


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: 

 
6. Property at 158 S. High Street 

19-069ARB-MPR          Minor Project Review 
       

Proposal: 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. 

Request: Review and approval of a Minor Project under the provisions of Zoning 

Code Sections 153.066 and 153.176, and the Historic Dublin Design 
Guidelines. 

Applicant: Heidi Bolyard, Simplified Living Architecture and Design 
Planning Contacts: Chase J. Ridge, Planner I  

Contact Information: 614.410.4656, cridge@dublin.oh.us 

Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/19-069 
 

 
MOTION:  Mrs. Bryan moved, Mr. Keeler seconded, to table the Minor Project. 

 

VOTE: 4 – 0 
 

RESULT:  The Minor Project was tabled. 
 

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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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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on the south of the front façade; and a 1.5-story, side-gable porte-cochere on the north side of 
the home. Landmark asphalt shingles in a Moire Black color will be used for the majority of the 
home, as well as a Matte Black metal standing-seam roofing material for the dormers. A vertical 
HardiePanel siding in an Alabaster color will be used on a majority of the exterior of the home, 
including portions of all four elevations. A HardieShingle in a Monterey Taupe color will be used 
for the peaks of the home. The home will have a cultured stone veneer and black window trim 
and lighting fixtures. There will be a double-door entry, front porch and chimney on the front 
elevation. Staff is concerned with the significance of the porte-cochere, which represents 
approximately 34 feet of the 65-ft. wide front façade. It is approximately 22 feet in height, which 
is one foot taller than the height of the horizontal roofline of the occupied portion of the home. 
No livable space is proposed above the porte-cochere. The proposed mass and scale appear 
inappropriate. Staff is concerned by the similarities of material selection and color palettes used 
with this home and the one proposed for 156 S. High Street. The dormers on the front elevation 
are not reflected on the north elevation. Staff is concerned with the relatively blank design of this 
elevation and the significant use of the alabaster siding. The south elevation reflects a heavy use 
of stone veneer, including on both of the chimneys and the large, screened-in porch. A composite 
TimberTech balcony in a brown color with black railing is proposed at the rear of the home. The 
height at the rear entry is approximately 35 feet in height. The rear elevation contains a significant 
number of windows, including a large wall of windows on the south side of that elevation. A series 
of columns support the balcony. Two new garage doors are proposed. The proposed doors are 
stamped-steel carriage-style doors and will be painted an Alabaster color to match the siding on 
the home. The window trim, doors and railing will be painted black. Staff is concerned that the 
rear of the home significantly overwhelms its surrounding and appears out of context. Staff has 
reviewed the application against all applicable criteria and recommends disapproval. 
 
Heidi Bolyard, Simplified Living Architecture and Design, 6065 Frantz Road – Suite 205, Dublin, 
stated that with their informal review in June, they had shown the Board the front elevation, which 
is essentially the same as it exists now. Other than removal of the oval windows, they have 
proceeded with that same design. 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the Board viewed the rear elevation at that meeting. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that only the front façade was shown for that meeting. She recognizes that 
this rear elevation is not typical for this District, but the design has been modified and is less 
modern than what the client originally requested. Although a significant number of windows are 
included to provide natural light, the windows will have traditional panes.  
 
Ms. Bryan inquired the reason that the same materials will be used on both homes. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that the materials are not the same, although the colors are. There is 
horizontal siding and brick on the neighboring home. This home will have board and batten 
shingles and stone. The color on this home will be a cream color; on 16 S. High Street, it will be 
white. These colors are the homeowners’ selections. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the height of a structure is measured at the street or at the rear elevation, 
as well, to determine zoning compliance. 
Ms. Rauch responded that height is measured from grade, but all of the height factors in the home 
are considered. The Code does not specify where the height must be measured. 
 
Mr. Bailey inquired if there is a list of the factors that must be addressed to achieve approval. 
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Ms. Martin stated that if the case were to be tabled, the applicant would be provided a list of those 
items as reflected in this review. Staff does not preemptively provide a list of proposed conditions. 
Because there are so many, a revision to the plan would be necessary. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that a list of concerns have been identified in the staff report, which include 
the following: 

1. The consultant’s report reflected a concern with the size of the porte-cochere, with the 
amount of the home’s footprint that would be comprised of the passage, and the impact 
thereof on that elevation. 

Mr. Bailey noted that at the June meeting, the Board indicated that they had no objection to the 
porte-cochere. 
Mr. Alexander affirmed that was the Board’s response. 

2. The doors on the front have been changed from a single door with sidelights to a double 
door. Is the double door an issue? 

Mr. Ridge indicated that was not a concern. 
 
Mr. Alexander that the other elevations of the home were not seen at the previous Informal 
Review. At that meeting, the Board had a site plan and a front elevation to review. Staff’s concerns, 
including the height of the rear elevation, are new. 
Ms. Rauch clarified that the Board’s feedback at an Informal Review is non-binding. At that time, 
staff had not conducted a final review of all the details. This design is not necessarily the wrong 
direction; however, modifications are needed for it to fit better within the context of the District. 
This is the next level of review. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that this house appears similar to the type of home seen in Ballantrae or Jerome 
Village. He understands that the client likes that style of home; however, Historic Dublin may not 
be the right location for that type of house. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that the proportion of the porte-cochere seems to dwarf the rest of the house.  
Ms. Bolyard responded that the porte-cochere is set back to reduce its prominence. They were 
also concerned about the porte-cochere, which is the reason they brought it before the Board two 
months ago. The porte-cochere actually is smaller now than in the plan previously seen by the 
Board, because a screened porch has been added in the side yard. To make that work for the 
client, the sides of the porte-cochere had to be moved in. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that he has some concerns with the rear elevation. Members of the public 
who were present earlier tonight expressed concerns about the backyard impact. The scale of the 
rear of this house is enormous. Perhaps floorplans would have provided some explanation of the 
reason the gable is so tall as it extends to the rear. He requested clarification of staff’s concern 
about the similarity in materials. 
Mr. Ridge responded that the concern related primarily to the similarity in color palettes. 
 
Ms. Bolyard stated that there are two different homeowners, and they have been permitted to 
select their preferred colors. 
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Ms. Bryan stated that the issue is that it creates an impression of a mini housing development, 
rather than two individual houses. ARB is responsible for looking at a home in the context of the 
entire neighborhood. This home does not fit within the context of this neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Bolyard stated that if the porte-cochere were removed, it would look identical to another home 
on the street. 
Ms. Bryan stated that the length of the home to which she is referring infringes significantly on 
the neighbor’s yard. The Board must be conscious of the impact of a proposed home on its 
neighbors. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that the Board recognizes that many property owners are interested in replacing 
existing, unattractive houses. They often inform the Board later that they like the changes that 
were required. We live in Dublin because it has standards. Although it is difficult to appreciate 
those standards while undergoing this type of review process, people do appreciate living in 
Dublin. Several of the Board members live in older homes and have undergone a similar Board 
review for their homes. This process can be difficult and costly; however, if necessary, he would 
do it again because he appreciates the fact that Dublin has very high standards. However, the 
Board will work with the applicant to the extent possible because they do not want the existing 
property to remain as it is; they want to see improvements.  
 
Ms. Bolyard noted that she previously lived on Franklin Street, and as a homeowner, has 
experienced this process.  
 
Mr. Bailey inquired if the high gable at the rear elevation meets Code requirements. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that it does. 
Mr. Bailey requested if the concerns about the rear elevation are related only to the windows. 
Mr. Alexander responded that, per Code, the proposed windows are required to look like existing 
windows within the district. The Code also speaks to the issue of scale, which is a reference to 
how large something looks, not necessarily how large it measures. 
 
Mr. Bailey inquired how that is defined. For him, the scale of this home is not an issue, but other 
Board members have a different opinion. 
Mr. Alexander responded that the scale of home is inappropriate in this District because it can be 
defined as grand or massive. The proposed adjacent home has no large gable at the rear; in fact, 
that design attempts to hide the mass by using hipped roofs. Typically, homes do not have the 
highest point at the rear. With the typical development pattern, the scale diminishes towards the 
rear of the home. With this home, the scale becomes more massive. 
 
Mr. Bailey responded that is due to the slope of the site.  
Mr. Alexander responded that it is possible to address the scale. For instance, if the gable were 
not there and the roof were hipped and sloped to the rear, it would make a significant difference. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that the home must fit within the context of this neighborhood, which is Historic 
Dublin. In another neighborhood, this home would look great.  
 
Mr. Alexander noted that it does not appear that this application can be approved tonight. 
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Ms. Bolyard requested the Board’s recommendations to enable them to prepare for the next 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated there was one item that was misleading. He believes the consultant 
applauded the simplicity of the north elevation in her report. Per staff’s presentation, staff believed 
the north elevation was too sterile. 
 
Mr. Ridge stated that staff’s primary concern was that the porte-cochere in the front façade was 
too massive. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that the simplicity of the north elevation is good. This is a neighborhood with 
simple, vernacular buildings.  
 
Ms. Bryan read the consultant’s statement that, “the north side of the building is simple and 
cohesive with a series of gabled roofs and front gable extension.” 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that because there is some resistance to the porte-cochere, the applicant 
may want to reconsider it. The majority of the Board members also have an issue with the rear 
elevation.  
Mr. Keeler concurred that, at this point, the plan would not be approved. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that in some communities, an intermediate work session permits applicants 
to obtain the Board’s feedback without waiting until the regular meeting. This process would 
expedite the process for the applicant. 
Mr. Boggs responded that would be a special meeting of the Board, which would require public 
notification.  
 
Mr. Dyas stated that they thought that process had occurred with staff before the Board’s meeting. 
Mr. Boggs stated that staff is professionally trained and makes every effort to work with the 
applicants to prepare a case for Board review. However, the ARB members are individually selected 
by City Council. They have backgrounds in architecture or other experience of value to the Board’s 
review. Although staff can consider a proposal to be satisfactory, ultimately, the Board can 
disagree. The Board must review the cases in either a regular or a special meeting, for which 
public notice must be given. The process must be fair to the applicant and to the public, who, in 
some cases, may have the right to appeal a decision. Discussion with staff is not equivalent to the 
Board’s review. 
 
Mr. Keeler noted that he assumes the applicant was aware that staff’s recommendation was for 
disapproval of the application. 
Mr. Dyas responded that they learned of this only a couple of days ago. 
 
Ms. Rauch stated that staff met with the applicant and discussed their concerns, which are 
reflected in this report, prior to this case being scheduled on the agenda. Staff shared their 
feedback with the applicant to provide them the opportunity to make improvements. Staff prefers 
not to come before the Board with a case on which they will recommend disapproval, but the 
applicant indicated a desire to remain on the agenda. This meeting packet was published at the 
City’s website on Friday and emailed to the applicant so they could be prepared. 
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Mr. Dyas stated that although they disagree on some of those points, at this juncture, they need 
sufficient direction to move forward.  
 
Ms. Bolyard stated that they have proceeded with the porte-cochere design the past two months, 
as the Board had previously expressed a positive reaction. They are surprised this evening to learn 
differently. If the porte-cochere were smaller, would that be more acceptable? 
Mr. Keeler stated that perhaps a square porte-cochere versus an arch would be more traditional. 
The arch is a more progressive design.  
 
Mr. Dyas inquired if their application would be tabled or approved with a condition. 
Mr. Boggs clarified that if the case is tabled, there is no approval. 
 
Mr. Dyas responded that they need to complete the lot split immediately, but he has been told 
that ARB needs to approve the project before he can request the lot split. Could ARB indicate that 
they have no objection to the applicant giving five feet of 158 S. High Street to 156 S. High Street 
to make that site 60-feet wide in compliance with Code? The 158 S. High Street property would 
become 90 feet wide versus its current 95 feet, and he would provide the right-of-way to the City 
at no cost. The engineering has been completed, but he needs final approval of the lot split. 
Ms. Rauch stated that the lot split process is based upon Engineering’s request. It is standard 
practice to ensure there is nothing else ARB would require before a lot split is approved to avoid 
the potential need to repeat the process. 
Mr. Dyas inquired if it would be possible to have the lot split approved with the conditional approval 
of 95 S. High Street and the tabling of 98 S. High Street. It would enable him to continue to work 
with his clients. 
 
Mr. Boggs responded that he is not familiar with requirements related to the lot split; however, he 
will look into the possibility of approving it before completion of this ARB review process. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that if the applicant has the revised materials ready, she would prefer ARB review 
them at a special meeting to enable the applicant to move forward. 
 
Mr. Boggs stated that the Board may schedule a special meeting to hear a case, if it desires. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that a special meeting would allow the ARB to review the revisions and either 
approve it at that time or request additional changes for approval at its next regular meeting. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that if it were a work session, no approval would be given, only non-binding 
feedback. It would not be necessary to provide a packet of materials beforehand. 
Mr. Keeler stated that if they are available, it would be helpful for the Board to receive the 
materials beforehand so they could begin their preliminary review.  
 
Ms. Rauch pointed out that staff would not have adequate time to provide their typical review of 
the materials, ensuring all the criteria has been meet. 
 
Mr. Keeler responded that staff’s review and determination of criteria met or not met is essential 
before the Board’s review. 
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Ms. Rauch noted that level of review also does not occur for an Informal Review. With the 
consultant’s and the Board’s feedback, there is ability now to be on the same page. 
 
Ms. Martin stated that staff would be willing to meet with the applicant and provide that “work 
session” discussion on a staff level. 
 
Ms. Bolyard responded that it would be of more value to them to have an architect’s review. 
Mr. Dyas indicated that, due to the time factor, they would attempt to meet with staff as soon as 
possible. 
 
Mrs. Bryan moved, Mr. Keeler seconded to table the Minor Project Review for 158 S. High Street. 
 
Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes. 
(Motion approved 4-0) 

 
7. 113-115 S. High Street, 19-073ARB-MSP, Master Sign Plan 

Mr. Alexander stated this is a proposal for the installation of four new signs for one parcel that 
contains two, existing, multi-tenant buildings on a 0.25 site zoned Bridge Street District Historic 
South. 
 
Staff Presentation 
 
Ms. Rauch stated this is a proposal for a Master Sign Plan for four signs on two existing multi-
tenant buildings located within Historic Dublin. The Board reviewed an earlier version on June 26. 
This plan will allow some flexibility for signs on a lot on the west side of S. High Street for two 
buildings located at 113 and 115 S. High Street. At the June 26, 2019 ARB meeting, the Board 
approved a Master Sign Plan for these two buildings; however, as part of the review, the members 
expressed concerns about the legibility and constructability of the proposed multi-tenant signs. 
The applicant has made the recommended modifications.  
 
The applicant is proposing a total of four signs, two along the S. High Street elevation, and one 
each on the front and rear of the new 115. S. High Street building, which is located behind the 
historic structure. The first sign, which was for The House of Beauty, 113 S. High Street, was 
installed following the previous approval. The second sign is a ground sign located in the front 
lawn to the north of the existing building. Per the revision, the sign will be mounted on a cedar 
post. The third sign is a projecting sign located on the north corner of the 115 S. High Street 
building. The fourth sign, located at the rear of the 115 S. High Street building, is a directory sign. 
The signs will be made of HDU with routed lettering and raised borders. The signs have a black 
background and raised white lettering. Staff has reviewed the proposed Master Sign Plan against 
the applicable criteria and recommends approval with one condition, that the depth of the routing 
be a minimum ½-inch on all sign panels. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the applicant had any objection to the condition for approval. 
The applicant indicated that he had no objection. 
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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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