
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MEETING MINUTES  

Architectural Review Board  
Wednesday, October 16, 2019  

  
 
CALL TO ORDER 

Mr. Alexander, Vice Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Mr. Alexander led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 

Board Members present: Mr. Alexander, Mr. Keeler, Ms. Bryan, Mr. Bailey; Ms. Stenberg arrived 
at 6:34 pm. 

Staff present:   Ms. Martin, Mr. Ridge and Mr. Hounshell  
 
ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS 

Mr. Keeler moved, Mr. Bailey seconded to accept the documents into the record.  
Vote on the motion: Mr. Bailey, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan; yes. 
(Approved 4 – 0)   

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Alexander requested that the word “no” be inserted before the word “objection” on page 20, 
to read, “ Mr. Alexander stated that he has “no” objection to…” 
Ms. Bryan moved, Mr. Keeler seconded to approve the September 25, 2019 meeting minutes as 
amended. 
Vote on the motion: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Ms. 
Stenberg, yes. 
(Approved 5 – 0)  
 
APPROVAL OF THE 2020-2021 PROPOSED MEETING DATES 

Mr. Keeler moved, Ms. Bryan seconded to approve the 2020-2021 Proposed Meeting Dates. 
Vote on the motion: Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. 
Bailey, yes. 
(Approved 5 – 0)  
 
The Chair briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Architectural Review Board and swore 
in any staff or member of the public who planned to address the Board during the meeting.  
 

 
 
 



Dublin Architectural Review Board         
Minutes of October 16, 2019 

Page 2 of 8          

 

  

CASES: 
 

1. Property at 17 N. Riverview Street, 19-090ARB-MPR, Minor Project Review 
 

Ms. Stenberg stated that this application is a proposal for the repainting of an existing, single-
family home on a 0.18-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Core. 
 
Staff Presentation 

Mr. Hounshell stated that this application is for a Minor Project Review for an existing residential 
home located at 17 N. Riverview Street, northeast of the intersection of Bridge Street and 
Blacksmith Lane, within the Historic Core District. The applicant is proposing new exterior paint for 
the structure. The house, which was built in 1927, contains a one-and-one-half-story Craftsman-
style house with a rectilinear footprint and rests on a concrete block foundation. The building has 
a side-gable standing seam metal roof with a shed dormer on the front façade. The proposal 
includes painting the existing siding, shutters, garage door and trim. The applicant is proposing to 
paint the siding of the house and the garage a light grey (Roycroft Pewter; SW 2848) and the 
accents and trim white (Pure White; SW7005). Staff has considered all the applicable criteria for 
this application and recommends approval with no conditions. 

 
The applicant had no additional comments. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
Board Discussion 

Mr. Keeler inquired if the garage would be painted, as well. 
Mr. Hounshell responded affirmatively. 
 
Mr. Alexander moved, Mr. Bailey seconded to approve the Minor Project with no conditions. 
Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes.  
(Motion approved 5-0.) 
 
 
2. 72 Dublin LLC, 20 North Street & 72-84 N. High Street, 19-093ARB-MPR, Minor 

Project Review 
       
Ms. Stenberg stated that this application is a proposal for siding maintenance and repainting of an 
existing, mixed-use building on a 0.67-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Core.  

 
Staff Presentation 

Mr. Ridge stated that this is a request for the repainting of properties located at 20 North Street 
and 72-84 North High Street. The site is located on the northeast corner of North Street and High 
Street. The building at 20 North Street is behind the North High Street properties. The applicant 
proposed three options for the repainting of the buildings and has selected the first as their 
preferred option. This proposal includes painting the 84 North High Street building a dark blue-
gray color (Distance, SW 6243) with an off-white trim (White Heron, SW 7627). The existing stone 
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would remain on this building. The building located at 72 North High Street is proposed to be 
painted off-white (Snowbound, SW 7004) with all trim painted a white color (Pure White, SW 7005). 
The proposal includes painting 20 North Street the same off-white color (Snowbound, SW 7004) 
as 72 North High Street. All decking and trim on this building is proposed to be a dark brown color 
(Rockweed, SW 2735). The existing stone on this building would also remain. In order to expose 
more of the west-facing façade, the applicant is proposing to remove a large evergreen tree that 
is situated in front of 84 North High Street. Staff has reviewed all the applicable criteria and 
recommends approval with the one condition that the applicant be required to meet the Code for 
tree replacement or pay a fee in lieu. 
 
Applicant Presentation 

Evan Fracasso, 72 Dublin LLC, 501 Morrison Road, Gahanna, Ohio, displayed paint samples to the 
Board. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
Board Questions for Applicant 

Ms. Bryan inquired the reason for removing the evergreen tree. 
Mr. Fracasso responded that the evergreen tree was planted 20 years ago within three feet of the 
building. It is now encroaching on the building and creating a hazard due to its height and proximity 
to the building. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the Sleepy Blue color originally provided with the application was not 
being used in the project. 
Mr. Fracasso responded that it is not. Color studies were done, and staff determined that the color 
was too similar to the color used in the Crawford Z1 Building to the north of this site.  
Mr. Alexander noted that he likes the Distance Blue color. 
Mr. Fracasso responded that their intent was to create a color emphasis in the center of the 
building. Oscar’s is the primary tenant. The inverse of the colors used on the front of the building 
will be used on the rear of this building, which will present a visual focal point in Historic Dublin 
from the pedestrian bridge. 
 
Ms. Bryan moved, Mr. Keeler seconded approval of the Minor Project with the following condition: 

1) That the applicant work with staff to satisfy the tree replacement requirements set forth 
in Code or pay a fee-in-lieu. 

Vote:  Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes. 
(Motion approved 5-0.) 
 
 
 
3. Kne Residence at 55 S. Riverview Street, 19-094ARB-MPR, Minor Project Review 

 
Ms. Stenberg stated that this application is a proposal for a detached garage addition to create a 
three-car garage for an existing, single-family home on a 0.40-acre site zoned Bridge Street District 
Historic Residential. 
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Staff Presentation 

Mr. Ridge stated that this is a request for an addition to an existing 1.5-car detached garage located 
to the rear of the home at 55 S. Riverview Street. The 0.40-acre site is located on the southeast 
corner of Spring Hill Lane and South Blacksmith Lane, fronts South Riverview Street, and is zoned 
BSD-HR – Bridge Street District, Historic Residential District. The proposed addition will be to the 
north of the existing garage and will add an additional 550 square feet to the existing 370-sq.ft 
detached garage, increasing the total area of the garage to 924 square feet. Code permits a 
driveway width of 10-20 feet at the right-of-way line. The driveway to the existing garage is a 
shared driveway with the property to the south. The existing drive is 35 feet wide, significantly 
wider at the right-of-way line than Code permits. The applicant is proposing to widen the existing 
drive closer to the garage addition, which does not impact the width of the driveway at the right-
of-way line. The design preserves most of the existing garage, including the front gable roof. The 
applicant is proposing to retain portions of each of the four existing walls but create an opening in 
the existing north wall to allow access between the original structure and the new addition. The 
existing structure and the new addition will be finished in a vertical board and batten siding, new 
carriage-style garage doors and lantern lights. The existing windows on the south elevation of the 
1.5-car garage will remain, as will the French door on the rear of the existing garage (east 
elevation). However, the windows on the existing north elevation will be reused on the new north 
elevation for consistency. A new, double French door will be added to the rear of the new addition, 
leading to the rear of the home. The colors on the existing home will be used on the garage, which 
will include Lyndhurst Grey for the primary color and Nesting Dove for the trim. Although a new 
asphalt roof is indicated, no specifications were provided. Therefore, staff recommends the 
applicant work with staff to identify the material and color. This application will require an 
Administrative Departure for accessories and structures due to the square footage, which exceeds 
the permitted maximum of 840 square feet. With the addition, the detached garage will be a total 
of 924 square feet. Staff has reviewed the application against applicable criteria and recommends 
approval of the Administrative Departure and of the Minor Project with one condition, that the 
applicant continue to work with staff to select a roof material.  
 
There were no public comments.  
 
Board Questions for the Applicant 

Mr. Alexander inquired if the board and batten pattern and spacing match that on the existing 
house. 
 
Applicant, Angie Kne, 55 South Riverview Street, Dublin, indicated that the intent is that it will 
match what exists on the home. 
 
Ms. Bryan inquired how many of the existing trees would need to be removed. 
Ms. Kne responded that she believes the two Evergreens would be removed and potentially, the 
Weeping Willow, as well. She requested that the contractor provide additional comment. 
 
Ms. Stenberg swore in Dan Custer, Finish Line Building, 9120 Dustin Road, Galena Ohio. 
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Responding to Ms. Bryan’s inquiry, Mr. Custer indicated that it would be necessary to remove one 
Evergreen tree and the two shrubs behind it for the new driveway; however, the second Evergreen 
nearer to the street could be preserved. The Weeping Willow tree would likely need to be removed.  
 
Mr. Keeler stated that he does not believe details were provided on the trim and window casing. 
Will they match those on the existing garage? 
Mr. Custer responded that the existing garage has 3-inch corners, which would be removed and 
replicated, when the board and batten siding is added. Currently, there is no trim around the doors, 
so that will be added. The trim on the current windows is 3.5 inches. The existing garage door 
opening will be shifted to the right and the door replaced with a carriage-style garage door to 
match the proposed door on the new addition. 

 
Mr. Keeler responded that at the last two ARB meetings, a higher-level of trim detail was requested. 
That level of detail is not shown for this application, but if the trim matches what currently exists 
on the garage and house, there would be no issue. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the trim would match what exists on the rear, non-original portion of the 
house. 
 
Mr. Custer responded that he was not aware of the need to submit that level of detail, but more 
information can be provided, if it is desired. Their intent is to remain historically consistent by using 
narrower trims, closely matching what currently exists on the garage. He does not know if it would 
match the trim on the house, as he has not measured the existing trim. If that is the Board’s 
request, they would ensure that it matched. 
 
Mr. Alexander responded that previous applicants lacking that level of information were requested 
to bring the details back to the Board. 
 
Ms. Martin inquired if the Board would like to add a condition that the applicant bring the details 
back to the Board, or a condition that the details be submitted subject to staff’s review. 
 
Ms. Stenberg responded that to be consistent, the applicant should bring the details back to the 
Board for approval. 
 
Ms. Martin inquired if the Board is requesting both the board and batten and window casement 
details. 
 
Mr. Alexander responded that the applicant should provide details on all the exterior trim, including 
fascia, gutters and downspouts. It could simply be identified more clearly on the drawing. 
 
Ms. Kne inquired if a checklist could be provided to them, so that they would not miss anything. 
Ms. Stenberg responded affirmatively. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that with the previous application, a tree removal was involved, which was 
specifically discussed. With this application, trees are involved, as well. Why aren’t these trees 
addressed similarly? 
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Mr. Ridge responded that residential landscaping is not regulated. The previous case was subject 
to commercial regulations. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that if trees are removed for a new development, the builder is required to provide 
tree replacement. Is that because a development is considered commercial, as opposed to an 
individual project? 
Ms. Martin responded affirmatively. Subdivision construction is subject to commercial standards. A 
single-family home is not. 
 
Ms. Bryan inquired if that is the case if the trees are historic. 
Ms. Martin responded that single-family homeowners are not subject to the same tree replacement 
requirements even if the trees are historic. 
Ms. Bryan responded that there are ancient sycamores in her rear yard. Although she would not 
consider cutting them down, could she do so? 
Ms. Martin responded affirmatively. 
 
Ms. Bryan requested that staff make a note that ARB would like to pursue historic tree regulations. 
Ms. Martin responded that staff would check to see if they could be incorporated into the Historic 
District Guidelines. Including them in the Code would require more specific consideration by City 
Council. 
Ms. Bryan responded that she would like to see it included in the Guidelines; however, she would 
also contact City Council about the issue. 
 
Ms. Martin requested additional direction on the roof material. Most asphalt shingles are 
dimensional. Currently, the home has the older, one dimensional asphalt shingle, which would be 
different. A standing-seam metal roof can be intentionally different. Perhaps the Board could 
provide some direction to assist the applicant in preparation of the material details for the next 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Custer stated that his assumption would be that it would not be preferable to match the three-
tab shingle on a new building. An architectural, dimensional shingle would be preferable, although 
it would not match the house. A metal, standing-seam roof would be more costly. 
 
Mr. Alexander noted that the addition to the back of the home matches the original structure only 
in color. Because a differentiation between an historical structure and a later addition is preferred, 
he would have no objection if a better roof were used on the new addition. 
 
[Photos of existing structures shown.] 
 
Mr. Custer stated that there is a single-story addition to the back of the original, two-story brick 
home. It has a low slope, similar to the existing garage. Due to the fireplace and windows on all 
sides, a minimum amount of board and batten was used on that addition. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired how much life remains on the home’s shingle roof. 
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Ms. Kne responded that they anticipate the need to replace the roof in five years, so they would 
not want to match that existing roof. However, the roof replacement on the house could match the 
roof used on the garage addition. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated it would be acceptable if the shingle used on the garage were the same as will 
be used for the roof replacement on the home. 
Mr. Alexander noted that the pitch of the roof is so low that it will have minimal impact on 
neighboring views. There is also a separation between the two structures. He has no issues with 
what has been proposed. 
 
Ms. Bryan moved, Ms. Stenberg seconded to approve an Administrative Departure to permit an 
increase to the detached accessory structure size requirements. 
Vote:  Mr. Bailey, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes. 
(Motion approved 5-0.) 
 
Mr. Keeler moved, Ms. Bryan seconded to approve the Minor Project with the following two 
conditions: 

1) The applicant select a roof specification for the proposed garage that complements 
the existing home in color and design, subject to staff approval. 

2) That the applicant return to the Board with all trim and associated construction 
details. 

Vote:  Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Keeler, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes. 
(Motion approved 5-0.) 
 
There were no additional questions or comments. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 

Ms. Martin reported that: 

 Included in the ARB meeting packet was a flyer regarding an “Evening of Gratitude” on 
Tuesday, October 29 at The Exchange at Bridge Park. Board members can anticipate 
receiving individual invitations, as well, for which RSVPs are requested. The event will 
provide an opportunity to thank individuals who volunteer time on behalf of the City, which 
includes Board members. 

 Additional cybersecurity training will be provided to Board members in 2020, one year 
following the date of their training completed in 2019. This training is important due to the 
electronic access Board members have to City resources. 

 Staff is exploring the opportunity of holding a joint meeting with the Planning and Zoning 
Commission and Architectural Review Board before the end of the year. Presently, no date 
has been set, but members may be receiving notification of a proposed date. 
 

Ms. Bryan noted that the previous date scheduled for the ARB walking tour of the Historic District 
was canceled. Will that be re-scheduled? 
Ms. Martin responded that a new date will be identified for that tour, which will be optional for 
Board members. It is also a public meeting, so members of the community may participate in the 
tour, as well. Board members will receive email notification of the rescheduled date. 
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Ms. Stenberg inquired about the next steps in the ARB Code and Historic Guidelines amendment 
process. 
Ms. Martin responded this item would be scheduled on the ARB’s November meeting agenda. 
Recommendations received from the ARB, PZC and the public have been incorporated into revised 
draft documents, and the consultant has reviewed the revised draft. At their November meeting, 
ARB will be reviewing proposed revisions to the development standards. After final review, the ARB 
will be forwarding a recommendation for approval to PZC. If necessary, a Special ARB meeting can 
be scheduled for that review. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:15 p.m. 

 

 

_________________________________ 
Chair, Architectural Review Board 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Deputy Clerk of Council 


