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MEETING MINUTES 

Administrative Review Team 
Thursday, October 19, 2017 | 2:00 pm 

 
 

 
ART Members and Designees: Vince Papsidero, Planning Director; Donna Goss, Director of 

Development; Colleen Gilger, Director of Economic Development; Matt Earman, Director of Parks and 
Recreation; Ray Harpham, Interim Chief Building Official; Aaron Stanford, Senior Civil Engineer; Shawn 

Krawetzki, Landscape Architect; Mike Altomare, Fire Marshal; and Tim Hosterman, Police Sergeant.  

 
Other Staff:  Claudia Husak, Senior Planner; Lori Burchett, Planner II; Logan Stang, Planner I; Nichole 

Martin, Planner I; Mike Kettler, Planning Technician; Lia Yakumithis, Planning Assistant; and Laurie Wright, 
Administrative Support II. 

 

Applicants:  Wayne A. Schick, Cameron Mitchell Restaurants (Case2); Charles and Deborah Penzone, 
Penzones; Chris Meyers and Tony Colt, Meyers and Associates; (Case 3); Teri Umbarger, Moody Nolan; 

Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying Development Partners; John Woods, MKSK; and Brian Sell, Moody Nolan 
(Case 4); Matt Starr, Crawford Hoying Development Partners (Cases 5 & 6); and Zac Romer-Jordan, BBCO 

Design (Case 7).  

 
Vince Papsidero called the meeting to order at 2:03 pm. He asked if there were any amendments to the 

October 5 meeting minutes. The minutes were accepted into the record as presented. He noted the 
following Minor Modifications: 

 
 Bridge Park, Building  B4 – Parking Garage 

 WID, Darree Fields 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. BSD C - TownePlace Suites by Marriott          5515 Upper Metro Place 
17-087CU/DP/SPR/PP/FP         Conditional Use/Development and Site 

        Plan Reviews/Preliminary and Final Plats 

       
Logan Stang said this is a proposal for a five-story, 64,000-square-foot hotel with 105 guest rooms and 

associated site improvements on a 4.24-acre site. He said the site is on the south side of Upper Metro 
Place, approximately 550 feet west of the intersection with Frantz Road. He said this is a request for a 

review and recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Conditional Use 

under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.236 and Development and Site Plan Reviews under the 
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. He said there is also a request for a review and recommendation 

of approval to City Council for Preliminary and Final Plats under the provisions of the Subdivision 
Regulations. 

 
Mr. Stang presented an aerial view of the site and the previously proposed site plan. He noted the location 

of the dumpster and the standalone parking lot on the east property. He presented the proposed site plan 

for comparison and to reflect the revisions that have been made. He pointed out that the dumpster 
enclosure was relocated to the southeast corner of the site at the terminus of the eastern driveway and 

pedestrian path.  
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Mr. Stang said the proposal includes the construction of a standalone surface parking lot on the eastern 

property with a shared access drive to Upper Metro Place. The parking lot will be constructed, he said, with 

the development of this proposal and will be integrated into the future development that occurs on the 
eastern property. He explained a Conditional Use is requested for the surface parking lot proposed as a 

principal use, subject to the requirements of surface parking lot design outlined in the BSD Code. 
 

Mr. Stang said there were six Administrative Departures proposed and explained each of the following: 
 

1. Building Types – Blank Wall Limitations (2) 

2. Building Types – Transparency 
3. Building Types – Vertical Increments 

4. Site Development Standards – Parking & Loading – Off-Street Parking and Aisle Dimensions 
5. Site Development Standards – Parking & Loading – Surface Parking Lot Design 

  

Details of the departures can be found in the Planning Report. 
 

Mr. Stang requested a conversation about the surface parking lot because if it is filled, circulation is not 
efficient and that had been relayed to the applicant prior to this meeting. He suggested reworking the 

existing layout or considering a turnaround at the edge.  

 
Aaron Stanford agreed with the suggestion of a turnaround. He said if there is an access aisle on the 

eastern edge, circulation would be improved and that would be simple to add to the plan but requested 
input from the other members. The ART agreed it was a reasonable request. Mr. Stang said the applicant 

can design it on the Master Plan and he would add it to the list of conditions needed for the Site Plan 
approval. 

 

Claudia Husak mentioned the amount of parking spaces needed for hotels in general and if additional 
parking spaces should be added as a standard requirement as hotels in suburban locations can be 

challenging. She noted that Embassy Suites has said that guests of Home 2 are parking in their lot so the 
requested shared-parking may be appropriate. 

 

Mr. Stang indicated that the landscaping has been revised but it is very similar to what was shown before. 
He said the proposed landscape plan includes the design of the pocket plaza, perimeter buffering, and 

supplemental plantings along Upper Metro Place frontage. He explained a mixture of plant materials will 
be used that create a cohesive theme throughout the site. Stone walls, he said, are incorporated into 

landscape beds along Upper Metro Place. He stated a majority of those trees are in poor condition. He said 
the applicant has indicted the intent to preserve the landmark trees and the majority of healthy trees 

throughout the site while removing those in poor condition. The portions of the site suffering loss of the 

poor condition trees, he said, will be supplemented with new plantings included in the landscape plan. 
 

Mr. Stang reported the applicant has provided stormwater management details for the proposed system 
including underground storage, bio-swales, and permeable pavement. He said the site will be served by 

public utilities located on the south side of Upper Metro Place with sanitary and water provided within the 

existing utility easement. Additional private utilities are located within the easement, he noted, and the 
applicant will need to rectify any conflicts between proposed landscaping design elements such as stone 

columns, walls, pavers, or similar and the existing public and private utilities prior to filing for building 
permits.  

 

Mr. Stanford reported Engineering identified some possible utility conflicts, which could mean modifications 
to the plan. He said he was specifically concerned with the patio columns on the edge. He indicated these 
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might need to be relocated or sacrificed. Vince Papsidero suggested that the applicant simplify the plan, 

specifically the number of plantings in the pocket plaza. 

 
Mr. Stang presented the various elevations and pointed out the proposed modern architecture that contains 

five stories and a varying parapet roof feature that uses LED-stripe lighting to accent the angular forms. 
He noted that up lighting at grade level has been added as well. He pointed out a total of four colors of 

brick masonry will be incorporated on all five stories with fiber cement panel accents in the middle of the 
structure and along the parapet. In terms of brick colors, he stated a light and dark gray are the 

predominant colors with a dark and light red used as accents for the massing of the structure. Additionally, 

he said, four colors of fiber cement panels are proposed that correspond to the brick palette. He highlighted 
a curtain wall system extending to the roof that is proposed for the main entrance on the north façade and 

architectural canopies that are proposed above the entrances with a larger vehicular canopy on the south 
façade near the drop-off area. He presented a rendering that showed the front of the hotel as it would be 

lit in the evening. 

 
Mr. Papsidero asked the ART if they were comfortable with the architecture and they all responded 

affirmatively. 
 

Mr. Stang pointed out that the applicant included proposed signs for the site consisting of a ground sign, 

projecting sign, and building identification sign but the signs shown are not part of this application. He 
indicated that the signs appear to meet Code as is but will have to come back before the required reviewing 

body for approval. 
 

Mr. Stang said 13 Waivers are proposed and explained the need for each of the following: 
 

1. Building Types – Parapet Height 

2. Building Types – Façade Material Transitions 
3. Building Types – Required Build Zone Treatment 

4. Building Types – Ground Story Street Facing Transparency 
5. Building Types – Upper Story Street Facing Transparency 

6. Building Types – Blank Wall Limitations (2) 

7. Building Types – Street Façade: Number of Entrances Required 
8. Building Types – Vertical Increments 

9. Open Space – Open Space Size 
10. Open Space – Fencing and Walls 

11. Site Development Standards – Fencing, Walls and Screening – Street Wall Design and Location 
12. Site Development Standards – Landscaping & Tree Preservation – Interior Landscaping 

 

Mr. Stang said a Conditional Use is recommended for approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission 
with no conditions.  

 
Mr. Stang said approval is recommended for six Administrative Departures: 

 

1. Building Types – Blank Wall Limitations (2) 
2. Building Types – Transparency 

3. Building Types – Vertical Increments 
4. Site Development Standards – Parking & Loading – Off-Street Parking and Aisle Dimensions 

5. Site Development Standards – Parking & Loading – Surface Parking Lot Design 
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Mr. Stang said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for the 13 Waivers: 

 

1. Building Types – Parapet Height 
2. Building Types – Façade Material Transitions 

3. Building Types – Required Build Zone Treatment 
4. Building Types – Ground Story Street Facing Transparency 

5. Building Types – Upper Story Street Facing Transparency 
6. Building Types – Blank Wall Limitations (2) 

7. Building Types – Street Façade: Number of Entrances Required 

8. Building Types – Vertical Increments 
9. Open Space – Open Space Size 

10. Open Space – Fencing and Walls 
11. Site Development Standards – Fencing, Walls and Screening – Street Wall Design and Location 

12. Site Development Standards – Landscaping & Tree Preservation – Interior Landscaping 

 
Mr. Stang said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for the Development Plan 

Review with the following condition: 
 

1) That all future access point locations for the remaining developable properties be subject to review 

with their respective developments and approval by the City Engineer. 
 

Mr. Stang said approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for the Site Plan Review 
with 12 conditions: 

 
1) That the applicant provide the operating hardware details for the doors with the building permit 

submittal; 

2) That the applicant revise the architecture to provide window trim around all windows proposed 
within siding clad walls with the building permit submittal; 

3) That the applicant ensure all roof penetrations are properly concealed and screened, subject to 
verification with the building permit; 

4) That the applicant work with staff to find appropriate landscaping material substitutions with the 

building permit submittal; 
5) That the applicant update the landscaping plan to include additional shrub plantings along the 

street facing side of the street wall with the building permit submittal; 
6) That the applicant meet the screening requirements for the dumpster enclosure, subject to 

verification with the building permit; 
7) That the applicant provide an updated photometric plan with the inclusion of the existing street 

lights with the building permit submittal; 

8) That the applicant provide additional cut sheets and fixture information with the building permit 
submittal; 

9) That all signs receive approval by the required reviewing body through the zoning review process, 
prior to the installation of any signs; 

10) That the applicant work with Engineering to demonstrate continued compliance with stormwater 

requirements as defined in Chapter 53 to the satisfaction of the City Engineer;  
11) That the applicant rectify any conflicts between the landscaping design elements (stone columns, 

walls, pavers, etc.) and the existing utilities prior to filing for building permits; and 
12) That the applicant revise the standalone surface parking lot to provide an additional north-south 

drive aisle connection at the eastern edge with the building permit submittal.  
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Shawn Krawetzki inquired about landscape requirements for the surface parking lot. Mr. Stang answered, 

landscaping is not required to screen the surface parking lot proposed for the eastern development since 

it sits back from the right-of-way but the applicant will use the existing mounding. 
 

Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this application. [There were 
none.] He called for a vote, the motion carried, and the Conditional Use was recommended for approval to 

the Planning and Zoning Commission; the Development and Site Plan Reviews were recommended for 
approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission; the Waivers were recommended for approval to the 

Planning and Zoning Commission; and the Administrative Departures were approved. 

 

2. BSD SRN – Cap City Diner – Outdoor Speakers   6644 Riverside Drive 
 17-105CU                  Conditional Use 

       
Lia Yakumithis said this is a request for the use of outdoor speakers in an existing patio and exterior 

entrance space for a 6,000-square-foot restaurant in the Bridge Park Development, zoned Bridge Street 

District Scioto River Neighborhood. She said the site is west of Riverside Drive, approximately 150 feet 
northeast of the intersection with Bridge Park Avenue. She said this is a request for a review and 

recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Conditional Use under the 
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.236. 

 
Ms. Yakumithis presented an aerial view of the site and highlighted the tenant space.  

 

Ms. Yakumithis presented a floor plan that included the patio along Riverside Drive that showed the 
proposed overhead speaker locations of which there are five planned approximately every 12 feet and two 

for the entry way on Longshore Street that are also approximately 12 feet apart. She presented 
photographs of the actual speakers installed. She presented a graphic showing the area within 50 feet of 

the patio speakers that include public sidewalks, private, publically accessible open space, and the 

developer’s leasing office.  
 

Ms. Yakumithis said the Nuisance Code states that the emission of sound that is ‘plainly audible’ at a 
distance of 50 feet from the building is an emission of sound that may disturb the peace, and is therefore 

not permitted. ‘Plainly audible’ is defined as any sound that can be detected by a person using his or her 
unaided hearing faculties. She reported the applicant is not requesting live music with the use of additional 

outdoor speakers or sound amplification but a Conditional Use would be required if this is desired in the 

future.  
 

Per the BSD Code, Ms. Yakumithis said, speakers are only permitted in conjunction with Outdoor Seating 
and Dining as a use specific standard. Therefore, she said, speakers in the entry way along Longshore 

Drive will need to be removed in order to meet the Code requirement. 

 
Ms. Yakumithis reported the outdoor speakers will be used during operating hours only and the patio hours 

of operation are as follows: 
 

 Monday through Thursday, 11:00am – 11:00pm 

 Friday and Saturday, 11:00am – 12:00am 

 Sunday, 11:00am – 10:00pm 

 
Ms. Yakumithis concluded approval is recommended to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a 

Conditional Use with three conditions:  
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1) That the use of the outdoor speakers be limited to the tenant’s hours of operation and not to 

exceed one hour past closing;  

2) That the sound emitted from the outdoor speakers reach a decibel level no greater than 50dB at 
50 feet from the building; and  

3) That speakers are only permitted for the patio; and therefore, must be removed at the entry on 
Longshore Drive.  

 
Wayne A. Schick, Cameron Mitchell Restaurants, reiterated that the speakers are inserted into the ceiling. 

He indicated these have been installed already and sound is not an issue for this distance. He said the two 

over the front door are just to provide some ambiance but if the ART does not want to permit them then 
he can pull them out.  

 
Ray Harpham explained that the Conditional Use is for outdoor dining and seating and the entry does not 

fit into that category. He encouraged the applicant to just unwire them for the moment as the Code may 

change to allow speakers near the entrance. 
 

Vince Papsidero asked if there were any questions or concerns regarding this application. [There were 
none.] He called for a vote, the motion carried, and the Conditional Use was recommended for approval to 

the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

 
 

CASE REVIEW 

3. BSD SCN – Charles Penzone – The Grand Salon             6645 Village Parkway 

17-097MSP                Master Sign Plan 

       
Lori Burchett said this is a request for a Master Sign Plan for the 12,000-square-foot Charles Penzone Grand 

Salon on a 1.8-acre parcel. She said the site is west of Village Parkway, northwest of the roundabout with 
Shamrock Crossing. She said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to the Planning 

and Zoning Commission for a Master Sign Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
 

Ms. Burchett said this MSP application was introduced at the previous meeting.  Both the Planning Staff 

and the ART have reviewed this, she said, and question whether it meets the criteria in the sign guidelines 
for a MSP. She said the purpose and intent of the MSP is to allow greater flexibility and creativity in sign 

design and display. Master Sign Plans, she emphasized, are not intended to be used simply to permit larger 
or more visible signs, or additional signs than may be permitted without any consideration for unique sign 

design and display. 

 
Ms. Burchett went on to say this application is without the unique aspect/character and creativity needed 

in order for the reviewing bodies to consider more signs than are permitted on the site and/or to consider 
much larger signs. The ART said unique features of a specific site and brand could be incorporated to create 

visual interest. The consensus of the members was that the font was fine but encouraged the applicant to 
work with different lighting and backgrounds to create more interest. Referring to the BSD Sign Guidelines, 

signs should be as varied and unique as the business being represented. Signs are a critical ingredient in 

establishing a unique sense of place and should be designed to be experienced by pedestrians at close 
range while remaining visible to those traveling by car or bicycle. Ms. Burchett said signs should be 

memorable, which means they should be photo worthy in and of themselves as stated in the guidelines.  
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Ms. Burchett reported she had encouraged the applicant to review the BSD Sign Guidelines, which serves 

as a guide for applicants in understanding and applying the specific design and quality-related sign 

requirements of Zoning Code Section 153.065(H). 
 

Ms. Burchett said Penzones has been going through a new branding process and they state their name 
“PENZONES” is their logo. She suggested the ART to maintain the interest of the applicant so they can 

meet their brand standards while meeting the Code. She presented the signs that are part of a new 
logo/brand redesign. She stated no signs are proposed for the rear of the structure and all the signs are 

similar in font and style, wherever they are proposed to be located.  

 
Tony Colt, Meyers and Associates, asked if there were any concerns with the sizes of the signs.  

 
Vince Papsidero inquired about the applicant’s design approach. 

 

Chris Meyers, Meyers and Associates, explained that this new salon will serve as the flagship of six salons. 
He said the new brand will be updated in all locations and on the marketing materials and website etc. He 

indicated the font was designed based on the detail of the architecture.  
 

Ms. Burchett asked the applicant if they could incorporate some contextual or artistic designs into the signs; 

not to change the brand but highlight the surface areas more. She emphasized the BSD Sign Guidelines 
calls for signs to be clever, sophisticated, and memorable.  

 
Mr. Meyers indicated that is incredibly difficult to translate as design is subjective. He explained the 

applicant took a year to study and evolve the branding and graphics, with the help of marketing consultants, 
as it has taken over 40 years to rebrand. He added the end product is memorable to the Penzones. 

 

Mr. Meyers said the reason for the increase in size requested for the east side of the building is they are 
set back due to the overhead electric easement and they want to get their name visible to the street corner. 

He indicated if they designed the sign size to meet Code, the sign would be out of scale as it is almost 50 
feet back from the roadway and that setback was forced on the location due to the easement. He stated 

the sign at the south end on the shade canopy meets Code. 

 
Claudia Husak said the sign attached to the canopy would not meet Code for a wall sign as the applicant 

has proposed because all wall signs need to be attached directly to the wall.  
 

Ms. Husak emphasized the ART is not criticizing the brand. Mr. Meyers asked how they come to a 
determination. Mr. Papsidero said the final approval will rest with the Planning and Zoning Commission 

(PZC) and staff and the ART are projecting their understanding of the signs. He said this can be challenging 

to interpret and is subjective but this falls under the PZC’s purview and staff knows what they have 
approved or disliked in the past. He emphasized the applicant needs to provide the execution of the signs, 

color, etc. and show innovative and creative designs in order to demonstrate the need for larger signs.  
 

Mr. Meyers asked if the ART could make a recommendation. Mr. Papsidero answered it is not the ART’s 

charge to solve or dictate sign design. Mr. Meyers said he is looking for dialogue. 
 

Ray Harpham suggested the argument is that the design is so simple and the requirement for larger signs 
precludes design. 

 

Ms. Husak asked Ms. Burchett if she could cover the permitted size and numbers as required in the Zoning 
Code as compared to this proposal specifically. 
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Ms. Burchett stated the permitted maximum size for signs is 50 square feet and the applicant is requesting 

100 square feet for the east elevation. She said the ground sign, which had a similar design, exceeds the 
maximum size permitted, and an additional ground sign is provided for directional purposes. She stated 

two wall signs are permitted under the Code and three are being requested besides the additional ground 
sign that is also not permitted. 

 
Ms. Burchett said the property does not have frontage on Shamrock Boulevard and part of Mr. Meyers’ 

comments about requesting a larger sign stems from the location of the structure, as it is set back and that 

is out of their control.  
 

Mr. Harpham said he could see wanting a larger sign per the distance from the street and when one drives 
by, the size will be relatively the same so he could see the justification. He suggested maybe the sign needs 

to be increased in size so it is not out of proportion. He said for pedestrian traffic, the letters will seem 

huge. Ms. Burchett indicated the PZC may consider the larger sign but it has to meet Code review criteria. 
Per the PZC’s review, they want to see interesting signs on the building as they were excited about the 

signs that were presented. She recalled they even said public art pieces could be installed in front of that 
long blank wall. She cautioned the applicant that the PZC may use their comments from that earlier review 

as part of their conversation for this review. 

 
Ms. Husak asked what the plans are for signs on existing buildings, such as the one on this site because it 

is not a separate parcel. Mr. Meyers answered adding the new branding sign to that building would be the 
next phase of the project. Ms. Burchett encouraged the applicant to include that information as well.  

 
Shawn Krawetzki suggested the applicant consider something creative for the background of the wall signs 

to provide more interest. 

 
Deborah Penzone said the consultants recommended a more modern, futuristic brand as a lot of research 

has gone into this project. Mr. Krawetzki said he does not have a problem with the modern font. Considering 
the background, he asked, if the sign is going to have the gray or black background color.  Mr. Colt said 

the sign would be installed over the white linear stone. 

 
Charles Penzone asked if the ART was suggesting the applicant add an element to the text. Aaron Stanford 

pointed out the secondary logo they had before this rebranding.  
 

Mr. Penzone reiterated they have already spent a year deciding on the branding and have spent a lot of 
money. Mr. Papsidero emphasized the ART is not criticizing the signs but if they want approval for a Master 

Sign Plan as proposed, they have to take the design a step further; they cannot just make signs larger. 

 
Mr. Meyers wanted to clarify that the brand itself is not issue. He said they could then consider a variation 

in the background. Mr. Papsidero said the ART needs justification for permitting larger signs; therefore, the 
applicant should describe special standards for sign quality, fabrication/construction detail, installation 

methods, illumination, etc. where the requirements exceed the provisions of Zoning Code Section 

153.065(H)(4)(e). He said the ART is not being told if the signs will have pin-mounted letters so they stand 
off the background or other techniques to represent the brand in the best light.  Mr. Papsidero said the 

ART still does not know how the signs will be illuminated, what materials are proposed, or colors, etc.  
 

Mr. Meyers said throughout this review with the ART, he now knows that they are headed in the right 

direction and that the locations are okay but they need to return with refinement of the signs. He suggested 
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the applicant could continue to study the overall design. He said he was still concerned if this is a critique 

of the brand. The ART responded they are concerned with the application of the signs. 

 
Ms. Burchett said three signs total are permitted on site per the BSD Code requirements and the applicant 

is requesting a total of five. Mr. Meyers asked the ART to remember there will be future phases as this site 
becomes a Penzone campus. He said they need simple wayfinding that will be shared with additional 

buildings and with that, additional parking.  
 

Mr. Papsidero noted the building is so striking that people should realize where they are so all that 

wayfinding will not be necessary. 
 

Mr. Meyers pointed out the roundabout is past the building and visitors will need to get to the entrance on 
the other side. He expressed interest in a ground sign at the entry point/corner. 

 

Mr. Papsidero said the monument sign can come as more buildings are added but the sign on the south 
elevation is redundant. Mr. Meyers agreed they could install the sign later when more activity commences 

on the back of the site. 
 

Ms. Husak asked if the ground sign on the corner would be internally illuminated. She asked if the letters 

would be pin-mounted or routed. Mr. Meyers answered the sign would be internally illuminated, the letters 
routed and the materials would match the same feature stone. Mr. Stanford asked if the ground sign will 

be constructed outside of the AEP easement to which Mr. Meyers answered affirmatively.  
   

Mr. Meyers concluded he received a lot of clarity from the ART today.  
 

Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this application. [There were 

none.]  
 

4. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, Block A (A1 Office Building)         PID: 273-012721 
 17-102SPR                Site Plan Review 

       

Lori Burchett said this is a proposal for a four-story, 80,000-square-foot office building and associated site 
improvements on a 0.77-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Scioto River Neighborhood District. She said 

the site is northeast of the intersection of Riverside Drive and W. Dublin-Granville Road. She said this is a 
request for a review and recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Site 

Plan Review under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
 

Ms. Burchett presented an aerial view of the site as well as an overview of Block A as a whole. She noted 

this office building is adjacent to The Exchange Event Center with the AC Hotel on the other side of the 
event center aligned with Riverside Drive.  

 
Ms. Burchett presented the proposed landscape plan and noted there is frontage on Longshore Loop. She 

highlighted the multiple entrances and landscape beds. She pointed out the required pedestrian way that 

was previously approved. She presented complimentary street amenities such as a seating wall and 
benches. 

 
The south and northeast perspective renderings were shown and Ms. Burchett said the materials are similar 

to the AC Hotel. She presented additional renderings as the building would be visible from all four directions. 

She reported staff has reviewed this proposal as it has been revised following the PZC Informal. She 
reported the PZC had provided detailed feedback and their general concern about the proposal was that it 
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was too typical of a suburban office in terms of mass, scale, and façade features. She added the Commission 

had specific comments for mimicking the curvature of the street like the AC Hotel. Street level interaction 

with the public realm and limited activity was questioned. She said in Staff’s review they discussed the 
need for the building to attract a diversified work force and what that would mean if a more downtown 

character was proposed. Another concern by staff, she reported, was whether the prominent entrance on 
the south façade would be visible from the public right-of-way. 

 
Prior to this meeting, she said, the applicant was sent a comment letter from staff that included all of their 

comments and concerns. 

 
Teri Umbarger, Moody Nolan, said the PZC did not see the building presented today. She said the applicant 

has addressed most of the Commission’s comments on the north façade, its landscaping, and how to 
approach it. She noted they have changed the massing around and provided upgraded renderings, which 

were shared with the group. Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, said the design is to 

attract companies on the cutting edge of design and a technology workforce.  
 

Mr. Yoder indicated that when the applicant received the staff memo of comments they were upset because 
a warehouse type design was suggested and they wondered why they had not received that suggestion 

before they got so far into the process. He said they were blindsided by the comment letter received the 

day before this meeting. He clarified they plan to build a great project but they need to understand the 
objectives. He said the applicant was told to incorporate more interesting massing and to move an entrance, 

which they did. He said they received the suggestion to align the building with the curvature of the road 
like the AC Hotel but the road does not curve on this side; The Exchange and the AC Hotel are on the curve 

sections of Riverside Drive. Ms. Umbarger added the comments in staff’s comment letter shocked them as 
the applicant had left the PZC Review feeling they did a good job with their proposal and it just needed 

minor tweaking. She said they were quite taken aback when they thought they were headed in the right 

direction before. 
 

Ms. Umbarger said they have fine-tuned the site. John Woods, MKSK, said the site plan is more refined. 
He said the space previously terraced is now stair-stepped down. He said they created a decomposed 

granite terrace under the tree well that is ADA accessible and noted the significant grade change with a 

slope of 3%.  
 

Shawn Krawetzki said there is not a place to sit to be protected from the sun off the street or under trees. 
Mr. Woods said the east section had been bumped out for an additional seating area that will help activate 

the area. He said turf is used only on the side of the event center and ornamental plantings are used 
everywhere else.  He noted the terrace on the other side along with the disappearing stairs.  

 

Mr. Krawetzki inquired about the terrace along Longshore Loop as the patio appeared to be four feet above 
grade. He asked if the patio could be pushed down. Mr. Yoder said it needs to be at that height in order 

for it to be accessible from the inside to the outside. He said the building is as low as it can goas they are 
limited by grades. Brian Sell, Meyers Associates, said they had a big “aha” moment when they moved the 

entrance.  

 
Mr. Krawetzki commented on the narrowness of the pedestrian path between the office building and event 

center. As a pedestrian use, he said it does not feel safe and it is not inviting.  Ms. Umbarger said she did 
not anticipate a ton of people will be coming through there. She said the building footprints have always 

been in the same location and this patio was approved. She said it was intentional that it comes down and 

creates space. Mr. Krawetzki said pedestrian connections are much nicer everywhere else to which Ms. 
Umbarger agreed.  
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Mr. Yoder said there is no rooftop garden as mentioned in the comment letter but the plan includes six 

terraces that step down for tenant use.  
 

Mr. Papsidero asked why the staircase is on an angle. Mr. Sell said that was a building entrance. Ms. 
Umbarger explained they wanted a different experience and a variety of circulation. Mr. Sell said it would 

give tenants their own entrance separate from the office building should the ground floor become 
restaurant space. 

 

Mr. Papsidero asked if there could be curtain walls that wrap the façade.  Mr. Sell reiterated that the event 
center and hotel respond to the curved right-of-way line but where this building is located, the right-of-

way is perfectly straight. Mr. Yoder said the applicant likes the contrast which is why it is not curved as it 
did not look good for sophistication. Mr. Colt added the hotel has the benefit of length on Riverside Drive.  

 

Vince Papsidero asked if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this application. [There 
were none.]  

 

INTRODUCTIONS 

5. BSD HTN – The Avenue – Outdoor Speakers    94 North High Street 

17-106CU                 Conditional Use 
       

Lia Yakumithis said this is a proposal for the use of outdoor speakers in a patio and exterior entrance space 
for a 6,000-square-foot restaurant in Historic Dublin. She said the site is east of North High Street, 

approximately 400 feet north of the intersection with North Street. She said this is a request for a review 

and recommendation of approval to the Architectural Review Board and Planning and Zoning Commission 
for approval of a Conditional Use under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.236. 
 
Ms. Yakumithis presented the floor plan that contained the proposed overhead speaker locations 

throughout the site. For this proposal, she said, the request is for seven speakers in the patio and two at 
the front entry. She noted the patio is similar to Cap City Diner and the conditions are similar. 

 

Matt Earman asked if Ms. Yakumithis had a similar graphic that she presented for Cap City Diner that 
showed the areas that would be impacted by the sound within 50 feet of the patio speakers. She answered 

she did not but indicated a 50-foot buffer graphic could be created. 
 

Mr. Earman said he was concerned about noise levels and if tenants will be overlapping each other with 

sound generated from their spaces. He said there is a similar situation in the south side of the plaza with 
the Z2 building. 

 
Aaron Stanford asked what the difference was between these conditions and residential areas. Ms. 

Yakumithis said the Public Nuisance requirements applies to all areas. Nichole Martin reiterated the Code 
is the same for all. However, she added that people that choose to have residences in mixed-use 

environments such as this, know what they are buying into but would appreciate a limit set to reasonable 

hours for the businesses using speakers where the noise could spill out of their space. 
 

Vince Papsidero stated outdoor speakers are not currently permitted at the entrances as speakers are only 
permitted in conjunction with Outdoor Seating and Dining.  
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Ms. Martin explained that a Conditional Use request in the Historic District requires a review by the ARB 

before being reviewed by the PZC. She suggested the following timeline: ART review in early November, 

ARB review November 15, and PZC review in December. 
 

Vince Papsidero asked if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this application. [There 
were none.] 

 

 

6. Bridge Park, Blocks A, B, & C – Amendment to MSP             Riverside Drive 
17-107MSP                Master Sign Plan 

       

Nichole Martin said this is a proposal for an Amendment to the Master Sign Plan for Blocks A, B, and C 
within the Bridge Park Development, zoned Bridge Street District Scioto River Neighborhood. She said the 

site is east of Riverside Drive, north of the intersection with SR 161 and West Dublin-Granville Road. She 
said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission 

for a Master Sign Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.065(H) and 153.066, and the 

Bridge Street District Sign Guidelines. 
 

Ms. Martin presented an aerial view of the site highlighting the three blocks included in this proposal. She 
explained the amendments requested are to address unforeseen circumstances. She said there have been 

challenges with the interpretation of the regulations by tenants. She stated the Landlord has proposed 

amendments to make it easier on everyone and presented three proposed modifications: 
 

1. Permit Canopy Edge Signs underneath the canopy.  
2. If a tenant modifies the building façade to create an additional leasing area, signs can be added, 

provided it conforms to all applicable guidelines.  
3. Sign locations will be finalized and documented with the sign permit application.  

 

Ms. Martin explained that currently, Code permits canopy signs mounted on the face or on the canopy and 
having them permitted underneath the canopy is being requested. She presented graphic samples for 

reference. 
 

Ms. Martin said permitting locations of signs to be finalized with the sign permitting process will provide 

design flexibility as staff works with tenants. Applicants will need to demonstrate every side of the elevations 
and sign types to specifications. 

 
Once patios or canopies are approved, Ms. Martin said, there is a request to permit leasable area signs that 

could be added, potentially. She questioned if this change could be approved administratively. 
 

Ms. Martin said the next steps are the ART’s recommendation on November 2 to the Planning and Zoning 

Commission to be reviewed at their meeting November 9. 
 

Besides the above proposed amendments, Ms. Martin said, a recent site visit evoked further possible 
amendments. She suggested that additional flexibility be permitted for creative signs on the first level of 

these buildings that may not meet any current category and perhaps a new sign type could be established. 

She indicated these signs would be creative and cited Cap City Diner as an example. She said staff 
recommends character images of exposed neon; these are shown in the BSD Sign Guidelines.  

 
Ms. Martin added per the site visit, she questions whether projecting signs are too large. For context, she 

said 12-square-foot signs are permitted in the Short North area, which is a sub neighborhood of Columbus, 
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Ohio. She said clarity needs to be added to the text for Sandwich Board Signs because she found these 

signs erected a long way away from the tenant space.  She said Sandwich Board Signs should be in front 

of a tenant space while maintaining a walkway on the sidewalk; these are not permitted on cycle tracks or 
the greenway. 

 
In any case, Ms. Martin said, the MSP refers to the BSD Sign Code and it is complex. It states specific 

requirements for secondary image copy that include colors, etc. She said staff proposes that the secondary 
image logo and copy not apply and open this up in a small part of the City to gain more creativity. 

 

Matt Starr, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, noted one tenant had the correct signs but failed to 
get the building permits. He said complexity elevates the frustration for the tenants and he would like to 

improve the process with the tenants. He suggested the process be cleaned up and streamlined.   He 
clarified he is not asking for more or larger signs.  

 

Vince Papsidero asked if there were any further questions or concerns regarding this application. [There 
were none.]  

 
Ms. Martin concluded a determination be made by the ART on November 2 so the applicant could go before 

the PZC November 9. 

 
7. BSD SCN - Infiniti - Addition             3890 Tuller Road 

17-085MPR/CU           Minor Project Review/Conditional Use 
       

Nichole Martin said this is a proposal for an addition for three new car detail bays and one new drive-thru 
car wash on the 4.57-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Sawmill Center Neighborhood. She said the site 

is north of Tuller Road, approximately 750 feet north of the intersection with Dublin Center Drive. She said 

this is a request for a review and approval of a Minor Project Review; and, a review and a recommendation 
of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission for a Conditional Use under the provisions of Zoning 

Code Sections 153.066 and 153.236. 
 

Ms. Martin presented an aerial view of the site that is on the curve of Tuller Road and has a small amount 

of frontage on Sawmill Road but is better aligned with the I-270 ramp to Sawmill Road heading south. She 
zoomed in on the aerial graphic to show there were two structures on site. She said the structure involved 

in this application is the one furthest back from Sawmill Road. She presented the proposed site plan and 
stated the Minor Project Review portion of this application is for a 1,200-square-foot addition that includes: 

three new car detail bays; one new drive-through car wash; and relocation of the existing dumpster 
enclosure.  

 

Ms. Martin said the additional 50-foot-setback has been met and the materials to be used include a brick 
veneer that match the existing structure. 

 
The Conditional Use portion of this application, she explained, is for the expansion of auto-oriented services, 

which are listed as Conditional Uses in the Code. She said the BSD Code can be challenging with older 

buildings that are auto-oriented businesses. She asked if a compromise could be reached.  
 

Ms. Martin noted the next steps: 
 

1. October 26 – General Staff Review (GSR) Final Review & Final Planning Report Comments. 
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2. November 2 – ART determination of the Minor Project Review and a recommendation to the 

PZC for the Conditional Use. 

 
3. November 9 – PZC determination of the Conditional Use. 

 
Ms. Martin indicated that the review by the PZC on November 9 is tentative and could be reviewed in 

December, depending on if there is room on the agenda. 
 

Ms. Martin stated the applicant is present, if the Commission had any questions for them. [There were 

none.] 
 

Vince Papsidero asked if there were any questions or concerns regarding this application. [There were 
none.]  

 

ADJOURNMENT 
Vince Papsidero asked if there were any additional administrative issues or other items for discussion. 

[There were none.] He adjourned the meeting at 3:40 pm. 
 

 

As approved by the Administrative Review Team on November 2, 2017. 


