




CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT – INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY SHEETS 

Map Grid 116 - 32 

Parcel 273-000089 Address 32 S High St OHI FRA-2587-1 

Year Built:  Ca.1840 Map No: 116 Photo No: 1853-1856 (7/10/16) 

Theme: Domestic Historic Use: Commercial Present Use: Vacant 

Style: Vernacular Foundation: Stone Wall Type:  Frame 

Roof Type:  False front/standing  
seam metal 

Exterior Wall:  Shiplap/board and batten Symmetry: Yes 

Stories: 1 Front Bays: 3 Side Bays: 3 

Porch: Recessed entry Chimney: 1, Exterior, on southeast 
corner 

Windows: Fixed wood-frame 
display windows/2-
over-2 wood sashes 

Description: The one-story commercial building has a rectilinear footprint and a false-front roof form. The gable roof 
behind the false-front is sheathed in standing seam metal. The façade is clad in shiplap, and the side elevations are in 
board and batten. The storefront features a central wood-paneled entry door, flanked by wood-frame display windows. 
Windows on the side elevations are two-over-two wood sashes, flanked by operable shutters.  

Setting: The building is located on the east side of S High Street and in the old village core of Dublin. A privy is behind  
the building. 

Condition: Fair 

Integrity: Location: Y Design: Y Setting: Y Materials: Y 

 Workmanship: Y Feeling: Y Association: Y  

Integrity Notes: The building has good integrity. 

Historical Significance: The building is within the boundaries of the NRHP-listed Dublin High Street Historic District and 
the local Historic Dublin district. It recommended contributing to the City of Dublin’s local Historic Dublin district and to the 
recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, boundary increase, which  is more inclusive of historic resources in the 
original village. 

District: Yes Local Historic Dublin district Contributing Status: Contributing 

National Register:   Recommended Dublin High Street 
Historic District, boundary increase   

Property Name: N/A 

  
32 S High St, looking northeast 32 S High St, looking northwest 

 
 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT – INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY SHEETS 

Map Grid 116 - 4 

Parcel 273-000008 Address 30 S High St OHI FRA-2245-1 

Year Built:  Ca.1840 Map No: 116 Photo No: 1857-1858 (7/10/16) 

Theme: Commercial Historic Use: Commercial Present Use: Commercial 

Style: Vernacular Foundation: Stone Wall Type:  Log 

Roof Type:  Side gable/standing  
seam metal 

Exterior Wall:  Asbestos  Symmetry: Yes 

Stories: 1.5 Front Bays: 2 Side Bays: 2 

Porch: Open concrete porch on 
north elevation 

Chimney: 1, Exterior, off ridge on south 
elevation 

Windows: 2-over-2 wood  
sashes 

Description: The one-and-one-half-story log building has a rectilinear footprint and a saltbox roof form. The roof is 
sheathed in asphalt shingles and pierced by a shed wall dormer on the façade. The foundation is stone and the exterior 
walls are clad in asbestos shingles. The primary entrance is accessed by a concrete porch on the north elevation. 
Windows on the façade first story are two-over-two wood sashes, flanked by fixed shutters. The dormer includes two   
pairs of single-light windows.  

Setting: The building is located on the east side of S High Street in the old village core of Dublin. The building is one in a 
series of mid-nineteenth to mid-twentieth century commercial buildings.   

Condition: Good 

Integrity: Location: Y Design: Y Setting: Y Materials: Y 

 Workmanship: Y Feeling: Y Association: Y  

Integrity Notes: The building has good integrity. 

Historical Significance: The building is within the boundaries of the City of Dublin’s local Historic Dublin district and is     
a contributing resource to the NRHP-listed Dublin High Street Historic District. The property is recommended to remain 
contributing to the recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, boundary increase, which is more inclusive of  
historic resources in the original village. 

District: Yes Local Historic Dublin district Contributing Status: Contributing 

National Register:   Recommended Dublin High Street 
Historic District, boundary increase 

Property Name: Weber Log Building 

  
30 S High St, looking southeast 30 S High St, looking northeast 
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said City Council appreciates their service. She noted the Board receives a lot of 

information but they are in fantastic hands with the Planning Staff. She said Council expects the Board 

Members to give the utmost respectful to one another, applicants, and staff but that does not mean 
members have to agree. She said Council is asking for their best opinions, independent thoughts, and 

they value the critique of the cases that will come before this Board. She thanked the Board and 
encouraged the Board to take the charge of the highest possible standard that can be upheld for the 

balance of our community. She said the Board Members are the gatekeepers of our Historic District, 
which is the most coveted place in our community. She said there is a tremendous amount of 

responsibility and it is a vitally important portion of our community and to our citizens. She thanked them 

again for their efforts and Council looks forward to great things coming to Council from the ARB. She said 
if the Board ever needs assistance or guidance, or has questions, not hesitate to contact her as she is the 

Administrative Chair and the Liaison for the Boards and Commissions. She asked them to please reach 
out to Council because they stand at the ready to help the Board do an excellent job. 

The Chair thanked the Vice Mayor, Mr. Keeler for coming on board, and Mr. Alexander for continuing his 
service. He said next on the agenda was the election of officers but he would hold that until after all the 

cases were heard but the Administrative Business will be reported in the order it was published on the 
agenda.  

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Leonhard moved, Mr. Alexander seconded, to elect David Rinaldi as the 2018-2019 Chair. The vote 

was as follows: Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Leonhard, 
yes; (Approved 5 – 0) 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Rinaldi moved, Mr. Leonhard seconded, to elect Shannon Stenberg as the 2018-2019 Vice Chair. The 

vote was as follows: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Leonhard, yes; Mr. 
Rinaldi, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Alexander moved, Ms. Stenberg seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 

follows: Mr. Leonhard, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; and Mr. Alexander, yes. 
(Approved 5 – 0) 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Leonhard moved, Mr. Keeler seconded, to approve the meeting minutes from March 28, 2018, as 
presented. The vote was as follows: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, 

yes; and Mr. Leonhard, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 

The Chair asked to address cases three through five first, and then cases one and two. He briefly 

explained the rules and procedures of the Architectural Review Board. He swore in anyone planning to 
address the Board during this meeting.  

1. BSD HC – Tackett Bakery & Office Addition  30 – 32 S. High Street 

18-027INF      Informal Review 

The Chair, David Rinaldi, said the following proposal is a request for modifications to two existing historic 

commercial buildings, an addition, and associated site improvements for a site on the east side of South 
High Street, approximately 50 feet north of the intersection with Spring Hill Lane. He said this is a request 

for an informal review and feedback for a future application within the Bridge Street District under the 
provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 

hansra
Cross-Out
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Lori Burchett explained the process whereas the applicant requested an Informal Review, which would be 

followed by a Minor Project Review, reviewed by the ART, with a final approval provided by the ARB and 

then upon approval, the applicants can file for a building, site, and/or sign permits; building permits are 
required for construction to commence.  

Ms. Burchett presented an aerial view of the site as well as front and rear photographs of the existing 

conditions. She said the two historic structures located at 30 and 32 S. High Street are proposed to be 
renovated to accommodate an office (30 S. High St.) and bakery (32 S. High St.) She reported both 

structures are currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places as part of the Historic District. 

She stated the City’s third-party, historic preservation consultant was hired to provide a review and she 
reported the property was listed on the National Register in 1979 for significant contributions to the areas 

of architecture, commerce, and exploration/settlement from 1880 to 1925. She also had found the 
properties are part of the Ohio Historic Inventory and are considered contributing to the City of Dublin’s 

Local Historic District per the Historic and Cultural Assessment conducted in 2017.  

Ms. Burchett said the building on 30 S. High contains one of the few remaining log structures in Dublin 

and it is visible from the attic, and an 1856 map indicated a drugstore was on this site. She said the 
structure rests on a stone foundation with cement asbestos shingle siding with a lean-to addition at the 

rear and a large shed dormer on the west side. She noted an exterior concrete block chimney is on the 

south side of the building. She said other character-defining features the consulted noted were: the 
limestone foundation (probably from local stone), the log structure, the saltbox profile of the building, 

and the side entry.  

Ms. Burchett said the structure at 32 S. High Street was a former store and is an example of mid-late 
19th century vernacular commercial architecture consisting of a gable end facing the street; vertical 

board and batten siding on sides; and shiplap siding on the façade. She said the structure rests on a 

stone foundation and at some point in time, a modern addition was built at the rear and the storefront 
windows were altered. Additionally, she said, the property has two outbuildings: a small, wood-frame, 

shed-roof privy and a rectangular, wood-frame, gable-roof storage building. She reported the consultant 
noted other character-defining features that include: the limestone foundation (probably from local 

stone), the horizontal wood siding, the center door flanked by storefront windows with knee walls, and 

the seam-metal gable roof hidden behind a false parapet storefront. 

Ms. Burchett said the applicant is proposing modifications to the two historic structures and associated 
site improvements at 30 and 32 S. High Street to allow for office and bakery uses, respectively. The 

modifications include the creation of a paved, 12-space parking lot to the rear and will be shared among 
the two parcels along with two, on-street parking spaces. Based on the proposed uses, she stated, Code 

requires 22 parking spaces to support the office and bakery uses. She noted a Parking Plan will be 

required to allow for the parking reduction. She restated the two parcels have frontage on the east side 
of South High Street and are accessed from S. Blacksmith Lane at the rear and includes a dumpster in 

the southeastern corner. The applicant has provided an increased paved area, she said, to allow for 
vehicles passing along Blacksmith Lane and will continue to work with Engineering on this detail. 

Ms. Burchett reiterated the proposal includes the preservation of the two historic main structures with 
additions to both. Proposed improvements to 30 S. High Street specifically, she said, include an addition 

of 85 square feet onto the rear of the structure, while the improvements to 32 S. High Street specifically 
include an additional 583 square feet, as well as a deck in the rear.  

Ms. Burchett said the proposed modifications to 30 S. High Street include the removal of an existing 
addition; construction of a new, two-story addition located to the rear of the building; relocation of the 

building entrance from High Street to the north side of the building to allow for ADA accessibility; and the 
addition of a roof and columns over the new entrance. Proposed building materials include wood siding, 

clad wood windows and a shingle roof, she said. 



Dublin Architectural Review Board 
April 25, 2018 – Minutes 

Page 4 of 21

Ms. Burchett said the proposed modifications to 32 S. High Street include replacing the exterior siding 

and roof with like-for-like materials (board and batten and standing seam metal roof); storefront window 
replacement and the addition of awnings along the front elevation with a refurbished front door; 

installation of new, larger windows and the conversion of a window to an ADA accessible door along the 
southern elevation; addition of a new chimney along the southern elevation; and a 200-square-foot 

building addition to the rear with a deck. 

Ms. Burchett presented the side elevations of both structures with the proposed additions on the rear of 

each building that showed the difference in size between the two additions. The consultant, she reported, 
had concerns with using a side entrance to 30 S. High Street as a front entrance would be more 

historically appropriate. She presented graphics to further show context of mass and scale. The additions 
fit within Code in terms of the building’s footprint and the building height. She said the applicant is 

proposing to demolish the existing addition to the rear of 30 S. High Street as well as the two 

outbuildings and relocating an existing dry-laid stone wall on site to accommodate the new paved parking 
area. She said the consultant recognized the outbuildings provide historic context for the site, but they 

are difficult to maintain. Ms. Burchett said the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines outline several 
considerations regarding the maintenance of historic structures within the District including the 

preservation of distinctive and defining characteristics, replacement of deteriorated historic features, and 

preservation of the historic character and changes that have been acquired significance over time; the 
consultant recommends against removing the existing rear addition of 30 S. High Street for that very 

reason. 

Ms. Burchett noted the consultant had stated that she was supportive of the storefront windows at 32 S. 
High Street but not necessarily the glazing pattern or the addition of the chimney on the southern 

elevation as this tends to provide a false sense of history. She further noted that if the applicant has any 

further details on perhaps the existence of a fireplace in that location, that could sway her decision and 
would want as many historic details used as possible. 

Ms. Burchett presented the proposed floor plans for the office building at 30 S. High Street and bakery 

with a small office area at 32 S. High Street.  

Ms. Burchett presented discussion questions that had been provided for the Board’s consideration and 

review as well as to provide feedback to the applicant: 

1. Does the Board support the demolition of the rear addition, two outbuildings, and the relocation
of the historic stone wall?

2. Does the proposal maintain the historic integrity of the existing structures?

3. Are the proposed building additions historically appropriate and does the proposed character fit
with the surrounding buildings?

4. Is the Board supportive of the parking reduction?

5. Are there other considerations by the Board?

Jeff Leonhard asked if the third-party consultant visited the properties because there is no door on the 

front of the structure at 30 S. High Street and there is a fire chimney existing on the side of the structure 
at 32 S. High Street. Ms. Burchett answered it is her understanding that through the consultant’s 

research, most of the buildings in the area had front entrances and if there is a chimney there, the size is 
the issue. She added the consultant visits the site as part of her review. 
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Gary Alexander said there is a brick flew but it is way back and that front corner is extremely visible 

because the adjacent building sits back. In fact, the window locations are changing on that elevation. 

Mr. Leonhard said there may have been a front door at 30 S. High at some point in time but it clearly has 

not been there in a while. Ms. Burchett emphasized that the consultant’s review includes thorough 
research.  

Mr. Alexander said he questions the consultant’s assessment as well in terms of the additions to the rear 

of the building on 30 S. High because it looks like that shed has two components to it; there is an original 

shed and then there is a shed that projects out slightly beyond that. He asked if that was accurate. Ms. 
Burchett indicated that the third-party consultant’s review is just one part of this review.  

The Chair invited the applicant to add to the presentation. 

Dan Morgan, 946 Mt. Pleasant Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, said he is the architect for the project. He 
indicated that early on, when the properties were purchased, they received approval to do some 

exploratory evaluations and clean up the two main structures. He said they first thought they had found a 
window at 30 S. High but once they peeled off the many layers of particle board and wallpaper, they 

found that a window was actually a door on the High Street façade so they decided to use the door but 

on the side as the entry. He reported there is an existing chimney, in a more modern material, in 
between the two structures that has no connection but would serve 30 S. High. He said a porch was a 

later addition. He referred to the third-party review, which states the covered porch is appropriate given 
its scale, massing, form, and the standing seam metal roof for the building at 30 S. High and the district 

on page 3 – the last sentence of the second paragraph. He provided more critique of the third-party 
review for 32 S. High Street. He noted the consultant said the project is seeking to do two additions to 32 

S. High Street but at that site there is an existing building and about 10 – 15 years after it was built,

there is another addition, which either brought it up to High Street, as it may have been set back, similar
to 34 S. High, the law office. He said there was another addition completed in the 50’s or 60’s, which is

the block foundation that comes up out of grade to the very rear so they are merely seeking to do a third
addition to the building to increase some seating room so it is just one addition.

Mr. Morgan walked through the floor plans, beginning with the proposed bakery. He said the kitchen 
takes up most of the space and to be a viable business, they need room for customers. He said they had 

considered a large deck off the rear of the site but since this is Central Ohio, it would only be comfortable 
for patrons about two months out of the year. Then they considered enclosing it and using some sliding 

doors on the back that could be opened up for two to three months of the year to provide a larger space 
for wedding or baby showers, perhaps or small corporate events. They also needed a room for an office 

with restrooms and a mechanical room below it for staff. At the 30 S. High Street site, he said, the 

addition is held together by a shoestring, not a usable space, and just slightly better than a mud floor. He 
said the head height, building materials, and methods were not up to standards. He said the building 

itself, being 20 feet by 16 feet (roughly) with eight-inch walls is not much usable space for any type of 
business. That prompted asking for removal of the original addition and providing a larger addition (story 

and a half) in its place. He said 30 S. High is 1.5 stories and not two stories tall. The attic room will have 

a vaulted ceiling making use of the shed dormer. 

Mr. Alexander said when he reviewed 32 S. High, the structure appeared to have three siding conditions, 
Board and Batten, board-on-board, and then the beveled side. He asked the applicant if he was 

proposing to re-side everything. Mr. Morgan answered affirmatively for the structure at 32 S. High. He 

said the sidings on the original buildings are deteriorated and they plan to replace with wood. He said 
they plan to keep the board and baton going down the side of the main structure and switching to a 

horizontal siding with a slightly less reveal for the contemporary addition to the rear. 



Dublin Architectural Review Board 
April 25, 2018 – Minutes 

Page 6 of 21

Mr. Alexander asked if corrugated siding was used on the north side. Mr. Morgan answered they believe 

that was there as the previous owners started some demolition, whether exploratory or maliciously, he 

does not know, and there are materials there more or less inherited but the corrugated siding is not 
intended to remain.  

David Rinaldi said he was glad someone had a plan for these properties as they have been in jeopardy 

for a long time. Mr. Leonhard agreed. 

Mr. Morgan asked for some general thoughts on the site plan from the Board such as the amount of 

parking. Mr. Leonhard said, the fact that Code requires 22 and the applicant wants to reduce that 
number, he is fine with that. He said he lives right behind there and there’s a lot of traffic on Blacksmith 

Lane so the less number of parking spaces back there the better.  

The Chair indicated there would be a lot more Board discussion later but wanted to allow the public to 

speak in regards to this case. 

Tom Holton, 5957 Roundstone Place, said he was speaking on behalf of the Historical Society. He said 
the last inventory was done in 1980 and the property at 30 S. High Street was a rental property, referred 

to as the “Weber” property.  

Mr. Holton said when the applicant comes back to answer questions, he would like to know how the 

applicant plans to expose the log structure so visitors to the office can see the original structure. He said 
he was inside the structure with the owner and has seen a significant amount of it but it has been several 

months. He stated it is a remarkable site and it would be very useful for the log structure to be exposed. 
He wanted to know how the stone wall will be relocated from its current location right between the two 

properties; it is not easy to do and not often done but that should be addressed somehow. He noted 

there is a fire hydrant in the back, almost to Blacksmith Lane and former Chief Bostic would be very 
upset if that was disturbed. He wanted to know how the applicant would work around that or relocate it. 

In terms of the parking, he indicated, the homeowners in the back will certainly be interested in how the 
stormwater will be managed. He stated there is a fairly substantial berm on the east side of Blacksmith 

Lane but it can be breached with heavy rains as it has recently.  

Mr. Holton questioned the chimney on 32 S. High Street. He said that building was originally built as a 

grocery store and lasted until the late 60’s or so, then it became multiple uses including an antique store. 
He said the large display windows indicate that they were for the owner to display his wares for the 

people walking by. He noted the consultant said the windows were replaced but he has never heard any 
indication of the windows being altered. He said he has never seen a photograph of that place in an 

earlier stage but as an original building they needed the greatest amount of light possible for a shotgun 

type of building and grocery. He indicated it makes sense that those windows were large in the first 
place. He reported there are interior photos of that building as a grocery and it is long and well lighted in 

the front but dark in the back. Regarding a fireplace, he said there was no fireplace as they had a pot 
belly stove for heat so the chimney is not historically correct so the consultant is right in that sense. For 

the local residents that could not be here this evening, in particular, Mr. Rudy, he was asked to request 

consideration of the residents and the traffic on Blacksmith Lane from the Board. 

Mr. Alexander asked Mr. Holton for clarity on his last statement. He said when you are asking the Board 
to consider the residents in terms of traffic, if that meant they prefer more parking. Mr. Holton clarified to 

consider additional customers who might be coming to and from the establishment. He said the local 

residents are very much in favor of this project, anything to upgrade the property but it is likely to 
increase traffic on Blacksmith Lane and Spring Hill Lane but it is one more thing for the Board to consider 

as more and more projects are anticipated for this district.  
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Shannon Stenberg said for the structure that is being considered for demolition, which the consultant had 

deemed contributing, she wanted to know Mr. Holton’s thoughts on the demolition proposed. Mr. Holton 

said he was in favor of the demolition of the non-historic addition behind 32 S. High Street. He said he 
spoke to Mr. Tackett about it when they walked around the site because it is in terrible condition. He said 

the outhouse back should be demolished. He said the lean-to portion on 30 S. High on the left, is again 
an add-on so it could also be demolished. He clarified there are two additions to 30 S. High - a portion on 

the back where it is narrow and then another to the original cabin.  

The Chair asked if there was anyone else from the public that wanted to speak on this case. [Hearing 

none.] He opened the discussion up for the Board. 

Mr. Leonhard said he agreed; improving that structure is needed and parking is a challenge to address 
because the Zoning Code requires 22 spaces. He indicated there is not room for 22 spaces, and the 

majority of the traffic on Blacksmith is not people parking in the lots, but people cutting through to avoid 

the main intersection. He said the businesses will need parking spaces and he does not anticipate that to 
cause any more meaningful traffic than rush hour does. He said he lives on Blacksmith Lane and the 

traffic is bad during rush hour, especially on Fridays.  

Mr. Rinaldi reported he had walked the site and the structure on 32 S. High Street and the smaller 

addition on 30 S. High Street are in terrible shape . 

Mr. Alexander said he had an issue with the demolition at 30 S. High because there is a small lean-to, 
which was added to the original to set the first addition. He said he can understand the small lean-to but 

asked what happens when that is removed. He noted the applicant is proposing to build an addition that 
is big and overwhelming to the historic structure so he has an issue with the nature of that addition 

proposed that removing that lean-to allows. He suggested there are other ways to get floor space on two 

levels without jamming the proposed addition right up to the back of the historic building. He added it is 
import to understand the original historic structure and how it changed over time because not only does 

it reflect how the building changed but also how the environment changed as well. He said it is not 
unusual to reframe structures from the inside; it is very common because most of the older structures are 

not built to current codes. He said when structural changes are made by reframing from the inside, the 

roof is supported.  He said he does not see an issue with the first addition on the 30 S. High building,. He 
suggested there are other ways to connect to that addition, no matter how large the new addition is back 

there. Additionally, he noted, that shed creates space so the original building is not being overwhelmed 
and the cottage character of the building is retained. He stated he is definitely not in support of removing 

everything on the back of 30 S. High Street. 

Mr. Rinaldi asked Mr. Alexander if he would consider more of a single story link through that first 

addition. Mr. Alexander said the stair could be placed in the addition. He said the architect created 
breathing space with the other project on S. High Street and that can be done with this historic structure 

as well. He said it may take rethinking the programming and the intended uses but he thinks it creates a 
problem where the addition is too big, relative to the rest of the house.  

Mr. Rinaldi asked Mr. Alexander for his thoughts on the other structure because there is a substantial 
addition proposed for there as well. Mr. Alexander answered he would like to see the material there re-

used because the volume is the same; the space they want to create is a linear volume just like that. He 
said repairs and patches of existing materials can be seen throughout the district and the original 

material is still visible. He said it is unfortunate to tear something down and just rebuild with all new 

materials in that space.  

Mr. Rinaldi asked if there were any issues with the proposed demolitions of the ancillary structures 
(outhouse). Ms. Stenberg said she does not have any problems with demolishing the outbuildings. She 

added she would like to see the addition on the rear of 30 S. High Street stepped down slightly. She said 
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she is more concerned about the siding and making sure the historic siding is incorporated in the 

structure itself whether interior or to show the character of the original, if it is salvageable. She indicates 

she likes the proposed structure for 32 S. High Street flows; and the appropriate way the demolition 
looked.  

Mr. Morgan said there is no demolition planned for 32 S. High Street; the main structure is 2x4 walls and 

4x4 walls. He said they are rebuilding the structure from the inside out to maintain the integrity. Mr. 
Alexander said the presentation suggested the rear portion was coming off. Mr. Morgan said that was not 

coming off. 

Mr. Rinaldi clarified that the only main building demolition from the whole project is at 30 S. High Street 

with two additions proposed (the first lean-to plus the small lean-to). Mr. Morgan agreed. He said the 
intent is to take it back to its original structure and expose the logs on the inside of the building and 

maintain the insulation on the outside of the log structure. He explained they are creating a hole in the 

passageway where the window is.  

Mr. Keeler asked to clarify demolition sections. Mr. Morgan said the intent on 30 S. High Street is to peel 
off the two additions, peeling it back to the original log structure and constructing one, story and a half 

addition, matching the footprint and turning it so it steps in and fits an appropriate scale. He said there is 

a connection on the attic story just wide enough for a person to walk through to get to the attic level of 
the addition so they are stepping it in on the side. He said the experience is to walk from the original 

building to a new building. He said the aesthetic will be fairly sleek and clean on the inside letting the 
more minimal modern materials play off the older logs to get a sense of texture. He said they found the 

logs of this cabin were repurposed to build this log cabin originally. The logs have more holes and joints 
where one would not expect to see them so they want to demonstrate that with this project.  

Mr. Keeler asked Mr. Alexander if he had a problem with that demolition. Mr. Alexander answered he did 
but what he is comfortable with is removing the second addition, which is where the two windows are in 

30 S. High because he can understand the low, head-height issues and he can also see the siding 
changes. He said the shed behind that is the first addition, and it should stay because it gets the addition 

further off the roof of the original structure and completely changes the scale of the cottage character or 

cabin. He said there are other issues about it as it is not a sensitive way to deal with a historic structure. 

Mr. Rinaldi indicated he was partially in agreement. 

Mr. Morgan said the original shed was the wrong way to do an addition. He said there is no 
differentiation between the originally and what was added because of the way the asbestos siding was 

installed.  

Mr. Alexander noted with vernacular buildings in this district, there are a lot of things that are not higher 

architecture and that is why they are trying to maintain the tradition and the character that is there and 
that is the ARB’s role. He emphasized these buildings were not designed by architects.  

Mr. Rinaldi restated he agreed with some of Mr. Alexander’s comments. He said the later shed addition 
on 30 S. High is one that should go. He said he could be swayed either way on the original addition but 

the big issue Mr. Alexander brought up was – to give those buildings some space so it does not feel like a 
new building is being crammed in there. He said the ARB ran into this with a residential addition not too 

long ago and giving it space helped a lot for the original building to read. 

Mr. Rinaldi emphasized the applicant should keep the original window patterns, window lites, and the 

number of lites. Mr. Morgan presented a photograph that demonstrated divided lites in those initial 
storefronts. He referred to the pictures of the windows provided on the back of the third party review. He 

noted the mullion between the transom and the main window are different on both sides so that 
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indicates there was a repair done. He said to this day, it has been cobbled together worse than it was 

initially so there is room for judgement about which style is historically appropriate given this was built 

and modified at various times. He argued the photograph is significant evidence that what they are 
proposing is similar to what there once was. Mr. Rinaldi said he certainly does not know but his guess is 

that photograph is somewhere between original and where it is today because he cannot say for sure it is 
from the 1800s. He said in the 1900s it was typical for a business to have the wide open glass.  

Technical issues occurred and the members had to only refer to their tablets as information could no 
longer be shown on the screens. 

Mr. Alexander said, on the second point of architectural character, he would keep the original window 

openings wherever possible.  He said if there is evidence of the door on High Street, then he would not 
have an issue. Mr. Morgan said they discussed with staff that they would be add a limestone or brick step 

down from the structure’s floor onto High Street like many of the older structures have. He said they 

would be asking for permission for that as the right-of-way starts at the face of the building. Mr. Morgan 
said they proposed more windows to gain more natural light into the space. Mr. Alexander said that 

exposure, when one is driving north on High Street is so important because the adjacent building at the 
south is set back and not only does the applicant have the front to deal with but also the exposure on 

that side. 

Mr. Rinaldi added the fireplace chimney comment was appropriate because unless there is some evidence 

there was a fireplace in that location it would not be appropriate.  He said the proposed design presented 
the inclusion of a chimney on the exterior. Mr. Alexander said that does not preclude the applicant from 

having a fireplace on inside. He said the issues is how it is exposed on the outside. He said functionally, 
there are other ways that can be handled. Ms. Stenberg agreed. She said for 32 S. High Street she would 

prefer to keep the single pane window as it was as the grocery store. Mr. Rinaldi added, for the proposed 

use, it would be appropriate as well.  

Mr. Rinaldi stated he didn’t want to minimize the importance of the stone wall that runs right down the 
property line between the two properties. He said he understands something has to be done to create 

the parking lot. He asked if the applicant intended to maintain the eastern portion of the wall and 

relocate it to the north to create an L-shape. Mr. Morgan answered they are engaged with their civil 
engineers over the stormwater to make the grading work with the parking lot, which includes an 

accessible ramp up the south side of the lot. He indicated they might have to raise the grade of the 
parking lot a foot back toward Blacksmith Lane. He said they propose to repurpose a portion of the 

stacked stone wall to help camouflage the grade elevation. Mr. Rinaldi stated the ARB would like to see 
the stone wall addressed in a sensitive way, and retained as much as possible. He understands to make 

the plan work, at least a portion of the wall needs to be moved. 

Ms. Stenberg indicated she would like to see the plan that describing the means and methods to 

repurpose the originals stones. 

Mr. Rinaldi emphasized the applicant needs to more clearly distinguish the old from the new on 30 S. 

High. Mr. Alexander said the addition on the south building is fine and he likes the historic detail with the 
railing system distinguishing the new from the old.  

Mr. Alexander expressed concerns with the raised dormer in the center of the north building. He said by 

trying to mimic the original, it appears suspect. He said it is an important artifact to the building and 

didn’t agree with duplicating it. He suggested a design solution that is complementary but trying to be 
exactly like it in the dormer area. He said he would be more comfortable with a different approach. Mr. 

Rinaldi agreed. 

Mr. Rinaldi said the side door works pretty well with the covered entrance provided. 



Dublin Architectural Review Board 
April 25, 2018 – Minutes 

Page 10 of 21

Mr. Keeler said he would be very interested in preserving the exterior finishes. He indicated it is hard to 

tell from the drawings what is being proposed on the south wall of 32 S. High Street. Mr. Morgan said the 

Historic Dublin Design Guidelines are pretty specific on what the material needs to be. He said board and 
batten will be used on the south side of 32 S. High Street.  

Mr. Keeler asked if the applicant will be reusing as much material as possible.  Mr. Morgan answered 

affirmatively, if it is possible. He explained the board and batten extends to the bottom and six to eight 
inches of it is below grade where soil and mulch have been stacked up against causing it to splinter. He 

said they want to upgrade the skin to keep the weather and rodents out. 

Mr. Rinaldi asked the members if they have an issue with the reduced parking as 22 spaces are required 

and the applicant is proposing 12 spaces. Ms. Husak said 12 spaces can fit in the parking lot and there 
are two available on-street parking spaces.  

Mr. Alexander requested the potential occupancy number anticipated. Mr. Morgan answered they are at 
±25 for the restaurant and they plan on eight people for the office building. He said he anticipates these 

to be success businesses but does not anticipate flocks of people. Mr. Alexander indicated this is the first 
retail tenant he can recall wanting less parking than is required. He said if the neighbors are supportive, 

he would not be oppose it. Mr. Leonhard said this is a walkable area and that is what people want. Mr. 

Morgan said this will be more of a neighborhood café for local residents and business people to walk to. 
Mr. Rinaldi said there will be a lot of parking coming online with the parking garages. Ms. Husak said 

parking is calculated in the Code based on more sit down/lingering type of use. Mr. Morgan said their 
parking was calculated based on gross area to which Ms. Husak affirmed. Mr. Leonhard asked about a 

parking Waiver and Ms. Husak said it would be the Board’s prerogative to allow that Waiver when this 
comes back for a formal review. Mr. Rinaldi said he thought the applicant provided a sufficient number of 

parking spaces and he is comfortable with the proposal.  

The Chair asked the Board if they had any further comments. Ms. Husak asked the applicant if he 

received all the feedback he needed.  Mr. Morgan answered affirmatively. 

Mr. Rinaldi said he was excited to see this project move forward and for the structures to be saved. Ms. 

Stenberg said it is a great project. 

Ms. Husak requested a break in order to restart the equipment for the next presentation. The Chair 
agreed to the break for staff and asked that the Board elect the Chair and Vice Chair while they waited 
for the technical difficulties to be resolved. This is recorded at the beginning of the minutes. 

Ms. Husak suggested she continue on with the Communications portion of the meeting while the 
equipment was still being dealt with. Those comments can be found at the end of these minutes. 

2. BSD HC – Office Building      113 S. High Street 
17-110ARB-MPR Minor Project Review 

The Chair, David Rinaldi, said the following proposal is a request for retention of an existing historic 
structure and construction of a new two-story, 3,300-square-foot office building and associated site 

improvements. He said the site is zoned Bridge Street District Historic South and is west of South High 
Street, approximately 100 feet south of the intersection with Pinneyhill Lane. He said this is a request for 

a review and approval of a Minor Project Review under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.066 

and 153.170, and the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines. 

Lori Burchett could not present anything on the screens as there were still technical difficulties that could 
not be resolved. Ms. Husak said the Planning Report contained the information Ms. Burchett would be 

hansra
Cross-Out
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BOARD DISCUSSION 

Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, April 25, 2018 | 6:30 pm 

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

1. BSD HC – Tackett Bakery & Office Addition  30 – 32 S. High Street 

18-027INF      Informal Review 

Proposal: Modifications to two existing historic commercial buildings, an 
addition, and associated site improvements. 

Location: East side of South High Street, approximately 50 feet north of the 

intersection with Spring Hill Lane. 
Request: Informal review and feedback for a future application within the 

Bridge Street District under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 
153.066. 

Applicant: Dan Morgan, Behal Sampson Dietz 

Planning Contact: Lori Burchett, AICP, Planner II 
Contact Information: 614.410.4656, lburchett@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/18-027 

RESULT:  The Board conducted an informal review of the proposed … 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
David Rinaldi  Yes 

Shannon Stenberg Yes 
Jeffrey Leonhard Yes 

Gary Alexander Yes 

Andrew Keeler Yes 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 

_______________________________________ 
Lori Burchett, AICP, Planner II 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Administrative Review Team 
Thursday, March 29, 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; Ray Harpham, Commercial Plans 
Examiner/Chief Building Official; Aaron Stanford, Senior Civil Engineer; Shawn Krawetzki, Landscape 

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

 
Other Staff:  Jennifer Rauch, Planning Manager; Claudia Husak, Senior Planner; Sierra Saumenig, Planning 

Assistant; and Laurie Wright, Administrative Support II. 
 

Applicants:  Dan Morgan, Behal Sampson Dietz Architects (Case 1); John Woods, MKSK; James Peltier, 

EMH&T; and Miguel Gonzalez, Moody Nolan (Case 3); and Nelson Yoder and Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying 
Development Partners; and Teri Umbarger, Moody Nolan (Cases 3 & 4). 

 
Vince Papsidero called the meeting to order at 2:02 pm.  

 

PRE-APPLICATION 

1. BSD HC – Tackett Bakery & Office Addition              30 – 32 S. High Street 
 

Jennifer Rauch said this pre-application is a proposal for modifications to two existing historic commercial 

buildings, an addition, and associated site improvements. She said the site is on the east side of South High 
Street, approximately 50 feet north of the intersection with Spring Hill Lane. She said this is a request for a 

review and feedback for a future application within the Bridge Street District under the provisions of Zoning 

Code Section 153.066. 
 

Ms. Rauch presented an aerial view of the site showing the two existing buildings that the applicant plans 
to rehabilitate and put an addition onto. She noted the building at 30 S. High Street is on a smaller scale 

than the one at 32 S. High Street and the access is to the rear. She said there is a stone wall that runs 

between the two properties, right on the property lines of the two separate parcels. The applicant is 
proposing consolidated parking, she said, for the two buildings to share; therefore, the stone wall will need 

to be moved. She explained there is a significant grade change. She pointed out that from the view standing 
on S. High Street, 30 is on the left and 32 is on the right. The structure at 30 S. High Street contains a log 

cabin on the inside. She presented a photograph of the existing building that housed (the former tenant) 
Cullen Interior Design and another that showed the single entrance off S. High Street on the left/north side 

of the building. She shared a photograph from the sidewalk south of the two buildings looking north. She 

said the existing structure at 32 S. High Street has board and batten siding on the south side and regular 
horizontal wood siding facing S. High Street, also needs some rehabilitation. The backside of the structure 

was shown to reflect the significant grade change from S. High Street back to the alley. 
 

Ms. Rauch presented the proposed site plan and pointed out there is a single access and addition proposed 

for 30 S. High Street. She said the properties will have a shared utility area and parking lot accessible from 
Blacksmith Lane. She said any existing stone walls will be repurposed by the applicant and that there are a 

number of additional site improvements as part of 32 S. High Street.  
 

Ms. Rauch stated the information shared by the applicant of their brief description for their intent for the 

project. She affirmed a shared parking lot with a sidewalk connection along the southern property line of 32 
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S. High Street will provide direct access to the buildings. She said a utility area will be shared between the 

two properties and the applicant will repurpose any existing stone walls.  

 
Ms. Rauch said that 30 S. High Street will be an office use for approximately eight people. She said the 

applicant will remove the addition to allow for the original log structure to be visible and they will relocate 
the existing entry with additional stone/masonry steps consistent throughout the district. Ms. Rauch said 

the applicant will construct a new two-story addition in an architecturally appropriate manner with a hip roof 
and columns. She said the building will have an at-grade access for ADA compliance and exterior building 

materials will be wood siding, wood clad windows, and a shingle roof. 

 
Ms. Rauch said 32 S. High Street is proposed for a bakery and restaurant with an occupancy of 40 people. 

She said the applicant will replace all exterior siding and roofing materials like for like and the storefront 
windows will be replaced with insulated units. She said the front door will be refurbished and awnings will 

be installed on the front façade. Ms. Rauch said the applicant will create the ADA compliant door, add a 

stone masonry chimney on the southern façade, and construct a small addition on the rear of the building. 
Lastly, she said, a shallow porch of about four to five feet will wrap the addition on the south façade.  

 
Ms. Rauch indicated the applicant is working to retain the existing character. She asked the applicant if the 

log cabin on the inside would be removed or exposed. Dan Morgan, Behal Sampson Dietz Architects, said 

the client wants it to remain as is. He showed the internal floor plan for both buildings for reference.  
 

Ms. Rauch stated the goal of the applicant is to gain initial feedback from the ART today. She reported that 
Planning has had concerns with the addition on 32 S. High Street to include three gables. She asked the 

ART if the architecture should be changed or altered. Ms. Rauch said the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines 
would want the addition to be subordinate to the existing historic structure.  

 

Claudia Husak inquired about the log cabin. Mr. Morgan described it as a long structure with the possibility 
of the logs having been repurposed from previous construction as that would have been a common way of 

building and this log structure design was very common. He added board and batten was unearthed. He 
said the log cabin had two different cladding in a cohesive pattern that will be exposed with the door on S. 

High Street. First they saw a window, he reported, but it was door after they unearthed more of the cabin. 

He said the elevation needs a stone step for the main entrance because of the grade and there will also be 
a secondary entrance. He explained the cabin would be exposed on the inside for insulation values and a 

compare/contrast will be represented. He said the existing step on the north side will be nice amenity for 
the outdoor porch area. He said they intend to dress it up like a 40s or 50s era stoop. 

 
Mr. Morgan restated the north elevation will have access on the side, which was a shed roof. He said both 

additions will follow grade to blend in with the landscape. 

 
Vince Papsidero asked how the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines speak about sliding doors. Ms. Rauch 

answered she was not sure it was addressed since this was a new idea for the area. 
 

Mr. Morgan explained that if they built a kitchen that would work for the existing building, then there would 

be no room for guests and ventilation would be an issue. He said they considered just adding an extended 
roof on it but that design would not fit the district so the design evolved into an addition. He said on nice 

days they will be able to utilize the deck and provide more open chairs and tables; the deck would wrap 
around for more vistas.  

 

Shawn Krawetzki asked the applicant if they had considered French doors instead of sliding doors. Mr. 
Morgan said French doors would take up more floor space because of the way they open. 
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Ms. Rauch indicated that per scale, 30 S. High should be subordinate. Mr. Morgan said the existing structure 

has a second floor. He said the loft area provides room for an office. He explained that from the outside, 

the addition reads as subordinate since it is pushed back and he demonstrated his point with another 
graphic. 

 
Aaron Stanford inquired about the two separate lots. Mr. Morgan indicated they would probably keep the 

lots separate with a shared Parking Plan but they are open to ideas. Ms. Rauch asked if there would be a 
benefit to combining the two lots. Mr. Stanford stated if the lots were left separate they would both need 

easements. 

 
Mr. Stanford inquired about the existing dumpster location. Mr. Morgan said they propose a new location 

because they have a concern with the garbage truck backing into the alley. He said they would prefer to 
have a dumpster with wheels that rolls out into the drive aisle that could then be accessed by the trash 

collector.  

 
Mr. Krawetzki inquired about the width of the drive aisle and Mr. Morgan answered 24 feet and added the 

cedar enclosure would be near the stone wall currently on the property line. He said they plan to redefine 
the yard of the cabin structure with the existing stone wall materials. 

 

Mr. Krawetzki asked how much bed space was available for landscaping and Mr. Morgan answered 3 feet, 
which Mr. Krawetzki said would be tight. Mr. Morgan said they intend to use boxwoods there and Mr. 

Krawetzki suggested parking blocks or cars could damage the plants. Mr. Morgan said this is tight because 
they were already short on parking. He explained that 19 spaces are required for both buildings and they 

can provide 12 spaces plus 2 spaces on the street. He said they are proposing to request a Waiver for five 
spaces. He said they intend most of the business for the bakery to be walk-in traffic and would close at 3 

pm. He said their baker would arrive between 3 and 5 am so they want to maintain the basement access 

where the baker drives in and can close the door securely behind her. 
 

Mr. Stanford asked about the paved area shown on Blacksmith Lane. Mr. Morgan said the intent was to 
provide drivers more room to pass someone, as this concern has been raised with previous applications. Mr. 

Stanford encouraged the applicant to look at that. Mr. Stanford added drainage is difficult in that area and 

could be a challenge so he encouraged the applicant to keep working with Engineering. Mr. Morgan indicated 
their next step is to hammer through the details. 

 
Ray Harpham asked if there was a fire hose connection. Mr. Morgan answered they were working on it.  

 
Mr. Papsidero asked if there were any further questions, concerns, or additional feedback regarding this 

Pre-application. [There were none.]  

 

RECOMMENDATION 

2. BSD P – Riverside Crossing Park, Phase 1 – East Plaza             Riverside Drive 
17-124DP/SPR                    Development and Site Plan Review 

 

Jennifer Rauch said this is a proposal for site improvements, which include: the landing for the pedestrian 
bridge - plaza, a pavilion with restrooms, a large green, seating, water features, an underground 

maintenance building, bridge abutment walls, paths, and landscaping for the first phase of the Riverside 
Crossing Park - East Plaza, which is west of Riverside Drive, north of the roundabout with SR 161. She said 

this is a request for a review and recommendation of approval to City Council for a Development and Site 

Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.066. 
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