


CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT – INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY SHEETS 

 

Map Grid 128 - 23  

Parcel 273-000067/      
273-000078 

Address 156-158 S High St OHI FRA-8847-1 

Year Built:  Ca.1880  Map No: 128 Photo No: 2033-2037 (7/11/16) 

Theme: Domestic Historic Use: Multi-family dwelling Present Use: Multi-family dwelling 
Style: Vernacular Foundation: Parged Wall Type:  Frame 

Roof Type: Side gable/asphalt 
shingle 

Exterior Wall:  Aluminum/brick/stucco Symmetry: No 

Stories: 1.5 Front Bays: 7 Side Bays: 3 
Porch: Wrap-around porch on 

south half of the façade  
Chimney: 1, Interior, on ridge near  

north side of house 
Windows: 1-over-1 

Replacements 

Description: The one-and-one-half-story duplex has an L-plan footprint, resting on a parged foundation. The side-gable 
roof is sheathed in asphalt shingles. The exterior walls are clad in aluminum, with brick utilized on the façade, and stucco 
on the south elevation. A half-hipped porch wraps the south half of the façade and south elevation. Entrances to both  
units are accessed from the porch. Windows are double-hung replacement sashes. They are flanked by fixed shutters on 
the north unit. A detached garage is southeast of the building. 

Setting: The property is located on the east side of S High St in the old village core of Dublin. The front lawn is 
landscaped with manicured shrubs.  

Condition: Good 

Integrity: Location: Y Design: N Setting: Y Materials: N 
 Workmanship: N Feeling: N Association: Y  

Integrity Notes: The building has poor integrity resulting from additions and replacement materials. 

Historical Significance: The building is recommended non-contributing the City of Dublin’s local Historic Dublin district 
and the recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, boundary increase. 

District: Yes Local Historic Dublin district Contributing Status: Recommended non-contributing 
National Register:   Recommended Dublin High Street 

Historic District, boundary increase 
Property Name: N/A 

 
156-158 S High St, looking northeast 156-158 S High St, looking southeast 
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BOARD ORDER 

Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 | 6:30 pm 

 
 

 

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

5. Property at 156 S. High Street 
19-056ARB-MPR       Minor Project Review 

       
Proposal: Construction of an approximately 2,400-square-foot, one-story house on a 

0.24-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Residential. 

Request: Review and approval of the Minor Project Review under the provisions of 
Zoning Code Section 153.066 and 153.170, and the Historic Dublin Design 
Guidelines. 

Applicant: Heidi Bolyard, Simplified Living Architecture and Design 

Planning Contact: Chase J. Ridge, Planner I 

Contact Information: 614.410.4656, cridge@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/19-056 

 
 

MOTION:  Mr. Keeler moved, Mr. Bailey seconded, to approve the Minor Project with the following 

condition: 
 

1) That the applicant bring the front porch details and all associated trim details for the house to the 
Board prior to submission for building permits. 

 
VOTE: 4 – 0 

 

RESULT:  The Minor Project was conditionally approved. 
 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Shannon Stenberg Absent 

Gary Alexander Yes 

Andrew Keeler Yes 
Kathleen Bryan Yes 

Robert Bailey Yes 
 

 
STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 

 
______________________________ 

Chase J. Ridge, Planner I  
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The applicant and public had no comments. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that the application explains how the stone will be addressed, but how will 
the exposed block in the foundation be addressed? 
 
John Anderson, 109 S. High Street, Dublin, Ohio, stated that they purchased the property in 1998. 
The intent is to remove the stucco, clean it and identify what lies underneath. If it is presentable, 
it would be left exposed. If not, it would be re-covered. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if there are guidelines concerning non-exposure of block foundations. 
Ms. Rauch stated that the Code and Guidelines address only the rehabilitation of the historic 
portions of the structure. If the Board wants the block foundation to continue to be painted, that 
can be recommended. 
 
Mr. Anderson responded that they have no objection to whatever the recommendation might be. 
Mr. Keeler stated that he would recommend only that it be consistent. It appears to be stone and 
block that has been covered with stucco. 
 
Mr. Alexander noted that it is likely paint, as the block coursing is showing through the paint in 
the back. 
Mr. Anderson responded that he believes it is stone up to the electrical conduit. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the applicant has any objection to the recommended condition regarding 
the tree. 
Mr. Anderson responded that he has no objection. 
 
Ms. Bryan moved, Mr. Bailey seconded to approve the Minor Project with one condition: 

1) That the proposed redbud tree located in the seating area be replaced with a shade tree. 
 

Vote: Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes. 
(Motion approved 4-0) 

 
 

5. 156 S. High Street, 19-056ARB-MPR, Minor Project Review 
 

Mr. Alexander stated this application is a proposal for the construction of an approximately 2,600-
square-foot, one-story house on a 0.24-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Residential. 
 
Staff Presentation 

Mr. Ridge stated this a request for review and approval of a Minor Project Review for construction 
of a new, single-family home, approximately 2,400 square feet in size within the Historic District. 
 
Site 
The site is located on the east side of South High Street approximately 125 feet south of its 
intersection with John Wright Lane. The 0.24-acre site has approximately 55 feet of frontage along 
South High Street and a grade change from South High Street (west) toward the rear of the 
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property (east). Today, the site contains half of a two-family, 1.5-story home with a driveway on 
the north side that provides access to the site. The existing building straddles the property line 
with the adjacent property to the south. It was formed by combining two log cabins built circa 
1850. The property owners modified the structure in the late 1960s-early 1970s.  

Case History 
The Architectural Review Board (ARB) conducted an Informal Review on February 27, 2019 for a 
proposal to demolish a portion of the existing, two-family home and detached garage, and to 
subsequently construct three new residential units on the adjacent property to the south. That 
project did not move forward. In June 2019, the ARB reviewed and approved a demolition of the 
existing two-family home with the condition that the demolition order not be issued by the City 
until a replacement use or building(s) had been approved by the ARB and an associated application 
for building permits had been submitted for the replacement building(s). At that same meeting, 
the Board provided an Informal Review of the two proposed single-family homes to be constructed 
at 156 (the subject site) and 158 S. High Street (site to the south). In regard to 156 S. High Street, 
the Board discussed their concerns about the complex rooflines, the number of dormers, and the 
design of the driveway. Because of the issues with that plan, the applicant has submitted a revised 
proposal for construction of two new single-family homes on the lots where the two-family home 
currently sits. This particular proposal is for 156 S. High Street.  
 
Proposal 
In the proposed site plan, the driveway is situated to the north of the structure, and provides 
access to both the single-car garage located at the halfway point of the home and the two-car 
garage at the rear of the home. A turnaround/parking pad is proposed at the rear of the home, 
which will help with navigating vehicles in and out of the space, and a sidewalk is proposed at the 
front. There is an 8-foot setback on the south side and a larger setback on the north side. The 
setbacks allow the home to be situated on the south side of the lot. A front porch is proposed on 
the east side of the home and a balcony on the south side of the home. The proposed lot coverage 
for this site is 46.4%; Code permits 50%. This site and the site to the south will require lot line 
adjustments in order that the site can meet the Code-required 60-foot minimum lot width. Staff 
has requested the applicant pursue the adjustment following ARB approval. 
 
The height of the home facing South High Street is a total of 22 ft. 4 in., which is well within the 
Code allowance of a maximum building height of 35 feet. The proposed massing and scale is 
appropriate and complementary to the surrounding structures in the Historic District. The front 
façade is proposed to have a full-length front porch supported by square, painted columns. The 
columns, as well as a proposed railing will be painted white to match the proposed Arctic White 
HardiePlank siding. The foundation of the porch will be clad with a thin brick veneer painted white 
to match the majority of the home’s foundation, as well as the chimney. The applicant is proposing 
four doors on the home. The front door, on the west façade, will consist of a black double-door 
with a transom and surround. Sconce lantern light fixtures are proposed next to the doors on the 
front, rear, and north elevations. The lighting fixtures will be consistent throughout and contain a 
black, die cast aluminum finish with clear seeded glass panes. The trim around the windows will 
also be painted black. 
 
The front elevation shows a pyramidal standing-seam metal roof with three gable dormers. The 
applicant has worked to simplify the roof details reducing the total number of dormers from six to 
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three. As the roof lines progress to the rear of the property, a series of gable roofs are proposed. 
The metal standing-seam roof material used on the west side of the home will be Matte Black in 
color. On the rear portion of the home, the applicant is proposing a Landmark asphalt shingle in 
a Moire Black color. The applicant is proposing a HardiePlank siding on a majority of the exterior 
of the home. The siding, which is proposed for portions of each elevation, will be 2.5-inches in 
width, 12 feet in length, and Artic White in color. The applicant is proposing a thin brick veneer, 
painted white to complement the other materials being used on the exterior of the home. The 
brick veneer will be used on a majority of the foundation of the home, and will be visible from all 
sides. A rear balcony is proposed at the rear of the home. The balcony will include a staircase 
leading down to the rear garage. The balcony will consist of a composite TimberTech decking 
material in an Ashwood color (brown), as well as a white composite railing to match the railing on 
the front porch. The total height of the rear elevation from grade to the top of roof is approximately 
25 feet in height. Two new, stamped-steel carriage-style doors garage doors are proposed, which 
will have windows at the top and be black to match the doors and windows on the home. Staff 
has reviewed the proposal against the applicable criteria and recommends approval with no 
conditions. 
 
Board Questions 

Ms. Bryan inquired if, in view of the fact that a demolition will be occurring on a historic property, 
there would be a survey for archeological findings during demolition. 
Mr. Ridge responded affirmatively. There is a note on the plans to that effect. 
 
The applicant had no comments. 
 
Public Comment 

Steve Rudy, 129 South Riverview Street, Dublin requested to see the site plan details in context 
to the adjacent properties to the south and north. [A proposed site plan was shown.] Mr. Rudy 
stated that there is a distinct backyard orientation of the adjacent homes. That is the characteristic 
of this neighborhood. The new home and the new addition to a home south of this proposed home 
stay within the build lines of the historic structures. They did not change the characteristics of the 
neighborhood, even though they were double the size of the original historic properties. He 
encourages the Board to require new home proposals to revert to a backyard orientation. There 
are two ways to do it. His question to the applicant is whether this site could function appropriately 
with a different layout than a long house, but with the same square footage and a side entry 
garage. If there are two stories at the rear of the home, incorporate a side-entry garage rather 
than a rear-entry garage. These two changes would allow the backyard to remain part of the open 
green space in the neighborhood. That was the decision he made previously, although it was 
necessary to resist staff’s recommendation to put his garage at the back of his lot. They have a 
60-ft. lot, but managed to squeeze in a front-entry garage so that they did not violate the backyard 
characteristic of the neighborhood. He would ask the applicant to consider revising the layout to 
a backyard-oriented house with a side-entry garage. As a result, the new house would contribute 
to the backyard neighborhood. His request would be the same for the next case, as well.  
 
Heidi Bolyard, Simplified Living Architecture and Design, 6065 Frantz Road – Suite 205, Dublin, 
stated that they did consider a side-entry garage at the June 26 ARB meeting. However, with the 
slope of the property, it does not work without making the home even longer. The home is only 
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2,500 square feet, so it is a much smaller home than some of the other new homes or new 
additions to homes in the District.  
Ms. Bryan stated that the backyard orientation is a significant concern with this neighborhood. It 
appears there would be little backyard with this proposed layout. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that because the lot is only 60-ft. wide and has a downward slope, it has 
been a challenge to fit in a garage. They would have preferred the side-entry garage, but 24 feet 
is required to back out of a garage, turn and exit the property. There was insufficient space to do 
so. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that a previous speaker commented on the difficulty with purchasing a home 
and then having it rezoned and the rules changed for their property. Presently, the proposed home 
meets all the setback and lot coverage requirements. In view of the desire to protect the larger 
backyards, the Zoning Code could be changed. However, recent buyers of any of these properties 
who purchased the properties with the intent of adding an addition would object to that potential 
Code change. Certainly, the proposed driveway will take up the greater portion of the backyard, 
but at this time, the plan meets current Code requirements. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that although columns are shown on the drawing, there is no information 
about the materials and details. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that the material is HardieTrim, so the columns would be wrapped. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that the City has standards about the trim and other details, including the 
materials from which they are made. Over the windows, there appears to be a crown molding. 
What material is it and what is the size? The breast board drawn under the fascia is an elaborate 
trim, but no details are provided. Conceptually, the plan has been improved significantly since the 
previous meeting, and he is supportive of the plan with one concern. Every other Historic District 
in central Ohio requires finished construction drawings for final review, because all of the details 
are evident in a set of construction drawings. The letters from the consultant reflected her 
frustration, as well, with the fact that there were no floor or roof plans. In looking at the City’s 
application requirements, he realized that the application does not require provision of the plans, 
but it does require “building sections showing construction methods for each type of exterior 
façade.” If that information had been provided for this case, it would be possible to see every 
piece of trim and all of the details regarding the materials. For a final review, some of the 
information is missing. Because all those details are required for construction drawings, the builder 
has the information. In this case, the columns could be wonderful or terrible, depending on those 
details. The front façade of this home is very important, because it is so close to the sidewalk. 
Although the home is well designed, everyone is protected by providing those details for review. 
He requested clarification of the porch materials. 
 
Bob Dyas, CBJ on High, LLC, 180 S. Riverview, Dublin, stated that they are currently working on 
the materials. In regard to the porch, a tongue and groove composite porch board will be used. 
He believes the porch will not be on a concrete slab, but will be stick built. 
Mr. Alexander responded that if it is stick built, brick at the base of the porch would not work. 
Brick must be applied to masonry. 
Mr. Dyas concurred. 
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Mr. Alexander stated that the Board could vote to approve with the caveat that the Board reviews 
some wall sections and accompanying material details. 
 
Mr. Boggs stated that the Board could vote only on the Minor Project Review to provide zoning 
approval, but not on the Board order regarding the architectural details. 
Ms. Rauch responded that, typically, those are not separated. The intent of this hearing was to 
approve all the final details. If the Board is not comfortable doing so, she would recommend that 
the case be tabled to permit the applicant to return with the additional details. A Minor Project 
Review is intended to approve all of the final details regarding the site and architecture to the 
Board’s satisfaction. 
 
Mr. Dyas stated for the record that the front porch is a poured foundation structure, back-filled 
with gravel, with a treated joist on a plate with a tongue and groove composite deck. The brick 
veneer would be applied to a concrete wall. 
 
Mr. Keeler inquired if a fair direction would be to table the application tonight with the 
understanding that, although the Board is supportive of the design, the construction details must 
be provided. The assumption is that in one month, approval could be anticipated. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that the case could be made that the information does not meet the 
submission requirements. 
 
Ms. Rauch pointed out that staff receives varying levels of details, depending on the complexity 
of a project and expertise of the applicant. 
Mr. Alexander stated that a design professional has prepared these plans. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that in this case, he would anticipate the builder and architect can communicate 
and ensure that the level of details needed for ARB approval are provided. 
 
Mr. Dyas stated that he understands ARB’s concerns. However, they have spent all of June, July 
and most of August working diligently to provide what was desired and needed for ARB review 
and approval. They have the additional details and could have provided that information. However, 
he has not provided this level of detail for other projects on which he has received approval in 
downtown Dublin. He does not skimp and cut costs, and the finished project will be perfect. 
However, they have been receiving different direction. In their communications with staff in the 
days before a meeting, they receive one direction; at the meeting, the Board directs them 
differently. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that it is a matter of refinement. Would he build from drawings like this or 
would he develop them into construction drawings? 
Mr. Dyas indicated he would develop them into construction drawings. 
Mr. Alexander stated that what is needed is the level of detail that is put in a wall section, which 
the City also will require for the permit.  
Mr. Dyas responded that he has done this kind of work for 20+ years and does not have a problem 
with providing the details to the Board. However, after putting all of their energy and time into 
the preparation for this meeting that has already been delayed a month, he is disappointed to be 
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told that the information is not yet complete. Staff should have informed them that wall sections 
were needed. 
 
Ms. Bolyard stated they submitted the Board’s requested changes immediately following the June 
meeting, but although they were ready in July, their case was not rescheduled until August. It is 
very disappointing to be told now they will not be able to receive approval until September. This is 
a significant delay for them. 
 
Ms. Martin stated staff typically holds the commercial properties to a higher standard than residential 
properties. Even for new build projects, staff tries to be residential-friendly, because the goal is to 
have people invest in and maintain their properties. Therefore, when staff reviews the list of 
submission materials, they do sometimes indicate that not everything on the list is required, although 
providing more than required is better. At this point, the Board could choose to table the case, if 
the applicant agrees, or the Board could vote on it with the added condition that the final details 
regarding the porch and building trim be provided to the Board for review and approval prior to 
submitting for building permits.  
 
Mr. Dyas stated that at a minimum, they would request approval tonight with the condition that all 
the details be provided for review and approval at the Board’s September meeting. There are several 
items on which he needs to proceed to keep this project moving for his clients.  
 
Public Comment (continued) 
 
Michael Steele, 138 South High Street, Dublin, Ohio, stated that he owns the property to the north 
of this site on the opposite side of the driveway. His property has been split between the site on 
which his commercial building is located and a second lot on which he anticipates building his home. 
Of everyone present, he would be the most impacted by what is occurring next door. Property 
owners cannot control the shape of their lots. His lot is a similar length, but only 57 feet wide. 
Therefore, he also will have to build a narrow house with a rear-entry garage, as that is the only 
space available. In 2006, he renovated his commercial property. His application was reviewed and 
approved by the ARB. He respects the ARB’s concerns about the construction details, but he believes 
that is the responsibility of Planning or Building Standards to ensure that the plans meet the 
construction requirements for the Historic Business District. He is disappointed that ARB is inquiring 
about details that he believes are irrelevant to the issue at hand. The issue is the site layout and 
whether it meets the Code specifications -- which the Board has indicated it does, and if the plan 
elevations are suitable for said property. The construction materials are not in the Board’s purview. 
Those details should be handled by the staff who review the construction plans. He respects the 
value of greenspace, but he will have to lose 50% of his yard to access his proposed home, as is 
occurring with the sites being reviewed tonight. However, they did not design the Historic Business 
District; that has been thrust upon them. For some reason, the requirements become stricter every 
year in the attempt to preserve Historic Dublin. He has visited Dublin, Ireland on six occasions and 
can testify that city reflects a variety of architectural construction. This City’s attempts for historical 
preservation are excessive. He does not know what the ARB’s purpose is, but when they attempt to 
determine the shape, size, dimensions and material of a column on a front porch, they are exceeding 
their task. 
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Mr. Boggs clarified that the purview of the Architectural Review Board is set forth by the City Code, 
which has been adopted by Dublin City Council. Per City Code, the purview of the ARB is entirely to 
review architectural components under the numerous standards set forth in the Code. ARB has a 
Code-mandated responsibility to review exactly the items that it has been doing, including the levels 
of architectural details. City Council has determined the boundaries of the Historic District that are 
subject to that architectural review, and ARB meets for the purpose of following that Code-mandated 
process. 
 
Mr. Dyas responded that he stands corrected and apologizes, if he has overstepped in his comments. 
In the future, he will be bringing his architectural plans before this Board for approval, and was 
concerned about the frustration he anticipated experiencing with the need to provide this level of 
detail. He understands that his neighbor, Mr. Rudy, is concerned about the loss of the current 
greenspace, but the properties are what they are, and as long as the plans conform with Code 
requirements, they should be approved. He hopes his future proposal, which will likely be similar to 
the one before the Board tonight, does not offend anyone. There is no way to avoid the long, linear 
home, whether it is 2,500 square feet or 2,000 square feet, which his will be. He apologizes if, as a 
citizen, he overstepped in challenging the Board regarding their responsibilities. He would like to 
assume that the staff who have met with the applicants and approved the plan details to be brought 
forward to the Board have already addressed all the details and that ARB could simply approve the 
plans. If Board members have that type of professional background, their questions would be 
appropriate, but he finds it problematic that ARB must review plans to this level of detail.  
 
Steve Rudy, 129 South Riverview Street, Dublin, stated that it seems that a rear entry was required 
for this home. His home is also on a narrow lot. It is 2,200 sq. ft. with a front-loading garage, and 
the back yard is entirely intact. The two houses to the south with similar lot widths also have front-
loading garages and intact backyards. He does not agree that the homes must have rear-loaded 
garages. Although a side-yard variance to achieve room for a front-loading garage might be 
necessary, a two-story home with front-loading garage and no impact on the backyard is possible 
on this lot, as well. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that he has looked at the aerial, and one of the houses to the south has a lot 
depth similar to this. Therefore, the lot depth is not unique in the environment. 
 
Mr. Bailey stated that the slope of the lot was the reason they could not have a front-loading garage. 
Mr. Alexander stated that with a front-loading garage, there would be a need to back out, and with 
the street becoming increasingly busy, that presents a problem.  
 
Ms. Bolyard stated that they had asked staff if submission of floor plans was necessary. They do not 
typically provide them, because they would be included with the meeting information provided at 
the City’s website and become public information. Most of their clients have indicated that they do 
not want their floorplans submitted. 
Mr. Alexander responded that some communities require the plans. He noted that the City’s 
consultant expressed dissatisfaction with not having the floorplans. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that they would have no concern with providing them to the historic 
consultant, but their clients do not want their plans posted at the City’s website, thereby becoming 
a public record. 
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Mr. Alexander stated that when an individual files for a building permit, he believes all those 
documents are available as public records. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that they can be obtained, but they must be formally requested using a form 
that requires the reason for which they are needed. The plans are not provided to anyone for any 
reason. 
 
Mr. Boggs stated that there is a distinction. They are potentially public records. Typically, floor plans 
and architectural plans are not generally provided, as they could be reproduced; there are copyright 
issues. However, if they were submitted as part of this application process, they would be uploaded 
to the City’s website, where they would be available by demand. Although there are some 
communities that require the floor plans at this stage, the City of Dublin does not.  
 
Mr. Keeler moved, Mr. Bailey seconded to approve the Minor Project with one condition: 

1) That the applicant bring the front porch details and all associated trim details for the house 
to the Board prior to submission for building permits. 

 
Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes. 
(Motion approved 4-0) 

 
 

6. 158 S. High Street, 19-069ARB-MPR, Minor Project Review 
 

Mr. Alexander stated this case relates to the adjacent site at 158 S. High Street. This application 
is a proposal for the construction of an approximately 2,600-square-foot, one and a half-story 
house on a 0.45-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Residential. 

 
Staff Presentation 

Mr. Ridge stated that this is a request for review and approval of a Minor Project Review for the 
construction of a new approximately 2,600–square-foot, single-family home in the Historic District. 
The site is located on the east side of South High Street, south of Pinneyhill Lane, and consists of 
approximately .48 acres in size. It has approximately 95 feet of frontage and presently contains 
the other half of the 1.5 story, two-family home, which straddles the property line. The history is 
similar to that of the previous case. 
 
Proposal 
The applicant is proposing a new, 1.5-story single-family home to replace the existing two-family 
home that currently straddles the property line with the adjacent lot to the north. The driveway is 
located north of the home, and provides access to both the single-car garage located within the 
porte-cochere and a two-car garage at the rear of the home. There is a sidewalk leading to the 
front door. A front porch is located on the east side of the home and a balcony at the rear of the 
home. The applicant is proposing to add a small storage place as part of the porte-cochere. The 
proposed lot coverage for the site is 35%; Code permits 50% coverage. A lot line adjustment will 
be required between this site and the site to the north, which the applicant has been requested 
to obtain following ARB approval. The proposed structure is a 1.5 story, 2,600- square-foot home 
with a large porte-cochere and an overall height at S. High Street of 27.5 feet. The front elevation 
shows a gable front roof over the occupied portion of the house; a side gable, screened-in porch 
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Mr. Rinaldi reiterated that his concern is not with smaller homes. It is that the proposed 
development is very different from the existing development in that area. That is a concern to 
him, particularly because they aren't able to judge the projected scale. 

Mr. Alexander stated that because this is an Informal Review, he will speak frankly. A number of 
people who live in the area would like something different than what is there today. They tend 
to agree that demolition would fine, but because something will be built in its place, they don't 
want to make a hasty decision without seeing drawings of what is proposed. The Board does 
not want to tell Mr. Grabill to proceed and run the risk of saying later, when drawings are 
available, that the project cannot proceed. That would be a waste of his money. Mr. Steele 
spoke about building a second structure on his lot, which would be a total of two single-family 
homes. Mr. Grabill's project would be four units on one lot, with 4-8 vehicles coming and going. 
This is Dublin Ohio, not Dublin, Ireland, nor is it German Village. We agree with the desire for 
some variety, but there is a limited way to achieve that. 

Ms. Bryan stated that she lives in this area, and she likes what she sees. She has seen Mr. 
Grabill's other properties and is confident that he incorporates feedback during the development 
process very well. She understands the concerns that have been shared; however, her concern 
was with the impact on neighboring properties whose view would be that of the garages at the 
rear of these units. Perhaps that can be addressed with landscaping. If a vote were requested, 
her vote would be that Mr. Grabill take the next step, but she may be in the minority. 

Mr. Rinaldi stated that she may not be in the minority. He is supportive of smaller residences, 
but he is unable to envision the proposed dimensions and assess its ability to fit in with the area. 
Perhaps that can be accomplished. 

There were no other comments offered on the Informal Review. 

• Architectural Review Board Annual Report 
Ms. Rauch stated that a draft 2018 Annual Report was provided to ARB for their comments. 
Mr. Keeler requested a correction/addition: 

On page 5, under Cases and Decisions, it reads "in complexity from minor fac.;ade 
improvements to major residential additions and new, mixed-use development." He 
suggested that "demolition" be added to that list. 

Mr. Alexander requested one correction/clarification: 
On page 6, Item #10- Was this a reference to "formal recognition and protection of 
historic stone walls," or historic stone? 

Ms. Rauch stated that it should be clarified as stone walls. Staff will make those corrections, 
accordingly. 

Ms. Bryan moved to accept the 2018 ARB Annual Report with the corrections as noted. 
Mr. Keeler seconded the motion. 
Vote: Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes. 
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