
    
        

MEETING MINUTES  

Architectural Review Board  
Wednesday, September 25, 2019  

  
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Ms. Stenberg, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Ms. Stenberg led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Board Members present: Ms. Stenberg, Mr. Alexander, Mr. Keeler, Ms. Bryan and Mr. Bailey. 
Staff present:   Ms. Rauch, Ms. Martin, Mr. Ridge and Mr. Hounshell  
 
ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS 
Mr. Keeler moved, Mr. Alexander seconded, to accept the documents into the record.  
Vote on the motion: Mr. Bailey, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Ms. 
Stenberg, yes. 
(Approved 5 – 0)   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Mr. Keeler moved, Ms. Bailey seconded, to approve the August 28, 2019 meeting minutes. 
Vote on the motion: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Ms. 
Stenberg, 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.  
 
CASES: 

1. 156 S. High Street, 19-056ARB-MPR, Minor Project Review 

This application is a proposal for final architectural and construction details associated with a 
previously approved 2,300-square-foot, one-story, single-family home on a 0.24-acre site zoned 
Bridge Street District Historic Residential. 
 
Staff Presentation 

Mr. Ridge stated that this case was heard by the Architectural Review Board on August 28, 2019 
and conditionally approved. It is a proposal for a new, approximately 2,350-square-feet home 
located at 156 South High Street where a two-family home currently exists. The Board had concerns 
with the lack of construction detailing for the home, including for the trim, dormers, and windows. 
The ARB approved the overall plan with a condition that the applicant return with construction 
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details for the proposed home for review and approval before applying for building permits. The 
approved elevations and site plans remain unchanged, but additional construction and architectural 
details have been provided. The site is located on the east side of South High Street, south of 
Pinneyhill Lane. There is a drive on the north side of the site, which leads to the one-car garage in 
the center point of the home and a two-car garage to the rear. The home is situated on the south 
side of the lot. There is a full-length front porch on the west side of the home and a large balcony 
on the east side of the home. The front elevation consists of a pyramidal standing-seam metal roof 
with three gable dormers. The Board was concerned about the construction details related to the 
trim, columns, railing and dormers on all the facades. The applicant has provided the details, 
including window and door trim, and crown molding details for the windows and doors. The side 
elevations will have a series of gabled roofs and Arctic White siding. The columns on the front porch 
will be pressure treated posts covered with a 1-in.thick trim board. The top and bottom of the 
columns will be topped with a 4.5-inch crown molding, a 10-in. frieze board, and a 2-inch trim. The 
dormers will be 3 feet wide and approximately 6 feet high, have a 3.5-inch crown molding, and be 
wrapped in an Arctic White, HardiePlank horizontal siding. The front elevation windows and doors 
contain a 3.5-inch crown molding, 2 x 8-inch trim along the top, and 1 x 6-inch along the bottom 
and sides. The remaining windows and doors contain a 3.5- in. crown molding, 1 x 6-in. trim along 
the top, 1 x 4-in. along the sides and bottom. The proposal has been reviewed against all applicable 
criteria, and staff is recommending approval with one condition related to an item identified in the 
consultant’s report -- that projecting sills be provided between the casing and apron for all the 
windows. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Board Discussion 

Mr. Alexander stated that the consultant’s report contained a significant number of suggestions, 
but staff has recommended only one of those. 
 
Mr. Ridge responded that the consultant’s report contained some recommendations that staff either 
did not agree with or did not consider essential. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that a number of items were identified, but because this application has come 
before the Board previously, he understands the desire not to belabor the issues. However, the 
columns are very important, and these columns are not the kind typically seen on this type of 
structure. In the High Street area heading south from Bridge Street and through the Historic 
District, there are two examples of built-up, not purchased, columns. The consultant’s report 
referred to those two examples, one at 200 S. High Street, and the other at Jeni’s Ice Cream. They 
have far more trim at the base and cap than is reflected in the proposed home. A number of the 
structures on the street have turned columns, as does Mr. Steele’s building, which also have a 
higher level of detail and profile. The column in the 156 S. High house does not reflect the level of 
details as the other houses in the district, so he would recommend that be added as a condition 
for approval. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that the consultant provided an extremely thorough analysis, and he would 
recommend that she be invited to review other projects.  



Dublin Architectural Review Board         
Minutes of September 25, 2019 
Page 3 of 29          
 
  
Ms. Rauch stated that most of the details the consultant identified were items already approved. 
Because the Board had requested the additional details be provided regarding the columns before 
approving the application, that item has been included as a condition for approval.  
 
Ms. Stenberg stated that the structure was approved at the previous meeting. Do the construction 
and architectural details provided tonight address the Board’s concerns raised at that meeting? 
(The Board indicated they had no further concerns.) 
 
Mr. Ridge noted that he has added a condition addressing the need for built-up columns. 
 
Ms. Stenberg inquired if the applicant had any objection to the conditions. 
 
Applicant Comments 

Bob Dyas, 180 S. Riverview, Dublin, stated that they have no objection to the conditions. He 
requested guidance regarding the request to build up the base and the capital. 
Mr. Alexander referred to 200 S. High Street as an example. The diameter is similar, but there is a 
use of a couple pieces of additional trim, which have been profiled. The edges are not as blunt.  
Mr. Dyas stated that an 8 x 8-in. trim with a 6 x 6 bearing post and trim would be used. 
Mr. Alexander responded that additional profile trim should be added. 
Mr. Dyas indicated that they had no objection to doing so. 
 
Mr. Bailey moved, Ms. Bryan seconded to approve the Minor Project with the following two 
conditions: 

1) That the applicant include projecting sills between the casing and apron for all of the 
windows. 

 
2) That the applicant update the plans to provide built-up columns subject to staff’s 

consultant approval. 
 
Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, Ms. Stenberg, yes.  
 
 
2. 158 S. High Street, 19-069ARB-MPR, Minor Project Review 
 
Ms. Stenberg stated that this application is a proposal for the construction of an approximately 
2,600 sq. ft., one and a half-story, single-family home on a 0.45-acre site zoned Bridge Street 
District - Historic Residential District. 
 
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 sq. ft. single-family home located on South High Street 
in the Historic District. This case was tabled at the August 28 ARB meeting. The Board’s concerns 
centered on the porte cochere, the massing, the color palette, a lack of construction details, and 
the complexity of the design.  
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Site: 
The 0.48 acre site is located on the east side of South High Street, south of Pinneyhill Lane, and 
currently contains half of a two-family, 1.5-story dwelling and a detached garage. The driveway is 
located to the south of the structure. The footprint of the proposed structure has been reduced in 
size from the previous rendition. The drive will be to the north of the site and provide access to a 
single-car garage toward the center of the home and a two-car garage at the rear. Lot coverage 
will be 35%; 50% is permitted. The home will be situated on the south side of the lot with a front 
porch on the west side of the home and a balcony on the rear of the home. A lot line adjustment 
for this property has been approved by the City, reducing the width of this lot from 95 feet to 90 
feet, and increasing the 156 S. High Street lot width by 5 feet.  
 
Details: 
The porte cochere has been removed and the width of the garage has been decreased. With the 
last version, the occupied portion of the home was only about 50% of the total front façade. It is 
now 63%. The height has been decreased by three (3) feet. The total height of the home, from 
grade to gable peak, is 24.5 feet. The front elevation consists of a gabled front roof over the 
occupied portion of the home, a side gable over the screened-in porch on the south side of the 
home, and a side gable, single-car garage to the north. Proposed materials included vertical 
HardiePanel siding in a Revere Pewter color; Hardie shingle for the peaks in an Edgecomb Gray 
color; a cultured stone veneer in a Bianco finish; and black window, door trim and lighting fixtures. 
Staff has concerns with the inconsistencies in window style and alignment, and that has been 
included as a condition for approval. Other concerns are the similarities between the proposed 
double door on the front façade and the approved double door on 156 S. High Street. A condition 
to replace the double door with a single door has been added. The proposal provides a complex 
application of materials, particularly on the south elevation. The windows on the two-car garage 
are different than those on the one-car garage. A condition has been added that they be similar. 
Staff recommends that the stone around the screened-in porch be reworked to continue a 
watertable across the entire elevation. In addition, the bumpout and shed dormer should be 
removed and the HardiePanel be continued across that section. The applicant has decreased the 
height on the east elevation by two feet, and the size of the window wall has been decreased, as 
well. Staff recommends that the second level of windows above the door be reduced to transoms, 
as addressed in the consultant’s report. Staff also has recommended that the proposed vertical 
siding within the gable ends be replaced with the proposed shingles to further break up the massing 
of the home.The exterior lighting fixture for this home has been changed to be different from that 
on 156 S. High Street. The application has been reviewed against all applicable criteria, and staff 
is recommending approval with the following 13 conditions: 

1) The plans be revised to remove the proposed metal standing seam roof over gable ends on 
all elevations. 

2) The proposed windows on all elevations should be modified to be more consistent in style 
and design. 

3) The proposed windows located on either side of the chimney on the front elevation should 
be modified to match the size, alignment, and style of the two windows on the garage 
portion of the front elevation.  

4) The trim detail for all the windows should also be consistent in size and design, and include 
a consistent lintel and sill detail based on the primary material. 
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5) The second level of windows located above the doors on the rear elevation be reduced to 
transom, as outlined in the consultant report.  

6) The design of the three windows above the two-car garage on the north elevation be revised 
to match the window and trim design proposed on the one-car garage. 

7) The transoms be removed above the windows located on the west end of the south 
elevation, and the window located in the bump out match the window to the west of the 
enclosed porch. 

8) The proposed double door at the front entrance be replaced with a single door design, 
subject to staff approval. 

9) The proposed vertical siding within the gable ends be replaced with the proposed shingles 
on all elevations.  

10) A stone water table be added to the small connector on the front elevation between the 
single-car garage and the front entry.  

11) The stone be removed from the south elevation of the proposed enclosed porch with the 
exception of a stone water table and replaced with the vertical HardiePanel siding.  

12) The removal of the proposed bump-out and shed dormer located along the south elevation 
be replaced with the vertical HardiePanel siding and stone water table to match.  

13) That the applicant provide more specific details of window trim, columns, dormers, and 
board and batten, subject to review and approval by the Architectural Review Board. 

 
Applicant Presentation 

Heidi Bolyard, Simplified Living Architecture and Design, 6065 Frantz Road – Suite 205, Dublin, 
stated that they met with the staff consultant the Friday following the previous ARB meeting review. 
They also worked extensively with City staff over the past few weeks to revise the plan to meet 
the Board’s expectations. Therefore, they were very surprised to be advised of all the recommended 
conditions by email this past Friday. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Board Discussion 

Mr. Keeler stated that 13 conditions is a large number. Why has there been such a disconnect 
between the applicant, architect and staff? 
 
Ms. Martin stated that staff has been working with the applicant on a number of projects over the 
past few weeks, has conveyed a number of concerns to the architect, to no avail. Few changes 
have been made to the plans. They have been willing to make minor changes to the plan, such as 
light fixtures and provision of some floor plans. When staff conducted a final full review of the 
project in preparing a recommendation for ARB, they identified a number of complexities in 
materials and details. In summary, the intent is to work with the applicant to reduce the 
complexities and variabilities in window styles and material applications. The proposed conditions 
address those.  
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Mr. Keeler inquired if the applicant was involved in any of the meetings with staff, or was it only 
the architect. 
Ms. Martin responded that the applicant and staff met with the consultant to discuss Case #5, 
which is later on this agenda. That 1.5-hour discussion was followed by a 15-minute discussion 
about this case. 
 
Ms. Bolyard noted that the intent was to have an additional meeting the following Friday to discuss 
this particular case, but her understanding was that meeting was unnecessary due to the progress 
that had been made in the first meeting. 
 
Ms. Rauch stated that staff could have required the applicant to make all of the changes identified 
in these conditions; however, the ARB review would have been delayed another month. To expedite 
the process for the applicant, the items were listed as conditions for approval at this meeting. Staff 
attempted to address those items identified by the Board at the previous meeting.  
 
Ms. Stenberg inquired if the applicant believes the conditions are simple changes that could be 
made in the present design, if the Board were to approve it tonight. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that it is possible, provided a couple of inconsistencies are clarified. For 
instance, the piece on the south elevation was added due to the direction to add more interest on 
the south elevation. Because the consultant did not voice any objection to that piece in the design 
she reviewed, they proceeded with it. On Friday, they learned that it needed to be removed. 
 
Ms. Rauch stated that with their final, holistic review of the project and attempts to simplify, it was 
identified. Staff was attempting to make the character and style fit. If the Board does not agree, 
that can be changed. A window could be used instead of that piece. 
Mr. Alexander stated that there is a window there, so the materials could be changed to make it 
match. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that, unfortunately, it is a kitchen window, so it cannot be as large as the 
other window. 
Mr. Alexander stated that it could be accomplished by running the counters past the window but 
maintaining the height, which is common in older structures. The associated details can be 
addressed on the interior.  
 
Susan Dyas, 180 South Riverview, Dublin, stated that they are in agreement with most of the 
conditions. There are only a couple that need to be addressed for clarification. 
Ms. Stenberg requested that she point them out. 
 

Ms. Bolyard referred to Condition #2:  The proposed windows on all elevations should be modified 
to be more consistent in style and design.  The windows on the front elevation are the same. They 
appear different because one has surrounding trim; the other has stone, no trim and a transom 
window above it. The transom is there because there are 10-ft. ceilings on the first floor of the 
home. Otherwise, there would be three feet of wall above the window. The transom adds more 
light into that space. As the focal point of the front façade, the additional window details make 
sense. 
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Mr. Alexander stated that the consultant’s drawing includes the transom, which lines up with the 
transom at the door. If they conform to the sketch, the transoms should not be an issue. 
 
Ms. Bolyard stated that staff preferred shingle, not metal, in the gable ends. They have no objection 
to making it shingles. Does staff also want asphalt shingles instead of metal on the dormer roofs? 
Mr. Ridge responded that the roofing material on the dormers does not need to be shingles. 
 
Mr. Alexander noted that the consultant shows wood shingles on the sidewalls of the dormers.  
Ms. Dyas inquired if there is any interest in making the two shed dormers above the garage gables 
instead. The homeowners would be interested in that possibility. 
 
Mr. Alexander responded that he believes the shed dormers are preferable. They provide 
differentiation from the house next door. If gables were added, the eye would be drawn there.  
Ms. Stenberg concurred. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that, due to the number of changes, she is not comfortable with re-designing in 
a meeting setting. There are a significant number of changes. She cannot be comfortable approving 
without seeing the updated version. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that Condition #13 requires the applicant to bring back more specific details 
for Board review and approval. 
Mr. Alexander stated that the Board will have the opportunity to review the changes. 
Mr. Bailey stated that the Board would have to approve it with the 13 conditions. The applicant can 
then bring back a rendering different from what we have seen. 
 
Mr. Keeler inquired how Condition #13 would occur. 
Ms. Rauch responded that Condition #13 would mimic the process followed for 156 S. High Street. 
Approval was provided on the finite details, not the architectural design. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that in this case, as well, the details would be coming back to the Board, not 
staff, for approval. 
Ms. Rauch responded that is how the condition is currently written, to be consistent with the 
previous house. It could be handled at the staff level, however, if the Board is comfortable with 
that. The applicant needs direction tonight to move forward on the details. 
 
Ms. Stenberg stated that she believes the 13 conditions are consistent with the consultant’s report 
and address all the details. She understands Ms. Bryan’s preference to see the final version, 
however. 
 
Mr. Keeler responded that he has no objection to giving approval tonight with the 13 conditions, 
assuming the specific details referred to in Condition 13 are consistent with 156 S. High Street. 
 
Ms. Dyas referred to Condition #6: The design of the three windows above the two-car garage on 
the north elevation be revised to match the window and trim design proposed on the one-car 
garage. What does the Board want to see there? She is concerned about altering the spacing 
because the way the windows line up in the master suite makes sense. They are transom windows 
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with panels below them. If the desire is to make them look more like those on the one-car garage, 
how does that impact the panels? 
Mr. Ridge stated that staff’s intent was that the three windows match the two windows on the 
garage. 
Ms. Rauch responded that staff was not clear that the panels were not windows. They appeared 
to be a third window type. 
 
Ms. Bolyard stated that there are also transoms on the rear elevation. If the transoms on the front 
were removed, there would be transoms on one wall of windows but not on the other wall. 
Ms. Rauch responded that staff’s goal was to achieve simplification and consistency with the 
windows. 
Ms. Bolyard stated that their goal was to match the windows in the center section of that elevation, 
so that all would have the same proportion. 
 
Mr. Bailey inquired if the applicant put transoms on the garage windows to match the transoms in 
the living space. 
Mr. Ridge stated that the goal is consistency, so if that is the Board’s direction, the condition can 
be revised accordingly. 
 
[Discussion continued regarding the transoms and windows.] 
Ms. Dyas stated that their preference is to keep the transoms as real windows. In the master suite, 
the windows make sense. Two of the three are in the bedroom; the other is in a closet space. 
 
Mr. Keeler noted that he has no objection to the north façade as presented. 
Mr. Alexander stated that if functioning windows are put below the transoms in the bedroom, more 
continuity is provided. No transoms are necessary on the front. 
Ms. Bolyard requested clarification. 
Mr. Alexander clarified that the options are: (1) no windows or panels in the back section on that 
elevation; (2) transoms with functioning windows below and aligned with the rest of the windows 
on the elevation; (3) windows only, only transoms. 
Ms. Stenberg stated that option 2 is the applicant’s choice.  
 
Mr. Ridge requested clarification of the condition. 
Mr. Alexander stated that it would be that the only transoms on the north elevation will be at the 
rear. The transoms will be above windows, which will match the height of the other windows on 
that elevation. 
Ms. Bolyard stated that having no transoms on the center section of the structure does not work 
in the space. 
 
Mr. Keeler noted that he has no objection to the north façade as presented, no changes made. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that other changes have been identified on that elevation, including the 
materials and the shed dormer. 
Mr. Keeler clarified that he has no objection to the windows on the north elevation.  
 
Ms. Bolyard referred to Condition #8, “The proposed double door at the front entrance be replaced 
with a single door design.” Would the Board have any objection to a single door with sidelights? 
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Ms. Stenberg stated that she agreed with the need to make the door different than that on 156 S. 
High, because the Guidelines suggest keeping items unique or different. She has no objection to a 
single door with side windows. 
Mr. Bailey concurred. Otherwise the front door would have insufficient prominence. 
 
Ms. Bolyard referred to Condition #12: “The removal of the proposed bump-out and shed dormer 
located along the south elevation be replaced with the vertical HardiePanel siding and stone water 
table to match.”  They could do that, but it was between the stone and board and batten, so it 
means it would be a stone wall all the way across to the screened porch. 
Mr. Bailey stated that the condition stated that instead of stone, it would be HardiePanel. 
 
Ms. Martin stated that the stone could be extended around the corner, and then a transition made 
from the stone to HardiePanel. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that there is no place to make the transition. It is not possible to transition 
from stone to siding in the middle of the wall. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that he agrees that the bumpout needs to be eliminated. The consultant 
shows a transition occurring between the front elevation and the side. 
Ms. Bolyard stated that it is unusual to make a change at an outside corner rather than an inside 
corner. The only time she has seen materials transition as suggested is in more recent 
neighborhoods, not historic neighborhoods. 
[Discussion continued regarding a transition from stone.] 
Ms. Stenberg inquired if the applicant had any objection to removal of the proposed bumpout and 
shed dormer, and replacing it with HardiePanel siding to the edge and a stone watertable. 
 
Ms. Bolyard stated that initially the wall lacked interest, so they added the detail. If it is removed, 
it will be a very long plain wall even with the windows. 
Mr. Alexander responded that 40 percent of the wall is glass, and the remaining wall will have two 
materials. Simple vernacular buildings have straight walls. 
 
Ms. Dyas responded that they have no objection to the consultant’s version of that wall. 
 
Ms. Stenberg noted that Condition #6 has been eliminated. 
 
The applicant indicated they were in agreement with the amended conditions. 
 
Mr. Bailey moved, Mr. Keeler seconded to approve the Minor Project with the following 12 
conditions.  

1) The plans be revised to remove the proposed metal standing seam roof over gable ends 
on all elevations. 

2) The proposed windows on all elevations be modified to be more consistent in style and 
design.  

3) The proposed windows located on either side of the chimney on the front elevation be 
modified to match the size, alignment, and style of the two windows on the garage portion 
of the front elevation.  
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4) The trim detail for all the windows be consistent in size and design and include a consistent 
lintel and sill detail based on the primary material.  

5) The second level of windows located above the doors on the rear elevation be reduced to 
a transom and a window be added in the center of the gable, as outlined in the consultant 
report.  

6) The transoms be removed above the windows located on the west end of the south 
elevation, and the window located in the bump out match the window to the west of the 
enclosed porch.  

7) The proposed double door at the front entrance be replaced with a single door design 
with sidelites, subject to staff approval. 

8) The proposed vertical siding within the gable ends be replaced with the proposed shingles 
on all elevations. 

9) A stone water table be added to the small connector on the front elevation between the 
single-car garage and the front entry. 

10) The stone be removed from the south elevation of the proposed enclosed porch with the 
exception of a stone water table and replaced with the vertical HardiePanel siding. 

11) Removal of the proposed bump-out and shed dormer located along the south elevation 
to be replaced with the vertical HardiePanel siding and stone water table, and the design 
be extended along the south elevation to match the consultant’s report. 

12) That the applicant provide more specific details of window trim, columns, dormers, and 
board and batten, subject to staff approval. 

Vote: Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes.  
 
 
3. CoHatch Dublin, 56 N. High Street, 19-075CP, Concept Plan 

       
Ms. Stenberg stated that this is a proposal for construction of an approximately 10,000-square-
foot, three-story, commercial building on a 0.27-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Core. 
 
Staff Presentation 

Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for feedback on a Concept Plan. The Board saw an earlier 
version of this project as an Informal Review on March 20. Since then, there has been a change in 
the architect team working on the project, and they have taken the Board’s feedback into 
consideration with the revised design. The Concept Plan provides the Board opportunity for 
additional feedback prior to any additional design work. The site is .27 acres located at the 
intersections of N. High Street and North Street, and N. Blacksmith Lane and North Street. The site 
currently contains the Brazenhead building at 54 N. High Street, which was built in the late 1890s. 
In the rear, there is a concrete block building constructed in the 1960s. The site plan that the Board 
reviewed in March showed the demolition of the 25 N. High Street building and its replacement 
with an approximately 10,000 sq. ft. co-working office and event space. The proposed structure 
had a number of elevated decks, a connector between the historic building and the new building, 
as well as eight head-in parking spaces along Blacksmith Lane, and courtyard space. A revised site 
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plan is presented for this review, which still depicts a 10,000 sq. ft. commercial co-working office 
building. In the rear, along Blacksmith Lane, there are two parallel loading spaces. The courtyard 
is retained; however, the outdoor space is eliminated, per the feedback of the March 20 review. 
Finally, there is no connector to the historic building in this proposed site plan. Additional details 
are provided regarding a pedestrian connection from North High Street down to Blacksmith Lane. 
As part of the future Preliminary and Final Development Plans, staff will be reviewing the site plan 
against Code requirements. For the Concept Plan, the information is not provided to evaluate it. 
However, the lot coverage appears to be high, and there is a limitation of 90% lot coverage. The 
applicant is requesting feedback on a proposal for a future parking plan. Estimated parking for the 
two buildings on the site, given their use as office and restaurant, would be a total of 71 parking 
spaces. This site cannot accommodate 71 parking spaces, and therefore the applicant will be 
requesting use of a public parking garage within 280 feet of the site; 600 feet is the maximum 
distance within which the parking can be located. The architecture that the Board viewed previously 
was a modern, commercial farmhouse style. It was two-three stories in height with a vertical batten 
board siding, a stone chimney and a breezeway connector. The architectural character has been 
revised to a modern, saltbox form that transitions from three stories in height along Blacksmith 
Lane to one story in height at the rear of the Brazenhead building, which is responsive to the one-
story addition at the rear of 54 N. High Street. The applicant is also proposing a horizontal stone 
base and vertical batten board or wood-like siding, and an irregular window pattern. A brick 
sidewalk and staircase is proposed within the right-of-way, and the historic stonewall is proposed 
to be preserved. Further study into alternative engineering solutions to provide access from North 
High Street to Blacksmith Lane will be required. [Renderings of elevations were shown.] The 
elevation on Blacksmith Lane is 3 stories; Code permits a maximum of 2.5 stories. At the March 
review, there was discussion regarding a stone base acting in a manner similar to a foundation, 
thereby creating an impression of a shorter appearance. Character images provide a sense of the 
proposed architectural direction, which is a simple, vernacular form with modern materials. Staff 
has provided discussion questions to guide the discussion this evening: 

1. Is the Board supportive of the proposed scale, massing, height, and location of the building?  
 

2. Is the proposed architectural character compatible with surrounding development?  
 

3. Does the Board support approval of a future Parking Plan? 
 

4. Other considerations by the Board. 
 

Applicant Presentation 

Matt Davis, 4620 Hickory Rock Drive, Powell, Ohio, 43065, stated that he is the owner and co-
founder of Co-Hatch. They took the ARB’s previous feedback seriously. Their primary purpose is to 
work with the City to bring their Co-Hatch concept to Dublin. Per the previous feedback regarding 
noise impact on the residents, the noisier activities have been shifted from the rear of the building 
to the courtyard in the middle. They have tried to respect the historical nature of the existing 
Brazenhead building, sloping the roof pitch differently to create more separation between the two 
buildings. 

Tim Lai, Tim Lai Architects, 400 W. Rich Street, Columbus, Ohio, 43215, stated that when they 
reviewed the earlier design with the intended use, they realized the proposed square footage was 
insufficient. In this design, more office and less balcony space is provided on the second floor. They 
have attempted to make the massing of the building respectful of the neighborhood; therefore, the 
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massing has been separated into a series of smaller volumes. In addition, the saltbox roof, typically 
traditional, has a more contemporary feel. They have attempted to create more space between the 
historic building and this building. Using the footprint of the existing building, the distance between 
the new building and Brazenhead would be maintained, but the structure extends a few feet further 
on the east side, toward the river, making it more spacious. They are interested in receiving the 
Board’s feedback on the massing, scale and expression of the proposed building. 
 
Mr. Davis stated that they have attempted to put uses in the walk-out basement elevation that do 
not require many windows. More than half of the basement will be below ground level. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Board Discussion 
Ms. Stenberg directed the discussion to the recommended questions. 

1. Is the Board supportive of the proposed scale, massing, height, and location of the building?  

Mr. Alexander stated that he likes the intent of creating a more contemporary versus derivative 
building, as was the previous design. He looked for potential Code issues. He is concerned about 
the height, particularly along the alley. The Board’s input at the previous review was that it should 
not exceed two stories along that alley, and the gable on the previous design created three stories. 
There were suggestions to move the gable back. It would be difficult for the neighbors to have to 
look out their windows at a three-story structure, which would also block the light. In addition, the 
roof slope does not appear to be consistent with the Code requirements. He believes there is also 
a requirement that vertical surfaces be broken up at a minimum of every 30 feet.  
Ms. Martin responded that the applicant would need to select a building type for this commercial 
building, which staff anticipates it will be a mixed-use. 
 
Ms. Alexander stated the last issue is the lot coverage issue. The proposed patio is large. Could 
they add more landscape materials into that area that is currently designed as a solid courtyard? 
Pavement is counted as lot coverage; landscaping is not. 
 
Mr. Keeler inquired about the plans for the building to the north. 
Ms. Martin responded that, currently, there are no plans. The building has been purchased, and 
the new owner has contacted staff about potential exterior modifications. At this point, no 
redevelopment has been proposed. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that the building to the north is actually taller, but the six single-family homes 
are not located behind that structure; they are behind the proposed building. The view from those 
homes would be of a very large structure. The saltbox roofline is creative and makes the structure 
feel smaller and shorter. He questions the durability of that style and the length of time it could be 
in style. It is a rather “far out” design for this District, although the Library has set a precedent. He 
would recommend the architect consider possibilities to lessen the size and height of the building. 
He understands the intent to make the building contemporary, but the roof shape is a concern. 
The question is if the proposed roof style would last into the future. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that this design is an improvement over the first that was proposed; its density 
was an issue. She is concerned about the impact of such massive walls on the residents behind the 
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building, and would prefer that they be scaled back. She understands the intent to achieve as much 
square footage as possible, but the mass is too large. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that he has an issue with the “double” saltbox roof. It is too “cutting edge” for 
him. He would prefer the roof be the same height with the elimination of the valley.  
Mr. Liu stated that the design is a result of the connector to the Brewhouse area, where the volume 
will be located closest to Brazenhead. They have tried to keep the form as simple as possible by 
carrying the roofline up. If they had used a symmetrical gable, the building mass would have been 
even taller. They were trying to be sensitive to the height requirements. 
 
Mr. Davis stated that at the previous meeting, the Board recognized that this was a walkout 
basement structure. He is not able to add two stories and reduce the height. This concept does not 
work below 9,000 square feet. The issue is not that they are trying to achieve as much square 
footage as possible; it is one of making the economics work. He is flexible with all issues, except 
the need to have the square footage above the basement area. In the front, there is one story, but 
at the rear, there are three stories due to the grade of the lot. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that they could reduce the square footage, but it would change the concept. 
He is not criticizing the concept. The architect could identify other ways in which to adjust the 
square footage on the site and address the Board’s concerns regarding the rear elevation. The 
changes the Board is recommending do not prevent them from achieving the designed square 
footage. With such a mid-block situation, the question is whether to hide the mass in the middle 
of the block to make the end more compatible with the streetscape. The proposed design prioritizes 
the courtyard over the street. To the residents, the street would be the priority. There are other 
ways in which to have the desired square footage without having three stories located next to the 
street. 
 
Mr. Davis stated that they operate a community hall with public events, some of which require 
outdoor space. Previously, that space was located on the roof; now it is located in the middle. That 
is the appropriate place for it. He cannot locate it to the rear or hidden in a back corner. 
Mr. Alexander recommended that they think flexibly about ways in which to distribute the 
programming on the site. 
Mr. David responded that if pushing the massing toward the historic building would be preferred, 
that could be done. However, at the previous meeting, he believed the Board expressed a 
preference that the massing be located away from the historic building. 
Mr. Alexander stated that the streetscape is his primary concern. To achieve the desired square 
footage, that is likely the only choice. The walkout lower level is not a bad space to utilize. Will he 
be leasing the space? 
Mr. Davis responded that offices are not desirable in a basement. 
Mr. Alexander responded that it would not appear as a basement if the windows were lowered. 
Mr. Davis responded that the space would be used for meeting rooms and dry storage areas. The 
event space will be in the middle or “belly” of the building now, and the offices will be one upper 
level, overlooking the pedestrian bridge. The more utilitarian uses will be located on the lower level. 
 
Mr. Liu suggested that the roofline be changed to come down to the floor line between the second 
and third stories, and add a dormer to the roof. The two-story massing would be broken by a steep 
roof with a projecting window that would provide a view. 
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Ms. Stenberg responded that has been done previously in other situations. 
Mr. Alexander stated that provided it was not a shed dormer that ran the entire length of the 
elevation, that would be an acceptable change, and they probably retain part of the present concept 
with that change. 
 
Ms. Stenberg stated that she appreciates the change from the earlier iteration, which provides 
more space between this building and the Brazenhead, making this building stand out from the 
historic structure. She also is concerned about the building height along Blacksmith Lane and the 
impact on the view. There are ways to reduce the appearance of the massing. Shifting the massing 
toward the center would be preferable. She also concurs with the suggestion to add landscaping 
in the courtyard space to reduce the lot coverage.  
 
Mr. Davis responded that the proposed courtyard would not be all hardscape. There will be a 
combination of landscaping, lighting, and more gravelly surfaces and a firepit. It will have a more 
organic feel. The courtyard will have more of a historic character than a Bridge Park character.  
 
Mr. Bailey stated that he was not a member of the Board at the time and did not see the earlier 
version of the project. However, the proposed building appears to be an extension of the Library. 
It is a design more consistent with the Library than the Historic District. He is unsure if that is the 
direction given the applicant. 
 
Mr. Davis responded that the cedar-type walls are classic materials, not consistent with the Library 
materials. 
Mr. Bailey responded that he was not referring to the materials but the general appearance, which 
is that of a significant amount of windows and straight elevations. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that the window pattern is proportionate, unlike the Library’s long bands of 
windows. In a drawing, it is difficult to recognize the way the board and batten in the upper left 
will break up the elevation. The proposed building design is contemporary but makes gestures to 
traditional architecture with the windows, exterior materials and standing seam roof. The Library 
does not attempt to make a bridge to traditional architecture. It is a horizontal building. All buildings 
in the Historic District are vertical buildings. 
 

2. Is the proposed architectural character compatible with surrounding development?  

The Library is one piece in the surrounding development, but so are historic buildings. Does the  
proposed plan make vernacular choices and does the contemporary design blend with the historic 
structures? 
Mr. Keeler stated that the proposed design is too contemporary. He would prefer a traditional 
saltbox roof design. The proposed roof resembles a serrated knife blade. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that she has no objection to the more contemporary saltbox roof. Her concerns 
relate to size and scale. 

 
3. Does the Board support approval of a future Parking Plan? 

Mr. Keeler inquired how many spaces the site will provide, and what is the future parking plan. 
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Ms. Martin stated the proposed plan will provide two on-street parking spaces, which are anticipated 
to be designated as a loading zone. The parking plan would provide 71 parking spaces, due to the 
restaurant designation. 
 
Mr. Davis noted that when they acquired the building, the intent was to utilize the three new 
parking garages. 
Ms. Stenberg stated that several new parking garages have been built. Are there any statistics 
available on the capacity of those garages?  Approving a plan for 70 spaces to be provided in the 
parking garages is not possible without any metrics to evaluate it. If the new parking garage next 
to the Library has 50% use of its capacity, then 70 spaces for this business would be appropriate. 
However, if the usage is closer to 80-90%, it would not. 
 
Mr. Davis responded that the information could be misleading, however. The current restaurant 
uses 50 spaces. Co-Hatch will use approximately 20 more. The ask is for 20 additional spaces. 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the use during peak hours is complementary, or the same. 
Mr. Davis stated that the peak use would be lunch and dinner hours. Their parking use would be 
complementary. Co-Hatch primary hours reflect an 8 am to 5 pm office structure, and offices are 
typically closed on Saturday and Sunday. There might be an occasional Friday or Saturday night 
event. 
 
Mr. Alexander responded that the number of 70 parking spaces is misleading, because of the 
overlap of peak times. 
Mr. Davis responded that is correct, and is because the restaurant use is existing. 
Mr. Alexander stated that the only increase would be from the Brew House being open at the same 
time the restaurant is. He agrees that before the Board could respond to a proposed parking plan, 
significant data would need to be provided by staff. 
Ms. Martin responded that staff could provide the necessary information. 
 

4. Other considerations by the Board. 

There were no additional concerns expressed by the Board. 
 
Ms. Stenberg inquired if the applicant had received sufficient input from the Board. 
Mr. Davis responded that he would like clarification on the massing direction. He believes the 
Board‘s direction is to reduce the building height along Blacksmith Lane to two-and-a-half stories 
through the application of dormers and also to reduce the total lot coverage with the addition of 
landscaping to the patio area. 

 

Mr. Keeler recused himself from the following two cases due to a conflict of interest. 

4. 185 S. Riverview Street – Demolition, 19-083ARB, Architectural Review Board 
       
Ms. Stenberg stated that this is a proposal for demolition of a one-story, single-family residence 
and attached garage on a site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Residential.  

 
Staff Presentation 
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Ms. Martin stated that this a demolition request for a property located within the Architectural 
Review District. The property is approximately .37 acres. The home is set back approximately 150 
feet from the right-of-way, and there are a number of mature trees on the lot. The site contains a 
one-story, 1,200-sq. ft., single-family home with one-car attached garage that is accessed by a 
gravel driveway. This home was built in 1960 and has a modern, horizontal character. The 
construction is a combination of wood framing and concrete block and is in significant disrepair. 
This home was designated as recommended contributing in the City’s Historic and Cultural 
Assessment, which was completed in 2017. Because the assessment was conducted as a field 
assessment with a view only from the public right-of-way, the findings would be less certain than 
those of a home significantly closer to the right-of-way. The applicant has provided an interior 
assessment, which was completed upon purchase of the home. The home inspection cites a 
number of interior conditions of which the City’s consultant would have been unaware, including:  
a deteriorating roof, moisture damage from the damaged gutters and exposed flashing, and a 
number of plumbing, heating and electrical concerns. Upon review of the demolition criteria, staff 
found that Criteria #1 and Criteria #4 were met. Therefore, staff recommends approval of the 
request for demolition with a condition that the demolition not occur until an approved project is 
in place for both Lots #175 and #185, which is the next case on the agenda. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Board Discussion 

Ms. Bryan stated that she has no objection to the requested demolition. 
Ms. Stenberg stated that the applicant has provided a thorough evaluation with images as 
supporting information. 
 
Ms. Bryan moved, Mr. Bailey seconded approval of the demolition request with one condition: 

1) That the order to allow a demolition not be issued by the City until the ARB has approved 
improvements to the lot as part of an associated application, and a Building Permit has 
been issued for the improvements. 

Vote:  Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Stenberger, yes. 
(Motion approved 4-0 with one recusal)  

 

5. 179 & 185 S. Riverview Street – Construction, 19-076ARB-MPR, Minor Project 
Review 

       
Ms. Stenberg stated that this is a proposal for exterior modifications and building additions for an 
approximately 3,800-square-foot, 1.5-story, single-family home with an attached 1.5-story, 3-car 
garage on a 0.24-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Residential. 
 
Staff Presentation 

Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for review and approval of a Minor Project Review application 
for extensive exterior modifications, as well as a number of additions. The two sites are 179 and 
185 South Riverview. The site to the south, 185 S. Riverview, is the one on which the Board just 
approved a request for demolition. The site to the north, 179 S. Riverview, is the subject of the 



Dublin Architectural Review Board         
Minutes of September 25, 2019 
Page 17 of 29          
 
  
improvements. Given the extent of the additions, the lots are proposed to be combined into a .74-
acre parcel. With that combination, the proposed additions will fall within the buildable area of the 
lot, and conform to Zoning Code requirements. Three of the neighboring homes are 1-story ranches 
and the home to the south is a 2-story home. The 2-story, 2,000 sq. ft. home at 179 S. Riverview 
was built in 1997 and is of a typical suburban character with numerous front end gables and a 1.5 
story front entry. With this improvement, the 3-car, front-loaded garage will be converted into 
livable space, and a garage addition will be located to the south of the existing home. 

On the west elevation, the enclosed sunroom will be removed. The asphalt driveway that provides 
access to the home will be removed, due to the conversion of the garage into livable space, and 
relocated to the south of the home. With the proposed additions, the total size of the home and 
attached garage will be approximately 3,800 square feet. The total proposed lot coverage is 
approximately 20 percent, while 50 percent is permitted. The additions include a mudroom and 3-
car, side-loaded garage. On the front elevation, the garage will be converted to livable space and 
will be finished in a combination of vertical HardiePanel Siding with HardieTrim Batten Boards. The 
center of the home will also be modified with a vertical HardiePanel Siding. The applicant is 
proposing shake in the peak of the gable roof and a new front porch with a standing seam roof 
and Craftsman-style front door with sidelights. A stone watertable is proposed to extend across the 
middle three-fifths of the home to create a focal element at the center of the home. Vertical Batten 
Board siding is proposed on the street-facing elevation, and horizontal siding is proposed for the 
rear elevation. The consultant recommended that the applicant consider addition of a shed roofline 
between the attached garage and proposed addition to mimic the front elevation. That 
recommendation has been deferred to the Board for consideration tonight. 

Staff had some concerns with the mass and scale of the garage, as well as the shed dormer details, 
of which the applicant was made aware. Although the applicant reduced the location of the shed 
dormers on the garage roof, it remains a visible mass. The applicant has chosen to address this by 
using an alternate color on the proposed garage. The garage will be a rich expresso color, and the 
remainder of the home will be Arctic White. The windows will be a combination of Arctic White and 
black windows. This is a style that has been seen recently in Historic Dublin. Because it is trend-
driven, there is concern about the timelessness of that color palette, as well as its proliferation 
across the District. Staff provided a number of color palettes that are traditional to the Farmhouse 
style, and recommended that they pursue an alternate color palette. The window and garage door 
styles mimic those that have been previously approved for 156 and 158 S. High Street. The 
applicant has updated the light fixture to be different for this home, per staff’s recommendation.   
 
Staff has recommended approval with the following four conditions: 

1) The applicant update the plans to eliminate the front door sidelights, and to reduce the 
shed porch roof to be limited to only above the front door; 

2) The applicant revise the design to eliminate Hardishingles on all elevations, and in lieu to 
extend the HardiePanel Siding and Hardie Batten Boards with a horizontal trim bar to mask 
the seam; 

3) The applicant update the proposed color palette to colors other than a white body and black 
accents, subject to staff approval; and, 

4) The applicant provide details for window trim and sills, columns, and board and batten 
siding, subject to staff approval. 
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Applicant Presentation 

Heidi Bolyard, Simplified Living Architecture and Design, 6065 Frantz Road – Suite 205, Dublin, 
stated that her only comment is in regard to the front porch. Because the existing garage extends 
quite far from the front wall, the intent was that a longer front porch would break up the length of 
that wall. In terms of the color palette, although staff has suggested other Farmhouse colors, such 
as blue and yellow, there are only two other white houses on the street. There are also two blue 
houses and two yellow houses. 
 
Public Comment 

Bob Dyas, 180 S. Riverview Street, Dublin, stated that they live across the street from 185 S. 
Riverview, and are thankful that the house, which is in poor condition, will be demolished. They 
are excited with the very nice project proposed for the site.  
 
Board Questions 

Mr. Alexander inquired if staff’s proposal for the front porch would reduce both the length and 
depth. 
Ms. Martin responded that it would reduce only the length, not the depth. The intent was to create 
more unadorned space to simplify the front elevation. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that staff has also suggested that all of the gables have board and batten, no 
shingles. 
Ms. Martin responded affirmatively. Although this would require a seam line to exist, it would result 
in simplification, a reduction of materials, and differentiation from the design of 158 S. High Street. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that he supports the idea of reducing the length, because it will create more 
hierarchy on the front elevation. The vertical axis will be seen through the two windows. Because 
it will pull the eye to that point, the house will benefit. However, if the porch remains this deep, 
there will be a distinctive slot between the edge of the porch and garage. Because there is a good 
amount of living space, the porch is probably a gesture to the street. However, there will also be a 
new porch on the rear elevation. Perhaps if the length is reduced, the depth should be reduced, as 
well. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that if the length were reduced, they would also have to reduce the depth. 
Otherwise, it would protrude 10 feet.  
 
Mr. Alexander stated that the roof to the left could be combined by moving the fascia slightly 
higher. Even though there would be a change in plane, more continuity would be achieved. 
Ms. Bolyard responded that they were not contemplating a change in the roof on that side. 
Mr. Alexander stated that the addition is new. He is not suggesting this as a condition, just 
suggesting that it would give more continuity along that surface. He likes staff’s recommendation 
to achieve more prominence at the front door. He has no objection to the change in color. One 
color unifies and the second color breaks up the massing. He noted that there was no 
recommendation that the horizontal siding be eliminated. 
Ms. Martin responded that recommendation was not made. 
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Ms. Bolyard stated that they were remaining consistent with the existing horizontal siding. However, 
because the existing vinyl siding will be replaced, there would be an opportunity to use board and 
batten instead. 
Mr. Alexander responded that he concurs with staff’s recommendation to leave it as horizontal 
siding, which results in the use of three materials. 
 
Ms. Stenberger concurred with staff’s recommendation, as well. Her view was that either the 
shingles or the horizontal siding could be retained, but she did not have a preference. Her concern 
was that only three materials were used. She inquired if a depth reduction should be included in 
the condition for length reduction of the front porch, although the applicant has already indicated 
they would do so. 
Ms. Martin responded that condition could be updated accordingly. 
 
Ms. Bolyard inquired if it is appropriate to put horizontal in the gable ends. 
Mr. Alexander responded that because continuity is the goal, it would benefit the elevation to 
extend the vertical all the way up; otherwise, it would look too similar to the other homes they are 
constructing. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that the three houses that the builder is constructing are beginning to look alike, 
which is not what is preferred in the neighborhood. 
Ms. Stenberg inquired if it is the similarity to which she objects. 
Ms. Bryan responded affirmatively. 
 
Ms. Stenberg referred to the condition reqarding the color palette change. Was the concern that 
the black and white palette was too trendy? 
 
Ms. Martin responded that the white Farmhouse is a character typically seen in Jerome Village in 
Jerome Township and in Dublin neighborhoods. Replicating the trend in the Historic District is a 
concern. Staff’s recommendation is that black windows not be used and that an alternative color 
for the siding be proposed. 
 
Mr. Bailey inquired how many houses on the street have black windows. 
Ms. Martin responded that 158 S. High Street has black windows. An application for 109 S. 
Riverview was recently approved for a master suite addition with vertical white batten board siding 
and black windows.  
 
Mr. Bailey responded that he has no objection to the proposed black windows. 
Mr. Alexander stated that he has no objection to staff’s recommendation to revise the color palette. 
The black and white color palette trend is creating monotony.   
 
Ms. Bryan concurred that diversity in color is needed. Pillars also are being repeated along High 
Street. The Board is seeing repetitive designs and colors in a neighborhood that is highly diverse. 
She is concerned about the size and scale of this project, which does not fit in with the surrounding 
homes. Options are available to make the house feel less like a large mansion. It is essential to 
consider the integrity of the neighborhood. 
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Ms. Bolyard responded that much of the massing is already there, so they are working with what 
exists. It is also due to the size of the new garage, over which living space will be added. Because 
the existing house is on a slab and has no basement, storage space is needed. Part of the second 
floor over the garage will be storage space. 
 
Ms. Stenberg reviewed the recommended conditions, and inquired if the Board is in agreement 
with staff’s recommendation for a revised color palette. 
 
Mr. Bailey inquired if the applicant is being asked to make their house blue. 
Ms. Stenberg stated that staff has provided examples of other color palettes to the applicant. The 
applicant would work with staff on identifying an alternative color palette, and staff, not the Board, 
would approve the selection. 
 
Mr. Bailey stated that the suggestion is that the Board require the applicant to use another color 
palette without knowing what those colors are. This is recommended, although there are no other 
black and white homes next to this property, only the one further down the street. 
Ms. Bolyard stated that the house at 156 S. High Street is all white. The other previously white 
Farmhouse will be painted gray. 
Mr. Bailey stated that he does not understand the reason the applicant cannot be permitted their 
choice of a white house when there is no other adjacent white house. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if white was in the color palette of the homes the Board just approved. 
Ms. Rauch responded that the color for 158 S. High was altered to a more beige-gray color, per 
staff’s recommendation. However, the nearby Tackett house is white. Staff’s concern was with the 
proliferation of the Farmhouse style with the black and white color palette along S. Riverview and 
S. High Street.  
 
Mr. Alexander stated that there are different shades of white, but the white and black contrast is 
the current trend. 
Mr. Bailey responded that if the Board is stating that they cannot approve the applicant’s color 
palette because it is becoming a trend in Historic Dublin, there are only two other such houses 
within the District. He would not call a third house a trend.  
 
Mr. Alexander responded that it is based upon a trend that exists everywhere else in the City 
Mr. Bailey responded that he understands that is the case, but the Board’s focus is the Historic 
District. 
 
Ms. Stenberg stated the concern is that the Historic District not become trendy. The intent is to 
preserve its historic character, which means maintaining variety. These homes should not reflect 
what is trending now. 
Mr. Alexander stated the goal is to work with the palette of historic colors, which is available. 
 
Ms. Stenberg inquired if the applicant would like to comment. 
 
[Because they had not been previously been sworn in, Ms. Stenberg swore in the applicants.] 
 
Ms. Stenberg inquired if the applicants were agreeable to the recommended condition regarding 
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the color palette. 
 
Applicant’s Comments 

Kent Underwood, 181 S. High Street, Dublin, responded that he agrees with the statement that 
three houses do not make a trend. The historical color palettes that they reviewed with staff all 
contained the color white. It does not need to be Arctic White, but white is what they have 
envisioned for their Farmhouse design. They also prefer black windows, and that color could be 
changed in the future. 
 
Amy Underwood, 181 S. High Street, Dublin stated the colors could be changed in the future; 
however, this is their color choice and what they really desire. 
 
Ms. Stenberg responded that there is value in allowing a homeowner their color preference for 
their home. They have worked diligently with the architect to achieve a beautiful house, which the 
Board appreciates. However, the Board also has worked to make sure that each house in the 
District is unique. Although three houses is not a large number of homes to be the same color, 
there are only 17 homes here.  Perhaps a slight modification of color could be agreed upon. 
 
Ms. Underwood requested that another color be suggested. She objects to both yellow and blue, 
and there is a blue home next to this lot and a yellow house across the street.  
 
Mr. Underwood stated that staff provided them with the Sherwin-Williams list of historical colors. 
Because that is a large palette, they would prefer to have some suggestions to which staff would 
have no objection. 
Ms. Martin responded that staff’s suggestion is that they work with their architect to establish some 
alternatives. Their architect could work with staff’s consultant, and the consultant and staff would 
review their selection. 
Ms. Bolyard stated that it would be easier to work with a list of approved colors. 
 
Ms. Rauch responded that the City’s color approval is based upon the historic timeframe of their 
home. Staff is attempting to make this home fit into the Historic District, although their home is 
not truly historic.  Staff did recommend some color palettes, which the applicant indicated they did 
not like.    
Mr. Underwood responded that, currently, there are more homes in the District that have used the 
other colors in the recommended palette than have used white. For that reason, they wanted to 
have the opportunity for this discussion with the Board. 
 
Ms. Stenberg stated that the majority of Board members are in agreement with the recommended 
conditions. 
Mr. Underwood stated that their application contained the Arctic White color. As has been pointed 
out by the Board, there are other shades of white. Is the Arctic White color the issue? 
Ms. Bryan responded that she believes it is the combination of white with black. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that color combination is seen everywhere. The Code requirements are based 
upon the intent to make newer additions appear consistent with the older homes in the District. 
Although white itself could be considered a traditional color, it is the combination with black that 



Dublin Architectural Review Board         
Minutes of September 25, 2019 
Page 22 of 29          
 
  
makes it an issue. 
 
Ms. Bryan moved, Ms. Stenberg seconded to approve the Minor Project with the following four 
conditions: 

1) The applicant update the plans to eliminate the front door sidelights and to reduce the shed 
porch roof to be limited to only above the front door, and the depth of the porch be reduced, 
subject to staff approval. 

2) The applicant revise the design to eliminate the HardiShingles on all elevations and continue 
the predominate façade material in lieu. 

3) The applicant update the proposed color palette to colors other than a white body and black 
accents, subject to staff approval. 

4) The applicant provide details for window trim and sills, columns, and board and batten 
siding, subject to staff approval. 

Vote:  Ms. Bryan, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Bailey, no. 
(Motion approved 3-1 with one recusal.)  
 

 

6. 16-22 N. High Street, 19-078ARB-MPR, Minor Project Review 
       

Ms. Stenberg stated that this is a proposal for exterior and site modifications for two existing 
commercial buildings on a 0.26-acre site zoned Bridge Street District Historic Core. 

Staff Presentation 

Mr. Hounshell stated that this is a request for review and approval of a Minor Project Review for 
16 and 22 N. High Street. He clarified that signs are not included in this application. The 
Architectural Review Board (ARB) is the final reviewing body for this application. Upon approval 
from the ARB, the applicant may apply for building permits. The.26 acre site is located northeast 
of the intersection of North High Street and Bridge Street within the Bridge Street District – Historic 
Core District. The project is unique in that both buildings are located on the same parcel. In regard 
to the four surrounding buildings, two are considered contributing to the Historic District, another 
was built in 1962 and the other was built circa 1900.  
 
Site: 
16 North High Street was built in 1843 as a single-family house, which later was converted to 
commercial use. The stone building has a rectilinear footprint with a 1.5-story core, and a one-
story addition spanning the width of the rear (east) elevation. A mortared stone wall encircles the 
patio at the front of the building. The stone wall was part of the original structure encircling a 
courtyard. In 2010, the Board approved its replacement with a patio. 22 North High Street is a 
commercial building that was built for commercial use circa 1900. The Queen Anne-style building 
has a rectilinear footprint.  
 
Proposal: 
The applicant is proposing many different minor changes to the site. The largest change is the 
proposed brick-paved path and courtyard where the existing private alley is located. With this 
improvement, the curbcut would be removed and the alley would be closed to vehicular access. 
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The proposed gate would be closed during the night. The existing gravel alley between the two 
structures is proposed to be renovated to create a brick-paved path. The new 8-ft. wide brick or 
stamped concrete path will match the existing sidewalk along North High Street. Vehicular access 
to the area will be eliminated by installing a 3.5-ft. tall ornamental iron fence with gate that is 6 
feet wide. The pedestrian path is proposed to serve as an inviting space, with bistro-style tables 
placed sporadically throughout the area. Additionally, a portion of the north mortared wall on 16 
N. High Street would be removed. Due to the later information that the mortared wall was part of 
the historic structure, the Board may want to consider that factor. Mr. Hounshell reviewed the 
materials to be used with this project. The applicant is proposing to repaint the entirety of 22 North 
High Street, and portions of 16 North High Street. The applicant is proposing to paint the siding a 
medium gray (Felted Wool; SW9171), the trim a light warm gray (Kestrel White; SW7516), and the 
doors a dark gray (Urbane Bronze; SW 7048). In addition to the painting, the numerous spots of 
rotting siding will be repaired. The stone on the watertable of 22 North High Street will be tuck-
pointed. The existing roofs of both structures are in disrepair. The applicant is proposing to install 
a new metal roof on both buildings to replace the current standing-seam flat metal roofs. The 
applicant is proposing a ribbed metal roof panel, which will be a Charcoal Grey color to closely 
match the door color of Urbane Bronze. Staff will require that the new roofs be brought to the same 
specifications of the current standing-seam metal roofs. The applicant has proposed two new half-
lite storm doors to replace the existing storm doors of 16 North High Street. The replacements will 
match the style of the existing doors on 22 North High Street, and will be painted Urbane Bronze. 
The applicant is proposing the replacement of windows on all elevations of both buildings. 16 N 
High Street has a majority of 2-over-2 windows, with 1-over-1 in the dormers. 22 N High Street 
has a mix of 1-over-1 and 6-over-1 windows. 1-over-1 windows are located on the west (front) 
façade. The applicant is proposing 1-over-1 Marvin brand wood windows, aluminum clad colored 
Bahama Brown. Staff recommends any replacement of the front façade windows be like-for-like 
with the existing storefront windows (2-over-2 style remains on from façade of 16 N High). During 
review of the proposal, staff recognized that the window clad color did not match the paint choices 
of the current proposal. Staff suggests that the Board consider whether the color should remain 
Bahama Brown or be adjusted to match the Urbane Bronze door color. The applicant is proposing 
six new window plant boxes for the windows. The specifics of which windows the plant boxes will 
be installed on were not provided. The Cedar wood window plant boxes will be painted Kestrel 
White. Staff has reviewed the application against the appropriate criteria and recommends approval 
with the following five conditions: 

1) The applicant update the umbrellas to be a UV-resistant material;  
2) The applicant update the lattice to a more durable material such as metal or cedar, 

subject to staff approval;  
3) The applicant update the pathway to be a brick paver matching the existing brick 

sidewalk, subject to staff approval;  
4) The applicant update their plans to clarify the window patterns and mullions be like-

for-like in style and character; and, 
5) The applicant provide standing-seam metal roof specifications that match the existing 

standing-seam metal roof, subject to staff approval. 
 

Applicant Presentation 

Eric Ward, Royal Elite Investments, 7049 Riverside Drive, Dublin, stated they have made one color 
change. They have attempted to lighten the colors, specifically the Urbane Bronze color. Currently, 
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the 16 N. High Street windows have dark trim. They are interested in a color similar to Kestrel 
White.  
Ms. Rauch stated that they would remain with the same color palette, but using that color for a 
different application. Because it is one of the three proposed colors, that could be added as a 
condition. She suggested clarification on the proposal. 
Mr. Ward responded that their request is to use the Felted Wool color for the walls and Kestrel 
White for the trim. The roof would be Charcoal Grey. The Urbane Bronze color would not be used 
at all.  
 
Ms. Bryan inquired what color would be used on the doors. 
Mr. Ward responded that the doors would be Charcoal Grey, to match the roofs. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the window cladding would match the door. 
Mr. Ward responded that the window cladding would be Kestrel White. Both buildings will be 
entirely painted and both roofs will be entirely replaced. 
 
Ms. Stenberg noted that with the requested elimination of colors, the revised color palette would 
be the Felted Wool, Kestrel White and Charcoal Gray. 
Mr. Ward clarified that they would be replacing like with like on both doors and windows. 
 
Ms. Rauch noted that Condition #4 already indicates that.  
Ms. Bryan suggested that “subject to staff approval” be added to that condition. 
 
Mr. Ward stated that currently, there is a hodge podge of windows. When the windows eventually 
are replaced, the intent is to make them a consistent combination, not what currently exists.  
Mr. Alexander inquired if the windows are original. 
Mr. Ward responded that some are, some are not. The building in front was built in the late 1800s; 
the back section was added later. 
 
Ms. Stenberg inquired if the windows would not be changed, but only painted at this time. 
Mr. Ward responded that is correct. 
Mr. Alexander stated that even though the addition to the original structure is older, the windows 
in that addition would also be required to be “like for like.”  Although they do not match the 
windows in the front elevation, the windows in the addition have historical value, as well. 
 
Mr. Keeler noted that would not apply to vinyl windows. 
Mr. Alexander concurred. 
Mr. Ward stated that their desire is to have consistency on the elevations. 
 
Mr. Keeler inquired if all the windows on both buildings would be painted the same color. 
Mr. Ward responded that all of the windows would be painted Kestrel White. He noted that on the 
south elevation of 22 N. High, two different windows are used on the same elevation. He would 
assume that was not the case originally. 
Mr. Alexander responded that it may have been, because there is also a change in the siding. If 
the windows were original when those sections of the building were constructed, they need to be 
matched. Vinyl windows are obviously a replacement and do not need to be matched. 
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Ms. Stenberg inquired if the window details would be approved by staff.  
Mr. Hounshell responded that is correct. 
Ms. Stenberg clarified that what the Board is considering tonight are paint colors. New windows 
would require a future application. 
Ms. Bryan suggested that a condition be added regarding the paint colors. 
 
Mr. Hounshell inquired the Board’s direction concerning removal of the northern part of the patio 
wall on 16 N. High Street. The purpose of the removal was to allow access between 16 N. High 
Street and the path.  
 
Mr. Alexander requested clarification of the location on the site plan. 
Mr. Hounshell stated that the northern portion of the front patio for 16 N. High Street is being 
removed. His understanding, however, is that it was part of the original structure. In 2010, the 
owner replaced the concrete patio, but they did not touch the mortar wall. Staff has not discussed 
this issue with the applicants, as it just became known in the last couple of days. 
 
Ms. Bryan inquired if the wall is part of the historic structure. 
Ms. Martin responded affirmatively. Initially, staff believed it was part of the 2010 addition. 
However, after closer review, it is obviously much older. The assumption is that it is original. If 
staff had been aware of that earlier, it would have been a condition that removal of the wall not 
be approved with this application. However, it is up to the Board’s discretion. 
 
Mr. Ward stated that they have an older photograph of the building showing a front porch and no 
wall, so it was not part of the original structure. 
Ms. Martin responded that if the wall was not original, it was added much earlier than 2010. 
Mr. Ward responded that would be correct. However, removal of the wall is critical to the intended 
operations. Otherwise, guests would have to walk out to the public sidewalk and around. There is 
no rear or side-door access for them. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if there would be a similar situation on 22 N. High Street. Guests would exit 
the porch via the steps, enter through the gate and walk around. 
Mr. Ward clarified that the intended use of 22 N. High is office. There is an existing tenant. The 
building is not suitable for retail or restaurant. Even if it were to be retail, no use of the courtyard 
is anticipated. 
 
Ms. Stenberg stated that a photographic record from 1976 shows the stone wall existed at that 
time. 
Mr. Keeler inquired if their rationale for removal of the wall is to improve the flow of pedestrian 
traffic. 
 
Marvic Titus, Royal Elite Investments, 7049 Riverside Drive, Dublin, responded that the intent is to 
put tables in the courtyard, and this the only access for waiters serving those tables.  
 
Mr. Ward stated that there is a unique opportunity to make the shared drive between the two 
buildings more than a gravel driveway. 
 
Ms. Stenberg stated that she finds it difficult to approve removal of the wall. 
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Mr. Keeler stated that it would be helpful to know when the wall was added. When he purchased 
his home, it had porch posts that had been added in the 1980s. The ARB at that time considered 
that, although not historic, the posts told a story about the house. Later, he discovered the original 
posts in the barn, and ARB approved replacing the existing porch posts with the original posts. 
Unless the wall is 75-100 years old, his inclination would be to approve removal. 
 
Ms. Stenberg noted that, according to the 1976 photographic record, it is at least 45 years old.  
 
Mr. Alexander inquired the width between the two piers. 
Mr. Ward responded that it is approximately 4.5 - 5 feet. The length of the wall is approximately 6 
feet.  
 
Mr. Alexander stated that one option would be to retain the piers and remove the portion between. 
There is acknowledgement of the past wall and provision of the desired access. 
Ms. Rauch responded that a condition could be added to that effect. 
Ms. Stenberg responded that would be a fair compromise. 
 
Ms. Bryan inquired the applicant’s response to that suggestion. 
Mr. Ward responded that retaining both columns would be a reasonable solution. That was his 
intention. 
 
Ms. Bryan inquired if it is possible to acquire some data on that wall. 
Ms. Stenberg suggested that the condition could be based on the further review. Apparently, the 
wall was built sometime between the 1880s and 1976. Even if it were built as recently as the 1950s, 
that would make it 75 years old. We have identified our historic structures as anything more than 
50 years old. This wall is at least 45 years old and most likely, older. That would make it officially 
a historic structure.  
 
Mr. Ward stated that their proposal is not to remove the entire stone wall, just a 3-4 ft. section.  
 
Mr. Keeler stated that if the wall were added after the 1920s, he would have no objection to their 
removing a minimal portion of the wall. 
Ms. Stenberg concurred. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that he is concerned about the trellis. That material is not rigid, and should 
not be applied to the building. It is not wise to have plants growing up the side of a building. It is 
becoming more common to see trellises placed about one foot from the building. Putting plants 
against a building will trap moisture and can lead to insect infestation. In addition, there are 
enzymes or materials in the feet of most climbing plants that will deteriorate the structure. If a 
trellis were added, he would recommend that it be placed at least one foot away from the walls of 
the structure. The window boxes present a similar issue. How will they be attached? There are 
some window boxes with a wrought iron system with specific areas to be secured, and the window 
boxes lift out of the structure. 
 
Ms. Titus responded that she would prefer to use artificial plants, which require no time spent on 
maintenance. 
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Mr. Ward responded that there are many window boxes along the street. They are willing to work 
with staff on the preferred design. 
Mr. Alexander stated that he has not seen a previous window box proposal since joining the Board. 
 
Ms. Bryan responded that she has concerns about artificial plants, which typically look like artificial 
plants. She would recommend that a condition be added that the applicant work with staff 
regarding that item. 
Ms. Stenberg responded that is particularly so with a historic property. 
 
Ms. Rauch inquired if the Board is also requiring a more substantial material than is proposed for 
the trellis. 
Mr. Alexander responded that the lattice would have to be. Staff has provided a condition that 
requires a durable material be used. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if the proposal is that a public right-of-way be dedicated for private use, 
would that be a zoning issue? 
 
Mr. Ward responded that is not public right-of-way. 
Ms. Rauch stated that it is not a public right-of-way. They had some discussions concerning the 
gate. Is the gate the most appropriate way to address this? Staff suggested bollards, but the 
applicant preferred to use a gate. However, her understanding is that the gate will be open during 
the day and closed at night. 
 
Mr. Ward responded that the gate will be open, but there will be no vehicular traffic there.  
Ms. Rauch stated that because the curb cut will continue to exist, motorists could potentially believe 
they could drive through there.  
Ms. Bryan stated that is a concern. People unfamiliar with the neighborhood could think they are 
permitted to drive through there. 
 
Mr. Ward stated that they considered removing the curb cut, but then people will park there. The 
City puts emphasis on the creation of spaces that draw people in. With the current curb cut, that 
will occur. The alley will be lit and have landscaping. It will draw people in, but not vehicles.  
 
Mr. Bailey stated that if it is going to be only a walkway, there is no need for a curb cut. If he saw 
the current curbcut, he would likely pull in there. Was the reason they did not want to remove the 
curb cut to avoid a parking space being added at that location? 
Mr. Ward responded affirmatively. He wanted to make it a walkway. 
 
Mr. Keeler suggested that planters be placed across the apron to prevent vehicles entering the 
alley. It would retain the open feel. 
 
Ms. Rauch responded that the planters could not be placed at the apron, but they could be used 
in lieu of the gate. The right-of-way line is the edge of the sidewalk adjacent to the building. 
Planters would not be permitted in the public right-of-way. The sidewalk and the curb cut are in 
the right-of-way.  
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Mr. Keeler stated that the planters are temporary. 
Ms. Rauch stated that she is not certain that Engineering would be amenable to that suggestion. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that planters create a certain feel. A gate is a quaint, unique idea. He would 
suggest either moving the gate back or eliminating it. Two or three temporary planters in the public 
right-of-way would prohibit vehicle access, but could also be removed. 
 
Mr. Ward responded that they have no objection to using planters versus the gate. It meets their 
purpose of keeping that area semi-private. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that his personal preference is for the darker window trim. He would prefer that 
the door and windows match. 
 
Mr. Ward stated that they are attempting to lighten the buildings and change the feel slightly, to 
freshen that corner of Old Dublin.  
 
Ms. Bryan moved, Mr. Keeler seconded to approve the Minor Project with ten conditions: 

1) The applicant update the umbrellas to be a UV- resistant material. 

2) The applicant update the lattice to a more durable material such as metal or cedar, subject 
to staff approval. 

3) The applicant update the pathway to be a brick paver matching the existing brick sidewalk, 
subject to staff approval. 

4) The applicant update their plans to clarify the window patterns and mullions be like-for-like 
in style and character, subject to staff approval. 

5) The applicant provide standing-seam metal roof specifications that match the existing 
standing-seam metal roof, subject to staff approval. 

6) The elevations be updated to reflect the changes to the color palette, including windows 
painted Kestrel White, and the doors and roof painted a charcoal gray color that coordinates 
with the overall color palette, subject to staff approval.  

7) The pillars of the stone patio wall be retained, while the connecting wall may be removed. 

8) The trellis be placed a minimum of one (1) foot from the existing structures. 

9) The applicant use planters instead of the gate. 

10) The applicant work with staff to finalize the design of the window boxes and the plant 
materials. 

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. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:45 p.m. 




