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MEETING MINUTES 

Administrative Review Team 
Thursday, December 6, 2018 | 2:00 pm 

 
 

 
ART Members and Designees: Vince Papsidero, Planning Director (Chair); Colleen Gilger, Director of 

Economic Development; Brad Fagrell, Director of Building Standards; Aaron Stanford, Senior Civil Engineer; 
and Mike Altomare, Fire Marshal.  

 

Other Staff:  Claudia Husak, Senior Planner; Logan Stang, Planner II; Jennifer Rauch, Planning Manager; 
Nichole Martin, Planner I; Richard Hansen, Planning Assistant; and Laurie Wright, Administrative Support II. 

 
Applicants:  Nathan Sampson, Behal Sampson Dietz Architecture & Construction (Case 1); Rebecca Green 

& Lynsey Jordan, Permit Solutions, Jacob Alber, McDonald’s (Case 2); and Don Brogan, Crawford Hoying 

Development Partners, Brian McNally, Meyers & Associates Architecture, John Woods, MKSK, and James 
Peltier, EMH&T (Case 3).  

 
Vince Papsidero called the meeting to order at 2:02 pm. He asked if there were any amendments to the 

November 15, 2018, meeting minutes. [There were none.] The minutes were approved as presented.  

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. BSD HR – Schmitt Residence             109 S. Riverview Street 

 18-074ARB-MPR       Minor Project Review 

       
Richard Hansen said this application is a proposal for a 720-square-foot building addition, covered porch, 

and associated site improvements for a 0.74-acre parcel zoned Bridge Street District Historic Residential. He 
said the site is southwest of the intersection of S. Riverview Street and Pinneyhill 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. Hansen presented an aerial view of the site as well as the proposed site plan that highlighted different 

portions of the home: historic, existing, and the addition locations. He said the master suite addition will 
extend south, 24 feet from the front property line being visible from S. Riverview Street, just west of the 

original home, and setback six feet from the rear façade. He said there were two A/C units (formerly) located 

to the side of the historic home that are proposed to be moved in front of the proposed addition to limit the 
visual impact. He stated the addition is a one-story structure at 18 feet in height.  

 
Mr. Hansen noted the ART had previous concerns about the visibility to S. Riverview Street. As a result, he 

reported the applicant added landscaping on the proposed plan, east and south to soften the addition. 

 
Mr. Hansen said the applicant is also proposing an approximately 700-square-foot, at-grade patio, which is 

centrally located on the south side of the home between the proposed addition and the previous garage 
addition. He said if the final details and design are deemed appropriate and the general size and location do 

not change, then a Certificate of Zoning Plan Approval would be issued for the patio construction.  
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Mr. Hansen presented the proposed east elevation, highlighting the addition that is proposed to be clad in 

board and batten siding, an iron ore roof, and a brick chimney. He said there are still concerns with the size 

of the chimney as it is not shown to match the size of the existing chimneys.  
 

Mr. Hansen said this application was reviewed against all appropriate criteria and is recommended to the 
Architectural Review Board for approval of the Minor Project Review with two conditions: 

 
1) That the applicant reduce the size and scale of the chimney on the proposed addition; and 

2) That the final details associated with the at-grade patio be approvable by Planning through issuance 

of a Certificate of Zoning Plan Approval provided the design be deemed appropriate, and the general 
size and location do not change. 

 
Vince Papsidero asked the applicant if he will be able to reduce the size of the chimney. Nathan Sampson, 

Behal Sampson Dietz Architecture & Construction, said the chimney is for a fireplace insert placed in the 

corner of the addition. He explained the chimney size is limited by Building Code. He said in order to keep 
the thin brick material, the material dimensions add up to as tight as they can be. He said he may need to 

clarify the size of the chimney on the house as it may be smaller than it appears in the drawings.   
 

Brad Fagrell asked if the width or the height was the concern Staff had identified. Mr. Hansen answered the 

overall size was the concern for Staff. Mr. Papsidero encouraged the applicant to look for design solutions 
from the character images shown. Mr. Sampson reiterated this chimney met the Building Code. Mr. Papsidero 

asked how significant the difference was between the chimneys. Mr. Sampson answered maybe the addition 
of the brick. Mr. Fagrell explained the steeper the roof pitch, the higher the chimney has to be above the 

peak of the roof.  Mr. Sampson agreed to make the chimney as small as possible.  Mr. Fagrell said it would 
fall back to the manufacturer’s specifications for proper installation. 

 

Mr. Sampson explained the layout of the room is to provide the most efficient space so that is why the 
fireplace was planned for the corner.  Mr. Papsidero indicated the Board may ask for another option, possibly 

for the other side and then it would not be quite as visible from the street. 
 

Mr. Sampson said he would provide renderings not just drawings for the ARB to better reflect how this 

addition is really set back and the chimney would not be an issue.   
 

Mr. Papsidero said he appreciated what the applicant did with the AC units. Mr. Sampson said he understands 
the need for landscaping and that is why they have put it in the plan already even though it is not required 

at this stage.   
 

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

He asked if everyone was in favor of the recommendation to the ARB with two conditions and the vote was 
unanimous.  

 
Mr. Hansen said this application will be forwarded to the ARB for their meeting on December 19, 2018. 

 

CASE REVIEW 

2. BSD C – McDonald’s        337 W. Bridge Street 

18-036MPR/MSP/WR               Minor Project Review/Master Sign Plan/Waiver Review 
       

Nichole Martin said this application is a proposal for exterior modifications and a Master Sign Plan for an 

existing McDonald’s, zoned Bridge Street District – Commercial. She said the site is south of West Bridge 
Street, approximately 250 feet southeast of the intersection with Frantz Road. She said this is a request for 
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a review and approval of a Minor Project Review; and review and recommendation of approval to the 

Planning and Zoning Commission for a Master Sign Plan and Waiver Review under the provisions of Zoning 

Code Section 153.066. 
 

Ms. Martin indicated Staff has been working with the applicant over the past year. She presented an aerial 
view of the site and explained it is an out parcel to the Dublin Plaza, which includes Kroger and is just east 

of the Heartland Bank. She reported they have a Shared Parking Agreement and the primary entrance is off 
the east elevation and the drive-through circulates counter clockwise. 

 

Ms. Martin presented the east elevation, which will include site improvements that include parking lot 
modifications, architectural modifications, and a comprehensive sign package. She said 11 parking spaces 

will be removed and replaced; a concrete patio will be removed and replaced with sidewalks added; and 
landscaping will be adjusted where necessary to be compliant. 

 

Ms. Martin presented each elevation to show architectural modifications that include the change to the 
roofline extending brick above the existing roofline that will match the existing. She said a black wood 

material would be added to create two tile “arcades” or tower walls; fiber cement siding; aluminum trellis in 
a prefinished metal; a white aluminum trellis; metal coping; and glazed windows will be incorporated -  many 

of which are not permitted materials. She said Waivers will need to be requested for the materials proposed. 

 
Ms. Martin said the Master Sign Plan has been updated to include two, 14-square-foot Arch Wall Signs on 

the north and east elevations; one, 33-square-foot, wordmark “McDonald's” Wall Sign for the north 
elevation; one, 56-square-foot, Monument Sign on the north side to face W. Bridge Street; and an 18-

square-foot Digital Menu Board that is replacing the analog sign. She noted there is currently a “lollypop 
style” ground sign with landscaping, which the applicant is proposing to replace with the monument sign 

previously noted. 

 
Ms. Martin said Staff is not supportive of the concentration of signs. She stated the BSD Code permits one 

wall sign up to 80 square feet based on the front elevation and does not accommodate different sign types 
thus requiring a request for a Master Sign Plan (MSP). She said the MSP will have to show how the signs 

are integrated into the façade. 

 
Rebecca Green, Permit Solutions, restated they are requesting architectural upgrades, improvements to the 

parking lot and patio area, and a Master Sign Plan today.  She pointed out the east elevation has the golden 
arches and the text “McDonalds”; the north elevation just has the golden arches; and the new menu board 

sign is smaller and will take up less space than the analog sign and there is no other sign on that side except 
for the speaker stand. 

 

Ms. Martin said it is the charge of the Administrative Review Team (ART) to make a recommendation to the 
Architectural Review Board (ARB) who is the final reviewing body for this application. 

   
Vince Papsidero asked how this MSP compared to other comparable MSPs in the district.  Ms. Martin 

answered very few sign packages are for auto-oriented sites.  She noted that if the property has corner 

frontage similar to KFC on Sawmill Road, they are permitted more signs.  
 

Mr. Papsidero repeated the BSD Code only permits one large sign but permits more signs or larger signs if 
they are creative and integrated into the architecture, which Staff could argue along with the need for the 

branding.   

 
Ms. Green said they are not keeping the lollypop style sign, which is dated, and bringing a new, modern, 

refreshed sign to the district, which they thought would be appreciated and would help with their request 
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for a MSP. She indicated that incorporating their brand into what the district will permit is unusual for them 

and not the standard.  

 
Brad Fagrell asked about the height of the existing lollypop sign versus the new ground sign proposed. Jacob 

Alber, McDonald’s, answered approximately 5 – 8 feet shorter. He explained McDonald’s has a lot of 
standards for their color schemes and use of the iconic golden arches.  He explained they had to obtain 

special approval in order to incorporate a gray background on the ground sign as that is not one of the 
brand’s colors. 

 

Ms. Martin asked the applicant, if they had to reduce the number of signs, which signs could be removed 
from the current proposal.  Mr. Alber said when vehicles are heading west, they would see the east side of 

the building and their goal is for signs to be visible on both corners and one is blocked by The Heartland 
Bank. Mr. Alber said they could possibly take down one sign on the east elevation by removing “McDonalds” 

text but keep the golden arches.  Mr. Papsidero noted on the north elevation there is the ground sign and 

arches. Mr. Alber said they face different directions.  Mr. Papsidero indicated the ground sign would be most 
effective given its size.  Ms. Green pointed out a large tree blocks the view of that sign from the roadway. 

 
Ms. Martin presented a photograph of the existing site. 

 

Claudia Husak emphasized this is an existing auto-oriented location, which the BSD Code permits one sign 
for perspective on the discussion. She said the applicant is proposing a series of signs in addition to window 

signs as shown by the photograph. Mr. Alber said those window signs will be removed.  Mr. Papsidero 
encouraged the applicant to look into ways to reduce the number of signs for this proposal. 

 
Colleen Gilger pointed out there is no direct curb cut to the site and cars are flying by on W. Bridge Street 

at this end so she can justify the MSP as proposed. 

 
Aaron Stanford noted the BSD Code is set up to accommodate buildings in different areas and asked that a 

compromise somewhere in the middle would be fair as these are existing conditions.  
 

Lynsey Jordan, Permit Solutions, said if they were to remove the golden arch on the “arcade” wall, the 

architectural element would look a lot bigger and provide more blank space. Mr. Alber said they are trying 
to draw the eye to the entry and if they were to remove that golden arch, the wall will not be aesthetically 

pleasing.  Mr. Papsidero inquired about door locations for the building. Mr. Alber answered there are 
currently double doors but they are proposing to eliminate one door. 

 
Ms. Martin presented the Master Sign Plan request graphic of the five signs and their locations. Mr. Papsidero 

asked the applicant to think about ways to reduce the request because as the proposal stands, it will be 

difficult to get approved.  
 

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

Ms. Martin said the application will tentatively be forwarded to the PZC for their review on January 17, 2019.  

 

INTRODUCTIONS 

3. BSD SRN – Bridge Park, Building F1            PID: 273-008867 

18-080DPR/SPR    Development Plan Review/Site Plan Review 
 

Claudia Husak said this application is a proposal for a six-story, 92,400-square-foot hotel, a commercial 

building, and associated site improvements southeast of the intersection of Bridge Park Avenue and Dale 
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Drive. She said this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning 

Commission for a Development Plan Review and Site Plan Review with a Parking Plan under the provisions 

of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
 

Ms. Husak said the Basic Plan for both Blocks F and G were approved by the PZC in October, which were 
forwarded to City Council for approval for both blocks on October 22. She said when the Administrative 

Review Team (ART) and the Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) had an Informal Review, the applicant 
indicated F1 would be the first building to move forward on the block.  She explained the process in the 

Bridge Street District (BSD) is for the ART to make a recommendation to the PZC as they have final authority.  

 
Ms. Husak presented an aerial view of the BSD for context and then the layout image of blocks in the Bridge 

Park Development. She presented the proposed site plan and highlighted F1, which is on the northern 
portion of Block F surrounded by public right-of-way on three sides. 

 

Ms. Husak said the hotel (F1) is oriented towards Bridge Park Avenue and will be platted in conjunction with 
this application. She said the site will include a reserve to function as a private drive for a (future) parking 

garage on the south side. She said the discussions have been about open spaces and how they are 
integrated, walkability, placemaking elements, vehicle and pedestrian circulation, and how refuge is handled.   

 

Ms. Husak said Waivers were approved at City Council for front property line coverage and ground story 
height as Dale Drive has a curvature to it and there are commercial spaces on the other side of Mooney 

Street. 
 

Ms. Husak said there are existing tree grates for the streetscape so patio and seating areas cannot interfere. 
She asked if there was a 12-foot differentiation and to prepare a verification for the Commissioners. She 

noted there will be one condition addressing modifications for an access drive.  

 
Ms. Husak presented proposed renderings and indicated the City’s request was for a building to fit within 

the district but be different by introducing different architecture. She said the materials the applicant 
proposed are not permitted so that will need to be discussed. She said a significant change has been made 

on the access drive. She said the pool on the first floor has been eliminated. She said the applicant has 

modified the vehicular drop off area and canopy. She said they have increased green space and decreased 
the footprint of the building.  

 
Ms. Husak said Staff reviewed this application yesterday, and the retaining wall and tree grate appear to be 

close. She said the applicant has created a loading area and a guest drop-off area as requested by City 
Council. She said Staff is asking if there is a possibility of adjusting the angle of the canopy to reflect the 

roadway. She stated the first floor plan has not changed except for the pool area. 

 
Ms. Husak noted in preparation for a Parking Plan, parking information received from the applicant are 

included but only for Block C and asked about Block B.  James Peltier, EMH&T, said they are still completing 
the parking study but will have it prepared for review before the recommendation to the Commission. Ms. 

Husak asked Mr. Peltier to create a short report on how the parking was studied for justification and 

methodology, to which he answered he would complete.   
Ms. Husak said the Waiver Summary is very broad and asked the applicant to designate where there are 

issues and to get those listed and labeled in the document.  
 

Ms. Husak said for justification for materials not permitted in the BSD, the applicant must demonstrate 

where the material has been used locally and how it is installed as well as how it has weathered. Mr. Peltier 
had brought in a sample. 
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Ms. Husak said, out of all the Waivers, the most concerning is about the east and west side of the building 

not adhering to the required five-foot setback as the building is closer to the property line. She noted door 

swings would touch or be located within the right-of-way.  She pointed out the applicant was just one foot 
short of the property line in one area and a three-foot clearance in another area. Aaron Stanford said to 

make sure foundations are also located outside the right-of-way.  Ms. Husak emphasized that five feet is 
already small for a setback. 

 
Mr. Peltier thought the economic agreement allowed the applicant to encroach into the right-of-way.  He 

said only a three-foot clearance is needed for a door swing.  Ms. Husak asked if the required build zone is 

0 – 5 feet on all sides and asked the applicant to double check on the foundation. 
 

Mr. Peltier noted the access drive was originally a two-way but they were asked to make it more pedestrian 
friendly, especially for the drop-off area to the hotel so it was changed to a one-way street. He said three 

parallel parking spaces were added to act as temporary parking.  He said the loading zone was over 80 feet 

to accommodate buses, etc.   
 

Mr. Stanford asked why there is not a mid-block crossing.  He said he understands the entry to the garage 
is not directly across the drive but a mid-block crossing would be beneficial to pedestrians. Mr. Papsidero 

said pedestrians could use it as a cut-through and if it were constructed of all brick pavers, it would be 

considered a shared space. Mr. Papsidero asked if there would be valet service. Mr. Peltier answered 
potentially. 

 
Mr. Papsidero said pavers can be used to direct people and also slows traffic. Mr. Stanford said Staff needs 

to provide safe direction but if people do not follow the direction, that is on them.  
 

Mr. Papsidero asked the applicant if they plan to pave with asphalt and Mr. Peltier answered affirmatively. 

 
Mike Altomare said he would like to see an Autoturn Exhibit for the private drive to ensure Fire access is 

sufficient. Mr. Peltier said he would provide this for review. 
 

Mr. Peltier suggested that if they make the drop-off space so it is wide enough to park two cars, people will 

try to double stack the cars.  
 

Mr. Peltier said he followed the line of the street and the depth is the same as the AC Marriott Hotel.  He 
asked if there should be a head-in option for parking. Mr. Peltier said he would have to balance distances 

to make it work and not block the fire lane. 
 

Brian McNally, Meyers & Associates Architecture, said the canopy will consist of a translucent material. He 

said there are options for the canopy situation – not necessarily angling it but it could be wider from east to 
west.   

 
Mr. Peltier said the garage and office will make a nice lawn area and there will be grading.  He said for the 

Parking Plan, they still need to study the Block D garage. John Woods, MKSK, said the green space can be 

broken up into different seating areas and some lounge seating. By opening this area up, he said, it becomes 
more of a public space and invites people off the sidewalk, etc. He said the wall is 5 or 6 feet tall to filter 

out lights from cars. He said this end of the plaza level is secluded. He suggested open planters for trees 
would make it a street.  He said seating areas are dotted in there. He suggested lounge seating out front 

could be an amenity on Bridge Park Avenue. He said activity can spill out onto the space in the corner and 

the ballroom can spill out onto the patio. Ms. Husak said it would be interesting to see how the interior 
access space separates the arrival area and the pedestrian traffic planning to go through for shopping.  
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Ms. Husak inquired about the trash enclosure.  Mr. Woods said they would use a wood fence until the future 

building comes on, then a different, permanent material would be used when the other building fills in. 

 
Mr. McNally presented proposed materials. Ms. Husak requested more information on the materials.  Mr. 

Papsidero said the PZC will ask about the quality and similar installations.  
 

Ms. Husak said the elevation that faces the garage has a high percentage of that material versus permitted 
materials.  She pointed out the Code requires 80% of permitted material be used so she asked the applicant 

if they would consider increasing the panels or the brick. 

 
Ms. Husak said the signs are not included in this proposal but the applicant will need a MSP later. Ms. Husak 

said the renderings were good at showing dimension and angles of this building. Mr. McNally asked about 
transparency and the amount of glass. She said Staff will need to know the sizes and the amount of 

transparency percentages. 

 
Ms. Husak stated this application overall would be discussed further at the General Staff meeting. Mr. Peltier 

asked if they could show a graphic behind the glass on a back wall.  Ms. Husak recommended the applicant 
leave it for now but could discuss at a later time.   

 

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

4. BSD C – Hollywood Feed – Sign         6329 Sawmill Road 
18-081MPR        Minor Project Review 

       
Logan Stang said this application is a proposal for the installation of a wall sign for an existing commercial 

tenant space located within the Trader Joe’s Shopping Center. He said the site is west of Sawmill Road, 

approximately 500 feet southwest of the intersection with West Dublin-Granville Road. He said this is a 
request for a review and approval of a Minor Project Review under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 

153.066. 
 

Mr. Stang said this application is for a pet store and the applicant is showing two signs where only one is 

permitted.  He said the sign needs to be installed on a single panel within the existing sign band.  
 

Vince Papsidero asked if the applicant would be permitted a window sign. Mr. Stang said this tenant space 
defers to the standard Sign Code. He said they would be permitted a window sign but the dimensions would 

be subtracted from the overall size for the wall sign. Colleen Gilger noted the applicant cannot increase the 
size of the sign as they are limited to the size of the sign band used in that plaza. 

 

Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any other questions or concerns regarding this proposal. [Hearing 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 3:25 pm. 

 
As approved by the Administrative Review Team on January 17, 2019. 


