
      

          

MEETING MINUTES 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, October 15, 2020 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Ms. Call, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:45 p.m. and provided the following opening remarks:  “Good 
evening and welcome to the virtual meeting of the City of Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission. The Ohio 
Legislature passed several emergency laws to address the pandemic, including the ability for public entities 
to conduct virtual meetings. We appreciate this ability to maintain our continuity of government and will be 
holding our meetings online and live streaming on YouTube until further notice. You can access the live-
stream on the City’s website. In order to submit any questions or comments during the meeting, please use 
the form under the streaming video on the City’s website. Those questions and comments will be relayed to 
the Commission by the meeting moderator. We welcome your comments on cases. Please provide a valid 
name and address when submitting your comments, and please refrain from making any inappropriate 
comments. We appreciate your patience.” 
 
ROLL CALL 
Commission members present: Mark Supelak, Rebecca Call, Leo Grimes, Warren Fishman, Lance 

Schneier, Jane Fox, Kristina Kennedy 
Staff members present:   Jenny Rauch, Claudia Husak, Thaddeus Boggs, Chase Ridge 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Ms. Call led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
  
ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
Ms. Kennedy moved, Mr. Grimes seconded to accept the documents into the record and approve the minutes 
of 10-01-20 as submitted. 
Vote:   Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; 
Mr. Schneier, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 
 
Ms. Call stated the Planning and Zoning Commission is an advisory board to City Council when rezoning and 
platting of property are under consideration. In such cases, City Council will receive recommendations from 
the Commission. In other cases, the Commission has the final decision-making responsibility. Anyone who 
intends to address the Commission on administrative cases must be sworn in.  
 
Ms. Call swore in staff and members of the public who intended to address the Commission on this evening’s 
cases. 
  
ADMINISTRATIVE CASES 

1. Bridge Park - G Block, PID: 273-012471, 19-129INF, Informal Review 
Ms. Call stated that this case is a request for informal review and feedback for a Final Development Plan for 
Block G in Bridge Park consisting of a 5-story residential building, a 5-story parking garage, and a 5-story 
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mixed-use office building. The site is northeast of the intersection of Bridge Park Avenue with Mooney Street 
and zoned Bridge Street District, Scioto River Neighborhood. 
 
Staff Presentation 
Site 
Ms. Martin stated that the applicant is requesting informal review and feedback for the construction of three 
new buildings on a ±2.29-acre block. The site is comprised of two parcels; the site along Bridge Park Avenue 
is owned by the City of Dublin. The site is located within the Bridge Park development, east of the Scioto 
River, and is surrounded by development -- Block F to the south; Block H to the north; Block C to the west; 
and the Sycamore Ridge apartments to the east. The proposal is for a six-story building containing ±105,000 
square feet of office space, ±6,200 square feet of retail and ±14,000 square feet of restaurant space at the 
ground story; a 414-space parking structure; and a multi-family building containing 100 dwelling units. There 
is a total of ±0.52 acres of public open space and associated site improvements.  
 
History 
On January 23, 2020, the Planning and Zoning Commission conducted an Informal Review of this project, 
highlighted a number of concerns, and suggested some revisions. At that time, the open space was at the 
forefront of the commons. The Commission encouraged that the open space be usable, inviting and create 
opportunities for gatherings, and that all the required open space be designated within the block. The 
Commission encouraged that the design of Building G1-Offices be elevated from the proposed flat, linear 
appearance. They also requested revisions to Building G2-Garage to incorporate architectural elements more 
similar to existing garages throughout Bridge Park. The Commission expressed support of the warehouse 
architectural character of Building G3-Residential, which will be located on Tuller Ridge Drive.  
 
Layout 
Block G is divided into thirds. Building G1-Mised Use/Office occupies the southern third of the site and extends 
along Bridge Park Avenue from Mooney Street to Dale Drive. An open space is proposed at the corner of 
Mooney Street and Bridge Park Avenue, and a divided linear open space extends along the north side of the 
building. North of the linear open space and in the middle third of the site is Building G2, a parking structure. 
The centrally located structure, which is unlined along Dale Drive and Mooney Street, will require the 
Commission’s future consideration of a Conditional Use. Building G1 and G2 are now connected via two tower 
features, bisecting the linear open space near Mooney Street. The attachment occurs at Levels 2-5 of Building 
G1; a stair will provide pedestrian access from Mooney Street to Dale Drive. On the northernmost third of 
the site, Building G3 is a U-shaped building that wraps the corners of Mooney Street, Tuller Ridge Drive, and 
Dale Drive. This allows the private amenity area to be screened and no longer visible from Dale Drive. At the 
January 23 meeting, the Commission expressed concern about the large, blank façade of the Garage adjacent 
to the amenity space; that façade is no longer visible from any public right-of-way. 
 
Changes 
Previously, Building G1 was seven stories high to meet the needs of an identified office tenant. Ultimately, 
that prospective tenant did not select this site; therefore, the building height has been reduced from seven 
stories to six stories with 125,000 square feet. As before, restaurant and retail will be located on the ground 
level along Bridge Park Avenue and at the intersection of Bridge Park Avenue and Mooney Street. Due to the 
change in Building G1, Building G2 also has been reduced from six to five stories with 414 parking spaces. 
Because that amount is less than the 590 spaces required, a parking plan must be provided. The intent is 
that the additional parking spaces will be provided by the parking structures in Blocks B and C. The two 
tower features on the south and north ends of the façade facing Mooney Street will provide architectural 
transition to the adjacent buildings. Building G3 is a U-shaped building that wraps the corners of Mooney 
Street, Tuller Ridge Drive, and Dale Drive. The previous L-shaped, 4-story, 42-unit multifamily building has 
been revised to 100 units. Previously, the L-shaped building had a private amenity area visible to Dale Drive, 
a principal frontage street. The revised configuration reduces the private amenity area from .25 acres to .19 
acres, and it will be screened, no longer visible from Dale Drive. In order to provide the total required open 
space of .529 acres, the applicant has proposed a .39-acre dog park in addition to the .19-acre private 
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amenity space. Part of the space will complete the required amount for Block G; the remainder will be 
designated to a future block of development. Conceptual layouts of the open spaces are provided. The dog 
park will be bisected by a curvilinear fence to separate the small and large dogs, with a double gate entry 
located at the southwest corner of the park. Artificial turf is proposed in the high traffic entry area. Because 
the park will be publicly accessible, not an exclusive Bridge Park District amenity, it will receive significant 
use. Staff has provided the following questions to assist the Commission in its discussion: 

1) Does the layout of Block G effectively integrate with the surrounding development?  
2) Is the proposed architectural character for each of the three buildings complementary to the 

existing Corridor Buildings and Parking Structures in Bridge Park?  
3) Do the landscape and open space plans provide an adequate amount of open space, enough 

variety of open space, and sufficient quality and activation of public spaces?  
4) Other considerations by the Commission.  

 
Applicant Presentation 
Russell Hunter, Crawford Hoying, 6640 Riverside Drive, Suite 500, Dublin, OH 43017, stated that he has no 
presentation but is available to answer questions. 
 
Public Comments 
There were no public comments. 
 
Commission Questions 
Ms. Fox stated that the open space for the dog park is not actually within this Block, which she believes is 
required by the Code. 
Ms. Martin responded that the Code requires that the designated open space be within 660 feet of the 
entrance of any building on the block, which is the case with this block. 
Ms. Husak stated that the distance of this dog park is within the Code-required distance. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired how the proposed tunnel connection would affect the pocket park.  
Ms. Husak noted that Mr. Hunter would respond to that question. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if any significant changes had been made in response to the concerns raised by the 
Commission at the January 23 review, such as usable open space and parking structure design. 
Ms. Martin responded that those items were addressed in the staff report. However, the open space within 
the block remains in essentially the same configuration, regarding which staff has expressed some concerns.  
Ms. Husak noted that Mr. Hunter would provide additional details on the changes that were made in response 
to the concerns expressed by the Commission.  
 
Ms. Kennedy inquired if the parking plan could be discussed at this point. 
Ms. Husak stated that staff has discussed the parking. There are questions regarding whether the Code 
requires too much parking, as Blocks B and C parking garages are experiencing a significant level of 
vacancies. In view of that, staff is not concerned about the proposed number of parking spaces.  
 
Ms. Kennedy stated that she likes the dog park proposal, but who would be responsible for its maintenance?   
Ms. Martin responded that Crawford Hoying would own and maintain the dog park, as they do all their public 
open spaces.  
 
Mr. Grimes stated that he is interested in the number of required parking spaces versus what exists and what 
will be needed in the future. His experience is that there is an abundance of available parking within that 
area. When must the parking plan be submitted? 
Ms. Martin responded that the parking plan would be submitted with the Final Development Plan (FDP). 
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Mr. Grimes referred to a comment in the staff report regarding potential degradation of the dog park due to 
its proposed size. If over-utilized, even the best-maintained spaces would deteriorate. What is an acceptable 
size and location peripheral to this type of development? 
Ms. Martin responded that the BSD Code does not have an open space category for a dog park; however, 
the City Landscape Architect does have prior experience in the development of municipal dog parks. His 
experience is that dog parks that divide the space for different dog sizes generally need to be larger than 
dog parks that permit the sizes to be mixed. His recommendation was for a minimum of 1.0 acre, particularly 
if natural turf would be utilized. From time to time, certain sections of the dog park would need to be closed 
to care for the turf. For smaller dog parks, artificial turf is recommended. Due to the demand in this area, 
significant use is anticipated.  
Ms. Husak stated that, due to size limitations, the dog park might not serve as an exercise area but more as 
a relief area. The limited size and intent to divide the space for small versus large dogs are concerns. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that the dog park on Linworth Road is four times the size proposed here, and is often 
crowded and noisy. He is also concerned about the proposed parking. With the opening of the North Market, 
Bridge Park will become busier; the area will be similar to the Short North and German Village. He would like 
to ensure sufficient parking space is provided for those future needs. Because it is difficult to add more 
parking later, he would prefer to be overbuilt than underbuilt. 
 
Ms. Martin stated that the BSD Code requires high parking ratios for its residential areas. The number of 
residential units in Building G3 increased from 42 to 100, and that increase is reflected in the parking space 
requirement. However, the reduction in size of the Office building will reduce the parking needs for that 
structure. Currently, 590 spaces are required; 414 are provided in the Garage, and 31 are reflected as on-
street parking spaces for a total of 445 parking spaces in Block G. 
Ms. Husak pointed out that the BSD Code parking requirements for residential developments are based on 
the number of bedrooms. In retrospect, that probably is not the best methodology for determining parking 
needs. Third bedrooms often are used as offices. A future Code revision likely would not provide that 
methodology. The anticipation was that the District would be less reliant on car owners than development 
in the other areas of the City. Staff is not concerned with the proposed parking.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated that it should be assumed that two adults living in a one-bedroom unit would have two 
cars. Does the applicant regulate the number of people living in the units, based on its size and number of 
bedrooms? 
Mr. Hunter responded that he is not sure, legally, they can restrict tenants in how they use their apartments. 
However, Crawford Hoying has studied the parking situation in Bridge Park extensively, particularly Blocks B 
and C. The parking garages in those blocks provide nearly 900 parking spaces. Their experience has been 
that at maximum usage, less than half of those spaces have been used, leaving more than 400 parking 
spaces empty during peak hours. The Code attempted to predict the shared residential versus office usage, 
i.e., as residents enter the parking garage, office users are leaving. However, the garages are not being used 
to the extent anticipated. They are confident that the number of parking spaces proposed for this block will 
be more than needed. All of those numbers will be included in the parking plan that will be provided with 
the FDP. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if G3 had been revised from an L shape to a U shape to enable more residential units to be 
included. What was the reason the visible open space from Dale Drive was closed? 
Mr. Hunter responded that there was more than one reason. With the previous design, the units were for 
sale; these units are apartments. During the previous review, the Commission expressed concerns about the 
private pool amenity being exposed on the east side. The fact that the Office building was made narrower 
increased the size of the open space. There was an opportunity to make the Residential structure wider and 
wrap it around to connect to the parking structure at both ends, thereby improving the residents’ access to 
their vehicles.  
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Ms. Fox stated that she is very surprised that the open space, which was a previous concern, has been 
further reduced. In addition, the earlier inspirational images of Building G1 were much more unique and 
interesting. The open space on the corner near the restaurant use is very small. 
Mr. Hunter agreed that the corner space is spartan, but the proposed water feature there should add some 
interest. There is a need to keep the space flexible for the tenants’ use and to add interest, but it does need 
some work. In contrast, the open space between G1 and G2 will be the most usable open space they have 
included in Bridge Park. Creating a stair in the grade toward the west will make it more usable. That space 
is poised to be something different. While there is work to do on the open spaces, there is also opportunity 
to make them unique to Bridge Park and Dublin. The proposed dog park is responsive to Bridge Park 
residents’ pet needs. Currently, the number of residential units in the District that are allowed to have pets 
is restricted, including weight restrictions. The reorientation of the roads has created a strange space 
between Dale Drive and Sycamore Ridge. This has provided the opportunity to meet this need not only for 
Bridge Park residents, but the neighboring residential communities, as well. They are evaluating the design 
of that space with City staff in terms of the use of artificial turf and a division for large vs. small dogs. The 
developer will be responsible for maintenance of the park. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired about the internal service tunnel next to the pocket park. What interest will attract people 
into that park, and how would a service tunnel impact that space? 
Mr. Hunter responded that the tunnel will be located behind the stairs and not visible. The grand stair 
connection from the smaller pocket park at Mooney Street next to the Office building entrance will be a climb 
of 20 feet into an outdoor space above. The tunnel is built into that grade and will connect the lower level 
retail/commercial tenants to the interior of the Garage, where the trash compactors are located. The tunnel 
will not be visible to the public. 
Ms. Fox inquired the width of the pocket park.  
Mr. Hunter responded that it is approximately 32 feet in width. 
 
Commission Discussion 
Mr. Schneier stated that the dog park would be either a wonderful amenity or a bad idea; however, both the 
applicant and staff will be focusing on its configuration. In regard to the parking spaces -- basing the Code 
requirements on number of bedrooms does not make sense. He shares the belief that there will be less cars 
in the future.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he remains concerned about the parking; however, the staff and applicant argument 
makes sense. He agrees that the proposed dog park could be either a bad idea or great amenity. Presently, 
some dog parks within the City are minor nightmares. People other than Bridge Park residents would use 
that space, and many of the residents in the Sycamore Ridge units have pets. The proposed configuration 
of the dog park would need to be improved. 
 
Ms. Fox referred to contextual photos/views of Bridge Park areas that she has provided for the discussion. 
As the blocks are further developed, the holistic view of the public realm is very important -- how the buildings 
invigorate the street and how placemaking is used in the open space to invite people to linger. 
[Commissioners viewed photographs.] If something different is not done to create a much more interesting 
street face, it will continue to be a walk around the base of buildings. Pedestrians are craving places to stop 
and linger, but that is not happening here. The revision of Building G3 to a U-shape has completely eliminated 
the previous view into the greenspace, making it entirely private. The only public spaces that remain are 
corner patches of grass in which no one will stop and linger. The corridor pocket parks are nice, but there 
are not enough. Because these buildings are so complex, the Commission needs architectural advice to help 
understand and describe what is missing. With Building G1, there is very little difference between the floors. 
The first floor must have movement and interest, and the front entries should be inviting. There should be 
more greenspace areas for restaurant users and to create vitality along the street. Currently, the buildings 
are flat-faced and linear with a small amount of positive/negative space, and no interesting public realm is 
being created. There are only a couple of blocks remaining in Bridge Park, and this block is already 
encroaching into the right-of-way, which the City Engineer has identified as an issue. This design requires 
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much more work. The earlier inspirational images were much more fascinating. In comparison, there is much 
more interest in the Short North and in the Arena District, where the first floor street views make pedestrians 
want to stop. Not enough of that occurs at the first floor level with the proposed plan. The parking garage 
is a huge structure in the midsection of the block that has no interest whatsoever – only a view of many 
cars. She is very concerned about the public realm. What Bridge Park is providing is a large amount of 
concrete, masonry and glass and nothing to counter balance it. She is dissatisfied with the proposed design. 
 
Ms. Kennedy inquired if Ms. Fox was indicating a need for more greenspace or for more usable greenspace. 
Ms. Fox responded that more of both is needed. The Bridge Street District Vision Principles expressed an 
intent for placemaking, the creation of interesting and distinctive destinations that attract people and 
encourage special interaction. That is happening on Longshore Street, due to the fact that the street has 
been closed off and an artificial public realm created. However, if that were taken away, there would be flat-
faced buildings with little interest at the first level. Usable greenspace is provided next to Dublin Fado and 
the Hen’s Quarter, but the very small corner greenspace in this design is unusable. In addition, the 
streetscape should provide an interesting walk, not just a view into glass facades. There is nothing here on 
the streets that would make one want to walk them, only walls of masonry. The intent is to have places that 
provide for social gatherings. The layout should be more flexible with a focus on retail rather than a view 
into parking spaces, and it should provide an invitation to the residents to come out and socialize. The intent 
of the Bridge Park District was to focus on the public realm, and it is the responsibility of the site designer 
and architects to make that happen. That is not happening here; rather, the buildings are pushed all the way 
to the outer edges, entirely ignoring the public realm. Therefore, she is not interested in talking about the 
architecture, as the design is so in need of a better public realm. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated that one of the discussion questions was if the proposed design integrated with the 
surrounding buildings in a complementary manner. She believes it does, as Bridge Park is a contemporary 
modern style, which the renderings appear to match. In regard to the open space between G1 and G2, there 
is potential to create a secret garden feel in the space. Because the open space needs to be more usable, 
more refinement is needed. 
 
Mr. Grimes stated that there are many rooftops and unused parking decks, which perhaps could be utilized 
to meet some of the usable outdoor space needs of the Bridge Street residents. Other than the open space 
considerations, he believes the proposed structures integrate with the District. He likes the changes made 
since the previous review, but the design needs additional refinements. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated that this is a good project, and often, good projects are criticized because there is interest 
in meeting its potential. He believes the proposed dog park offers both opportunity and risk. He applauds 
the massing change of Building G3. Along the façade, there is some “push/pull” in the architecture. He had 
an earlier issue with the corner balconies, which felt like added scaffolding; those are better integrated in 
this design. He has no issue with the proposed U shape and no concern with the proposed number of parking 
spaces. In his previous comments, he shared concerns about the north and south facades of the garage. 
They are large, outward-facing billboards, and there is opportunity to provide something better than 
perforated panels facing the G1 building and the pocket park. While some efforts have been made with the 
G1 architecture, it is not sufficiently effective. Although mullions and fins provide movement reminiscent of 
the inspiration images shared with the first design, more interest in the facades is necessary. It is a good 
building with a potential to add more interest, particularly with G1. He believes the previous recommendation 
of Ms. Newell to “spin” Building G1 was very compelling. Having one building turn in a quirky manner to the 
rest of the streetscape could accomplish an interesting opportunity for a corner pocket park that opens to 
the pass-through park behind it. He likes the secret garden opportunity at the top of the stairs, but an 
interesting amenity should be added. Such ideas would turn the pass-through places into destination places 
with a personality and presence that distinguishes them from the other parks. He recommends adding the 
missing visual layer of street trees, tables with canopies and pedestrian silhouettes to help the Commission 
“feel” the space. In summary, we all recognize the opportunity to make Block G really great and much more 
inviting. 
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Ms. Call stated that she agrees with Mr. Supelak regarding the suggestion Ms. Newell made during the 
previous review for adding “more” to the layout. She agrees with Mr. Fishman regarding the parking. In 
retrospect, parking probably should not be based on the number of bedrooms, but because of the number 
of one-bedroom units proposed, the numbers probably would not be much different if calculated in the 
standard manner. She also agrees with other Commissioners concerning the need to improve the .39-acre 
dog park -- the size as well as the turf material. Consistent with the expectation for this area, the architectural 
character has an urban character. Ms. Fox offered good points about providing more open space within the 
block. Previously, Mr. Hunter indicated that  the open space design would provide an urban environment 
with a backyard quality; that is not present with this design. Finally, the density and intensity in a 
development like this is important. She was disappointed to see that the previous 42-unit proposal had been 
replaced with 100 units, 77 of which are 445-square foot, one-bedroom units, which is a preponderance of 
intensity and density! Although this area is the right place for higher density, it must be a “platinum” package. 
That is not what is proposed.  
 
Ms. Call inquired if the applicant needed any additional clarification of the Commission’s positions. 
Mr. Hunter responded that no clarification is needed. He believes the development of the blocks within Bridge 
Park has gradually improved, and the same will occur with Block G. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she would like to see Bridge Park become a timeless place that people want to visit. 
Along Longshore Street, there are some fun entrances, such as Cap City, but on every street there should 
be places that cause people to stop and take another look. She urges them to pay attention to the first level. 
Every 50-60 feet, there should be something that captures the public’s interest. If that does not occur, this 
will be a place that people want to avoid at night, rather than linger. Outdoor spaces are needed more than 
ever, and it is essential to create a timelessness in this area.  
 
Ms. Supelak stated that what she is referring to is the “destination” quality of the design. Some of that will 
occur with the tenants. As long as the design provides the ability for the tenants to add their unique flair at 
the street level, that layer will come in time. 
Mr. Hunter responded that is the number one lesson they learned as they developed Bridge Park. With the 
beginning blocks, the storefront was included upfront. What that meant, however, was that the tenants 
would be unlikely to replace them, as they would incur additional cost. With the exception of a few, including 
Cap City, the businesses did not do so. They no longer provide the storefronts in the beginning. Instead, 
opportunity is provided for the tenants to differentiate their space, and that will occur here.  
 
Nelson Yoder, Crawford Hoying, 6640 Riverside Drive, Suite 500, Dublin, OH 43017, stated that after the 
previous review, their team studied the Commission’s input and attempted to provide the requested unique 
greenspaces. That effort resulted in the flat open space between the Office and Garage buildings, where turf 
and an opportunity for an outdoor meeting space now is provided. They also are considering the possibility 
of including a water feature at the corner of Bridge Park Avenue and Mooney Street. Adding the dog park 
will meet or potentially exceed the open space requirement. With four-sided architecture buildings, the 
service/loading area typically occurs at the back door, which in this case opens into the public realm. They 
considered that situation for some time and came up with the unique solution of providing an underground 
access beneath the open space via an interior service corridor. This type of evolution within Bridge Park 
achieves the “next level” in details, a platinum experience. Finally, the 445-square-foot one-bedroom units 
offer WiFi-control opportunities. They appreciate the Commission’s input, and look forward to meeting again 
soon. 
 
The Commission thanked the applicants for their presentation.  
 
2. Heartland Bank, 6500 Frantz Road, 20-139PDP, Preliminary Development Plan 
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Ms. Call stated that this is a request for review and approval of a Preliminary Development Plan for facade 
improvements and associated site improvements for an existing bank. The site is southeast of the intersection 
of West Bridge Street with Post Road and zoned Bridge Street District Commercial. 
 
Staff Presentation 
Mr. Ridge stated that this is a request for review and approval of a Preliminary Development Plan for exterior 
modifications and associated site improvements for an existing bank on a 0.82-acre site located within the 
Bridge Street District (BSD). The Heartland Bank site is located southeast of the intersection of West Bridge 
Street and Frantz Road. The site is an outparcel to the Kroger shopping plaza immediately to the south. At 
their July 2020 meeting, PZC members reviewed and provided feedback on a Concept Plan for this site, and 
subsequently, the applicant has submitted an application for a Preliminary Development Plan for exterior 
modifications and associated site improvements. 
 
Site 
The bank is centrally located on the site, with a right-in/right-out vehicular access point on Frantz Road. 
There is also vehicular access from the south through the Dublin Plaza parking area. The bank site contains 
27 parking spaces; six will be removed, reducing the total spaces to 21. Given the size of this building, the 
site is required to have a minimum of 12 parking spaces or a maximum of 15 spaces. With the Final 
Development Plan (FDP), the applicant will be required to provide a parking plan to account for the excess 
parking. The current parking along W. Bridge Street and the dumpster enclosure in the northeast corner of 
the site will be removed; the drive-through will remain unchanged. Improved landscaping will be installed in 
the northwest and southwest corners of the site.  
 
Proposal 
The applicant is proposing a modernization and remodel to the entire exterior of the existing structure. This 
includes increased glazing on all facades with a new aluminum storefront system. This includes a Trespa 
Meteon High-Pressure Compact Laminate (HPL) cladding material in a contemporary wood finish on all four 
elevations, and a metal panel screening. The existing white columns that support the overhang will be 
replaced with steel I-beams to complement the contemporary wood aesthetic. The remaining brick will be 
painted a dark gray color. Although the increased glazing will increase transparency, the Code transparency 
requirement will not be met; therefore, the applicant will be requesting a waiver to this requirement. A 
second waiver will be required to allow a larger percentage of each façade to be clad in a secondary material, 
and a third waiver is also required to permit a parapet taller than the two to six feet permitted by Code. A 
12-foot, 2-inch high parapet is proposed to provide screening of the mechanicals and the existing gabled 
roof. Staff is supportive of the waivers but is concerned about the proposed Trespa HPL cladding material; 
therefore, it is recommended that the applicant continue to work with staff on identifying an appropriate 
material. Staff has reviewed the application against the applicable criteria and recommends approval of the 
three waivers and approval of the Preliminary Development Plan with four conditions. 
 
Commission Questions 
Ms. Fox requested clarification of Engineering’s recommendation regarding a driveway. 
Mr. Ridge responded that Engineering recommended that the access point off Frantz Road be narrowed to 
make it more pedestrian friendly, but it is not a requirement.  
 
Ms. Fox inquired if any amenities would be added to improve the walk for pedestrians within the plaza and 
the outparcels. 
Mr. Ridge responded that, other than what is depicted in the plan, no other improvements are proposed. 
Ms. Husak stated that no additional improvements are required of the applicant. However, the City is studying 
potential enhancements within the Frantz Road Corridor, including addition of more pedestrian-friendly 
amenities and landscaping. Discussions have occurred with the CASTO Realty Group, owner of the Kroger 
plaza, regarding potential enhancements of that site. 
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Ms. Fox stated that there appear to be new landscape islands on the southeast corner of the parcel. 
Mr. Ridge responded that enhancements have been made to the southwest landscape islands, and that may 
be occurring on the southeast side, as well. 
 
Applicant Proposal 
Ashley Trout, Heartland Bank, 6500 Frantz Road, Dublin, OH, stated that they have no additional 
presentation, but would be happy to answer questions. They would like to discuss the exterior cladding and 
landscaping with the Commission. For comparison purposes, they included the renderings from the 
Conceptual review in the packet. In addition to the changes shown in the new renderings, the color of the 
planters has been addressed, as requested.  
 
Commission Discussion 
Mr. Grimes stated that he appreciates the changes that have been made in the cladding, including the 
increased transparency. In regard to the concerns raised about the plaza, the applicant has an opportunity 
to take the lead and “set a tone” for further enhancements that will occur within the plaza. In regard to the 
amount of parking for the bank, perhaps there is a reason they would like to retain more than is required; if 
not, there could be an opportunity to use some of the spaces to make additional landscaping improvements.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated that walkability in the shopping plaza is important. He concurs with Mr. Grimes’s 
comments about landscaping versus parking spaces, as the bank site looks like an island in a sea of blacktop. 
Walking from Kroger or Roush Hardware through the parking lot to the bank is risky. He would encourage 
any landscape enhancements that could be made that would benefit the pedestrian traffic. He likes the 
improved cladding with a contemporary wood finish, as seen with the sample provided. 
Ms. Trout noted that the sample is slightly thinner than the actual material that will be used.  
 
Ms. Fox stated that the cladding material has a wood appearance that transitions to the more contemporary 
character of the Bridge Street Corridor. Because more natural materials are desired within this area, she is 
concerned that a material as contemporary and sleek as this, minus any warm wood feel, might appear out 
of place when more development occurs. This material is most often used on very contemporary buildings. 
She would prefer a more natural-looking material, something that appears to be wood although it may not 
be. She is concerned about the height of the parapet. The reason for the proposed height is to hide the view 
of the existing roof, but if in the future, there are two-story buildings around the bank, would they have a 
view down to the old roof? She is concerned that the view will be hidden only at ground level, but have an 
exposed, unfinished look from above. Is there another screening option for the roof? 
 
Robert Minshall, Executive Director of Preconstruction Services, Ruscilli Construction, 5815 Wall Street, 
Dublin, OH  43017, responded that the parapet section of the wall is 12 feet, but the visible portion of the 
parapet is closer to 5 feet. Currently, there is only one building across the street that could have a view of 
this roof. The expansive flat roof of the nearby Casto strip mall building contains a large amount of 
equipment, and the McDonald’s building next to the bank has a parapet screening for rooftop mechanicals. 
Roofs typically have a significant amount of mechanicals, some of which can be seen from the ground. With 
the proposed project, nothing will be seen from the ground. At this point, significant additional expense 
would be necessary to revise the roof, which would not improve the view from more than a few hotel rooms. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she appreciates that explanation. Her primary concern is the cladding material, which 
she believes should have a more natural wood feel. She does not particularly care for the appearance of the 
proposed product, and would like the applicant to work with staff and attempt to identify another option. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated she likes the increased landscaping. This is a long overdue renovation project. The 
reduction in number of parking spaces is justified. Is the proposed cladding material used on any of the 
adjacent structures, such as the hotel across the street or the new McDonald’s renovation, which 
Commissioners could use as a reference? 
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Mr. Ridge responded that this particular material has not been used within the immediate vicinity.  
Ms. Husak stated that the hotel and McDonald’s buildings used only hardiplank or some type of cementitious 
siding.  
Ms. Kennedy stated that due to the amount of surface that will be clad with the material, she would agree 
that it should have a more natural look and quality feel. She is looking forward to seeing this building 
“refreshed.” 
 
Mr. Schneier stated that he believes the design is great and has no negative comments. Commissioners are 
aware of the risky route between the shops and the bank, but it is not the applicant’s responsibility to 
address. Of course, if there were anything the applicant could do to make that route a little more pedestrian 
friendly, it would be appreciated. The proposed renovation will greatly improve the bank’s appearance.  
 
Mr. Supelak stated that using parapets for screening purposes is common. The view of the roof from the 
hotel rooms would not be changed significantly if the roof were to be rebuilt; therefore, he is supportive of 
the 12-foot parapets. His concern about the cladding material is not its durability, but its appearance. The 
grain of the material will appear monolithic. The previous renderings showed a variegated wood look, which 
this material will not achieve. If this is the material used, there will be a need to compensate with detailing 
to make the material appear to be real wood rather than a panelized rain-screen system. It would be 
preferable to identify a material that allows the more variegated wood quality shown in the renderings, but 
should they decide to work with the proposed material, this still will be an attractive building. 
 
Ms. Call stated that she is supportive of fellow Commissioners’ suggestions in regard to the landscaping and 
the proposed reduction in parking spaces. She appreciates that the color of the planters will be addressed. 
Will a sign package be provided with the Final Development Plan (FDP)? 
Mr. Ridge responded affirmatively. 
Ms. Call stated that after a discussion with staff earlier this week, she took the samples and attempted to 
damage them; she found that the material is durable. She is supportive of the proposed material, but is also 
supportive of the applicant and staff working together to identify another material.  
 
Ms. Fox stated that she is not in favor of approving this particular cladding material, unless staff and the 
applicant have first worked together to identify a possible alternative. 
Ms. Call inquired if the applicant would have any objection to that suggestion. 
Ms. Trout responded that they have no objection to other options, but in their review to date, they have 
been unable to find an option with the desired wood look. They did not consider real wood, because the 
wood product on the Penzone building has not worn well. They have no objection to continuing to look for 
another product, however. 
 
Ms. Husak stated that the Commission could approve the Preliminary Development Plan tonight, and the 
applicant would bring back the identified cladding material with the FDP for the Commission’s consideration, 
or the application could be tabled, in which case, the applicant would bring back an alternative material for 
the Commission’s consideration. 
Ms. Call inquired the applicant’s preference. 
Ms. Trout stated that they would prefer to keep the project moving and work with staff on the material 
selection. 
Commission consensus was to proceed with a vote on the application, with the condition that the proposed 
material be submitted with the FDP. 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Fishman seconded approval of the following three waivers: 

1. Section 153.062, Building Types (E)(1) - Façade Materials. 
2. Section 153.062, Building Types (O)(7)(d) – Façade Transparency. 
3. Section 153.062, Building Types (D)(1) – Parapet Height. 

Vote:   Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; 
Mr. Schneier, yes. 



Planning and Zoning Commission      
Meeting Minutes of October 15, 2020 
Page 11 of 11 

 

[Motion passed 7-0] 
 

Mr. Fishman moved, Mr. Grimes seconded to approve the Preliminary Development Plan with the following 
four conditions: 

1) The applicant continue to work with Engineering on finalizing grading and drainage details with the 
Final Development Plan. 

2) The applicant provide a parking plan to address the issue of excess parking on the site with the 
Final Development Plan. 

3) The applicant correct the transparency calculations for the elevations prior to submitting for a Final 
Development Plan. 

4) The applicant continue to work with staff on selecting an appropriate exterior cladding material 
prior to the Final Development Plan.   

Vote:   Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, 
yes; Ms. Call, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
Joint Council/PZC/ARB Work Session 
Ms. Fox reported that a joint meeting of Council/PZC/ARB will be scheduled in December to provide an 
update regarding policies, challenges and issues. The goal is to create a better line of communication 
between Council and its boards and commission with the goal of improving the project review process. She 
requested that Commissioners provide desired discussion topics for the meeting. 
Commission members will forward desired work session topics to the Chair. 
 
Future Commissioner Training 
Suggestions were made for future Commissioner education, including the following opportunities: 

 Architect presentation regarding their review process; 
 Shadowing a development project through staff review process. 
 Attendance of OSU student presentations for critique/review of project designs.  
 Tour of examples of development projects within the City, along with helpful commentary; video 

tours could be utilized, as well. 
 
The next regularly scheduled PZC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, November 5 at 6:30 p.m.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 
 
Rebecca Call           
Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission 
 
 
Judith K. Beal                
Deputy Clerk of Council 
  
 


