these si ns were not consistent. The Board felt ~~~;. r~~.•g ~ . ~ ;~

that this sign was not going to make a business mare successful. After much ~•; 6,,

discussion b the Board and the applicant, the Boar-d decided that this s{gn ~,~ j{~,',Y

was not in compliance ( llnfformity, graphics coordination, colors, etc.) and a ti~k,l~"~~

motion was made to den this application. Roll was called and motion to deny ~~~~~'~'
y r~~~,

carried. The Board gave the applicant alot of suggestions a,.d Ldeas, and in ~ w~~`,~"
r ~ 

r'~ !I

fact some Board members felt that the existing sign Baas nicer ~han the a,~s.
y A

Fd, _.. *. ~ 
d

proposed ~`°~~
f`~

p~ ~~
No show. ~ f ~~ '`"~

Tabled A licatian ARB87-D22 ? 5 S. ~i~ h Street ~'2 . p p g ~• ~~ ~~

3. Application ARB 81-023 - b0 Franklin Street No s'~^" ~ +`~~~,~ •
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1. placation ABB $T 9 Dublin Carpet
The applicant d not appear

Application EST-420 52 S. Ni Street

This case. nvolved a reque for signage that as approved and so a

request for pr~aposed car~o~py nstallation at High St. fsr 1C rison

Lupidi Ph ographers. - ir. ,} rragh s-~maarized a Staf f Retort. hotos of

cane s ere shown, and t a licants inte~ons made known. iscussionPY PP

foll ~ d. A motion wa ~ aade to approve ~~+e application. V e was called

fo ~•r~d motion carri . ,,~~'

TNFg [`~SFrt

1. Applica on ARS $7-421 - ' S. Sigh Street

This s application wa ~~f̀or review of la soaping and sign for 75

S. Hi t. In addi ion • a~landsca in and i na a there is so a to-g t Ito p g g g~ .~ P

posa for alterations p,~posed. The plan were distributed~:~''~Mr. Murphy
an the architect, Mf~ Raah were presen to answer quest ~~is. Mr. Darragh

rna~arized his rep~t. Discussion a parking, drainage`"landscaping, lan -

soaping screens ar~d signagp were d' cussed. Photogrs of the rear of t11e

building were ~~.ared.

A mo on was made to a rove the buildi~elevation and tai ~ the

parkin ~ Yot° Was called or and motion ca~~ied.

Application ARB87 ~ 2 - 75 S. high ,,Sttreet
This applicat' r~ was for the siage of the above balding. After

some discussion the proposE~d siage, a motion wa rnade to table th°

application. cite was called f~r'and motion carri .

3. Appli tfon -- 53 N. Hi - Street

Th" application was: or a proposal to change existing s` Wage.
After discussion, a mo ' gin was made to a rove the change. vote was

to n, and motion ca led.

INF~RHAL

M~

r ~+~~,

der, ~~,
p R,~ ~~,~

1 1

1. Review of proposed alterations for 72 ~ S4 Hoxth High Street

Mr. Jack Eggspuehler made: his presentation on these proposed alter-

ations for these existing buildings. ife discussed the rear of the build-

ing, a stone wall ar~d patio. He stated that they .are seeking approval to

put in the patio area with the idea that he would have to go to the Board
of Zanin~; Appeals to obtain approval of being able to put tables and chairs
aut there. Ile stated that there would I3e alot of flowers with d par:{like
atmosl~herc. discussion followed and the Bo~~rd save Suggestions and

n~intians.

09-002ARB
Arcl~it~cttiral azla Site ModificatiaZls
Oscar's Restatxratlt
7~ ~ 8~I N.1=~igli Strut



Staff Report
Dublin Board oft Zoning Appeal
March 2b, 1987

r. Variance application Y86--022 - ~ ggspvehler Office

A. The s~,bjeet site is a parcel of approximately o]~ acres on the east

side of North High Street and across f rota the ~~~bl f n Pub1 is Library.
To the north is tht River'S EGge lI pro~ec~: ~t~nder 4onstruot:or~~ and

the southern boundary is treated b;+ North Street. Ttiere ire too

existing structures along the Nigh Street f~ro_ntage ~,~hich are ccnverteu

homes and arc noy being used as offices and a pixxa shop. Uhtil recently

the site was bcund by dedicated alleys on the north ar.d east. iF~e

alleys acre ~+acated by Village Council in order to provide far grern

space along the High Street [ rootage and to Create addttia:~al area for

parking. There is an existing parkir:g area behind the bUildir~g at 84

North Nish, the area behind 72 North High is undeveloped pr'apercys

S. The applfcants+ Mr. and Mrs. i~ggspvehler, propas~ canstructi~~n a: a

two story, 7440 square f oot o[f icy building on the u±~~ieve l ope+~ properc y

behind 71 h'orrh High Street. The ney building gill be oriented along

Korth Street and ~i 11 include devctopment of a G8 span parking area ~hi~i~

wi l l serve ai l three b~~ildings. The stone ual l along North Street : ri 11

be preserved : ind extended to screen the southern part of the parking area

f torn the right-vf-way. ~~r. l:ggspuehl~r intends to use 2f~+~ s4ua:e lent

at the building for his business, Aerosafe, and the balance o[ the struccvro

will be ~ iivid4d into Lr.nar~[ space and areas for a library, exercise rna~n,

supply roam and :~ethanical roam.

C. This proposal will require variances tea several Sections of tl~e Toning

Code. The required setback far tl~e building is 33 feet from the property

line and 14 feet for the parking area. These dimensions are based on the

5b foa~ right-of-way of North Street. Thc~plan sho~+s the building sited

behind the stone call and appr4ximattly 4 feet from the p~'operty line to

the entry stairs. The face of the b~~ildin$, exclusive of the stairway

is approximately 11 feet f ror~ the property lint. Staf f envisions no

substantfal ne$3ti~e effect in granting thfs variance since tl;e building,

exelusi~~e of t11e srairu~y, gill bt behind the setback of the existing

bu~;ding at the corner. ~s well, tht r~equQSt for extending the parking

area to the property line seems a reasonable solution to are effore to

cr~rate the mAximurn : lumber' o! spaces passible. 5taf f is supportive of tl~~~

parking and bv~ildir~g setbacks on tht conditions that tha stone gall he

extended, at a,~ini~urn height of 3 felt, ad~atent to the parkfng area

on each sl,de of the curb cut and that flowering ornamental trees,

preferably crab apples ~ be p4ar.ted on 3C~` ir~ter~als f tarn High Street

to tl» ease property 1 ine.

rr- air
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CITY OFDUBLIN-

laadUse and

LoAg Range Plaaaing
Ssaa shier-Rings Road

Ou61in, Ohio 43016-1236

Phone: b14~1a~60a

fax: b14-410~14T

Weh Site: ww~.duhlin.oh.us

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BUARD

BOARD ORDER

September 2.G, 20U7

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

1. MJ's Candy Bar

Q7-087ARB

Proposal:

Request:

Applicant:
Planning Contact:

Contact Information:

7~ North High Street

Sign

Two signs, a 2.5-foot diameter pole-mounted projection sign and a

2-foot diameter projection sign for a business located on the

northeast corner of North High Street and North Street.

Review and approval of the signs under the pro~lisions of the

I~istnric District Guidelines.

Jeffrey Shaffer, Owner.

Sarah White, Planning Assistant and Abby Scott, Planner.

14} 410-4600, swhite~adublin.oh.us

X614} 410-4b54, ascott~adublin.oh.us

MOTION: Clayton Bryan made a motion, seconded by Tom Currie, to approve this Sign
Review with two conditions:

1) The three proposed paint colors be matte finish to blend with the building; and

2) The proposed paint colors be subject to staff approval.

Jeffrey Shaffer agreed to the above conditions.,

VOTE: 5 -- 0.

RESULT: This application was approved.

RECORDED voTES:

Thomas Holton Yes

Clayton Bryan Yes

William Souders Yes

Linda Kick Yes

Tom Currie Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Ab~~y Sc ~t

P I ~~I~li~r

09-002ARB

Architectural and Sito Mocli~icatic~lls
Oscar"s Restaura2lt
72 ~i ~4 N. Hig~~ Street



Architectural Review Board

Minutes -September 26, 2007

Page 2 of 4

1. MJ~s Candy Bar 72 North High Street

07-o87ARB sign
Sarah white presented this request for review and approval of a 2.5-foot diameter pole-mounted
projection sign and atwo-foot diameter projection sign for a new business in the Historic

District. She said the 0.1S-acre site is located at the northeast corner of North High Street and

North Street and contains atwo-story office and commercial use building and a parking Iot to the

rear of the site. She presented a slide showing the proposed location of the two signs on the site

plan.

Ms. white said the applicant was proposing to install the 2.5-foot diameter sign on the existing
wooden pole and bracket measuring 7.8 feet in high that fronts onto North High Street,

approximately 14.5 feet from the right-of way. She explained that the pole will be landscaped
with three boxwood shrubs. She said according to the Guidelines, a second sign is permitted for

a business if a second entrance has an opening onto a parking area to the rear of the business and

is not visible from the right-ofway. She said the applicant has proposed that a rear sign will

hang from a decorative iron bracket affixed at 6.9 feet at the rear entrance of the building.

Ms. white said the dimensions of the front sign measure 2.5 feet in diameter at a total square

footage of five feet. She said while the Guidelines do not address the permitted size of a second

sign, typically the secondary sign is smaller in scale than the primary sign. She explained in this

case, the applicant is proposing atwo-foot diameter rear sign totaling 3.15 square feet. Ms.

white described that both double-sided signs are identical in sign face design and materials. She

said the applicant is proposing to utilize colors from the Sherwin Williams Color Preservation

palette, including Peace Yellow for the sign face, Caribbean Coral for the `J's', and Fairfax

Brown for `M, Candy Bar,' and the double outline of the signs. She explained that the applicant
is also proposing to paint the rear decorative iron bracket and front pole and bracket, Fairfax

Brown. Ms. white said the font proposed for bath signs is Antique Dlive Bold.

Ms. white reported that during site visits, Planning noticed that an existing deck was in disrepair
and the issue was reported to Code Enforcement and discussed with the applicant. She said on

subsequent visits, Planning noted that the deck was being replaced.

Ms. white said Planning reviewed this application based on the Historic Dublin Design
Guidelines, regarding signs and recommends approval with the following condition:

1 } The three proposed paint colors be matte finish to blend with the building; and

Linda Kick asked if any of these signs' design is considered a logo, graphic, or a secondary
image.

Jeffrey Shaffer, the applicant said the sign graphic was the logo and name for the business. He

said the logo graphic is supposed to be a burnt orange.

Mr. Bryan said the color was directly from the 1950s. He preferred the color be toned down with

a hint of lamp black in it or a burnt umber --something that would not look pinkish. Mr. Shaffer

agreed.

09-UOZARB

Architectural and Site Mc~ditieatic~ns
C)scar's Restaurant
72 & 8~ N. High Street



Architectural Review Board

Minutes - September 2b, 2007

Page 3 of 4

Mr, Bryan made a motion, seconded by Mr. Currie, to approve this Sign Review with the

following two conditions:

1 } The three proposed paint colors be matte finish to blend with the building; and

2} The proposed paint colors are subjact to staff approval.

Mr. Shaffer agreed to the above conditions.

The vote was as follows: Mr. Souders, yes; Ms. Kick, yes; Mr. Holton, yes; Mr. Currie, yes; and
Mr. Bryan, yes. Approved 5 - 0.}

Z. Krema girth High Street

Sign.
Joanne al presented this r ~ pest for review ar~d proval of a multi' ant ground sign fo

existi business, She sa.. the 4.2-acre site i ocated in Historic ~ ~blin, on the west ~' e of

h High Street, jus south of Darby St et. Ms. Gchal sai he site contains a e-story

wilding with four p xng spaces in the r ~, along Darby Stre

Ms. Gchal sa' the proposed five- ~ t tall cedar sign snres 5.93-square f in area. She said

it will ha brae tenant panels.. he said the applie is proposing to us niversity Roman a

Baske ' le fonts for the `S' ors' Sweet Shop', d Baskerville for ` and's Fruitcake'. he

sai era Since 1 anut Butter' is t com an to o, an at font is similar Timesp y g
ld to meet the ~' fines. Ms. Gchalaid the colors ro - ed are Pure White or the signpp

face, the letters ar n Shamrock, and t sign post will be P pct Greige. She sthe applicant
is proposing t mountable lowi~r ~ age black metal la nape lights on ea side of the sign.
She said t igrt base will be dscaped by six co on boxwoods. . Ochal said the si

will be ~ tad on the south ~ corner of the site it feet from the p. pe line and eigh eat

fro e right-ofway. S presented a slide s wing the existing b ~ ding and the propo sign
l ton.

Ms. 4cha1 sai e Guidelines also ow additional si at the rear e~tranc of a business, as

long as the trance is off the pa ~~g lot or street. S said however, the eat Sisters' Shop i

accesse ff the parking lot, actually Krema. a said there is a Kr a sign located abo a

dock oor and Planning corrtends that si ~ e removed. Ms. chal said if the a iar~t

w' es to have another ~ identifying Sist ' Sweet Shop, he y come back to th oard fair

wie and a Gov f that sipp ~

Ms. Gchal s ` a temporary ba~~ .that had not rece~ a permit was re ved and therefore

the previ sly recommended ~ ndition 3 had b removed, She d after reviewing
stand s, it was Plannin ' opinion that this ~ ication be aprov with the zeaini foot

eo rtions listed in the ~~ing Report.

Clayton Bryan c firmed that the pr osed 1 ~ hts were r~ halogen. He sai ~ e stark white

shown was n actually a historic for, and he prefer amore antique w~ ' e. ~ Craig Sonksen,
the applic t agreed-to soften t white paint on the ~ so that it does n ook as brilliant.

09-OO~ARB

Archit~;ctural ~ulcl Site Mocliticatioils
scar's Rcst~i~~rai~t
72 & 8~4 N. High S Erect



CITY OF DUBL[N_

Division of Planning
SR00 Shier-Rings Road

Dublin, Shia 43Q1 b-f 2~b

Pone: bi4-4i0-4600

Fox: b14~1Q-474]

Web Sire: www.de6lin.oh.us

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

BQARD QRDER

AUGUST ~~, 2004

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

3. Architectural Review Beard 04-109ARB - 7Z North High Street

Location: o. l8-acre located on northeast corner of North nigh Street and North Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of asix-square foot main identification sign.
Propascd Use: A boutique.
Applicant: 72 North High Company, Limited, clo Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street,
Dublin, Qhio 43 0 l 7; represented by Mary Curran, 72 North High Street, Dublin, ahio

4301b.

Staff Contacts: Ryan James, Intern and Joanne 4chal, Planner.

MOTION: To approve this application because the proposed signage is generally consistent

with the design intent of the Qld Dublin design guidelines, with six conditions:

1 } That a flat or matte finish be used far all paint;
2} That any future lighting be brought back to the Architectural Review Board for review

and approval;
3} That a sign permit be obtained from the Division of Planning prior to installation;
4} That the swirling tail of the "s" be removed or replaced with a script tail more historic in

nature, less weight, less noticeable, removing the arrow or point at the top of the "s",
subject to staff approval;

S} That any future signage for ne~v tenants andlor owners be subject to Architectural Review

Board review and approval; and

6} That all outdoor displays be located outside of all rights-of--way, and only be displayed
during business hours.

Mary Curran, agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 3 - 0.

RESULT: The application was approved.

RECORDED VOTES:

Allan Staub Yes

Richard Taylor Absent

David Larson Yes

Thomas Halton Yes

Kevin Bales Absent

nA L~ ~y
J ~,~~. 

ll~~~~j ~A.~yl i.. '

R i~p

Pe

Daniel Q. ~ ird,~~AIC o~_oo2ARB

Director ofPl~nn~ng Arcl~tt~ctural rind Sits Maditicatic~us

Uscar's Restaurant

72 ~, S~ N. Hig~l Street



CITY OF DUBLIN..

Division of Planning
X800 Shier-Rings Raad

Dublin, Ohia 43016.1236

haneffDq: b14-4i0~6Q0

fax: 614-161-6S6b

Web Site: www dublin.oh.us

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEV~ BOARD

BOARD ORDER

May 26, 2004

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

2. Architectural Review Board 04-045ARB - Uscar's - 84 North High Street

Location: 0.34-acre located on the east side of North High Street, SO feet north of North

Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of asix-square foot wall sign and gooseneck lighting.
Proposed Use: Restaurant.

Applicant: Jack Eggspuehler, 84 North High Company, LTD., 20 North Street, Dublin,
ahio 43017; represented by Craig Barnum, 84 North High Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

Staff Contact; Dan Phillabaum, Planner.

MaTI~N: To approve this request for signage with seven conditions:

1} Thai ~ tlon one, incorporating the traditional lettering style for " Oscar's" and

contemporary lettering style for "Prime Kitchen and Wine Bar," be utilized;

2} That the proposed colors for the sign be revised such that the sign border match the

existing building trim, and the sign background utilize a darker green color, subject to

staff approval;
3} That the proposed color for the gooseneck light fixtures match the existing building trim,

subject to staff approval;
4} That all proposed sign and light fixture colors be of a matte or low-gloss finish, consistent

with the old Dublin Design Guidelines;
5} That an electrical permit be obtained from the Division of Building Standards prior to

installation;
6} That a sign permit be obtained from the Division of Planning prior to installation; and

7} That all property maintenance and Code compliance issues as noted within the staff

memo dated May 20, 2004, be substantially completed except those items requiring
greater timeframe for scheduling to complete the work}, to the satisfaction of staff prior
to issuance of a sign permit.

Craig Barnum agreed to the above conditions.

Page 1 of 2 °~~°°~~~
Architectural al~cl Site Mc~~lilicaliol~s

nscar's Restaurant

72 ~ 84 N. High Street



IIT~CTU~AL ~~~~~ B~ARI)

May ~~~ ~o~~

rch~t~ct-~ra~ Review ~o~r~ 0~-0~5~.~ - (~scar'~ -- S~ North H~~h ~tre~t

ont~aued

T~: 4-~-1

RE~~LT: Tie application ~uas approved.

R~~C~~D~D ~~TE~:

Allay ~ta~b des

R~Ghard T~~lor Abstain

David Larson des

Tk~a~n~ ~o1t~~ des

Sevin Babes Yes

er~~or p~ae~

z~~l~il~:~l-o~~~~at~1~~l.il~ f~~~~l~`~~i~~~t

M~Nr'~~~til.



BGARD OF ZUNING APPEALS

BARD ORDER

NOVEMBER 20, 2043

CITY ~F DUBLIti~.

givision of Planning
5800 Shier-Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 4301 b-123b

Phane/IUD: b14-410-4600

fax:614.161.65bb

Web Site: www.dublin.ah.us The Board of Zoning Appeals took the following action at this meeting:

3. Variance 03-144V --Nathan's -~ 72 North High Street

Location: 0.18-acre located on the northeast corner of North High Street and

North Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: A variance to Section 153.212 to reduce the required number of parking
spaces from 31 to zero spaces.

Proposed Use: A2,083-square foot commercial building with a 1,383-square foot

restaurant and 700 square feet of office space.

Applicant: 72 North High Company, Limited, clo Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North

Street, Dublin, Ghio 43017; represented by Corey Tacosik, 4448 Hanna Hills

Drive, Dublin, Dhio 4301 ~.

Staff Contact: Mark Zuppo, Jr., Planner.

MOTION: To table this variance due to lack of quorum. Mr. Skillman had a conflict

and could not vote on this case. The applicant will be scheduled first on the December 18,
2003 agenda.

VUTE: 3 -- 0.

RESULT: This variance was tabled.

RECORDED VOTES:

Brent Davis Absent

Jeffrey Ferezan Yes

G. Lynn McCurdy Yes

Ray Harpham Absent

Drew Skillman Yes STAFF CERTIFICATION

C~ .

Frank A. Ciarochi

Acting Planning Director

0~-O02ARB

Arcllit~ctllral anal Sirs Maaific~ltic~ns

SC~I''S jZ~St~llrilllt

72 B~ ~~ N ~~igh Srr~~t



ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

November 19, 2003

CITY OF DUBLI`,.

Division of PlQnning
8QQ Shier-Rings Road

dublin, Ohia 43Q16-136

Phone/'TQD: G14-410-4b0Q

Pax: b 14-1~1-666

Web Sire: www.du6~in.ah.us
The Architectural Review Board took the followin action at this meeting g

3. Architectural Review Board 03-~07ARB -- Nathan's - 7Z North High
Street

Location: 4.I$-acre located on northeast corner of North High Street and Forth

Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of a five-square foot, post-mounted
identification sign and roofmounted kitchen vents.

Proposed Use: A 2,o$3-square foot commercial building with a 1,383-square
foot restaurant conversion from retail} and 740 square feet of office space.

Applicant: 72 North High Company, Limited, clo Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North

Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017; represented by Corey Tacosik, 4448 Hanna Hills

Drive, Dublin, Ohio 43016.

Staff Contact: Carson C. Combs, AICP, Senior Planner.

MQTIUN #1: To approve this request with eight conditions:

1} That final details for the proposed ramp be provided prior to the issuance of a

building permit, subj ect to staff approval;
2} That the proposed exhaust siding be painted creme with the cap and trim

painted to match the roof, and the air intake painted to match the roof, subject
to staff approval;

3} That a building permit from the Division of Building Standards be obtained for

the proposed building improvements;
4} That a sign permit be obtained from the Division of Planning prior to

installation;
5} That any future lighting for the proposed sign be brought back to the ARB far

consideration;
That an application for a revised, comprehensive variance for shared parking
and a reduction in required parking spaces for 72 North High Street, $4 North

High Street, and 20 North Street be submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals
by January 2, 2004;

7} That necessary parking variances be obtained from the Board of Zoning
Appeals, or that Code be met; and

8} That hours of operation for the proposed restaurant be restricted to breakfast

and lunch hours ono later than 3:00 p.m.}.
09-0U2ARB

Arcl~itcctur~l Auld Sirs Mo~iiiicatioiis

Oscar's Rcst~uu~nt

72 & 84 N. High Str~el



3. Architectural Review Board 03-147ARB - Nathan's - 72 North High
Street Continued}

Corey Tacosik agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 4 - o.

RESULT: The application was approved.

MUTI4N #2: To request that the City Manager increase traffic enforcement

for pedestrian and vehicular safety, and that the Board of Zoning Appeals encourage

the applicant to utilize pamphlets and other signage to direct restaurant patrons to

designated parking areas,

VUTE: 4 - o.

RESULT: The approved request will be forwarded to the City Manager and the

Board of Zoning Appeals.

RECURRED VUTES: MUTIDN #1 M4TI~N #2

Janet Axene Yes Yes

Allan Staub Yes Yes

Richard Taylor Absent Absent

David Larson Yes Yes

Thomas Holton Yes Yes

S"~'A~`1~~ CLRTIPICAT~

Carson C. Combs, AICP

Senior Planner

o9-ooZARB

Architectural old Sits Moclitic~tioils

sc~~r's Rcstaur~ult

72 & 8~ N ~ High ~ acct



ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

November 19, 2003

CITY OF DUBL[[V..

avision o~ Planning
5800 Shier-Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236

Phanel`rDD:61O-410-4b00
fax: b141b1-6Sb6 The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting:

Web Site: www dublin.ah.us

4. Architectural Review Board 03-128AR.B -- ascar's -- 84 North High Street

Location: 0.34-acre located on the east side of North High Street, SO feet north

of North Street.

Existing Zoaing: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of exterior modifications that include an 18.2-

square foot expansion to create a front entrance vestibule, the removal of

exterior rear entrance steps with a 131.6-square foot patio expansion, and

revised mechanical screening.

Proposed Use: A 6,900-square foot, mixed-use building containing 3,070

square feet of restaurant space, a 1,560-square foot outdoor dining patio, 3,230

square feet of office uses, and a 600-square foot salon.

Applicant: 84 North High Cornpany, LTD., clo Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North

Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

Staff Contact: Carson C. Combs, AICP, Senior Planner.

MOTION: To approve this request for the front vestibule only, with two conditions:

1) That final details for all improvements be provided prior to the issuance of

building permits, subject to staff approval; and

2) That a building pernlit be obtained from the Division of Building Standards

prior to construction.

Jack Eggspuehler agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 4 - 0.

RESULT: The application was approved with the indication from the applicant
that all other proposed items will be re-submitted for consideration at a later date.

RECORDED VOTES:

Janet Axene Yes

Allan Staub Yes

Richard Taylor Absent

David Larson Yes

Thomas Holton Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Carson C. Combs, AICP

S enior P lanner
09-UO2ARB

Architectural aria Site Ma~liticatinns

Oscar's Restaurant

72 & ~~ N. High Street



ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW B OARD

BOARD ORDER

April 25, 2001

ct~r~ oFn~T~rltn

Division of Planning
SBQQ Shier-Rings Raad -

a~rnr Ohio 43016-123b
The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting:

Phone/1D0:614~10-~~~ 1. Architectural Review Board 01-048ARB -- Art Impressions -- 72 North High
fax; 614-161566 Street

web Site; www.du6~in.oh.as
Location: 0.18 acre located at the northeast corner of North Hi h Street andg

North Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of a 5.95 square-foot rear sign,
Proposed Use: Art gallery.
Applicant: Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017; clo Rebecca

Caddell, 2696 Berwick Boulevard, Columbus, Ohio 43249.

Contact: Carson Combs, Planner.

MOTION: That the proposed signage not be approved and that the previously
approved projecting sign be utilized in conjunction with an appropriate sandwich sign or

door sign on Oscar's to be approved administratively.

Rebecca Caddell agreed to the above conditions.

VOTE: 5 -- 0.

RESULT: The proposed signage was disapproved and an alternative sign package
approved by the board.

RECORDED VOTES:

Janet Axene Yes

Allan Staub Yes

G. Lynn McCurdy Yes

Richard Taylor Yes

David Larson Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Carson Combs

Planner

ISU 941112

I~ F G 15 T I; R F D og-oozARB

Architectural ~ ncl Site Maclitic~ltions
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BDARD

BOARD QRDER

December 13, 2000

The Architectural Review Board took the follo~ring action at this meeting:
t

i°~~' ~~ ~~ 2. Architectural Review Board 00-114ARB -- Art Impressions ~- 72 North

Hi h Street
Did 0 ~ 11~ ~

Location: 0.18 acre located at the northeast corner of North High Street and

14~1~~ North Street.
Fmc: 614761~Sb6

INe~S~e:,Nww.d~r,.o~.~ Exisfing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of a 5.54 square-foot ground sign front

entrance} and a 5.54 square~foot projecting sign rear entrance}.

Proposed Use: Art gallery.
Applicant: Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street, Dublin, Ohio 43 D17; c.lo

Rebecca Caddell, 714 North High Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

MUTTON: To approve this application with six conditions:

1} That the colors used on the sign be either flat or semi-gloss to match the

existing colors on the building;
That the front ground sign be reduced to five square feet to comply with the Old

Dublin Design Guidelines;

3} That any future lighting be brought back to the Architectural Review Board for

review and approval;
4} That the rear projecting sign be located above the rear entrance in keeping with

the Old Dublin Design Guidelines;

5} That the bracket design be in keeping with the historic character of the district

and the Old Dublin Design Guidelines, subject to staff approval; and

G} That a sign permit be obtained prior to installation.

Jack Eggspuehler agreed to the conditions.

VUTE: 3-0.

RESULT: The application was approved,

RECURRED VOTES:

Janet Axene Absent

Allan Staub Yes

G. Lynn McCurdy Yes

Richard Termeer Yes

David Larson Absent

S(1 900?

4~EClSTERED

STAFF CERTIFICATION

1

W'arr~n ~Carnpb~lt
Planner

o~-oa2AR~

Arcl~itc;ctur~l a~~d Sits Mc~cliti~atio~ls

User's Restaurant

7Z ~ 8~ N. Hi~l~ Strt~l



ARCHITECTURAL REVrEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

December 13, 2000

C[TlT OF D[iBL[1
The Architectural Review Board took the following action at this meeting:

a`"~°" °f ~""°~ 2. Architectural Review Board 00-114ARB - Art Impressions - 72 North
5600 Shier~ings Road

Dab~n,flhio43olb-1~3b High Street

Location: 0.18 acre located at the northeast corner of North High Street and

PhanelmD: b14~~o-~6oQ
North Street.

Fax: b141b1 ~5bb

Web Site: wrrwdu6l'M.ah.us Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of a 5.54 square-foot ground sign (front
entrance} and a 5.54 square-foot prof ecting sign (rear entrance}.
Proposed Use: Art gallery.
Applicant: Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017; c.lo

Rebecca Caddell, 714 North High Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

MOTION: To approve this application with six conditions:

1} That the colors used on the sign be either flat or semi-gloss to match the

existing colors on the building;
2} That the front ground sign be reduced to five square feet to comply with the Old

Dublin Design Guidelines;

3} That any future lighting be brought back to the Architectural Review Board for

review and approval;
4) That the rear projecting sign be located above the rear entrance in keeping with

the Old Dublin Design Guidelines;

5} That the bracket design be in keeping with the historic character of the district

and the Old Dublin Design Guidelines, subject to staff approval; and

6} That a sign permit be obtained prior to installation.

Jack Eggspuehler agreed to the conditions.

VOTE: 3-0.

RESULT: The application was approved.

RECORDED VQTES:

Janet Axene Absent

Allan Staub Yes

G. Lynn McCurdy Yes

Richard Termeer Yes

David Larson Absent

S(1 9(`02

l(~~ST~RFn

S~~A bi ~~ ~~ jT~.~~l~+ATJ,~k l~

ll~~~~ ~'~i1'~
Warren Canrpbei i

ri~163I1C1'

o~.aozARB

Archit~ctllr~~l ~~~ Sits Moaific~~tiails
UscaI''s Rest~~ur~nt
72 ~, 8~ N, High Str~~k



ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

November 29, ZOOo

r~ i)l~~~l.~

Derision of Plarnang
S80Q Shier-Rings Raad

Du6~in, Qhia 43x16-123b

Phone/1.OD: b 14-161 ~SSa

fax:614-]61-6Sbb

Web Site: www.dublin.oh.us

The Architectural Review Board took no action at this meeting due to lack of quorum:

Architectural Review Board oo-114ARB - Art Impressions - 7~ North High

Street

Location: 0.18 acre located at the northeast corner of North High Street and

North Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District.

Request: Review and approval of a 5.54 square-foot ground sign front entrance}

and a 5.54 square-foot prof ecting sign rear entrance}.

Proposed Use: Art gallery.

Applicaat: Jack Eggspuehler, 20 North Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017; clo Rebecca

Caddell, 714 North High Street, Dublin, Ohio 43017.

Staff Contact: warren Campbell, Planner.

Due to lack of quorum this case was postponed to the next meetiag.

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Warren Campbe E

P1ant~er

a~-ooZAR~

Architectlual € uul Sits Mociific~tiolls

scar's Restaurant

72 & 84 N .High Str~~t



CITi~ OF DUBLIN

DIVISION OF PL.~~NNING

58J0 SH.TER-RINGS ROAD

Auolin, Ohio 43017

614) 761-6550

DUBLIN ARCffi'1'ECTUliAI, REV~W BOARD

BOARD ORDER

Applicaticn h'o: ARB94-007 -Precious Skin and Precious Nails

Applicant: Jean Jewett

Address: 7~ :';~: F: High S~reet

Date of Board Action: July 21, 1994

B4ARI~ ACTIGtiT:

K Appro~ral granted for Remodeling
New Construction

X Signage _
Approved as submitted

Approved with modificationslcondirions described below

Not Approved
Recommended to Board of Zoning Appeals
Not Recommended to Board of Zoning Appeals

Modifications: 1. That the street address be incorporated in the sign with an obelisk shape
with final design subject to Staff approval; and

2. That the sign be centered behind the bench.
Conditions: 1. That the floodlights comply with the Dublin Lighting Guidelines and that

they be shielded with landscaping or shields to prevent off-site glare and
that the lighting be subject to Staff approval; and

2. That the progeny owner submit a sign package for the entire site prior to

approval of any additional tenant Signage on the site.
This certificate is not a building permit, a certificate of io~-ling compliance, or a sign permit.
This does not relieve the applicant of the responsibility of f ling for and obtaining a building
permit (761-6556}, obtaining zoning compliance andlor a sign permit (761-6550} and following
all other applicable codes, ordinances, and regulations ref the City of Dublin.

BOARD MEMBER: COTE: 4-0

Larry Frimerman ES

Lowell Mast YES

Bill Miller YF.S
Carol e Glshavsky ABSENT

1t̀arian Vance YES

oro~-ttrv i~a~

Signa~~Ure of Staff i47ember in attendance,
certifying that the outcome of this case was

as reported above.

Name Date

Landscaping
Other (Describe)

09-002ARB

Arcllitectltral Dina Site Mc~cli~ications

scaT~SR~st~lllr~lllt

72 & ~4 N~ Hig1~ Street



CITY OF DUBLIN
DIVISION OF PLANNING

S 131 Post Road. Suite 120

Dublin, Ohio 43017
614) 761-6553

CITI' OF lIl RLl\ 
D~L~ ~CHITEC:1'URAI, REVIEW BOARD

BOARD ORDER

Application No: ARB 93-020

Applicant: Warren Cunningham

Address: 84 North High Street

Due of Board Action; 12113193

BoA~.D ACTI~Iti':

Approval granted for ~ Remodeling Landsca inP g
New Construction ~ ether (Describe}
Signage

Approved as submittod

Approved with modificagonslconditionsdescribed bejow
Not Approved
Recommended to Board of Zoning Appeals
Not Recommended to Board of Zoning Appeals

The application was tabled without discussion at the uest of the a I'reQ pp scant.

This certiFcate is not a building permit, a certif cafe of zvnin co •g mpliance, or a sign permit.s does not relse~e the applicant of the res nstbilit of fiiin for an ' ' 'Po y g d obtaining a buildingpermit (7b1-b55b}, obtaining zoning compiiance andlor a si n rmit Tb~• ~ ~'g pe ( bS53}and followinga~I nthPr ~nnl~~+~~fw ^~~~ Ar~i.r~~~__ - J .

rr~~,~~~~- ~+La, ~~u~~~anccs, ana regu

BOARD I~iE!~tBER: VQTE: 4-0

Thomas bicCash absent
Lowetl hsast es
Biii ~4liller y~
Carafe ajshavsky yes
Alarian Vance y~ts

aoFO~M--~Fv9.~~;

lations of the City of Dublin.

Signature of Staff Aiember in attendance,
certifying that the outcome of this case was

as repor(ed above.

Name D~~~

09-002ARB

Arcllit~ctlu~l <<nclSits Moaitic~ iliansc~'
sR~st~urant7Z ~, 
84 N. Higl~ Str~~l



C I T E ~ r D U B ' L I N

Depa~fmant of PPar~r~ir,q ~ OF~relopment

BOARD ORDER

BOARD OP ZOMIHG~ APPEAI.3

CITY 0~ DVSLIN, [~fiIO

JANUARY a3, 1992

5, Vexiance ~lpplicatf+~a Y92~042 - IrS,:h Pub at 72 ~tortb High Street

Locations An existing building at thr~ northeast corner of North Street

and North High Street X72 North Hi.g~~ Streety with shared off-site

parking on the west aide of North Blacksmith Lane to the south of Nortfi

Street ( 38 and 40 North High 5treety
Exiatin ~ o:?:~: Cw, Central Business District.

I_e~est: Variances from, the fallowing } provisions:
1~ To Section 1193.13 tv permit a reduction in the required number of

new parking spaces from 33 to 15 space^ to support the conversion

of an office to tavern/restaurant use;

2) To Section 1].93.04 ~ ay to permit the ~oirt use of par;~inq, f'or nine

additional space^ behind 38 Narth High Street total lot of 17

spaces will now be under lease?, and for six proposed space^ to be

installed behind 40 Narth Hign Street;

3) To Section 1193,06~ay to permit the installation of six new

parking spaces that are gravel, not hard-surfaced, at 40 North

High Street.

Pzo : ad Uses Conversion of 2,Oo0 square foot office structure for use

as an Irish pub.
Applicaats Jack J. Eggspuehler~ e0 North High Street, Dublin, vH

43017.

r~oTloN: To approve Variance Application V92-002 with the

following conditions:

ly Hours of opera~cian to be restricted to 4:OQ p.m. and latQr, Monday-

Friday and 12:00 p.m. and latQr on Saturaay and 4unday;
2y Wheel atape to be placed in the lot at 38 North High to maximize number

of parking spaces and identify each parking space;

3y Outdoor ® eating to be prohibited unlace prior approval by bath AAH and

BZA;

4~ Lighting to to installed in parking lot at 3® North High. Lighting to

be instal?:;d by the opening date and to meet Dublin lighting guidelines;
5~ Existi~~g light at Oscar's to be redirected with staff's approvalF
6y Exi.ating light at Oscar's to be replaced by December 18, 1994, with

cutoff fixture to meet Dublin fighting guidelines; and

7y The large tree behind 40 N. High Street to be protected during
construction and preserved thereafter.

RBsULTs Approved vo:CE: 4-0 Motion to approve V92-002

BOARD MEMBERS VQ~ t

e.~ John Belton Ye^ Signat~lre of Staff ~as;ber in

6•

John Ferrara Yes attendaance, certifying that

Frank T. Pandora II Yea outcome of this case was ae

Becky Saylor Yea re orted above.

Peter 7awaly Absent t

w

r era ~. c ~r ~ Date
Zoniflg Adiiaiatrator
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c~ r Y o f v

A~p~r~rr.rr,f al p•l~Rr~;r~ ~ D~rtlapm~nf

B~A.~RD ~RnER
A.RCIiITECTTTR~AL B~~VTE~V BUA]tD

c~TY o~ ~~BLnv, o~ao

Y ." .

u~

r

D~CE.~~BER 18,199

y'

i~ 9h: ',

U B L I N

Tabled Case: Application A4~B91-o~7 n Irih Pub - ?2 North High Street

I~acatlan: Existing office ~,tsilding located on the northeast corner of Nonh High
Stmt and North Street.

Existing Zoning; C$, Central Business District

Eec~uest: Con~lersion of office; space to a ta~lcrn - Recommendation to the Board of

Zoning Appeals far paring variance,

Proposed Use: Irish Tavern

Applicant: ]. 7. Eggspuelyler r~lo T.E. Caplinger

tESULTS: Recommended to the Board of `' oTE: S-o

Zoning Apjrea]s ~P'~ZA}

C4~TDITIONS: l,} Hours of op~:~°ation to be rrstricted to 4:0o p.m, and later, Monday-
Friday and ]~:oo p.m, and lotcr on Saturday and Sunday.

2.} 1f lnt at 40 N, High is not paved, ARB is supportive of surface

variance,

3,} Whin stops ~~e placed in the lot at 38 North High to maximize number

of parking spaces and identify each parlang space,

4,) Outdoor seating be prohibited unless prior approvalby.both ARB znd

BZA.

5.} Lighting to be installed in parking lot at 38 Nort'~ High, Lighting to

bw installed by the opening date and to meet Dublin lighting
guidelines,

b.} Existing la ,ht at Oscar's to be redirected with Staff s approval.

7.} Existing light at Oscar's to be replaced by laeccmbcr lS, 1994, ~lith
cutoff fixture to me~.t Aublin lighting guidelines.

Gerald ~cCrazsa Yes Signature of Staff 11'1en~ber

Tomas Kellett Yts in attendance, certifying
Lo~~~el~ east Ycs that the outcome of this

Bill 3iier Yes case v~~as as reported above,

Donny Schc~k Yes

Name date

4

4 °~~

Fp
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4411 I' o~.~'.

F ~r'.,
f~.~

09-OO~ARB y-~~
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C I T Y ~ F D U B L I N
Deparfm~~nf Gf P18,~n+ng d Devefopmer~f

HO?~D ORDER

ARC~3ITECTURAL REVIEW ~ ioARD

CITY OF DUBLIN, Q~iIO

AUGUST 28, 1991

Application: ARB91-o17 ~ 72 North High street

Location: ]~ xYSting office building located on the
vutheast corner of North High Street and North

Street.

Existing Zoning: C;3, Central Business District

Request: Conversion of office space to a tavern

Recommendation to the Board of Zoning Appeals for

parking variance,

Proposed Use; Ir~.sh Tavern

Applicant: J.J'. Eggspuehler c/o T.E. Caplinger

RESULTS: Tab+.ed until next meeting. voTE: 4~-0

CONDITIONS: Applicant to reach point parking agreement with

nearby property owner~s~.

BOARD ~ iEI~HER: VOTE;

Gerald DeGrazia Yes

Thomas Kellet Yes

Lowell Mast Yes

Bill Miller Yes

Donna Schenk Absent

513 Pvs~ Rd, Surfe 8102 Dubl-n, Ohio 43017

Signature of staff Member

in attendance, certifying
that the outcome of this

case was as reported ahave,

ame ate

3.
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C I T Y O F D l~ O L I N
Depsrrmen~ of P!8,~nin~ d Develppmenf

BOAAD ORDER 1. of 3

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

CITY OF DUBLIN, OHIO

aUGU5T 28, 1991

Application ARB91- 020 ~- Oscar's - 84 North High Street

Locations: Existing restaurant bar located on the east

side of North High Street, approximately 1oA

feet north of North Street.
6

Exisiting Zoning: CB, Central Business District

Request: Approval of patio fencing and gates exterior

carpeting, and awning signage.
Proposed Use: Restaurant/Bar
Applicant: Brad Eggspuehler

RES~]LTS: 1. Fencing -- Approved as submitted VoTE:4--D

by the applicant

CONDITIONS:

BOARD MEMBER: VOTE:

Gerald DeCrazia Yes

Thomas Kellet Yes

Lowell Mast Yes

Bill Miller Yes

Donna Schenk Absent

5r3r P4sr Ad, Sarre Mr42 Jublrr, ~hrp 430]7

Signature of staff Member

in attendance certifying
that the outcome of this

case was as reported above.

me Date

Sr4.l6r 6563 fAX 161 666

F

U9-U02ARB '' 1

Arcllitectur~l ~111d ~lt~ MUC~1~lccltlUl]S ~~~~~_'

Oscar's Restatlr~lnt

72 & 8~ N. High ~tr~tt ~'





C I T Y Q F ~~~~ N

ep~rfinenf at Pl~nnrnQ d ~everoAmenf

HOARD DRDER 3 of 3

ARCHITECTIIRAL REVIEW BOARD

CITY OF DUBLIN, oxlo

AUGUST 2 8 ~ 19 9 ~.

Application ARB91- 020 - Oscar's - 8~ North $iqb Street
Locations: Existing restaurant bar located on the east

side of North High Street, approximately 100
feet north of North Street.

Exisiti~g Zoning; CH, Central Business District

Request: Appro~lal of patio fencing and gate, exterior

carpeting, and awning signage.
Proposed Use: Restaurant/Bar
Applicant; Brad Eggspuehler

RESULTD: Carpeting-- Applicant to work with VOTE: 4-0

Staff regarding covering fog walkway

coNDITIOx~~

oARD MEMBER: VOTE:

Gerald DeGrazia Yes

Thomas Kellet Yes

Lowell Mast Yes

Bill Miller Yes

Donna Schenk Absent

Signature of Statf Member

in attendance, certifying
that the outcome of this

case was as reported above.

1
N me ! Ja ~e

5~~? Posr Ad Surre M102 ~ ubr~n, Ohre e3011 F J 4 l b 1 E 5 5 3 F A x i b 1 6 5 6 6

09-002ARB
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c ~~ Y o f o u B~ ~ N

Department a! Ptdnnrr~g & De:~elop+nent

BQAItD QRDEF,

BOARD OF Z'JNING APPEAI~5

CITY QF DGBLIN, OHIO

J[TLY 2T, 1989

1. Var. iaace Application v'99-411 - 84 N. High Street ~am~ended application,

tabled 1~9ay 25, 1989

Location: 100± feet north of the northeast corner of Nr~rth High Street

and Nvrth Stree-~..

Existing 2onins: CB, Central Business District and Ax~chitectura,l Review

District.

Request: Removal of condition prohibiting outdoor service at p<<tio/deckarea
adjacent to Oscar' sDeli as required by Variance V87- 028.Applicant: 

Jack J. Eggspuehler RESiTLTS : 

Approved CONDITIQNS: 

None BOARD

DER: Bill

Chambers yes Charles

Kranstuber yes Frank

T. Pandora II yes Richard

Rauh absent Becky

Saylor yes VOTE: 

4~0Signature

of STA~'~F DER in attenc?~

nce, certifying that the outcome

of this case was as reported

ak~ove:ir ~

9~9Name
Date 5
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C I T Y C7 F ~ L1 ~ ~. I!

Dep•~rtment of -~tannrn+;~ ~ Deveropment

lIITES OF MEE~'ING

D[TBLIN BOARD OF Zor7ING APPEALS

iAY 25 , 1989

Present at the mee±ing were Chairperson, Ms. Saylor; Doard members, Mr.

Pandora and Mr. Kranstuber; and Staff members, Ms. Kurtz and Ms. Clarke.

3. Variance Application V89-D11 -- 84 N. High Street amended application}

Ms. Kurtz presented slides of the site, background information as outlined

in the Staff F.evort dated May 2S, 1989, and the following information:

The proposal i5 for outdoor service to the patio at 8~ N. High Street which

will seat up to loo patrons. Seating for approximately 55 or 60 patrons

exists presently. In 1987, the Doard of Zoning Appeals granted a Variance

for the number of parking spaces necessary for t~,._.7 1,950 s.f. patio area

ro based an the fact that i~ will be a public park area, with
from 39 to ze ,

the following conditions: " outdoor service to the seating area will not be

ermitted by operators of the delicatessen or by any other persons; the

P

area to remain as park-like as proposed contlrually; and the area to be made

as accessible to the public as possible."
ln its review of Mr. Eggspuehler's request for servicE to the outdooa:

seating area, Staff could not identiFy any substanti~-•e reason to limit

outdoor service to the area, although the lighting and desil;n of the rear

staircase from the deck to the parking lot should be evaluated for safety.

Msl. ~Curtz explained that patrons are currently able to purchase food and

beverages from the Deli and can take them outside to the patio/deck area.

Staff is recommending approval with the following cond~.tions: '

The ark/patio area to remain accessible to non-patrons of Oscar s Deli

P

at all times;

Z That a landscape plan for the park/patio area be prepared for review by

the Landscape Planner;

3 That the outdoor service be in compliance with requirements of the State

Li or Control Board's permit requirements should a liquor permit be

issued for Oscar's Deli;

4 That in consideration of the res~.dential properties which abut the site,
7

noise and music associated with tale outdoor serving area to be kept to a

reasonable intensity.

Mr. Jack E gspuehler, the applicant, stated his agreement with the

g

conditions as listed in the Staff Report, and he presented the following

information:

He ex ressed concern about previous problems wits bees in tie patio area

P

warmer months and feels afull-time attenda.it is needed to keep the

durznq
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1 inute s o r Me e tir~y , May 2 ~ , 1989

Dublin Board of Zoning Appeals

P~ge 2

do clean and useable. This can only be economically justifiable with the

pa

tiDDZng associated with table service. 
Deli. is next

r , Ec,•gspuehler stated that he recently learned that Oscar s

on tk~e list for a liquor license. This particular liquor license does not

i~clu~e beer and ~~~.e. dir. E,ggspuehle.r stated that to get the liquor

lic~,~se~ 4he ~io,~or ~~~l1St be ser~~ed i~ someone asked for it.

r. ~c s~uet~ler r~vted that he had public rest rooms constructed at 20 North

9

S,~r~et ~ art o this vveral~. situ for- access and use by the public within

p

t:~is ca~,,~_li+e area, to stat.+ed that the rest rooms and seating area would

remain oven to the public if outdoor service exists.

Ms. Saylor noted that she was on the BZA when the parking variance was

grantea. She felt that the public would be more apprehensive about using

this area as a park if it appears to have a more restaurant-like atmosphere.

M:is. ~TOan Eggspuehler stated that the public does use this facility now, and

oeoole often bring food. Table service would not be provided eight hours a

da Mr. E s uehler. stated that the are not only clearing up after people
y gg P y

who purchase food from the Deli and eat outside, but also after others who

enjoy the park. He does ~~zot feel he can justify paying a person to be

outside cleaning up without service and t~.pp~ng•

Ms. Saylor stated that there is currently a self-serve arrangement, and she

did not feel a hardship was being imposed by not allowing outdoor service.

Mr. Pandora noted that when the original Variance was granted reducing the

require. number of parking spaces xrom 39 to zero, Mr. Eggspuehler agreed

that this would be a park arEa accessible to the public. Mr. Eggspuehler is

now claiming that the problems are attendant to the general public using the

patio. Mr, Eggspuehler agreed. Mr. Pandora felt that this variance request

was unjustified unless Mr. Eggspuehler is claiming that Oscar's Deli cannot

be a viable business without outdoor service. Mr. Eggspuehler stated that

it is costing a lot of money to run the business, but he expected it wou13.

He is hoping that the opportunity to serve beer and wine will boost

business, especially during e~lening hours when the public is less likely tv

be using this outdoor seating as a park area. He noted that the BZA was

aware from. the very beginning that he had applied for the license to serve

beer and wine, and he felt it was implied that it would be served in the

patio area. Mrs. Eggspuehler stated that Oscar's Deli is now open untie

7:a0 p.m., but she hopes to have extended summer hours.

Mr. :~Cranstuber agreed that the patio would lose its park-like atmosphere if

food and beverages are served outdoors. Mrs. Eggspuehler stated that even

now wrien the Deli is not extremely busy, the counter--serace workers will

carry out a food tray as a matter of courtesy. Other people are sitting at

outside tables when this happens, so they are in fact using the park when it

appears that the Deli is providing outdoor service.

s. Saylor stated that when Mr. Eggspuehler applied for the Variance, he

did offer to create this park area. It was not something the BZA imposed.

The BZA did impose the condition that the park-area remain public.

r. Eggspuehler stated that Dublin needs to have alcohol in this area far

the benefit of all the merchants in the Old Dublin area. Ms. Saylor asked

if someone could purchase an alcoholic beverage inside the Deli, after the

license is issued, and bring it out to the patio area. Mrs. Eggspuehler
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Dublin Board of Zoning Appeals

Page 3

replied that there are some restrictions about what door they use, etc., but

this will be permitted. Ar, inspector for the liquer depart::~ent did identify

an area that would be restricted to the serving of alcohol. Mr, Eggspuehler
noted that additional seating is permitted as part of the landscape plan pup
to Z00 outdoor seats) and perhaps some of this permitted seating could be

developed with park benches to provide seating outside tr,e patio area to

help retain the public atmosphere. Mr. Pandora felt that this sidewalk cafe

atmosphere would be good for old Dublin, and he suggested that a generic

Welcome, Seating Open to the Public" sign be posted to reinforce the public

park setting.

Mr. Kranstuber also commended the sidewalk cafe atmosphere, bu,t he expressed

concern for the neighboring residents in regard to music and noise. He

asked if adjacent residents had been notified of this application. Ms.

Kurtz replied that only the contiguous property owners ( Dublin Library and

94 N. Hight were notified, not area residents. Ms. Clarke clarified that

the applicant is not requesting to have music on site, but Staff anticipates

that if there is a liquor license and outdoor service, the potential for

music ex-fists.

Ms. Saylor requested a motion. No motion being made, Ms. Saylor moved to

deny the Variance application. There was no second, and Ms. Saylor withdrew

her motion.

Further discussion ensued about the Variance request. Ms. Saylor expressed

her objection to outdoor service when previous applications were granted by

the BZA and ARB because of the park-like atmosphere being created. She

agreed that it may be nice to have this se-rvice in Old Dublin, but tie

expansion of service as proposed at this location may diminish the park-like

quality previously established and may possibly become a nuisance to the

nearby residents. She expressed concern about approving this use without

notification to surrounding residents.

Mr. Eggspuehler stated that he is now locked in to running a public park

with no economic benefit. He stated that he cannot continue to operate his

business ~~ith the losses he is experiencing now and must have beer, wine and

liquor available for patrons. Ms. Saylor noted that he will still be able

to sell these beverages, even w~.thout having outdoor service available. Mr.

Eggspuehler stated that without outdoor service, there will be no one

outside policing the area, and he will end up with the bee problem again.

Then no one will use this park area. Mr. Eggspuehler reiterated that it is

not feasible to staff a person to clean this patio area without the benefits

of service and tipping. He stated that he is willing to work with +~:.he BZA

and Staff to make this work.

Mrs. Eggspuehler requested that the application be tabled. Mr. Pandora

moved to table the application un*il more BZA members can be present and

further consideration can be given to the proposal. Mr. Kranstuber seconded

the motion, and the vote was as follows: Mr. Pandora, yes; Ms. Saylor, yes;

Mr. Kranstuber, yes. Tabled 3-0.
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BOARD ORDER

BOARD OF ZONING APPF~ILS

CITE OF DUBLIN, OHIO

y 25, 1989

3. Variance Application ~ T89-011 -- 84 N. High Street ( amended application

Location: Northeast c;c~rner of North High Street and North Street.

Existing Zoning: CB, Central Business District and Architectural

Review District.

Request: Removal of condition prohibiting outdoor service at patio

area adjacent to Oscar's Deli as required by Variance V8T--028.

Proposed Gse: Full outdoor service to patio/park area of Oscar's Deli.

Applicant: Jack J. Eggspuehler

RESIILTS: Motion to deny - no second

Motion to table

VQTE: no vote

approved, 3--0
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COI~ITIONS ; None

BOARD I~IEI~ER:

Bill Chambers absent

Charles Kranstuber yes

Frank T. Pandora II yes

Richard Rauh absent

Becky Saylor yes

Signature of STAFF ~".BER in

attendance, certifying that the

outcome of this case was as

reported above:
0

Name pate
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Page Two

3. CASE 88-046 - 41d Du n Sprfng Park ~

s. Janet Jordan, arks & Recreatia irector,~~nd Mr. an Smit1~ made

t s presentation. ;;~ y explained tha this project was a Eirst phase

f a larger park p o,~ect that would tend upstream alo both sides of

the river. Mr. i/IEh explained th the project wool be funded by the

Parks and Recr atidn Department, istorical S~~iety Chamber of Camme e,

Dublin Kiwa s an~ private don ions. The plan 1 ..: odes a paved wa way,

stone ben es an~ a small ga bo built on the t ndatiun of the o pump

J

house. r. DeC~azia asked Lf there would lye ny lighting. The nswer~ as

no si a the rk is not intended for nig~i time use. Mr. Sm' h explained
tha the wal ay would a paved in a mail r that would disc , gage tt]e use

o bicycles ar~d skat cards. The Boa unanimously appro ed the plan.
r /

CASE ARB o3 - 80 Kest Bridge St et

Mr Dan ith represented tie Dublin Public S Dols an~i resent a

m d 1 of he 19 chool Bt~i ldin New windq~fs wi l eplan f r th re o e t S R

inst~~led har will return a structure to it' original appear ce. The

cirCula drive in front o the building will a reconfigured a parking
th~rp ill be itmtted t 12 spaces behind screened wall. a project
was nanirnously appro d.

F,,
5. ASF ARBB$-444 - ~~ nest Bridge St yet

Mr. can Srn'-h also represent the Dublin Scf~vo in this case an

explained tha the new gymnasi+~ ad originally be planned to the r~.h

of the Indi n Run School Buil ng. That plan wa abandoned for bu et

reasons ~ the current plc .was proposed sl~o ' rig the gym on the. est side.

of the gilding. Anew c~ color drive is.~ a constructed an part of

the fisting pavementi w' l be removed and ill be repiaced w' h landscap-
in The plan was u nirnously approved

a

CASE ARB8$-0OS - 7z-$4 N. High Street

Mr. Ted Harder represented Mr. Eggspuel•ler and explained thaC they
had prepared elevation drawings to illustrate the proposed alterations to

the front of the two buildings. The Board approved the drawings with the

condition that the applicant return with building samples.

k4' {•

a~W

a u

e~ ~u ~
pp

e

i!°, 
p,

a : I

e~~Fk+~,' h*'~ ~
a

i:~•

Y ~
mLyk~~:~^'r~``

YI'+J~ ~ ~
hr~L~ ~s. IIl~...i

sR JS ~. Y.

D9-OD2ARB

I'T' , ~ ~ P j ~ ~ + ~'~y~~ ~~~e~ Architectlual cold Site Moclificatioi~s
s ' f ~ ~"i~ 

j~I
m I~ ~ f

a ~ ~ ul'1 r ~ ~ i ~ 

7

P~ ~ ~ ~~~' ~ ~ ` °~~ y ~~~~~,: ~~ ~~'~~ User's Restaurant

i 72 & S~ N. High Street
Ia~ ~ ~ y ~ ~'

4 ! ~~ ;

u~,i
t

aa~



Y ,

4 w ~ 
e

ao ~

a~
1~'i ~~
Y ~ ~ '

si

I ~~ 1~~mP

F~~J} yRa-
tl yPel„ ~- 3~ ~ y ~.

l Fi^ , 
11 k4rf'lil~ ~ ` y111 ~

I
ravel %~ i:P 9 ~... .,.

ti«r ~~;, -'ln I.. .' -e, ,~~.. ,. a ,.~ C,..~„ -~~''~a _ 

fgay{1#~~`1 +1 I+'I P { 

T~ e~l~ 1 .. I

S ' k ~L ~, Ma •~~ =-~G: ,. "'° ~ . Fr ~
r ,~ _. w+. ~,,~ ° j es,f,P l d.,. - .,. '~ ~- ~~ 7'~•°~a~ - 4~.~y *.. A ~ ~ ~ ~~~ 1~. 4J

y ^'

P

r ,

Y-wrr ~ i ~ ~ ~
n er'"~ { ,~ ~. '

I'e' =
I°d ~ IR '`~ T` ! :.~1 ~ d' '., # .~ Il.IF~:'1 ~~k it p.~P A~I,a. ... e ~ ~~ j '' 1. ~ ~ 

I:ti
a

yy,,~'~~M~, F". ~ ~'..,ew a Sew ~. .. ~~
r

I. ~ - pYe~. __ I~- ~ _.y. ~ 
F ,

In 1' ~ a,.-,e~d:l~ n~: 
F. '

ti .~ 

a
a ~ 6, ~`~~~ ~ ~ y~' ~~ + AIL y

w- ~ ~"~..' R."'`~.~`R4iXar. IMa"-.yA L"4+~,1_ ~I~~,e b~ ~~h"~. 
9. , a~~~"yr'S~1/~~,~~~~~~;.°' 4 . I:~~..p, ~ 6 ~','.

r,}e~,Q.#Ad. I.~~~r.l~l"w~'~ Xe'~ ~~~p....~.f°,e~.p~~, ~~ .~ h~a E~.~4~R{~!~ ~~'~'~~
y4~ ° '

4
y

1 W ` f' ~ ~.. 
a P~a- •. J ~ P. '. 6.""{ ~.. ~ ~~i~ '4~ +',~, .' ~ ~ 

k . f. 
eP ' ~} y° Fs A,e\,ii .. Qa ~ e #. °~ pi1. ;. a '~' 

li

a':~ .- }rv~iX~ry.~ in~ +~~V ^fi P,~`Ifi N ` l~N, , P F ..~~ s°~~. 'i*` }'°' v
P ~-~~ P'- ri ~~. ~ f

Y
r . yr~ y ,~ I.I' ~ ',~.w lep ~: ~% ~ To: ~~ko„ ~.~1' ~ i~ ~. ~~..~ 

Y ~

w~ti,~.+rr• 9 ~ s ,~.. ~ ~+, ~~'~,~P . r i4~r~'~w•~Y ~ ~y~E~., !~.,,. M.~, ;. +~]. -
w~~ ''1'µ, la~. ~~

n ,,.. '_'• ~.. _,~;•~.:~ I
u

e ,..~.pl
la'~'~~ V •'`~"T, ;, Y~ I~! ~ .'1~.. _ .,~I 7* ,~ ~'r~~ i,_. ~ !Y, ~ ~~}~~I ~~~'hr~,.~ p~ ~

I

I y~ ".._~i'~~, fi'~ TY~; •.~ ~IP ..'
F~ '~~ •_' 

YI~~ i }~- atl,hj$hP', + Y . ~ ~ .~~yrl ~`~:~M1~. ,. „y" 9~ ~~ ~;..~ 
G5Y ~ 

irk .~ Iv ~~ ~ ~a~~ ~ es ~ ~ ~
n6,...

w" ~,~. e + .y,~M~~ v,~~,77~, ~ ~ ,~. w ~. - ~ I ~ l ~' il~ t +n1 a, l,,. _, 
xx . s . ~ 

Wj, . Y. 

t 444 9.- ~_„ ~ ~ ~°,' 

I i ,.~ ~~~. i,^~~, "~.~ ~ {" ~ 9~ ~ ~~e '~. ~ ,
We .~ „ ~ 

n *~ ' 6 " iJa .. ~_'I'.o. Jh '"
I~: ~, ,. 'ti~~ . .. 

i d y F4 l
w ~

r ~ 

w a ' M1t~ rNa~ ' ~ ±~ . 
e ' g '°' ~ v{ ~ vIk,_

1 -, "~ ~'~~ 
I G ~~~° l~ _7~~a,~l t~ 9- ~ 

i ~ ~,~ P ,k aM~ ~+~ flro r ~ c ~,_ ~ .. a, r ~.,~_ . .~.. I • ~,.. -... ~ ,..
er7~ ~ 

W ' .+ ..~ a ~T*.- o~~ 
et;~ 

e

ry ~ '^~ "~Ty{~ 

4a'
r ~ ~" PN ~.~,r.~.~.-,iaz .t:~':. rl_

e. ~, ~7 . r-~ '~ f~' ~ r~~ ~' .. .~, ~ kti ~~~~~. - ... ~ ~p;, {~1..-'Y~,rw.ax.
We~. r! I a. 

a ~dS..~~`Ta.-#.Y.~ 4 1 ~ ~1" r: W. IL,_ r..r.,. p. ~ 1~ -, rlX ~+aJlre~n,~r ~C4~' ~~"'~`' ty~ .44ww44vv+~





Staff Report
Dublin Architectural Review Board

October 28, 1987

Page Two

The initial proposal was for a third building fronting toward North Street. The

arrangement of this building caused some concern among Staff in that the setbaclc

along North Street was very difficult to achieve also the parking setback was

difficult to achieve. The revised plan is a result of several meetings and a

number of different review,.

Mr. Darragh explained the setbacks, parking determinations, materials to be

used, construction of stone walls, variance req»ests, alley vacations and

landscaping.

Mr. Darragh further reported on the process that the applicant, architect

and our Staff went through in reference to the delicatessen and outdoor seating
and the process of trying to maximize the parking.

The hearing this date was for the request for the variance of the

landscaping code which will elir~inate the 5°/° of the parking area being
landscaped and also the request that would go before the Board of Zoning Appeals
in reference to outdoor seating along North Kigh Street.

Mr. Eggspuehler's intention is to convert the area between i:he two existing
buildings into a ark-like settin with ex n iv ,~~~

outdoor seats that can be used either by the general aublic of b,,~o,p>b~
a c.oose to use t e ro osed delicates He explained his reasoning llfor
t ~s project. He stated that when he looks at North High Street at~d he looks at

his buildings compared to what Mr. Gus Crirn has done in the Rivers Edge
building, he is ashamed and makes no bones about it. He stated that is a class

building and a great addition to the old Dublin community. Mr. Eggspuehler said

that he is very fond of this community and because of that he has made a heavy
investment. He wants to see old Dublin become a very special place ~:nere people
can come. He feels that if we merchants, landlords} start doing something with

their businesses and doing something with events, that everyone will benefit.

With the outdoor seating, they could have some special events. People could

walk the streets, come acrc,ss fron the library, the offices at:d , just sit, have

coffee, or lunch. He wants to help vitalize this end of the street. Mr.

Eggspuehler then reviewed his site, building plans, parking, landscaping,
outdoor seating, etc. ~

0 ~~a

Mr. Ralph, resident, (and his wife owns the Heather Shop on North Kigh

Street} came forward t~ speak his concerns over this project. Kc had made an

analysis on parking for both North and South Kigh Street. He used Ordinance

1193 to do this analysis. The bottom line was in his analysis was that we are

very short on parking X180 spaces}. 1'is major concern i;5 that this will kill

the merchants on the street and create a slum area. He offered some solutions;

a paring garage, City purchase lots to turn into parking lots with meters, help

landlords clean out back lots and pave it, reduced parking to one hour with

meters, etc. He said Mr. Eggspuehler's idea is great, but if he is permitted a

parking variance, this is the first step to killing this street and making it a

slum. lie asked that this be rejected until 119 - 219 parking spaces are

developed.

Mr. Eggspuehler r sponded by stating he understood the concern for parking

and had just put in Some extra parking far another building, over and above what

was needed because of that. He stated that he~is not asking for approval for ~~

the deliratessen, that is under construction, he is asking if we want a ' i.~~

park-like atmosphere on North Nigh Street, and feels that will be a benefit. r
A~,-
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Minutes of Meeting
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Page ThrE2

This will be for pedestrian type of traffic. He doesn't feel that there will be

alot of cars. The idea is to bring people down that street with the idea thGt

the people betweer~~ W. Bridge and the end of Gown will improve their properties.

Th~it will be an enhancement. It is all you how look at it.

t~L. Halloran rebutted by stating that he is aware of that, but he is

referring to a City ordinance that needs to be enforced. He stated that we

cǹ'C stand another 50+ cars on the street. He went on to say that the parking

is cf utr~ost importanc+~. ire then reiterated what he had sand previously.

Mr. E,~7~uehler said again that this will be a_park and it will be a

The Bt~arc: discussed the different options that had been brought up, along

with some of the considerations brought forward. The types of stores, and

different types of draws for people were discussed.

enef it. Td~e €~e'~ ~c.3tes~sen x ~~~ the ssue+

The Bo~~.trd discussed the dikferences between restaurant use, and if it was

just a p~~.rk, would Mr. Eggspuehler be allowed tables and benches, with no

parking r'eauirements. Calculations and dra~~~ings were reviewed.

After a heated conversation, Mr. Darragh stated that no further action was

needed by this Board since action has already been taken. All minutes ox

meetings pertaining to this application will be forwarded to the Board of Zoning

Appeals for the hearing on the 19th. At that Lime anybody wishing to appear

before that Board was encouraged to do co.

5. Cos X6-002 Riper' Edge II

This is an appli anon for review f prpposec~ signs ( site, director and

rectional~. Add' zonal drawings w ~; presented tot Board for revi

Shape, conformi~. ,colors, height~nd dimension, et were discussed.

After ~ scussion of all ree signs, a mo " gin was made and conded to

approve em. Vote was u~, imous.

Mee~r~g Adjourned.
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MINUTES OF MEETING

DUBLIN ARCHITECT[~RAL REVIEW BOARD

SEPTEMBER 23, 1981

Mr. Robert Darragh reported to the Chairman that due to the fact that the

first three applicants were not present, they would begin with Case #4.

4., application ARB a7-o24 -- Eggspuehler Office Building
This case is a refinement of the plan for the Eggspuehler Office Build-

ing on North High Street. Mr, Darragh reported that Mr. Eggspuehler has been

talking to the Board far sometime about plans far outdoor seating and a new

food business ( here has been a Pizza operation in tl~e building for sometime,

and they are no longer there}, and Mr. Eggspuehler would like to use that

particular space to operate a Deli. In light of the improvements that have

already been approved on the building, they wanted . to do some deck work for

outdoor seating. The plan was presented along with a site plan that had been

re~~ised. Mr. Darragh stated that what he had advised the applicants to do

was to go over the plan again and see if by removing any, andJor all of the

required interior landscaping in the parking lot if they could gain any

parking spaces, and if so how many. They did this, and they gained four.

The constraints of the site initially, did not give the applicant a whole lot

to work with. Mr. Darragh stated that in his experience they have never

entertained a variance to the landscaping code, period, let alone one for

interior landscaping in a parking lot. ter. Darragh stated that he couldn't

imagine a better situation to take to the Hoard of Zoning Appeals for a land-

scaping variance then this particular project. In fact, Mr. Darragh stated,

he had hoped that they would gain a few more parking spots, but they really

didn't have a whole lot to work with. The plans were reviewed by the Board

an~i the applicant explained what he tried tv do with the parking.

Mr. Darragh reported that the other issue that the Board will be looking at

is how to handle the outdoor seating far the restaurant; deli. Lighting was

0

discussed.

A recommendation was made that this be handled as two separate items and

parking be the first item and a motion that the Board recommend that they are

in favor of granting a variance.

The question was asked what the total arnaunt of parking is without the

variance, and the answer was 4$. With the variance 51, as them would have

to be a dumpster on the Sznd one. It was stated by the applicant that the

dumpster would be screened.

A second was made to the motion. Vote was called for and there was four

votes for approval and one opposed; motion carried.

1r~~ ~~1

a`~~ ~si~i
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Minutes of Meeting

Dublin Architectural Review Board

September 23, 1981

Page Two

Mr. Darragh stated that the next issue is the request for a variance for the

outdoor seating. The parking calculation for a restaurant use is that one

parking space per 50 square foot of gross floor area be provided. When they

review a plan far a McDonald's restaurant, they require parking for the gross

floor area of the building. That includes the basement if there is any, and

the mechanical area, walk-in coolers, and if they have outdoor seating, we

also require that for every 50 square feet of outdoor seating, they also pro-

vide an additional Forking space. Mr. Darragh stated that it is a seasonal

use, but on the other hand, during the season it does have an impact an the

available parking. The City of Columbus handles the matter exactly the same

way. Mr. Darragh reported that this evening he had done a calculation on the

area and how many parking spaces would be required to accommodate the outdoor

seating, and it is about 40 spaces. When the Bard discussed this proposal
before, they had no concrete idea of exactly how much deck area •+~ould be used

for seating and that is available tiiow. Mr. Darragh stated that, he remembered

one comment Mr. t~loodings made when the Board discussed how many seats would

be appropriate, it was stated however many made it successful.

ter. Darragh introduced Mrs. Eggspeuhler and made mention that Mr. Eggspeuhler
was out of town. Mr. Darragh asked her if she intended to operate Oscar's

Deli., and she responded yes. He then asked if she has had any experience in

the Deli business. Mrs. Eggspuehler responded, not actually Deli, but she

had experience in food service. It was asked how much seating would be pro-

vided indoors and the answer was 20 to 25. Mrs. Eggspeuhler stated that she

felt this was a seasonal type of thing and there will be people inside in the

winter time and the outside in the summer'. It was asked if 44 additional

spaces were then needed in addition to the 51. Mr. Darragh stated that was

correct. It was asked how many tables there were. Mr, Darragh stated that

he only calculated what was on the outside, not the area inside as that taas

c~retty mach addressed in the parking for the entire complex. The calculation

was c~ne spacA per every 250 square feet and they came up with a requirement
for the 54 spaces required originally; from that point anything separate for

the existing pizza parlor. Mr. Darragh went on to say that our policy has

been that if there has been that type of operation in any particular building
we really don't find gra~~nds to deny it for the next person. Seating, size ~

shape of tables, and lr~cations werE discussed.

0

Mr. Darragh stated that this hay not been discussed with Mr. Bowman or Ms.

Clarke either one. He stated that he agreed with Mr. Woodings that he would

very much like to see the ,~ffart of the project survive, but that he was very

teary about taking a variance for 40 parking spaces to the Board of Zoning
Appeals. Mr. Darragh asked if Mrs. Eggspeuhler was familiar with an oper-

ation similar to this and how well it may or may not work. She responded
that in reference to parking, they are thinking two client populations. The

people who operate in the busi~~ess buildings and would walk over into the

park from where they work, or people who would be attracted to Old Dublin and

would walk up and dawn the street and they would par's. alot of different

places and not just right there. She didn't feel the need for 40 parking
spaces, there would be alot of wa1K-in people. She stated that she under-

stood the concern for a variance like that but felt that if you want thaC.

north end to go, there has to be some accomodation for what is going to go on

there. There will be people at the Library with there children that would

walk over for lunch, It was asked that since the school and library were

enlarging parking because of overflow, and since the library is expanding its

hours, will granting a 40 car variance create more of a problem. ~~ ~ fÌ~,~ILt a
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Page Three

It wa:~ stated that it was a gamble, but one worth taking. We need something
in the north end. It was brought up that in German Village there are alot of

these tyj~es of operations, and then don't have any parking down there and

they are successful. It was stated that more than likely 64'!0 of the trade

w4+±1d rz walk-in. Discussion followed along these lines.

Mr. Darragh asked the applicant what the hours of operation would be. ~lrs.

Eggspeuhler responded that at this point they are thinking 1;00 A.I~, until

7:00 P.M., Lut alot of that would be test o+~t time and see when they ar•e

bu~iest.~ Mr. Darragh , stated that in reference to the Library; there is an

agreement that has already been reached between th:~ school Board and the

Village of Dublin. The property that is immediately ~-?est of the existing

Library, there are two ball diamonds on that property now. That property now

is in the ownership of the Village of Dublin. The School Board gave that

property to Dublin just in the past few weeks. The reason being that Dublin

has agreed ar.~ has already signed a lease to lease that property to the

Library. The Village owns the property that the Library is on now and the

additional property is to accomodate the Library expansion and the parking
lot of approximately 204 spaces. The proposal for now is to develop that

ground into a gravel ter~porary parking lot and this has been discussed, to

let the school park their buses on it until the Schaal can buy another remote

facility to park the buses somewhere else. When the Library is read,{ to

expand the parking lot will be paved and finished off. He stated th~~t he

didn't know what that means as far as available parking in downtown Dublin,

It appears that the piece a£ land and the attendana parking for the Library

expansion is a good size parking lot. Again, it is a gamble as to whether we

could dedicate any of that parking lot for any public use, and we simply
don't know how well that lot will function with the anticipated Library use

down the road. A motion was made that the Board strongly recommend that the

variance be given to this in order tv improve that area. A second was given,

and the vote was called for. The Board was unaminous in approval. Motion

carried. Mr. Darragh stated that the applicant now needs to file an

application with the Board of Zoning Appeals and they will be heard on the

22nd of October.

1. Tabled Application AR.Bv7-02~: -- 75 S. High Street `'~~~ _ ~

The a licant for this case was now present. Mr. Darragh presented t~~e ~~~.:.',
PP

revised drawing for a sign request. The applicant Mr. Denis Murphy made his s~#'
presentation and explained to the Board the revisions mada to try to comply ~~ ~'

The Board discussed the ro~asal,with their revious recommendations.P p

colors, sixes, and number of signs. The Board seemed to have a problem with ,~~''~~=~~ a
the back round color and the variety of colors from each tenant. The appli- r~"~~~~~'y,~~'g

h t the tenants in the rear of the buildin has an identity pro- ~~ t~a Y'?'P'~~~
cant stated t a g •

blem. The Board felt that these si ns were not consistent. The Board felt ~~~;. r~~.•g ~ . ~ ;~

that this sign was not going to make a business mare successful. After much ~•; 6,,

discussion b the Board and the applicant, the Boar-d decided that this s{gn ~,~ j{~,',Y

was not in compliance ( llnfformity, graphics coordination, colors, etc.) and a ti~k,l~"~~

motion was made to den this application. Roll was called and motion to deny ~~~~~'~'
y r~~~,

carried. The Board gave the applicant alot of suggestions a,.d Ldeas, and in ~ w~~`,~"
r ~ 

r'~ !I

fact some Board members felt that the existing sign Baas nicer ~han the a,~s.
y A

Fd, _.. *. ~ 
d

proposed ~`°~~
f`~

p~ ~~
No show. ~ f ~~ '`"~

Tabled A licatian ARB87-D22 ? 5 S. ~i~ h Street ~'2 . p p g ~• ~~ ~~

3. Application ARB 81-023 - b0 Franklin Street No s'~^" ~ +`~~~,~ •
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1. placation ABB $T 9 Dublin Carpet
The applicant d not appear

Application EST-420 52 S. Ni Street

This case. nvolved a reque for signage that as approved and so a

request for pr~aposed car~o~py nstallation at High St. fsr 1C rison

Lupidi Ph ographers. - ir. ,} rragh s-~maarized a Staf f Retort. hotos of

cane s ere shown, and t a licants inte~ons made known. iscussionPY PP

foll ~ d. A motion wa ~ aade to approve ~~+e application. V e was called

fo ~•r~d motion carri . ,,~~'

TNFg [`~SFrt

1. Applica on ARS $7-421 - ' S. Sigh Street

This s application wa ~~f̀or review of la soaping and sign for 75

S. Hi t. In addi ion • a~landsca in and i na a there is so a to-g t Ito p g g g~ .~ P

posa for alterations p,~posed. The plan were distributed~:~''~Mr. Murphy
an the architect, Mf~ Raah were presen to answer quest ~~is. Mr. Darragh

rna~arized his rep~t. Discussion a parking, drainage`"landscaping, lan -

soaping screens ar~d signagp were d' cussed. Photogrs of the rear of t11e

building were ~~.ared.

A mo on was made to a rove the buildi~elevation and tai ~ the

parkin ~ Yot° Was called or and motion ca~~ied.

Application ARB87 ~ 2 - 75 S. high ,,Sttreet
This applicat' r~ was for the siage of the above balding. After

some discussion the proposE~d siage, a motion wa rnade to table th°

application. cite was called f~r'and motion carri .

3. Appli tfon -- 53 N. Hi - Street

Th" application was: or a proposal to change existing s` Wage.
After discussion, a mo ' gin was made to a rove the change. vote was

to n, and motion ca led.

INF~RHAL

M~

r ~+~~,

der, ~~,
p R,~ ~~,~

1 1

1. Review of proposed alterations for 72 ~ S4 Hoxth High Street

Mr. Jack Eggspuehler made: his presentation on these proposed alter-

ations for these existing buildings. ife discussed the rear of the build-

ing, a stone wall ar~d patio. He stated that they .are seeking approval to

put in the patio area with the idea that he would have to go to the Board
of Zanin~; Appeals to obtain approval of being able to put tables and chairs
aut there. Ile stated that there would I3e alot of flowers with d par:{like
atmosl~herc. discussion followed and the Bo~~rd save Suggestions and

n~intians.

09-002ARB
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Staff Report
Dublin Board oft Zoning Appeal
March 2b, 1987

r. Variance application Y86--022 - ~ ggspvehler Office

A. The s~,bjeet site is a parcel of approximately o]~ acres on the east

side of North High Street and across f rota the ~~~bl f n Pub1 is Library.
To the north is tht River'S EGge lI pro~ec~: ~t~nder 4onstruot:or~~ and

the southern boundary is treated b;+ North Street. Ttiere ire too

existing structures along the Nigh Street f~ro_ntage ~,~hich are ccnverteu

homes and arc noy being used as offices and a pixxa shop. Uhtil recently

the site was bcund by dedicated alleys on the north ar.d east. iF~e

alleys acre ~+acated by Village Council in order to provide far grern

space along the High Street [ rootage and to Create addttia:~al area for

parking. There is an existing parkir:g area behind the bUildir~g at 84

North Nish, the area behind 72 North High is undeveloped pr'apercys

S. The applfcants+ Mr. and Mrs. i~ggspvehler, propas~ canstructi~~n a: a

two story, 7440 square f oot o[f icy building on the u±~~ieve l ope+~ properc y

behind 71 h'orrh High Street. The ney building gill be oriented along

Korth Street and ~i 11 include devctopment of a G8 span parking area ~hi~i~

wi l l serve ai l three b~~ildings. The stone ual l along North Street : ri 11

be preserved : ind extended to screen the southern part of the parking area

f torn the right-vf-way. ~~r. l:ggspuehl~r intends to use 2f~+~ s4ua:e lent

at the building for his business, Aerosafe, and the balance o[ the struccvro

will be ~ iivid4d into Lr.nar~[ space and areas for a library, exercise rna~n,

supply roam and :~ethanical roam.

C. This proposal will require variances tea several Sections of tl~e Toning

Code. The required setback far tl~e building is 33 feet from the property

line and 14 feet for the parking area. These dimensions are based on the

5b foa~ right-of-way of North Street. Thc~plan sho~+s the building sited

behind the stone call and appr4ximattly 4 feet from the p~'operty line to

the entry stairs. The face of the b~~ildin$, exclusive of the stairway

is approximately 11 feet f ror~ the property lint. Staf f envisions no

substantfal ne$3ti~e effect in granting thfs variance since tl;e building,

exelusi~~e of t11e srairu~y, gill bt behind the setback of the existing

bu~;ding at the corner. ~s well, tht r~equQSt for extending the parking

area to the property line seems a reasonable solution to are effore to

cr~rate the mAximurn : lumber' o! spaces passible. 5taf f is supportive of tl~~~

parking and bv~ildir~g setbacks on tht conditions that tha stone gall he

extended, at a,~ini~urn height of 3 felt, ad~atent to the parkfng area

on each sl,de of the curb cut and that flowering ornamental trees,

preferably crab apples ~ be p4ar.ted on 3C~` ir~ter~als f tarn High Street

to tl» ease property 1 ine.
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