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MEETING MINUTES 

Administrative Review Team 
Thursday, September 20, 2018 | 2:00 pm 

 
 

 
 

ART Members and Designees: Vince Papsidero, Planning Director (Chair); Donna Goss, Director of 
Development; Matt Earman, Director of Parks and Recreation; Colleen Gilger, Director of Economic 

Development; Aaron Stanford, Senior Civil Engineer; Brad Conway, Residential Plans Examiner; Mike 

Altomare, Fire Marshal; Tim Hosterman, Police Sergeant. 
 

Other Staff:  Jennifer Rauch, Planning Manager; Claudia Husak, Senior Planner; Lori Burchett, Planner II; 
Nichole Martin, Planner I; Mike Kettler, Planning Technician; Richard Hansen, Planning Assistant; Jimmy 

Hoppel, Planning Assistant; and Laurie Wright, Administrative Support II. 

 
Applicants:  Gary Fischer, Fischer & Associates Architects Inc. (Case 1); Andrew Christensen, Property 

Owner (Case 2); Dan Morgan, Behel Sampson Dietz Architects; and Floyd Tackett, Bluebird Consulting Group 
(Case 4); James Peltier, EMH&T; Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners; Pete Scott, Meyers 

+ Associates Architecture; and John Woods, MKSK (Cases 5 & 6). 

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

September 6, 2018, meeting minutes. [There were none.] The minutes were approved as presented. 
 

DETERMINATION 

1. BSD SRN – Rebol, Patio & Site Improvements           6608 Longshore Street 

 18-057MPR        Minor Project Review 

       
Claudia Husak said this application is a proposal for the construction of a patio, canopy, and associated site 

improvements to an existing tenant space in building B3 of the Bridge Park Development, zoned Bridge 
Street District - Scioto River Neighborhood. She said the site is southeast of the intersection of Longshore 

Street and Bridge Park Avenue. She said this is a request for a review and approval of a Minor Project Review 

under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
 

Ms. Husak presented the proposed site plan and noted the patio space along Longshore Street with a garage 
door that replaced the previously approved storefront windows. She said there will be an architectural 

canopy that wraps the northwest corner of the building and will extend over the proposed patio. She 

explained the proposal illustrates signs that are integrated into the design of the canopy but the signs are 
not part of this application and will be required to adhere to the Master Sign Plan. She pointed out where 

the patio encroaches into the right-of-way and explained that is permitted per the development agreement. 
 

Ms. Husak presented the corner of the building as it exists today and several renderings of this corner as 
proposed from the different angles, including the proposed tapered pier that extends at the base of the 

building. She said an additional pier is proposed to the right of the main entry to provide an opening to the 

restaurant and will contain a planter feature. 
 

Vince Papsidero said the aesthetic appearance is really sharp.  
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Ms. Husak said Staff was concerned with the proposed fencing to surround the patio space as they found it 

conflicting with the elements of the warehouse architecture. She said a condition was added to address this 

concern.  
 
Ms. Husak concluded approval is recommended for the Minor Project Review with two conditions: 
 

1) That the applicant ensure the proposed signs meet the requirements of the approved Bridge Park 
Master Sign Plan; and 

2) That the applicant revise the fence finish to provide a more complementary and harmonious 

appearance to the building architecture, subject to Staff approval, and prior to building permitting. 

 
Ms. Husak said the applicant, Gary Fischer, Fischer & Associates Architects Inc. was present to answer any 
questions. 

 

Matt Earman inquired about the canopy and asked the applicant if he had any concerns about the material 
rusting and staining the concrete below. Mr. Fischer answered the metal is sealed with a clear flat matte 

finish. Mr. Earman indicated he loved the appearance of the canopy. 
 

Donna Goss referred to the site plan and asked how patrons get through the front door and access the 

patio. Mr. Fischer pointed out the front door and vestibule and explained patrons would cue a line or order 
via a kiosk and pick up the meal when it is complete. He said the only access to the patio is through the 

overhead garage door and clarified access to the patio is through the interior of the space and not from the 
exterior streetscape. He added the gate attached to the patio is for exit only. 

 

Mr. Papsidero asked if the applicant agreed with the two conditions as written, to which he agreed. 
 

Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any other questions or concerns for this proposal by the ART. [Hearing 
none.] Matt Earman motioned, Colleen Gilger seconded, and the Minor Project was approved.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS     

2. BSD HC – Christensen Property           56 Franklin Street 

 18-058ARB-MPR       Minor Project Review 
       

Richard Hansen said this application is a proposal for exterior modifications, an attached garage addition, a 
detached garage addition at ±840 square feet in size, and associated site improvements to an existing home 

within the Historic District. He said the property is zoned Bridge Street District - Historic Residential and is 

east of Franklin Street, ±400 feet south of the intersection with West Bridge Street. He said this is a request 
for a review and recommendation of approval to the Architectural Review Board for a Minor Project Review 

under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.066 and 153.170, and the Historic Dublin Design 
Guidelines. 
 

Mr. Hansen reminded the ART of the MPR process and that the next step for this case is to be reviewed by 
the Architectural Review Board (ARB) at their meeting on September 26, 2018. 

 
Mr. Hansen presented an aerial view of the site. He presented the proposed site plan and noted the proposed 

additions to the site include a new front porch for the existing house, an attached garage, a mudroom, and 
a detached garage. He explained the proposed single-car, attached garage would require the removal of an 

existing fence on the northwest side of the lot and the relocation of the existing driveway in the southwest 

corner of the lot to the northwest corner. He said the proposed detached three-car, garage is located 10 
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feet from the side property line, 25 feet from the rear of the property, and has access from Mill Lane. He 

presented elevations that illustrated that all four of the garage doors would be the same carriage style. 

 
Mr. Hansen stated a mud room addition is proposed at the rear of the house, requiring the removal of the 

existing back porch and will connect to the attached garage. 
 

Mr. Hansen explained the Zoning Code allows for two detached accessory structures for lots one acre or 
less with a cumulative square footage of 840 feet. Since the detached garage is proposed at 840 square 

feet, Mr. Hansen reported the applicant is proposing to remove the existing shed that is roughly 66 square 

feet rather than reduce the size of the proposed garage. Jennifer Rauch stated a separate application needs 
to be filed for the demolition of the shed, which will be reviewed by the ARB. 

 
Lori Burchett suggested the applicant could apply for some of the building permits in order to move forward 

for the other renovations, prior to approval from the ARB, to which Ms. Rauch agreed.  

 
Mr. Hansen also noted the revision to add a curvilinear edge on the northeast corner on the proposed site 

plan as there is an existing power pole. He also noted that during conversations with engineering staff, it 
was recommended that the applicant move the driveway access further to the south on the site to avoid 

potential vehicular conflicts with an access to the north and on-street parking. He noted that Staff is 

proposing including a condition to address these comments.  
 

Mr. Hansen presented photographs of the existing conditions of the home and noted the back porch, which 
will be demolished. He stated this proposal includes the replacement of the existing siding on all elevations 

with white, HardiePlank siding and Nantucket Morning Timberline asphalt shingles to replace any existing 
asphalt shingles. He said a gray, standing-seam metal roof is proposed for the existing front of the structure 

and will complement the asphalt shingles. He added the front porch will be covered with the metal roof and 

be supported by four columns. He emphasized the stone and brick portions of the existing structure will 
remain in its current condition. 

 
Mr. Hansen presented drawings of the proposed addition elevations. He said the applicant provided 

inspirational images for the architecture including material selections and colors, which he also presented.  

 
Mr. Hansen concluded a recommendation of approval to the Architectural Review Board for the Minor Project 

Review was recommended with two conditions: 
 

1) That the applicant removes the existing accessory structure, or reduce the size of the proposed 
detached garage to ensure the cumulative square footage of the two detached accessory structures 

does not exceed 840 feet; and 

2) That the applicant work with the Engineering Department to relocate the proposed detached garage 
and associated driveway to the south. 

 
Vince Papsidero asked if all the structures and property was considered non-contributing, to which Mr. 

Hansen affirmed. 

 
Aaron Stanford asked the applicant to continue working with Engineering due to what is planned just north 

of this site. 
 

Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any other questions or concerns regarding this proposal. [Hearing none.] 

He called for a vote for the Minor Project to be recommended for approval to the ARB for their meeting on 
September 26, 2018. The recommendation for approval passed unanimously. 
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3. BSD HR – Vessels Residence                63 S. Riverview Street 

 18-059ARB-MPR       Minor Project Review 

       
Mike Kettler said this application is a proposal for a second-story addition and exterior modifications to an 

existing home within the Historic District. He said the property is zoned Bridge Street District - Historic 
Residential and is west of South Riverview Street, northwest of the intersection with Eberly Hill Lane. He 

said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to the Architectural Review Board for a 
Minor Project Review under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.066 and 153.170, and the Historic 
Dublin Design Guidelines. 
 
Mr. Kettler presented an aerial view of the site and photographs of the existing conditions on the west 

elevation (S. Riverview Street) where the front of the structure is clad in white wood siding with a standing 
seam, black-metal roof and the south elevation (Eberly Hill Lane) as a one and a half story addition built in 

1980 as well as a two-story addition in 1990; both clad with wood siding and asphalt shingles. He noted the 

second story addition encroaches into the side yard setback by one foot. 
 

Mr. Kettler presented the proposed site plan illustrating the location of the proposed second-story addition 
over the one-story addition located to the rear of the main building. He said the proposed second-story 

addition will allow for a master suite over an existing family room at 22 feet, 1 inch in height compared to 

the existing one and a half story historic building at 22 feet, 3 inches in height. This second-story addition, 
he said, will maintain the same footprint as the one-story addition, except for a small overhang on the south 

side of the structure that will encroach one foot into the required three-foot, side yard setback, requiring a 
Waiver. 

 
Mr. Kettler stated the existing materials for the 680-square-foot, one-story addition are wood siding and 

asphalt shingle roofing. These materials for the first floor and proposed second floor addition include a white, 

vertical board and batten siding and a black standing-seam, metal roof. He explained the second story 
overhang on the southern elevation for the master suite addition would be supported by white brackets. 

Staff recommended the brackets be removed and replaced with a simple band-board design to separate the 
first and second floors, per the recommendation by the City’s third-party consultant, as those brackets are 

used more in colonial-style architecture and may create a false sense of history.  

 
Mr. Kettler said the proposal included changes to the exterior of the existing two-story addition. He noted 

the existing wood siding and asphalt shingle roof would be replaced with a cultured stone veneer and a 
black standing seam metal roof. He said the window trim would be replaced with cultured stone headers 

and sills and a door on the south façade would be replaced with a window to match. 
 

Mr. Kettler emphasized the only change to the original historic portion of the building will be two-panel 

shutters with louvers for a more traditional style, which the consultant deemed appropriate. 
 

Mr. Kettler added an HVAC replacement is proposed along the north side of the existing house and Staff 
recommended the HVAC system be located three feet from the property line and screened from the right-

of-way, as well as the adjacent property. 

 
Mr. Kettler said a recommendation of approval to the Architecture Review Board is recommended for the 

following Waiver: 
 

1. §153.063-A – Minimum Yard Requirements for BSD Historic Residential District – Required: Three-foot, 

side yard setback; Requested: Encroach one foot into the required side yard setback. 
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Mr. Kettler said a recommendation of approval to the Architecture Review Board is recommended with four 

conditions: 

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

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

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

louvers to preserve the historical significance and traditional style; and  

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

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

 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 An Administrative Departure for Primary Materials 

 Five Waivers 

 A Fee-in-Lieu of Open Space 

 A Parking Plan 

 Minor Project Review with four conditions 

 

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

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

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

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

proposed design and the reuse of materials wherever possible.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

salvageable, she said. 
 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

in the Historic District Design Guidelines. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

elevation for accessibility. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Criteria, and Architectural Review Board Standards.  

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Open Space is recommended: 

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

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

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

 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

       

Vince Papsidero said this is an application for a proposal for amendments to Zoning Code Section 153.066 
addressing the procedures for development approval and the related submittal requirements to streamline 
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the process and ensure submittal requirements are consistent with other Zoning Code provisions. He said 

this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to City Council for proposed amendments to 

the Zoning Code under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.232 and 153.234. 
 

Claudia Husak said the ART has authority to review and provide recommendations for Code Amendments. 
 

Mr. Papsidero said there are provisions that allow for alteration of any existing Zoning Code Section or to 
establish new requirements within the Zoning Code but it requires the Planning and Zoning Commission’s 

recommendation to City Council who will review the request through two required public hearings and final 

action before going into effect after the 30-day referendum period. 
 

Mr. Papsidero presented the proposed process changes as follows; first, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission will be the Required Reviewing Body for all steps except Concept Plan’s when a development 

agreement is associated in which case City Council will become the Required Reviewing Body. He stated 

second, the Administrative Review Team will no longer make recommendations to other boards and 
commissions. Third, he said, that no other major administrative changes are proposed.  

 
Mr. Papsidero illustrated the specific steps for the process with and without a development agreement. He 

presented the existing submittal requirement steps compared to those proposed. He presented additional 

changes such as Minor Projects eligibility being reduced to eliminate all new construction, except for 
accessory structures less than or equal to 1,000 square feet, Master Sign Plans containing more detailed 

criteria and requirements, Minor Modifications being retitled to Administrative Approvals, and the Appeals 
section being replaced with the “standard” Board of Zoning Appeals process.  

 
Ms. Husak said Council is currently reviewing the fee schedule for 2019. She said this will impact concurrent 

application reviews as applicants would be charged for all applicable fees as opposed to the greatest of the 

application types. She said this aligns with the new process being put into place and will improve record 
keeping moving forward. 

 
Mr. Papsidero said the application meets all the criteria and staff recommends approval of the amendment. 

 

Ms. Husak said the ART will make a recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission today and the 
intention is for the PZC to review in October and City Council to review in November. 

 
Aaron Stanford asked if concurrent applications were at Staff’s discretion. He stated that an applicant could 

propose concurrent applications and Staff could then determine whether or not it was appropriate given the 
size of the project. Ms. Husak said that could be reviewed further with the adoption of the fees ordinance.  

 

Mr. Papsidero said Staff held a Stakeholders meeting to discuss the proposed amendments and none of the 
stakeholders were present. 

 
Mr. Papsidero reported that on June 20th of this year, Council removed the Architectural Review Board from 

the BSD Code; they no longer have to abide by a Form-based code. He said that change is on a parallel 

track to the changes being proposed today. He said Staff is in the process of writing Code for the ARB and 
it will be very similar to the previous Code.  

 
The Chair asked if there were any comments from the public. James Peltier, EMH&T, asked if there was a 

preliminary time line of when this amendment goes into effect. Ms. Husak answered based on the current 

schedule it will go into effect on January 3, 2019. 
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Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any other questions or concerns for this proposal by the ART. [Hearing 

none.] A vote was taken and passed so the result is the Administrative Request for a Code Amendment is 

recommended for approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission with final authority given to City Council. 
 

6. Bridge Street District Street Network Map Code Amendment    
18-053ADMC             Administrative Request – Code Amendment 

       
Claudia Husak said this is an application for a proposal for amendments to Zoning Code Figure 153.061-A 

Bridge Street District Street Network Map to address street connections based on recent developments in 

the Bridge Street District. She said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to City 
Council for proposed amendments to the Community Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 

153.232 and 153.234. 
 

Ms. Husak explained several development approvals and other policy decisions have been made that have 

impacted the adopted Thoroughfare Plan Map, as well as the Bridge Street District Street Network Map. She 
said the results of these actions are modifying both documents. However, this specific submittal addresses 

changes that only affect the Bridge Street District Street Network Map.  
 

Ms. Husak presented the existing BSD Street Network Map to illustrate the block size and connectivity 

requirements in Zoning Code Section 153.060 and is representative of a general development pattern 
created for the BSD. She added this map was not intended to represent all requirements or actual 

development, nor was it intended to designate the precise locations for specific street types. She noted the 
existing and potential street types are illustrated as advised by City Council.  

 
Ms. Husak presented the same map but with areas marked for change as a result of this amendment, which 

include the reconfiguration and/or removal of roadways to reflect as-built conditions of the road network 

since the map was adopted. She explained these correlate to recent developments such as Bridge Park, 
Bridge Park West, Tuller Flats, Penzones Grand Salon, and the Columbus Metropolitan Library – Dublin 

Branch. Specifically, she said two neighborhood connections have been removed - one through the Penzones 
campus and the other being the extension of Darby Street through the CML-Dublin Branch. Additionally, she 

noted the removal of a Rock Cress Parkway, extending from the future extension of Shawan Falls Drive on 

the west side of Indian Run to the existing terminus of Rock Cress Parkway on the east adjacent to the City 
garage in the Historic District, as directed by Council.  

 
Ms. Husak explained the Street Network Map will identify the existing portion of Rock Cress Parkway until 

future extensions are identified and analyzed. She said a minor change will involve the relocation of a 
potential neighborhood street connection from Stoneridge Lane to W. Dublin-Granville Road. She said this 

change is a result of the review of a previous development application, Echo Hospital, involving an 

undeveloped site on the south side of W. Dublin-Granville Road. 
 

Aaron Stanford inquired about Block D. Ms. Husak said there is limited access and the alleys/service streets 
are not represented on the map.  

 

Vince Papsidero said a recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission with final 
approval by City Council for an Administrative Request of a Code Amendment is recommended. 

 
Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any other questions or concerns for this proposal. [Hearing none.]  A vote 

was taken and passed so the result is the Administrative Request for a Code Amendment is recommended 

for approval to the Planning and Zoning Commission with final authority given to City Council. 
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CASE REVIEWS 

7. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, Block F            PID: 273-000867 

 18-060BPR              Basic Plan Review 
       

Lori Burchett said this application is a proposal for the construction of a mixed-use development consisting 
of a hotel, a parking structure with a residential liner, and an additional building (likely to be office) as part 

of the Bridge Park Development. She said the site is zoned Bridge Street District - Scioto River Neighborhood 

and is west of Dale Drive, southwest of the intersection with Bridge Park Avenue. She said this is a request 
for a review and recommendation to City Council for approval of a Basic Plan Review under the provisions 

of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
 

Claudia Husak suggested the applications for Blocks F and G be reviewed together. Ms. Burchett introduced 
Block G, next. 

 

8. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, Block G            PID: 273-012471 
 18-061BPR              Basic Plan Review 

       
Lori Burchett said this application is a proposal for the construction of a mixed-use development consisting 

of a residential building, a parking structure with a liner, and an additional corridor building as part of the 

Bridge Park Development. She said the site is zoned Bridge Street District - Scioto River Neighborhood and 
is west of Dale Drive, northwest of the intersection with Bridge Park Avenue. She said this is a request for 

a review and recommendation to City Council for approval of a Basic Plan Review under the provisions of 
Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
 

Ms. Burchett reported since there were many changes to the original plan and there is a development 
agreement associated with this project, the final approval will be made by City Council. She explained the 

applicant had requested a brief meeting with the ART to present materials in a basic form and receive 
feedback. 

 
Ms. Burchett presented an aerial view of Blocks F & G and the site plans for both blocks within the Bridge 

Park Development to illustrate their location in relation to all other blocks. She presented the general layout 

proposed for the three buildings in Block F with a possible future building. She said the applicant has 
proposed building F1 to contain a hotel and restaurant, F2 as a parking garage, F3 which is a liner for the 

parking garage for hotel/commercial use, and F4 that is intended for office space in the future. She noted 
Dale Drive serves as the principal frontage street. 

 

Ms. Burchett presented basic shapes of the buildings illustrating the intended massing as these buildings 
face northwest. She explained the scale and heights within the block as well as the general layout of the 

buildings on the site with the street network throughout. She said the hotel (F1) would be the tallest building 
on this block. She presented another graphic that illustrated another massing view of the proposed hotel 

highlighting the access drive and canopy drop-off area. 
 

Ms. Burchett presented the western elevations of F2 & F3 that showed the unlined portion of the parking 

garage that face Dale Drive, which is the principle frontage street. She presented inspirational images for 
the proposed contemporary design characteristics for the block, which are very similar to the established 

character of the development. 
 

Ms. Burchett presented the proposed open space for Block F as the applicant is proposing to provide 0.35 

acres where 0.09 acres would be required. She indicated the applicant would be submitting a Parking Plan 
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as they will be requesting less than Code requires based on the parking garage on Block C that is 

underutilized based on preliminary calculations.  

 
Ms. Burchett presented the basic plan for Block G. She said the proposal is for three new buildings with 

170,000 square feet of office, 16,000 square feet of commercial, 110,000 square feet of residential, 0.43 
acres of open space, and associated site improvements on the ±2.28-acre site.  

 
Ms. Burchett presented a basic drawing to depict massing as viewed from the southwest corner. She 

presented similar drawings for east, west, north, and south elevations. She indicated the applicant will need 

to request a Waiver to allow for the requested 7 stories for the office building (G1) where 6 stories is the 
maximum permitted in the Code. She noted this will not be the tallest building in the development and noted 

the variety of heights on this block.  
 

Colleen Gilger asked if building G1 would appear taller given the increased grade change to which Ms. 

Burchett responded the AC Marriott Hotel should still appear taller.  
 

Ms. Burchett indicated the unlined parking garages will require Waivers as well.  
 

Ms. Burchett presented the inspirational images for the proposed character for Block G. She noted the 

images included brick, glass, and metal details. She said the proposed design is contemporary with multiple 
projections and a defined first floor. She said the images show glass as a predominant material with a 

complementary brick or stone material.  
 

Ms. Burchett presented the proposed open space for Block G and pointed out the area in G4 of a private 
amenity space the size of ±7,667 square feet. She said 0.43 acres of on-site open space is proposed for 

Block G with 0.16 proposed as an off-site public open space on Block F, to meet the open space requirement 

of 0.59 acres. 
 

Ms. Burchett stated the proposed uses require a minimum of 435 parking spaces for Block F and 669 parking 
spaces for Block G. She said the applicant is providing 288 structured parking spaces and 11 on-street 

parking spaces. She said the applicant is proposing to use 136 parking spaces from the garage on Block C 

to close the deficit for Block F and 355 parking spaces from the Block C garage for Block G. She reported 
that a study provided by the applicant revealed there is an excess of parking in Block C with a minimum of 

506 parking spaces and a maximum of 740 parking spaces available. 
 

Vince Papsidero confirmed the proposal for parking is below the parking requirement and would require 
approval of a Parking Plan, which he thought was feasible per the applicant’s studies.  

 

Ms. Burchett said a few Waivers have been identified for the project such as allowance of the seven-story 
building (G1), front property line coverage, and occupation of corner (G4 & F4). 

 
Ms. Burchett shared the discussion questions she planned to use for the Planning and Zoning Commission 

review: 

 
1. Does the proposal effectively meet the intent and purpose of the walkability standards and promote 

the principles of walkable urbanism? 
2. Is the proposed open space treatment appropriately located, sized, and designed? 

3. Do the provided images achieve an appropriate design direction; and are there any architectural 

design consideration or variety in materials and colors that should be applied to these two blocks? 
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4. Are there additional design considerations that should be made for the unlined portions of the 

parking structures, particularly as it faces the principal frontage street (Dale Drive)? 

5. Are there other considerations by the Commission? 
 

Claudia Husak inquired about the lack of building liners for G3. Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development 
Partners, said the detail was not shown but the plan was approached similar to C Block. 

 
Ms. Husak asked how the liners would work for the hotel proposed on Block F. Mr. Hunter explained the 

Marriott offers an Exec-U-Stay like a studio apartment, which is different from the AC Marriott Hotel. He 

explained the Exec-U-Stay apartments will be managed out of the F1 hotel, which is an interesting concept.  
 

Mr. Papsidero asked if the Marriott ExecuStay was nationwide. Mr. Hunter answered it was specific to 
commercial users. Mr. Papsidero asked if there would be use issues for this type of operation. He said adding 

this use would be appropriate for the Bridge Street District.  

 
Colleen Gilger asked if there would be a bed tax issue and asked for confirmation that this building would 

be four levels. Mr. Hunter responded in the affirmative on the building height.  
 

Mr. Hunter said F1 will be ready to be constructed first. He said in the long term they will rely on the B Block 

garage for Block F but there is not an elevator on that side so they would eventually need to modify that 
garage for easier accessibility. Mr. Papsidero asked if improvements would only be internal. Mr. Hunter 

answered that they hope not to touch the skin. Mr. Papsidero inquired about zoning clearance. He indicated 
a Parking Plan would need to be approved before F1 was built. Ms. Gilger suggested the garage on B Block 

could be used during the construction of F1 and to leave F2 & F3 free.     
 

Ms. Husak asked if hotel vents would be needed under the windows. She indicated there could be a separate 

grill but it would need to be integrated into the architecture. She referred to the Heartland of Dublin and 
said they did a good job with their vents and it appears purposeful.  

 
Mr. Papsidero said service to the buildings is an issue for the Boards and Commissions, which will need to 

be addressed. 

 
Aaron Stanford stated there needs to be more space for pedestrian circulation around the hotel. Ms. Burchett 

clarified the pedestrian crossing from F1 to F2 along a private drive.  

 

ADJOURNMENT 

Vince Papsidero asked if there were any additional administrative issues or other items for discussion. He 
announced this was Lori Burchett’s last ART meeting as she is moving back to Seattle, WA for a job 

opportunity. 
 

Mr. Papsidero adjourned the meeting at 3:20 pm. 

 
As approved by the Administrative Review Team on October 11, 2018. 


