
 

 

 
To: 

 

Members of Dublin City Council 
From: Dana L. McDaniel, City Manager 
Date: April 12, 2022 

Initiated By: Megan D. O’Callaghan, Deputy City Manager/Chief Finance and Development Officer 
Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planning Director  
 

Re: Historic District – Retreat Follow Up Discussion 
 
Summary  
City Council discussed the Historic District during their annual retreat focusing on the 
preservation, composition, and management of the District. During the discussion, several 
topics were raised of how properties within the District should be addressed from a preservation 
perspective and City Council expressed an interest in further discussion on the topic. These 
topics included: 

• Understanding what properties within the Historic District are considered historic and 
how/whether those should be handled from a preservation perspective, including more 
restrictive preservation standards for those identified; 

• Using the recommendations within the 2018 Historic and Cultural Assessment (HCA) to 
inform the discussion; 

• Understanding whether the National Register District should be expanded based on the 
HCA recommendations; and  

• Discussing whether/which properties with newer buildings should be rebuilt to reflect 
the previous historic structure when a redevelopment opportunity arises. 

Staff has compiled the following pertinent information from the most recent Historic District 
policy discussions to provide greater context and background for City Council’s consideration: 

• 2017 recommendations of the Historic and Cultural Assessment (accepted by City 
Council on September 25, 2017, Resolution 71-17) 

• 2020 Historic District Task Force Recommendations (Task Force created through 
Resolution 57-19, approved by City Council on October 21, 2019. Task Force presented 
recommendations report to City Council on January 4, 2021) 

• 2021 Adopted Historic District Zoning Code (adopted by City Council on February 22, 
2021, Ordinance 03-21) and Design Guideline amendments (adopted by City Council on 
May 24, 2021, Resolution 28-21) 

As part of these previous efforts, the primary focus of the policy discussion was on preservation 
of the existing character and scale within the Historic District. This focus was grounded in the 
understanding that the Historic District contains a variety of structures constructed over a wide 
timeframe ranging from the early 1800s to the 1960s to the present, and the community’s 
desire to limit further erosion of the character and scale of the existing resources in the District. 
The 2021 Code and Design Guidelines incorporated language that supports the notion that 
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historic resources should be valued and preserved to the extent possible, but also not limit the 
opportunity for modifications or new construction to be considered thus leading to a vibrant 
Historic District. The intent of the subsequent information provided below is for Council’s 
reference and to inform Council’s conversation about the future of the Historic District.  
 
Background 
The City’s designated Historic District includes properties outlined on Appendices F and G with 
the Zoning Code, which are under the purview of the Architecture Review Board. Within the 
Historic District, there are properties that are individually listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places and a series of properties that make up a National Register historic district called 
the Dublin High Street Historic District. More detail about the National Register district is 
provided within the Historic and Cultural Assessment information below. Staff has also provided 
information as reference regarding a National Register Historic District as compared to a Local 
Historic District, which are two important tools used to preserve a community’s historic 
resources. Understanding how these tools support preservation efforts in conjunction with the 
previous efforts and tools implemented in the District help paint a broad picture in answering 
the questions raised by City Council. Staff has also included information about the four 
treatments appropriate for historic resources, ranging from preservation to reconstruction.  
 
2017 Historic and Cultural Assessment 
In 2015, staff and the Architectural Review Board highlighted the need to update the existing 
Ohio Historic Inventory data, provide a detailed inventory and evaluation of other relevant 
historic and cultural resources in the City of Dublin and its planning area, develop strategies to 
encourage and fund historic preservation efforts for property owners, complete an assessment 
of contributing and non-contributing buildings in Historic Dublin, and provide general historic 
architectural assistance. The City hired Commonwealth (fka Hardlines Design Company) to 
complete the Historic and Cultural Assessment (HCA), which included an inventory and general 
assessment of the built environment, landscape features, and archaeological sites within the 
City’s planning area, a set of preservation standards and strategies appropriate to Dublin, and a 
series of planning-related recommendations. The final report and attachments were accepted 
by City Council in September 2017 with Resolution 71-17, following recommendations from the 
Architectural Review Board and the Planning and Zoning Commission.   
Within the final HCA document were a series of recommendations, one of which recommended 
the consideration of adding properties that are recommended as contributing resources to 
proposed historic districts and to the Dublin High Street Historic District, with a boundary 
increase, to the Architectural Review Board process and giving them special consideration 
during the review process. An appendix and map were provided identifying the 25 existing 
contributing resources within Historic Dublin that were included in the Dublin High Street 
Historic District (NRHP-listed historic district) and an additional 93 contributing resources that 
are recommended and could be part of a boundary increase of the National Register Historic 
District (attached). The consultant’s recommendation noted the following: 

It is the opinion of Commonwealth staff that the existing boundaries and period of 
significance of the Dublin High Street Historic District are not best suited to convey the 
full history of Dublin; it is recommended that the boundaries and period of significance 
be expanded, and that the official listing be amended to reflect these changes. An 
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expanded district would be more inclusive of historic resources in the community. Rather 
than including select businesses and residences as the current listing now does, the 
historic district would provide a complete context of life in Dublin prior to late twentieth-
century suburbanization. Commonwealth recommends that an expanded period of 
significance, from 1820 to 1966, should be considered. This period extends from the 
date of construction of the oldest extant building in the district (shortly after settlement) 
to the mid-twentieth century, and is inclusive of the structures in town with historic 
integrity. 

 
2020 Historic District Task Force 
In 2019, City Council appointed sixteen members to the Historic District Task Force that 
represent a range of perspectives related to the future vitality of the Historic District. Members 
included residents both in the District and throughout Dublin, our business community, interest 
groups in the District, and youth leaders from our community.  
The Task Force was appointed to provide recommendations to update the Historic District Area 
Plan that was previously adopted in 2007 and was incorporated in the Bridge Street District in 
2013. The Task Force was asked to use the Historic District Area Plan from 2007 as a basis for 
an updated plan, consider characteristics of an Area Plan including existing land use, historic 
preservation, housing, economic vitality, gateway features, parks and open space, events, 
public art and way finding. The Task Force was asked to understand the past and future issues 
of the Historic District, prepare a work plan, engage in stakeholder engagement, meet with 
Heritage Ohio to learn more about the Main Street Program, and develop recommendations for 
City Council.  
The Task Force conducted a series of nine meetings throughout 2020, which resulted in a series 
of recommendations captured in three primary categories: 

• Creation of an Updated Historic District Area Plan; 
• Consider Management Options for the Historic District; and 
• Support Existing Efforts that will Lead to Short-Term Successes. 

Each of these categories contain subcategories of recommendations, as well as specific tasks 
that were intended to accomplish the recommendation. Within the Area Plan recommendations, 
the Task Force identified the topics of preservation and proper scale of development with 
specific recommendations, as outlined below.  
Preservation:  Highlight the importance of historic preservation as development pressures 
continue within the District.   
• Identify areas where the existing development character will be preserved. Demolition 

should be considered a last resort when health, safety and welfare is at stake.  
• Provide information about and funding for programs to assist historic home and business 

owners to maintain the integrity and character of their properties.   
• Conduct rigorous and strict code enforcement on absentee landlords and property owners.   
• Condemn and purchase derelict historic properties and renovate for market rate purchase. 

Proper scale of development:  Ensure the proper height, scale and massing of buildings within 
the Historic District to ensure the quaint nature of the area.    



Re: Historic District – Retreat Follow Up Discussion 
April 12, 2022 
Page 4 of 5 
 
• Enforce design standards that reinforce the established character of the Historic District 

including building height, scale, massing and materials.   
• Recommendations should align with all activities that guide development in the area 

(Architectural Review Board, Historic District Zoning Code, Historic Design Guidelines, and 
Historic District Area Plan).  

Additionally, the Task Force reviewed the draft HD Code and Guidelines at the time and were 
supportive of the proposed approach and direction within the documents, as outlined in the 
third recommendation regarding existing efforts.  
The Task Force presented the draft report to City Council on January 4, 2021 and received 
positive feedback from Council. As part of the consideration of the Task Force’s 
recommendations, City Council referred the final report and recommendations to the 
Community Development Committee for further review and recommendations regarding 
implementation. The Committee has conducted significant review throughout 2021. As a result, 
City Council approved funding for Planning staff to update the Special Area Plan within the 
2022 Budget.  
 
2021 Code and Guidelines 
In 2012, the Historic District was incorporated as part of the Bridge Street District and 
regulations for development were established within the form-based code. The BSD Code 
permitted building types that allowed for development of greater density and intensity and 
building height within the existing Historic District. In 2016, City Council directed staff to bring 
forward a Code amendment to create the Historic South zoning classification within the Historic 
District of the Bridge Street, which significantly restricted building heights, intensity and density 
on sites located along a portion of South High Street in an effort to address resident concerns 
raised as a result of development projects that would have been permitted within the BSD.  
In early 2021 more significant revisions to the Historic District Code and Design Guidelines were 
adopted by City Council based on a significant public review process, following direction from 
City Council to remove the Historic District from the Bridge Street District to ensure the historic 
character and scale were maintained. Throughout the development of the revised HD Code and 
Design Guidelines, there were numerous opportunities for public engagement, including a 
stakeholder group that initiated the project, as well as public workshops, and public review 
meetings. As a result of these meetings and input sessions, the draft Code and Design 
Guidelines focused on the policy guidance that preservation of historic resources should come 
first, while also allowing for infill and redevelopment that fits within the character of the Historic 
Character. The adopted Code and the Design Guidelines stress both of these objectives, which 
were shared as part of the Board and Commission review process. This sentiment was 
consistent with the outcomes and recommendation of the Historic District Task Force.  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends Council consider the following discussion topics relative to the Historic 
District during the April 18, 2022 Work Session. Following Council’s input, staff will help define 
the process to execute the direction provided, which could be included as part of the 2022 
Historic District Area Plan update.  

• Understanding what properties within the Historic District are considered historic and 
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how/whether those should be handled from a preservation perspective, including more 
restrictive preservation standards for those identified. Staff has prepared maps 
indicating those properties that are considered historic. 

• Whether/which properties with newer buildings should be rebuilt to reflect the previous 
historic structure when a redevelopment opportunity arises. 

• What concerns does Council have with regard to how preservation and development is 
occurring in the Historic District under the Historic District Code and Design Guidelines 
adopted in early 2021?  

• Does City Council desire to revisit the 2021 Historic District Code and Design Guidelines 
and the regulations and direction provided within those documents? What changes 
would need to be made to the regulations to meet these expectations? 

• Does Council desire to expand the National Register Historic District to include the HCA 
recommended additional properties?  What criteria should be used to determine which 
properties should be included? What happens to the remaining properties within the 
District? 

• Council has expressed concerns about the arduous process under the existing (and 
previous) Code. Should a more restrictive preservation approach be taken this would 
further limit what individuals can do with their property.  Does Council have concerns 
with this approach?   

• Is Council supportive of the Historic District Task Force’s recommendation to create an 
Updated Historic District Area Plan as budgeted in the 2022 Operating Budget? 
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Figure 68. Map of the recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, Boundary Increase
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APPENDIX C.  TABLE OF RESOURCES WITHIN THE
RECOMMENDED DUBLIN HIGH STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT, BOUNDARY INCREASE

Table C1. Recommended Contributing and Non-contributing Resources to the Recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, Boundary Increase
Address In NRHP-listed 

DHSHD1
Map Grid Parcel 

Number
6–12 S High St Y 116 273-000051
14–18 S High St Y 116 273-000040
22 S High St Y 116 273-000102
24 S High St Y 116 273-000056
27–29 S High St Y 116 273-000062
30 S High St Y 116 273-000008
32 S High St Y 116 273-000089
35 S High St Y 116 273-012386
38 S High St Y 116 273-000072
48–52 S High St Y 116 273-000087
54 S High St Y 128 273-000097
58 S High St Y 128 273-000014
63 S High St Y 128 273-000092
66 S High St Y 128 273-000074
75 S High St Y 128 273-000035
76–78 S High St Y 128 273-000061
82 S High St Y 128 273-000105
83 S High St Y 128 273-000007
86 S High St Y 128 273-000086
87 S High St Y 128 273-000005
91 S High St Y 128 273-000104
106 S High St Y 128 273-001978
109 S High St Y 128 273-000070

113 S High St Y 128 273-000034
114 S High St Y 128 273-000066
119 S High St Y 128 273-000075

126 S High St Y 128 273-000085
123 S High St 128 273-002075
129 S High St 128 273-000043
138 S High St 128 273-000063
143 S High St 128 273-000015
155 S High St 128 273-000106

Recommendation

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase
Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase
Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase
Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; Ancillary Structures are Non- contributing

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes stone hitching post

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures and stone carriage step

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures



156–158 S High St 128 273-
000078/67

167 S High St 128 273-000046

181 S High St 128 273-000083

182 S High St 128 273-009733

224 S High St 128 273-012301

225 S High St 128 273-000143

32 W Bridge St 116 273-000023
37 W Bridge St 116 273-000088
38 W Bridge St 116 273-000036
41 W Bridge St 116 273-012431

80 W Bridge St 115 273-000001

81 W Bridge St 116 273-000025
150 W Bridge St 115 273-000001
8–12 E Bridge St 116 273-000069
16–18 E Bridge St 116 273-000138
40 E Bridge St 116 273-000068
25 North St 116 273-000003
24 Darby St 116 273-000112
16 N High St 116 273-000053
22 N High St 116 273-000053
24 N High St 116 273-000016
26–28 N High St 116 273-000071
35 N High St 116 273-000054
36–38 N High St 116 273-000099
40 N High St 116 273-000100
45 N High St 116 273-000050
53 N High St 116 273-000029
56 N High St 116 273-000003
84 N High St 116 273-000027
17 N Riverview St 116 273-000107
27 N Riverview St 116 273-000032
37 N Riverview St 116 273-000042
45 N Riverview St 116 273-000073
53 N Riverview St 116 273-000098
62 N Riverview St 116 273-005565
19 S Riverview St 116 273-000047
25 S Riverview St 116 273-000079

Contributing to DHSHD Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA2

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA
Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; Includes Stone Wall (W069)

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures
Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA; includes Stone Wall W031

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; Stone Wall W065A is Non- Contributing

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Stone Wall W068

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA; includes Stone Walls W065 and W066

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; but adjacent Stone Wall W031 is contributing to DHSHD, 
Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA; includes Stone Wall W031



37 S Riverview St 116 273-000080
55 S Riverview St 116 273-000048
61 S Riverview St 128 273-000045
63 S Riverview St 128 273-000039

73 S Riverview St 128 273-000013
83 S Riverview St 128 273-000256

84 S Riverview St 128 273-000033
110–112 S Riverview St 128 273-000059
109 S Riverview St 128 273-000060
129 S Riverview St 128 273-000091

137 S Riverview St 128 273-000090

143 S Riverview St 128 273-000118

170 S Riverview St 128 273-000139

180 S Riverview St 128 273-000415

185 S Riverview St 128 273-000144

40–42 Franklin St 128 273-000109

56 Franklin St 128 273-000121

60 Franklin St 128 273-000123

80 Franklin St 128 273-000125

75 Franklin St 128 273-000126

86 Franklin St 128 273-000127

94 Franklin St 128 273-000129

100 Franklin St 128 273-000131

105 Franklin St 128 273-
000132/4

126 Franklin St 128 273-000133

123 Franklin St 128 273-000136

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase
Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA; includes Ancillary Structures
Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures and Stone Wall (W067)

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes mill race and portion of Joseph Corbin Stone Mill

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Ancillary Structures

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; also NRHP-listed, WTMRA



141 Franklin St 128 273-000140

140 Franklin St 128 273-000142

150 Franklin St 128 273-000120

155 Franklin St 128 273-000173

160 Franklin St 128 273-000174

171 Franklin St 128 273-000145

172 Franklin St 128 273-000172

6200 Dublin Rd 128 273-000076

6199 Dublin Rd 128 273-011777

Bridge: E Bridge St over 
the Scioto River

116 273-003410

Indian Run Cemetery, 
within Veterans Memorial 
Park

116 273-010936, 
273-000001

Dublin-I.O.O.F. Cemetery 
(190 Monterey Drive)

115/127 273-000057Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Stone Walls (W026) and NRHP-listed Cemetery Vaults

Cemetery and Stone Wall (W024) Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; Stone Wall (W024) listed in 
NRHP

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Non-contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Stone Walls W032 and W064

Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Stone Wall W031

Individually eligible for NRHP; Contributing to DHSHD, Boundary Increase; includes Dublin Spring
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MEETING MINUTES 
Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, August 30, 2017 
 
 
 
AGENDA 
 
1. BSD-HC – 55 S. High St.      55 South High Street 

 17-077ARB-MPR           Minor Project Review (Approved 5 – 0) 
 
2. Yoder Residence – Building Addition           5927 Rings Road 

 17-083ARB-INF     ARB – Building Addition (Discussion Only) 
 
3. Historic and Cultural Assessment 

 
The Chair, David Rinaldi, said the following presentation is a review of the results from the historic and 
cultural assessment of the built resources, landscape features, and archaeological sites within the entire 
Dublin Planning Area, and a list of preservation strategies appropriate to Dublin.  
 
JM Rayburn presented the background as follows: 
 
2015  City staff and the Architectural Review Board (ARB) highlighted the need to update the existing 

Ohio Historic Inventory and to provide additional information and analysis regarding historic and 
cultural assets within the City. 

 
2015 Staff issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) and Request for Proposal (RFP). 
 
2016 Staff selected a consultant, Commonwealth Heritage Group, to undertake a Historic and Cultural 

Assessment. 
 
2016 Inventory and general assessment of the built environment, landscape features, and 

archaeological sites. 
 
2017 Final report delivered. It includes a set of preservation standards and strategies appropriate to 

Dublin, and a series of planning recommendations. 
 
2017 Staff presented Historic and Cultural Assessment to the ARB in June and the Planning and Zoning 

Commission (PZC) in August. It will go before City Council in September as a Resolution of 
Acceptance. 

 
Mr. Rayburn said he had provided a “Cheat Sheet” of the recommendations from the Historic Cultural 
Assessment in front of each of the Board Members. He indicated staff is interested in gathering final 
comments prior to forwarding the final Assessment to City Council. He reported the Assessment was 
presented to the PZC last week for comments. He explained following the Board’s final review tonight the 
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Assessment would be forwarded to City Council for a Resolution of Acceptance.  He said following City 
Council’s acceptance the next steps would be to determine which of the recommendations  the Board 
would like to pursue next year.  
 
Jennifer Rauch stated the recommendations were presented to the Commission and no changes were 
recommended. She explained the recommendations from this Board do not have to be formally identified 
tonight; but can be the beginning of a discussion by the Board regarding what should be pursued further. 
She said Council will determine what recommendations they would like staff to pursue in conjunction with 
ARB. 
 
Mr. Rinaldi asked what would be the process of adding properties to Appendix G. He said this has been 
discussed over the years and said it would seem the City would prefer a property owner asked to be 
placed on it as opposed to the City requiring them to do so.  
 
Ms. Rauch answered the Code outlines a process to add properties to Appendix G. She said there is an 
opportunity to meet with property owners and see if they want to come along. She said Council direct 
staff to add all relevant properties to the list without the owner’s support. She said there would be 
consequences to that.  She said there are a lot of properties that should have been added to Appendix G 
as they were annexed into the city but that did not happen.  Mr. Rinaldi said he is in favor of protecting 
as many historic properties as possible and if by adding them to the Appendix would help with that 
aspect, then so be it. Ms. Rauch said it is possible we could open it up to see who would be interested in 
being added as a first step. She said it is also a benefit for the property owner to protect the history of 
their property within the community.  
 
Lori Burchett added that was one of the recommendations from the consultant - to see if the eligible 
owners wanted their property on the National Historic Register. She suggested an option could be for 
staff to serve as a resource of information to help landowners through that process. Mr. Rayburn stated 
the Historic and Cultural Assessment provided information could help with that process as well. 
 
Shannon Stenberg inquired about the Davis Mound. She asked if that is something the City would 
consider because the consultant recommended possibly annexing.  Mr. Rayburn said it is outside of the 
City, but could be a joint effort if the Township wanted to pursue it.  
 
Ms. Rauch added if that is something the Board felt really strongly about and Council agreed, then staff 
would outline a process to make that happen. 
 
Everett Musser asked how many properties we are talking about. Ms. Rauch indicated potentially 
hundreds and it would depend on what criteria is used. Ms. Burchett said part of the recommendations 
from the consultant was to expand the period of significance so ultimately we could be putting more 
structures on there just by expanding that time period.  
 
Mr. Rinaldi said he had thoughts about adding other districts like Indian Run and Dublin Heights.  
 
Ms. Burchett indicated the consultant identified the Dublin Heights properties and ended with mixed 
conclusions. She said the consultant team decided to bring that forward due to the uniqueness of the 
same architecture in an area; however some have been torn down, and the value of a cohesive collection 
of structures that are very similar has been lost.  
 
Mr. Musser asked if there was any consideration given to various levels of historic significance. Ms. Rauch 
said the properties could be categorized that way. Mr. Musser indicated we need to understand the levels 
of importance. Mr. Rayburn said the consultant provided a very detailed analysis based on a qualitative 
assessment of the properties.  
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Mr. Rinaldi said he was impressed with the volume of work that went into this project. He said he was 
blown away with the depth of information. He suggested we might consider restoration of the Indian 
cemeteries as he believes it is an important artifact to consider. 
 
Mr. Rayburn encouraged the Board to review the list, which can be revisited at a future. He suggested 
the members consider their top selections.  
 
Jeff Leonhard said he thought Item 15 was a good one to move forward with – “Utilize some of the 
financing mechanisms for the new Bridge Street District to provide incentives to improve existing 
properties in Historic Dublin.” He said that could help things that are in progress now. He said we want to 
keep owners from tearing down properties but we are not helping them financially to take on that 
burden.  
 
Mr. Rinaldi said he thought financial mechanisms were an overarching issue that has been discussed over 
the years. He said we talked about providing education regarding the financing available.  He said this 
recommendation seemed like something to explore to highly strengthen the District.  
 
Mr. Rayburn recalled the consultant had a conversation during Planning and Zoning Commission and Mr. 
Papsidero shared the City of Columbus is able to work with owners on appropriate substitutes of 
materials that may be cheaper but also are appropriate for the time. Mr. Rayburn said the City could 
explore expanding the list of permitted materials given today’s technology and products on the market. 
He said the German Village Commission serves as a regional example. He said we can assess their list of 
approved substitutes to determine if it is appropriate to our historical stock as well.  
 
Mr. Rinaldi indicated we have been open to looking at alternative materials as they come forward, but we 
did not want to create a carte blanche list because it changes and with technology, products are 
changing all the time.  
 
Mr. Rinaldi inquired to the PZC’s overall impression of the presentation. Mr. Rayburn said they were very 
supportive with similar reactions – very impressed with the breadth of the work and the scope of the 
historic assessment. He said they expressed concerns that if we did expand the boundary what would be 
the implications. While there may be more of a need to provide resources for some of these properties 
that could be burdensome, overall the historic properties retain value and can have more value than a 
non-historic property. He indicated it balances out in some ways. He said the concerns were the 
economic impacts and opportunities for a trade-off. He said having a historic property may be more work 
and money up front but in the end, may retain more value in the real estate market.  
 
Gary Alexander asked to what extent staff would identify intensive level survey - is that primarily in the 
documentation that was done for the house presented tonight or is it beyond that. Ms. Burchett 
explained the initial assessment the consultants produced were based on the existing documentation 
from the National Register,  institutional knowledge, interviews with the Dublin Historic Society, and what 
they could view from the street. The intensive level survey is more of a high level review of the structures 
to determine if they would be eligible. She said this including determining the period of significance of the 
structure, other contributing materials, and diving into those properties further.  
 
Mr. Rayburn added one takeaway from the Historic and Cultural Assessment was that it falls on the local 
community to set the rules and expectations for historic preservation. This is a moment for the City to 
feel a sense of empowerment and to use this as a tool to either strengthen or make changes to some of 
the Code and regulations.  
 
Mr. Rinaldi said education overall is a big component of this whole study in terms of information. He said 
we did not have this as a Board or as a community before this study. He said he is supportive of getting 
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anything else on Appendix G or expand the neighborhood as appropriate to protect more properties but 
is concerned with what it may take to accomplish that.  
 
Ms. Rauch said staff will look into this and prioritize what they would recommend and get the Board’s 
thoughts before seeking guidance from City Council.  
 
Mr. Rinaldi said the stone walls need to be protected. He suggested we could strengthen something in 
the ordinances that they cannot just be torn down.  
 
Ms. Stenberg said, for some of these recommendations to add to the National Register, for instance the 
Indian Run neighborhood, she asked if staff had received any comments from residents.  
 
Ms. Burchett said she had not heard any responses specifically from the residents but knows that the 
consultant had conducted some interviews; whether or not they mentioned expanding the boundary, she 
is not sure. Of course this would be a public process; we would move forward and work hard with those 
residents in order to see that happen. She added it is going to be politically sensitive. 
 
Mr. Rinaldi suggested it would be 60s residents, primarily but we are not that far from looking at 80s 
structures, which would include Muirfield and everything else.  
 
Mr. Leonhard inquired about the consultant’s process of determining these recommendations. He said his 
house was deemed as no real significance and that it was built in 1920, which is what the county 
auditor’s website states but it is not the case; it is older than that. Mr. Leonhard said some of the houses 
were just described as “old” and his was deemed 1920 but they have seen pictures from before that 
period so that is why he posed his question about process. 
 
Ms. Burchett said her understanding is the consultants have different levels of criteria of what makes a 
contributing structure and so part of that is how much is left of the existing structure, if it was 
contributing, had there been additions over time and changes over time, and various levels that go along 
with it. She recalled the consultant used the terms “does it still tell its story”.  
 
Mr. Rayburn stated the consultants also used archives and a variety of resources locally, regionally, and 
state-wide, and perhaps even national resources so there was a full suite of resources they pulled from to 
assist with their assessment. Mr. Leonhard said the assessment is impressive and it is a lot of 
information.  
 
The Chair concluded this is all great material and he appreciates it. 
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the public input received, those were the top two choices and basketball was also in the mix. Ms. De 
Rosa indicated the basketball courts always seem so busy. Mr. Krawetzki said they shifted from basketball 
to tennis per the public input.  
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Miller moved, Ms. De Rosa seconded to approve the Amended Final Development Plan for the 
Emerald Fields Expansion with three conditions: 
 

1) That the color of the chain link sports barrier and accompanying gate enclosing the tennis court 
area be black; 

2) That the applicant provide photometric lighting details for the proposed tennis court lighting, 
prior to permitting; and 

3) That the applicant continue to work with Engineering to demonstrate compliance with 
stormwater requirements as defined in Chapter 53 to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
The vote was as follows: Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; and Mr. 
Miller, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 
 
PLANNING ITEMS  
 
1. Historic and Cultural Assessment 
 
The Chair, Victoria Newell said this is a comprehensive review of the results from the historic and cultural 
assessment of the built resources, landscape features, and archaeological sites within the entire Dublin 
Planning Area, and a list of preservation strategies appropriate to Dublin. 
 
JM Rayburn said this assessment was initiated to accomplish four goals: 
 

1. To provide an update to the Ohio Historic Inventory; 
2. To develop strategies to encourage historic preservation efforts for property owners; 
3. To access contributing/non-contributing buildings in Historic Dublin; and 
4. To lend general historic architectural assistance. 

 
Mr. Rayburn said this is a review to understand the project and ask questions of the consultant prior to 
being presented to City Council as a Resolution for Acceptance. 
 
Mr. Rayburn introduced Anne Lee from Commonwealth Heritage Group to share more of the findings of 
the Historic and Cultural Assessment. 
 
Anne Lee referred everyone to the Planning Department’s website to read all the documentation for this 
study included in eight appendices. She said she works with three architectural historians and two GIS 
specialists and archeologists. She restated their objective was: to prepare a detailed inventory; look at 
what the key elements of Dublin’s resources are and how they contribute to the unique sense of Dublin; 
and provide resources to the City Planners that would enable them to make decisions very easily. 
 
Ms. Lee said the Dublin planning area is 34 square miles that covers three different counties. Before they 
even did data collection, she said, they developed historic context to put everything that they would 
identify into its proper place in terms of significance to see if it matched with any trends that they could 
identify. She said they identified important points of interest for the historic context from the Request for 
Proposal were building structures and archeology sites. She said they also reviewed the Washington 
Township Multiple Resources Area, which is a 1979 document that collects many of the national register 
properties together under one theme and the Ohio Historic Preservation Office themes like agriculture, 
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industry, religion, commerce and finance, and domestic architecture, etc. She said they focused on 
domestic architecture, agriculture, and commerce and finance for Dublin as they seemed to be 
significant.  
 
Ms. Lee said they developed a fairly detailed history compiled from a lot of different sources. She said 
they did background research to compile a comprehensive list of all the previously documented resources 
as well as potential resources that had not yet been documented. She said they reviewed existing 
records, histories, maps, aerial photos, and identified seven resource types to investigate: buildings and 
structures; historic cemeteries; stone quarries, mills; stone walls; bridges; and archaeological sites.  
 
Ms. Lee presented the Survey Map they established by gridding off the area into 167 data collection 
squares, all a half-mile square. She said the archaeological historians reviewed the buildings and 
structures (approx. 900 over 50 years old) and the archaeologists reviewed everything else. Everything 
was documented through standardized data collection forms and photographs, she said. 
 
For buildings and structures, Ms. Lee said they chose to access historical significance based on a 
standardized and widely accepted set of criteria, National Register of Historic Place (NRHP) criteria, which 
is what the National Parks Service uses. She said they determine if the resource is over 50 years old or 
not, then it must fit one of the four areas: Events, People, Architecture and Engineering, or Information 
potential. She explained if the resource meets one of those or more, then they determine if it still has 
integrity. She said they were viewed as individual structures and if they could be in groups that is where 
a district could be defined and within those districts, determine if the resources are contributing or non-
contributing - meaning could the resource convey why it is historically significant or not. 
 
Ms. Lee reported the following were investigated: 
 

• 897 buildings over 50 years of age  
• 4 bridges and culverts over 50 years of age 
• 9 cemeteries 
• 54 stone walls 
• 5 potential mills 
• 6 potential quarries 
• 359 archaeological sites 

 
Ms. Lee reported, as a result of this assessment: 
 

• 23 buildings recommended individually eligible for listing in the NRHP;  
• 17 buildings may be individually eligible for listing in the NRHP, but require additional research; 
• 1 historic district recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP, pending additional research - 

Frazier Estates along Industrial Parkway; 
• 2 new historic districts are recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP – Indian Run and Dublin 

Heights; and  
 

• The Dublin High Street Historic District should have its boundary increased and the period of 
significance extended:  

1820-1966 
o Oldest extant building through mid-twentieth century (right before I-270 was built) 
o  

Ms. Lee presented a map highlighting the existing Historic District boundary and where the historians 
recommend the boundary be expanded to and it contains: 

 
Contributing resources 
o 93 primary buildings and structures + ancillary structures 
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o 2 cemeteries 
o 1 mill, 1 potential quarry 
o Landscape features (stone walls) 

 
In addition, Ms. Lee reported they found six other resources or groups of resources that they thought, 
while not eligible for NRHP, definitely contributed to the sense of place and unique character of Dublin 
and they include: 
 

 Barns and farmsteads that are not eligible because they are stuck in the middle of a subdivision 
and the setting changed but they contribute to the telling Dublin’s agricultural past story.  

 72 Stone walls were significant because they all came from Dublin’s quarries and quarried by 
locals and then erected by the locals.  

 Ashbaugh Road Bridge is a unique setting for Dublin because it is reminiscent of the rural past; it 
is a 1920 steel girder bridge but because the road was not developed and it is now a walkway it 
is a very rural setting left in tack.  

 Snouffer Quarry #3 was verified as one historic limestone quarry found in Donegal Cliffs because 
it has an open edge. 

 Joshua Corbin Stone Mill was a probable verification of the remnants of one historic mill. 
 2 significant prehistoric archaeological sites (Wright-Holder Earthworks and Davis Mound just 

outside the Planning border) 
 
At the conclusion of this effort, the consultants made the following recommendations: 
 

• Consider adding properties to the ARB process and giving them special consideration during 
Planning Department review of projects 

– Properties recommended individually eligible for NRHP listing 
– Contributing resources to proposed historic districts 
– Contributing resources to proposed Dublin High Street Historic District, boundary 

increase 
– Stone walls (some or all) 

 
• Consider an intensive-level survey prior to authorizing actions near  

– Properties that may be individually eligible for NRHP listing 
– Proposed Frazier Estates Historic District  

 
• Consider completing a formal update and amendment to the existing Dublin High Street Historic 

District, in consultation with the OHPO. 
 
Ms. Lee said it would provide the opportunity for property owners to be eligible for state and federal tax 
credits. 

 
• Consider pursuing a formal NRHP nomination for the recommended Indian Run Historic District 

and the recommended Dublin Heights Historic District, in consultation with the OHPO.  
 
Again, would provide the opportunity for property owners to be eligible for state and federal tax credits. 
 

• Consider undertaking restoration of Indian Run Cemetery 
– Restoration of stones 
– Interpretive plan (stones were moved and do not have a great record of who or who is 

not buried there) 
– Develop more detailed understanding of who is interred in the cemetery, which may 

result in individual eligibility for the NRHP.  
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• Consider ordinance that requires property owners to take into consideration impacts to potential 
archaeological sites 

 
Ms. Lee said there are a lot of old outhouses and probably great historical archaeology in downtown and 
it can fill in the gaps of what is left out of the history books: what people did not talk about on purpose; 
and what people did not write down because they did not think it was important. She added a collection 
of houses can be compared for social economics in terms of material goods between properties. 
 

– Dublin High Street Historic District 
– Potential locations of unverified cemeteries, mill ruins, and potentially significant 

archaeological sites 
 

• Consider developing public outreach materials 
– The historical and cultural resources of Dublin 

 
Ms. Lee said they found some interesting modern houses that date 1966 – 1975 that are really cool and 
they are going to become historic in the next ten years. She indicated one of the first subterranean 
houses is in Dublin.  

 
– Materials for owners of properties within one of the historic districts 

 
Ms. Lee said people have interest in how to restore a home so it is historically appropriate by using 
historically accurate materials. 
 
Steve Stidhem asked why they would want to get a site on the National Registry so that… besides tax 
credits, which are a positive, what is the negative? Ms. Lee answered that in Ohio, specifically, in Dublin, 
there can be federal protection of properties or resources and archeological sites on the National Register 
and that protects one from any project that requires federal dollars or federal permits. She said we would 
have to evaluate what the project would do to the resource. For example: a road is proposed to run 
through a site, which requires excavation to put the road through. This does not save a house or 
archaeological site but it means the federal government has to take into consideration what they are 
going to do to the resource and that grew out of the interstates going through the middle of downtowns 
and historic communities. In Ohio, she said there is no state-wide legislation that protects anything but 
other states have that legislation. Within Ohio, it is mostly at the local level like the Resource Commission 
in the City of Columbus, the German Village Planning Commission, and Dublin’s Architectural Review 
Board. She said as a community, we can determine if these things are important or not important and 
then give those protections of our own at this local level. She stated the consultants can make the 
recommendations of what they think is historic but then what the City does with that information is up to 
the City. She noted the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines and how those are used or applied is up to the 
local entity. 
 
Ms. Lee asked us to consider the number of people that may come to Dublin because it is historic and 
how much money that brings in. She asked if the historic aspect of Dublin adds to the amenities of this 
place as a community and sense of unique place to draw people in and increase commerce. 
 
Deborah Mitchell thanked everyone for this work. She asked if there are follow up questions, who is the 
best point person to reach out to. JM Rayburn said he would be happy to take any follow-up questions. 
He restated that all of the information from the assessment is available online but they also have a few 
copies printed, one of which can be found at the library and one will be given to the Historic Society. 
 
Cathy De Rosa thanked the consultants for the presentation and the work. She asked how people define 
a historical district and if that is entirely local. Ms. Lee answered it all depends on one’s perspective. She 
said the National Parks Service has a criteria, which is part of the National Historic Preservation Act. It 
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encompasses Codes and implementation strategies. She noted definitions can be found in there as well 
as the criteria. She explained in order to go through the nomination process, we have to have 50% or 
more of the owners on board. 
 
Ms. De Rosa said she was surprised at the size of this scope of work but the stories were very riveting 
providing an opportunity here. 
 
Bob Miller said he only got through about 150 pages of the document but it was fascinating information. 
He asked if there is a negative impact to the property owners in some way, shape, or form. He indicated 
from his perspective, history is made every day and progress means that this street or resource will be 
eliminated. He said he kept wrestling with how to not infringe on property rights. He said there are 
owners that state they cannot afford to restore this ‘resource’ and that ‘the City will not let me do this’ 
and ‘I am not permitted to do that’. Then what are the owner’s options. 
 
Ms. Lee said it depends on how the City decides to structure the Code, Rules, Regulations, etc. 
surrounding that property. She said there is a market for people that want to buy property on the 
National Registry. She suggested that if tax breaks are given to developers, they should also be given to 
homeowners as an incentive to keep their property up. And we should make the process of going 
through the ARB be as painless as possible to incentivize homeowners as well.  
 
Mr. Papsidero said initially owning a historic home could be a burden on a property owner but being in a 
Historic District preserves, protects, and enhances property values. He noted German Village has the 
highest per-square-foot residential value in Franklin County. The City of Columbus has been exploring 
synthetic slates due to the cost of replacing a slate roof; they are testing that product to see how it 
weathers. He explained the Historic Preservation was under the Planning Division in the City of Columbus 
so he is familiar with a lot of that and a city has to be practical in how they apply their standards. He said 
there are a couple of districts on the east side of Columbus that are predominantly lower income and in 
those cases, the HRC is very flexible in applying standards and trying to maintain that economic 
sensitivity while keeping the character together so it does not fall apart any further.  
 
Ms. Lee added the City of Columbus just revised their permitted material lists to take into consideration 
new materials. 
 
Steve Stidhem said he was pleased this work was done and the history captured. He said by broadening 
the scope of the Historic District, he does not want it to tie our hands to progress.  
 
Mr. Papsidero said in the Short North, all of High Street is in two different districts; it is that balance of 
how to allow the new to occur. He said new construction is to be of its time and should not replicate 
traditional, historic form so that is the challenge. He indicated the best districts allow for new construction 
of its time.  
 
Ms. Lee added attaining the balance is at a subjective line.  
 
Mr. Papsidero said the ARB will be looking towards Council for any kind of movement coming out of this; 
ultimately it is up to Council if any district was to be established.  
 
Victoria Newell said she read the whole report because she loved it; it is a fabulous report that is 
extremely well written. She gave her compliments to staff for undertaking this project. She said that is 
not what she does for a living but it is what she wanted to do for a living. She reported her mother was a 
history teacher and she spent her entire life studying history and the history of architecture. She said she 
loves the recommendations to saving some of our mid-century properties because some of these 
residences, just like the ones with the original owners, sometimes have the inside of the house preserved 
just as much as the outside and that is incredible when that happens. She said sometimes architecture is 
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in the eye of the beholder so what she falls in love with not everyone else is going to be in love with. She 
indicated Dublin Heights is an absolute treasure to her and the value of that land will outweigh the house 
and that is where judgement comes in; she would like to see those protected. She concluded she hopes 
Council will take some of these recommendations and consider preserving those properties. She said the 
National Register is geared towards commercial property and that is where the federal funding comes 
into play. She said, when individuals decide to purchase a historic piece of property, it can become a 
burden but municipalities have the ability to allow tax abatements for redevelopment when preserving a 
site.  

Ms. Newell encouraged everyone to consider what will be lost for new development and look at these 
properties for what they are. She said they are not in the best of shape but they served a purpose and 
they are really unique structures. She noted the bank sign on the corner as an example of a site that will 
probably be redeveloped someday. She said she would like us to consider extending the Historic District 
and looking at the other areas. 

Ms. Lee said historic preservation does not mean no development, it just means being sensitive to 
preserving this district.  

COMMUNICATIONS 
Vince Papsidero said Chris Brown had emailed to say he was delayed in Chicago, IL. 

Lori Burchett said staff is trying to transition out of Drop box for materials and into One Drive that will 
provide much more capacity for sharing documents. Mr. Papsidero explained One Drive was purchased 
for the City so there is unlimited file space. He said the City is also going to be recycling I-Pads.  

Ms. Burchett indicated that materials will be in both locations in September so staff will distribute 
instructions and screen shots so then by November, everything should be totally on One Drive for 
meeting materials. 

The Chair asked if there were any additional comments. [Hearing none.] She adjourned the meeting at 
9:19 pm. 

As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on __________, 2017. 
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Ms. Stenberg asked Ms. Fox how she feels about the concrete material, itself. Ms. Fox said she did not 
have a problem with concrete as it can be shaped for a softer appearance. She said she now understands 
that flow is more important than gathering in this space. Mr. Earman interjected that staff can go back to 
the drawing board to create an atmosphere for people to face each other for an engaging environment. 
Ms. Fox stated that people will find places to gather in general, if they are comfortable in a space.  
 
Mr. Rinaldi concluded he understood this plan as a pathway but he would like to see more verticality in 
the planters to provide a green presence, not necessarily trees.  
 
Historic and Cultural Assessment 
 

The Chair, David Rinaldi, said the following is a comprehensive review of the results from the Historic and 
Cultural Assessment of the built resources, landscape features, and archaeological sites within the entire 
Dublin Planning Area, and a list of preservation strategies appropriate to Dublin. He said JM Rayburn will 
introduce the presenters this evening.  
 
JM Rayburn reported the Historic and Cultural Assessment began in 2015, as part of the update of the 
Historic Dublin Design Guidelines. He said City Staff and the ARB at the time, agreed the existing Ohio 
Historic Inventory needed to be updated and to provide additional information and analysis regarding 
historic and cultural assets within the City. Commonwealth Heritage Group was selected to help with this 
process. He reported that this assessment covers five different areas: 
 

1. Detailed inventory 
2. Evaluation of relevant and historic structures and cultural resources within the City of Dublin and 

the Dublin Planning Area 
3. Development of strategies to encourage the preservation efforts by property owners 
4. An assessment of contributing and non-contributing buildings in historic Dublin  
5. Historic architectural understandings 

 
Mr. Rayburn said the final deliverables were contained in a report with 8 appendices; it details the study 
process, the assessment itself, the summary of stakeholder engagements and interviews conducted, 
Planning recommendations, and a GIS data package to incorporate into the GIS system and resources 
that the City has.  
 
Currently, the website is available, Mr. Rayburn said, that contains the report of the executive summary 
and appendices available for download.  
 
Mr. Rayburn introduced the consultants present, Anne B. Lee and Scott E. Slagor from Commonwealth 
Heritage Group. 
 
Anne B. Lee said she is the archeologist on the project and Scott E. Slagor is one of the architectural 
historians assisted by two other architectural historians and two GIS archeologists. She said the report is 
massive as it encompasses 34 square miles in the Dublin Planning Area covering parts of three counties. 
She said they prepared a detailed inventory of above-ground-like buildings and structures but also what 
else might be important for creating a ‘sense of place’ here or contribute to the historic character and key 
elements of resources that gave Dublin a distinctive flavor in this part of central Ohio. She stated this 
assessment was meant to provide City Planners with more resources. 
 
Ms. Lee said they developed historic context based on identified buildings and structures as well as 
archeological sites as important items to review. The 1979 Washington Township multiple resources area, 
she explained, is kind of a massive national register combination that takes a bunch of collections of 
things and puts them altogether. That, identified in addition to buildings and structures, farm buildings 
and stone walls.  She reported The Ohio Historic Preservation Office puts resources underneath 9 historic 
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themes and the 3 most important for Dublin were domestic architecture, commerce/finance, and 
agriculture. In order to come up with a list of everything that has already been documented plus what 
they thought might be out there, she said entailed extensive background research that included looking 
at all the resources from the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, the Historical Society, conversations with 
people, histories from the 1800s, maps, and aerials. She indicated they put all the information into a GIS 
database where it links all the attributes together with a location. The approach, she explained, was to 
divide the entire 34 square miles into a grid system and all deliverables are key to this grid. She said they 
visited almost 167 half-mile grids.  
 
Scott E. Slagor indicated they made a good faith effort to visit resources 1970 or prior in age. However, 
through data collection through photography, he said some resources were not possible to document 
from the public right-of-way because of dense tree cover and set backs but they captured just about 
everything. Resources were evaluated for their historic significance using criteria from the National 
Register of Historic Places, which is published by the National Park Service and is used by other 
communities across the state. He affirmed this criteria provides a solid foundation and a method for 
determining what resources are historically significant or why in turn, they are not historically significant. 
This information provided in this report, he stated, will enable the City to use a recognized system to 
make decisions as it is described in immense detail along with all the criteria considerations and various 
rules and recommendations. The criteria is as follows: 
 

Criterion A – significant for historic events (specific event or broad pattern of events) 
Criterion B – persons significant to our past (this person was associated with a resource and that 

resource was an important component to their productive life ex. Studio of an artist) 
Criterion C – resource is known for architecture or engineering 
Criterion D – archeology (site has potential to yield information) 

 
Mr. Slagor explained they weighed properties against our historic context to determine if the property 
was significant within the context of the research and whether these resources retain historic integrity to 
convey their significance. There are seven aspects of historic integrity: 
 

1. Location 
2. Setting 
3. Design 
4. Materials 
5. Workmanship 
6. Integrity feeling  
7. Association 

 
Property does not have to retain all seven aspects of integrity, Mr. Slagor said, but it does need to retain 
sufficient integrity to convey its historic significance. Within the Historic Districts, he said they identified 
contributing and non-contributing resources, determined on why the Historic District is significant. 
Generally, he indicated, those are resources that are constructed during the district’s period of 

significance or conveyed why the district is significant. While a resource may not look dazzling, if it 
retains its historical integrity and contributes to the overall story or sense of place of that district, then it 
is considered contributing, he said. 
 
Mr. Slagor said they looked at 897 buildings, 4 bridges and culverts, 9 cemeteries, and 54 stone walls. He 
said the fieldwork also resulted in the investigation of 5 probable mill locations, 6 probable quarries, and 
359 archeological sites. He added they identified 93 buildings and structures that would be contributing, 
as well as landscape features including a carriage step and stone walls. He said they were not asked to 
look at modern buildings with this study so there is a fair number of non-contributing modern buildings in 
the district that they did not capture in this report. He continued they identified resources and types of 
resources that are not historically significant in terms of the National Registry but still contribute to 
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Dublin’ s unique sense of place, such as an old barn or associated farmstead buildings that convey 

significance of architecture from a community standpoint. He said it says something was here prior to 
what is here now and it is a reminder of Dublin’s past and heritage. He said the rural Ashfall Road Bridge 
is part of the bike trail that is the historic rural transportation route and still conveys a sense that this is 
what the roads were like here historically.  
 
Ms. Lee said there are a couple of areas that they visited that were supposed to contain cemeteries but 
the consultants were not able to say one way or another based on just visiting them. She said one of the 
locations was reported as a burial ground. Some resources were on private property so they did not have 
access but the idea that they are potentially there is in the report so if the City gets a development 
happening, those should be considered. 
 
After completing archival research and field investigations of buildings and structures, the investigation of 
the historic and cultural resources resulted in the following:  
 

• 23 buildings within the Dublin Planning Area are recommended individually eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); 

• An additional 17 buildings within the Planning Area may be individually eligible for listing in the 
NRHP, but require additional research; 

• Two new historic districts (Frasier Estates and Indian Run Subdivision) within the Planning Area 
are recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP; 

• One additional historic district within the Planning Area is recommended eligible for listing in the 
NRHP, pending additional research; 

• The Dublin High Street Historic District should have its boundary increased, which is currently 
just two blocks of High Street south of Bridge Street to be expanded to include much of the 
original village plat and capture the essence and historic character of Dublin prior to  the large 
suburbanization period that occurred after I-270 was put in (circa 1970) and the period of 
significance extended as the purest significance is from the oldest constructed building in the 
district (1820 until 1966), which is the latest building within that period as well as the National 
Register’s guideline of 50 years; 

• Six other resources, or groups of resources, within the Planning Area are recommended as 
contributing to Dublin’s unique character and sense of place - Dublin Heights Subdivision, which 
is located just west of the cemetery, has a fascinating collection of mid-century duplexes that are 
all identical and mirror each other, and the consultants thought that was very unique and eligible 
under Criterion C; 

• Verification of seven cemeteries and two markers within the Planning Area; 
• Verification of the location of one historic limestone quarry that can be visited today - Snouffer 

Quarry Number 3 in Donegal Cliff’s Park but they made a list of 6 quarries that could be identified 
through historical research along with the probable verification of the remnants of one historic 
mill but identified 8 possible mills along the Scioto River, which would have been important in 
terms of the early industrial commerce in Dublin. The Joshua Corbin Stone Mill is a famous one 
just south of downtown; and 

• Two significant prehistoric archaeological sites that are worthy of preservation and study are the 
NRHP-listed Wright Holder Earthworks and associated sites, owned by the City, and the privately-
owned Davis Mound located just outside the Dublin Planning Area (OAI# 33FR2386, located on 
the east side of Riverside Drive, south of Martin Road), which may be at risk of erosion damage. 
The City may want to talk to the property owner about that because it probably has human 
remains in it. 

 
The consultants provided recommendations for the preservation of Dublin’s resources and proposed 

changes to the planning process, which would provide greater consideration for Dublin’s historic and 
cultural resources. The following recommendations were made: 
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• Consider adding properties that are recommended individually eligible for NRHP listing to the 
Architectural Review Board process and giving them special consideration during Planning 
Division review of projects. 

• Consider adding properties that are recommended as contributing resources to proposed historic 
districts and to the Dublin High Street Historic District boundary increase, to the Architectural 
Review Board process and giving them special consideration during Planning Division review of 
projects. 

• Consider an intensive-level survey of properties - Older homes with ancillary structures like old 
outhouses and garages that may be individually eligible for the NRHP, prior to authorizing actions 
in their vicinity. Some of those have parts of the lot where the outhouses might have been but 
some of them did not so there are areas that may contain significant historical archeological sites 
that would contribute to understanding about how people in Dublin lived, and what was the 
socio-economic status. If the City did a couple of backyards and if the remains were there to 
permit information to be extracted, which people were richer than others and where there were 
different ethnic backgrounds could be determined. 

• Consider an intensive-level survey of the proposed Frazier Estates Historic District prior to 
authorizing actions in the proposed district’s vicinity (this district is currently located outside of 
the municipal boundaries). 

• Consider completing a formal update and amendment to the existing Dublin High Street Historic 
District, in consultation with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office. 

• Consider pursuing a formal NRHP nomination for the recommended Indian Run Historic District 
and the recommended Dublin Heights Historic District, in consultation with the Ohio Historic 
Preservation Office. 

• Consider undertaking restoration of the Indian Run Cemetery, including restoration of stones. 
This may require an interpretive plan because exact locations of each person’s interment are 

unknown. This may also be a good opportunity to further develop an understanding of who is 
interred in the cemetery, which may result in individual eligibility for the NRHP. The consultants 
think the earliest settlers were buried there but are not concrete on all the information they have 
so they do not have a good sense to dig next to the stone wall and not hit a burial site. 

• Although outside the boundaries of the Dublin Planning Area, consider taking the lead to 
coordinate discussions to engage the property owner of the Davis Mound in conversations with 
the City and professionals at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, the Ohio History Connection, 
and the Archaeological Conservancy regarding long term stabilization and preservation strategies. 

• Consider exploring an ordinance that requires property owners to take into consideration impacts 
to potential archaeological sites on properties within the Dublin High Street Historic District, and 
at the potential locations of unverified cemeteries, mill ruins and potentially significant 
archaeological sites. 

• Consider adding some or all of the stone walls to the Architectural Review Board process and 
give them special consideration during Planning Division review of projects. 

• Consider developing public outreach materials for all Dublin residents emphasizing the historic 
and cultural resources of Dublin as well as materials for owner’s properties itself within one of the 
historic districts and how to take care of it or where they can go to get funding or financing or an 
expert with their type of home. 

• Affirm the importance of the Historic Core and Historic Residential Areas (aka "Historic Dublin") 
and take active steps to protect their character-defining features. 

• Use public lots/garages to improve parking and lessen the burden on developing commercial 
properties in Historic Dublin. 

• Utilize some of the financing mechanisms for the Bridge Street District to update the 
infrastructure of Historic Dublin. Be particularly concerned about the Historic District and 
locations where there could have been a cemetery, a mill ruin, or a potentially significant 
archeological site.  
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• Utilize some of the financing mechanisms for the Bridge Street District to provide incentives to 
improve existing properties in Historic Dublin before one might put an addition on a house or put 
in a garage. 

• Improve the Architectural Review Board process with a small project/maintenance process (e.g. 
staff-approvable items) and more frequent opportunities for property owners to obtain approval. 

 
Mr. Rayburn said no action is required of the Board this evening but certainly this is a forum for a 
dialogue.  
 
Jane Fox said after waiting all this time, she was hoping to see something historic presented but it is 
great to hear the consultants saw so many things. She was told that her property is next to the property 
that used to contain an Indian meeting house ground. 
 
Ms. Lee said places they identified were based on written testimony; there may be an archeological site 
there.  
 
Mr. Rayburn reiterated that the website is up. He said the Executive Summary and the full report can be 
accessed.   He said Appendix A contains the listing of all the individual property sheets for each structure 
the consultants surveyed and they are very informative. 
 
Ms. Fox indicated that for people that are interested in the history of Dublin, that once this report gets 
published, we will start hearing from those folks about all the things that the consultants were not aware 
of and did not get to see. She asked what we should do as we encounter these people and their stories. 
Ms. Rauch answered that we should encourage people to meet with planning staff and they will figure 
out how to verify add information to the report. Mr. Holton asked if they find errors or have questions, if 
this is already a done deal or if the report can be modified.  Ms. Rauch answered the report is out for 
review and a final draft is still being worked through. 
 
Ms. Rauch encouraged the Board to read what is out there, talk through the recommendations, and 
decide what they want to pursue to determine what should be forwarded to Council for approval. She 
said Council expressed interest but she does not know yet if they are expecting a presentation or 
discussions. She stated it will take Council’s approval to extend the Historic District boundary or to 
incorporate more properties.  
 
Ms. Fox inquired about the recommendations for expanding the Historic District because up along the 
Scioto River, north of what is considered the Historic District currently, she suggested should be part of 
the district. Apparently, in the 1800s, there were quite a few homes for the very early settlers, 1802 – 
1830, spread along the river she said, due to the height of the ground on the banks of the river. She 
asked if there was any reason these riverfront areas were not chosen to be included in the report or if 
the consultant did not find enough remains that would be considered historic. She said a log cabin built in 
1800 was found right on the river so there were early settlers there. 
 
Mr. Slagor said, in his experience surveying both Riverside Drive and Dublin Road, a lot of those 
settlements  could have been very old but based on their placement, dealing with tree cover, setbacks, 
and no access to private property, the consultants could not identify those settlements                         
but additional information can always be gathered and investigated. Significant archeologically that is not 
present could be added as an area of concern, considered an area to watch during future development, 
or discovered but that would take additional investigation. Ms. Lee emphasized that anything not visible 
from the public right-of-way and not accessible as it is private property was only considered historic 
through conversations with a lot of people. She indicated there is a lot in Dublin the City does not know 
about. She then mentioned the house that incorporated part of a log cabin that they found about through 
dialogue. 
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Ms. Fox suggested that the City ask the person that covers Dublin media to put something out to say this 
is an exciting new history we can share with the public but maybe someone knows more and to 
encourage the public to come forward with any knowledge they may have. She indicated this might be a 
quick and easy way for historic property owners to add to the list.  
 
Communications 

Jennifer Rauch said this is Jane Fox’s last meeting. A new member, Jeffrey Leonhard, who lives on S. 
Riverview Street, will be appointed to fill Tom Munhall’s position first, she said. 
 
Ms. Rauch announced that Lori Burchett is transitioning to take over the Board Liaison responsibilities for 
Ms. Rauch so comments and questions should be directed to Lori from now on.  
 
With no further communications to share, the Chair adjourned the meeting at 8:18 pm. 
 
 
As approved by the Architectural Review Board on July 26, 2017.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In March 2016, Hardlines Design Company (HDC) was awarded the contract to complete a 
historic and cultural assessment of the built resources, landscape features, and archaeological 
sites within the entire Dublin Planning Area, and complete a study of preservation strategies 
appropriate to Dublin. The Dublin Planning Area covers 34 square miles, and encompasses 
the City of Dublin, and portions of Washington and Perry Townships in Franklin County; 
Jerome Township, Union County; and Concord Township, Delaware County, Ohio. The 
objective of this project is to provide resources to city planners that will assist them to better 
make decisions about future activities while protecting as many of the character defining 
features that make Dublin and the surrounding planning area a distinctive part of the greater 
Columbus area. 

After completing archival research, field investigations buildings and structures, the 
investigation of the historical and cultural resources revealed the following: 

− 23 buildings within the Planning Area are recommended individually eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); 

− 17 buildings within the Planning Area may be individually eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, but require additional research; 

− One historic district within the Planning Area is recommended eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, pending additional research; 

− Two new historic districts within the Planning Area are recommended eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places; 

− The Dublin High Street Historic District should have its boundary increased and the 
period of significance extended; 

− Six other resources, or groups of resources, within the Planning Area are recommended 
as contributing to Dublin’s unique character and sense of place; 

− Verification of seven cemeteries and two markers within the Planning Area; 

− Verification of the location of one historic limestone quarry along with the probable 
verification of the remnants of one historic mill; and 

− Two the significant prehistoric archaeological sites that are worthy of preservation and 
study are the NRHP-listed Wright Holder Earthworks and associated sites, owned by 
the City of Dublin, and the privately-owned Davis Mound located just outside the 
Dublin Planning Area (OAI# 33FR2386, located on east side of Riverside Drive, south 
of Martin), which may be at risk of erosion damage. 

After investigating the existing mechanisms for considering and preserving historical and 
cultural resources in Dublin that are embodied by existing planning and zoning policies, a 
diverse group of stakeholders was engaged to gather additional input on preservation 
strategies appropriate to Dublin. Eleven of 17 stakeholders identified by the City responded 
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to requests for input on the preservation strategies study. The responses were clustered into 
two thematic categories: perceived advantages of having the historic district and perceived 
threats to the historic district. Stakeholders also provided suggestions for how they believed 
the planning and review processes could be amended to better protect the historic district, 
enhance the perceived highlights of the historic district, and make the review process more 
easily managed for individual homeowners. 

Finally, in addition to inventorying the historical and cultural resources of Dublin and 
investigating preservation strategies, this study has allowed recommendations to be made for 
enhancing the long-term preservation of Dublin’s resources and for future planning activities 
that would provide greater consideration for Dublin’s historic and cultural resources. 
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PROJECT OVERVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Objectives 
The City of Dublin prides itself on the forward-thinking approach it takes to planning. This 
includes a desire to protect not only the sense of place that makes Dublin a unique place to 
live and work, but also recognition that the historic resources of the city, and its associated 
planning area, play an important role in that sense of place. Furthermore, the city recognizes 
that regular updates to their inventory of historical and cultural resources as well as their 
planning documents best facilitate appropriate planning decisions. To this end, the City of 
Dublin sought a consultant to: 

(1) Prepare a detailed inventory and evaluation of relevant historic and cultural resources;

(2) Assess the contributing and non-contributing cultural resources (buildings,
structures, sites, objects, and districts) within the Dublin Planning Area, particularly the
historic downtown area; and

(3) Develop strategies to encourage and fund historic preservation efforts for
property owners.

The present document is the result of accomplishing these three objectives and is necessarily 
dense given the scope of the project. This chapter provides an overview of the project 
methods and results, and presents the recommendations that have been generated by the 
project. Those readers wishing to delve more deeply into the process and results of the 
project can find this information in the subsequent chapters and supplemental appendices. 

Research Methods 

Historical and Cultural Assessment 
To facilitate an accurate survey of the large number of anticipated resources, Commonwealth 
staff divided the Dublin Planning Area into 167 squares, each one-half square mile in area 
(Figure 1). All maps and location data in Commonwealth’s deliverables are keyed to these 
167 map grids. Then, using baseline information from the City of Dublin, resources 
identified through a review of records and secondary historical sources were compiled for 
survey or field verification. Note that only buildings constructed prior to 1970, or over 50 
years in age, were flagged for field verification and survey. 

Field work by Commonwealth’s cultural resources team, consisting of architectural 
historians and archaeologists, included completion of photography, field notes, sketch maps, 
and visual inspection of the entire Planning Area. Assisting their efforts, the Commonwealth 
GIS specialist aided with background research and developing the database of materials for 
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Figure 1. Map of the Dublin Planning Area and the survey map grids 

Service Layer Credits: Sources: Esri, HERE,
DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P,
NRCan, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong
Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand),
MapmyIndia, NGCC, © OpenStreetMap
contributors, and the GIS User Community
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each of the surveyed properties. All cultural resources, including buildings, structures, 
objects, archaeological sites, and historic districts were included in the investigation. 

Preservation Strategies 
Prior to querying members of the public, existing city documents governing planning, 
development, and preservation in Dublin were examined for areas that reflected potential of 
inconsistencies and/or areas that could be improved. The stakeholder survey was developed 
in consultation with the Dublin Planning Department. The Planning Department identified a 
list of stakeholders from various sectors of the community. These stakeholders were then 
provided with a list of questions and responses were solicited. Responses were compiled 
according to common issues grouped under thematic headings. 

Results 

Historical and Cultural Assessment 
In total, Commonwealth staff investigated 897 buildings within the Dublin Planning Area 
that are greater than 50 years of age and collected detailed data on 877 of those. In addition, 
four bridges and culverts greater than 50 years of age, nine cemeteries, and 54 stone walls 
were either documented or their existence verified. The fieldwork also resulted in the 
investigation of five potential mill locations, six potential quarry locations, and 359 
archaeological site locations. 

The vast majority of the surveyed buildings are not historically significant at a local, state or 
national level, are not distinctive architecturally, and/or have a low level of historic integrity. 
However, 23 buildings that were not previously noted as being significant are now being 
recommended individually eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). These recommendations are based on how the property fits into the broad historic 
context of the Dublin area, coupled with a high level of historic integrity. All of the 
recommended eligible properties fall under either Criterion A, for association with historic 
events/patterns in history, or Criterion C, for architecture. Another 17 surveyed buildings 
may be individually eligible for listing in the NRHP, but additional research is necessary 
before a definitive recommendation can be made. 

In addition to the individually eligible or possibly eligible buildings, two new historic 
districts are being recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP (Indian Run Historic 
District and the Dublin Height Historic District), and a third historic district (Frazier Estates), 
which if found to be associated with mid-century African American residential development, 
may also be eligible for listing in the NRHP. It is also recommended that the existing Dublin 
High Street Historic District have its boundary increased and the period of significance 
extended to more accurately capture the complete context of life in Dublin prior to late 
twentieth-century suburbanization. Commonwealth staff recommends that an expanded 
period of significance, from 1820 to 1966, be considered. This period extends from the date 
of construction of the oldest extant building in the district (shortly after settlement) to the 
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mid-twentieth century, and is inclusive of the structures in the downtown with historic 
integrity. 

Commonwealth historians also identified at least six other resources, or groups of resources, 
that, while they do not rise to the level of NRHP significance, do contribute to Dublin’s 
unique character and sense of place. 

Commonwealth staff verified the existence of seven cemeteries and two markers within the 
Dublin Planning Area. Six other potential cemetery locations were investigated but visible 
evidence of the cemeteries was not found. The location of one historic limestone quarry was 
also verified (the Snouffer Quarry #3 located in Donegal Cliff Park) along with the probable 
verification of the Joseph Corbin Stone Mill. Commonwealth archaeologists field verified the 
condition of 359 known archaeological sites within the Dublin Planning Area. Two of the 
significant prehistoric sites that are worthy of preservation and study are the NRHP-listed 
Wright Holder Earthworks and associated sites, owned by the City of Dublin, and the 
privately-owned Davis Mound located just outside the Dublin Planning Area (OAI# 
33FR2386, located on east side of Riverside Drive, south of Martin), which may be at risk of 
erosion damage. 

 
Preservation Strategies 
A review of existing documents relevant to previous preservation strategies in the City of 
Dublin revealed that there may be inconsistencies between sections of the Zoning Code and 
the application of the historic design guidelines in and around the Historic Dublin area, 
particularly as this relates to the recent incorporation of the Bridge Street planning district 
into the city zoning code. A more detailed examination of this issue may help resolve many 
of the perceived threats and misunderstandings that were revealed by the stakeholder survey, 
and preserve the characteristics that make the area known as Historic Dublin unique among 
central Ohio communities. 

 

Planning and Preservation Recommendations 
Based on the results of the present study, the following recommendations are made: 

− Consider adding properties that are recommended individually eligible for NRHP 
listing to the Architectural Review Board process and giving them special 
consideration during Planning Department review of projects. 

− Consider adding properties that are recommended as contributing resources to 
proposed historic districts and to the Dublin High Street Historic District, boundary 
increase, to the Architectural Review Board process and giving them special 
consideration during Planning Department review of projects. 

− Consider an intensive-level survey of properties that may be individually eligible for 
the NRHP prior to authorizing actions in their vicinity. 

− Consider an intensive-level survey of the proposed Frazier Estates Historic District 
prior to authorizing actions in the proposed district’s vicinity. 
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− Consider completing a formal update and amendment to the existing Dublin High 

Street Historic District, in consultation with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office. 

− Consider pursuing a formal NRHP nomination for the recommended Indian Run 
Historic District and the recommended Dublin Heights Historic District, in consultation 
with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office. 

− Consider undertaking restoration of Indian Run Cemetery, including restoration of 
stones. This may require an interpretive plan because exact locations of each person’s 
interment are unknown. This may also be a good opportunity to further develop an 
understanding of who is interred in the cemetery, which may result in individual 
eligibility for the NRHP. 

− Although outside the boundaries of the Dublin Planning Area, considered taking the 
lead to coordinate discussions to engage the property owner of the Davis Mound in 
conversations with the City and professionals at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, 
the Ohio History Connection, and the Archaeological Conservancy regarding long term 
stabilization and preservation strategies. 

− Consider exploring an ordinance that requires property owners to take into 
consideration impacts to potential archaeological sites on properties within the Dublin 
High Street Historic District, and at the potential locations of unverified cemeteries, 
mill ruins, and potentially significant archaeological sites. 

− Consider adding some or all of the stone walls to the Architectural Review Board 
process and give them special consideration during Planning Department review of 
projects. 

− Consider developing public outreach materials for all Dublin residents emphasizing the 
historical and cultural resources of Dublin and materials for owners of properties 
within one of the historic districts. 

− Affirm the importance of the Historic Core and Historic Residential Areas (aka 
"Historic Dublin") and take active steps to protect their character-defining features. 

− Use public lots/garages to improve parking and lessen the burden on developing 
commercial properties in Historic Dublin. 

− Utilize some of the financing mechanisms for the new Bridge Street District to update 
the infrastructure of Historic Dublin. 

− Utilize some of the financing mechanisms for the new Bridge Street District to provide 
incentives to improve existing properties in Historic Dublin. 

− Improve the Architectural Review Board (ARB) process with a small project/ 
maintenance process and more frequent opportunities for property owners to obtain 
approval. 
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Report Organization 
This report is organized so that the first chapter can stand alone as a comprehensive summary 
of the project and the recommendations that resulted from data collection and analysis. 
Readers wishing learn more about the methodology, results, and raw data are encouraged to 
explore the remainder of the report. Subsequent chapters of the report body detail the 
research design and methods, present a historic context to help the reader understand areas of 
historic significance, present the results of the survey of above-ground buildings and 
structures and other resource classes, and review the findings of the preservations strategies 
study. A glossary that provides a more in-depth examination of the specialized historic 
preservation terms employed in this study is located at the end of this report. 

The report is supplemented by eight appendices that contain additional data: 

− Appendix A. Individual Property Sheets for Surveyed Properties 
Upon completion of field work, inventory forms for each building surveyed were 
prepared. These forms include locational information, descriptions of building style, 
form, construction materials, integrity, setting, historical significance, current (if any) 
historic designation, and recommendation of potential historic designation, if 
appropriate. These inventory forms are cross-indexed by parcel number and address, 
and can be used for quick reference when the City of Dublin Planning staff review 
proposed projects. 

− Appendix B. Table of Properties with Ohio Historic Inventory Forms (OHIs) on File at 
the OHPO 
Appendix B contains a list of all properties within the Dublin Planning Area that have 
an OHI on file at the OHPO, and is organized into two tables, one for extant properties 
and one for non-extant properties. This appendix will be useful if consulting with the 
OHPO to update the OHI records and OHPO Online GIS database. 

− Appendix C. Table of Resources within the Dublin High Street Historic District, 
Boundary Increase 
Appendix C provides a concise list of all properties greater than 50 years old that are 
within the proposed boundary increase to the Dublin High Street Historic District and 
categorizes these resources by their contributing/non-contributing status. This appendix 
will be useful should a formal amendment to the district NRHP nomination move 
forward. 

− Appendix D. Summary Table of GIS Fields and Codes for Surveyed Buildings 
This appendix provides the GIS data fields and codes used to drive digitization of the 
data collected as part of the above-ground survey, and supplements explanations of the 
field entries found on the individual property sheets contained in Appendix A. 

− Appendix E. Summary Table of Surveyed Stone Walls within the Dublin Planning Area 
Summary information on all surveyed stone walls, including location, type or style, 
length and current condition, is contained in Appendix E.  
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− Appendix F. Individual Data Sheets for Surveyed Stone Walls 
Narrative descriptions and photos of each surveyed stone wall have been compiled into 
individual data sheets similar to those created for buildings and structures. The stone 
wall data sheets are located in Appendix F. 

− Appendix G. Table of Previously Recorded Archaeology Sites within the Dublin 
Planning Area 
There are more than 300 previously recorded archaeological sites within the Dublin 
Planning Area. The lengthy table contained in Appendix G is a comprehensive list of 
these sites and includes information their historical significance as assessed by 
professional archaeologists and the OHPO, and their current condition as determined by 
the present project. 

− Appendix H. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation Explained 
The specialized terms used by historic preservation professionals and in federal and 
state preservation documents can be less than self-evident in meaning to those working 
outside the disciple. Appendix H attempts to put the most common historic preservation 
terms used in this document into language that the non-specialist can easily understand. 
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RESEARCH METHODS 
 
Historical and Cultural Assessment Research Design 
Because of the broad nature of the historic and cultural assessment, the research design was 
predicated on the development of historic contexts and themes to guide identification of 
significant resource classes that should be surveyed. In the Request for Proposal (RFP), the 
City of Dublin stated that historical elements of the built environment, including buildings 
and structures, and archaeological sites have already been identified as important resource 
classes. The Washington Township Multiple Resources Area (MRA) NRHP listing further 
specifies four important resource types: 

− Pre-1860 buildings, because they represent the earliest settlers; 

− Post-1860 buildings because represent later settlers that came to farm; 

− Farm structures because they represent agricultural roots of community; and 

− Stone walls and bridges because they represent the agricultural roots of community, as 
well as the local masonry tradition that relied on limestone, a characteristic natural 
resource that contributed to economy and development of area. 

To help organize the above ground resources documented during the survey, Commonwealth 
staff used themes detailed in Appendix II of A Future for Ohio’s Past: A Historic 
Preservation Plan for Ohioans, issued by the OHPO (2010). These themes provided the basis 
for the development of historic contexts and resource classes likely to be encountered during 
the survey of resource within the Dublin Planning Area. Nine themes identified for resources 
present in the Dublin Planning Area include: settlement and community development; 
transportation; agriculture; industry and commerce; religion; education; art and recreation; 
government; and architecture. Three of these themes predominate in the results section of the 
report: 

− Domestic Architecture: This is the primary theme for resources encountered during the 
survey of Dublin and its vicinity. Domestic architecture in and around Dublin, 
particularly those constructed in or before 1970, consist mainly of single-family 
dwellings. Prior to World War II, residential development was concentrated in Dublin 
itself, while the remainder of the Dublin planning area remained generally rural with 
isolated farm houses. Following the war and continuing into the twenty-first century, 
residential development around Dublin was mainly focused on suburban residential 
neighborhoods. 

− Commerce and Finance: The second-most common theme for resources in and around 
Dublin is associated with commerce and finance. Although Dublin was a relatively 
small community prior to 1970, it was noted for its collection of well-respected 
businesses, including stores, banks, restaurants, and offices. Historically, most of these 
commercial and financial resources were located in the downtown core of Dublin, but 
through the latter half of the twentieth century into the early twenty-first century, many



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

10 

 

 

commercial resources were constructed along the primary thoroughfares (High Street, 
Dublin Granville Road, and the exits from I-270) within the Dublin planning area. 

− Agriculture: During the nineteenth and first half of the twentieth centuries, much of the 
land now included within the Dublin planning area was agricultural in nature. While 
some of the agricultural resources remain, much of this land was used for the 
construction of suburban neighborhoods. Resources included under this theme include 
farmhouses, barns, farming-related outbuildings, and agricultural fields. 

 

Historical and Cultural Assessment Methods 
 

Background Research Methods 
Once basic historic contexts and themes for resource identification had been established, 
Commonwealth staff conducted substantial background research to locate all previously 
identified resources within the Dublin Planning Area. To compile a comprehensive list of 
previously documented resources, Commonwealth researchers reviewed the following 
sources: 

− Ohio Historic Preservation Office’s (OHPO) Online GIS database; 

− OHPO records such as the Ohio Archaeological Inventory (OAI), the Ohio Historic 
Inventory (OHI), and NRHP nominations; 

− GIS data provided by the City of Dublin; 

− Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) Historic Bridge Inventory; and 

− The Ohio Genealogical Society’s (OGS) cemetery records, which are mapped in the 
OHPO online GIS database and are summarized in Troutman (2003); and 

− Records of the Dublin Historical Society (DHS) and other local repositories. 

This information was gathered by Commonwealth’s GIS specialist to create a comprehensive 
Cultural Resources GIS that was used to assist in the development of survey maps and the 
results maps in this report. 

In order to identify resources that had not been previously documented by the OHPO, the 
City of Dublin, or other state and local organizations, and which might be worthy of survey 
given the parameters of the project, Commonwealth staff reviewed additional materials, such 
as the following sources: 

− Beers’ 1866 Atlas of Delaware County, Ohio; 

− Caldwell and Gould’s 1872 Caldwell’s Atlas of Franklin County and the City of 
Columbus; 

− L. H. Everts & Co.’s 1875 Illustrated Historical Atlas of Delaware County, Ohio; 

− Mowry’s 1877 Atlas of Union County, Ohio; 

− G. J. Brand and Company’s 1883 Map of Franklin County, Ohio; 

− Modie and Kilmer’s 1910 Folio Atlas of Franklin County; 
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− Mills’ 1914 Archaeological Atlas of Ohio; 

− USGS 1901 15-minute Dublin, Ohio topographic quadrangle map; 

− USGS 1954 7.5-minute Hilliard, Ohio topographic quadrangle map; 

− USGS 1954 7.5-minute Shawnee Hills, Ohio topographic quadrangle map; 
− USGS 1955 7.5-minute Northwest Columbus topographic quadrangle map; 

− USGS 1955 7.5-minute Powell, Ohio topographic quadrangle map; 

− City of Dublin (2005) Historic Dublin Design Guidelines; 

− City of Dublin (2007) Community Plan; 

− City of Dublin (2010) Historic Dublin Revitalization Plan; 

− Modern and historical aerial photographs and topographic maps available online at 
http://www.historicaerials.com/; 

− Modern and historical photographs of resources in and around Dublin available online 
at http://www.ohiomemory.org/; 

− Historical articles from the DHS available online at 
http://www.dublinohiohistoricalsociety.org/; 

− Google Earth Pro®; 

− Auditors’ records for Franklin, Union, and Delaware Counties available online at 
http://www.franklincountyauditor.com/; http://www.co.union.oh.us/auditor/; and 
http://www.co.delaware.oh.us/index.php/auditor; and 

− Secondary sources recounting the history of Dublin. 
 

Above-ground buildings and structures 
Prior to conducting fieldwork, Commonwealth architectural historians examined historical 
maps, aerial photographs, histories, and auditors’ property records, as outlined above, to 
determine the location of previously recorded properties and the locations of resources 
constructed prior to 1970 that were to be documented during the survey work. Additional 
resources utilized to guide field work efforts included: Guidelines for Conducting 
History/Architecture Surveys in Ohio, A Model for Identifying and Evaluating the Historic 
Significance of Post-World War II Housing, and Ohio Modern: Preserving Our Recent Past 
– Statewide Historic Context (Ohio State Historic Preservation Office [OSHPO] 2014; 
Transportation Research Board 2012; Gray and Pape 2010). 

 
Historical cemeteries, mills, quarries, stone walls, and archaeological sites 
As a result of the background research five major types of resources that could not be easily 
classified as buildings or structures were identified: 

− Historical cemeteries 

− Stone quarries 

− Mill
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− Stone walls 

− Archaeological sites 

Based on the background research, these resource types were recognized as being significant 
to the history of Dublin by virtue of the fact that Dublin residents and historians recognized 
them as being significant features. 

 
Field Methods 

 
Above-ground buildings and structures 
Beginning on June 6, 2016, and utilizing the grid system and prior background 
investigations, Commonwealth architectural historians began surveying all built resources 
within the Dublin Planning Area constructed in 1970 or earlier. A standardized data 
collection sheet was used for documenting buildings and structures. The data sheet included 
options to select materials, style, type (referred to in this document as form), descriptions, 
and other evaluation criterion. These field forms are the basis for the property inventory form 
presented in Appendix A, and served as the basic unit of data collection for the surveyed 
buildings. 

All photography was completed from the public right-of-way. As a result, in the areas where 
there was heavy tree-cover or the resource was situated well-back from the roadway, no 
images are available. Streetscapes that featured several historically significant characteristics 
were also photographed for inclusion in this report. 

Historical cemeteries, mills, quarries, stone walls, and archaeological sites 
For historical cemeteries, mill, and quarry locations, determinations of extant or non-extant 
were made, if possible from public access, and at least two exemplary photographs were 
taken. For the landscape features, excluding walls, representative photographs were taken of 
resources identified as possibly being either culturally or historically significant. In assessing 
the walls, the specialists noted the type of wall, geographic extent, minimum and maximum 
height, breaks, condition, and probable temporal range. Photographs of the walls were taken 
from each terminus, and approximately every 20 meters for walls lining the roadways. 
Representative photographs were taken of stone walls that were not easily accessible because 
they were located on private property away from public roads. 

Commonwealth archaeologists field verified and documented the current condition of all 
archaeological sites, historical cemeteries, mill locations, quarry locations, and stone walls 
based on the OHPO GIS database and prior background investigations. Prior to fieldwork, 
the GIS specialist determined sites that could still be extant by reviewing remote sources 
such as current aerial photographs of the area. After removing all archaeological sites that 
were non-extant due to earth-moving activities, field maps utilizing the grid system were 
generated. The field investigators traveled to each identified resource location and 
determinations were made from the public right-of-way. For archaeological sites, the 
archaeologists determined whether the site was intact, disturbed, or destroyed. In order to 
protect sensitive archaeological resources, photographs were only taken if the site was in 
danger.
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Reporting Methods 
 

Above-ground structures 
Final inventory forms for above-ground properties were created from materials gathered in 
the field. Each form is based on the parcel number, allowing for the longevity of the form 
given that property addresses may change over time. Several conventions were used to add 
consistency to reporting: 

− In cases where there was more than one single-family residence, and therefore two 
property addresses, one form for each address was created with the forms identified as 
one-of-two and two-of-two. 

− For properties with commercial buildings or multiple-family residences (i.e., apartment 
buildings), one form was created for the entire property including the full range of 
addresses. 

− For properties with a primary building, such as a home, ancillary structures such as 
privies, garages, and agricultural outbuildings that were greater than 50 years of age 
were recorded on the same form and in the same GIS record as the primary building. 

− For those resources with a previously created OHI form, even when the original 
resource has since been demolished, an inventory form was created to enable updating 
of OHI forms. 

− Auditor data was used as the default for streets with multiple names. 

− When developing the categories for the GIS component of this project it was 
determined to use the field name “TYPE” for building form. As discussed in the 
section titled “Architecture” beginning on page 49, vernacular buildings are most often 
identifiable by the footprint or floor plan of the building and are named, for example, 
Upright and Wing, Side or Gable Front, or T-Plan in reference to the form of the 
building. 

All above-ground structure property sheets are located in Appendix A. A map grid key and 
three index tables precede the individual forms. The first index is sorted first by map grid and 
then by parcel number, the second index is sorted by parcel number, and the third is sorted 
first by street and then by house number. The individual property sheets following the indices 
are organized by map grid and sorted by parcel numbers within the map grid and paginated 
as such. 

Appendix B is a list of all properties within the Dublin Planning Area that have an OHI on 
file at the OHPO. Table B1 lists all extant properties in this category, organized by map grid, 
and the recommendations that are contained in this report, while Table B2 lists all non-extant 
properties. 

Appendix C is a list of all of the properties that are located within the recommended Dublin 
High Street Historic District, Boundary Increase in tabular form, including the 
recommendations and contributing status for each property. The table is sorted first by map 
grid (either 116 or 128) and then by parcel number. An additional column indicates if the 
property is listed as contributing to the existing NHRP-listed Dublin High Street Historic 
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District. Appendix D contains a summary table of the GIS fields and codes used for surveyed 
buildings. 

Historical cemeteries, mills, quarries, stone walls, and archaeological sites 
 

Historic Cemeteries 
The inventory of historic cemeteries included in this report was primarily derived from an 
inventory of cemeteries created by the Ohio Genealogical Society (Troutman 2003) and the 
city’s own publications on Dublin’s cemeteries (City of Dublin and Lehman 2005; City of 
Dublin 2014 ). The inventory was supplemented by adding cemeteries listed by the Franklin 
County Genealogical Society (FCGS) (1983) and ones that were recorded in the OHI and 
OAI. All cemeteries were mapped according to the descriptive location. The unique 
identification number is derived from entries in Troutman (2003) number is reflected in the 
GIS database in the field called “OGSID.” Considering the nature of the fieldwork, 
cemeteries were assessed as to whether or not evidence was present on the surface. 
Therefore, reporting of the cemeteries in the database is as a binary code of confidence where 
“1” indicates that the cemetery was verified at a particular location as being extant and “0” 
indicates that the cemetery could not be verified at the suspected location. 

 
Mills and Quarries 
This category of resources includes the quarry and mill locations within the Dublin Planning 
Area. The possible locations of these resources were ascertained by references to them in 
histories of the area, and by examining historical quadrangle maps and historical aerial 
photographs. Unfortunately, the majority of these resources were not easily assessed in the 
field because their potential locations were inaccessible from the public right-of-way. 
Reporting of the quarry and mill locations, therefore, was entered in the database as a binary 
code of confidence where “1” indicates that the resource was verified at a particular location 
as being extant and “0” indicates that the resource could not be verified at the suspected 
location. 

 
Stone Walls 
The initial list of stone wall locations was based on the National Register of Historic Places 
Washington Township MRA USGS quadrangle maps. Individual walls were mapped in GIS 
and given a unique identifier that included the letter “W” and a sequential number (e.g., 
W001). As a result of the survey, some of the walls included in the Washington Township 
MRA were found to no longer be extant and so their unique identifier does not have any 
information attached to it in the database. Numerous additional walls not included in the 
Washington Township MRA were identified as a result of the survey; each of these was 
assigned a unique identifier that continued the sequential numbering. Walls that were 
recently constructed in roundabouts and new housing developments were not surveyed 
because they did not have the linear form of the historic walls and were clearly a different 
tradition that echoed an older motif. 

Two conventions were defined during field survey which were incorporated in to the 
individual inventory forms for walls and the GIS database: (1) “Associated walls” are walls 
that are directly abut another wall, either perpendicularly or, if parallel, are separated by a 
pillar; and (2) only parcel numbers gathered for the present survey, the majority of which 
have pre-1970 structures associated with them, are listed for surveyed stone walls. 
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Eight distinct types of stone walls were identified as a result of the survey; the wall types and 
their corresponding GIS code are summarized in Table 1. The condition of the walls was 
broken into seven different categories, ranging from excellent to ruinous; the wall conditions 
and their corresponding GIS code are summarized in Table 2. In addition to being discussed 
in their own section of this report, a summary of all surveyed stone walls is located in 
Appendix E and individual data forms for surveyed stone walls are included in Appendix F. 
Table 1. Stone wall types and corresponding GIS code 

 

Wall Type Code 
Traditional Dry-Laid Limestone TDL 
Traditional Dry-Laid Limestone with concrete mortar TWC 
Atypical built with Limestone AT (LS) 
Atypical built with Other Stone AT (OS) 
New Build NB 
New Build in the Traditional Dry-Laid Style NB (TDL) 
Atypical built with stucco and other stone AT(SS) 
Traditional Dry Laid Limestone, unknown details, located 
on inaccessible private property TUP 

 
Table 2. Stone wall condition and corresponding GIS code 

 

Wall Condition Code 
Excellent A 
Good B 
Fair C 
Poor D 
Ruinous R 
Overgrown O 
Unknown/Private U 

 

Archaeological Sites 
All of the information for archaeological sites was acquired from the OHPO in the form of a 
GIS database, OAIs, and technical reports. Since probing was not included in the scope of 
work, Commonwealth archaeologists’ primary task in the field was to determine the 
condition of the site, i.e., whether or not the site could still be extant and, if so, if the site was 
disturbed by land moving activities. The determinations were based on the assumption that 
the site location within the OHPO database was accurately mapped. 

In order to add consistency to reporting, five categories of condition were created. These are 
summarized in Table 3. The code for the condition assessment, as well as a column for “map 
grid” were added to the OHPO database included within the GIS package accompanying this 
report. 
Table 3. Archaeological site condition and corresponding GIS code 

 

 
Condition 

 
Code 

 
Explanation 

Visually Destroyed; Remote 
Sensing VDR Recent aerial photographs indicate that the site has been destroyed 
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Visually Destroyed VD The site has been destroyed due to earth moving activities. 
No Visual Disturbance NVD The site has not been impacted by obvious activities. 

Disturbed, Extent Unknown DEU The site has been impacted by ground moving activities, but parts 
of it may still be extant. 

Not Field Verified NFV The site was not able to be assessed from public right-of-way 
 

A comprehensive summary including the analysis of the significance of each site within the 
Dublin Planning Area was performed regardless of site condition. The results of this 
investigation are discussed more in the chapter “Results: Archaeological Resources” and are 
summarized in tabular form in Appendix G. 

 

Preservation Strategies Study Methods 
HDC also reviewed existing documents relevant to previous preservation strategies in the 
City of Dublin, including the zoning code, Community Plan, and the Historic Dublin Design 
Guidelines. Although this report focuses on the area known as Historic Dublin (the Historic 
Core and the Historic Residential District), the recommendations can and should apply to any 
additional historic properties that may be added to the City's Architectural Review District 
for special consideration. 

The City identified a list of stakeholders and requested that HDC prepare a list of questions 
that could be sent to each of the stakeholders. After the City reviewed and approved the 
questions, HDC emailed them to the list of stakeholders. Stakeholders could submit 
responses electronically via email, or at their preference, submit responses via a telephone 
call or an in- person meeting. Some stakeholders utilized email and a meeting or email and a 
phone call to ensure that their responses were understood. A few stakeholders declined to 
participate or did not respond. 

A total of 17 stakeholders received the following questions: 

1. What are the reasons people choose to live in the historic district? 
2. What are the reasons businesses choose to lease or buy in the historic district? 
3. What are your biggest concerns regarding the long term sustainability of the historic 

district? 
4. Do you know of a proposed project involving a historic building (commercial or 

residential) in Dublin that was never implemented? 
5. What were the reasons this project was not implemented? What was the primary one? 
6. What might have prevented this from happening? How could this be prevented in the 

future? 
7. Would you support financial incentives for projects in the historic district? 
8. What types of resources should be considered? 
9. Place in order of MOST to LEAST significant reasons why historic building projects 

may not be implemented: 
a. Difficulty getting through the City's building, zoning, and architectural review 

board processes. 
b. Unable to get financing to hire design consultants and pay for initial soft cost 

expenses. 
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c. Unable to get financing to pay for the construction hard costs. 
d. Don't have enough information about the building to know where to begin and 

don't know who to contact for help. 
10. Place in order of MOST to LEAST significant methods of supporting historic 

building projects: 
a. Better guidelines on appropriate new construction in historic districts to help get 

through the architectural review board process. 
b. Better information/guides on the City’s historic buildings, proper 

maintenance/repair, and appropriate alterations and additions to help get through 
the architectural review board process. 

c. Addition of a City income tax credit to accompany state and federal historic tax 
credits. 

d. Provision of financial resources. 
e. A more streamlined building, zoning, and architectural review board process. 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

18 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank. 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

19 

 

 

 
 
 

RESULTS: HISTORIC CONTEXT 
 

In pre-field and post-field research, Commonwealth staff identified nine areas of contextual 
significance within the Dublin Planning Area. The majority of surveyed resources are 
historically associated with one or more of these contexts. There may be properties that are 
significant for areas other than those identified; however, the established contexts are the 
most inclusive. These contexts are: settlement and community development; transportation; 
agriculture; industry and commerce; religion; education; art and recreation; government; and 
architecture.  Each context is discussed in detail in the remainder of this chapter. 

 

Settlement and Community Development 
The first inhabitants of the area surrounding present-day Dublin that were documented by 
Euroamerican settlers were members of the Wyandot tribe of American Indians. The tribe 
had an encampment at what is today known as Indian Run, a creek that flows into the Scioto 
River just north of downtown Dublin (Klimoski 1979:8:2). When Euroamericans started 
arriving in the Dublin portion of the Scioto River valley, there were about 150 Wyandot 
Indians living in the area. It is reported that some of these tribe members enlisted under 
General Harrison and participated in the battle of Tippecanoe in Tecumseh’s War in 1811 
(Historical Publishing 1901:44). 

In the first years of the nineteenth century, Euroamerican settlers began making their way to 
the area. Most of the early settlements were along the Scioto River and waterways within the 
county, while other areas were settled much later (Williams Brothers 1878:369). The area 
around Dublin was part of the Virginia Military District (VMD), a government-initiated land 
survey and patent process used to help pay those who served in the Revolutionary War, as 
well as a means to open the area west of the Appalachian Mountains to settlement (DHS 
n.d.a:1). The VMD lands were located between the Scioto and Little Miami rivers, and 
further bounded by the Ohio River on the south, and Auglaize, Hardin, and Marion counties 
on the north (DHS n.d.a:1). This area was claimed by Virginia until it agreed to relinquish all 
claims to the lands northwest of the Ohio River, but after the Revolutionary War, the state 
appropriated the land again to satisfy the claims of state troops employed in the Continental 
Army (DHS n.d.a:1). Surveys began in the VMD in the 1780s, with the first land patent (a 
document that transfers land from the federal government to a private owner) granted in 1794 
(DHS n.d.a:2). Part of the VMD was settled by Lieutenant James Holt, who signed over his 
patent to John Graham (DHS n.d.a:1). Graham, in turn, sold a portion of the land located in 
and around Dublin to members of the Sells family (City of Dublin et al. 2004:4). 

The first settlers to the area were originally from Huntingdon County, Pennsylvania, and 
included Ludwick Sells, his sons Samuel, Peter, Benjamin, and William, and Ludwick’s 
brother, John (Williams Brothers 1978:369). By 1801 or 1802, there was a settlement at the 
site of Dublin, known as Sells Settlement in honor of the Sells family (Martin 1858:202; 
Taylor 1909:410). Ludwick Sells is credited with planting the first orchard in the area 
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(Klimoski 197898:3). Other early settlers included George Ebey and his wife, Amaziah 
Hutchinson, John and Daniel Thomas, Augustus Miller, James Hoey, and Joab Hayden 
(Williams Brothers 1978:369). 

Initially, the interaction between the new arrivals and the American Indians was peaceful. 
John Sells erected the Black Horse Tavern (Figure 2), named in honor of his prized 
Kentucky-bred stallion (Weber 1993a:6). The tavern became a landmark for settlers and 
native inhabitants alike, including Wyandot chief, Shateyoranyah, or Leatherlips, as he was 
known by the settlers. In 1810, after enjoying years of peaceful cohabitation, six Wyandot 
warriors, led by Chief Roundhead, came to the area seeking Leatherlips. Sells reluctantly 
gave them directions to his friend’s lodge, and left early the next morning with three of his 
brothers and George Ebey for the camp. Upon their arrival, Sells and his group realized that 
the six warriors were there to assassinate Leatherlips. Although they offered John’s prized 
horse for his life, Leatherlips was sacrificed by the warriors to enable the rest of the Wyandot 
nation to join Tecumseh’s war council to attempt to stop the flow of white settlers into the 
region (Weber 1993a:6-7). 

 

 
Figure 2. Black Horse Tavern, 109 S. High Street, looking southwest 

Members of the tribe remained in the area well into the 1850s, although the last known full- 
blooded Wyandot in the area, Kihue or Bill Moose, remained considerably longer. Kihue was 
born in Upper Sandusky, Wyandot County, in 1837 and lived to just two months short of his 
100th birthday, residing in a small shack along the railroad near present-day Morse Road for 
the last 21 years of his life (DHS n.d.b:1). 
In addition to constructing the tavern, John Sells is credited with erecting the first sawmill on 
Indian Run soon after 1812, and he also started a distillery and operated a hat factory 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

21 

 

 

 
(Klimoski 1979:8:3). John’s brothers, Peter and Benjamin, built and operated the first 
gristmill on the banks of the Scioto (Weber 1993a:7). John Sells is also credited with 
establishing the village of Dublin in 1818. Sells hired a surveyor, John Shields, who lived in 
Franklinton and preached to the area’s Methodists on Sundays. Sells commissioned Shields 
to plot 200 lots between Indian Run on the north, the location where Waterford Drive is now 
located on the south, the Scioto River on the east, and the cemetery on West Bridge Street on 
the west (City of Dublin et al. 2004:8). It is believed that Shields named Dublin for his 
hometown in Ireland (Richison 2014:16). On April 10, 1818, Sells ran an ad in the Columbus 
Gazette offering 200 acres in the new town for sale. The ad included the incentive of one 
year’s credit for the first payment and the balance due in two yearly payments (Weber 
1993a:7). As further enhancement, Sells noted that 

the area had ample stone, lime, sand and excellent clay for 
bricks, several clean springs and ‘excellent sawmills and 
grist mill adjoining. This town stands on a high bank and 
is known to be remarkably healthy (Weber 1993a:7). 

In spite of the favorable terms for the sale of lots in Dublin, few responded to the offer. At 
the time, the country was in a depression and Columbus was drawing most of the settlers to 
the region (Weber 1993a:7). Still, very slowly, the community began to grow. In 1829, the 
population of the town was not reported in the Ohio Gazetteer; however, the entire township 
was reported to have 250 inhabitants, including only 46 electors (Kilbourn 1829:112, 236). A 
decade later, the number of inhabitants in Dublin proper was recorded at 96, and was 
described as 

a small post town in Washington Township, Franklin 
county. It is situated on an elevated tract of ground on  the 
western bank of Scioto river, 12 miles northwesterly from 
Columbus; and contains one store and several mills built 
upon the river (Jenkins 1837:166). 

The sign that the community was truly established came in 1820, with the assignment of a 
post office. Prior to that date, mail was delivered as part of a three-day, round-trip service 
provided by a messenger (Termeer 2002). By 1859, the town had grown substantially, with a 
population of approximately 400 (Taylor 1909:410). In addition to the agricultural pursuits 
outside the town, there were a number of businesses centered there as well. Taylor 
(1909:410) wrote that Dublin 

did much business in its stores, taverns, mills, and shops 
of all kinds of mechanics, who produced cloth from the 
sheep’s back, with tailors to make clothes, hatters to make 
hats, wagonmakers to make vehicles, shoemakers and the 
like, every growing community of that day attracting 
artisans from far and wide. 

The Borough of Dublin was incorporated in 1855 and the first officers were elected, 
including Z. Hutchinson as mayor and William Graham as recorder (Taylor 1909:410). 
Interestingly, a year after the community of Dublin became a borough, it “threw off the 
burdensome machinery of borough government and declined to hold further elections” 
(Taylor 1909:410). This change did not seem to hinder the growth of Dublin, and the 
recorded combined population of township and town in 1858 reaching 1,300 (Taylor 
1909:410). The oldest recorded village plat offers a glimpse at the village in 1881, showing 
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lots extending along Bridge Street, High Street, and Lower Street, or Riverview Street as it is 
known today (Figure 3). In 1900, the combined population was 1,299, including 275 in the 
village (Taylor 1909:410). 

The population of Dublin remained relatively small for its first 160 years, with just 700 
people recorded living in the village in 1970 (City of Dublin 2005:3). In 1961, the 
construction of the Outerbelt/I-270 began. This construction resulted in a dramatic increase 
in population and change in appearance for Dublin. In August 1987, Dublin officially 
became a city. By 2004, the population of the area boomed to nearly 35,500 (City of Dublin 
2005:3). In 2010, the population had grown to over 41,000 people, with an estimated 45,098 
in 2015 (United States Census Bureau 2016). 

 

Transportation 
Because of the large Native American presence in the area, a number of trails existed before 
the first Euroamericans arrived in the area. These trails, along the Scioto River, are the basis 
for the transportation network in the region. Early roads were simply finished with dirt, 
which were often blocked during rain or snow. The exception was the “main road,” which 
extended from north to south along the river. For a distance, this road crossed an outcropping 
of limestone rock, “making a solid and permanent road bed, though not always as smooth as 
could be desired” (Historical Publishing 1901:44). For most roads, the dirt was eventually 
covered with either gravel or macadam, although the heavily traveled High Street at the 
center of Dublin had a cobblestone finish (City of Dublin et al. 2004:50). 

One of the earliest improved roads in the area was the Dublin and Worthington Road. Local 
carpenter Joseph Ferris earned 18 cents per day to lay logs on prepared ground and then 
cover the logs with dirt, creating an approximately 20-mile-long corduroy road (City of 
Dublin et al. 2004:50). A second major road, the Dublin-Marysville Road, or U.S. 33, 
provided north-south access and began as a modest trail through the woods before it was 
widened, leveled, and covered with gravel. During the summer of 1925, the Dublin- 
Marysville Road underwent further improvements when approximately 20 miles of its length 
were resurfaced with Kentucky asphalt (City of Dublin et al. 2004:50). The improvements 
were greatly appreciated and were celebrated by the community with parades, potato-sack 
races, a tug-of-war, band concert, and an ox roast. The Columbus Dispatch newspaper 
reported that the festivities drew 5,000 attendees (City of Dublin et al. 2004:50). 

Because of the proximity of Dublin to the Scioto River, transportation was not limited to 
overland routes. Although there was a substantial drop in elevation along the length of the 
river, it was used for the transportation of goods. One story notes that Henry Shout, who built 
a sawmill on Indian Run in 1818, operated an overshot wheel where lumber was produced in 
large quantities and then floated down the river to Franklinton and Columbus (Historical 
Publishing 1901:45). John Sells navigated the first large boat down the Scioto. The boat was 
16 feet wide and 60 feet long, with a flat bottom, and loaded with 500 barrels of flour and a 
quantity of bacon (Historical Publishing 1901:45). Sells, along with several local men 
serving as deck hands and a pilot, successfully navigated down the river and over a seven- 
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Figure 3. 1881 plat map of the Village of Dublin 
Courtesy of the City of Dublin Planning Department 
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foot dam near Franklinton, and went on to sell his load at Maysville, Kentucky (Historical 
Publishing 1901:45). 

While the river could be a benefit to long-distance travel, it also provided an effective barrier 
from the east to the west bank. It was determined early in the history of Dublin that bridges 
were needed to provide connectivity to Worthington to the east and to Columbus in the south. 
The first bridge constructed across the Scioto River was made of logs and planks, and was 
said to have functioned more as a dam than an overpass (City of Dublin et al. 2004:50). 
Another bridge, constructed in 1840, was a wood-covered structure that was replaced in 1880 
by a steel span. The bridge was replaced again in 1935, when the Works Progress 
Administration (WPA) constructed the concrete arch bridge (City of Dublin 2005:3) (Figure 
4). The deck of that bridge was reconstructed and expanded to four lanes in 1986 (Edwards 
2012). 

 

 
Figure 4. Scioto River (Bridge Street) Bridge, looking northeast 

 
 

Three bridges and one culvert have been recorded in the Ohio Department of Transportation 
Historic Bridge Inventory Report within the Dublin Planning Area. Each of the bridges was 
recorded in 2008, and is discussed further in Table 4. Locations of surveyed bridge and 
culvert are shown in Figure 5. 
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Table 4. Dublin Bridges and Culverts 

 

Survey 
Identifier 

SFN # Name/Location Type Year Built ODOT NRHP 
Eligibility 
Recommendation 

B001 2501171 Scioto River (Bridge Street) Bridge: carries 
US 33/SR161 over Scioto River 

Arch 1935 Y 

B002 2517523 Indian Run Bridge: carries High Street (SR 
746) over Indian Run 

Concrete Culvert 1949 N 

B003 8044287 Gordon Tri-Co Bridge: carries Industrial 
Parkway over Gordon Tri-Co Ditch 

Concrete Slab 1930 N 

B004 2568705 Ashbaugh Bridge: carries Ashbaugh Road 
over North Fork of Indian Run 

Steel Girder 1920 N 

 
 

Agriculture 
Early farmers cleared forests of black walnut, oak, sycamore, white elm, hackberry, buckeye, 
hickory, ash, honey locust, and maple trees to make way for their cultivated crops (City of 
Dublin et al. 2004:21). The soils were mostly clay, and were considered capable of producing 
large crops when properly cultivated (Williams Brothers 1978:369). 

In 1862, the Franklin County Agricultural Society reported that the principal crops raised in 
the county included wheat, corn, oats, and potatoes, and that raising of livestock was carried 
out to a “very great extent” (State Board of Agriculture [SBA] 1862:109). The fruit crop of 
1861 in the county was described as a disappointment, with the production of peaches and 
apples considered a complete failure, although berries of all kinds were plentiful. Just over 20 
years later, in 1885, the Franklin County Agricultural Society reported that “while our lands 
may not be as good for the production of wheat, oats, and potatoes, as those of some of other 
counties of the State, yet for hay, corn and grazing purposes, they cannot be excelled” (SBA 
1886:260). 

Located to the northeast, Delaware County was described in 1885 as preeminently calculated 
for farming, which was suitable for the cultivation of wheat, corn, oats, clover, and potatoes, 
with the average farmer expecting to raise all of these crops every year (SBA 1886:257). 
Delaware County also had successful horse, cattle, sheep, and hog breeding programs. 
Similarly, Union County claimed the ability to grow a variety of agricultural products in 
abundance, which was further enhanced by soil that was also adapted to grazing purposes 
(SBA 1886:308). Cultivated crops included corn, wheat, oats, and hay. The county farmers 
suffered losses in potatoes and fruit crops in 1885, with the exception of pears, which was 
“undoubtedly the largest ever known in the county” (SBA 1886:309). Union County farmers 
also excelled at stock-raising and wool-growing, having been engaged in importing the very 
best grades of horses, cattle, and sheep from Europe (SBA 1886:309). 

Late nineteenth-century plat maps of Dublin and the surrounding area illustrate that outside 
the tiny village, the area was comprised of a number of farms, most encompassing between 
20 and 120 acres (Caldwell and Gould 1872:62; Mowry 1877:31; Everts 1875:17). This 
remained largely unchanged in the first decades of the twentieth century, although Dublin’s 
footprint had expanded to include some of the earlier small farms, and additional small farms 
were created to its west (Modie & Kilmer 1910:19; Marysville Map 1908). 
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Figure 5. Location of surveyed bridges and culverts in the Dublin Planning Area
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The agricultural heritage in the three counties of the study area continued into the twentieth 
century (Weber 1993a:15). In the 1920s, the steam thresher made its way to Dublin, resulting 
in harvests utilizing groups of up to 40 men and boys to separate the wheat. The groups were 
comprised of neighbors who moved from farm to farm to assist with bringing in the crops. 
This process was simplified by 1930, when the first local farmer purchased a gas-powered 
tractor (Weber 1993b). 

In 1930, one author noted that in Franklin County, 
the rougher parts of the township have been converted 
largely into profitable fruit bearing districts. Most of the 
township, however, is level and very fertile. Some of the 
best developed farms and handsomest farm houses in 
Franklin County are to be found in Washington Township 
(Moore 1930). 

Because agriculture in the region included a variety of crops and types of livestock, certain 
building types would be anticipated to be found on active farms. Early farmsteads were 
designed with self-sufficiency in mind, along with the ability to produce enough crops or 
animal products to sell. Farmsteads typically consisted of a farmhouse and outbuildings, and 
usually included a barn. Other outbuildings frequently built include granaries, machine or 
tool sheds, corn cribs, hog houses, chicken coops, and windmills. If a spring was on the 
property, the windmill may be replaced by a spring house, such as the one shown in Figure 6. 

The farmstead buildings typically reflect the type of crops being grown or the types of 
animals being raised. For example, the three-bay threshing barn is frequently encountered on 
farms that focused on wheat production (Noble 1984:42). Threshing barns are easily 
identifiable by their three bay or major divisions along its length. The center bay includes one 
or two large doors that open to reveal a floor where hay could be threshed (Noble and Cleek 
1995:77-78). Flanking the threshing floor are side aisles for storage, and often a loft for hay 
storage was included under the side gable roof (Figure 7). As the size of herds grew, a 
number of farmers replaced the gable roof on the barn with gambrel roofs, as shown in 
Figure 8, which permitted greater amounts of storage, and in the early twentieth century, 
arched or round roofs became popular (Noble and Cleek 1995:35-37). 

Fruit production and livestock were prominent agricultural activities that required additional 
barns or structures. Typical livestock structures found in the farms in the Dublin area include 
hog houses, chicken coops, and small barns where cattle or horses may have been housed. 
Silos are a relatively recent addition to farms, with the first vertical silos constructed in the 
late 1880s (Noble and Cleek 1995:158). Historically, small-scale farmers could not function 
as a dairy because an even, continuous level of nutrition for the cows was not possible. The 
invention and subsequent modifications of silos enabled the storage of silage and assured the 
ability to have consistent milk production throughout the year. 

In the early twentieth century, additional building forms became popular on farms. 
Concerned about ensuring that milk was clean and healthy, legislation required that the 
milking process and milk storage be separated. This resulted in the development of the milk 
house, an example of which is shown in Figure 9. Early milk houses were often attached to 
the barn, but subsequent legislation required that the milk house be separate from the barn, 
include cooling features, and have a concrete floor. Because of these requirements, milk 
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Figure 6. Example of a spring house at 6659 Coffman Road, looking northeast 

 
 

 
Figure 7. Example of a threshing barn at 7010 Industrial Parkway, looking northeast 
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Figure 8. Example of a gambrel-roofed barn at 5530 Houchard Road, looking southeast 

 
 

 
Figure 9. Example of barn and milk house at 5600 Brand Road, looking north 
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houses were often constructed of masonry, in contrast to the associated wooden barns and 
milking parlors (Noble and Cleek 1995:140). 

 

Industry and Commerce 
Historically, the predominate industry in Dublin and the surrounding region was agriculture. 
However, within the village limits there were a number of commercial enterprises, with some 
industry, such as mills and quarries, largely centered on the Scioto River or the major streams 
in the area (Figure 10). 

Among the earliest commercial enterprises in Dublin was the Black Horse Tavern. Located at 
105-109 South High Street, the tavern was named for John Sells’ black stallion. It was in this 
tavern that Sells met John Shields, the surveyor who is believed to have named Dublin for his 
hometown in Ireland (Richison 2014:16). In addition to the tavern, Sells was the owner of the 
first gristmill in the area, constructed with partner George Ebey (City of Dublin et al. 
2004:26). Sells also was responsible for the construction of several sawmills on Indian Run, a 
distillery, and a hat factory. 

Other early businesses included John Ashbaugh’s pottery established in 1814, Henry Shout’s 
sawmill established in 1818, Basil Brown’s shoemaking shop opened in 1826, and in about 
1828, a broommaking shop established by Adam Price (City of Dublin et al. 2004:26). In 
1832, John Swain established a mill that crushed and pressed seeds and fruits to extract their 
oils. Swain expanded his operation to include a carding machine and cloth-pulling machine, 
allowing him to comb and clean wool and cottons used to make yarn, and then beat and wash 
the cloth (Moore 1930). The extensive business holdings remained under Swain’s ownership 
until he sold the entire enterprise to Lorenzo Holcomb in 1855. Holcomb established a 
flouring mill on the site (City of Dublin et al. 2004:26). 

In the late 1830s, Henry Coffman III established a two-story grocery store at the southwest 
corner of Bridge and High streets (City of Dublin et al. 2004:26). Adjacent to the grocery and 
sundry store was Coffman’s wagon works and harness shop. The two businesses became the 
social hub of Dublin for several generations, until Henry’s great-great granddaughter, Madge 
Smith Shriver, converted the businesses into Shriver’s Restaurant in 1935 (City of Dublin et 
al. 2004:26). Neither of the buildings is extant today. 

Businessman Holcomb Tuller moved to Dublin in 1836 along with his wife, Jane, and their 
four children (Richison 2014:22). Mr. Tuller operated several businesses in downtown 
Dublin, including a general store and ashery, as well as a flour mill on the Scioto River. Their 
house, which became a hotel in the 1880s, is located at 76 S. High Street, shown in Figure 
11. Also located in Dublin in the early years of its establishment was a blacksmith shop 
owned and operated by Samuel Davis (City of Dublin et al. 2004:15). 

By 1858, the village was described as 
A place of considerable business, with a population of 
some three or four hundred; a fair proportion of stores, 
taverns, and mechanics, and a good mill in the  immediate 
vicinity (Martin 1858:202-203). 
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Figure 10. Verified and potential locations of mills and quarries in the Dublin Planning Area 
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Figure 11. The Holcomb and Jane Tuller House at 76 S. High Street, looking southeast 

 
 

A list of merchants, manufacturers, and traders in Dublin, Franklin County, Ohio, in 1885 
included 23 different owners or partners, with businesses that included restaurants, mills, 
implement sales, tinware, a drugstore, a general store, a blacksmith, a physician, an 
undertaker, a millinary, a saloon, a hotel, a harnessmaker, a livery, a sawmill, and a painter 
(City of Dublin et al. 2004:28). Many of the nineteenth-century commercial buildings on 
High Street, shown in Figure 12 through Figure 14, are extant. 

Many of the same businesses continued into the twentieth century, with ownership changing 
often through familial generations. Eventually the blacksmith and livery industries were 
replaced with garages and service stations, such as the F. D. Pinney Garage on High Street 
and the Brown-Thomas Garage on Riverside Drive (City of Dublin et al. 2004:39). In the 
1920s, Leor Cole opened the Red & White Grocery Store on South High Street, providing 
staples and fresh produce from local farmers. The business operated for more than 40 years 
(Richison 2014:116). 

The effects of the Great Depression in Dublin were eased by the commercial members of the 
community. In an attempt to increase foot traffic in their places of business, the local 
shopkeepers set up a large screen on High St to show movies. This drew people from the 
surrounding area to town, where they could swap produce, visit the stores, and then settle on 
blankets or chairs to watch movies (Weber 1993b). Commercial development continued into 
the mid-twentieth century, with new buildings constructed on N. High Street (Figure 15). 
Later commercial development that was friendlier to automotive traffic extended west of the 
village along W. Bridge Street, near what is now the I-270 interchange (Figure 16). 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

33 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 12. Nineteenth-century commercial building at 6–12 S. High Street, looking southeast 

 
 

 
Figure 13. Nineteenth-century commercial building at 14–18 S. High Street, looking east 
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Figure 14. Nineteenth-century commercial building at 48–52 S. High Street, looking southeast 

 
 

 
Figure 15. Mid twentieth-century commercial building at 24 N. High Street, looking northeast 
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Figure 16. Commercial development along W. Bridge Street at Frantz Road, looking southeast 

 
 

One of the largest industries in the Dublin area has left a lasting mark on the community as 
well. Limestone quarries began operating in the mid-1800s, and the industry continued into 
the mid-1900s (City of Dublin et al. 2004:42). The quarried limestone, which is from the 
Devonian Period, was used through the region on numerous structures (Edwards 2014). The 
stone was used for buildings and the iconic walls, as well as bridges and houses, and was also 
crushed and used as a fertilizer for the agricultural fields. In the 1920s, quarrying and 
agriculture were the main economic drivers of Dublin’s economy (Weber 1993a:15). 

 
Religion 
Like most communities, Dublin and the surrounding area initially had their religious services 
led by itinerant preachers. Early services for practicing Methodists and Episcopalians were 
held in the home of George and Mary Eby as early as 1807, and moved to the home of 
Ludwick Sells following Mary’s death in 1813 (City of Dublin et al. 2004:54). Circuit rider 
preachers would travel between a number of churches that were unable to afford a full time 
pastor, and were often paid with meals and lodging for the service. Most circuit riders also 
carried a supply of books that they sold to supplement their incomes (City of Dublin et al. 
2004:54). 

One of the earliest congregations, the Christian Church, was established in 1811. In 1821, the 
congregation was gifted with a lot for their new church. The stone building was constructed 
at the site, but in 1844, the growing congregation relocated to a steepled church at what is 
today 53 N High St. (City of Dublin et al. 2004:54). The church building is extant; however, 
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the steeple has long been removed, as can be seen in Figure 17. The Christian Church was 
established by Isaac Newton Walter, who was born a Quaker in 1805 in Lee’s Creek, Ohio. 
He converted to the Christian Church in 1823 and became an ordained minister of the faith in 
1825 (City of Dublin et al. 2004:53). Walter worked in Dublin from 1826 to 1833, when he 
went to New York City to serve as a pastor of the Christian Church. In 1841, after working in 
New York and serving as a circuit rider in the eastern United States, he returned to Dublin 
and erected a two-story limestone house at 37 S. Riverview Street (City of Dublin et al 
2004:53). In 1877, the congregation erected a new Gothic Revival-style brick church to 
accommodate the growing congregation (Klimoski 1979:8-5). The building is extant, located 
at 81 W Bridge Street. 

 

 
Figure 17. Dublin Christian Church building, 53 N. High Street, looking southwest 

 
 

The first congregation to construct a permanent building was the Methodist Episcopal, who 
organized in 1812 and erected their church on High Street in 1837 (City of Dublin et al. 
2004:54). The stone building was constructed on a lot donated by Daniel Wright and his wife 
and, at their request, named Christie Methodist Church in honor of Rev. John Christie, who 
had passed away in 1823 (City of Dublin et al. 2004:54). The church included a 500-pound 
bell cast by the Buckeye Bell Foundry of Cincinnati, which was later removed and donated to 
a Methodist Church in Columbus, North Dakota, in 1929 (City of Dublin et al. 2004:53). 

Another early church was the Presbyterian, with the first service in Dublin held in the log 
home of Charles W. Mitchell. It was not until late in the 1820s that the church expanded to 
include additional families, and in 1850, they finally erected a church on N. High Street just 
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south of the Christian Church (City of Dublin et al. 2004:56). The church, complete with an 
impressive steeple, was opened for worship in 1858. The building is not extant. 

St. John’s Lutheran Church, which conducted services in German, was founded in 1855. A 
one-story brick building on Avery Road served as their home. A second church was 
constructed in response to the growing congregation on Rings and Avery Road. The second 
church, although greatly expanded, is still extant, and is shown in Figure 18 (City of Dublin 
et al 2004:56). For those who lived in the western portion of Washington Township, no 
formal churches were constructed, and as a result, religious services were largely held in 
local school houses (Martin 1858:203). 

 

 
Figure 18. St. John’s Lutheran Church, 6115 Rings Rd, looking southeast 

 
 

The three churches that were located in the town of Dublin - the Christian, Presbyterian, and 
Methodist - each vied for congregants in the village in the late nineteenth and into the 
twentieth century. This competition ended on June 16, 1912, when shortly after Sunday 
services ended and worshipers had safely returned to their homes, a tornado struck the village 
(Weber 1993a:14). The tornado touched down in the graveyard, where it knocked over fifty 
headstones, then skipped over the Christian Church’s belfry but broke into two smaller 
funnels. The funnel cloud that moved south passed over homes before flattening the wood- 
frame Methodist Church. The north funnel traveled along High Street where little damage 
was done until it reached the Presbyterian Church. At the church, the funnel ripped off the 
belfry and lifted the roof (Weber 1993a:14). In spite of all the damage, there were no injuries 
or deaths reported. By March 4, 1913, less than a year after the tornado, the three churches 
once located in Dublin merged to form a Congregational Church. Within six months, the new 
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church had doubled its number of members (Long 1915:204). The new Congregational 
Church met in the former Christian Church at 81 W Bridge Street, shown in Figure 19, and is 
today known as the Dublin Community Church. 

 

 
Figure 19. Dublin Community Church building at 81 W. Bridge Street, looking southwest 

 
 

As the population of the Dublin area has grown, so have the number of churches. Today, 
there are over 30 different congregations within the Dublin planning area. The Dublin 
Community Church remains active, as well as congregations representing many other faiths, 
including Christians, Jews, and eastern religions (City Stats 2017). 

 

Education 
Like most areas when they were first settled, school classes were held in each family home in 
the Dublin area. The first formal school was established ca. 1809, when Mr. Griffith Thomas 
was hired as a teacher (Bailey 1895:1). However, the first schoolhouse was not erected until 
almost a decade later, in 1818 (Bailey 1985:1). The first school building is believed to have 
been located at the northeast corner of Bridge and High streets and was constructed of logs 
that were later clad with walnut siding. The building was just 18 feet wide and 24 feet long, 
and was soon too small, requiring a second school to be constructed on Water Street (now 
South Riverview) (Bailey 1985:1). 

Additional schools were established in 1837, when Washington Township was divided into 
eight school districts. Each of the districts was to have one school, with classes for grades 
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one through eight, and under the jurisdiction of the Washington Township trustees (Bailey 
1985:1). The eight districts, their names, and locations are summarized in Table 5. 
Table 5. Washington Township School Districts, 1837 

 

District Number School / District Name Alternate Names Location 
1 Richard Hay --- Corner Post and Wilcox Roads 
2 Dublin --- Dublin 
3 Sandy’s School --- Avery and Ring Roads 
4 Mitchell --- Brand Road 
5 Douglass Amlin Cosgray and Rings Roads 
6 John Geary Amos Kidwell, Henry Dominy, and 

Sherwood School 
Hayden Run and Leppert Roads 

7 Donaldson --- Brand and Avery Roads 
8 Seyman District --- Tuttle Road 

 
The Dublin school district (Number 2) was subdivided in 1845 at the request of several area 
residents under the leadership of Colonel Elisha Hays (Bailey 1985:2). The new district, 
Number 9, was named the Daniel Wright District and was located south of Dublin. About the 
same time, the school in town was increased in size to 89.5 feet wide and 160 feet long 
(Bailey 1985:3). District 9 was eliminated, and the number was reassigned to the Cosgray 
District, which had a school building located on the west side of Cosgray Road. The new 
schoolhouse was completely surrounded by trees, earning it the name Forest District (Bailey 
1985:3). The survey identified three former one-room rural school buildings extant in the 
Dublin Planning Area: 6273 Cosgray Rd, 4915 Brand Rd, and 4171 Summit View Rd. 

In the 1880s, the Dublin School, later known as the “old school,” was constructed. The 
building, which rose to three stories, was the tallest in the community. Constructed of brick, 
the building eventually had a two-story annex, but was eventually replaced by the Dublin 
Library (City of Dublin et al. 2004:87-88). 

In 1919, a new school building was constructed across the street from the Dublin Cemetery 
(City of Dublin et al. 2004:87) (Figure 20). The new brick building provided classroom space 
for all twelve grades. The first expansion to the building, the War Memorial Building, was 
approved by the voters in 1945 and included a gymnasium and two classrooms needed to 
reduce the crowding in the shared third and fourth grade classroom and the fifth and sixth 
grade classroom. After the new building was completed, each grade would occupy an entire 
classroom. Due to the high cost of construction materials, it was seven years before the new 
wing was dedicated in November 1952 (City of Dublin et al. 2004:87-89). 

During the 1950s, Dublin and surrounding Washington Township had to stave off a number 
attempts to have the school district dissolved and consolidated with Worthington or Hilliard 
(City of Dublin et al.2004:89). However, before this could happen, one of the Perry 
Township schools that did not have a high school made arrangements for their students to 
attend school in Dublin. Similarly, another school in Hayden Falls Village transferred from 
the Hilliard district to Dublin. About the same time, several bond issues passed in Dublin, 
enabling the district to expand their offerings with industrial arts and agriculture rooms, and 
later construct a new high school, currently known as Sells Middle School (City of Dublin et 
al. 2004:90). 
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Figure 20. 1919 school building at 144 W. Bridge Street, looking northeast 

 
 

The mid-twentieth-century school expansion continued with construction of the Indian Run 
Elementary School, located immediately east of the 1919 Dublin High School/Sells Middle 
School. The school was the first elementary school in the district (This Week Community 
News 2010). Not long after the building was completed, the district had a competition to 
name the new building in 1961, with the winning name being Indian Run (This Week 
Community News 2010). 

Since 1970, the number of students enrolled in schools within the Dublin Planning area has 
expanded greatly. In recent years, enrollment figures have exceeded projected counts and 
there is a need to construct additional schools to meet the rising number of student. In August 
2015, a newspaper article about area schools noted that Dublin officials had estimated 
enrollment for the 2015-2016 school year to be 14,661 students; as of July 24, 2015, the 
number had already reached 15,429 students. This was creating a shortfall in classroom space 
and teachers (Boss 2015). 

In 2007, there were 15 operating schools within the Dublin Planning area, which includes 
portions of three school districts, Dublin, Hilliard, and John Adler. Of these schools, just 
three were constructed prior to 1970 (City of Dublin 2007:226-227). Table 6 provides a list 
of the current schools within the planning area. The table excludes the seven schools within 
the Dublin or Hilliard School districts that are located outside the planning area. 
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Table 6. Dublin Planning Area Schools 

 

School Building District Date Constructed 
1919 Building Dublin 1919 
Bailey Elementary Dublin After 1970 
Deer Run Elementary District After 1970 
Glacier Ridge Elementary Dublin After 1970 
Indian Run Elementary Dublin ca. 1959 
Scottish Corners Elementary District After 1970 
Thomas Elementary Dublin After 1970 
Wyandot Elementary Dublin After 1970 
Grizzell Middle District After 1970 
Karrer Middle Dublin After 1970 
Sells Middle Dublin 1954 
Dublin Coffman High Dublin After 1970 
Dublin Jerome High Dublin After 1970 
Dublin Scioto High Dublin After 1970 
Washington Elementary Hilliard After 1970 

 
 

Art and Recreation 
The Dublin Planning Area includes a number of outdoor sculptures that are of cultural 
significance to the local area. Varying in style, materials, and form, each takes on a theme 
that is important to the community and its residents. The Dublin Arts Council began the 
Dublin Art in Public Places project to create a unique destination for visitors and to add to 
the quality of life of Dublin’s residents. This program has added visual works of art to 
buildings, parks, neighborhoods, and even a tunnel, and has enhanced the unique sense of 
place embodied by Dublin. The work, as recorded on the Dublin Arts Council website in 
2016, included the resources listed in Table 7 (Dublin Arts Council 2016); Locations are 
shown in Figure 21. Some of the most iconic pieces include Field of Corn (with Osage 
Oranges), and Watch House, pictured in Figure 22 and Figure 23. 

In addition to the individual works of art, the Dublin Planning Area includes a number of 
parks and recreation areas. Historic maps of the area do not reveal any formal parks, although 
there were likely places people liked to gather. These may have included sites along the 
waterfront, north of Dublin and away from most of the industrial uses of the river, and the 
cemeteries. From 1850 to 1900, pleasure gardens were popular places for community 
recreation. These included formal cemeteries, such as Dublin Cemetery (Cranz 1978:9). 
Formerly known as the International Order of Odd Fellows (I.O.O.F) Cemetery, the Dublin 
Cemetery was established in 1858 and transferred to the Village of Dublin in 1975 (City of 
Dublin and Lehman 2005:51). 

Other early recreational areas would have been associated with the schools. The playground 
movement was first popularized in the late nineteenth century, and by 1894, Jane Addams’ 
Hull House in Chicago had supervised playgrounds with sand piles, organized sports areas, 
and swings (Play & Playground Encyclopedia 2016). In Dublin, it was over a decade after 
the last school playground was established (ca. 1961) that the next recreational area was 
begun in the Planning Area. The Muirfield Golf Club purchased land in 1966, but did not 
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begin development until 1972. The course, designed by golf champion Jack Nicklaus, was 
opened in 1974 (City of Dublin et al. 2004:115). 

With the growth of the City of Dublin since the opening of Muirfield Golf Club, a number of 
additional parks and recreational areas have been established. As of 2007, the city had 52 
parks occupying over 900 acres of land (City of Dublin 2007:203). The parks include 
facilities for athletic recreation, playgrounds, eating areas, and other outdoor activities. Many 
of the parks feature artwork noted in Table 7. One of these is Scioto Park, which features the 
iconic Leatherlips statue (Figure 24). 

 
 

Table 7. Dublin Planning Area Public Art 
 

Artwork Artist Location Date of 
Installation 

Leatherlips Ralph Hemick Scioto Park 1990 
Out of Bounds Lloyd Hamrol Avery Park 1992 
Field of Corn with Osage Oranges Malcolm Cochran Frantz Park, 4995 Rings Road 1994 
The Simulation of George M. 
Karrer’s Workshop Brower Hatcher Historic Dublin, 6199 South High Street 2011 

Jack Nicklaus Tribute Sculpture Jeffrey Varilla and Anna 
Koh-Varilla Avery/Muirfield Drive Median at Brand Road 1999 

Watch House Todd Slaghter Coffman Park, 5200 Emerald Parkway 1999 
Going, Going…Gone Don Merkt Darree Fields, 6259 Cosgray Road 2001 
Ascension (part of the original 
Titration series) Brian Russell Coffman Park, 5200 Emerald Parkway 2007 

One Step at a Time Candyce Garrett Kaltenbach Park, 5984 Cara Road 2007 
Narrow #5 Shawn Morin Coffman Park, 5200 Emerald Parkway 1994 
Injection David Middlebrook Coffman Park, 5200 Emerald Parkway 2007 
Exuvia Todd Smith Coffman Park, 5200 Emerald Parkway 2008 

Modified Social Benches Jeppe Hein Emerald Fields Park, 4040 Wyandotte Woods 
Boulevard 2008 

One Scene Daisuke Shintani Dublin Recreation Center Wall 2008 
Untitled Daisuke Shintani Municipal Building Entrance 2008 
Sanguine Standing Stone Joseph Wheelwright Dublin Arts Center, 7125 Riverside Drive 2009 
Jaunty Hornbeam Joseph Wheelwright Dublin Arts Center, 7125 Riverside Drive 2009 

Playing Through ALTernative/Tim Lai and 
Eliza Ho Traveling Public Artwork 2013 

Daily Chores Mike Tizzano Historic Dublin, Corner of Bridge and High 
Streets 2014 

Tree of Life, Future Tense Mary Jo Bole Dublin Arts Center, 7125 Riverside Drive 1991-1993 
 
Dublin Tunnel Mural 

ALTernative/Jen and 
Jeremy Wood and 
Community Volunteers 

Brandonway Bike Tunnel, 4900 Brandonway 
Drive 

 
2015 
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Figure 21. Locations of surveyed public art in the Dublin Planning Area 
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Figure 22. Field of Corn (with Osage Oranges) by Malcolm Cochran, located in Frantz Park at 4995 Rings Road, 
looking west 

 

 
Figure 23. Watch House by Todd Slaughter, located in Dublin Coffman Park at 5600 Emerald Parkway, looking 
north-northeast 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

45 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 24. Leatherlips by Ralph Helmick located in Scioto Park at 7377 Riverside Drive, looking east 

 
 
Government 
Early in its history, Dublin gained a great deal of fame as one of the contenders for the site of 
the state capital. Ohio became a state in 1803 with a temporary capital located in Chillicothe, 
which had been the seat of government for the Northwest Territory. The residents of the new 
state felt that a more centrally located capital would be appropriate. In February 1810, the 
state legislature appointed five commissioners to select the most eligible site for the new state 
capital. The men were directed to make their final recommendation in Franklinton the 
following September. In addition to Franklinton (now known as Columbus), the committee 
considered Delaware, Dublin, and Worthington as potential locations. The submitted report 
indicated that the best location for the new capital was located 12 miles north of Franklinton 
on the west side of the Scioto River, then the property of John Sells (DHS n.d.c). However, 
before any vote could be taken, four men who had obtained a parcel of land opposite 
Franklinton proposed to give the state ten acres of land for the capital buildings and ten 
additional acres for a penitentiary, with the cost of the buildings to not exceed $50,000. With 
the generous offer in hand, the legislature ignored the earlier recommendation and on 
February 21, 1812, the state capital was located in the new community of Columbus (DHS 
n.d.c). 

Years before the borough of Dublin was established, the community gained its first sign of 
importance from the United States government: the assignment of a post office in 1820 
(Termeer 2002). The first postmaster was Daniel Wright, who served for five years and was 
the first of 13 postmasters to run the institution from their home or store. The first permanent 
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home of the post office was opened on October 17, 1965, when Ruthella Termeer was the 
postmaster (Termeer 2002). The first post office building was located at 38 W Bridge Street 
(Figure 25) where the facility remained until a new building was constructed in 1982 at its 
present site of 715 Shawan Falls Drive. Just over a decade later, in 1995, to keep up with the 
tremendous growth of Dublin, a second post office facility was opened at 6400 Emerald 
Parkway (Termeer 2002). 

A major improvement to the area by the government was the establishment of the local fire 
department. The Dublin Fire Department was not officially established until 1937, marking 
the end of the bucket brigade that had existed for the first 100-plus years of the community 
(Haynes n.d.:1). Even though the new fire department was officially organized, it remained a 
volunteer operation, but with better equipment. The first fire truck was purchased in August 
1937, and a second truck shortly thereafter in 1940. A siren was mounted on a post in the 
center of Dublin in 1942 to call the volunteers, and in 1944, the first formal firehouse was 
erected at 37 West Bridge Street (Haynes n.d.:1) (Figure 25). For a time, the fire department 
was combined to cover both Washington and Perry Townships, but this partnership was 
discontinued and Perry Township constructed their own firehouse on Sawmill Road (Haynes 
n.d.:1). 

 
 

 
Figure 25. First Dublin post office building at 38 W. Bridge Street, looking northwest 
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Figure 26. First Dublin firehouse at 37 W. Bridge Street, looking southeast 

 
 

Perhaps one of the most interesting buildings associated with the government is the 
Washington Township Voting Hall. Constructed in the late 1850s, the building was 
historically a general store and subsequently served as a pool hall and voting hall (Klimoski 
1979). Listed on the NRHP in 1979, the original OHI form was done on the property in 1977, 
at which point the building had already served as a voting hall for a number of years. The 
Washington Township Voting Hall is located at 6940 Rings Road, Amlin (Figure 27). 

The only extant government office building in the Dublin Planning Area to have been 
constructed prior to 1970 is the Perry Township Hall in Franklin County. Historically, there 
was a township hall located near the center of the township on the “farm of Mr. Joseph 
Henderson” that was erected about 1854 (Martin 1858:257). It is unclear when this building 
was replaced, but today, the hall is located in a building constructed in 1963 at 7125 Sawmill 
Road (Figure 28). 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

48 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 27. Washington Township Voting Hall at 6940 Rings Road in Amlin, looking northwest 

 
 

 
Figure 28. Perry Township Hall at 7125 Sawmill Road, looking northwest 
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Architecture 
The long history of Dublin is represented by its wide range of architectural styles, forms, 
types, and construction materials. Early stone buildings in the heart of downtown contrast 
with the multiple-story farmhouses and surrounding outbuildings, which in turn provide 
contrast to the Mid-Century Modern houses. The contrasts are numerous, and are significant 
for their physical representation of the changes and growth in the area. Farmsteads and barns 
remind those traveling through the community that there is an agrarian past that dominated 
Washington, Jerome, and Concord Townships, where subdivisions of late twentieth- and 
early twenty-first century styles and forms now prevail. 

Architecture is one of the four Criteria for Consideration when evaluating historic 
significance. It is often the first suggestion that a property may be of historic importance. 
Within the Dublin Planning Area, there are over 30 different architectural styles or forms 
represented. Many of these fit into broader forms, styles, and movements described in the 
following paragraphs. 

The building forms that are described as vernacular, or “by the people” construction, were 
historically done without the guidance of an architect or professional carpenter. These forms 
were constructed from what the builder was familiar with, so subsequent generations 
constructed buildings that were similar to those of previous generations. Vernacular buildings 
are most often identifiable by the footprint or floor plan of the building and are named, for 
example, Upright and Wing, Side or Gable Front, or T-Plan in reference to the form of the 
building. 

Vernacular forms are often the first buildings constructed in a newly opened region. Side 
Hallway or Front Gable houses were popular between 1820 and 1880, and the I-House was 
constructed from approximately 1829 to 1890 (Gordon 1992:122-127). Several other forms 
show strong connections to New England building traditions, including the Upright and 
Wing (ca. 1820–1890), the Saltbox (ca. 1830–1900), and the Gabled Ell (ca. 1865–1885) 
(Gordon 1992:132-136). The American Foursquare (1900–1925) may have been a result of 
the mail-order or catalog home industry (Gordon 1992:137). Each of these vernacular forms 
will be discussed further below, based on their earliest construction date. 

In contrast to vernacular building forms, high-style buildings typically originated with 
architects or professional designers. Over time, building styles were spread through books 
and magazines, where they generated greater popularity. It was not uncommon for a builder 
to apply elements associated with high-style architecture to vernacular building forms. 

To aid in the discussion of the variety of styles and forms, the following text is divided into 
time periods: 1800–1860; 1860–1900; 1900–1940; and 1940–1970. Table 8 summaries the 
broad categories of building and structure styles and forms that were identified during the 
survey according to the time periods used in this discussion. 
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Table 8. Styles and forms of buildings and structures identified during the survey by time period 
 

Style / Form Types Represented 1800–1860 1860–1900 1900–1940 1940–1970 Post-1970 Total 

Agricultural Buildings Includes Barns, Silos, 
Outbuildings - 2 13 2 1 18 

American Foursquare Multiple - - 5 - - 5 
Art Deco Rectilinear - - 1 - - 1 
Brutalist Other - - - - 1 1 
Bungalow Multiple - 1 11 1 - 13 

 
Colonial Revival 

 
Multiple 

 
- 

 
1 

 
1 

 
42 

 
3 

 
47 

Contemporary 
(Includes Modern Craftsman, 
Neo-Craftsman, Neo- 
Formalist, Neo-Eclectic, Neo- 
Mansard, Neo-Tudor, Neo- 
Tudor Revival, Spanish Neo- 
Eclectic) 

 
 
 
Multiple 

 
 
 

- 

 
 
 

- 

 
 
 

- 

 
 
 

26 

 
 
 

6 

 
 
 

32 

Craftsman Bungalow - - 12 - - 12 
Dutch Colonial Revival Includes Gambrel and Other - - 4 2 - 6 
Enframed Window Wall Other - - - 1 - 1 
Engineering Structures Includes bridges - - 2 - - 2 
Federal Multiple 8 - - - - 8 
French Norman Other - - - 1 - 1 
Front Gable N/A 4 5 11 9 - 29 
Gable Ell N/A 2 16 22 - - 40 

Gothic Revival Includes Cross Gable and 
Front Gable 2 2 - - - 4 

Greek Revival Includes Front Gable and Side 
Gable 5 - - - - 5 

I-House N/A - 5 1 - - 6 
Industrial N/A - - - 1 1 2 

International Includes Eclectic, Rectilinear, 
Other - - - 2 1 3 
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Style / Form Types Represented 1800–1860 1860–1900 1900–1940 1940–1970 Post-1970 Total 
Italianate Multiple 1 10 1 - - 12 
Log Cabin Cabin 1 - - - - 1 
Mediterranean Revival Hipped - - - 1 - 1 
Midland Single Pen - 1 - - - 1 

Minimal Traditional Includes Cross Gable, Front 
Gable, Side Gable - - - 9 - 9 

Mission Revival Other - - - 1 1 2 

Modernist Movement Includes Front Gable and 
Rectilinear - - - 2 - 2 

No Style Multiple - - 4 24 4 32 

Post Modern Includes Side Gable and 
Underground - - - 1 1 2 

Queen Anne Multiple - 1 6 - - 7 

Ranch Includes Cross Gable, Raised 
Ranch, Side Gable - - 1 416 6 423 

Romanesque Revival Basilican Plan Church - 1 - - - 1 
Shed Shed Roof - - - 1 1 2 
Side Gable N/A 10 6 11 17 - 44 
Split-Level Multiple - - - 63 3 66 
Tudor Revival Cross Gable - - 2 1 - 3 
Upright and Wing N/A - - 2 - - 2 

 
 
Vernacular 

Cross Gable 3 2 8 3 - 16 
Gambrel - - - - 1 1 
Hipped - - 3 2 - 5 
Other 1 - 8 3 - 12 

Wrightian Ranch - - - 2 - 2 
Unverified / Not Visible N/A 1 - 6 12 - 19 

Total 38 51 137 645 30 901 
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1800 – 1860 
The Dublin Planning Area includes a number of buildings constructed in the first half of the 
nineteenth century. A number of these buildings can credit their longevity to their original 
construction and materials. Often vernacular in form, the buildings of this time period were 
frequently based on building forms or styles based on what the builder knew before they 
moved to Ohio. Styles, such as Federal or Greek Revival (popular in Ohio from 1835-1860), 
are often utilized on the earliest of buildings, particularly those constructed in limestone or 
brick. 

Federal style buildings were popular in Ohio from approximately 1790 to 1849 and typically 
have evenly spaced door and window fenestration patterns (Figure 29). Gordon notes that 
Ohio Federal style houses often have three-bay, gable-end facades with simple lunettes in 
their pediments (1992:78). Builders’ books, such as William Pain’s Practical Builder (1762) 
and Asher Benjamin’s The Builder’s Assistant (1800), were key to the spread of the style and 
standardization of its features (Gordon 1992:78). Popular features of the Federal style house 
include Classical detailing, with semi-elliptical fanlights in the higher style versions of the 
building. The buildings in the Dublin Planning Area would more likely have multi-paned 
rectangular transoms and mullioned sidelights. The windows, which would be double hung, 
may have twelve-over-twelve, nine-over-six, or six-over-six windows, typically with smaller 
sashes in upper stories. Brick or stone examples of the Federal style buildings may feature 
brick flat arch/jack arches or stone lintels, or stone slip sills (Gordon 1992:78). 

 
 

 
Figure 29. Example of a Federal style house at 8055 Dublin Road, looking west 
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The Greek Revival style buildings were popular in Ohio from approximately 1835 to 1860, 
although its stylistic elements have enjoyed popularity for much longer (Figure 30). The 
distinctive features were easily adaptable to a variety of buildings, from the most modest to 
large, high-style houses. Like the Federal style, the Greek Revival style was spread in part 
due to publications. Pattern books, such as Minard Lafever’s Modern Builder’s Guide (1833) 
and Beauties of Modern Architecture (1835), facilitated the spread of the designs across the 
country (Gordon 1992:79). Greek Revival style buildings often have ornamentation that is 
large in comparison to the overall size of the building. If columns are present, they are 
typically either of the Doric or Ionic order. Doors are commonly trabeated (having a post and 
beam appearance) and are often recessed. Windows associated with Greek Revival buildings 
are double hung, with nine-over-six or six-over-six sashes. Perhaps one of the most 
distinctive stylistic features is the use of cornice returns and heavy entablatures (Gordon 
1992:79). 

 

 
Figure 30. Example of a house with Greek Revival elements at 63 S. High Street, looking west 

Vernacular buildings of this time period include the Front Gable house (1820–1880), Upright 
and Wing (ca. 1820–1890), I-House (1829–1890), and the Saltbox (ca. 1830–1900). The 
Front Gable house is rectilinear in form and oriented perpendicular to the roadway by its 
gable-front roof. Front Gable houses can be one, two, or two-and-one-half stories high and 
are typically divided into three fenestration bays on the façade, with the door in one of the 
outer bays (for the Side Hallway) or centered (Gordon 1992:126) (Figure 31). A version of 
the building form is a Side Gable, where the ridgeline of the gable roof is situated parallel to 
the road, with the broad face of the building forming the façade (Figure 32). 
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Figure 31. Example of a house with a Front Gable form at 87 S. High Street, looking northwest 

 
 

 
Figure 32. Example of a house with a Side Gable form at 54 S. High Street, looking east-southeast 
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The Upright and Wing form is a compound building that includes a front gable section and a 
side gable, or wing, section. Many of the early Upright and Wing buildings were constructed 
in phases. Most often the “upright” came first, with the wing being added at a later date as 
additional space was needed and money was available. The earliest examples have a door in 
the upright as well as doors in the wing, commonly located off a porch along the length of 
the wing. As the form evolved, both the upright and wing were constructed simultaneously, 
with the main door moving to the wing. Often, with the move of the door, the upright was 
reduced in size from three fenestration bays to two (Gordon 1992:132). An example of the 
Upright and Wing form is shown in Figure 33. 

 

 
Figure 33. Example of a house with an Upright and Wing form at 7624 Bellepoint Place Court, looking west 

 
 

Related to the Upright and Wing house, the later Gabled Ell form incorporates the wing into 
the main body of the building, creating an L-shaped footprint (Figure 34). The house is 
oriented to the road similar to the Upright and Wing, with the side wing paralleling the road. 
The major difference between the two forms is that the side wing has become an integral part 
of the building core (McLennan 1987:8). An additional diagnostic feature distinguishing the 
Gabled Ell is its use of a one-and-one-half or two-story form with an intersecting gabled roof, 
on which the apexes are the same, or almost the same height (McLennan 1987:8). Other 
common elements associated with the Gabled Ell is the presence of a porch running along the 
length of the long wing portion of the building, and the lack of a door in the gabled façade 
facing the street, which typically shrinks to one or two fenestration bays wide (Gordon 
1992:136). 
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Figure 34. Example of a house with a Gabled Ell form at 119 S. High Street, looking west 

 
 

Like the Upright and Wing, the Saltbox house is a basic rectilinear house with a footprint that 
may have evolved over time (Figure 35). Historically, the one-and-one-half or two-story 
house form was achieved by the addition of a one-story rear block of rooms and the 
extension of the rear roof slope from the peak to create an asymmetrical roofline. The 
resulting shape is reminiscent of an antique saltbox (Gordon 1992:133). Over time, the form 
was constructed with the asymmetrical roof line, and the paired outer-end chimneys were 
replaced by a single chimney positioned at the center of the house. 

The final major vernacular building of the period is the I-House. This building form was 
named based on its distribution in states with names that begin with an “I”: Indiana, Illinois, 
and Iowa (Gordon 1992:127). In spite of this name, the building form has a greater 
distribution than these three states, including Ohio. I-Houses are two stories high and at least 
two rooms wide, but are only one room deep, resulting in a tall, narrow (Gordon 1992:127) 
(Figure 36). 

It was also common to add design details popularized with an architectural style to 
vernacular buildings. For example, both Federal and Greek Revival stylistic details can be 
added to vernacular buildings. A popular example of this practice is the vernacular Upright 
and Wing house with cornice returns, a stylistic feature of the Greek Revival style. 
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Figure 35. Example of a house with a Saltbox form at 83 S. High Street, looking southwest 

 
 

 
Figure 36. Example of an I-House at 83 S. Riverview Street, looking west 
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1860 – 1900 
After the Civil War, the number of publications illustrating new house styles continued to 
grow. At the same time, Ohio was experiencing tremendous growth, requiring the 
construction of new buildings. According to Gordon (1992:85), the number of residential 
buildings constructed between 1840 and 1881 peaked in the period between 1867 and 1873, 
when the Italianate style was popular (Figure 37). The growing need, combined with the 
adaptability of the style from residential to commercial and industrial buildings, resulted in a 
huge number of Italianate style buildings being constructed. Italianate buildings are 
identifiable by their often rectilinear form topped by low-pitched hipped roofs with wide 
overhanging eaves. Beneath the eaves, Italianate buildings often have bracketed cornices, 
with later examples utilizing metal brackets instead of carved wood. The windows in 
Italianate buildings are typically double hung with two-over-two or four-over-four sashes, 
with round or segmentally arched hoodmolds (Gordon 1992:85-86). 

Another popular Victorian-era building style is Queen Anne (Figure 38). Not as versatile as 
the Italianate, Queen Anne buildings were typically residential, although on occasion 
commercial buildings carried the stylistic features (Gordon 1992:91). Common elements of 
the Queen Anne style include a footprint that has an irregular form and asymmetrical 
massing, bay and oriel windows, overhangs, and wrap-around porches. The houses may have 
round, square, or polygonal towers or turrets and steeply pitched, imbricated slate roofs. 
Exterior finishes often include a variety of materials, such as fishscale shingles, undulating 
clapboard, pressed metal, pressed brick with narrow mortar joints, and even stucco gable 
ends with glass shards implanted (Gordon 1992:91). Windows and doors were also a place 
for ornament in the Queen Anne house. Windows may include leaded or stained glass, and, if 
double hung, may include multiple small lights over a single light lower sash (Gordon 
1992:91). 

Like the earlier Federal or Greek Revival styles, both the Italianate and Queen Anne stylistic 
details were readily adaptable to the more modest vernacular forms. It is not uncommon for 
an Upright and Wing house to have a porch that wraps around the façade, as with the Queen 
Anne style, or for a Front Gable house to utilize modest brackets on the overhanging roof 
(Figure 39). 
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Figure 37. Example of an Italianate style house at 7590 Rings Road, looking north 

 
 

 
Figure 38. Example of a Queen Anne style house at 5987 Cosgray Road, looking west 
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Figure 39. Example of a Gable Ell house with Queen Anne elements at 9999 Jerome Road, looking southeast 

1900 – 1940 
In the early twentieth century, popular taste, which continued to be influenced by 
publications such as books and magazines, turned away from some of the design influences 
of the Queen Anne style. Among the earliest styles to enjoy popularity in the twentieth 
century were those founded on simpler designs, natural materials, and fine craftsmanship 
promoted in the Arts and Crafts movement. Directly related to the movement were the 
Craftsman or Bungalow styles. Although other styles, such as the Dutch Colonial Revival or 
Tudor Revival also express a connection to early stylistic features, they also are connected to 
the Arts and Crafts movement in their support of similar basic design principles (Gordon 
1992:102). 

The Craftsman style arose from the Arts and Crafts movement, which is attributed to the 
nineteenth-century English designer William Morris, and was brought to the United States by 
Gustav Stickley (Gordon 1992:102). Stickley was a furniture designer and the publisher of 
the magazine The Craftsman, which was published between 1901 and 1916, and included 
house plans and design ideas among its articles. It was this magazine that provided the name 
for the style in the United States. Craftsman houses emphasize natural materials, stucco or 
cement surfaces, and wood shingles. Characteristics associated with the style include low- 
pitched gable roofs with broad overhangs that are supported by triangular knee brackets. The 
Craftsman home also promoted outdoor living, and often included outdoor rooms such as 
sleeping porches, dining areas, large porches, and pergolas. Other common elements of the 
Craftsman house include windows with multi-paned upper sashes over a single light lower 
sash, or casement windows with slender geometric mullions (Gordon 1992:102). For an 
example of a Craftsman house, see Figure 40. 
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Figure 40. Example of a Craftsman style house at 7321 Industrial Parkway, looking northwest 

 
 

Like the Craftsman style, the Bungalow house form also followed tenets of the Arts and 
Crafts movement, but could also include features associated with Spanish, Stick, and 
Japanese styles (Figure 41). Gordon (1992:108) explains that the standard Bungalow is a 
“modest, well-built house characterized by simple, horizontal, and craft-oriented natural 
materials.” There are two common basic Bungalow forms, the Gable Front and the Dormer 
Front Bungalow. In the first, the one- or one-and-one-half-story building has a low-pitched 
roof and wide front porch with a gabled roof. The second is also based on these features, and 
is typically a one-and-one-half-story, side-gable building with a prominent front dormer. 
Both versions of the Bungalow form include sweeping roofs with overhanging eaves, 
exposed roof beams and rafter tails, battered or tapered square porch posts, and rectangular 
windows that are often a multi-paned upper sash over a single-pane lower sash (Gordon 
1992:138). 

In the early part of the twentieth century, an extensive number of publications introduced 
several exciting “new” house forms through the popular press. Architects and builders were 
changing their thoughts about architecture, moving away from Victorian excess in an attempt 
to restore order to the built environment (Gordon 1992:100). Many architects turned to a 
“simpler time,” and drew their inspiration from the buildings constructed in the Colonial era 
of America. Among the styles resulting from this movement was the Dutch Colonial Revival. 

Loosely based on early Dutch dwellings constructed along the Hudson River, the Dutch 
Colonial Revival house was popular from 1900 to 1935 (Gordon 1992:104) (Figure 42). The 
distinctive feature of the form is the gambrel roof, often emphasized on early examples 
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Figure 41. Example of a Bungalow style house at 7679 Dublin Road, looking northwest 

 
 

 
Figure 42. Example of a Dutch Colonial Revival style house at 7721 Riverside Drive, looking northwest 
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by the orientation of the gambrel end towards the road. Houses constructed prior to ca. 1915 
typically had front gambrel roofs. The predominant form into the 1930s featured side 
gambrels (McAlester 2013:410). Other common elements of the form include roof dormers, 
shingled dormer and gable ends, and Colonial style elements such as doorway hoods and 
porticos (Gordon 1992:104). 

Likewise, the Tudor Revival buildings also used earlier building styles as an inspiration 
(Figure 43). Although technically not a revival of an American architectural style, the Tudor 
Revival is based on the revived interest in the sixteenth-century English vernacular 
architecture associated with the reign of the Tudor family and other late Medieval English 
prototypes (Gordon 1992:109; McAlester 2013:454). Promoted in England by Richard 
Norman Shaw beginning in the 1880s, the earliest examples of the style in the United States 
were architect-designed buildings. In the early years of the twentieth century, a more modest 
Tudor style made its way onto the landscape (McAlester 2013:452). In the 1920s and 1930s, 
the popularity of the Tudor Revival style exploded, having made its way into house plan 
books and ready-made catalogs (Gordon 1992:109). By the end of the 1930s, the popularity 
of the style faded. Typically, the Tudor Revival home featured an asymmetrical plan, a 
steeply pitched roof, prominent chimneys, and casement windows placed in groups. The roof 
often featured front facing gables, frequently overlapping each other to create additional 
visual interest (Gordon 1992:109). 

 
 

 
Figure 43. Example of a Tudor Revival style house at 7078 Dublin Road, looking east 
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Perhaps one of the most popular building forms of the early twentieth century was the 
American Foursquare, which was considered the most popular new house type from the end 
of the nineteenth century into the early years of the twentieth century (Massey and Maxwell 
1995:29). A building form, rather than style, it could be easily adapted to most owners’ tastes 
by changing the construction materials or adding ornamental details. Almost as a rebellion 
against the overly decorated Victorian era, American Foursquares shied away from the 
ornamentation of the previous generation (Massey and Maxwell 1995:31). 

By definition, the American Foursquare stands from two to two-and-one-half stories, exhibits 
a nearly square floor plan and block-like shape, and has a hipped roof (Gordon 1992:137) 
(Figure 44). Additional elements associated with the form include dormers and a one-story 
porch, which often stretches across the entire front facade (Massey and Maxwell 1995:31). 
Modern, as well as more traditional, building materials were well suited to the Foursquare. 
Houses were clad with wood clapboards, shingles, brick veneer, or cast-concrete blocks. 
With the improvements made in the modern concrete industry, cast-concrete blocks became 
an accepted building material, providing the smooth stucco finish popular with many 
Foursquare builders (Massey and Maxwell 1995:31). 

 
 

 
Figure 44. Example of an American Foursquare house at 7393 Rings Road, looking south 
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1940 – 1970 
One of the architectural styles that came into prominence after 1940 was Minimal Traditional 
(Figure 45). Although the house style originates in the 1930s, the majority of Minimal 
Traditional houses were constructed in the years following the Depression (McAlester and 
McAlester 1984:478). These residences combine the traditional Eclectic house form with a 
limited amount of decorative detailing (McAlester and McAlester 1984:478). The steeply 
pitched roof of the Tudor Revival period was replaced by low- to intermediate-pitched side- 
or cross-gable forms. There is also a conservation of materials, with eaves and rake 
constructed close to the main body of the house, distinguishing the style from the later Ranch 
house with its broadly overhanging roof. The Minimal Traditional house often boasts a large 
chimney and at least one front-facing gable. Built in large quantities in the years proceeding 
and following World War II, Minimal Traditional houses dominate tract housing 
developments of the era (McAlester and McAlester 1984:478). 

 

 
Figure 45. Example of a Minimal Traditional style house at 94 Franklin Street, looking northeast 

 
 

After the close of World War II, the demand for housing boomed and several new housing 
styles were developed. The first, the Ranch, had its start before the war, but gained popularity 
in the following years. Originating in California during the mid-1930s, the Ranch form 
spread in popularity across the country by the 1940s (McAlester 2013:602). A decreasing 
dependency on public transportation permitted homeowners to move away from crowded 
cities and construct “rambling ranches” on large suburban lots. During the post-World War II 
building boom, the ranch form was the most popular suburban house type constructed 
(McAlester 2013:603; Gordon 1992:141) (Figure 46). 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

66 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 46. Example of a Ranch form house at 10019 Jerome Road, looking southwest 

 
 

Typical ranch forms stood one story tall with low-pitched, hipped or side-gable roofs that 
often extended in broad, overhanging eaves. Wall cladding varies, with wood and brick being 
popular. Windows expanded in size with the introduction of large picture windows. By the 
1960s, even the door became a wall of glass with the introduction of the sliding door 
(Gordon 1992:141). Other common features of the Ranch house include: a rambling floor 
plan; garages that may be detached, but more commonly are located off the kitchen end of 
the building; low chimneys; and minimal front porches. The style continued to be popular 
into the 1970s. More than six million Ranch homes were sold in the United States between 
1948 and 1955 (Gordon 1992:141). Good examples of some of the Ranch houses found in 
the Dublin Planning area are shown in Figure 47 through Figure 50. 

From 1950 to 1980, one of the most popular house forms constructed was the Split-Level 
(Gordon 1992:142) (Figure 51). These houses have three or more separate living levels, each 
staggered by a partial flight of stairs, typically with only six to eight steps rather than twelve 
to sixteen stairs in a full flight (McAlester 2013:613). While the form was introduced in 
house catalogs in the 1930s, it was not until after World War II that they started to gain 
popularity. By 1954 they were outselling one-story Ranch houses by four to one in some 
locations (McAlester 2013:614). Good examples of Split-Level houses in the Dublin 
Planning Area are depicted in Figure 52 through Figure 55. 
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Figure 47. Example of a Ranch form house at 8581 Frazier Drive, looking south 

 
 

 
Figure 48. Example of a Ranch form house at 105 Franklin Street, looking west-southwest 
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Figure 49. Example of a Ranch form house at 8171 Trails End Drive, looking southwest 

 
 

 
Figure 50. Example of a Ranch form house at 3965 Summit View Road, looking southeast 
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Figure 51. Example of a Split-Level form house at 7037 Rings Road, looking south 

 
 

 
Figure 52. Example of a Split-Level form house at 7861 Industrial Parkway, looking southwest 
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Figure 53. Example of a Split-Level form house at 5495 Ashford Road, looking southeast 

 
 

 
Figure 54. Example of a Split-Level form house at 7660 Bellaire Avenue, looking north 
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Figure 55. Example of a Split-Level form house at 10626 Edgewood Drive, looking southwest 

 
 

Both the Ranch and Split-Level houses are house forms that could easily adopt stylistic 
features of other building styles (McAlester 2013:695). Among the styles adopted in the 
Dublin Planning Area were Mission style, Spanish Revival style, and Colonial Revival style 
(Figure 56 and Figure 57). The Mission and Spanish Revival were predominately 
southwestern styles in the nineteenth century, and they only gained widespread popularity 
after the Panama-California Exposition was held in San Diego in 1915 under the direction of 
noted architect Bertram Grosvenor Goodhue (McAlester 2013:522). Both Mission and 
Spanish Revival houses included features such as smooth plastered or stuccoed walls, tile 
roof sheathing, dramatically carved arched doors, spiral columns, pilasters, carved 
stonework, and patterned tiles (Gordon 1992:103). The Colonial Revival style draws on the 
historic styles of the United States and often includes elaborate porticos, large double-hung 
widows with shutters and transoms, and the use of modillions and dentils below the cornice 
(Gordon 1992:100). Mission, Spanish Revival, and Colonial Revival styles are also fully 
realized in houses that are not necessarily Ranches or Split-Level in form; however, these are 
a minority in the properties surveyed. 
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Figure 56. Example of a Mission Revival style Split-Level house at 5174 Ashford Road, looking north 

 
 

 
Figure 57. Example of a Colonial Revival style Ranch house at 5200 Locust Hill Road, looking east 
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A small number of other buildings forms also utilize the Colonial Revival style, including 
Side Gable and Cape Cod. The style has continually been reinvented, with great popularity 
occurring from ca. 1895 to the present (Gordon 1992:100). In the mid-twentieth century, 
Colonial Revival became less concerned with historic accuracy (McAlester and McAlester 
1984:489). Two-story, Side Gable, Colonial Revival houses, popular from ca. 1955 to the 
present, often have widely overhanging eaves, metal sash windows, “free interpretations” of 
door surrounds and colonnaded porches, shallower pitched roofs than the prototypes, and 
symmetrical facades with less regularity than earlier versions (McAlester and McAlester 
1984:489). From the 1930s into the 1950s, asymmetrical forms and facades became more 
common, as did the popularity of the Garrison form, in which the second story overhangs the 
first-story façade (McAlester and McAlester 1984:321-322). For an example of a Side Gable 
Colonial Revival house see Figure 58. 

Cape Cod houses mimic the wooden folk houses of eastern Massachusetts, and although the 
style was most common statewide from 1925 to 1950, nearly all of the 10 Cape Cod houses 
in the Dublin survey area were built between 1950 and 1966 (Gordon 1992:140) (Figure 59). 
Commonly shared features of the Cape Cod are a one-and-one-half-story rectilinear form, a 
steeply pitched side gable roof, and a symmetrical three or five bay facade (Gordon 
1992:140). 

 

 
Figure 58. Example of a Colonial Revival Side Gable house at 4315 Summit View Road, looking southwest 
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Figure 59. Example of a Cape Cod style house at 5248 Glick Road, looking northwest 

 
 

McAlester (2013:629-634) classifies the houses constructed between ca. 1945 and 1990 as 
Contemporary (Figure 60). These houses have an asymmetrical footprint and low-pitched 
gabled or flat roofs with broadly overhanging eaves. The roof beams are often exposed, and 
windows are usually present in the gable ends or as clerestories under the roof eaves. The 
exterior cladding of the contemporary house typically includes natural materials, such as 
wood, stone, brick or concrete block (McAlester 2013:629). Another common feature of the 
Contemporary house is a front entry door that is often recessed or obscured totally from the 
casual observer. An important aspect of the house style is the blurring of the lines between 
inside and outside. One of the ways this was done was through the use of large walls of 
windows and series windows to create broad, uninterrupted views (McAlester 2013:630- 
631). Contemporary houses can be divided into five major subtypes, all based on the roof 
form. These include: Front-Gabled Roof; Side-Gabled Roof; Gabled Roof Variations; Flat 
Roof; and Butterfly and Slant Roofs. Some good examples of Contemporary houses in the 
Dublin Planning area are shown in Figure 61 through Figure 63. 
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Figure 60. Example of Contemporary style house at 10645 Edgewood Drive, looking northwest 

 
 

 
Figure 61. Example of Contemporary style house at 4415 Bellaire Avenue, looking southwest 
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Figure 62. Example of Contemporary style house at 135 Indian Run Road, looking south 

 
 

 
Figure 63. Example of Contemporary style house at 5282 River Forest Road, looking northwest 
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RESULTS: ABOVE-GROUND RESOURCES 
 
Previously documented above-ground buildings and structures within 
the Dublin Planning Area 

 
National Register of Historic Places 
A search of the files at the OHPO, the National Register of Historic Places online database, 
and the City of Dublin GIS revealed one NRHP Historic District within the Dublin Planning 
Area (Dublin High Street Historic District, NR# 79003645) and one Multiple Resources Area 
(Washington Township MRA). A total of 37 properties within the Dublin Planning Area are 
individually listed in the NRHP; 28 of these individually-listed properties are also grouped 
under the Washington Township MRA and/or are listed as contributing resources to the 
Dublin High Street Historic District (Table 9). 

 
Ohio Historic Inventory 
The 37 properties listed in the NRHP, and discussed above, were all recorded in the OHI. 
Another 140 properties within the Dublin Planning Area have also been recorded on the OHI; 
22 of these properties have been demolished since the time the OHI was completed. All 
properties within the Dublin Planning Area with OHI forms on file at the OHPO are 
summarized in a table included in Appendix B. 

 

National Register of Historic Places eligibility recommendations for 
surveyed above-ground resources 
Commonwealth staff evaluated surveyed properties within the Dublin Planning Area for 
historic significance, both as individual resources and as groups that could contribute to a 
historic district. According to the Ohio Historic Preservation Office document Sample 
Language for Historic Preservation Ordinance, properties identified as local landmarks and 
local historic districts should “rely on the criteria for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places.” Therefore, Commonwealth staff evaluated the surveyed above-ground 
resources based on the NRHP Criteria and seven aspects of historic integrity, described 
below. 
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Table 9. Summary of National Register of Historic Places-listed properties within the Dublin Planning Area 
 

 
 
Parcel 
Number 

 
 

Address 

 
 

Property Name 

 
 
NR Reference 
Number 

 
 
OHI 
Number 

Listed as 
contributing to 
the Dublin High 
Street Historic 
District? 

 
Listed under 
Washington 
Township 
MRA? 

 
 
Map 
Grid 

Multiple Scioto River at CR 126 O'Shaughnessy Dam 9000482 DEL-41-14 N N 19 
273-000569 8055 Dublin Rd Dunblane; John Dun Homestead 79002691 FRA-1946-1 N Y 59 
273-000428 5281 Brand Rd Brand/Conine/Bower Farm; Formerly 5381 Brand Rd 79002740 FRA-1944-1 N N 87 
273-004536 5051 Brand Rd Thompson-Builder/Evans/Holder/Myers Residence 79002749 FRA-1945-1 N Y 87 
273-004542 4915 Brand Rd Washington Township School/ Graham Residence 79002762 FRA-6050-1 N Y 88 
272-000328 7453 - 7455 Cosgray Rd David Marshall House 79002686 FRA-7320-1 N Y 95 
270-000180 6992 Dublin Rd Charles Mitchell House 79002890 FRA-2556-1 N Y 103 
273-009098 7125 Riverside Dr Gelpi Residence (Dublin Arts Center) 10000198 FRA-8853-2 N N 103 
272-000170 6273 Cosgray Rd J L Hamilton, Schoolhouse 79002887 FRA-159-1 N Y 108 
273-000266 6659 Coffman Rd Fletcher Coffman Residence 79002751 FRA-167-1 N Y 114 
273-000003 56 N High St Artz House 79002901 FRA-2569-1 N Y 116 
273-000023 32 W Bridge St Dublin Veterinary Clinic 79002884 FRA-2552-1 N Y 116 
273-000025 81 W Bridge St Dublin Christian/Community Church 79002742 FRA-2543-1 N Y 116 
273-000029 53 N High St Dublin Christian Church 79002896 FRA-2546-1 N Y 116 
273-000047 19 S Riverview St Henry Karrer Residence 79002744 FRA-2540-1 N Y 116 
273-000053 16 N High St Dr. McKitrick House/ Zanus Hutchinson Residence 79002687 FRA-2519-1 N Y 116 
273-000053 22 N High St Dr. McKitrick's Office 79002882 FRA-2544-1 N Y 116 
273-000080 37 S Riverview St Chapman/Hutchinson Residence 79002688 FRA-2545-1 N Y 116 

273-012386 35 S High St J.G. Butler Residence/Dr Henry Karrer 
Residence/Office (Black Horse Tavern) 79002759 FRA-2557-1 Y Y 116 
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Parcel 
Number 

 
 

Address 

 
 

Property Name 

 
 
NR Reference 
Number 

 
 
OHI 
Number 

Listed as 
contributing to 
the Dublin High 
Street Historic 
District? 

 
Listed under 
Washington 
Township 
MRA? 

 
 
Map 
Grid 

 
 
272-000134 

 
 
7026 Shier Rings Rd 

 
 
Carl Shier House, Barn, and Chickenhouse 

79002865 
(House); 
79002868 
(Chickenhouse); 
79002873(Barn) 

 

FRA-6053-1; 
FRA-6054-1 

 
 
N 

 
 
N 

 
 
120 

 
 
274-000293 

 
 
6665 Shier Rings Rd 

 
 
Louis Rings Farm 

79002765 
(House); 
79002769 (Barn 
1); 
79002767(Barn 2) 

 
FRA-168-1; 
FRA-6051-1; 
FRA-6052-1 

 
 
N 

 
 
N 

 
 
122 

273-000039 63 S Riverview St Kilbourne/Sandy/Eberly Residence 79002894 FRA-2547-1 N Y 128 
273-000046 167 S High St J.E. Wright Farm/ George Karrer Residence 79002905 FRA-2537-1 N Y 128 
273-000060 109 S Riverview St Charles Sells/Dr. Eli Pinney House 79002761 FRA-2554-1 N Y 128 
273-000091 129 S Riverview St Hutchinson/Brelsford-Seese Residence 79002888 FRA-2550-1 N Y 128 
273-000143 225 S High St Karrer Barn/Formerly of 6199 Dublin Rd 79002788 FRA-2536-1 N N 128 
273-000147 6189 Dublin Rd Austin McDowell House 79002906 FRA-1643-1 N Y 128 
273-000256 83 S Riverview St Eulid Sells Residence 79002891 FRA-2551-1 N Y 128 
273-009733 182 S High St F. Riley House 79002738 FRA-2592-1 N Y 128 
273-001933 6028 Dublin Rd William Henry Sells Residence 79002895 FRA-1642-1 N Y 140 

 
274-001420 

 
5524 Houchard Rd Frieda Whitmer; Original house associated with FRA- 

160-1; 
79002690 (under 
5530 Houchard 
Rd) 

 
FRA-160-1 

 
N 

 
N 

 
141 

272-000198 6940 Rings Rd Washington Township Voting Hall 79002880 FRA-6057-1 N Y 143 

274-000031 6115 Rings Rd St. John's Lutheran Church 
(alt address of  6135 Rings Rd) 79002877 FRA-166-1 N Y 145 

273-005383 5927 Rings Rd Myer House 79002689 FRA-169-1 N N 146 

273-002026 5707 Dublin Rd James Davis Barn 79002772 (Farm); 
79002789 (Barn) FRA-1640-1 N Y 150 

272-000340 7590 Rings Rd James Harvey Home/James Wilcox House 79002898 FRA-1938-1 N N 151 
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Parcel 
Number 

 
 

Address 

 
 

Property Name 

 
 
NR Reference 
Number 

 
 
OHI 
Number 

Listed as 
contributing to 
the Dublin High 
Street Historic 
District? 

 
Listed under 
Washington 
Township 
MRA? 

 
 
Map 
Grid 

274-001310 7495 Rings Rd Ernest Wuertz Farm/Jacob Wilcox House (house is 
now demolished) 79002899 FRA-1937-1 N N 151 
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Applying the National Register of Historic Places Criteria 
The above-ground resources within the Dublin Planning Area were evaluated for possible 
listing in the NRHP. These criteria are outlined in NRHP Bulletin 15, How to Apply the 
National Register Criteria for Evaluation (NPS 1997). To be eligible for the NRHP, 
properties typically must be at least 50 years old, maintain a moderate to high level of 
integrity, and meet one or more of the following criteria for evaluation: 

A. Be associated with events that have made significant contributions to the 
broad patterns of our history; or, 

B. Be associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or, 
C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of type, period, or method of 

construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values, 
or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or, 

D. Have yielded, or be likely to yield, information important to prehistory 
or history. 

 
Certain types of resources are generally not considered for listing in the NRHP, such as those 
that are not yet 50 years old. However, those properties may still be eligible if they are 
significant by meeting certain requirements, or Criteria Considerations. These considerations 
include: 

A. Religious properties; 

B. Moved properties; 

C. Birthplaces or graves; 

D. Cemeteries; 

E. Reconstructed properties; 

F. Commemorative properties; and 

G. Properties that have achieved significance within the past fifty years. 

According to the NRHP, “integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance” 
Integrity of the resource is a key concern in the evaluation of all sites, regardless of their age. 
Without site integrity, there is little to no value in preserving the historic and cultural remains 
of the nation’s past. There are seven aspects of integrity: 

− Location, the place where the historic property was constructed, or the place where the 
historic event occurred. 

− Design, the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and 
style of a property. 

− Setting, the physical environment of a historic property. 

− Materials, the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular 
period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. 
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− Workmanship, the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people 

during any given period in history or prehistory. 

− Feeling, the property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular 
period of time. 

− Association, the direct link between an important historical event or person and a 
historic property. 

Recommendations for historic significance and NHRP eligibility are also based on 
information provided in the publication, A Model for Identifying and Evaluating the 
Significance of Post-World War II Housing (Pettis et al. 2012:27). Within this model the 
identification of potential historic significance under Criteria A and C is to be expected when 
evaluating post-World War II residential properties. In addition, a number of NRHP 
Bulletins, including the Historic Residential Suburbs: Guidelines for Evaluation and 
Documentation for the National Register of Historic Places (Ames and McClelland 2002), 
were consulted when evaluating residential neighborhoods. This NRHP Bulletin provides for 
“close analysis of information about the development and design of a particular historic 
neighborhood and understanding of local, metropolitan, and national trends of 
suburbanization” (Ames and McClelland 2002:94). Within the limits of this study, these 
standards were applied with both individual properties and potential historic districts in the 
Dublin Planning Area. 

A glossary that provides a more in-depth examination of the specialized historic preservation 
terms employed in this study is located at the end of this report. 

 
Individual Property Recommendations 
Commonwealth evaluated surveyed properties within the Dublin Planning Area for historic 
significance, both as individual resources and as groups that could contribute to a historic 
district. Pre-field research and field investigations identified 898 properties built in 1970 or 
prior, plus an additional three properties built after 1970 that had potential for historic 
significance, for a total of 901 properties. Of these, 24 properties could not be properly 
surveyed because they were not visible from the public right-of-way, leaving a total of 877 
properties surveyed. These resources were then evaluated within the established historic 
context and their historic integrity was evaluated to make appropriate recommendations for 
the properties’ NRHP significance. Recommendations made by Commonwealth fall into one 
of eight categories: 

− Individually listed in the NRHP (no change); 
− Listed as contributing to an existing historic district or part of a MRA (no change); 
− Recommended re-evaluation of an NRHP-listed property; 
− Recommended individually eligible for listing in the NRHP; 
− Recommended contributing or non-contributing to an existing historic district; 
− Recommended contributing or non-contributing to a recommended-eligible historic 

district; 
− Recommended for further research to assess NRHP eligibility; and 
− Recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
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NRHP-listed properties that should have eligibility reevaluated 
Commonwealth staff evaluated all surveyed properties, including those already listed in the 
NRHP, as their integrity may have changed. As previously mentioned, 37 resources in the 
Dublin Planning Area are already individually listed in the NRHP. Of the properties listed in 
the NRHP, seven should have their eligibility reevaluated (see Table 10). These properties 
have lost historic integrity and no longer convey their historic significance. The City should 
consult with the OHPO to determine if these properties are still eligible for their NRHP 
designation. If they are no longer eligible, then a formal de-listing process should be 
initiated. 
Table 10. National Register of Historic Places-listed properties that should have their eligibility reevaluated 

 

Parcel Number Address NRHP Reference Number Map Grid 
273-004542 4915 Brand Rd 79002762 (under Washington Township MRA) 88 
272-000170 6273 Cosgray Rd 79002887 (under Washington Township MRA) 108 
273-000147 6189 Dublin Rd 79002906 (under Washington Township MRA) 128 
273-001933 6028 Dublin Rd 79002895 (under Washington Township MRA) 140 
274-001420 5524 Houchard Rd 79002690 (under 5530 Houchard Rd) 141 
274-000031 6115 Rings Rd 79002877 (under Washington Township MRA) 145 
274-001310 7495 Rings Rd 79002899 151 

 
Properties recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP 
Twenty-three individual properties not already listed in the NRHP are being recommended 
eligible for individual listing in the NRHP (Table 11). This recommendation was made based 
on how the property fits into the broad historic context of the Dublin area, coupled with a 
high level of historic integrity. All of the recommended eligible properties fall under either 
Criterion A, for association with historic events/patterns in history, or Criterion C, for 
architecture. Each of the properties require more in-depth research to establish its 
significance within the historic context, establish the period of significance for the property, 
and to identify other possible areas of significance that were not captured in this survey, such 
as Criterion B. 
Table 11. Properties recommended individually-eligible for listing in the NRHP 

 

Parcel Number Address Map Grid 
60043301019000 10645 Edgewood Dr 30 
273-000515 5526 Ashford Rd 58 
273-001939 5505 Brand Rd 72 
273-002475 5565 Brand Rd 72 
273-004183 5581 Brand Rd 72 
273-008757 7721 Riverside Dr 75 
273-010614 4386 Bellaire Ave 75 
1500270250000 9456 Warner Rd 78 
273-000615 7451 Dublin Rd 88 
273-008766 4254 Bright Rd 90 
1700310310010 7010 Industrial Pkwy 95 
1700290130010 7298 Post Rd 96 
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Parcel Number Address Map Grid 
273-003961 6500 Post Rd 97 
273-001076 7051 Coffman Rd 101 
270-000171 7078 Dublin Rd 103 
273-003410 E Bridge St over the Scioto River 116 
273-010752 6729 Dublin Rd 116 
272-000086 5987 Cosgray Rd 120 
274-001260 5751 Cosgray Rd 132 
270-000290 5960 Dublin Rd 140 
272-000404 7393 Rings Rd 151 
273-001720 5336 Dublin Rd 160 
273-001729 5356 Dublin Rd 160 

 
Properties recommended for additional research 

 
Further research and investigation is recommended for 17 properties, summarized in Table 
12. In general, these properties all have a good level of historic integrity, but not enough 
information is present in a broad survey to make a recommendation. Some of these properties 
were not visible. Others had the size and location of a property that may have significant 
associations, but lacked visible architectural distinction. The City should consider an 
intensive-level survey of these properties before taking action in their vicinity. 
Table 12. Properties that may be individually-eligible for listing in the NRHP but require additional research 

 

Parcel Number Address Map Grid 
60043401007000 10815 Edgewood Dr 31 
1500220370000 9267 Mitchell-Dewitt Rd 34 
1500310010000 7321 Industrial Pkwy 81 
273-000565 5282 River Forest Rd 58 
273-000597 4400 Limerick Ln 75 
273-008671 4500 Summit View Rd 60 
273-000232 154 Marion St 127 
270-000326 5858 Dublin Rd 140 
273-008592 7593 Riverside Dr 75 
273-001718 5380 Dublin Rd 150 
273-001742 5075 Thornhill Ln 160 
273-001760 5074 Thornhill Ln 160 
273-001762 5100 Thornhill Ln 160 
273-001761 5090 Thornhill Ln 160 
273-001756 5000 Thornhill Ln 160 
273-001757 5020 Thornhill Ln 160 
273-001758 5040 Thornhill Ln 160 
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Properties Recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP 
Six hundred sixty-six (666) properties, or 74 percent of the surveyed buildings, are 
recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP. These properties either had a low level of 
historic integrity and/or were not distinctive architecturally. Because this was not an 
intensive-level survey, some of the properties recommended not eligible may have significant 
associations that could be revealed with further research. Therefore, a recommendation of not 
eligible should not be considered final, but rather an indication that the property is less likely 
to be significant than those recommended eligible, or those recommended for further 
research. 

 
Recommended Historic Districts 
Within the Dublin Planning Area, Commonwealth recommends that (1) one potential district 
may be eligible for listing in the NRHP pending additional research; (2) two new historic 
districts are eligible for listing in the NRHP; and (3) one existing historic district should have 
its boundaries and period of significance expanded to include additional eligible properties. 
Descriptions and evaluations of the historic districts are provided below. 

 
Frazier Estates Historic District 
The Frazier Estates subdivision is recommended for further research, as it has the potential to 
be eligible for listing in the NRHP. The neighborhood extends along Frazier Drive and the 
west side of Industrial Parkway in Union County. The subdivision consists of mid-twentieth 
century Ranch and Split-Level-style houses with a high level of historic integrity. According 
to the property owner of 7955 Industrial Parkway, the subdivision was developed specifically 
for African-American buyers, and all of the original homeowners were African-American 
(Thomas Jones, personal communication, June 13, 2016). Further research is needed to 
confirm this statement and to place the subdivision within the context of other African- 
American neighborhoods in Union County and the greater Columbus area. Sources for 
research would include investigation of the subdivision plat, deeds, and local newspaper 
articles. Research would also include oral histories, as according to the resident mentioned 
above, some of the original property owners still reside in the neighborhood. 

If determined eligible, the district would include the 22 surveyed properties listed in Table 13 
as contributing resources. These properties are primarily mid-twentieth-century residences. 
One additional potential contributing resource is a nineteenth-century house (7841 Industrial 
Parkway), which appears to be connected to the development, possibly the residence of the 
original platter and property owner. The district is potentially eligible under Criterion A for 
African-American heritage, and under Criterion C as a distinctive collection of Ranch and 
Split-Level-style houses. The period of significance would span the neighborhood’s 
development, ca. 1958-1970. Figure 64 provides a map of the boundaries and contributing 
and non-contributing properties for the recommended-eligible Frazier Estates Historic 
District. 
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Table 13. Summary of properties within the proposed Frazier Estates Historic District, pending additional research 

 

Parcel Address Map Grid Municipality Status 
1500380010000 7967 Industrial Pkwy 51 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380020000 7955 Industrial Pkwy 51 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380030000 7941 Industrial Pkwy 51 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380050000 8544 Frazier Dr 51 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380220000 8483 Frazier Dr 51 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380110000 8644 Frazier Dr 65 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380120000 8664 Frazier Dr 65 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380130000 8684 Frazier Dr 65 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380060000 8564 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380070000 8578 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380080000 8600 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380090000 8614 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380160000 8649 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380170000 8611 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380180000 8581 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380190000 8575 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380200000 8567 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380210000 8539 Frazier Dr 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380230000 7901 Industrial Pkwy 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380240000 7883 Industrial Pkwy 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380260000 7861 Industrial Pkwy 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 
1500380270000 7849 Industrial Pkwy 66 Jerome Township Recommended contributing 

1500380280000 7841 Industrial Pkwy 66 Jerome Township Possibly contributing, needs 
additional research 

 
Indian Run Historic District 
The Indian Run Historic District is a mid-twentieth-century subdivision located north of 
downtown Dublin. The neighborhood was platted as Indian Run Estates in 1957 by William 
R. Maurer and Robert Treaford (Franklin County 1957). The neighborhood was primarily 
developed by Robert Russell (Bob) Royce and Paul Decker (Jones 1959:1-D). Bob Royce 
was an architect and head of the Columbus firm Royce and Associates. According to his 
granddaughter Dr. Karen Royce, many of the residences were designed by Royce and other 
members of the firm (Karen Royce, personal communication, January 18, 2016). Among his 
work in the neighborhood is a Split-Level-style house at 21 Indian Run Drive that 
incorporates a nineteenth-century log cabin in its interior (Jones 1959:1-D). Another architect 
from the firm was Robert Richard (Dick) Royce, Dr. Royce’s father and the architect of her 
home at 195 Indian Run Drive. Designs from the architect Larry Pleasant are also present, 
including 41 Indian Run Drive and 235 Indian Run Drive. Royce and Associates was a well- 
known design/build firm in the Columbus area. Among Bob Royce’s works are residences in 
Upper Arlington and the Drexel Theater in Bexley (Upper Arlington 2017; Bexley Public 
Library 2017). 

Diverse architectural styles are represented in the subdivision, including Ranch, Split-Level, 
Contemporary, Colonial Revival, and A-Frame. Dr. Royce said that because the houses were 
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Figure 64. Map of NRHP Recommended Eligible Frazier Estates Historic District 
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built on speculation, the architects had greater design freedom than they did when working 
with specific clients. Some neighborhood houses came from other design sources. Among 
them, Dr. Royce recalled 165 Indian Run Drive as having a different architect and 175 Indian 
Run Drive as being a kit house from Sears (Karen Royce, personal communication, January 
18, 2016). 

The subdivision is platted to roughly align with the north bank of Indian Run Creek. The 
properties are large lots, and wooded parcels are near the west end of the subdivision. The 
neighborhood is recommended eligible under Criterion A for community development, as it 
shows the early suburbanization of Dublin, and under Criterion C for a distinctive local 
collection of mid-twentieth-century residences. The majority of the neighborhood’s houses 
were built between 1957 and 1966. However, 195 Indian Run Drive was built in 1969, and 
235 Indian Run Drive was built in 1971. 

Ideally, the period of significance should encompass the neighborhood’s development from 
1957 through 1971. This requires that the two post-1967 resources (195 and 295 Indian Run 
Drive) meet Criteria Consideration G for properties less than fifty years old. These properties 
do meet the consideration because they are architecturally distinctive, and their designs 
originate from the architects who developed much of the neighborhood. The district, 
therefore, is recommended to encompass 15 contributing resources. Two other properties 
within the subdivision, 20 and 21 Indian Run Drive, are recommended non-contributing 
because they have poor integrity. Recommended contributing and non-contributing 
properties to the Indian Run Historic District are summarized in Table 14. The district 
boundaries are those of the Indian Run subdivision plat, including all properties along Indian 
Run Drive, west of N. High Street. Figure 65 provides a map of the boundaries and 
contributing and non-contributing properties for the recommended-eligible Indian Run 
Historic District. 
Table 14. Summary of properties within the recommended Indian Run Historic District 
Parcel Address Map Grid Municipality Status 
273-010758 90 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010759 110 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010760 140 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010761 180 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010762 230 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010763 235 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010764 215 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010765 195 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010766 175 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010767 165 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010768 135 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010769 101 Indian Run Dr 115 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010756 20 Indian Run Dr 116 City of Dublin Recommended non-contributing 
273-010757 50 Indian Run Dr 116 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010770 81 Indian Run Dr 116 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010771 41 Indian Run Dr 116 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-010772 21 Indian Run Dr 116 City of Dublin Recommended non-contributing 
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Dublin Heights Historic District 
The Dublin Heights subdivision was platted by H. F. Adams in 1956. The district includes 
six Ranch-style duplexes constructed in 1956, all recommended contributing to the 
recommended historic district, as summarized in Table 15. The district boundaries include 
the properties associated with 42 through 87 Monterey Drive, as shown in Figure 66. The 
neighborhood is recommended eligible under Criterion C for architecture. The duplexes are 
stylistically unique to the Dublin area. Each has a low, cross-gable roof, board-and-batten 
siding, carports, and single-light windows, with minimal landscaping surrounding the 
buildings. The district is visually separated from the other parts of the city; a privacy screen 
of trees blocks views of commercial properties to the north and west, and a park and a 
cemetery extend to the south and east sides of the district. The district retains integrity of 
location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. Integrity of setting has 
been diminished by the removal of two duplexes, 70–72 and 84–86 Monterey Drive, yet the 
neighborhood retains the feeling of a 1956 residential development, and retains its 
association with the Ranch style. 
Table 15. Summary of properties within the recommended Dublin Height Historic District 

 

Parcel Address Map Grid Municipality Status 
273-000210 48–50 Monterey Dr 127 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-000211 60–62 Monterey Dr 127 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-000214 85–87 Monterey Dr 127 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-000215 73–75 Monterey Dr 127 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-000216 63–65 Monterey Dr 127 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
273-000217 49–51 Monterey Dr 127 City of Dublin Recommended contributing 
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Figure 65. Map of NRHP Recommended Eligible Indian Run Historic District 
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Figure 66. Map of NRHP Recommended Eligible Dublin Heights Historic District
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Dublin High Street Historic District (Boundary Increase) 
Currently, there is one NRHP-listed historic district within the Dublin Planning Area, the 
Dublin High Street Historic District, which is located within the original village plat of 
Dublin. The current boundary of the historic district is shown in Figure 67. Based on the 
available information, the number of contributing and non-contributing properties is unclear. 
The ca. 1979 nomination form on file at the OHPO lists 18 properties as contributing and is 
accompanied by a sketch map that shows four properties as “non-conforming.” This 
description of the district, however, is ambiguous as many of the addresses in the nomination 
form are incorrect and the accompanying sketch map is imprecise. The nomination form also 
contradicts the district description provided on the NRHP online database, which is “6–126 
High Street, both sides of street,” but which does not specify contributing versus non- 
contributing properties. Table 16 lists the properties that should be considered contributing to 
the Dublin High Street Historic District based on the NRHP online database description. As 
the reader will notice, one of the properties that is included in both the nomination form and 
the NRHP online database as “contributing” is also individually listed in the NRHP and is 
included in the Washington Township MRA (Black Horse Tavern, 109 S. High St., parcel 
number 273-000070). 

Because the Dublin High Street Historic District is an early NRHP listing, the documentation 
on the district, including the historic context and property list, is not complete. It is the 
opinion of Commonwealth staff that the existing boundaries and period of significance of the 
Dublin High Street Historic District are not best suited to convey the full history of Dublin; it 
is recommended that the boundaries and period of significance be expanded, and that the 
official listing be amended to reflect these changes. 

An expanded district would be more inclusive of historic resources in the community. Rather 
than including select businesses and residences as the current listing now does, the historic 
district would provide a complete context of life in Dublin prior to late twentieth-century 
suburbanization. Commonwealth recommends that an expanded period of significance, from 
1820 to 1966, should be considered. This period extends from the date of construction of the 
oldest extant building in the district (shortly after settlement) to the mid-twentieth century, 
and is inclusive of the structures in town with historic integrity. After 1966, the character of 
Dublin began to change, fueled by construction of nearby highways such as the I-270 Outer- 
Belt, which enabled the suburban expansion of greater Columbus. 

Prior to the suburbanization, Dublin served as a commercial center for a primarily agrarian 
region. The village’s population changed in small increments, reaching only 700 by 1970 
(City of Dublin 2005:3). Despite the late twentieth-century population boom in the Dublin 
area, the historic core still retains the scale and feeling of a small village. The recommended 
boundary increase would include the commercial corridor along High Street, residential areas 
along the river, mid-twentieth-century residences along Franklin Street, the school complex, 
and a church. Structures and landscape features are also present in the district, and include 
cemeteries, privies, stone walls, and a carriage step. 
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Figure 67. Existing Dublin High Street Historic District in accordance with online NRHP database 
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Table 16. Summary of properties within the NRHP-listed Dublin High Street Historic District, as reflected by the 
NRHP online database 

 

 
Parcel 

 
Address 

 
Property Name 

 
Map Grid 

273-000005 87 S High St Mrs. Yoakum Residence 128 
273-000007 83 S High St Giles Weaver Residence 128 
273-000008 30 S High St  116 
273-000014 58 S High St  128 
273-000034 113 S High St  128 
273-000035 75 S High St  128 
273-000040 14 - 18 S High St Eberly's Tin Shop/Dublin Post Office 116 
273-000051 6 - 12 S High St Hutchinson Tavern 116 
273-000056 24 S High St Bates Hotel/Dr. Henry Karrer's Office 116 
273-000061 76 - 78 S High St Holcomb Tuller Residence, Sells Hotel 128 
273-000062 27 - 29 S High St Post Office 116 
273-000066 114 S High St Dr. Henry Karrer Office 128 
273-000070 109 S High St Black Horse Tavern 128 
273-000072 38 S High St  116 
273-000074 66 S High St  128 
273-000075 119 S High St Paulus Residence 128 
273-000085 126 S High St Buckley House 128 
273-000086 86 S High St Corbin Residence 128 
273-000087 48 - 52 S High St P.R. Sands Property 116 
273-000089 32 S High St  116 
273-000092 63 S High St Tuller/Richards Residence 128 
273-000097 54 S High St Judson/Eger Residence 128 
273-000102 22 S High St  116 
273-000104 91 S High St J. Evans Residence 128 
273-000105 82 S High St Harold Rose Residence 128 
273-001978 106 S High St  128 

273-012386 35 S High St J.G. Butler Residence/Dr Henry Karrer 
Residence/Office 116 

 
The district boundary increase is recommended eligible under Criteria A and C. Under 
Criterion A, there are several areas of significance represented, the first being settlement. The 
selection of the site of Dublin by the earliest settlers in the region was largely influenced by 
the Scioto River, and the presence of potable water in the spring southwest of the East Bridge 
Street Bridge (Edwards 2012). The need to generate energy for the early industries was also 
facilitated by the river, and a mill and mill race were constructed to harness that power. 
These features, along with the presence of the original street grid and early nineteenth- 
century buildings, convey settlement of the area. The main axis of the village is oriented 
parallel to the Scioto River, and the historic development is essentially bound by Indian Run 
Creek to the north, and a ditch near Snouffer Quarry #1 to the south. The importance of the 
Scioto River to Dublin cannot be overstated; its shoreline and associated structures contribute 
to the district’s historic setting. Although the mills powered by the river are not extant as 
above-ground structures, a former mill race extends approximately between E. Bridge Street 
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and Short Street and the remains of the Joseph Corbin Stone Mill are still present on the west 
bank of the Scioto, south of the mill race. The mill remains and the mill race are illustrative 
of the former industrial presence, and therefore are contributing to the historic district. If the 
Snouffer Quarry #1 remains can be verified, it would also contribute under Criterion A. 
Because of the river, the terrain on the eastern edge of downtown Dublin is unlike anywhere 
else in the community. The terracing that results from the downward slope of the land to the 
river bank is a distinctive aspect of the location and setting of the district. Additionally, the 
riverside encompasses natural elements, such as the mature tree canopy that provides shade 
and noise protection along the river bank and N. and S. Riverview Streets. The Dublin 
Spring, a natural spring encircled by a man-made stone masonry ledge, remains extant in the 
park near the East Bridge Street Bridge. The spring provided clean water for settlers and 
travelers, and is one of the probable reasons for the town’s settlement in the first place 
(Edwards 2012). 

The second area of significance is community development. Buildings, structures, streets, 
and alleys constructed from the town’s founding through the nineteenth- and into the mid- 
twentieth century demonstrate the town’s growth and progress. Earliest buildings were 
constructed using the most predominate materials available in the favored styles and forms of 
the time. Over time, additional building materials and styles prevailed, and were added to the 
landscape. Among the most visible of these are the mid-twentieth-century residences along 
Franklin Street, the many expansions to the school complex (within the period of 
significance, 1820-1966), and historic-period renovations made to earlier settlement-era 
buildings. 

An additional area of significance particularly relevant to downtown Dublin is commerce. 
Historically, Dublin served as the commercial center for much of Washington Township, 
with residents of outlying areas dependent on the goods and services offered there. 
Commercial buildings, and residences converted for commercial purposes, extend along 
High and Bridge streets. 

There is one church and one former church building present within the district, adding the 
theme of religion to the district. Located near those who would be attending the services, 
both churches are within walking distance of the core downtown area. Churches are not 
eligible for the NRHP for religion, but can be listed for other areas of significance. Both 
churches in the historic district meet requirements for Criterion A, as illustrative of 
settlement, community development, and social activities or events and Criterion C, for 
distinctive architecture. 

Like the churches, the educational complex on W. Bridge Street was constructed in close 
proximity to the residences. Originally large enough to accommodate all twelve grades, as 
the community grew, the need for additional classroom space did too. The many phases of 
building in the complex - 1919, the 1950s, and 1960s – clearly demonstrates the growth and 
development of the community. Much of a community’s identity is tied to its school district, 
and therefore, the extant historic schools are important resources within the historic district. 

Finally, under Criterion A, are the two cemeteries, which are significant funerary sites and 
meet Criteria Consideration D (see the Results: Historical Cemeteries section beginning on 
page 105 for detailed histories). Both cemeteries date to a period not long after the town’s 
initial settlement. Indian Run cemetery, which had its first burial in 1814, is encircled by 
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stone walls constructed in 1823. Dublin I.O.O.F. Cemetery was established in 1858 and is a 
large sprawling park-like burial ground, also partially enclosed by character-defining stone 
walls. The integrity of the Indian Run Cemetery is compromised by its broken and moved 
stones, however a plant to restore the cemetery would correct this situation, allow for the 
identification of all those interred there, and provide interpretive opportunities for the 
earliest residents of Dublin. 

Also applicable to the boundary increase area of the historic district is Criterion C, for 
architecture, and engineering. The district has a high concentration of vernacular, popular, 
and high-style architecture. Early buildings tend to be vernacular forms, such as Side Gable, 
Front Gable, Hall and Parlor, Gabled Ell, and Saltbox. Some exhibit elements of period 
styles, such as Federal and Greek Revival. Later nineteenth-century buildings include styles 
such as Italianate and Queen Anne. Early twentieth-century Craftsman Bungalows and mid- 
twentieth-century Ranches are also present. Modest mid-twentieth-century commercial 
buildings are clustered on the east side of N. High Street. Locally-sourced limestone masonry 
can be found on buildings from all eras within the period of significance. 

Limestone construction is further utilized in the many stone walls that line the district’s 
streets and alleys. The low stone walls, often capped by vertical stones, result in a unique 
landscape feature while performing the practical use of defining individual properties. The 
walls are generally found along the street or riverside, as well as encircling the Indian Run 
Cemetery and partially enclosing the Dublin I.O.O.F. Cemetery. The stone walls, both dry- 
stacked and mortared, are significant for engineering and landscape architecture and those 
walls erected within the period of significance (1820–1966) contribute to the historic district. 

Another landscape feature that contributes to the historic district under Criterion C is the 
Dublin I.O.O.F. Cemetery. The cemetery has a clearly defined landscape plan, with a stone 
wall enclosure, architecturally distinctive markers and mausolea (listed in the NRHP as 
“vaults”), and a planned circulation system. 

In addition to the above-mentioned primary buildings and stone walls, ancillary structures 
and landscape features that were constructed during the period of significance also contribute 
to the historic district. These structures add to the district’s setting and feeling, and can 
convey the elements of daily life in historic Dublin. Among these ancillary structures are 
privies, located near rear alleys of many nineteenth-century residences. Particularly 
noteworthy is a two-story stone privy located behind 36–38 N. High Street. Historic garages 
and carriage barns line the alleys, and add to the village’s density. Other contributing 
resources include the stone carriage step in front of 119 S. High Street and the stone hitching 
post in front of 91 S. High Street. 

The district may also be eligible under Criterion D (Information Potential) if the mill and 
quarry can be investigated archaeologically. In addition, any intact archaeological deposit 
found in backyards may yield important information that adds to our understanding of the life 
in Dublin and may be recommended contributing to the district under Criterion D. 

Overall, the recommended boundary increase has a high level of historic integrity. Aspects of 
the district’s setting have been diminished by the expansion of W. Bridge Street and modern 
commercial infill on the northwest and southwest corners of Bridge and High streets. 
However, the district overall conveys its original setting. High Street is lined with a mix of 
residential and commercial buildings, positioned near the roadside with stoops that front the 
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sidewalks. The residential properties along Riverview Street are characterized by mature 
trees and small yards, often enclosed by stone walls. Franklin Street is characterized by large, 
open lawns in front of houses with a similar set-back. The scale of buildings in historic 
Dublin is also distinctive. Few are larger than two stories, and most align to narrow lots with 
consistent set-backs. The scale/placement of buildings, along with the natural tree canopy, 
create interesting vistas of both streetscapes and river views. 

Integrity of design of the district is retained through the relatively unaltered plat, streetscapes, 
and composition of individual buildings. Integrity of materials and workmanship is retained 
as is illustrated by the presence of original or historic fabric on the buildings, such as wood 
siding/windows, brick, and local limestone. The district retains its feeling as a cohesive 
community that was established in the nineteenth century, with modest growth to the mid- 
twentieth century. The district also retains its association as the village core of Dublin, 
encompassing all of its areas of significance. 

The recommended boundaries of the district, as shown in Figure 68, Figure 69, and Figure 70 
are: 

Beginning at the northeast corner of parcel 273-005565, 62 N. Riverview Street, thence south 
along the west bank of the Scioto River to the southeast corner of the East Bridge Street 
Bridge, encircling the structure. The line continues southward along the riverside, 
encompassing the former mill race, to parcel 273-000076, 6400 Dublin Rd. From there, the 
boundary follows a ditch that extends across the south side of the parcel to the south and west 
sides of parcels 273-01777 and 273-00143 (6199 Dublin Road and 225 S. High Street, 
respectively). The boundary continues around the west side of parcel 273-000798, 140 
Waterford Drive, and to the south and west sides of parcel 273-000145, 171 Franklin Street. 
Then it extends north, following the west parcel line of the properties that front Franklin 
Street, until reaching the southeast corner of parcel 273-011235, Dublin Cemetery. The 
boundary continues west along the south parcel boundary, turning north at the west parcel 
line, indicated by a tree row. Continuing north, it follows the west boundary of parcel 273- 
000057 within the cemetery property until it crosses W. Bridge Street to reach parcel 273- 
000001, the education complex. The district boundary extends west, following the south 
parcel line, then north along the west parcel line, where it meets the south side of Indian Run 
creek. The district boundary extends east along the south side of Indian Run until it meets the 
east side of N. High Street. Then the boundary extends south to the northwest corner of N. 
High and North streets, thence east, terminating at the beginning point; the northeast corner 
of parcel 273-005565. 

Appendix C contains a table that summarizes the contributing and non-contributing resources 
that would be included in the boundary increase of the Dublin High Street Historic District. 
The recommended Boundary Increases encompasses 105 primary buildings and structures, 
plus ancillary structures, two cemeteries, a mill, a quarry, and landscape features such as 
stone walls. Of these 105 primary resources greater than 50 years of age, 93 are 
recommended contributing, and 12 are recommended non-contributing. Note that structures 
built after 1967 and located within the historic district boundary are not included in the 
number of non-contributing resources reported on here nor are they shown on map figures 
because they were not part of the study, but they would be included in a formal amendment 
to the district if that option is pursued. The 93 recommended contributing resources includes 
24 resources that are already listed as contributing to the original Dublin High Street Historic 
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Figure 68. Map of the recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, Boundary Increase
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Figure 69. Close up map of northern one-half of recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, Boundary Increase 
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Figure 70. Close up map of southern one-half of recommended Dublin High Street Historic District, Boundary Increase 
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District, 15 resources that are already part of the NRHP-listed Washington Township 
Multiple Resources Area, and one resource that is already both listed as contributing to the 
original Dublin High Street Historic District and NRHP-listed as part of the NRHP-listed 
Washington Township Multiple Resources Area 

 

Recommendations for resources that contribute to Dublin’s sense of 
place, but are not NRHP-eligible 
In addition to identifying resources that are eligible for listing in the NRHP, or that contribute 
to an eligible NRHP historic district, Commonwealth was asked to identify resources that 
were “of value to the city from a cultural or character standpoint.” Such resources are those 
that contribute to the unique sense of place found in the Dublin Planning Area. The National 
Trust for Historic Preservation defines sense of place as: “Those things that add up to a 
feeling that a community is a special place, distinct from anywhere else” (National Park 
Service 2017). 

The Dublin Planning Area has several unique features that separate it from other 
communities. These character-defining features are described in the Community Plan. They 
include: 

− natural features, such as waterways, rock outcroppings, and native vegetation; 
− the rural landscape, including fields, farmstead complexes, and property boundary 

markers; 
− Historic Dublin, or the historic village core at the heart of Dublin; 
− community heritage, or the many ways the people of Dublin invest in their culture; 
− gateways and entry features; 
− roadway character and streetscapes, including historic viewsheds; 
− public infrastructures; 
− quality of life; 
− public parks, nature reserves, and open space; 
− environmental stewardship and sensitivity; 
− gathering places, civic squares, and focal points; and, 
− high quality residential and commercial development. 

From a historic perspective, resources that are character defining and contribute to the sense 
of place include a cultural component. In the Dublin Planning Area, they include such things 
as man-made landscape features, circulation/transportation facilities, agricultural facilities, 
and buildings/structures that convey specific historic developmental periods. 

Historic properties, such as those recommended eligible for or listed in the NRHP, contribute 
to Dublin’s sense of place and could collectively be considered character-defining resources. 
Historic Dublin, the old village core, is unique in the contrast of nineteenth-century 
vernacular buildings with those of the mid-twentieth century. The cluster of historic 
buildings on terraced streets leading to tree-lined banks of the river makes the area unique in 
comparison to modern developments in the area. Many of the farmsteads and rural/formerly 
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rural properties listed in the Washington Township MRA punctuate the current landscape, 
which is a rapidly developing and changing environment. These rural resources are indicators 
of a rich history beyond the current modern residences. 

In addition to these historic properties, there are also numerous resources of cultural value 
that are not eligible for listing in the NRHP, but contribute to Dublin’s uniqueness. 
Commonwealth identified shared attributes of Dublin’s character-defining resources, and has 
recommended specific properties that contribute to the Dublin Planning Area’s sense of 
place. These properties are listed in Table 17 and discussed in more detail below. 

Among the resources listed in the table above are agricultural buildings, many of which are 
barns. These stand-alone resources are frequently the only component remaining of a former 
agricultural landscape. Now surrounded by sprawling, modern subdivisions or commercial 
developments, these agricultural buildings are a reminder of the economy that was once 
prevalent in the Dublin Planning Area. This is not to say that every single barn or outbuilding 
in the planning area is culturally significant. Although these resources have lost integrity of 
setting, feeling, association, and design, they do retain integrity of location, materials, and 
workmanship. Therefore, the resources are distinctive from their modern surroundings and 
convey a sense of place and history. 

Individual landmarks or resources also contribute to a sense of place. One of these is a bridge 
that carries Ashbaugh Road over Indian Run. The 1920 bridge is the only extant structure of 
its type in the Dublin Planning Area. It services a traditional transportation corridor that is 
now limited to non-motorized traffic. Because of this, the bridge and the road grade retain 
their historic width. The landscape surrounding the bridge is wooded and somewhat rural, 
sheltering it from nearby modern development. Therefore, the bridge contributes to Dublin’s 
unique sense of place. 

Another rural landmark is St. John’s Lutheran Church. The church is currently listed in the 
NRHP, but is recommended for reevaluation due to a large addition that impacts integrity of 
setting and design. However, as a local landscape element, the brick church with a tall steeple 
is distinguishing in the surrounding area. Although the area is being rapidly developed, the 
church evokes the sense of a rural religious meeting house, and therefore contributes to sense 
of place. 

Another individual landmark is the Leatherlips monument on Riverside Drive. The 
monument, although recommended not eligible for the NRHP, demonstrates how the 
community of Dublin has valued Leatherlips as a historical figure. The modest stone marker 
with a stone wall surround is noticeable to anyone driving by. Its position at the county line 
indicates to the visitor that there is more to the community than the numerous recent 
residential developments. 

One of the most prominent character-defining features of Dublin is the numerous stone walls 
found throughout the planning area. Numerous historic stone walls are found within the listed 
and recommended historic districts. Additional stone walls, both historic and modern, extend 
along the roadsides leading into the town, both on Dublin Road and Riverside Drive. The 
walls which contribute to a sense of place are all somewhat uniform in scale and 
construction, and are nearly always linear, which distinguishes them from other stone walls 
in Dublin, such as those found at the entry of modern subdivisions. 
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Table 17. Resources that contribute to a sense of place, but are not recommended eligible for the NRHP 

 

 
Parcel Number 

 
Location 

 
Resource Name/Type 

 
Significance 

Appendix 
Page 
Number 

 
 
 

1700140181000 

 
 
 

9703 Hyland-Croy Rd 

 
 
 

Farmstead Complex 

Farmstead complex is surrounded by 
Glacier Ridge Metro Park. Although 
the complex does not have a high 
level of historic integrity, the barns, 
grain bins, and Craftsman house are 
surrounded by open field and convey 
an agricultural lineage in a rapidly 
developing area. 

 
 

App. A: 
Map Grid 
12-1 

 
273-011427 

 
8115 Connie Dr 

 
Barn 

The intact barn conveys an agricultural 
heritage in an otherwise modern 
developed area. 

App. A: 
Map Grid 
61-8 

 
273-006335 

 
5600 Brand Rd 

 
Barn and Milk House 

The intact barn and milk house convey 
an agricultural heritage in an otherwise 
modern developed area. 

App. A: 
Map Grid 
72-6 

 
273-011145 

 
4845 Belfield Dr 

 
Barn 

The intact barn conveys and 
agricultural heritage in an otherwise 
modern developed area. 

App. A: 
Map Grid 
149-1 

 
West of 273- 
006335 

Ashbaugh Rd over Indian 
Run (Buckeye Assets SFN 
2568705) 

 

Bridge 
Traditional transportation route with a 
1920 steel girder bridge and 
comparatively rural setting in 
immediate vicinity. 

App. A: 
Map Grid 
72-7 

 
 

274-000031 

 
 

6115 Rings Rd 

 
 

St. John Lutheran Church 

The church is listed in the NRHP and 
recommended for reevaluation 
because it has lost historic integrity. 
The building is still an iconic element 
of the landscape, as the original brick 
building with steeple is still visible. 

 

App. A: 
Map Grid 
145-3 

 
 
 
 

273-008791 

 
 
 
 
Riverside Dr South of 
Stratford Ave 

 
 
 
 

Leatherlips Monument 

Although the monument does not 
meet NRHP Criteria Consideration F, 
the small park and stone marker 
convey the value the community 
historically placed on Leatherlips’s 
contributions to Dublin’s history. The 
monument contrasts with the modern 
sculpture in Scioto Park, showing how 
earlier generations paid respect to the 
historical figure. 

 
 
 

App. A: 
Map Grid 
44-4 

 
 
 

Multiple 

 
 
 

Throughout Dublin 

 
 
 
Dry-stacked/Mortared 
Stone Walls 

The numerous stone walls that line the 
roadside throughout the Dublin 
Planning Area demonstrate how 
residents have historically, and 
continuously, utilized local natural 
resources. The walls are unique to 
Dublin and convey a strong sense of 
place. 

 
 
 

Multiple 

 
 
Multiple 

 
 
Throughout Dublin 

 

Mid-twentieth Century 
Residential Neighborhoods 

The overall character of the mid- 
century subdivisions is entirely 
different from earlier and later housing 
developments and contributes to a 
distinct sense of place. 

 
 
Multiple 
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Also contributing to sense of place are the mid-twentieth-century subdivisions in the Dublin 
area. These neighborhoods are concentrated primarily along Dublin Road and Riverside 
Drive, along the Scioto River. The neighborhoods have several distinguishing characteristics 
that separate them from earlier and later residential developments. The street grid in these 
neighborhoods was designed to accommodate large lots and discourage through traffic 
(McAlester 2015:70). Street plans include roads that loop through the development with 
occasional offshoots that terminate in cul-de-sac. Architecturally, these properties tend to be 
of a similar height and scale. Most common are Ranches and Split-Levels that have a 
sprawling horizontal emphasis. Some buildings are constructed to fit the natural features of 
the landscape, such as a hillside or a woodlot. Good examples of this type of development 
can be found in the recommended eligible Indian Run Historic District, as well as the River 
Forest subdivision (Ashford, River Forest, and Indian Hill roads). These neighborhoods are 
character-defining features of the roadways in and out of downtown Dublin. They contrast 
greatly with the late twentieth-century subdivisions, which typically have much larger houses 
spaced closer together and which are taller with more added components. These subdivision 
street grids are also curvilinear, but typically have far more cul-de-sac and dead-end streets 
than the earlier mid-century subdivisions. A development threat to the mid-century 
subdivisions would be new residences that do not conform to the same scale as the earlier 
houses or remove the established landscape features. 

 

Applying the recommendations 
Recommendations made in this report should be considered guides for identifying historic 
properties in the Dublin Planning Area. The survey was reconnaissance in nature, and does 
not provide intensive-level detail for the history and significance of each individual property 
or district. Recommendations for eligible properties were made based on available 
information, and it is believed that these recommendations will stand. A recommended 
eligible property is one that is most likely to be historically significant, pending further 
investigation. Additional research could also change the status of a property from 
recommended not eligible to recommended eligible, and vice-versa. The next step to 
honoring and protecting historic resources would be an intensive-level survey or 
investigation of the recommended eligible properties. Consultation with OHPO will be 
necessary to make an official determination of the eligibility status of a property or district, 
and to conduct a formal listing. 
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RESULTS: HISTORICAL CEMETERIES 
 
Previously documented historical cemeteries within the Dublin 
Planning Area 
Historical cemeteries are important to every community because they are a tangible 
connection between past and present and because of the variety of functions they serve. 
Historical cemeteries can serve as a reminder of the community’s roots, as genealogical 
research facilities, as art galleries, and as wildlife refuges. Historical cemeteries within the 
Dublin Planning Area are no different than cemeteries in other towns; they connect the living 
citizens of Dublin with its rich past and perform a variety of functions for the community as a 
whole. Because historical cemeteries add to the character of Dublin in a diverse set of ways, 
special attention should be paid to them. 

 
The Ohio Genealogical Society has recorded information on 14 historical cemeteries that are, 
or were, within the current Dublin Planning Area (Troutman 2003). Much of the information 
contained in Troutman (2003) has been digitized by the OHPO and is available through the 
online GIS database. Information on Dublin’s cemeteries was compiled from Troutman 
(2003) and the OHPO Online GIS database, and then cross-checked against historical and 
modern map and aerial photography references. Additional sources, such as the book 
Cemeteries of Dublin, Ohio by the City and Katherine Lehman (2005) and the Franklin 
County Genealogical Society’s 1983 Cemeteries of Franklin County, were also consulted. 
Finally, researchers also took cues on cemeteries from county and township histories (Martin 
1858; Mowry 1877; Perrin 1880; Taylor 1909; Williams Brothers 1978[1880], online 
documents published by the Dublin Historical Society, such as Tuller (2016 [1960]), and 
interviews with members of the community, such as Mr. Tom Holtman. Along the way some 
discrepancies between multiple sources were found and an attempt was made to reconcile the 
information, particularly as related to the name and location of cemeteries. Each confirmed 
or reported location was visited to gather first-hand information on the resource. 

 
Compiled information on all previously documented cemeteries within the Dublin Planning 
Area is summarized in Table 18 while the verified and reputed locations of these cemeteries 
are shown in Figure 71. This list includes five cemeteries that are administered by the City of 
Dublin and described in the Dublin Cemeteries Guide (City of Dublin 2014). The remaining 
nine previously documented cemeteries fall into one of two categories: 
− Extant (marker and/or stones verified at location) 

− Not field verified (no marker and/or stone at reported location) 
Field findings for each of the investigated cemeteries follows the table. 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL  ASSESSMENT 

106 

 

 

 
 
 

Table 18. Previously documented cemeteries and markers within the Dublin Planning Area, organized by OGS number 
 

 
OGS # 

 
Cemetery Name 

 
Other Names 

 
Location 

 
Township 

City 
Owned 
(Y/N) 

 
Research Notes 

 
Field Notes 

 
Opening/Closing Dates 

 
 
 
3625 

 
 
 
Clark 

  
 
Sawmill and 161 NW 
Quad under 
Speedway? 

 
 
 
Perry 

 
 
 
N 

 
Troutman (2003): 950' W of 
Meeks Rd and 20' N of 161 at 
TWP Line; Can’t verify that it was 
moved and cannot find Meeks Rd 
on old maps of area. 

 

Not Verified; Probably 
under building, or in one 
of three commercial 
parking lots 

No date (Troutman 2003) 
 
As early as 1850; paved 
over (Findagrave.com) 
 
C. Clark plot on 1872 Perry 
Twp map 

 
 

3627 

 
 

Deardorff-Dublin 

 33 (Riverside Dr) and 
Martin Rd (NE quad): 
122' e of 33 and 100' 
N of Martin Rd; 40 
deg 5' 44.84" N, 83 
deg 6' 27.5" W 

 
 

Perry 

 
 

N 

 
 
Troutman (2003): Stones moved 
to Dublin-IOOF 

 

Not Verified; 6300 
Riverside Dr: nothing 
visible 

Est 1852;  0.03 ac 
(Troutman 2003) 
 
See 1872 Perry Twp Map 
(O. Deardorff plat) 

 
 
 

3629 

 
 
 

Ferris 

  
 

SR 257 (Riverside 
DR) and Bright Rd 
(SE Quad) 

 
 
 

Perry 

 
 
 

N 

Troutman (2003): 20' E of 257, 1 
mi N of 161 and south of Bright 
Rd; CoD and Lehman (2005:215- 
217): Sign marking location 
erected in 2003 - no stones. 
Some moved during construction 
of 257 pre WWII, but more burials 
may remain. 

 
 
 

Extant 

 

Est 1848 (Troutman 2003; 
Cemetery marker) 
 
J. Ferris plot on 1872 Perry 
Twp map 

3631 Leatherlips 
Memorial 

 SR 257 and Stratford Perry N Location of execution of 
Leatherlips with monument Extant Est 1889 (Troutman 2003) 

 
3717 

 
Babcock 

 NE Corner of Wilcox 
and Tuttle 

 
Washington 

 
N 

Troutman (2003): On farm with 
ref from DAR Veterans in Ohio 
book 

Not verified; Most likely 
location is on parcel now 
owned by UDF 

 
No date (Troutman 2003) 

 
3718 

 
Dublin/Old Dublin 

 N side of W Bridge 
St, just west of J Liu 
bldg 

 
Washington 

 
N Troutman (2003): 1806' W of 

Dublin and N 0.1 mi 
 
Not verified Est. 1860, 0.5 Ac 

(Troutman 2003) 
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3720 

 
 
 
 

Dublin 

 
 
 
 

IOOF 

 
 
 
Historic District: S of 
Bridge St next to 
Dublin Community 
Church 

 
 
 
 

Washington 

 
 
 
 

Y 

 
 

Vaults: FRA06056-1-- including 
the NR vaults (#79002790) 
Troutman (2003): stones from 
Indian Run and Deardorff moved 
here. 

 
 
 
 

Extant 

Still in use. 
1858, July 1 – present 
(City of Dublin 2014) 
 
Est: 1852 (Troutman 2003) 

Stone has est. 1854 

Vaults date to 1884 (OHI: 
FRA-6056-1) 

 
 
 
 

3721 

 
 
 
 

Indian Run 

  
 
 
W side of SR 745, 
south of Indian Run 
Creek and N of 
Library 

 
 
 
 

Washington 

 
 
 
 

Y 

 

Troutman (2003) has some 
stones as being moved to Dublin- 
IOOF cemetery; Supposedly also 
has an OHI# FRA164901-OHI is 
for the walls. The walls also are 
listed in NRHP under NR 
#79002863 

 
 
 
 

Extant 

1814-1877 (City of Dublin 
2014). 
 
First 1816 (Troutman 2003) 

Stone has est. 1813 

Walls date to ca. 1823 
(OHI) 

 
 

3722 

 
 

Mitchell 

  
 
SW corner of SR745 
and Emerald Pkwy 

 
 

Washington 

 
 

Y 

 
Troutman (2003) notes that this 
cemetery was in a pasture and 
stones were on ground, not 
standing 

 

Extant: now protected by 
Cardinal Health gated 
campus 

1823 Mar 9 -1899; 
Restored in 1996, fenced in 
1999 (Troutman 2003; City 
of Dublin 2014). 

 
 
3724 

 
Mt Zion United 
Brethren 

  
Murfield: Memorial 
and Hawthornden/ 
Gilmerton Ct 

 
 
Washington 

 
 
N 

 
See note below on Mount Zion / 
Myzine / Old Myzine Cemetery 

 
Not verified; location was 
a housing development 

 
Likely miss mapped by 
OHPO and is same as 
OGS# 3725 
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3725 

 
 
 
 
Mount Zion 

 
 
 

Myzine / Old 
Myzine 

 
 
 
Muirfield Village - 
Kinross Ct NE of 
Memorial Dr 

 
 
 
 
Washington 

 
 
 
 
Y 

Troutman (2003) has the 
cemetery at Kinross and 
Memorial listed as the Mt Zion 
United Brethren cemetery (OGS 
3724) and the Myzine/Old Myzine 
Cemetery as being off Brand Rd 
(N0.9 mi, East 50'). These two 
cemeteries appear to be located 
in the same location. 

 
 
 

Extant 
Stone says “Mount Zion” 

 
1850- ?? 
Associated 
church razed in 1915, 
foundation present. (City of 
Dublin 2014) 
 
Stone in yard has 1805 

 
 
3727 

 
St John Lutheran 
(Horch) 

 Avery Road: NE 
quad of intersection 
of Avery and 
Innovation Dr 

 
 
Washington 

 
 
N 

Troutman (2003): 0.2 mi S of 
Shier Rings Rd; May be same as 
St John's Parish cemetery; 
Maintained by Township 

 
Extant: 
6090 Avery Rd 

Est 1858. (Troutman 2003) 
 
Burials until early 1900s? 
(OHI) 

 
 

3729 

 
 

St John's Parish 

  

St. John's Lutheran 
Church on Rings Rd 
just east of Avery 

 
 

Washington 

 
 

N 

  
 

Not verified 

Separate cemetery known 
at St John’s Parish not 
identified at location of 
church although Sandy 
Corners Cemetery is sited 
next to church. 

 
 

3730 

 
 

Sandy Corners 

  

St. John's Lutheran 
Church on Rings Rd 
just east of Avery 

 
 

Washington 

 
 

Y 

 
 

OHI #: FRA0881601 

 
 
Extant: 
6153 Rings Rd. 

1845 Nov 28-1879 June 26 
(City of Dublin 2014) 

Est 1846 (Troutman 2003) 

Early 19th C (OHI) 
  

Maroa Wilcox 
Memorial 

 Norn St between 
Heatherbluff Dr and 
Woerner Temple Rd; 
within Sandy Corners 
Park 

 
 
Washington 

 
 
N 

  
 
Extant 

 

Stone: April 11, 1870. 

  
 

Houchard Road 
Burial Grounds 

 Houchard Rd near 
RR. From 2013 
Community Plan, 
located between 
Post and Rings Rd— 
exact location 
unknown. 

 
 
 
Washington 

 
 
 
N 

May or may not correspond to 
OGS# 15054 (Unidentified #1), 
which is described as being on 
west side of Houchard Road, 
4100 ft north of Rings Road, 
down a lane. 

 
 
 
Not verified. 

 
 
 
City of Dublin (2013) 
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Figure 71. Verified and reported cemetery locations within the Dublin Planning Area
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Cemeteries administered by the City of Dublin 
Five cemeteries are administered by the City of Dublin and have been reported on in detail 
elsewhere (City of Dublin and Lehman 2005; City of Dublin 2014): Dublin (I.O.O.F.) 
Cemetery, Indian Run Cemetery, Mitchell Cemetery, Sandy Corners Cemetery, and Mount 
Zion Cemetery. 

 
Dublin (I.O.O.F.) Cemetery (OGS# 3720) 
This cemetery was established by the International Order of Odd Fellows in the mid-1850s 
and is still allowing interments, having been taken over by the City in the 1970s (City of 
Dublin 2014). The cemetery contains nearly 5,000 interments. According to the Troutman 
(2003) and the City of Dublin (2014), stones from both Deardorf and the Indian Run 
cemeteries were moved to this location; whether the bodies were moved is unknown. Two of 
the burial vaults contained within this cemetery date to 1884, are recorded in the OHI under 
FRA-6056-1, and are listed on the NRHP (79002790) as part of the Washington Township 
MRA (Figure 72). Also contained within this cemetery are three memorials: one Blue Star 
Memorial honoring the Armed Forces, one for the Fallen Servicemen from Dublin, and one 
for the Dublin Cornet Band. The northern and eastern edges of this cemetery are demarcated 
with traditional dry-laid limestone walls with two breaks: one on the northern corner of the 
eastern wall and one in the center of the northern wall (W026) (Figure 73). 

 

 
Figure 72. Dublin (I.O.O.F.) Cemetery vaults, looking southwest 
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Figure 73. Overview of the Dublin (I.O.O.F.) Cemetery, looking west-southwest 

 

 
Figure 74. Overview of ca. 1930s wall and gate at Dublin (I.O.O.F.) Cemetery, looking southwest 
Note similarity of atypical wall shown in Figure 94 which dates from about the same time. 
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Indian Run (OGS# 3721) 
Located within Dublin Veterans Park on the south side of Indian Run Creek, the Indian Run 
Cemetery (Figure 75) was the first to be established in Dublin, with the first burial being that 
of Mary Polly Sells King, who died on January 16, 1841 (City of Dublin and Lehman 
2005:3). The last interment was in 1877 (City of Dublin 201:5). Upwards of 114 individuals 
may have been buried in the Indian Run Cemetery (City of Dublin 2014:5). According to 
Troutman (2003:203), some of the stones were moved to the Dublin (I.O.O.F.) Cemetery, but 
whether the remains were also moved is unknown. Although the cemetery was restored 
between 1975 and 1980 by the Dublin Historical Society, many of the stones within the 
boundary had fallen and were moved to the edges of the parcel. The original traditional dry- 
laid limestone walls surrounding the cemetery were built in 1823 by Henry Sells and are 
reported to be the oldest walls in the Dublin area. Although listed on the NRHP as part of the 
Washington Township MRA (OHI: FRA-1649-01; NR: 79002863), the eastern, southern, 
and western walls (W024) were rebuilt by Eli Pinney and his son when the cemetery was 
restored (City of Dublin and Lehman 2005:6). 

 
 

 
Figure 75. Overview of Indian Run Cemetery, looking northwest 
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Mitchell (OGS# 3722) 
Established in 1823 as the Mitchell family plot, this cemetery is located on the southwest 
corner of Dublin Road and Emerald Parkway at the back of the Cardinal Health parcel on an 
escarpment. The last interment in this cemetery was in 1899. Though Troutman (2003:203) 
describes this cemetery as being endangered, it was restored in 1996 and enclosed by an iron 
fence in 1999 (City of Dublin 2014:6) (Figure 76). The cemetery is now administered by the 
City and protected by virtue of being located within Cardinal Health’s gated campus. 

 
 

 
Figure 76. Mitchell Cemetery, looking northwest 

 

Sandy Corners (OGS# 3730) 
The Sandy Corners Cemetery (OHI: FRA-8816-01) is located on the southeast corner of 
Rings and Avery Roads on the west side of St. John’s Lutheran Church. It was established in 
1845 and was in use until 1879 (City of Dublin 2014:7). The Sandy Corners Cemetery was 
rehabilitated in the mid 1980s by the Washington Township trustees. This rehabilitation 
included the addition of an iron fence that was originally part of the old Hayden Run Bridge, 
corner posts with marble placards, and a dedication to the early pioneers of Washington 
Township (City of Dublin and Lehman 2005:19–21). 
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Figure 77. Sandy Corners Cemetery with NRHP-listed St. John’s Church in the background, looking east 

 

Mount Zion Cemetery (Mt. Zion United Brethren, Myzine/Old Myzine) (3724, 3725) 
Mount Zion Cemetery, also known as the United Brethren cemetery (3724) is on Kinross 
Court, northeast of Memorial Drive within the Muirfield Village subdivision (City of Dublin 
and Lehman 2005: 27–29; City of Dublin 2014:7) (Figure 78). According to Troutman 
(2003:203), this is also the location of the Myzine-old Myzine Cemetery (3725). Based on 
the overlapping descriptions, it is likely that all three names refer to the same cemetery, 
which was originally associated with the United Brethren Church. The United Brethren 
Church was located adjacent to the cemetery until it was demolished in 1915 (City of Dublin 
and Lehman 2005:29). All sources agree that the cemetery was established in 1850, although 
the commemorative stone erected in the cemetery yard states that the cemetery was 
established in 1805 (Figure 79). 

 
Note that the OHPO online GIS has the Mount Zion United Brethren (3724) cemetery plotted 
on Memorial Drive near Hawthornden and Glemrton Courts; there is no visible evidence of a 
cemetery at this location and the OHPO map may be in error. 
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Figure 78. Mount Zion Cemetery, looking east 

 

 
Figure 79. Mount Zion Cemetery stone with establishment date of 1805, looking east 
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Extant cemeteries not administered by the City of Dublin 
Two cemeteries located within the Dublin Planning Area that are not administered by the 
City of Dublin were field verified as a part of this project: Ferris Cemetery and St John’s 
Lutheran (Horch) Cemetery. 

 
Ferris (OGS# 3629) 
This cemetery is located on the southeast corner of Riverside Drive and Bright Road. 
According to Troutman (2003), the cemetery was established in 1848, the marker was 
erected in 2003, and some of the stones were moved before World War II with the widening 
of SR 257/Riverside Drive. According to a 1935 survey, the cemetery contained 112 graves 
laid out in eight rows of 14 graves each (City of Dublin and Lehman 2005:217). It is 
uncertain whether all the burials associated with the stones were moved when SR 257 was 
widened so it is possible that some unmarked graves may still remain. A property owned by 
J. Ferris appears to the north of the marked cemetery location on an early township map 
(Figure 80), which indicates that the Ferris Cemetery was probably a family plot although 
there are no extant stones for the Ferris family (Figure 81). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 80. 1872 Perry Township map showing parcels potentially associated with small family cemeteries 
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Figure 81. Ferris Cemetery, looking east 

 

St. John Lutheran-Horch Cemetery (3727) (see also St. John’s Parish [3729]) 
St. John Lutheran-Horch Cemetery is located on the northeast corner of the intersection of 
Avery Road and Innovation Drive (Figure 82). The cemetery was reportedly established 
ca.1858 and was in use until the early 1900s according to the OHI form (OHI: FRA-8762-1). 
It was originally associated with a church organized in 1856 near this location, which was 
later moved to the present location at Avery and Rings Roads (City of Dublin and Lehman 
2005:43). Troutman (2003:203) also lists a second cemetery associated with the name St. 
John (St John’s Parish, OGS# 3729), but states that the two entries may refer to the same 
cemetery; a separate cemetery by the name of St. John’s Parish was not located during the 
field survey. 

 
Extant markers 

 
Leatherlips (OGS# 3631) 
Though this is not a cemetery, per se, it is the memorial marker of the location of the 
execution of Leatherlips in 1810. The monument is located on the southeast corner of 
Riverside Drive and Stratford Drive and was erected in 1889. There is no interment 
associated with this monument, but because of the historical nature and the traditional dry- 
laid limestone walls (W072) marking the boundary, this is a distinctive feature of Dublin 
(Figure 83). 
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Figure 82. St. John Lutheran Cemetery, looking northeast 

 
 

 
Figure 83. Leatherlips Memorial, looking northeast 
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Maroa Wilcox Memorial 
This solitary stone located on Norn Street, between Heatherbluff Drive and Woerner Temple 
Road, in the Sandy Corners Park, marks the location of the burial of Maroa Wilcox. Maroa 
Wilcox was the first wife of Thomas Jacob Wilcox, who is buried in the Dublin (I.O.O.F.) 
Cemetery (findagrave.com). The stone is dated April 11, 1870, and is surrounded by an iron 
fence that was erected in the 1980s after the stone was discovered (Figure 84). 

 

 
Figure 84. Maroa Wilcox marker, looking west 

 

Previously documented cemeteries that were not field verified 
 

Clark (OGS# 3625) 
According to the Troutman (2003), this cemetery was located 950 feet west of Meeks Road 
and 20 feet north of SR161 at the township line. Deciphering the probable reported location 
of this cemetery is problematic because Meeks Road was not located within the Dublin 
Planning Area nor is there a Meeks on any of the township maps examined. Further 
complicating the matter is the fact that SR 161 has been slightly rerouted. The best 
approximation of the cemetery’s location is based on the proximity to SR 161, the township 
line, and the proximity to the Clark parcels on the 1872 Perry Township map (Figure 80). 
According to Findagrave.com (accessed March 2017), the cemetery was established as early 
as 1850, but was paved over. When survey was attempted in September 2016, evidence of 
this cemetery was not found as a result of the development of the intersection of SR161and 
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Sawmill Road. Whether the graves associated with this cemetery were moved prior to paving 
is unknown. 

 
Deardorf-Dublin (OGS# 3627) 
According to Troutman (2003:203), this cemetery was established in 1852, covered 0.03 
acres, and the stones were moved to the Dublin I.O.O.F. cemetery. It was plotted as being in 
the northeastern quadrant of Riverside Drive and Martin Road, 122 feet east of Riverside and 
100 feet north of Martin Rd (presently, 6300 Riverside Dr). The parcel on which the 
cemetery was plotted was visited in September 2016 and there is no visible evidence of a 
cemetery having been there. However, while there is record of the stones having been moved 
(Figure 85), there is no record of the burials having been moved. According to the 1872 Perry 
Township map, O. Deardorff owned property just north of the suspected location of this 
cemetery (Figure 80), so it is probable that this was a small family plot. 

 

 
Figure 85. Deardurff and Deardorff gravestones located in the Dublin (I.O.O.F.) Cemetery, looking west 

 

Babcock (OGS# 3717) 
According to Troutman (2003:203), a reference from a Daughters of the American 
Revolution (DAR) Veterans in Ohio book indicates that this cemetery was located on a farm 
on the northeast corner of Wilcox and Tuttle Roads. Nothing more is known about this 
cemetery. When visited in September 2016, there was no visual evidence of a cemetery near 
the reported location. The parcel is currently vacant and owned by UDF (Figure 86). There 
are several Babcock family graves in both the Indian Run and Sandy Corners cemeteries. 
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Figure 86. Presumed location of Babcock Cemetery, now vacant lot at northeast corner of Wilcox and Tuttle 
intersection, looking east 

 

Dublin/Old Dublin (OGS# 3718) 
According to Troutman (2003:203), this 0.5-acre cemetery was established in 1860 and was 
located on the north side of West Bridge Street, 1,806 feet west of Dublin proper. This would 
place the cemetery just west of the J Liu building. When surveyed, there was no visible 
evidence of a cemetery. It is possible that this cemetery was moved to the Dublin (I.O.O.F.) 
Cemetery. 

 
Houchard Road Burial Grounds 
According to the online version of the Dublin Community Plan (City of Dublin 2013), the 
unmarked Houchard Road Burial Ground is located along Houchard Road between Post and 
Rings Roads, but the exact location is unknown. With this information in mind, 
Commonwealth staff visited publically accessible areas near the reported the location, but no 
visible evidence of a cemetery was observed. This cemetery may correspond to Unidentified 
#1 (OGS 15054) in Troutman (2003:203), which is described as being on the west side of 
Houchard Road, 4,100 feet north of Rings Road. 
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Recently reported cemetery sites 

 
Likens Site II (33FR2385) 
While reviewing the OAI forms for the Dublin Planning Area, the possible existence of an 
African American burial ground was discovered. The Likens II site (OAI# 33FR2385) was 
reported to the OHPO in 2004 by Bill Likens. According to the OAI form, the burial ground 
is located on the south side of US 33, just west of Avery Road. Mr. Likens reported that the 
wife of the property owner in 2004 said the burials had been moved, but in 1989, and again 
in 2004, Mr. Likens found one extant headstone of a 12 year old boy dating to 1854. 
According to Mr. Likens, another area resident, Ruth Filby, was also aware of the burial 
ground. Commonwealth surveyors could not verify the existence of the headstone because 
the reported location is on private property. 
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RESULTS: QUARRIES, MILLS, AND STONE WALLS 
 
Quarries and Mills 
Review of secondary sources led to the identification of six potential quarry locations and 
five potential mill locations within the Dublin Planning Area. As discussed in the historic 
context section “Industry and Commerce,” quarries and mills were an important part of 
Dublin’s early economy and, as such, it is recommended that locations where these 
resources, or remnants of these resources, are documented should be given preservation 
consideration in the planning process. Table 19 and Table 20 summarize the known details 
regarding the potential quarry and mill locations as a result of the secondary source review 
and the field survey. Verified and possible locations of these resources are shown in Figure 
10. 

Snouffer Quarry #3, located in Donegal Cliffs Park, was the only quarry that the field team 
could conclusively verify. A picture of the quarry is shown in Figure 87. Snouffer Quarry #1 
is reportedly still extant but located on inaccessible private property. The entrance to the 
quarry is shown in Figure 88. 

 
 

 
Figure 87. Snouffer Quarry #3 at Donegal Cliffs Park, looking west 
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Table 19. Verified and potential quarry locations within and adjacent to the Dublin Planning Area 
 

Unique 
Identifier 

 
Quarry Name 

 
Location 

 
Research Notes 

 
Field Notes 

 
Q001 

 
Unknown #1 

 
North Fork of Indian Run 

 
Appears on 1955 Quad 

Appears to be extant, but on property that 
was largely inaccessible (between 270 and 
Cardinal Health) 

 
 

Q002 

 
 

Artz Quarry 

 
 
100 N. High Street, near Indian Run 
(west side of Scioto River) 

 

Reference: City of Dublin, Franklin and 
Kehoe (2004:42-45); Original quarry for town, 
stone used in Dublin cemetery, etc. 

Unclear if location is where new development 
is actively occurring on east side of High 
Street, or if it was farther north where ponds 
associated with 6780 and 6800 Dublin Rd are 
currently located, or if quarry encompassed 
both areas 

 
Q003 

 
Snouffer Quarry #1 

West side of Scioto River, near 
intersection of Short St and 
Riverview 

Reference: City of Dublin, Franklin and 
Kehoe (2004:42-45) 

Marked private. Bill Easterday said it is still 
there. 

 
Q004 

 
Snouffer Quarry #3 

West side of Scioto River, along 
Dublin Road within what is now 
Donegal Cliffs Park 

City of Dublin, Franklin and Kehoe (2004:42- 
45 ) 

 
Verified  (northeast corner of park) 

 

Q005 

 

Snouffer Quarry #2 
 
East side of Scioto River along 
Riverside Dr. 

Reference: City of Dublin, Franklin and 
Kehoe (2004:42-45); pg. 45 states that 
quarry was filled in and now has homes built 
on it. 

On east side of Scioto River, just east of 
Griggs Reservoir Park, under housing 
development (“Quarry Lane”); Outside the 
Dublin Planning Area 

 
 
Q006 

 
 
Coffman Quarry 

 
 
Unknown 

May correspond to a quarry along Indian Run 
noted on 1955 quad map, but could also be 
on any lot owned by Coffman (Note: there is 
a lot owned by a Coffman on Indian Run on 
1872 Washington Twp map) 

 
 
Not field verified 
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Table 20. Verified and potential mill locations within the Dublin Planning Area 
 

Unique 
Identifier 
(Mapping) 

 
Mill Name 

 
Description of Location 

 
Research Notes 

 
Field Notes1 

 

M001 

 
Morris Corbin Frame 
Mill 

1 mi N of Dublin on east side of Scioto 
R.; Lot south of 7125 Riverside Dr 
(Dublin Arts Council) 

Ref: Dublin, Franklin & Kehoe (2004: 26- 
27); See also 1872 Caldwell & Gould Perry 
Twp map 

Per Tom Holton: “Grist Mill” ruins owned by 
Mara Ward and ruins are extant. 

 
Not field verified 

 
 
M002 

 
 
Jos. Corbin Stone Mill 

 

South end of town, west side of Scioto 
River 

Ref: Dublin, Franklin & Kehoe (2004: 26- 
27), flour mill built ca. 1855; See also 1872 
Washington Twp map Holton: entry off 
Short St, now on land owned by Tom 
McDowell 

On private property. Photos of possible mill 
remnants in general vicinity (Bill Easterday as 
reference). 

 

M003 

 

Ebey and Sells Mill 
West side of Scioto River at south end of 
Water St; Mapped location is possible 
location for either Ebey/Sells or maybe 
Swain/Holcomb or Unknown Mill #2 

Ref: Dublin, Franklin & Kehoe (2004: 26- 
27), grist & flour mill built 1812-1819; See 
also 1872 Washington Twp map 

 

Not field verified 

M003 Swain/Holcomb Mill Location not provided Ref: Dublin, Franklin & Kehoe (2004: 26-27) Not field verified 
 
 
M003 

 
 
Unknown Mill #2? 

 

West side of Scioto River, South of 
Corbin Stone Mill 

Appears on 1872 Washington Twp plat; 
Frame Mill, Can't read name on map (E. W. 
Hilter??). Could this be same as Ebey and 
Sells Mill since adjacent to land owned by a 
Sells? Graham Mill? 

 
 
Not field verified 

 
M004 

 
Graham Mill 

1.5 mi south of Dublin on west bank of 
Scioto R; Possible location mapped - not 
sure if this is the place for Graham or not 

Ref: Dublin, Franklin & Kehoe (2004: 26- 
27), grist & flour mill built 1812-1819; See 
also 1872 Washington Twp map 

 
Not field verified 

M005 Henry Shout Mill on Indian Run Ref: Dublin, Franklin & Kehoe (2004: 26- 
27), sawmill built ca. 1818 Not field verified 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

1 Note that there is a mill stone in the center of the public art piece “the Simulation of George M. Karrer’s workshop.” Bill Easterday also has a millstone on his property. 
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Figure 88. Entrance to Snouffer Quarry #1, looking east 

 
 

The only mill location that the field team was able to verify is the probable location of the 
Joseph Corbin Stone Mill, located along the Scioto River near the intersection of Short and 
Riverview. This mill was reportedly built ca. 1855 and demolished sometime in the 1890s. 
The adjacent property owners (Mr. Dyas and Mr. Easterday) allowed access to the river bank 
through their property and indicated the general location of where the mill remnants could be 
found. The field crew documented a stone wall (possibly a structural foundation) on the edge 
of the river that may be associated with the Corbin Stone Mill (Figure 89 and Figure 90). A 
possible mill stone and wood beam, both submerged in the river, were also observed. 
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Figure 89. Dry-laid stone wall in general vicinity of the Joseph Corbin Stone Mill, looking northwest 

 

 
Figure 90. Dry-laid stone wall in general vicinity of the Joseph Corbin Stone Mill, looking south 
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Commonwealth recommends that a more complete survey of the potential quarry and mill 
locations on private property, in conjunction with property owner interviews and a detailed 
examination of primary sources, is warranted for planning purposes. 

 

Stone Walls 
Stone walls are reminders of Dublin’s origins as a rural agricultural village, and are a 
distinctive feature of the landscape. Although largely decorative in purpose today, Dublin’s 
stone walls represent the use of a naturally occurring and abundant resource to construct 
necessary tools on any farmstead – the livestock fence and the field/property boundary 
(Valentine and Bauer 2016). Dublin’s stone walls also reflect the profession of some of the 
area’s earliest settlers, many of who were stone masons. Aided by the abundant and easily 
accessible limestone, these stone masons established masonry as a tradition unique to Dublin 
in the central Ohio area (Klimoski 1979). 

A spatial inventory of stone walls was included with the NRHP nomination for the 
Washington Township MRA (Klimoski 1979) and served as the basis for the list of 
previously documented stone wall resources. Fifty-nine separate historical stone wall 
remnants were drawn on a 1:24,000 USGS topography map as part of the nomination 
package. Each of these stone walls was coded in the GIS, given a unique identifier starting 
with the letter W, and included in a summary table with basic locational and descriptive 
information that was generated for the field survey. Each recorded location was visited and, 
if a wall was present, it was described, measured, and photographed. During the field survey 
it became apparent that some of the previously recorded walls had either been mapped 
inaccurately or were no longer in existence. In addition, the field team discovered stone walls 
that were older in appearance, but which had not been recorded in the Washington Township 
MRA. These unrecorded walls were also documented and added to the master list of 
surveyed stone walls. Note that recently constructed walls, such as those that were obviously 
created as part of a transportation or housing project, were not included in the survey. The 
location of all extant, surveyed stone walls are shown in Figure 91. 

Based on the collected data, stone walls in Dublin were classified as one of eight categories 
on the basis of overall type and repairs. These eight categories can be reduced to three basic 
types: 

− Traditional dry-laid stone walls made of tabular limestone with a vertical tabular 
limestone top course, including those with concrete and cement repairs; 

− Atypical stone walls, including any wall that does not fit the traditional definition; and 

− New build stone walls, including those made to resemble the traditional dry-laid stone 
walls. 

Surveyed traditional dry-laid stone walls are all very similar in appearance and construction, 
but vary in terms of the size of the limestone slabs used and overall dimensions. Walls were 
made of either small limestone slabs (under three inches thick and less than one foot long, as 
shown in Figure 92) or they were made from slabs of limestone that were larger (see Figure 
93). It is suspected that the size of the stone in the vertical top course may be related to the 
age of the wall, either as the result of mechanical breakdown of the rock or changing 
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Figure 91. Locations of all extant, surveyed stone walls 
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construction practices through time. Walls made with the smaller stones are typically no 
more than three feet in height. Walls made with the larger stones are wider and taller, 
averaging over three feet in height. This is an interesting difference in light of stone mason 
Eli Pinney’s recollection that the walls were designed to fence cattle and were typically 
between 42 and 48 inches in height (Valentine and Bauer 2016). Pinney’s description 
matches the description of nearly identical dry-laid stone walls found in Kentucky’s 
Bluegrass region. Hart (1998:185) notes that stone livestock fences became more popular in 
the 1840s after timber had been depleted in the Bluegrass Region. The fences were typically 
five feet in height “with smooth sides that tapered from a width of three feet at the base to 
eighteen inches at the top” (Hart 1998:187). Hart (1998:187) also states that by the 1880s 
dry-laid stone walls became more expensive to construct and maintain because of labor costs 
so that their popularity diminished, except to those who could afford to construct them as 
status symbols. By the 1920s and 1930s many stone walls in the Kentucky Bluegrass region 
were removed so that roadways could be widened for the automobile (Hart 1998:187). It is 
possible that the difference in height among Dublin’s stone walls is related to age or 
relocation. It may be that as walls deteriorated or were moved, they were not built as high 
because they no longer functioned as livestock fences. In conjunction with this practice of 
partially rebuilding walls, it is possible that only the top vertical courses were reset to 
maintain the original appearance of the walls. In Dublin, very few traditional dry-laid stone 
walls are missing the top vertical course. Some walls without this vertical top course appear 
to once have had it since the rest of the wall construction is the same as those walls with 
vertical top courses. It is also interesting to note that only a very few of the traditional dry- 
laid stone walls in Dublin have repairs or patches of cement along the lower courses, 
although some have had the top vertical course set in cement. 

 

 
Figure 92. Example of lower wall with slightly smaller stones (Wall W033 along Riverside Drive, looking south 



CITY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

132 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 93. Example of taller wall with larger stones (Wall W005 along Riverside Drive, looking north) 

 
 

Dublin’s atypical stone walls appear to be related to individual property owner’s preferences 
rather than any larger trend. In general, these walls tend to be along residential property 
boundaries, are mortared, and may feature rounded rather than tabular stone. A greater 
diversity of raw material types is also common. Figure 94 depicts one of the atypical stone 
walls of Dublin. 

Walls built within the last 10 years tend to be of machine cut, square slabs, as depicted in 
Figure 95, and the walls built in 2016 as part of the trail project were constructed with mortar 
between the courses (Figure 96). 
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Figure 94. Example of an atypical stone wall (W065A) in front of 824 S. High Street, looking northeast 

 
 

 
Figure 95. Modern wall with square, cut stones, near intersection of Dublin and Frantz Roads, looking southeast 
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Figure 96. Wall in process of being rebuilt as part of trail project (W034 along west side of Dublin Road south of 
downtown, looking north). Note top course set in mortar. 
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RESULTS: ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Previously documented archaeological sites within the Dublin Planning 
Area 
Archaeology tells the story of the human past as represented through material culture or 
"things." Although we have histories and oral traditions, the actual physical remains can 
enhance the accepted story, add unknown or forgotten pieces, contradict the official story, 
provide the story of the people who get left out of the official histories or, in the case of 
events before written records, tell the entire story. 

Within the Dublin Planning Area, there are 359 previously documented archaeological sites 
recorded in the Ohio Archaeological Inventory. The vast majority of these sites (94%) were 
identified and documented as the result of 72 professional cultural resources management 
identification surveys conducted over the past four decades in compliance with Section 106 
of the NHPA of 1966, as amended. Twenty-two sites were recorded on the basis of reporting 
by avocational archaeologists and members of the public. The only archaeological site within 
the Dublin Planning Area that is listed in the NRHP is the Holder-Wright Works (33FR4; 
NR# 74001496), a prehistoric earthwork complex located on a terrace on the east side of the 
Scioto River, just north of I-270. The Holder-Wright Works, along with the Krumm Mound 
(33FR1), were reported by Mills (1914). Additional investigations of a portion of the Holder- 
Wright Works complex were recently conducted by Angel (2010). 

The Davis Mound (33FR2386) was inaccurately mapped in the OHPO GIS so that it 
appeared to be inside the Dublin Planning Area. It was, therefore, visited, and archaeologists 
noted that it may be at risk for erosion because of its current setting. The site was 
subsequently moved to its correct geographical location in the GIS and found to be outside 
the Dublin Planning Area. 

Of the 359 previously recorded archaeological sites within the Dublin Planning Area, 308 
have prehistoric components, 21 have historic components, and 30 have both prehistoric and 
historic components. The majority of the prehistoric sites were classified as “unassigned 
prehistoric” (n=265). The remainder of sites with prehistoric components could be assigned 
one or more prehistoric temporal affiliations on the basis of diagnostics artifacts. Prehistoric 
use and occupation within the Dublin Planning Area spans all prehistoric periods from 
PaleoIndian to the Late Prehistoric. Prehistoric site types are also diverse ranging from 
isolated finds of a single artifact to short term resource procurement/processing locales to 
base camps to earthworks and burial mounds. Historic sites primarily represent Dublin’s 
agricultural past, with farmsteads and dump sites being the predominant site types. 
Additional information on these 359 sites, as well as their current condition as established by 
this project, can be found in Appendix G. 
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Results of field verification 
Commonwealth archaeologists assessed the present condition of all 359 previously recorded 
archaeological sites in order to update the City’s understanding of their resource base, and 
which sites may be worth preserving or investigating further, even if located on private 
property. Prior to conducting field investigations Commonwealth archaeologists were able to 
determine that at least 204 of the sites had likely been destroyed on the basis of aerial 
photographs. Another 22 sites were confirmed destroyed on the basis of visual inspection. 
Fifty-one sites appear to have been disturbed but the extent of the disturbance is unknown. 
Seventy-eight of the 359 previously recorded sites did not appear to be disturbed based on 
surface evidence. Four sites could not be field verified from the public right-of-way. Since 
most of the sites documented and evaluated under Section 106 were recommended not 
eligible for listing in the NRHP because of a lack of data potential under Criterion D, it is not 
surprising that the majority of the sites were not investigated further or preserved in place. 

 

Archaeologically sensitive areas 
Review of secondary sources led to the delineation of several areas that may be 
archaeologically sensitive and should be given special consideration by private property 
owners, and as part of municipal planning and future development efforts: 

 
Dublin High Street Historic District (including recommended Boundary Increase) 
Undeveloped and undisturbed land within the existing historic district boundary and within 
the recommended historic district boundary increase has the potential to contain 
archaeological deposits associated with the history of Dublin from the earliest settlers 
through the 1900s. Of particular interest would be backyards, especially areas where it is 
suspected privies, wells, or outbuildings were located. Even land that has been paved over, 
but not significantly modified, may contain archaeological deposits. 

 
Indian Run Creek 
Undeveloped land along Indian Run Creek and its tributaries has the potential to contain 
prehistoric archaeological sites, historical archaeological sites related to early settlers like 
Sells, and historic Native American sites such as the Wyandot village the Williams Brothers 
(1880:370) reported was one mile west of Dublin along the creek on land owned by Sam 
Sells. Based on the provided description, it is unclear if this village was along the North or 
South Fork of Indian Run. In addition to the above potential archaeological sites, Indian Run 
Falls Park also contains what may be the remains of a mid-century storm water control 
feature, tucked into the woods along one of the walking paths (see Figure 97). 
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Figure 97. Low poured concrete foundation or catchment basin in Indian Run Falls Park, looking northwest 

 

Otter Spring on Scioto River 
Baskin (1880:421) refers to Otter Spring in Liberty Township as the location of a famous 
Wyandot camp ground near the Scioto Trail on land owned by Stanberry. This may be 
outside the current Dublin Planning Area, but if the area extends northward the potential site 
might be of concern. This potential camp site may have already been inundated when 
O’Shaughnessy Reservoir was created, but its existence cannot be ruled out without a full 
survey. 

 
Ashbaugh Road (south end) 
Based on the description provided by Tuller (2016[1960]), it is possible that archaeological 
deposits associated with the Tuller cabin and a possible maple sugar camp may still be 
present in undeveloped areas along the road. 

 
Cosgray Park 
The property owner at 6074 Houchard Road informed the architectural historians that there 
may be a Native American encampment on the south central side of Cosgray Park, just west 
of southern most ball diamond. Dense concentrations of artifacts were regularly revealed 
each time the area was plowed. 
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RESULTS: PRESERVATION STRATEGIES STUDY 
 
Review of Existing Documents 
Existing documents relevant to previous preservation strategies in the City of Dublin, 
including the zoning code, the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines, and the Community Plan 
were reviewed as part of the preservation strategies study. Each document is reviewed in 
more detail below. 

 
Zoning Code 
The first zoning code in Dublin was passed in 1970, when the population was just 681 
(Dublin Chamber of Commerce 2016). The code identified thirteen use districts, ranging 
from Rural to Industrial. Different provisions of the code were amended over the years as 
both the residential and daytime population grew. In 1971, a Central Community 
Commercial District was added. Minor amendments were made in the 1980s and 1990s. The 
Architectural Review Board (ARB) may have been in place since 1970, but it was not 
officially part of the zoning code until 1993, when it was established for "the preservation 
and maintenance of the Architectural Review District and historic sites as landmarks and 
tangible reminders of early architecture in Dublin" (City of Dublin 2005:1). The ARB 
reviews projects proposed within the boundaries of the Architectural Review District (Figure 
98) for compliance with the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines, first published in 1999. 

A substantive addition to the code came in the 2004 amendment, which created Planned 
Development Districts for new housing developments. A special zoning code for the Bridge 
Street District was created in 2012 for new mixed use development (Figure 99). 

The Bridge Street District is Dublin's vision of the future for the area south of I-270 and 
north of Bridge Street (SR 161) on both sides of the Scioto River. The intent is to transform 
the area's existing "older shopping areas, low-density office parks, and...historic town center" 
(Goody Clancy 2016) into a planned development that offers "choices in housing, dining, 
and shopping along with riverfront parks, a new library and gathering spaces to attract a new 
generation of residents, businesses, and jobs" (City of Dublin Planning Department 2016a). 

In the 2012 plan developed by the Boston firm of Goody Clancy (Figure 100), the area north 
of Bridge Street is transformed by new, higher density development. The area south of 
Bridge Street consists primarily of existing infrastructure with very little new development in 
the Historic Core. Even the area on each side of High Street north of Bridge Street remains 
undisturbed. 
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Figure 98. Architectural Review District Map 
Image from City of Dublin website: http://dublinohiousa.gov/bridge-street/developing-the-district/ accessed 11/14/2016. 
This ARB is responsible for reviewing projects not just in Historic Dublin but in the surrounding areas as well. 

 

 
Figure 99. Bridge Street District Zoning Map, 2014 
Image from City of Dublin website: http://dublinohiousa.gov/bridge-street/developing-the-district/ accessed 11/14/2016. 
The Historic Residential District also includes the mid century houses along Mill Lane east of High Street. It also shows a 
large area north of the Historic Core as BSC Historic Transition Neighborhood. 
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Figure 100. Original 2012 Bridge Street District Plan by Goody Clancy 
Image from City of Dublin website: http://dublinohiousa.gov/bridge-street/developing-the-district/ accessed 11/8/16. 
This plan shows no new development in the areas east and west of South High Street from the cemetery to the river. 

 

The existing areas are included in the Bridge Street District zoning section that was created 
in 2012 and classified as "BSD-HC" (Bridge Street District-Historic Core) and "BSD-HR" 
(Bridge Street District-Historic Residential) (Figure 101). The zoning provisions are 
primarily for new development, including streets, infrastructure, and buildings. The zoning 
provisions do mention the historic core and residential areas in § 153.058 B (5) and (6) as 
districts that accept "building types that are consistent with the historic development pattern 
of Historic Dublin, subject to review by the Architectural Review Board, and permit similar 
uses that support a highly walkable setting, as listed in Table 153.059-A" (City of Dublin, 
Planning Department 2016a). 

Table 153.059-A lists the permitted uses in these two districts. The Historic Residential 
District is appropriately noted as permitting single family residences, elementary or middle 
schools, open space, and community gardens. The Historic Core, which is the area on each 
side of High Street, allows commercial use but only two types of residences: live work 
dwellings and multi-family units on the upper floor only. 
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Figure 101. Detail of September 2016 Dublin Zoning Map 
Image from City of Dublin website, http://dublinohiousa.gov/developer-tools/zoning-map/ accessed 11/8/2016 
This map shows that the Historic Core and Historic Residential areas are part of the BSD (Bridge Street District) 

 

The existing properties on South High Street are long narrow lots that extend east and west to 
Blacksmith Lane and Mill Lane respectively, which is essentially across a narrow street from 
the Historic Residential Areas. Requiring residential units to be on the upper floor only 
automatically increases the height of any new residential development on High Street lots 
and does not allow for a single family house to front Blacksmith Lane. Residential property 
owners along Blacksmith Lane therefore feel that the City values commercial development 
west of Blacksmith Lane over the existing residential development east of it. 

The City of Dublin also has in place an Administrative Review Team (ART) where an 
applicant must have his project reviewed to ensure that it is in compliance with zoning codes 
and requirements by the planning staff, fire department and public services prior to review 
by the ARB. ART makes a recommendation to the ARB regarding each project. Both the 
ART and ARB meetings are open to the public, with designated opportunities for public 
comment. 
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Historic Dublin 
In 1979, the South High Street Historic District was placed on the National Register of 
Historic Places for its architectural and historical significance. The district included just 18 
buildings on the east and west sides of High Street between Bridge Street to the north and 
John Wright Lane to the south. Blacksmith Lane formed the eastern boundary and Mill Lane 
the western boundary. 

The ARB reviews projects in the historic district as well as outside of it. For the historic 
district, the ARB's goal is to preserve the characteristics that make the historic district 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The nomination form notes that this area 
is an "unusually well preserved example of an early19th century small commercial town" that 
is characterized by "unpretentious homes and shops" (Klimoski 1979:2). It is precisely the 
small scale nature of the district that stakeholders identified as being particularly charming 
and worthy of preservation (Figure 102). 

The area referred to by stakeholders as Historic Dublin consists of this district, the residential 
area to the east, and buildings on each side of High Street north of Bridge Street. In the 
zoning code, Historic Dublin officially includes the Historic Core and the Historic 
Residential District. 

 

 
Figure 102. View of east side of South High Street 
Image from Google Earth, accessed 11/18/2016. 
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Community Plan 
The Dublin Community Plan was developed in 1997 and updated in 2007.  Each version of 
the plan contained a section on Historic Preservation. The most recent update acknowledges 
that "substantial redevelopment and revitalization will continue to occur in Historic Dublin, 
and pressure from development will begin to encroach outlying historic farmsteads" (City of 
Dublin, Planning Department 2016b). However, the update felt that zoning for the new 
Bridge Street District development included "a considerable effort to preserve the integrity of 
Historic Dublin" and included special districts for these historic areas (City of Dublin, 
Planning Department 2016b). 

Objective 1 of the plan is to "Ensure the preservation of archeological resources" (City of 
Dublin, Planning Department 2016b). Implementing this objective includes provisions to 
identify, educate, and encourage responsible site development, but stops short of 
recommending avoiding destruction of archaeological resources as a development strategy. 

Objective 4 of the plan is to "Ensure the preservation of historic architectural resources and 
the general improvement and maintenance of structures within Historic Dublin and outlying 
historic sites in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and the Historic 
Dublin Design Guidelines"(City of Dublin, Planning Department 2016b). Appendix H to this 
report provides an explanation of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
which is considered a best practices guide for the treatment of historic resources listed on the 
National Register. 

Missing from the objectives or implementation recommendations contained in the 
Community plan is a directive to periodically review the zoning code to check that the 
provisions are indeed protecting the historic district, historic buildings, and archaeological 
sites. 

 

Stakeholder Survey 
City staff identified 17 stakeholders who are residents, business owners, and/or concerned 
citizens of the City of Dublin. Of these, 11 actually participated when contacted to answer or 
discuss a list of questions. The results of the surveys and interviews identified the themes 
discussed below. 

 
Perceived Benefits of the Historic District 
• Village Feel: Many stakeholders felt that the charm of the historic district lies in the 

almost "pastoral" quality of a neighborhood that is in fact in the middle of the city. One 
stakeholder mentioned trying to hang on to the memories he had growing up in the 
district over 50 years ago, when Dublin was still a small village. 

• Varied Characteristics of the Buildings: Stakeholders who are residents stated that they 
moved to the historic district because the buildings were unique and did not look like 
buildings in a planned development. Some moved from Muirfield to escape the planned 
community look. Businesses that relocated into the district liked being able to tell the 
history of their building and possibly incorporate it into their marketing materials. 
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Stakeholders definitely felt it would be a mistake if the Historic Core started resembling 
Bridge Street Park. 

• Ratio of Open Space and Buildings: Stakeholders appreciated the low density lot 
coverage of the historic buildings. Although stakeholders who were residents approved of 
the recent large but well-designed additions to historic houses, they agreed that it would 
be inappropriate to let every property owner have maximum lot coverage, eliminating the 
trees and green space that characterize the district. 

• Quality of the Light: Stakeholders noted that the current ratio of open space, buildings, 
and trees provides a “delightful play of light and shadows” across the streets, which is 
much appreciated by pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers. 

• Walkability: Stakeholders cited the pedestrian nature of the Historic Core and Historic 
Residential District. Stakeholders who are residents cited proximity to amenities like the 
library and restaurants as reasons for living in the historic residential area. Businesses 
who located to the historic core cited proximity to the new Bridge Street development to 
the north and east of the river. 

• Community Spirit: Stakeholders stated that the small size and walkability of the district 
meant that everyone knew everyone else on a first name basis. The population of the 
district is about 500 people, which was about the size of the Village of Dublin that still 
evokes nostalgic memories. 

Some stakeholders choose to live just south of the historic district because while they 
appreciate the qualities of the district, they prefer a larger house or one that does not require 
quite as much work. 

 
Perceived Threats to the Historic District 
In general, stakeholders agreed that new development in and around the historic district is the 
primary threat to the historic district. Threats posed by new development break out into the 
following specific issues: 

 
• Density: Many residents felt that the Bridge Street District zoning code is inappropriate 

for the historic district, especially the density and height of development that it allows. As 
a result, residents felt that many developers simply propose a four story building with 
commercial on the first floor. Residents feel that the current zoning code is in conflict 
with the Historic Design guidelines employed by the ARB. Residents who have had to 
comply with the guidelines when improving their houses are angry because they feel they 
are being held to a higher standard than developers. 

• Traffic: Many stakeholders cited the increased traffic as detrimental to the qualities that 
characterize the historic district. With traffic on South High Street backed up to Tuttle 
Crossing, residents note that cars will simply cut through the residential area to go east on 
Bridge Street, which impacts the walkability of the district. While some stakeholders 
believe the City can do something about traffic, others say that nothing immediate can be 
done, noting that traffic is bad now before the new development has even been occupied. 

• Parking: Although not cited by residents, stakeholders who are developers and business 
owners cited parking as an ongoing problem. Currently, any new development must 
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provide the minimum number of parking spaces based on the proposed use. For example, 
two spaces are required per single family home and 1.5 spaces are required per multi- 
family unit. Parking requirements for commercial space is based on square footage of the 
use. Existing businesses on High Street typically utilize on-street parking for their clients, 
sometimes resorting to staking out a public space for an expected client visit. Since surface 
parking limits the size of the new building and leasable space, the only way for a developer 
to increase leasable space is to construct parking spaces and place leasable space above, 
which greatly increases the cost of construction. One developer felt that if the City solved 
the downtown parking problem with more public lots or a garage, and updated the utilities, 
then there would be no need to offer incentives to develop in the district. 

• Inappropriate Building Use: In addition to the density and height problems caused by the 
zoning code and parking requirements, many felt the zoning code is wrong in not allowing 
residential use on the first floor. The lots along the east side of South High Street extend 
back to Blacksmith Lane. Stakeholders felt that any development that does not have 
residential on the first floor will have garages or commercial space fronting other 
residential property. Similarly, the lots on the west side extend back to Mill Lane, fronting 
the backyards of mid-century residences on Franklin Street. Also, many of the existing 
historic buildings on South High Street are residential, and stakeholders felt that new 
residences should also be allowed. 

• Cost: Business tenants stated that they often moved to Historic Dublin because they 
wanted to be in a historic building. However, their leases with absentee landlords placed 
the burden of paying for any improvements on the tenant. Often the tenant cannot afford 
the improvements, so the buildings continue to deteriorate until the tenant relocates. Many 
residential property owners want to rehabilitate their houses correctly, but are stymied by 
the cost and reluctant to do less expensive work that may compromise the historic 
character of the house. If a historic property is purchased and rehabilitated properly, the 
total cost likely means that rents must be set so high that only a restaurant or personal 
service business can afford them. Small local shops that stakeholders love will simply not 
be able to afford to stay in the Historic Core. Stakeholders can see that the City has spent 
millions on new development in the Bridge Street District, and feel that the Historic Core 
has been neglected. 

• Other Issues: Stakeholders mentioned that they knew of property owners who want to do 
projects but don't want spend the time or endure the perceived difficulty of going through 
the ARB process. Perceived difficulty include the monthly appearance requirement no 
matter how small the project, vague and subjective design guidelines, and the application 
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fee. Stakeholders wished that there was someone at the City they could go to who would 
partner with them on finding contractors, suppliers, financing information, and just help 
with projects in Historic Dublin. Stakeholders have the perception that when a business 
calls the City for assistance in relocating to Dublin, businesses are automatically 
directed to places NOT in Historic Dublin. There is also the perception that realtors 
seem to neglect mentioning the obligations that come with owning property in Historic 
Dublin, causing new residents to be surprised when they want to pursue projects that 
involve demolition or major changes. 

Several stakeholders also mentioned that they feel the stone walls are a key to Dublin's 
identity and that not only should all existing stone walls be retained and repaired, but all 
new development should be required to construct them. One stakeholder even 
recommended that the city invest in constructing more substantial stone structures as 
tourist attractions, such as watchtowers overlooking the river. Another stakeholder 
condemned the city for allowing road contractors to demolish and build replacement 
stone walls rather than preserve the existing ones because building replacement walls is 
easier and cheaper. One stakeholder wants to preserve the walls and steps on her 
property, but wished the city had better maintenance information available or a list of 
contractors who could do the work properly. 
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GLOSSARY OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION TERMS 
 

The practice of historic preservation, and the laws and regulations it is derived from, has its 
own vocabulary, the meaning of which is not always self-evident to the non-practitioner. 
This glossary is intended to be a more in depth examination of the meaning of the specialized 
historic preservation terms used in this report. All terms in this glossary are based on the 
National Register Criteria for Evaluation, as they were established by the National Park 
Service (NPS), and cover cultural resources such as districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects. 

Integrity: Integrity is the ability of the resource to convey its historical significance. As Tom 
King (2013:92) points out, integrity can be assessed by answering the following question: 
“Would a person from the resource’s period of significance recognize it? If the answer is 
‘yes,’ then the resource has integrity; if ‘no,’ it doesn’t.” Seven characteristics, or aspects, 
contribute to a resource’s integrity: location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, 
and association. Each of these aspects of integrity is explained further below. 

Location: Has the resource been moved, or is it in its original place? This is particularly 
important when dealing with significance based on events. If the resource is no longer in 
the place that the event (i.e., a Civil War battle, or development of agriculture in the area) 
happened, then it lacks integrity of location. 

Setting: Even if the historic resource has not been moved, it can have a loss of integrity 
based on what has happened around it. Areas once rural, that have been transformed into 
suburban or even urban centers, typically are considered to lack integrity of setting. 
Changes as minor as going from a dirt road to a paved road with curb and gutters can 
indicate a major change in surrounding land use that results in an impact. In urbanized 
areas, the loss of buildings that once surrounded the property would also be considered a 
loss of integrity of setting. 

Design: The NPS says design deals with the “combination of elements that create the 
form, plan, space, structure, and style of a property.” In other words, integrity of design 
references the way the building was intended to look by the architect or builder, or the 
way it looked when it was first constructed or established. For designed landscapes it can 
be the way that the plant and cultural aspects combine to make an entire setting. Changes 
to design can include new additions or removal of original features. In some cases, 
changes made to a building or resource are common types of expansions, and may not 
negatively impact the integrity of design if the change was made over 50 years ago (see 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation #4) (Andrus 1995:44). 

Materials: Materials are those things that combine to make the district, building, 
structure, site, or object. Materials are important because they not only reveal the choice 
or combination of choices of the original builder, architect, or owner, but they are also 
representative of the materials and technologies available at the time of the resource’s 
creation. For example, builders who constructed houses in the eighteenth or nineteenth 
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centuries didn’t have the technological ability to produce aluminum or vinyl siding, so 
these materials are considered inappropriate. 

Workmanship: Workmanship is the physical evidence of how something was crafted, and 
is evidence of the artisan’s labor and skill in constructing or altering a building, structure, 
object, or site. The NPS reminds us that workmanship is important because it can 
“furnish evidence of technology of a craft, illustrate the aesthetic principles of a historic 
or prehistoric period, and reveal individual local, regional, or national applications of 
both technological practices and aesthetic principles” (Andrus 1995:45). Evidence of 
workmanship can be seen in a variety of aspects of the resource, but requires looking 
more closely than the overall design, to the materials and how they were put together. 

Feeling: This is one of the more difficult aspects of integrity to explain. The NPS says 
that it is “the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time” (Andrus 1995:45). 
Unlike the previously described aspects of integrity, feeling requires that several aspects 
be considered at the same time; that is to say, the physical features that, taken together, 
convey the historic character of the property. For example, a neighborhood of Victorian 
era houses, that were all constructed in styles popular in the last decades of the nineteenth 
century, have retained most of their features such as towers and distinctive wall materials, 
and share similar building set-backs from the roadway, are said to have integrity of 
feeling. 

Association: Association is the direct link between the cultural resource today, and its 
historical significance. To be considered to have integrity of association, the property 
must be sufficiently intact to convey the relationship between the current building and the 
building at the time the event/activity/or other historic association took place. 

Historic does not refer simply to age, but also takes into consideration (1) that a resource is 
of an age appropriate to be considered for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 
AND, meets one or more of the Criteria for Evaluation to be listed. The NPS suggests that 
the minimum age for inclusion in the NRHP is 50 years, although there are exceptions for 
those resources of exceptional importance with the application of Criterion Consideration G 
(Andrus 1995:2). 

Non-Historic buildings may be of any age, including those old enough to meet the basic 
guideline for eligibility, but they do not meet any Criterion for Evaluation as established by 
the NPS. 

Eligible properties are those that retain integrity (NPS indicates that ideally it will have all 
seven aspects, but at least several are required) and meet one or more NRHP Criteria for 
Evaluation. Eligibility references a resource’s ability to be listed in the NRHP; but being 
eligible does require listing. For example, a house may be determined eligible, but if the 
owners do not want it listed because it is a private property it would be considered 
“Determined Eligible” and not go through the process of actual placement in the NRHP. In 
this case, when it comes to planning projects, or anything requiring Section 106 Review 
(mandated for those projects that require Federal permitting, licensing, funding, or that take 
place on Federally owned property), these properties are treated as if they are listed in the 
NRHP, even if the formal process was not completed (Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation 2015). 
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Not Eligible may be applied to properties that do not meet the suggested minimum age 
guideline, lack historic integrity, or do not meet any of the NRHP Criteria for Evaluation. 

Contributing is the status assigned to buildings and other cultural resources within a historic 
district that add to the historic associations, historic architectural qualities, or archaeological 
values for which the district is significant (McClelland 1991:16). The resource itself may be 
individually eligible for listing in the National Register; or it may fall short of the 
requirements for individual listing, but because it was present during the period of 
significance and retains sufficient integrity to add to the significance of the property, the 
resource is classified as contributing. The resource may also be capable of yielding important 
information about the period of significance. 

Non-Contributing resources within a district are those resources that do not add to the 
historic architectural qualities, historic associations, or archaeological values for which a 
property is significant. An assignment of “non-contributing” status to a resource may be 
because the building or resource was not present during the period of significance, the 
resource lacks historic integrity, or the resource doesn’t individually meet the National 
Register criteria. 

Multiple Resources Area (MRA): This is a dated name for what is today known as a 
Multiple Property Submission (MPS) (Lee and McClelland 1991:2). In the case of the Dublin 
Planning Area, the Washington Township MRA consists of multiple resources all within 
Washington Township, but not adjacent to each other so they do not form the more typical, 
geographically contiguous historic district. Each property is determined to be individually 
eligible, but together they more strongly demonstrate the area(s) of significance. To this end, 
a cover page, or the Multiple Property Listing (MPL), is created, and when it is added to the 
National Register, it constitutes a Multiple Property Submission. 
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The City of Dublin would like to take the 
opportunity to thank the members of the 
Historic District Task Force for their dedica-
tion and participation in this process.  Each 
member provided an invaluable perspective 
as residents, business owners and members 
of the Dublin community, and were ap-
pointed to the Task Force to provide various 
perspectives about the future of the District.  
Members were highly engaged in a range 
of meetings that included member input 

sessions; personal and hosted tours of the 
District; a presentation series and involve-
ment from Heritage Ohio that specializes in 
the vitalization and historic preservation, and 
staff and outside agency-facilitated sessions.  
These sessions resulted in the development 
of specific recommendations by the Task Fo-
cus outlined in this document for City Coun-
cil’s consideration. The dedication and time 
commitment of the group is well recognized 
and we thank them for your efforts. 

DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS
City of Dublin, OH
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PURPOSE
The Historic District Task Force was established 
by City Council by Resolution 57-19 that was 
approved on October 21, 2019.  The Task Force 
was appointed to provide an update to the 
Historic District Area Plan that was previously 
adopted in 2007 and subsequently incorporated 
in the Bridge Street District in 2013. City Council 
wanted to reevaluate whether this significant 
portion of our community should be embodied 
in its own area plan and what other recommen-
dations the Task Force would have for the future 
of this area.  City Council has always embraced 
continually revisiting our City of Dublin Commu-
nity Plan, as well as Special Area Plans to en-
sure these plans align with the short-term and 
long-term objectives of the City. Council empha-
sized the need for the Task Force to provide a 
venue for community-wide visioning and se-
lected a wide range of stakeholders throughout 
our community to assist in this process. Specific 
tasks of the Historic District Task Force included:

Referencing the 2007 Historic District Area 
Plan as a starting point for this future area 
plan update.  This may include but is not 
limited to considerations including the 
character of the area, historic preservation, 

housing needs, economic vitality and mixed-
use opportunities, gateways to the District 
and wayfinding, streetscape and open 
space/gathering spaces, and public art and 
events.
Understanding the complexity and needs of 
the District and identifying key issues that 
require additional exploration.  This includes 
significant input from our community, as a 
whole, as well as key stakeholders in the 
region. 
Engaging with Heritage Ohio that conclud-
ed an inclusive two-and-a-half-day visit that 
would assess the Main Street Program and 
provide input gathering sessions from other 
relevant groups that align themselves with 
the health and vitality of a historic area.  
Producing specific recommendations for im-
plementation and present to City Council for 
consideration.
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The Task Force was appointed to present their 
findings in the enclosed report which includes 
specific recommendations to City Council.  The 

Task Force has worked diligently to meet these 
tasks and respectfully submits this report as a 
result of their efforts.  

City of Dublin, OH

BriHi Development and Plaza



6

The Historic District Task Force held twelve 
meetings overall with a kick-off meeting on 
January 30, 2020 and the last meeting held on 
November 17, 2020. The meetings were put 
on hold from March to July based on health 
considerations of the pandemic but resumed in 
the later portion of July 2020.  

EDUCATION AND INFORMATION 
MEETINGS: 
The first three meetings were educational in 
nature and included introductory comments 
from the City Manager and the Mayor, as well 
as other members of City Council as to the 
purpose and expectations of the Task Force. 
The meetings included an overview of plan-
ning principles by City staff that outlined the 
purpose and utilization of a Comprehensive 
Plan, as well as Special Area Plans in evaluat-
ing development proposals that were present-
ed to the various Boards and Commissions, 
including City Council. The meetings also 
included a speaker series that  involved our 
Economic Development and Finance teams to 
outline economic incentives and programs re-
lated to the Historic District. The presentation 
series also included presentations from various 
interest groups of the District including the 
Visit Dublin, the Historic Society, the Historic 
District Business Association and the Down-
town Alliance. These presentations culminated 
in a two-and-a-half-day event with Heritage 
Ohio.  

HERITAGE OHIO:
The City of Dublin consulted with Heritage 
Ohio to discuss their Main Street Program and 
gain their insight on how the City can continue 
supporting the vitality of the District while ap-
propriately balancing preservation efforts. This 
two-and-a-half day process included small and 
large group discussions with the Historic Dis-
trict Task Force, walking tours of the District, 
and an interactive public meeting that hosted 
over 80 people from the Dublin community 
to share their visions for our Historic District. 
Heritage Ohio produced a report summarizing 
their recommendations and is included on the 
City’s website at https://dublinohiousa.gov/
planning/historic-dublin-task-force/ under the 
meeting date March 3, 2020.       

PROCESS

City of Dublin, OH
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Meeting Dates and ProgressionMeeting Dates and Progression

January 30, 2020 - First MeetingJanuary 30, 2020 - First Meeting

February 11, 2020February 11, 2020

February 25, 2020February 25, 2020

March 3, 2020March 3, 2020

March 31, 2020 - Cancelled

April - Cancelled

May - Cancelled

June - Cancelled

July 21, 2020July 21, 2020

August 4, 2020August 4, 2020

August 18, 2020August 18, 2020

September 1, 2020September 1, 2020

September 29, 2020September 29, 2020

November 17, 2020 - Final Working MeetingNovember 17, 2020 - Final Working Meeting



8

The Task Force reconvened on July 21, 
2020. This meeting incorporated the 
findings of Heritage Ohio and a represen-
tative of our consultant was available for 
questions.  This meeting provided an in-
depth overview of pending modifications 
to the Historic District Zoning Code and 
Historic District Guidelines.  The mem-
bers had strong support for the modifi-
cations and incorporated their support in 
their final recommendations. 

In August, staff led the Task Force 
through a mapping exercise that helped 
members visualize members’ comments 

related to examples of preferences and 
challenges in the District. The map 
includes a color-coded legend that identi-
fies specific themes the group discussed 
including; Architecture and Historic 
Preservation, Land Uses, Open Space 
and Natural Corridors, Parking and Way-
finding.  Each example includes com-
ments made by the Task Force members 
that memorializes their references to the 
District.  A visual representation of the 
mapping exercise is below and the link is 
https://dublinohiousa.gov/planning/his-
toric-dublin-task-force/.

City of Dublin, OH

Existing Historic Existing Historic 
District BoundariesDistrict Boundaries



9E V E RY T H I N G  G R O W S  H E R E .

The following two meetings in August and 
September provided the opportunity for City 
staff members representing Engineering, 
Parks and Recreation, and Planning to present 
current and future efforts within the District 
to the Task Force. These meetings proved 
beneficial to members of the Task Force to 
understand the many efforts the  City of Dub-
lin is undertaking within the District, which 
addressed previous concerns raised by Task 
Force members for improving the District. 
Examples of projects the Task Force learned 
included: 

Finally, the Task Force convened in Sep-
tember to review and finalize their recom-
mendations to City Council.  This task was 
the primary purpose of the Task Force and 
included recommendations that focused on 
all components of the vitality in the District.  
The recommendations of the Historic District 
Task Force are listed below in the “Outcome” 
section of this report.  The recommendations 
have been grouped in three main areas of 
focus including; the creation of an Historic 
District Area Plan, management options for 
the Historic District, and supporting existing 
efforts that lead to short-term successes with-
in the District. 

“THE CITY NEEDS 
TO SUPPORT 
SMALL BUSINESSES 
THAT MAKE UP 
OUR HISTORIC 
DISTRICT”

Utility line improvements within the     
District.
Safe pedestrian crossings within the 
area.
Brick sidewalks and lighting fixtures      
improvements.
Wayfinding efforts.
Historic District specific street signs       
installation.
Planting and landscaping improvements.
Updates about the Downtown Parking 
Study.
Mobility programs such as shuttle
services and bike share programs.
Alternative transportation option        
plannings.

-Task Force Member
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OUTCOME

The Historic District Task Force has worked 
diligently to compile recommendations to 
City Council about their desired outcomes 
for the Historic District.  The members con-
sidered historic preservation, open space 
preservation, economic vitality of the Dis-
trict, event planning, streetscape design and 
historic features, building mass and scale, 
walkability and pedestrian movement, and 
overall management and oversight of the 
District.  The Task Force presents the follow-
ing for consideration to City Council.  

The Historic District Task Force had lengthy 
discussions about the purpose of an Area 
Plan and how the recreation of the Historic 
District Area Plan would give the appropriate 
considerations to the character, scale, di-
versity of uses, walkability and preservation 
that is especially vital in an historic area. The 
Task Force recommends the following objec-
tives and specific tasks be addressed within 
an Area Plan update. 

GATEWAYS: Consider gateway features 
at the transition points into the Historic 
District that differentiate the District from 
other parts of the City. 

Incorporate features that signify entry 
into the Historic District; (i.e., columns, 
archways, monumental signage, walls, 
landscape, etc.).

Specific focus and improvements need 
to be made to the east gateway, across 
the SR161 vehicular bridge to High 
Street, to minimize or eliminate curb 
cuts and screen parking areas, (i.e., 
low screen walls, landscape screening, 
street trees, etc.).

I. CREATION OF AN UPDATED HISTORIC DISTRICT 
    AREA PLAN

a.

“PRESERVATION 
OF DUBLIN’S 
HISTORIC 
CHARM IS  KEY 
WITHIN THE 
DISTRICT”

-Task Force Member
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b. PARKING: Rely on existing parking lots 
and on-street parking instead of creating 
new parking areas/lots, unless required. 

Encourage shared parking, when 
possible. 
Investigate alternative parking stan-
dards to allow for easier consolidation of 
parking lots and parking lot upgrades, 
minimize or eliminate suburban design 
requirements for a more urban character 
and material, and landscape that is com-
patible with the Historic District. 
Investigate and if appropriate, adopt 
application-based technology to assist in 
the management of parking. 
Investigate methods to ensure private 
parking lots are well maintained and 
incorporate necessary screening and 
landscaping. 

c.

South High Street Sidewalk West Bridge Street Streetscape

STREETSCAPE: Focus on a streetscape 
design that is pedestrian friendly and fits 
the character of the Historic District.

Wider sidewalks to allow adequate pe-
destrian movement that are well kept, 
well maintained and surfaces are level 
and do not create tripping hazards.
Amenities for various modes of trans-
portation including biking (i.e. bike 
racks, bike service/repair stations, etc.).
Streetlights that are similar in nature 
and appropriately designed and scaled 
for the District.
Benches, trash receptacles, and other 
amenities that are in character with the 
District.
Street tree selections that are spe-
cies native to central Ohio and have a 
growth rate and scale that is appropri-
ate for the District and local streets.  
Ensure that street trees are provided 
with underground space and soil con-
ditions that will support healthy growth 
(Silva Cell System, etc.). 

City of Dublin, OH City of Dublin, OH



12

d. OPEN SPACE AND PARKS: Strongly en-
courage the preservation of natural open 
space and greenway connections. 

Preserve and maintain existing open 
spaces and parks. 
Properly identify, demarcate and phys-
ically connect the existing parks and 
open space network that connects to and 
through the Historic District including; 
Indian Run Falls Park, the Dublin Veter-
ans Park/Grounds of Remembrance, West 
Pedestrian Bridge Plaza, Library Plaza, 
BriHi Plaza, Visit Dublin Plaza, Karrer Barn 
Park; Dublin Springs Park, Kiwanis River-
way Park and the new Riverside Crossing 
Park.
Identify areas for greenway connections 
throughout the District and in particu-
lar,  designate a connection from Dublin 

Springs Park back to High Street.
Create more designated physical access 
points to the Scioto River and Riverside 
Crossing Park.
Identify the potential for additional open 
space or park areas south of SR 161.
Identify opportunities for a southern 
anchor and river access on underutilized 
properties (i.e. Karrer Barn and McDowell 
property).
Encourage future redevelopment of 55 
S. High Street (L-Shaped Building) to 
integrate a new public park or plaza with 
a new, appropriately scaled building or 
buildings
Coordinate and collaborate with Dublin 
Parks and Recreation Department on all 
open and park space.

City of Dublin, OH

Existing Indian Run Falls Park Boardwalk
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INDIAN RUN CORRIDOR: Provide rec-
ommendations to ensure the preservation 
of the Indian Run and adjacent greenway 
corridor.

Ensure the character of future de-
velopment minimizes impacts on the 
corridor (limiting building heights, 
ensuring building setbacks, etc.).
Maintain a significant natural buffer 
along Indian Run Falls and the adja-
cent corridor to ensure a natural corri-
dor, which could become a city owned 
linear park/open space.

Consider a permanent easement or 
agreement (conservation easements).
Investigate the inclusion of a multi-
use paths and ravine overlook areas 
along the southern boundary of the 
Indian Run corridor to provide an 
east-west connection.

e.

City of Dublin, OH

Schwan Falls at Indian Run

“WE NEED TO 
RESPECT OUR 
NATURAL 
CORRIDORS 
WITH EMPHASIS 
ON INDIAN RUN”

-Task Force Member
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SOUTH HIGH STREET VITALITY: Encourage 
vitality focused in the south side of the District. 

Promoting more event venues for the core 
district (i.e. uses that encourage more foot 
traffic, such as; farmers/seasonal markets, 
holiday festivals, ethnic festivals, small mov-
ie theater, outdoor theater, or performing 
arts theater, etc.).
Allowing promotional opportunities that 
announce events such as banners, displays, 
street/sidewalk art, etc. 
Investigate the opportunity for more fami-
ly-oriented activities.

DIVERSITY OF USES: Encourage mixed-use 
development that promotes pedestrian move-
ment with a focus on retail and the lack of reli-
ance on vehicular travel.  

Focus on development opportunities that 
utilize active uses at the ground floor level 
and encourage retail uses that support local 
businesses that are unique to the District.  
Encourage service commercial and office 
uses (law offices, insurance agencies, real 
estate agents, etc.), as well as residential  
on the upper levels. 
Investigate incentives or methods to pro-
mote/encourage retail uses. 

PRESERVATION:  Highlight the importance of 
historic preservation as development pressures 
continue within the District. 

Identify areas where the existing develop-
ment character will be preserved. Demoli-
tion should be considered a last resort when      

    health, safety and welfare is at stake. 
Provide information about and funding 
for programs to assist historic home and 
business owners to maintain the integrity 
and character of their properties.  
Conduct rigorous and strict code enforce-
ment on absentee landlords and property   
owners.  
Purchase derelict historic properties and 
to renovate for market rate purchase 
price.

City of Dublin, OH

BriHi Development and Plaza

h.

f.

g.
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PROPER SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT:  Ensure 
the proper height, scale and massing of build-
ings within the Historic District to ensure the 
quaint nature of the area.  

Enforce design standards that reinforce the 
established character of the Historic Dis-
trict including building height, scale, mass-
ing and materials.  
Recommendations should align with all ac-
tivities that guide development in the area 
(Architectural Review Board, Historic Dis-
trict Zoning Code, Historic Design Guide-
lines, and Historic District Area Plan). 

CONNECTING THE DISTRICT:  Ensuring ad-
equate transition from the east to the west side 
of the River and embracing the amenities that 
each has to offer to the District.   

Identify opportunities for synergy through-
out the District, connecting and leveraging 

the development patterns and activities 
between the northern and southern end of 
the District. 
Encourage pedestrian connections and 
movements crossing Bridge Street. 
Focus on opportunities to provide an an-
chor in the southern portion of the district 
to strengthen the connections.  
Explore opportunities for a continuous 
riverfront open space connection and along 
existing north/south streets. 
Reinforce connections from the Historic 
District to the; Bridge Park development; 
The West Bridge Street Commercial Dis-
trict and Metro Center, the East Bridge 
Street Commercial Corridor and Sawmill 
Road; and the adjoining residential neigh-
borhoods of Indian Run Estates, Corbins 
Mill, Waterford Village, Longview and River 
Highlands; and the City of Dublin, in gen-
eral.

City of Dublin, OH

Dublin Link Pedestrian Bridge 

i.

j.
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WAYFINDING:  Ensuring that both pe-
destrian and vehicular movement is easily 
accessible throughout the District through 
appropriate signage and wayfinding.   

Explore app based technology to en-
hance wayfinding and provide historic 
and cultural information as well as 
on-going events and other helpful infor-
mation. 

ARTS AND CULTURE: Embrace opportu-
nities to provide art and cultural artifacts 
that represent the history and vitality of the 
District.  

Encourage art and cultural displays 
that celebrate the Historic District, the 
history and culture of Dublin and the 
creative resources and talents of the 
community.
Work with the Dublin Arts Council to 
coordinate citywide opportunities with 
Historic District opportunities.
Continue to engage with the Dublin 
Historical Society to ensure valuable 
resources and information are made 
available to the public in an accessible 
manner.

k.

“THE DISTRICT NEEDS MORE EVENT 
SPACE AND GREEN AREAS FOR 
GATHERINGS”

l.

-Task Force Member

City of Dublin, OH
North High Street
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“THE SCALE OF 
THE DISTRICT 
NEEDS TO 
REMAIN SMALL, 
DENSE AND 
URBAN”

-Task Force Member

CONSIDER MANAGEMENT OPTIONS FOR THE HISTORIC 
DISTRICT  

The Historic District Task Force discussed 
the importance of various groups within the 
Historic District including the Historic Dis-
trict Business Association, Visit Dublin, the 
Dublin Historical Society and the Downtown 
Alliance.  The members discussed the im-
portance of each of these groups but felt 
it was important for a singular entity be 
identified whose daily purpose is to promote 
and give guidance to small business owners 
with any needs they have including financial 
incentives for improving their properties, 
assistance with public process by the City 
of Dublin including the Architectural Review 
Board, and any other needs to promote 
their business.  
 

MANAGEMENT OF THE DISTRICT:  
Consider a management program that 
oversees the goals and objectives of the 
Historic District and collaborates with 
the existing organizations in the District 
including Visit Dublin, Dublin Chamber 
of Commerce, Dublin Historical Society, 
Downtown Alliance, Architectural Review 
Board, and the Historic District Business 
Association.  This may include:
 

Further consideration of Heritage 
Ohio’s Main Street Program or other 
similar programs.
In collaboration with existing services 
including the HDBA and the City of 

Dublin Economic and Development, 
consider a businesses “concierge ser-
vice” that would assist local business 
with issues associated with local entre-
preneurism.  

Assemble a full-time and designated 
entity or appointed person to oversee, 
review, coordinate and collaborate 
on all planning, design, preservation, 
and development decisions in Histor-
ic Dublin, help residents and small 
businesses navigate the City of Dublin 
and other available resources, with 
the mandate to preserve and maintain 
the character, quality and experience 
of the Historic District , as well as to 
promote the use and enjoyment of the 
Historic District for all Dublin residents 
and visitors.

II.

a.
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SUPPORT EXISTING EFFORTS THAT WILL LEAD TO “SHORT 
TERM” SUCCESSES.  

The Historic District Task Force stressed the 
importance of supporting current efforts 
being completed by the City of Dublin that 
further the objectives of the Historic District, 
which are outlined below. 

Educational Effort: 
Provide learning opportunities about the 
District including historic perspective, 
cultural diversity and background as well 
as significant people and places in the 
District.

Encourage an educational program that 
highlights the history, progression and 
historic amenities of the District. This 

could be app based and include using 
virtual reality or other forms of 
technology. 
City staff will work with Dublin Histori-
cal Society to showcase “The Story” of 
the Historic District.

Processes and Regulations:
Ensure updates to the Historic District 
Code and Guidelines are compatible 
with the vision for the District and 
the development review process is 
streamlined, clear and fair. Planning 
staff should finalize and forward these 
amendments in a timely manner.

III.

a.
b.

City of Dublin, OH
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HISTORIC DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT CODE 1§153.170

APPLICABILITY

The regulations contained within this chapter apply to 
all properties within the boundaries of Historic Dublin, 
as identified on Appendix F, as well as designated 
outlying historic properties as specified in Appendix G 
of the City of Dublin’s Zoning Code, and amendments 
or additions as approved by City Council.  All 
properties located within these designated areas 
require approval by the Architectural Review Board 
(ARB) for certain activities related to renovation, 
rehabilitation, new construction, or demolition as 
provided in this chapter. The purpose and duties of 
the ARB are contained in Section 153.175.  

The designated properties are subject to the 
regulations of the zoning district in which they 
are located. Historic Dublin contains the city’s 
four Historic Zoning Districts but may also contain 
properties that have other zoning designations. 
The regulations for the Historic Zoning Districts are 
contained within this chapter. 

The Historic Design Guidelines also apply to all 
properties within Historic Dublin and properties 
identified on Appendix G.  The Guidelines supplement 
the review standards contained within the City 
of Dublin’s Zoning Code and will guide the ARB 
in determining requests for approvals. While the 
Guidelines are not zoning regulations, they are critical 
to interpreting the intent of these regulations and 
should be used in unison with them. The Guidelines 
provide additional detail and explanation of the 
regulations and provide important guidance in 
applying the regulations. The Guidelines are critically 
important in ARB’s consideration of conditions of 
approval as authorized in Section 153.176.

§ 153.170 HISTORIC DISTRICTS 
APPLICABILITY
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PURPOSE AND INTENT

§ 153.171 HISTORIC ZONING 
DISTRICTS PURPOSE AND 
INTENT

(A) PURPOSE
The following Historic Zoning Districts are 
hereby created to promote the preservation and 
maintenance of the City’s historic sites and landmarks 
and to ensure compatibility and consistency of new 
development proposals with applicable Zoning Code 
provisions, the Historic Design Guidelines, and the 
historic context of the districts.

(B) INTENT
The titles of each zoning district are intended to 
describe the predominant land use character and/or 
special geographic locations rather than a single type 
of use within Historic Dublin. The following further 
describes the intent of each of the Historic Zoning 
Districts. 

(1) Historic Core
This district applies to the historic center of 
Dublin. The district focuses on ensuring sensitive 
infill development and providing an improved 
environment for walking while accommodating 
vehicles. 

(2) Historic South
This district applies to the smaller, cottage-scale 
buildings on the southern end of South High 
Street in the historic core of Dublin. The district 
focuses on ensuring sensitive infill development 
and redevelopment and providing an improved 
environment for walking while accommodating 
vehicles.

(3) Historic Residential
The district applies to the residential area of 
Historic Dublin and encourages the preservation 
and development of homes on existing or new 
lots that are comparable in size, mass, and scale, 
while maintaining and promoting the traditional 
residential character of the Historic Dublin area. 

(4) Historic Public
This district applies to a variety of public spaces 
and facilities, including but not limited to schools, 
cemeteries, parks, open spaces, and places for 
recreation. 
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DEVELOPMENT CODE 3§153.172

USES

§ 153.172 USES

(3) Use Specific Standards

(a) Additional standards may apply to either 
permitted or conditional uses in the Historic 
Zoning Districts. These additional standards 
are cross referenced in the last column of 
Table 153.172A.

(4) Existing Uses

(a) All permitted or conditional uses under the 
zoning applicable to a property immediately 
prior to its rezoning into a Historic Zoning 
District shall continue to be allowed as 
permitted or conditional uses on the 
property, including any expansions of uses 
or structures as permitted by this chapter, 
in addition to the permitted and conditional 
use under the applicable Historic District, 
provided at least one of the permitted or 
conditional uses under the prior zoning has 
been operated continuously in an existing 
structure and/or associated use area on the 
property within the 12 months prior to the 
rezoning of the property into the Historic 
Zoning District.

(b) Once a use that complies with the Historic 
Zoning District is established on a lot or 
parcel, no non-Historic Zoning District use 
permitted in the prior zoning district may be 
reestablished. For multiple tenant buildings 
in existing districts, no non-Historic Zoning 
District use permitted in the prior zoning 
district may be reestablished after the entire 
multiple tenant building is abandoned or all 
tenant spaces have established uses that 
comply with those listed for the applicable 
Historic Zoning District. 

(5) Similar Use Determination

(a) When a proposed land use is not explicitly 
listed in Table 153.172A, the Director shall 
determine whether it is reasonably included 
in the definition of a listed use, or that the 
proposed use meets the following criteria 
to the extent that it should be treated as a 
permitted or conditional use in the district.

1. The use is not specifically listed in any of 
the Historic Zoning Districts. 

2. The use is generally consistent with the 
intent of the Historic Zoning Districts and 
this chapter. 

(A) INTENT
This section establishes the desired uses for land and 
buildings in each of the four Historic Zoning Districts. 
This is achieved through the variety of permitted, 
conditional, accessory, and temporary uses allowed 
in each district. In some cases, special siting and 
size limitations to establish the desired development 
character apply. 

(B) GENERAL PROVISIONS

(1) Introduction 
Permitted and conditional uses available in each 
of the Historic Zoning Districts are shown in Table 
153.172A. Permitted and conditional uses may be 
restricted by location, size, period of operation, or 
other use-specific standards as designated herein 
and within the Historic Design Guidelines. 

(2) Table 153.172A - Explanation of Terms 

(a) Listed uses are defined in §153.002: 
Definitions.

(b) A “P” in a cell indicates a use that is 
permitted by right in that zoning district, 
subject to compliance with any use specific 
standards referenced in Table 153.172A and 
the applicable provisions herein.

(c) A “C” in a cell indicates a use that is allowed 
in that zoning district only upon approval of a 
conditional use as described in §153.236 and 
compliance with any use specific standards 
referenced in Table 153.172A and the 
applicable provisions herein. 

(d) A “S” in a cell indicates a use that is allowed 
in that zoning district only if limited in size, 
subject to compliance with any use specific 
standards referenced in Table 153.172A and 
the applicable provisions herein.

(e) A “T” in a cell indicates a use that is allowed 
in that zoning district for a limited period 
of time pursuant to a permit from the City, 
subject to compliance with any use specific 
standards referenced in Table 153.172A and 
the applicable provisions herein.

(f) A blank cell indicates that the use is 
prohibited in that district. 
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3. The use will not materially impair 
the present or potential use of other 
properties within the same district or 
bordering districts. 

4. The use has no greater potential 
impact on surrounding properties than 
those listed in the district in terms of 
aesthetics, traffic generation, noise, 
potential nuisances, and other impacts 
related to health, safety, and welfare. 

5. The use will not adversely affect the 
relevant elements of the Community Plan, 
the Historic Design Guidelines, and any 
other relevant plans or documents.

(b) The Director’s written determination shall 
be provided to the applicant and may be 
appealed to the Architectural Review Board.

(6) Principal Uses
Any property is permitted any combination of 
principal uses in accordance with the requirements 
of this section and other applicable provision of 
this section.

(7) Accessory Uses

(a) Accessory uses are permitted only in 
connection with a permitted or approved 
conditional use on the same property and 
must be clearly subordinate and incidental to 
that use. 

(b) Temporary uses are governed by time limits 
as provided by this code. 

(c) Any principal use listed in a zoning district 
in Table 153.172A shall be permitted as an 
accessory use in the same zoning district.
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TABLE 153.172A:  HISTORIC ZONING DISTRICT - USE TABLE

P = Permitted
C = Conditional
S = Size Limited
T = Time Limited

Historic 
Core (HC)

Historic 
South (HS)

Historic 
Residential 
(HR)

Historic 
Public (HP)

Use Specific 
Standards

Residential Permitted Uses
Dwelling, Single Family P P YES
Dwelling, Live-Work P P YES
Dwelling, Two-Family P P
Civic/Public/Institutional Permitted Uses
Cemetery P
Community Garden P P P P YES
Day Care, Adult and Child P P YES
Educational Facility P P P
Elementary or Middle School P
Government Services, Safety P
High School P
Library, Museum, Gallery P P P YES
Municipal Parking Lot P P P
Religious or Public Assembly C/S C/S C/S YES
Parks and Open Space P P P P
Transportation, Park & Ride C
Transportation, Transit Station C
Commercial Permitted Uses
Animal Care, General Services, 
Veterinary Offices, and 
Veterinary Urgent Care and 
Animal Hospitals

P P YES

Artisan Production P P
Bank P P
Bed and Breakfast P P YES
Conference Center P/S YES
Eating and Drinking P P P YES
Entertainment / Recreation, 
Indoor C C C YES

Office, General P P
Office, Medical P P
Parking, Structure C C
Parking, Surface Lot C YES
Personal Repair, & Rental 
Services P/S/C P/S/C YES

Research & Development P P
Retail, General P/S/C P/S/C YES

(8) Use Table
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TABLE 153.172A:  HISTORIC ZONING DISTRICT - USE TABLE

P = Permitted
C = Conditional
S = Size Limited
T = Time Limited

Historic 
Core (HC)

Historic 
South (HS)

Historic 
Residential 
(HR)

Historic 
Public (HP)

Use Specific 
Standards

Wireless Communications
Refer to 
Chapter 99 of 
Dublin Code of 
Ordinances

Accessory and 
Temporary Permitted 
Uses
ATM, Walk-Up P P
Bicycle Facilities P P P P
Community Activity and 
Special Event T T T T YES

Construction Trailer/Office T T T YES
Day Care, Adult or Child P P P P YES
Dwelling, Accessory P P P YES
Dwelling Administration, 
Rental, or Sales Office P P YES

Eating & Drinking P P/S/C
Essential Utility Services P P P P
Exercise and Fitness P P P
Farmers Market P P P
Food Trucks T T T T YES
Home Occupation P P P YES
Outdoor Dining and Seating P P P YES
Outdoor Display or Seasonal 
Sales T T T YES

Parking, Structure C C
Parking, Surface Lot P P P
Renewable Energy Equipment P P P P YES
Residential Model Home T T YES
Retail or Personal Services P P
Swimming Pool P P P YES
Transportation, Transit Stop P P P
Vehicle Charging Station P P P YES

Wireless Communications
Refer to 
Chapter 99 of 
Dublin Code of 
Ordinances
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(C) USE SPECIFIC STANDARDS

(1) Residential Uses

(a)  Dwelling, Single-Family

1. Single-family detached dwellings shall 
have no more than one principal building 
and its permitted accessory structures 
located on each lot. 

2. Single-family dwellings in the Historic 
Residential (HR) District shall meet the 
requirements of 153.173.

(b) Dwelling, Live-Work

1. No more than two non-resident 
employees are permitted in addition to 
the resident(s) of the dwelling. 

2. The non-residential use must be operated 
by a resident of the live-work dwelling 
unit. 

3. Signs are permitted in accordance with 
153.173(M).

(2)  Civic/Public/Institutional Uses

(a) Community Garden

1. Incidental sales of items grown on the 
premises are permitted. Areas used for 
sales shall be located at least 10 feet 
from the edge of the pavement of any 
street. Parking shall be located off-street 
or in permitted on-street locations. 

2. Refuse and compost bins must be 
constructed to be rodent-resistant 
and located as far as practicable from 
abutting residential uses. Refuse must 
be removed from the site at least once a 
week. 

3. No outdoor work activity that involves 
power equipment or generators may 
occur after 9:00 pm or prior to 7:00 am. 

4. One accessory building, not exceeding 
100 square feet in gross floor area, 
may be permitted, provided the location 
meets all setback requirements applicable 
to accessory buildings as provided in 
153.074. 

(b) Day Care, Adult or Child 

1. The use shall at all times comply with the 
requirements of O.R.C. 5104.  

2. Outdoor recreation areas shall be located 
to the side or rear of the principal 
structure and be enclosed with a 

permitted fence. The outdoor recreation 
area shall be screened using fencing and/
or landscaping to provide a minimum 
50% opaque screen.

3. All outdoor play equipment and shade 
structures visible from the right-of-way or 
surrounding properties shall use subdued, 
earth tone colors.

(c) Library, Museum, Gallery

Incidental sales of refreshments and items 
related to exhibits or activities at the facility 
are permitted. 

(d) Religious or Public Assembly

Religious or public assembly structures 
shall be limited to no more than 100,000 
square feet of gross floor area, not including 
associated parking structures. 

(3) Commercial Uses

(a) Animal Care, General Services, Veterinary 
Offices, and Veterinary Urgent Care, and 
Animal Hospitals. 

All activities shall be conducted indoors. No 
outdoor animal exercise or activity areas shall 
be permitted. 

(b) Bed and Breakfast.

1. The property owner shall reside on the 
property and/or manage the facility. 
No more than eight guest units are 
permitted. 

2. Guest accommodations are limited to 
short-term stays of no more than 14 
days. 

(c) Conference Center

1. A 1/2-acre minimum site size.
2. A 3,000-square-foot maximum building 

size.
3. All parking must be provided on-site.
4. An access management plan 

demonstrating the ability of the site to 
accommodate vehicular traffic during 
peak periods must be approved by the 
Architectural Review Board.

5. Ground-story, street-facing transparency 
shall be a minimum of 40 percent.
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(d)  Eating and Drinking

1. Eating and drinking facilities shall be 
limited to no more than 3,500 square 
feet of gross floor area in the Historic 
Core and Historic South Districts, unless 
otherwise approved by the Architectural 
Review Board. 

2. Deliveries and refuse (such as but not 
limited to grease traps, recycling, and 
trash) pick-up in the Historic South 
District shall be limited to between the 
hours of 8:00 am local time and 5:00 pm 
local time. 

(e) Entertainment/Recreation, Indoor 

1. Indoor entertainment or recreation uses 
in the Historic Public District must be 
owned and operated by either a public 
or non-profit organization and may not 
exceed 20,000 square feet of gross floor 
area unless otherwise approved by the 
Architectural Review Board. 

2. Indoor entertainment or recreation uses 
in the Historic Core and Historic South 
Districts may not exceed 3,000 square 
feet of gross floor area unless otherwise 
approved by the Architectural Review 
Board.When permitted as an accessory 
use, indoor entertainment or recreation 
uses shall be limited to no more than 
10,000 square feet of gross floor area. 

(f) Parking, Surface Lot

1. All surface parking lots shall meet the 
surface parking lot design requirements 
of 153.173(F). 

2. When constructed as a principal use, 
surface parking lots shall not have 
frontage on or have direct access to 
West Bridge Street or High Street unless 
permitted by the City Engineer. 

(g) Personal Repair, and Rental Services

1. Personal, repair, and rental service 
establishments shall be limited to no 
more than 5,000 square feet for single 
tenant buildings or for multi-tenant 
buildings in the Historic Core and 
Historic South Districts, unless otherwise 
permitted as a conditional use. 

(h) Retail, General

To avoid large, single tenant uses that 
detract from the urban, walkable intent of 
the Historic Districts, general retail uses in 

the Historic Core and Historic South Districts 
shall be limited to no more than 5,000 square 
feet of gross floor area, unless otherwise 
approved by the Architectural Review Board. 

(4) Accessory and Temporary Uses

(a) Community Activity and Special Event

1. The site of the activity or event shall 
be adequately served by utilities and 
sanitary facilities. 

2. The activity or event shall not become 
a safety hazard or public disturbance 
and shall not cause substantial adverse 
impacts on surrounding properties or 
land uses by creating excessive noise, 
glare, heat, dust, odors, or pollutants as 
determined by the Chief Building Official, 
Fire Marshall, and/or Police Chief. 

3. A permit shall be obtained for the 
Community Activity or Special Event from 
the City of Dublin Events Administration.

(b) Construction Trailer/Office

Construction trailers and/or offices shall 
comply with the setbacks applicable to 
principal structures on the property, but are 
not required to comply with street frontage 
requirements for building types. Construction 
trailers and/or offices shall comply with the 
provision of 153.097. 

(c)  Day Care, Adult or Child

1. The use shall at all times comply with the 
requirements of O.R.C. 5104. 

2. Outdoor recreation areas shall be located 
to the side or rear of the principal 
structure and be enclosed with a 
permitted fence. The outdoor recreation 
area shall be screened using fencing and/
or landscaping to provide a minimum 
50% opaque screen. 

3. All outdoor play equipment and shade 
structures visible from the right-of-way or 
surrounding properties shall use subdued, 
earth toned colors. 

4. Adult and/or child day care uses are 
prohibited in civic building types as the 
sole principal use.  

(d) Dwelling, Accessory

An accessory dwelling located in a single-
family dwelling must comply with the 
following standards:
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1. No more than one accessory dwelling 
unit is permitted on a lot with a single-
family dwelling. 

2. An accessory dwelling unit shall be 
limited to no more than 800 square feet 
of gross floor area.

3. When accessory to a single-family 
dwelling, the accessory dwelling unit may 
be located either within the single-family 
dwelling structure or in a permitted 
accessory structure.

4. When accessory to a single-family 
dwelling, the accessory dwelling unit 
shall have a separate entrance from the 
principal dwelling unit, and that entrance 
shall not face the front lot line and shall 
not be located on the same building 
façade as the principal building entrance 
closest to the street.

5. The owner of the dwelling must occupy 
either the principal dwelling unit or the 
permitted accessory dwelling unit.

6. Ownership of the accessory dwelling unit 
may not be separate from the ownership 
of the principal dwelling unit.

(e) Dwelling Administration, Rental, or Sales 
Office

These uses shall comply with the provisions 
of 153.073(B) and setbacks applicable to 
principal structures on the property. 

(f) Food Trucks

1. Each food truck shall maintain all valid 
licenses required by the City, County 
or State for operation of a business 
including but not limited to all applicable 
licenses for a food service business. 

2. Each food truck intended to be moved 
by a motorized vehicle shall maintain a 
valid registration within the most recent 
12-month period. 

3. For property with a residential primary 
use, food trucks may operate on a 
property for no more than six hours per 
calendar month, and in no case may be 
stored on a property outside an enclosed 
structure.  No food truck shall operate 
before 8:00am or after 10:00 pm.    

4. For a property with a non-residential 
primary use, mixed-use, or a vacant 
commercial parcel, may not operate on 
a property for more than 14 calendar 
days per month, and no food truck shall 

operate before 6:00 am or after 10:00 
pm. 

5. Food trucks located within the right-of-
way shall be subject to the City of Dublin 
Police regulations and enforcement. 

6. Each food truck shall provide a trash 
receptacle near the food truck, shall 
prevent the accumulation of litter or 
containers from the food truck within 50 
feet of the food truck, and shall remove 
and empty the trash receptacle in a 
permitted location when the food truck 
ends sales for the day. 

7. Food trucks shall not impede safe site 
circulation, as determined by the City 
Engineer.

8. Food trucks shall not use speakers 
or audio amplification.  All associated 
equipment shall be contained within or 
on the food truck.

(g) Home Occupations 

All home occupations in the Historic Districts 
shall comply with the provisions of 153.073.

(h) Outdoor Dining and Seating

1. Outdoor dining and seating areas, 
furniture, and enclosures shall be set 
back at least five feet from the curb and 
at least five feet from all street trees and 
street furniture. In no case shall these 
amenities be placed in a manner that 
would provide less than six feet of clear 
area for pedestrian use.

2. The use of outdoor speakers shall comply 
with the provisions of 132.03(A)(6) of the 
Dublin City Code. 

3. Advertising is not permitted on dining 
furniture, accessories, or other similar 
amenities. 

4. Dining furniture shall be of the same 
design, material and color for all furniture 
associated with the use. When not in 
regular use, outdoor furniture shall be 
stored in a location that is not visible to 
the public, unless the patio furniture is 
all-weather material, set up for use and 
not covered in any way, and weather 
conditions make the use of furniture 
possible.

5. Any speaker emitting music or sound 
shall be oriented to direct the sound 
away from all surrounding properties, 
parks, and open spaces.
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6. Any speaker emitting music or sound 
shall not operate between the hours of 
11:00 pm and 8:00 am, unless otherwise 
approved by the Architectural Review 
Board.

(i) Outdoor Display or Seasonal Sales

1. Outdoor seasonal plant display shall 
comply with the provisions of 153.099.

2. Outdoor sale of merchandise is 
permitted, and shall comply with the 
provisions of 153.099. Merchandise shall 
only be displayed during the hours of 
operation for the principal use. No permit 
is required.

3. Outdoor sales of Christmas trees 
and pumpkins shall comply with the 
provisions of Chapter 116 of the Dublin 
City Code.

(j) Renewable Energy Equipment

1. In the Historic Zoning districts, only 
equipment for the collection of solar and 
geothermal energy is permitted. 

2. Ground-mounted equipment shall adhere 
to the following requirements:
a. The collection of geothermal energy 

is permitted only to the rear of 
and within five feet of the principal 
structure.

b. Ground-mounted equipment for the 
collection of solar energy is permitted 
to the side or rear of the principal 
structure, but not within five feet of a 
side or rear property line.

c. Ground-mounted renewable energy 
equipment shall be sited to minimize 
view from the public right-of-way and 
surrounding properties and shall be 
camouflaged to the extent that the 
equipment can function normally.

3. Roof-top and Building-mounted 
equipment shall adhere to the following 
requirements:
a. Rooftop equipment for the collection 

of solar energy is permitted provided 
it extends no more than 18 inches 
beyond the maximum permitted 
height of the principal structure.

b. Building-mounted renewable energy 
equipment shall be integrated into 
the architectural character of the 
principal structure.

(k) Residential Model Home

Residential model homes shall comply with 
the provisions of 153.073(B). 

(l) Swimming Pool

Residential swimming pools are permitted in 
accordance with Code Section 153.074(C).

(m) Vehicular Charging Stations

1. The vehicle charging stations shall be 
integrated into a permitted or accessory 
structure, and shall avoid the addition of 
freestanding structures and equipment to 
the maximum extent practicable. 

2. Any sign or advertising located on 
the vehicle charging station or related 
structures shall be permitted a one-
square-foot sign.  Additional sign area 
above the one-square-foot will be 
counted towards the sign allowance 
for that type of sign applicable to the 
primary structure on that lot.
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 § 153.173 SITE DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARDS

these standards or place conditions of approval that 
exceed these standards based on consideration of 
the context and character of surrounding structures 
pursuant to the provisions in Section 153.176.

(A) INTENT
The intent of the Historic Zoning Districts is to foster 
appropriate development standards that preserve 
the historic character of the area, emphasizing 
traditional development patterns and pedestrian-
oriented design. The standards encourage design of 
a comparable size, scale, and mass to the existing 
development and character. 

(B) APPLICABILITY
The standards set forth in this chapter establish the 
regulation for the arrangement and development 
of land and structures within the Historic Zoning 
Districts.  These standards should be applied in 
connection with the Guidelines and in consideration 
of the physical context in which the subject 
property is located and shall be applied to all new 
development within the Historic Zoning Districts and 
the properties designated on Appendix G.   

(C) GENERAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Table 153.173A outlines the general development 
regulations for land and structures within the Historic 
Zoning Districts. The ARB may grant Waivers of 

TABLE 153.173A:  HISTORIC ZONING DISTRICTS - GENERAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Development 
Standard

Historic Core 
(HC)

Historic South 
(HS)

Historic 
Residential (HR)

Historic Public 
(HP)

Minimum Lot Size 21,000 SF 21,000 SF 8,700 SF 21,000 SF
Minimum Lot Width 60 feet 60 feet 60 feet 60 feet
Maximum Lot 
Coverage 85% 65% 45% 85%

Maximum Building 
Height (Refer to 
Building Height 
definition)

30 feet

24 feet, unless within 
25 feet of the rear 
property line, then 
maximum height is 18 
feet

24 feet 30 feet

Maximum Building 
Fooprint N/A

Not to exceed a total 
of 3,000 SF; No single 
building shall exceed 
1,800 SF

25% N/A

Front Yard Setback 0 feet 0 feet See Table 153.173B 15 feet
Side Yard Setback 0 feet 3 feet See Table 153.173B 10 feet
Rear Yard Building 
Setback 5 feet 25 feet See Table 153.173B 20 feet

Rear Yard Pavement 
Setbacks 5 feet 5 feet N/A Side or Rear

Parking Location Rear Rear See Code Section 
153.207 P
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(D) SETBACKS

(1) Table 153.173B establishes the setback standards 
for properties within the Historic Residential 
Zoning District.

(2) Front Property Lines

(a) Only one front property line shall be required 
to be designated on a lot.

(b) The front yard setback shall be applied to the 
front lot line, which is designated as the lot 
line that the building fronts.

(3) The ARB may grant Waivers of these standards 
or place conditions of approval that exceed these 
standards based on consideration of the context 
and character of surrounding structures pursuant 
to the provisions in Section 153.176.

TABLE 153.173B:  HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT - SETBACKS

For Properties 
Fronting onto:

Minimum 
Front Setback 
(ft)

Minimum Side 
Yard Setback 
(ft)

Minimum 
Total Side 
Yards (ft)

Minimum Rear 
Yard Setback 
Primary 
Structure (ft)

Minimum Rear 
Yard Setback 
Detached 
Accessory 
Structures (ft)

Dublin Road 15 4 16

20% lot depth, 
not to exceed 50 
feet

15
Franklin Streen 25 4 12 25
High Street (north 
and south) 15 4 16 15

South Riverview 
Street (east side) 0 3 12 15

South Riverview 
Street (west side) 20 3 12 15

North Riverview 
Street (east side) 0 3 6 15

North Riverview 
Street (west side) 20 3 6 15

Short Street 20 3 12 15
Roads not 
otherwise noted 
above:

20 3 12 15
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(E) LOCATION AND SCALE OF STRUCTURES

(1) Intent
The intent of this section is to ensure the 
appropriate siting of primary structures, building 
additions, and accessory structures.

(2) General Provisions

(a) Primary structures shall be sited to address 
the street to contribute to the walkable 
nature of the district.

(b) Building additions to primary structures shall 
be subordinate and secondary to the original 
building.

(c) Building additions shall be clearly separated 
from the original structure in design.

(d) Accessory structures shall be located a 
minimum of 20 feet behind the front façade 
of the primary structure.

(e) Accessory structures shall be subordinate in 
height than the primary structure; and, shall 
be subordinate to the primary structure in 
scale and size.

(3) Attached Garages

(a) Front loaded garages shall be a minimum of 
20 feet behind the front façade of the home.

(b) Front loaded garages shall not exceed 35% 
of the linear distance of the front elevation of 
the home.

(c) Front loaded garage door openings shall be 
18 feet or less in distance.

(F) PARKING REQUIREMENTS

(1) Intent
The intent of this section is to ensure the provision 
of adequate vehicular and bicycle parking facilities 
within the Historic Zoning Districts for the use of 
occupants, employees, and patrons.

(2) General Provisions

(a) Parking area shall be readily accessible by 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.

(b) Required parking shall be provided either 
on-site, on-street, off-site, or in a parking 
structure or surface parking lot located within 
600 feet of the subject parcel in which the 

parking lot or structure is located, unless 
approved by the required reviewing body.

(c) Applicability to other regulations and 
guidelines: 

1. The provisions of section 153.207, 
Parking in Residential Districts, shall 
apply to development with the Historic 
Residential Zoning District.

2. All projects shall comply with the Historic 
Design Guidelines to the maximum 
extent practicable and consistent with the 
standards set forth in this chapter. 

(3) Parking Locations

(a) On-Site

1. Surface parking provided on-site shall 
not be located between the principal 
structure and the public right-of-way, 
unless permitted by Tables 153.173A and 
B. 

2. Off-street parking may be provided within 
a principal structure. 

3. Parking shall not be located within a 
setback, as outlined in Tables 153.173A 
and B, except that parking areas 
may extend across contiguous lots in 
developments with coordinated site 
design, shared access points and/or 
shared parking arrangements. 

4. Where on-site surface parking is provided 
on a site included as part of a Preliminary 
Development Plan, parking may be 
permitted by the required reviewing body 
to encroach required setbacks to facilitate 
coordinated site design and contiguous 
parking areas. 

(b) Off-Site Parking

1. The use of off-site parking to meet the 
minimum parking requirement shall 
require an approved parking plan. 

2. If not under single ownership, provisions 
for off-site parking shall be made by 
binding agreements between two 
or more property owners.  Written 
easements which provide for continued 
use and maintenance of the parking shall 
be submitted to the City for approval.  
Any agreement shall include provisions to 
address changes in use or ownership.

3. If an off-site parking agreement is 
severed or modified with the result of 
eliminating required parking for one or 
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1. Each use shall provide the minimum 
amount of parking required for that use 
listed on Table 153.173C and shall be 
permitted to provide up to the maximum 
amount of parking on-site, as indicated 
for that use in Table 153.172A, except 
as may be modified by the required 
reviewing body.

2. When calculating minimum and maximum 
parking requirements, fractional numbers 
shall be increased to the next whole 
number.

3. Unless otherwise noted, all square 
footage requirements are based on 
indoor gross floor area.  

4. Except as noted in Table 153.173C, 
no additional parking is required for 
accessory or temporary uses when the 
square footage of the uses is included in 
the parking calculation for the gross floor 
area of the principal use.

5. Parking and loading spaces for uses 
not addressed in Table 153.172A shall 
be determined by the Director based 
on the anticipated parking impacts 
of the proposed use, its similarity to 
characteristics of other listed uses, and 
supporting documentation that may be 
provided by the applicant.

more properties, parking for the affected 
properties shall be brought into full 
compliance as required by this section, 
and approval of a new or modified 
parking plan shall be required.  

4. If located off-site, distances to required 
parking areas shall be measured along 
a walkway from the nearest pedestrian 
entrance to the parking area to the main 
entrance to the principal structure or use 
being served. 

(c) On-street Parking

1. On-street spaces may be counted 
toward meeting the minimum parking 
requirement for a parcel.

2. On-street spaces shall be on the same 
side of the street and more than one-
half the length of the parking space lies 
between the two side lot lines of the 
parcel extended into the street right-of-
way. 

3. On corner lots, on-street spaces on both 
street frontages may be counted in the 
same manner. 

4. Credit for on-street parking spaces shall 
apply to parking for all uses on the parcel 
rather than any specific use. 

5. On-street parking spaces shall not be 
designated for exclusive use by any 
specific use, building or lot.   

(4) Electric Car Charging Points
Parking lots or structures are strongly encouraged 
to provide at least one electric plug-in service 
point for every 200 parking spaces. Plug-in 
points shall be associated with an individual 
parking space and shall be installed according 
to appropriate design standards, as approved 
by the Director. Plug-in points are exempt from 
the service structure screening requirements of 
Section 153.173(I).

(5) Parking Lot/Structure Lighting
Parking lot and parking structure lighting 
shall comply with the requirements of Section 
153.173(J).

(6) Parking Lot Landscaping
Parking lot landscaping shall comply with the 
requirements of Section 153.173(H).

(7) Required Vehicle Parking

(a) Minimum Amount Required and Maximum 
Amount Permitted



HISTORIC DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT CODE 15§153.173

SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

TABLE 153.173C:  REQUIRED VEHICLE PARKING

Use Minimum Required Maximum 
Permitted

Principal Uses
Residential
Dwelling, Single-Family
Dwelling, Two-Family

2 per dwelling unit 2 per dwelling unit

Dwelling, Live-Work 2 per dwelling unit 3 per dwelling unit
Civic/Public/Institutional
Cemetery Per approved parking plan
Community Center Per approved parking plan
Community Garden Per approved parking plan

Day Care, Adult or Child Per approved parking plan demonstrating adequate site 
circulation, including pick-up and drop-off areas

Educational Facility
1 per 3 persons maximum occupancy of largest seating area, or 
maximum building capacity, whichever is higher, as shown on the 
building permit

125% of minimum

Elementary or Middle School Per approved parking plan demonstrating adequate site 
circulation, including pick-up and drop-off areas

Government Services, Safety 2 per 1,000 sq. ft. 150% of minimum

High School Per approved parking plan demonstrating adequate site 
circulation, including pick-up and drop-off areas

Library, Museum, Gallery
Library: 3.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. 
Museum or Gallery: 1 per 1,000 sq. ft.

125% of minimum

Religious or Public Assembly 1 per 6 persons maximum capacity in the largest seating area, as 
shown on the building permit 200% of minimum

Parks and Open Space Per approved parking plan
Transportation, Park & Ride Per approved parking plan
Transportation, Transit 
Station Per approved parking plan

Commercial
Animal Care, General 
Services, Veterinary Offices, 
and Veterinary Urgent Care 
and Animal Hospitals

2.5 per 1,000 sq. ft. 150% of minimum

Artisan Production 2.5 per 1,000 sq. ft. 125% of minimum
Bank 2.5 per 1,000 sq. ft. 125% of minimum
Bed and Breakfast 1 per guest bedroom, plus 1 for operator 150% of minimum

Conference Center 1 per 6 persons maximum capacity in the largest seating area, as 
shown on the building permit. 125% of minimum

Eating and Drinking 10 per 1,000 sq. ft. 125% of minimum

Entertainment/Recreation, 
Indoor

Theater: 1 per 4 persons maximum capacity in the largest seating 
area, as shown on the building permit

150% of minimumSports courts:  2 per court
Other uses: Per approved parking plan

Office, General
Less than 50,000 sq. ft. 2.5 per 1,000 sq. ft.

125% of minimum50,000-150,000 sq. ft. 3 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Greater than 150,000 sq. ft. 4 per 1,000 sq. ft.
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TABLE 153.173C:  REQUIRED VEHICLE PARKING

Use Minimum Required Maximum 
Permitted

Office, Medical 2.5 per 1,000 sq. ft. 125% of minimum
Parking, Structure N/A N/A
Parking, Surface Lot N/A N/A
Personal, Repair & Rental 
Services 2 per 1,000 sq. ft. 125% of minimum

Research & Development 2 per 1,000 sq. ft. 125% of minimum
Retail, General 3 per 1,000 sq. ft. 125% of minimum
Wireless Communications N/A N/A
Accessory and Temporary Uses
Day Care, Adult or Child 2 per 1,000 sq. ft. 125% of minimum
Dwelling Administration, 
Rental or Sales Office 2 N/A

Residential Model Home 1 plus 1 per employee at maximum use N/A
Swimming Pool Per approved parking plan

(8) Adjustments to Required Vehicle Parking
The maximum on-site parking requirements may 
not exceed that permitted by Table 153.173C 
unless approved by the ARB. The minimum 
amount of parking required by Table 153.173C 
may be reduced by approval of the ARB.

(a) Shared Parking Calculations

Where a mix of land uses creates staggered 
peak periods of parking, shared parking plans 
that have the effect of reducing the total 
amount of needed parking spaces may be 
approved. Parking spaces included in shared 
parking plans should be equally accessible 
and available to each of the affected users. 
The collective provision of off-street parking 
for two or more buildings or uses may be 
permitted subject to the following:
1. Shared parking plans may include any 

lot or structure meeting the parking 
location requirements.  Surrounding lots 
included in the shared arrangement shall 
be connected for vehicular passage and 
shall provide safe and efficient pedestrian 
access to all uses served by the parking 
area(s). 

2. A request for a shared parking reduction 
shall be based on a shared parking 
analysis, including, but not limited to, the 
following factors:
a. The number of originally required 

spaces for different uses or facilities 
sharing the same parking areas as 
noted in Table 153.173C; and

b. Documented percentages of required 
parking needed for different uses at 
different days and times. 

3. The adjusted required parking for shared 
parking areas shall be the largest number 
of spaces needed for all uses during the 
most intensive time period of use.

4. Demonstration of Parking Need
In addition to or in lieu of parking 
adjustments, the required reviewing 
body shall be permitted to approve a 
parking plan for fewer than the minimum 
required parking spaces or more than 
the maximum permitted parking spaces 
based on a demonstration of parking 
need by the applicant. The required 
reviewing body shall consider:
a. The land use and development 

character of the area to be served by 
the parking facility; 

b. The availability of other publicly 
available parking in the area;

c. The timing of parking use relative to 
other uses in the area; 

d. The parking requirement for similar 
uses as may be determined by the 
Director; 

e. Whether the all provided parking 
meets the location requirements;

f. Whether compliance with Table 
153.173C is made to the maximum 
extent practicable; 



HISTORIC DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT CODE 17§153.173

SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

g. Whether other adjustments as 
described in this section should apply 
in conjunction with or in lieu of the 
requested need-based adjustment; 
and

h. Whether supporting documentation, 
if provided, adequately demonstrates 
that sufficient parking is available to 
meet projected typical demand.

(9) Accessible Parking Spaces

(a) Within the total number of off-street parking 
spaces provided, a minimum number of 
spaces shall be designated, installed, and 
managed for use by the physically disabled 
in compliance with the Ohio Building Code, 
current edition, Chapter on Accessibility and 
the Referenced Standards therein.

(b) All handicapped parking spaces shall be 
designated by freestanding signs as provided 
in the Ohio Manual of Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices or as approved by the City Engineer.

(10) Off-street Parking Space and Aisle Dimensions
Parking spaces and maneuvering aisles shall 
comply with Table 153.173D.

TABLE 153.173D OFF-STREET PARKING SPACE AND AISLE DIMENSIONS

Parking 
Pattern

Aisle Width Regular Space Compact Space*

1 Way 2 Way Width Length Width Length

Parallel 12 ft. 18 ft. 9 ft. 23 ft. 8 ft. 20 ft.
30-75 
degrees 12 ft. 22 ft. 9 ft. 21 ft. 8 ft. 18 ft.

76-90 
degrees N/A 22 ft. 9 ft. 18 ft. 8 ft. 16 ft.

* A maximum of 10% of parking spaces may be designed as compact parking spaces, and all spaces shall be clearly 
marked and reserved for that use.
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FIGURE 153.173A - OFF-STREET PARKING SPACE 
AND AISLE DIMENSIONS

(11)  Parking Structure Design
Parking structures shall be designed to comply 
with the minimum requirements outlined below. In 
addition, parking structures shall be designed to 
comply with the Historic Design Guidelines to the 
maximum extent practicable and not inconsistent 
with the standards in in this chapter.

(a) Entrance/Exit Lanes

1. One entrance lane shall be required for 
each 300 spaces or part thereof. One 
exit lane shall be provided for each 200 
spaces or part thereof.

2. Single entrance and exit lanes from the 
street shall be no wider than 16 feet. 
Double entrance and exit lanes shall be 
no wider than 24 feet at the street right-
of-way. Where more than two entrance 
or exit lanes are required, a separate 
entrance/exit shall be provided.

3. Locations of all proposed entrance and 
exit lanes shall be reviewed and approved 
by the City Engineer. 

4. To reduce the width of sidewalk 
interruptions and promote walkability, 
only single entrance lanes may be used 
unless access is provided from an alley/
service street.

(b) Stacking Spaces

Two vehicle lengths of stacking space, each 
measuring at least 20 feet long, shall be 
provided between the street and the garage 
entry gate. The stacking area shall not be 
located across a sidewalk or in the public 
right-of-way. Additional stacking may be 
required by the City Engineer based upon 

traffic patterns and street types or may 
be requested by the applicant based on a 
circulation plan demonstrating need for the 
additional stacking spaces.

(c) Interior Circulation

The interior of the structure shall comply with 
the following standards.
1. Maximum aisle length shall not exceed 

400 feet without providing a cross-aisle.

(d) Cross aisles shall be a minimum of 18 feet 
and no greater than 24 feet in width.

(e) A minimum ceiling clearance height of 12 
feet is required where the parking structure 
has street frontage, excluding the driveway 
opening, and the parking structure shall 
be designed and constructed to allow 
potential occupancy of the first 20 feet of 
building depth by a commercial or a civic/
public/institutional use permitted by section 
153.172A.

(f) Design of all other parking structures and 
upper levels shall include a minimum ceiling 
clearance height of eight and one half feet. 

(g) Below-grade parking structure levels shall 
provide minimum clear heights as required 
by the Ohio Building Code and the Americans 
with Disabilities Act. 

(12)  Surface Parking Lot and Loading Area Design 
and Construction

(a) Grading

All off-street parking and loading areas 
including parking spaces, driveways, aisles 
and circulation drives shall be graded 
and maintained so that water does not 
unreasonably accumulate on the surface 
areas or flow or drain onto adjacent public or 
private properties.

(b) Surfacing

1. All off-street parking and loading areas 
including parking spaces, driveways, 
aisles and circulation drives shall be 
hard-surfaced with asphalt, concrete or a 
combination of those materials approved 
by the City Engineer.  

2. As an alternative, off-street parking areas 
may be surfaced with permeable asphalt, 
permeable concrete or turf blocks, or 
some combination of permeable and 
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non-permeable surfaces, subject to 
review by the City Engineer and the Fire 
Chief. The City Engineer may approve 
an adjustment to the calculations for 
required stormwater management and 
retention measures to reflect greater 
stormwater volume control through the 
use of permeable paving.

3. All parking and loading surfaces shall 
be maintained in compliance with 
§153.173(F)(14) at all times. 

(c) Driveways

1. Any driveways not provided for or 
regulated by these provisions shall be 
governed by §153.210. Where conflicting 
regulations exist between §153.210 and 
this section, this section shall prevail.

2. Adequate access to a parking lot shall 
be provided by clearly defined driveways 
designed so that vehicles entering or 
leaving the parking lot will be traveling 
in a forward motion, unless the City 
Engineer confirms that an alternative 
design will protect traffic flow and traffic 
safety. 

3. No driveway shall be permitted directly 
onto a West Bridge Street and High 
Street, unless approved by the City 
Engineer. 

4. On other street frontages, driveways 
shall be limited to one per lot or parcel, 
whichever requires the fewer number of 
access points, unless vehicular access is 
provided from an alley or service drive or 
the need for an additional driveway on a 
street is documented based on an access 
management study approved by the City 
Engineer.

5. If it is determined that shared driveways 
will better protect traffic flow or traffic 
safety on surrounding streets, the City 
Engineer may require that access to 
two or more adjacent surface parking or 
loading areas shall be provided through 
one or more shared driveways. 

6. Driveway aprons connecting parking 
lots to public roadways may not be 
constructed with permeable materials. 

7. Driveways shall be no wider than 22 
feet at the intersection with the adjacent 
street right-of-way. 

8. Curb radii for driveways connecting 
parking lots to public roadways shall not 
exceed 20 feet. 

(d) Curbs and Wheel Stops

1. Raised or rolled concrete curbs or wheel 
stops at least five inches high shall be 
installed where necessary to prevent 
vehicle conflicts with abutting landscape 
areas, sidewalks, streets, buildings or lot 
lines. There shall be a minimum of four 
feet of clear walkway area and at least 
two and one-half feet between a curb 
or wheel stop and any property line, 
planting area, street, or building. 

2. Planted areas shall be installed at 
a lower grade than the parking lot 
pavement, include curbing at the edge 
of a landscaped area and have openings 
or gaps allowing drainage from the 
pavement to enter and percolate through 
the landscaped areas when used for 
stormwater management purposes, or if 
required by the City Engineer.

3. Wheel stops may be used in conjunction 
with accessible parking spaces where 
an adjacent walkway is installed at the 
same grade as the parking space. Wheel 
stops may be used in addition to raised 
curbs where necessary to prevent vehicle 
overhang onto adjacent walkways or near 
buildings, or in conjunction with curb 
breaks used for stormwater drainage. 
Curbs shall be required in all other 
circumstances.  

(e) Striping

Parking areas shall be striped and maintained 
in good condition to be clearly visible with 
lines to indicate parking space limits. All 
striping shall comply with the Ohio Manual 
of Uniform Traffic Control Devices unless an 
alternative is approved by the City Engineer.

(f) Parking Pedestrian Circulation

For each surface parking area that contains 
over 100 vehicle parking spaces or contains 
any parking spaces located more than 350 
feet from the main entrance of the principal 
structure, a pedestrian circulation plan shall 
be submitted and comply with the walkability 
and pedestrian circulation standards 
applicable to parking areas in the design 
guidelines.
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(13)  Required Loading Spaces

(a) Location

1. Off-street loading spaces may only be 
located on areas of a lot that are not 
required to be occupied by a principal or 
accessory structure.

2. Off-street loading areas may not be 
located on any parking spaces or parking 
aisles designated to meet the minimum 
parking requirements of this section, 
unless approved in a required parking 
plan demonstrating that the location and 
timing of loading activities will not conflict 
with typical parking use on the site or 
with vehicular or pedestrian circulation.

3. An alley or service street may be used 
instead of a separate off-street loading 
space, subject to approval as part of a 
required parking plan demonstrating that 
the loading and delivery activities will 
be coordinated with other users of the 
alley to minimize access and circulation 
conflicts. 

4. On-street parking spaces may be counted 
toward meeting the minimum loading 
space requirement for a parcel provided 
that the spaces meet the requirements 
for parking location, and subject to 
approval as part of a required parking 
plan demonstrating that the on-street 
spaces are of adequate size, number and 
availability to serve the intended delivery 
vehicle(s) without creating conflicts 
with surrounding vehicular, bicycle or 
pedestrian traffic and circulation.

5. Required fire access zones may 
not be used to meet loading space 
requirements.  

6. No loading dock, or any loading area 
used for the storage or staging of 
materials being transported to or from 
the site associated with commercial uses, 
shall be located closer than 50 feet to 
any lot in a residential district unless 
entirely contained within a completely 
enclosed building, or screened as 
required by section 153.173(H), nor shall 
any loading dock or loading area directly 
face a residential district. 

(b) Number Required

1. The minimum number of off-street 
loading spaces required is listed in Table 
153.173F.

TABLE 153.173F: MINIMUM LOADING 
SPACES REQUIRED PER PRINCIPAL 

STRUCTURE
25,000 sq. ft. GFA or less 1 space
25,001 - 50,000 sq. ft. GFA 2 spaces
50,001 - 100,000 sq. ft. GFA 3 spaces

2. A loading space plan demonstrating the 
frequency and type of loading activities 
will be required to be approved by the 
Architectural Review Board as part of a 
Minor Project or Final Development Plan.

3. The required number of loading spaces 
may be increased or reduced by the 
required reviewing body when it is 
demonstrated that the frequency and 
type of loading activities at that location 
warrant a different number.

4. For principal structures of 25,000 square 
feet or less in gross floor area, loading 
and delivery activities may be conducted 
using an alley or service street, on-street 
parking spaces, or other on-site parking 
area, unless the required reviewing body 
determines that a dedicated off-street 
loading space is necessary based on the 
frequency and type of loading activities 
anticipated for the use.  

(c) Loading Space Dimensions and Screening

1. All off-street loading spaces shall be at 
least 12 feet wide and 30 feet long with 
a height clearance of 14 feet, unless the 
required reviewing body determines that 
the typical delivery vehicle(s) designated 
in an approved parking plan can be 
adequately accommodated by reduced 
loading space dimensions. 

2. Refer to §153.173(I) for off-street loading 
area screening requirements. 

3. Truck loading and unloading docks and 
maneuvering areas shall be designed so 
that truck movements do not interfere 
with traffic on public streets or off-street 
parking when vehicles are parked for 
loading and unloading. Loading areas 
requiring vehicles to back in from the 
street are prohibited on West Bridge 
Street and High Street, unless otherwise 
permitted by the City Engineer. Vehicles 
loading or unloading may not extend over 
any sidewalk or into any public right-of-
way between the hours of 6:00 am and 
midnight, unless located entirely within 
a designated on-street parking lane or 
within the vehicular travel lane of an 
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alley or service street as permitted in an 
approved parking plan. 

(14)  Maintenance and Use

(a) General Provisions

1. Unless an equal number of required 
spaces conforming to Table 153.173C are 
provided, parking and loading areas shall 
be maintained and not used for any other 
purpose while the principal structure or 
use remains in operation. Other parking 
arrangements for temporary community 
activities and special events may be 
permitted with approval from the City of 
Dublin Events Administration. 

2. All parking lots shall be maintained free 
of potholes, litter, debris, glass, nails or 
other dangerous materials.

3. Surfacing, curbing, wheel stops, lighting 
fixtures, signs, and related appurtenances 
shall be maintained in good condition. 
The visibility of pavement markings 
delineating parking spaces and directional 
control shall be maintained.

4. Except on a temporary basis in the event 
of heavy rainfall or snowfall, all off-street 
parking and loading facilities shall be 
maintained free of accumulated snow or 
standing water which may prevent their 
full use and occupancy.

5. All permeable paving materials shall be 
maintained in an unbroken condition and 
shall be regularly swept and vacuumed 
to prevent blockages of sand, sediment, 
or other materials that would impair 
their permeability to water as originally 
designed. 

6. Signs designating the use of individual 
private parking spaces for specific users, 
buildings or lots shall not be legible 
from a public right-of-way, except where 
such a sign is otherwise required by this 
Chapter. 

(b) Use Restrictions

1. It is unlawful for any person to park 
or store any vehicle in a parking lot or 
parking structure without the consent 
of the owner, holder, occupant, lessee, 
agent or trustee of the property.  

2. All vehicles parked in a parking lot or 
parking structure shall be capable of 
being started and driven and have a valid 
registration and license within the most 
recent 12-month period.  

3. A recreational and utility vehicle may be 
located outside of an enclosed structure 
for up to 72 hours in any 30-day period, 
provided the owner or person in charge 
of the recreational and utility vehicle is 
the owner or a guest of a resident of that 
property. The vehicle shall be parked on 
a hard surface and shall not be used for 
overnight sleeping or living.

4. Off-street parking and loading areas 
may not be used for material storage, 
storage or display of vehicles and/or 
merchandise, or for vehicle or machinery 
repair or maintenance. If located within 
an off-street parking or loading area, 
refuse storage stations and dumpsters 
shall be located and screened in 
accordance with §153.173(I) and shall 
not interfere with driveway circulation 
or access to parking spaces and loading 
areas.

5. Except on parcels where the sale of 
vehicles is a permitted or approved 
conditional use of the property, no vehicle 
may be parked in any off-street parking 
or loading area for the sole purpose of 
displaying the vehicle for sale.

6. Unless no other parking area is 
reasonably available, no vehicle that, 
at the determination of the Director, is 
intended for the display of advertising 
to the public may be parked so as to 
be visible to traffic on a public street or 
parking area.

(15)  Bicycle Parking

(a) Applicability

1. Bicycle parking is required for any 
development or use with six or more 
required vehicle parking spaces.

(b) Minimum Number of Bicycle Parking Spaces 
Required

1. Bicycle parking spaces shall be required 
as follows:
a. For residential uses, except attached 

and detached single-family, one 
space for every two dwelling units. 
Up to 50% of required spaces may 
be provided within garages for 
multiple-family uses provided the ARB 
determines that the garage size and 
dedicated bicycle parking facilities are 
generally adequate to accommodate 
these spaces.  
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b. For civic/public/institutional uses, one 
space for every 20 required vehicle 
parking spaces.

c. For commercial uses, one space for 
every 10 required vehicle parking 
spaces.  

2. Provided that bicycle parking is not 
completely eliminated, required bicycle 
parking may be increased or reduced by 
the ARB when it is demonstrated that the 
level of bicycle activity at that location 
warrants a different amount.

(c) Facility Type

1. Bicycle parking racks, docks, or posts 
shall be designed and installed to allow 
a bicycle to be locked to a structure, 
attached to the pavement, building, or 
other permanent structure, with two 
points of contact to an individual bicycle 
frame. Racks, docks, and posts shall be 
designed to allow the bicycle frame and 
one or both wheels to be locked with a 
U-lock when used as intended. Facility 
types, designs and locations within the 
street-right-of-way shall require approval 
by the City Engineer.

(d) Location

1. Required bicycle parking shall be located 
within a reasonable walking distance of 
the principal building entrances being 
served. The location and design shall 
ensure that bicycle parking and facilities 
do not obstruct vehicle parking or 
pedestrian walkways as required by the 
Ohio Building Code, the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, and other applicable state 
and federal laws, policies and guidelines. 
Bicycle facilities and parking areas shall 
meet the sight visibility requirements of 
this code.

2. Outdoor bicycle parking areas shall be 
located in well-lit areas.

3. A pedestrian-accessible walk shall be 
available between the outdoor bicycle 
parking area and the principal building 
entrance. Public sidewalks may be used 
to meet this requirement.

4. Bicycle lockers shall be located inside 
or to the side or rear of the principal 
structure, but not within any required 
setback or required building zone. 

5. A property that contains a shared bicycle 
rental pick-up/drop-off facility that is 

available and accessible to the public 
and is part of a system of such facilities 
designed to encourage bicycle use in 
the city or region shall be exempt from 
on-site bicycle parking requirements 
for the lot on which the shared bicycle 
facility is located, and for any lots in 
common ownership located wholly or 
partially within 1,000 feet of the shared 
bicycle facility.

6. Public bicycle parking provided by the 
City and located within the street right-
of-way may be counted toward meeting 
the minimum bicycle parking requirement 
for a parcel provided that the spaces are 
on the same block face as the subject 
parcel.  

7. Public bicycle parking spaces shall not 
be designated for exclusive use by any 
specific use, building or lot.   

(e) Installation

1. Bicycle parking shall be installed 
according to the dimensional 
requirements set forth by the 
manufacturer and the latest edition of 
the APBP Bicycle Parking Guidelines, or 
similar industry publication acceptable to 
the Director.

(G) STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

(1) Stormwater management practices, such as 
storage and retention facilities, may be integrated 
into open spaces. Refer to Chapter 53 for design 
requirements.

(2) Stormwater features - Stormwater features 
in open spaces may be designed as formal or 
natural amenities with additional uses other 
than stormwater management alone, such as an 
amphitheater, sports field, or a pond or pool as 
part of the landscape design. Stormwater features 
shall not be fenced and shall not be designed or 
placed so as to impede public use of the land they 
occupy. 

(3) Qualified Professional - Stormwater management 
features incorporated into open spaces shall be 
designed by a licensed design professional. 

(H) LANDSCAPING AND TREE PRESERVATION

(1) Intent
The intent of this section is to improve the 
appearance of the Historic Dublin, and designated 
outlying properties, reduce noise and air pollution, 
reduce heat island impacts, protect the character 
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and value of surrounding neighborhoods, and 
promote public health and safety through 
appropriate landscaping or street frontages 
and surface parking lots. This section is also 
intended to ensure buffering between significantly 
different land uses, and that trees are preserved 
and replaced in a manner appropriate to urban 
environments.

(2) General

(a) The provisions of sections 153.132 through 
153.148 shall apply to Historic Dublin and 
designated outlying properties, unless 
specifically modified or waived by the ARB.

(b) Each application for development or 
redevelopment shall include a landscape 
plan showing compliance with applicable 
provisions. The siting of buildings shall avoid 
the removal of desirable trees in good or fair 
condition where alternatives consistent with 
the provisions of this chapter are available. 

(c) Protected trees, as defined in this Chapter, 
removed from any portion of a lot consistent 
with an approved Minor Project, Preliminary 
or Final Development Plan shall be replaced 
in accordance with §153.146, except as 
provided by §153.173(G).

(d) Existing trees which are incorporated into 
the landscape plan shall be protected during 
construction as required by §153.145. 

(e) Landscape plans shall exhibit diversity in tree 
selection, as determined to be appropriate 
by the City Forester and the Director of Parks 
and Open Space. 

(f) In all areas where landscaping is required, 
the surface area of any land-scape bed shall 
be predominantly covered within four years 
after installation by living materials, rather 
than bark, mulch, gravel or other non-living 
materials. Areas included in rain gardens 
or other vegetated site features to meet 
stormwater management requirements are 
excluded from this requirement with prior 
approval from the Director.

(g) Areas included in rain gardens or vegetated 
site features created to meet stormwater 
management requirements may be counted 
towards any landscaping required by 
§153.173(H) if landscaped to meet the 
requirements. 

(h) All irrigation systems shall be designed, 
installed, and operated to minimize run-
off and over-spray of irrigation water onto 
roadways, sidewalks, and adjacent properties, 
and shall be installed with rain sensors to 
turn the system off during rainy conditions.

(i) Shrubs and plants that exceed two and one-
half feet in mature height are prohibited 
in required sight visibility triangles for site 
access points as defined in Appendix C and 
are prohibited in required sight visibility 
triangles for street intersections as defined by 
the City Engineer.

(j) If two or more conflicting landscape 
requirements apply to the same area, the one 
requiring the most landscaping shall apply. 

(k) A registered landscape architect shall be 
used to prepare landscape plans required for 
applications for Final Development Plan. 

(3) Street Trees
When a property is developed or redeveloped in 
Historic Dublin the applicant shall be required to 
plant and maintain trees in the street right-of-
way pursuant to the following requirements. No 
existing street trees shall be required to comply 
with the following requirements unless they are 
required to be removed and replaced consistent 
with an appropriate approved application as 
provided in §153.176.

(a) A minimum of one tree is required per 40 
linear feet of street frontage or fraction 
thereof. Refer to Table 153.173G, Street Tree 
Spacing Requirements, for spacing based on 
tree size and site characteristics.

(b) Street trees shall be planted within 
streetscape planting zones in tree wells, 
tree lawns based, or open planting beds 
based on the applicable street type design 
requirements. 

(c) Street trees shall be planted in topsoil 
approved by the Director of Parks and Open 
Space or the City Forester. Structural soil 
or an equivalent material approved by the 
City Forester shall be placed under paved 
areas adjacent to tree wells or planting 
beds, parallel to and behind the curb, and 
connecting planting beds or tree wells to one 
another beneath the paved surface within the 
streetscape planting zone. The City Forester 
may require additional structural soil to 
ex-tend horizontally beyond the planting zone 
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beneath sidewalks or other paved surfaces, 
as necessary to ensure the long term health 
of street trees, depending on the planting 
and paving conditions within individual street 
types. Structural soil shall not be used in 
planting beds. 

(d) Species and Sizes:

1. Street trees shall be from the approved 
Urban Street Tree List for Dublin, Ohio 
or other species approved by the City 
Forester. 

2. Street trees shall have a clear trunk of at 
least seven feet above the ground. The 
minimum trunk caliper measured at six 
inches above the ground for all street 
trees shall be no less than two and one-
half inches. Existing trees in good or fair 
condition may be used to satisfy these 
requirements with prior approval of the 
City Forester.

3. Small tree species are permitted for use 
in planting zones where overhead utility 
lines exist. Small tree species may also 
be planted in medians, in addition to 
medium and/or large tree species, where 
medians are provided. 

(e) Spacing and Location

Street trees shall be spaced as set forth in 
Table 153.173G below unless modified by the 
City Forester based on unusual site conditions 
or obstructions.

(f) Maintenance and Replacement by Property 
Owner

The property owner shall be required to 
maintain the street trees for one year after 
the trees are planted and replace any tree 
which fails to survive or does not exhibit 
normal growth characteristics of health and 
vigor, as determined by the City Forester. 
The one-year period after the approval of the 
City Forester shall begin at each planting and 
shall recommence as trees are replaced.

(g) Prohibited Activities

1. No person shall top any tree within the 
public right-of-way unless specifically 
authorized by the City Forester. Topping 
is de-fined as the severe cutting back of 
limbs to stubs larger than three inches 
in diameter within the tree’s crown to 
such a degree so as to remove the 
normal canopy and disfigure the tree, as 
determined by the City Forester. 

2. Unless specifically authorized by the City 
Forester, no person shall intentionally 
damage, cut, carve, transplant, or 
remove any tree or shrub; attach any 
rope, wire, nails, advertising posters, 
or other contrivance to any tree or 
shrub, allow any gaseous liquid, or solid 
substance which is harmful to trees or 
shrubs to come in contact with them; or 
set fire or permit fire to burn when fire or 
heat will injure any portion of any tree or 
shrub.

3. No person shall excavate any tunnels, 
trenches, or install a drive-way or 
sidewalk within a radius of ten feet from 
the trunk of any public tree or shrub 
without first obtaining the prior written 
approval from the City Forester.

4. No person shall remove a tree or 
shrub from the City-owned tree lawn, 
streetscape planting zone or other public 
property without first obtaining the prior 
written approval of the City Forester.

5. No person shall by any type of 
construction reduce the size of a tree 
lawn or streetscape planting zone 
without prior written approval of the City 
Engineer.

6. Decorative lights, strings of lights, 
electrical cords or wires are not permitted 
to be attached to any tree for more than 
four consecutive months.

TABLE 153.173G 
STREET TREE SPACING 

REQUIREMENTS
Small 
Tree

Medium 
Tree

Large 
Tree

Spacing range between trees 20-25 
ft. 30-35 ft. 40-45 

ft.

Minimum distance between 
trunk and  face of curb (at 
planting)

3 ft. 3 ft. 3 ft.

Minimum distance from 
intersection 20 ft. 20 ft. 20 ft.

Minimum distance from fire 
hydrants and utility poles 10 ft. 10 ft. 10 ft.

May be planted within 10 
lateral feet of overhead 
utilities

Yes No No
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(h) Municipal Rights

1. The City shall have the right to plant, 
prune, maintain and remove trees, plants 
and shrubs within public rights-of-way 
and other public grounds as may be 
necessary to ensure public safety or to 
preserve or enhance the environmental 
quality and beauty of public grounds. 
This section shall not prohibit the 
planting of street trees by surrounding 
property owners providing that the prior 
written permission of the City Forester 
has been granted.

2. The City Forester may cause or order 
to be removed any tree or part of 
a tree that is in an unsafe condition 
or which by reasons of its nature is 
injurious to sewers, electric power lines, 
gas lines, water lines, or other public 
improvements, or is affected with any 
injurious fungi, insect or other pest.

3. The City Forester shall have the right to 
enter private property to access trees 
adjacent to public areas for the purposes 
of proper pruning, after reasonable prior 
written notice has been given to the 
property owner. 

4. Wherever it is necessary to remove a 
tree(s) or shrub(s) from a public planting 
zone or other public property, the City 
shall endeavor to remove and replant or 
replace the trees or shrubs. No protected 
tree within the public right-of-way or on 
other public grounds shall be removed 
without prior review by the City Forester, 
and the trees shall only be removed if 
the City Forester determines there are 
no other means available to preserve the 
tree.

5. The City Forester shall have the right 
to cause the removal of any dead or 
diseased tree(s) located on private 
property within the city and/or cause 
the removal of branches of trees located 
on private property that overhang or 
impede access to public property, when 
those trees constitute a hazard to life and 
property, or harbor an epiphytotic dis-
ease which constitutes a potential threat 
to other trees within the city. The City 
Forester shall notify in writing the owners 
of the trees to be removed. Removal 
shall be done by the owners at their own 
expense within 60 days after the date of 
service of written notice, unless a longer 
period is agreed to in writing by the City 
Forester, to allow time to attempt to treat 

and cure a salvageable diseased tree. In 
the event of failure of owners to comply 
within 60 days, the City Forester shall 
notify in writing the owners of the trees 
of the City’s authority to remove any 
tree(s) and charge the cost of removal to 
the owner as provided by law.

(4) Perimeter Landscape Buffer

(a) Perimeter landscape buffer is required when 
a non-residential land use is adjacent to a 
parcel containing only single-family detached 
buildings (regardless of whether there is an 
intervening street, alley, or driveway). 

(b) These requirements apply when a site 
subject to these requirements is developed or 
redeveloped. No existing development shall 
be required to install perimeter landscape 
buffering because of a change in the nature, 
character, or zoning classification of an 
adjacent parcel.

(c) The required perimeter landscape buffer 
area may be located within a utility or other 
easement with the prior approval of the 
City Engineer provided all of the landscape 
requirements are met.

(d) Required buffer materials must be placed 
on the parcel where development or 
redevelopment is occurring, unless both the 
parcel providing the buffering and the parcel 
being buffered are in common ownership, in 
which case the buffer may be provided on 
either or portions of both properties.

(e) Vehicles or other objects shall not overhang 
or otherwise intrude upon the required 
perimeter landscape buffer. Refer to 
§153.173(F)(12)(d) for curb and wheel stop 
requirements. 

(f) Existing landscape material in good or fair 
condition may be used to satisfy these 
requirements with the prior approval of the 
Director. 

(5) Surface parking and circulation area landscaping
All surface parking lots containing ten or more 
parking spaces and other vehicular use areas shall 
provide landscaping as required by this section.

(a) Street frontage screening

Surface parking lots and other vehicular 
use areas located within 40 feet of a public 
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street shall either be landscaped, or a street 
wall shall be installed in accordance with 
§153.173(I) along the parking lot boundary 
facing the street to create a visual edge 
along the public right-of-way.

(b) Perimeter buffering

Where a surface parking lot is located within 
30 feet of a side, corner side, or rear lot 
line, and the adjacent property contains 
only single-family detached building types, 
the property owner shall install perimeter 
buffering meeting the requirements of 
§153.173(H)(4).

(c) Interior Landscaping

In addition to required street frontage and 
perimeter buffering described in the above 
sections, a minimum of 5% of the interior 
parking lot area, (including all parking 
spaces, interior drives, loading docks, drop-
off/pick-up lanes, and access drives beyond 
the right-of-way), shall be landscaped.

(6) Foundation planting
Building foundation landscaping is required along 
all sides of a building facing a public or private 
street or open space or facing a surface parking 
area located on the same lot but is not required 
for portions of the front or corner side building 
façades located within 10 feet of the front 
property line and where a streetscape or patio 
treatment is provided.

(7) Credit to Preserve Existing Trees

(a) Credit available

Property owners who demonstrate they have 
preserved mature, non-diseased trees with a 
three-inch caliper as measured at diameter 
breast height (DBH) during development or 
redevelopment may obtain credits toward 
required landscaping. Trees intended to 
be preserved shall be indicated on the 
landscape plan and shall be protected during 
construction through use of tree protection 
fencing around the critical root radius. 
The total amount of tree credits shall not 
exceed 50% of the required tree landscaping 
requirement.

TABLE 153.173H: TREE PRESERVATION 
CREDITS

DBH of Preserved Tree 
(inches) Number of Trees Credited

Over 12 3

6 inches to 11.9 2

3 inches to 6 1

(8) Tree Preservation

(a) General Provisions

1. Tree Preservation Plan Required
a. Due to unique and/or noteworthy 

characteristics including size, species, 
age, and historical significance, 
landmark trees and significant 
groups of mature, healthy trees are 
community amenities that shall be 
preserved to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

b. Applicants shall submit a tree 
preservation plan for approval by 
the required reviewing body that 
demonstrates the site landscaping 
complies with the provisions of 
§153.173(H). At the Preliminary 
Development Plan, the property 
owner shall submit a copy of the tree 
preservation plan to the appropriate 
public utilities in order to alert those 
public utilities to the proposed 
placement of the trees in relation to 
utility service lines.

c. A tree survey prepared by a certified 
arborist shall be submitted with the 
tree preservation plan for all Final 
Development Plan and/or Minor 
Project Review applications for lots 
containing existing trees. The tree 
survey shall include the location, 
size, condition and species of all 
existing trees over four-inch caliper 
as measured at DBH. 

(b) Amount of credit

Credit for preserved trees is shown in Table 
153.173H. Any preserved trees for which 
credit is given and that are lost to damage 
or disease within five years after the credit is 
awarded, shall be replaced by the land owner 
with the number of trees for which the credit 
was granted.
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d. The tree preservation plan submitted 
as part of the Final Development 
Plan and/or Minor Project Review 
application shall identify all landmark 
trees and/or significant tree stands 
on the site, including critical root 
zones to establish the limits of tree 
preservation zones, as determined by 
the required reviewing body. 

e. The property owner shall replace 
inch for inch any protected trees that 
are removed or lost due to damage, 
regardless of their location on the lot, 
except as provided in §153.173(H)(8)
(a)4.

2. Site layout and design - Where 
practicable, site design and architectural 
layout activities shall preserve existing 
protected trees and avoid risk of 
protected tree loss through changes 
of grade and soil moisture, both on 
the subject parcel and on surrounding 
parcels. This includes, but is not limited 
to, the layout and design of buildings 
and any associated site improvements 
including auguring, jacking, or boring 
to install utilities (as opposed to open 
cutting). The critical root zones of 
protected trees on the subject parcel 
and adjacent parcels shall be reviewed 
and land disturbance within those zones 
avoided to the extent reasonable.

3. Tree removal permit – the provisions of 
section 153.143 shall apply, except as 
provided in section §153.173(H)(8)(a)4.
a. Protected trees used as credit to 

meet a required tree landscape 
requirement which die shall be 
replaced by the land owner with the 
number of trees for which the credit 
was granted. Replacement trees may 
count to-wards the credit amount for 
the development.

b. Replacement trees provided pursuant 
to §153.173(H)(8) shall count 
towards landscaping required under 
other portions of this section if they 
meet the size, type, and location 
standards for the landscaping 
required

4. Exemptions - The following activities 
are not subject to the tree replacement 
requirements for protected trees as 
described in §153.146 provided the 
proposed tree removal is included in 
the required application as described in 
§153.176.

a. Removal of trees that, at the 
determination of the City Forester, 
are deemed hazardous or undesirable 
with respect to structure, species, 
and/or condition;

b. Removal of trees on any portion of 
a site required to be occupied by a 
public street as approved by the City 
Engineer and the required reviewing 
body with a Development Plan 
Review application;

c. Removal of trees which are an 
obstruction to traffic signals or traffic 
signs, power lines, or other utilities;

d. Removal of trees necessary for 
rescue in an emergency or for 
cleanup after a natural disaster; and

(b) Maintenance and Replacement

1. Street trees and public trees - Each 
property owner shall comply with those 
standards for maintenance, replacement, 
protection and management of street 
trees and public trees in §153.173(H)(3).

2. Other required landscaping on private 
property – For landscaping other than 
public trees and street trees, each 
property owner shall:
a. Maintain all required landscaping in 

good condition, as determined by the 
City Forester;

b. Remove any landscaping or tree that 
dies or is required to be removed 
due to damage or disease within 
three months after the loss of that 
landscaping or tree; and

c. Replace the landscaping or tree 
within three months of its removal.

3. The City Forester may extend times 
for performance if weather or other 
conditions prevent performance within 
the times stated above.

(c) Alternative Landscaping

In lieu of compliance with the specific 
requirements of §153.173(H) an owner 
may propose alternative approaches 
consistent with the intent of this section to 
accommodate unique site conditions, abutting 
or surrounding uses, or other conditions, 
as deemed appropriate by the required 
reviewing body. Requests for alternative 
landscaping shall be reviewed by the required 
reviewing body with the Minor Project or 
Final Development Plan application and 
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approved only if the proposed alternative 
is equal to or better than the aesthetic, 
environmental, and buffering functions 
anticipated with the provisions of this section.

(I) FENCES, WALLS, AND SCREENING

(1) Purpose and Intent
The purpose of these provisions is to establish 
regulations outlining the use and type of fences, 
walls and screening. This is for the conversation 
and protection of property, the assurance of safety 
and security, the enhancement of privacy, and the 
improvement of the visual environment.

(2) Prohibited Materials

(a) Chain link, vinyl and temporary plastic 
fences (such as snow fences) are prohibited 
except during construction as security for 
construction sites and materials. Fences 
that are electrically charged, constructed of 
barbed wire, and razor wire are prohibited. 
No fence, wall or retaining wall shall be 
constructed of materials not designed to be 
used for that purpose.  High quality synthetic 
materials may be approved with the Minor 
Project or Final Development Plan by the 
ARB with examples of successful, high quality 
installations.

(3) Fence Standards

(a) Fences shall be permitted between the 
principal structure on a lot and the front, 
side and/or rear property lines; and shall not 
exceed four feet in height or be more than 
50% opaque unless otherwise required by 
this section or approved by the Architectural 
Review Board. 

(b) The height provisions or the previous sections 
shall not apply to fences or walls required to 
comply with the screening standards of this 
section. 

(c) The height provisions shall apply to all 
portions of retaining walls that extend above 
grade level, as measured form the elevated 
side of the retaining wall. Where a fence 
is located on top of a retaining wall, the 
combined height of the retaining wall and 
fence shall not exceed the maximum height 
permitted for a fence, as measured from the 
elevated side of the retaining wall. 

(4) Stone Wall Standards

(a) Stone walls are intended to screen vehicular 
use areas or service areas and/or to define 
the pedestrian realm. 

(b) Stone walls shall be constructed as dry-laid 
stone. 

(c) Stone walls shall be permitted between the 
principal structure on a lot and the front, side 
and/or rear property lines; and shall be a 
minimum of 22 inches in height and shall not 
exceed 36 inches in height. 

(d) Stone walls are prohibited in required sight 
visibility triangles for site access points and 
street intersections, as determined by the 
City Engineer. 

(e) Existing stone walls shall be preserved, unless 
otherwise approved by the Architectural 
Review Board. 

(5) Roof-Mounted Mechanical Equipment

(a) All roof-mounted mechanical equipment 
(including but not limited to HVAC equipment, 
exhaust fans, cooling towers, and related 
guardrails or safety equipment) shall be 
fully screened from view at ground level on 
all sides of the structure and, to the extent 
practicable, from surrounding buildings of 
similar height.

(b) The standards of §153.173(I)(4)(a) shall 
not apply if the only feasible location for 
screening would impede the functioning of 
solar, wind or geothermal energy equipment 
or systems.

(c) The roof-mounted screening shall not be 
permitted to exceed the maximum permitted 
building height, unless approved by the 
Architectural Review Board. 

(6) Ground-Mounted Mechanical Equipment

(a) All ground-mounted mechanical equipment 
shall be incorporated within the footprint of 
a principal or accessory structure or shall be 
fully screened from view on all sides.

(b) The standards of §153.173(I)(4)(a) shall 
not apply if the only feasible location for 
screening would impede the functioning of 
solar, wind or geothermal energy equipment 
or systems.  
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(7) Outdoor Waste and Storage Container Enclosures

(a) All waste, refuse, and recycling containers 
and enclosures shall be incorporated within 
the footprint of a principal or accessory 
structure to the maximum extent practicable. 
If incorporation within the building footprint 
is not practicable, outdoor waste and 
storage containers and enclosures shall 
be fully screened from view on all sides 
by landscaping or by a decorative wall or 
fence finished and constructed to match 
the materials and design of the nearest wall 
of the principal structure and shall be fully 
opaque year round. 

(b) The wall or screen shall be one foot taller 
than the height of the waste or storage 
container or enclosure being screening, up to 
a maximum of 12 feet. 

(c) Chain link, vinyl, EIFS, and unfinished or 
non-decorated CMU are prohibited screening 
materials.

(d) Enclosures that contain access doors to 
accommodate servicing of equipment 
and emptying of containers shall be self-
closing, be constructed out of materials the 
coordinate with the design and materials of 
the enclosure and shall remain closed and all 
containers fully within the structure when not 
being used. 

(8) Access Doors
Screening structures may contain access doors 
to accommodate servicing of equipment and 
emptying or replacement of containers. The access 
doors shall be self-closing and shall remain closed 
and all containers fully within the structure when 
not being used. 

(9) Vegetative Screening
Vegetative screening that complies with the design 
guidelines may be used to meet the requirements 
of this §153.173(I).

(10) Alternative Screening
In lieu of compliance with the requirements 
of §153.173(I), an alternative approach 
to accommodate unique site conditions or 
surrounding uses may be approved if the required 
reviewing body determines that the proposed 
alternative achieves the aesthetic, environmental, 
and screening results as well or better than 
compliance with the standards of §153.065(I).

(J) LIGHTING
The lighting standards within this section are 
intended to allow adequate night time lighting to 
protect public safety while also protecting residential 
uses from excessive night time light and glare, 
protecting motorists from glare along public rights-of-
way, reducing consumption of electricity for lighting 
purposes, and prohibiting excessive light trespass 
beyond property lines.

(1) Exemptions

(a) Lighting for single family detached and single 
family attached dwellings

(b) Pedestrian walkway ground lighting 

(c) Lighting for designated sports fields

(d) Street lighting

(2) Fixture power and efficiency

(a) All light fixtures shall meet the standards in 
Table 153.173I for power and efficiency

TABLE 153.173I: FIXTURE POWER AND 
EFFICIENCY

Maximum permitted initial lamp lumens 
per sq. ft.

9.7 lumens/
sq. ft.

Maximum lamp allowance 44,000 lumens

Minimum lumens per watt or energy 
consumed (as documented by 
manufacturers specifications or results 
of an independent testing laboratory)

80 lumens/watt

(3) Shielding

(a) All exterior light sources and lamps that emit 
more than 900 lumens shall be concealed or 
shielded with an Illuminations Engineering 
Society of North America (IESNA) full cut-off 
style fixture with an angle not exceeding 90 
degrees to minimize the potential for glare 
and unnecessary diffusion on surrounding 
property. No portion of the lamp, reflector, 
lens, or refracting system may extend beyond 
the housing or shield, with the exception of 
pedestrian lighting.

(b) All light sources shall be designed, located, 
and installed so that the light source is not 
directly visible from any surrounding property 
in a residential district. 
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(4) Lighting Uniformity

(a) Lighting across a horizontal surface shall 
have an average range from one to three 
footcandles.

(5) Light Trespass

(a) Light generated on site shall not add more 
than one footcandle to illumination levels at 
any point at grade level 10 feet beyond the 
property line. 

(6) Lighting Plans

(a) Lighting plans submitted as part of applicable 
minor projects or final development plans 
shall include existing lighting from streets and 
surrounding buildings developed under these 
standards, and proposed lighting generated 
from light poles and building lighting. 

(7) Light Poles

(a) The base of light poles in parking areas shall 
be flush with grade. The base of light poles 
in non-parking areas shall be either flush with 
grade or mounted on a concrete foundation 
projecting no more than six inches above 
grade. 

(b) Light poles should be a maximum of 12 feet 
in height. 

(8) Wall Lighting

(a) Decorative wall lighting may be used to 
provide uplighting, downlighting, or other 
types of lighting accents for buildings within 
the Historic Zoning Districts. Decorative 
lighting shall not exceed 900 lumens unless 
installed and shielded in accordance with this 
section. 

(b) Ground or pole-mounted floodlights are not 
permitted for façade lighting. 

(9) Canopy Lighting

(a) All canopy lighting shall use recessed 
luminaire fixtures and shall be designed 
and located so as to prevent glare onto 
surrounding properties. 

(b) Highly reflective material shall not be 
installed on the underside of the canopy. 

(10)  Prohibited Lighting Types

(a) Sodium vapor light fixtures are prohibited in 
Historic Dublin. 

(K) UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING AND SCREENING

(1) In Historic Dublin, all utility lines including but 
not limited to water supply, sanitary sewer 
service, electricity, telephone and gas, and 
their connections or feeder lines shall be placed 
underground.

(2) All utility connections shall be kept to the rear or 
the side of the building, out of view or screened. 
Applicants shall coordinate with utility providers 
to site transformers and other similar utility 
structures to the rear or sides of buildings, or 
otherwise out of view or screened.

(3) Existing above-ground utility lines shall be required 
to be buried with the provision of new streets, or 
as otherwise required by the City Engineer.  

(L) PUBLIC ART

(1) Site development may include the installation of 
public art in accordance with city policies and 
procedures. 

(M)  SIGNS

(1) Purpose

(a) The purpose of signs in the Historic Zoning 
Districts is to provide identification with high 
visual quality in a manner that respects the 
character and scale of residential areas and 
match the general character and scale of 
Dublin’s original village commercial center. 
Signs should provide business identification 
in a manner consistent with the historic 
appearance and character of the districts, 
while encouraging a more interesting 
streetscape. 

(b) Signs should provide high quality awareness 
through graphics that effectively assist in 
navigation, information, and identification for 
both pedestrians and vehicles. 

(2) General Provisions

(a) All applicable requirements of section 
153.150 through 153.164 shall apply to 
the signs within Historic Dublin, except as 
modified herein. In the event of a conflict 
with the provisions of the Signs Chapter 
(sections 153.150-153.164), the provisions of 
this section shall govern. 
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(b) Where noted for the purposes of permitted 
signs, street frontages shall apply only to 
public streets. 

(c) Approval Authority

1. All new ground and building signs within 
Historic Dublin shall be subject to review 
and approval by the Architectural Review 
Board. 

2. All signs shall require a permanent sign 
permit unless otherwise exempted for a 
specific sign type. 

3. Required reviewing bodies shall not 
address the content of the sign message. 

4. Off-premises signs are only permitted 
with the approval of a master sign plan. 

5. All signs located within or projecting over 
the public right-of-way shall be approved 
by the City Engineer prior to placement.

6. Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Code, the design and placement of 
City sponsored banners for special events 
or public announcements affixed to public 
facilities in the right-of-way within the 
Architectural Review District shall be 
approved by the City Manager prior to 
placement.

7. Master Sign Plan
a. Any applicant may request approval 

of a master sign plan that departs 
from the requirements of this section, 
provided the purpose and intent of 
the sign and graphic standards for 
the Historic Zoning Districts and 
the Historic Design Guidelines are 
maintained. The ARB shall determine 
the appropriateness of signs and their 
placement given the architecture of 
buildings within these districts.

b. A master sign plan may be 
reviewed concurrently with a Final 
Development Plan or Minor Project 
Review.

c. A master sign plan shall include, at 
a minimum: the proposed locations, 
types, number, heights and sizes 
of signs, indicated on scaled plans 
and/or building elevation drawings; 
proposed materials to be used for 
sign structures and sign faces; and 
proposed types of illumination.  

d. Where applicable, all signs located 
within a development shall meet 
the requirements established in 
an approved master sign plan.  All 
requirements of this section shall 
continue to apply except as modified 
by the master sign plan.

(3) Sign Design and Lighting
All permitted sign types shall be designed with 
the maximum of creativity and the highest 
quality of materials and fabrication.  It is strongly 
recommended that all signs be designed by a 
professional sign designer and be installed by a 
qualified sign builder or contractor.

(a) General

All signs shall have dimensional letters, 
raised or routed with a minimum .5-inch 
relief; and shall be constructed of a high-
quality, durable material. The provisions of 
Section 153.158(C)(3): Limitations on Sign 
Shape shall not apply to properties within the 
Historic Zoning Districts.

(b) Prohibited Sign Designs

Channel letter signs and cabinet signs shall 
be prohibited. Signs constructed with a 
raceway shall be prohibited. The provisions of 
Section 153.154 shall apply.

(c) Illumination

The illumination of signs is strongly 
encouraged to help add a sense of liveliness 
and activity to the area. Unless otherwise 
noted, signs may be externally illuminated, 
provided that all exterior lighting meets 
the requirements of §153.154(J). Awning 
signs and sandwich board signs may not 
be illuminated. Illuminated signs shall be 
constructed so that conduit and piping for 
electrical sources are not exposed to view.

(d) Sign Colors and Logos/Secondary Images

Logos or images used to convey information 
about the business or use of the building or 
lot shall be compatible with the size, design, 
and scale of the sign. Complementary, 
colorful logos and signs are encouraged 
to help add character and interest to the 
building and streetscape.
1. Signs shall be limited to three colors. 

Black and white are considered colors. 
The background color shall be considered 
one of the three permissible colors, 
unless individually mounted letters are 
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used, in which case the building façade is 
not considered one of the three colors. 

2. Colors used in a registered corporate 
trademark or symbol shall not be limited 
in number but shall be considered as one 
of three permissible colors. 

(4) Sign Materials

(a) All signs shall be fabricated with high quality, 
durable, and weather resistant materials. The 
material shall be compatible with the primary 
building materials of the structure to which 
the sign is associated.

(b) All signs shall be fabricated, constructed and 
installed to conceal fasteners.

(c) The following materials shall be permitted 
to be used for the construction of sign. The 
required reviewing body may approve other 
materials if determines that the material 
provides the same quality, durability, and 
weather resistance as a permitted sign 
material.

1. All Signs except Window Signs
a. Permitted materials: HDU, cedar, 

redwood, and treated lumber
2. Window Signs

a. High performance, pressure sensitive, 
fade resistant vinyl.

(5) Permitted Sign Types

(a) All sign types permitted for properties within 
the Historic Core, Historic South, and Historic 
Public zoning districts are listed in Table 
153.173J. Refer to section 153.173(M)(5) 
for number of signs permitted and section 
153.173(M)(6) for requirements for specific 
sign types. 

(b) Different sign types may be used on the 
same frontage. 

(c) Where required, setbacks shall be measured 
from the public street right-of-way or lot line, 
as applicable. 
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TABLE 153.173J: SIGN TYPES PERMITTED IN THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW DISTRICT

Sign Type Code Section Reference Sign Type Intent

Ground Sign

Ground Sign §153.173(M)(6)(a); Table 153.173K
Ground signs are intended primarily 
for buildings with greater front and 
corner setbacks.

Building-Mounted Signs
Wall Sign

§153.173(M)(6)(b); Table 153.173L

Building-mounted signs are intended 
to provide visibility for pedestrians 
and vehicles approaching from 
different directions and to create 
a diversity of signs along an active 
streetscape.

Awning Sign
Projecting Sign

Window Sign

Other Permitted Signs

Directory Sign

§153.173(M)(6)(c); Table 153.173M

Directory signs are intended to 
provide identification for upper 
story tenants and/or tenants 
that are otherwise not permitted 
an individual identification sign. 
Directory signs may also be used for 
restaurant menus and other similar 
uses.

Display Sign

Display signs are intended to 
advertise goods or services. Display 
signs may change frequently and 
may be attached to or located within 
3 feet of a window on the interior 
of the building. Examples include 
products for sale or display, and 
signs that show or describe goods 
or services offered.

Sandwich Board Sign
Sandwich board signs are intended 
to be used in areas with high 
pedestrian and commercial activity.
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TABLE 153.173K: GROUND SIGN REQUIREMENTS
Number Refer to §153.173(L)(5): number of signs permitted
Size Maximum 8 sq. ft.
Location Minimum setback of 8 ft. from the street right-of-way or any property line.
Height Maximum 6 ft.

General

Permitted ground signs may be attached to a freestanding wall or other similar structure on 
the same lot as the building or use.
Sign foundations may not be exposed. They shall either be mounted on a masonry base or 
clad in material compatible with the material used for the sign and the principal structure 
containing the use with which the sign is associated.
Ground signs shall be landscaped where appropriate to site conditions.

(6) Number of Permitted Signs

(a) Single Tenant Buildings - A combination of 
two different sign types, including ground 
signs and building-mounted signs, are 
permitted for the building. For lots with more 
than one street frontage, one additional 
ground or building-mounted sign is permitted 
along the second lot frontage, not to exceed 
a total of three signs. 

(b) Multiple Tenant Buildings - A combination of 
two different sign types, including ground 
signs and building-mounted signs, are 
permitted for each ground floor tenant with a 
storefront. 

(c) An additional building-mounted sign is 
permitted for each tenant with a storefront 
where the tenant also has a dedicated public 
entrance facing an off-street parking area or 
parking structure in the same block, provided 
that the secondary public entrance is located 
on the side or rear façade of the building.

(d) Tenant spaces located above the ground 
floor may be identified by a directory sign or 
by a window sign or projecting sign located 
adjacent to a common public entrance 
providing access to the upper floor tenant 
spaces.  

(7) Specific Sign Type Requirements

(a) Ground Signs

1. Ground sign height is measured from 
established grade of the base of the 
sign to the top of the sign or its frame/
support, whichever is taller. The height 
may not be artificially increased. 

2. All ground signs shall comply with the 
provisions of Table 153.173K: Ground 
Sign Requirements. 



HISTORIC DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT CODE 35§153.173

SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

TABLE 153.173L: BUILDING-MOUNTED SIGN REQUIREMENTS

Wall Sign

Number Refer to §153.173(L)(5): number of signs permitted
Size Maximum 8 sq. ft.

Location

On walls facing public streets
Signs shall be located on the portion of the wall associated with the tenant space or 
storefront, and/or within 6 ft. of the common public entrance, where not associated with a 
storefront.
Wall signs shall not extend more than 14 inches from the face of the structure to which it is 
attached.

Height Maximum 15 feet and shall not extend above the roofline.

Awning Sign

Number Refer to §153.173(L)(5): number of signs permitted
Size 20% of the cumulative surface of the awning area, not to exceed 8 sq. ft.

Location Awning signs may be on any portion of the awning, and affixed flat to the surface and shall 
not extend vertically or horizontally beyond the limit of the awning.

Height Maximum 15 feet. The lowest portion of an awning sign shall be at least 8 feet above the 
sidewalk.

Projecting Sign

Number Refer to §153.173(L)(5): number of signs permitted
Size Maximum 8 sq. ft.

shall not be counted as part of the 
sign area.

2. All building-mounted signs shall comply 
with the provisions of Table 153.173L: 
Building Mounted Signs, except that:
a. Any building-mounted sign associated 

with a secondary public entrance 
shall not exceed six square feet in 
size and shall be located within six 
feet of the secondary public entrance, 
as measured horizontally along the 
building façade. 

b. Any projecting sign associated with 
a common public entrance providing 
access to upper floor tenant spaces 
shall not exceed eight square feet 
and be located within six feet of the 
common public entrance.

(b) Building Mounted Signs

1. Building Mounted Sign Types and 
Measurements
a. Building-mounted signs include wall 

signs, awning signs, projecting signs, 
and window signs.

b. Wall sign height is measured directly 
beneath the sign from the established 
grade at the base of the structure to 
which the sign is attached to the top 
of the sign. 

c. Wall sign areas for buildings with 
storefronts shall be determined by 
taking the length of the storefront 
applicable to each tenant and 
computing sign requirements for that 
portion of the total wall.

d. Projecting sign height is measured 
directly beneath the sign from the 
established grade at the base of 
the structure to which the sign 
is attached to the top of the sign 
but shall not include brackets or 
equipment which are necessary to 
attach the sign to the structure. 
Necessary brackets or equipment 
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TABLE 153.173L: BUILDING-MOUNTED SIGN REQUIREMENTS

Location

Within 6 ft. of the principal entrance. Projecting signs shall be separated by at least 10 ft. 
from another projecting sign, as measured along the building façade.
Projecting signs shall not extend more than 6 ft. from the face of the structure to which it is 
attached and maintain at least 8 ft. of clearance above the sidewalk. A projecting sign shall 
be located within 6 ft. of the principal entrance of the building or storefront, as measured 
horizontally along the building façade.

Height Maximum 15 feet, or not extending above the sill of the second story window, whichever is 
lower. The lowest portion of an awning sign shall be at least 8 feet above the sidewalk.

Window Sign

Number Refer to §153.173(L)(5): number of signs permitted
Size 20% of the surface area of the window to which it is attached, not to exceed 8 sq. ft.
Location Ground floor only, except as permitted by this section. 

General Window signs shall only be permitted in lieu of display signs affixed to a window. Refer to 
Table 153.173M, Requirements for Other Permitted Signs, for Display Sign Requirements.

(c) Other Permitted Signs

1. Directory signs, display signs, and 
sandwich boards shall be permitted in 
accordance with Table 153.173M.

TABLE 153.173M: REQUIREMENTS FOR OTHER PERMITTED SIGNS

Directory Signs

Number 1 per public entrance. 
Location Located within 6 ft. of the entrance and mounted flat to the wall.
Size Maximum 4 sq. ft.
Height Ground floor only.

Display Signs

Size

Display signs located within 3 feet of the window shall not exceed 20% of the surface area 
of the window on which the signs are displayed. 
Display signs affixed to a window shall not exceed 20% of the surface area and shall not be 
permitted if a window sign is used.

Height Ground floor only.
Sandwich Board Signs

Number 1 per ground floor storefront tenant.

Location

Sandwich board signs are permitted only immediately in front of the ground story tenant 
space.

Signs shall be placed within 6 ft. of the primary ground floor public entrance of the 
business. Signs shall maintain a minimum unobstructed 5-ft. clearance on sidewalks and 
shall not impede the safe movement of pedestrians or the safe operation of vehicles.

Sandwich board signs shall be removed and stored indoors or in a location not visible to the 
public during non-business hours.
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TABLE 153.173M: REQUIREMENTS FOR OTHER PERMITTED SIGNS

Size 6 sq. ft. per side.

Height 3 ft.

General

Sandwich board signs shall be constructed with a wood or metal frame with a chalkboard or 
whiteboard face. The sandwich board sign frame shall be finished in subdued colors.

Sandwich board signs constructed of plastic, PVC, vinyl, and other similar materials as 
determined by the Planning Director are prohibited. Tracked line slide letters are prohibited. 

Review Sandwich board signs require approval of a Certificate of Zoning Plan Approval prior to use/
installation.
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be approved by the ARB with examples 
of successful, high quality installations in 
comparable climates.

(c) Pitch Measure

1. The principal roof shall have a pitch 
appropriate to the architectural style of 
the building. Roofs shall not be sloped 
less than a 6:12 (rise: run) or more than 
12:12, unless otherwise determined to be 
architecturally appropriate by the ARB.

2. Slopes greater than 12:12 may be used 
on pitched roofs without a closed ridge 
to accommodate mechanical equipment 
within the roof structure and screened 
from view.  These roofs must be 
designed with the appearance of closed 
ridges when viewed from all directions at 
street level and, to the maximum extent 
practicable, from buildings of similar 
heights in close proximity.  The use of 
this roof configuration and pitch shall be 
based on the appropriateness of the roof 
design to the architectural style.

3. Unless determined to be appropriate to 
the architectural style of the building, a 
pitch greater than 3:12 is required on 
roofs of dormers, porches, balconies, or 
other minor roofs.

(5) Gambrel and Mansard Roofs

(a) Gambrel and mansard roofs are permitted 
only for single family detached buildings, 
unless otherwise determined by the ARB to 
be architecturally appropriate for other uses.

(b) Gambrel and mansard roofs shall be 
dimensional shingles, cedar shake, slate, or 
metal. Other high quality simulated examples 
of these materials may be approved by the 
ARB with examples of successful, high quality 
installations in comparable climates.

(6) Other Roof Types

(a) Other roof types not listed as a specific type 
but are deemed architecturally appropriate to 
the proposed building may be approved by 
the required reviewing body.

(b) Roof terraces and roof plantings are 
permitted within the Historic Zoning Districts.

(A) INTENT
The design standards in this section outlines required 
building details for alterations, additions and new 
construction, which serve to reinforce the traditional 
development character of the Historic Zoning 
Districts. 

(B) ROOF TYPE REQUIREMENTS

(1) Pitched, hipped, gabled, or a combination are 
also permitted within the Historic Zoning Districts 
subject to conformance with the Historic Design 
Guidelines and subject to approval of the ARB.

(2) Flat Roofs

(a) Flat roofs are permitted within Historic 
Dublin, except for properties that are zoned 
Historic Core, unless otherwise determined by 
the ARB to be architecturally appropriate. 

(b) Eaves are encouraged on street facing 
facades

(c) Flat roofs are permitted to use a roof material 
appropriate to maintain proper drainage. 

(3) Parapets

(a) Parapets shall be provided on flat roofs that 
are high enough to screen the roof and 
any roof appurtenances from view from the 
street(s) and any adjacent building of similar 
height or lower, provided that parapets shall 
be no less than two feet and no more than 
six feet high. Where a six-foot parapet is 
insufficient to screen rooftop mechanical 
equipment a screening structure shall be 
required. 

(b) Parapets shall wrap around all sides of the 
building.

(4) Pitched Roofs

(a) Hipped and gabled roofs are permitted, in 
addition to roofs with combinations of hips 
and gables with or without dormers.

(b) Permitted pitch roof materials include 
dimensional asphalt composite shingles with 
a 25-year or greater warranty, wood shingles 
and shakes, metal tiles or standing seam, 
slate, and ceramic tile. Other high quality 
simulated examples of these materials may 
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(c) Decorative towers that are incorporated into 
a building design may be permitted in the 
Historic Zoning Districts subject to approval 
of the ARB. Decorative towers are additional 
to and may exceed the maximum building 
height in the district in which it is located. 
The maximum width of the tower shall be 
one-third the width of the front façade of 
the building or 30 feet, whichever is less. 
No rooftop appurtenances are permitted on 
tower roofs.

(7) Roof Elements

(a) Parallel Ridge Lines

1. When appropriate to the architectural 
character of the building, and where the 
principal ridge line of any building type 
runs parallel to any street, gabled ends, 
perpendicular ridge lines or dormers shall 
be incorporated to interrupt the mass of 
the roof.

2. Perpendicular ridge lines are not 
required to intersect the primary ridge 
line (i.e. the secondary roof mass may 
be physically lower than the primary 
ridge line), provided the appearance 
is determined to be architecturally 
appropriate by the required reviewing 
body.

(b) Dormer Design

1. Dormers shall be scaled and detailed 
appropriate to the architectural 
character of the building type. Dormer 
windows should be sized in relation 
to the windows used in the upper 
story, and dormers should be no wider 
than necessary to accommodate the 
window and coordinated trim.  Visibility 
into permanently unfinished space is 
prohibited where dormer windows are 
installed.

(c) Gable Ends

1. An architecturally appropriate element 
such as a vent, window, or other 
decorative element is required on street 
facing gable ends.

(d) Roof Penetrations

1. Roof penetrations (fans, exhaust, vents, 
etc.) shall be concealed and shall not be 
visible from the public street frontage, 
unless otherwise approved by the 
Architectural Review Board.

(C) ENTRANCE DESIGN

(1) Principal entrances on all buildings shall be 
at a pedestrian scale, effectively address the 
street, and be given prominence on the building 
façade.  This may be satisfied through the use of 
architectural features including, but not limited to, 
entranceway roofs; sidelight windows, transom 
window, or other adjacent windows; additional 
moldings with expression lines; a bay of unique 
width; or a raised stoop.

(2) Principal entrances on all single-family detached 
and single-family attached building types shall 
incorporate open porches or stoops unless 
otherwise determined by the ARB to be 
architecturally appropriate.

(3) Doors for commercial uses along all street 
frontages shall be consistent with the design of 
principal entrances and include glass and full 
operating hardware in the design of the door. 
Exterior doors for residential uses shall also 
include glass, but this requirement may be met 
through the use of transom and/or sidelight 
windows.

(4) Roll-up security grilles shall not be permitted.

(D) WINDOWS 

(1) Windows shall be wood, metal-clad wood, or vinyl-
clad wood.  The Architectural Review Board may 
approve other high quality synthetic materials with 
examples of successful, high quality installations in 
comparable climates.

(2) Highly reflective glass is prohibited. For the 
purposes of this section, highly reflective glass has 
an exterior visible reflectance percentage greater 
than 20%.

(3) Spandrel glass, or heavily tinted glass that 
impedes views into the interior of the building is 
prohibited.

(4) Windows shall have architecturally appropriate 
lintels and projecting sills.

(5) Windows shall have vertical proportions with 
architecturally or historically appropriate window 
divisions.

(E) SHUTTERS

(1) If installed, shutters shall be sized to provide 
complete coverage to the windows when 
closed, appear operable, and include functioning 
hardware.

(2) Shutters shall be wood or engineered wood.  
The ARB may approve other materials with 
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examples of successful, high quality installations in 
comparable climates.

(F) CANOPIES AND AWNINGS

(1) Awnings and canopies may be used if they 
function as suitable protection from the elements. 
To provide suitable protection an awning or 
canopy may encroach over the sidewalk, provided 
the lowest portion is at least eight feet above the 
sidewalk.

(2) Awnings and canopies may be mounted inside 
frames, above openings and/or below transoms, 
but installation methods shall be consistent on a 
building.

(3) Awnings and canopies shall be designed to be 
consistent with the architecture of the building and 
other existing awnings and canopies on a building.

(a) Awnings

1. Awnings shall be open on the underside.
2. Awnings shall be made of durable 

and fade- resistant canvas, decorative 
metal with metal used for the internal 
structure, or an alternative, high-
quality, durable material, if determined 
to be architecturally appropriate by the 
required review body.

3. Awnings shall not be internally 
illuminated but may be lighted from 
above by downcast fixtures mounted to 
the building wall.

(b) Canopies

1. Canopies may be clad with glass, 
metal, wood, or a combination of these 
materials.

2. Canopies may be cantilevered or 
supported from the building wall by metal 
cables or rods.

3. Canopies may include downward casting 
light fixtures and may be lighted from 
above by downcast fixtures mounted to 
the building wail.

(G) BALCONIES

(1) General

(a) Balconies shall be a minimum open area of 
six feet deep and five feet wide.

(b) Balconies may be recessed into a building 
façade. Balconies that are not recessed into 
the façade shall be independently secured 
and unconnected to other balconies above 

and below.  Balconies may not extend into a 
right-of-way.

(2) Juliet Balconies

(a) Juliet balconies are permitted only on upper 
floors of buildings where windows extend to 
the floor or where doors are present.

(b) Juliet balconies may project up to 24 inches 
and shall not extend more than six inches 
past the fenestration.

(c) Juliet balconies used with windows must be 
secured to the outside window jamb.

(H) STOOPS

(1) Stoops may be located on the front and/or corner 
side façades of the building.

(2) Stoops and steps shall not encroach within the 
right-of-way.

(I) CHIMNEYS AND VENTS

(1) Chimneys on exterior walls shall be treated as 
architectural elements.

(2) Chimneys on exterior walls shall extend full 
height from the ground and vertically past 
the eave line and must be finished in brick or 
stone. Cantilevered and shed-type chimneys are 
prohibited.

(3) Vents shall be finished to match the color of the 
exterior wall.

(J) EXTERIOR BUILDING MATERIAL STANDARDS

(1) Façade Materials

(a) Permitted building materials shall be high 
quality, durable materials including but not 
limited to stone, manufactured stone, full 
depth brick, brick veneer, wood siding, glass, 
and fiber cement siding. 

(b) Other high quality synthetic materials may 
be approved by the required reviewing body 
with examples of successful, high quality 
installations in comparable climates.

(2) Roof Materials

(a) Permitted roof materials include dimensional 
asphalt composite shingles with a 25-year or 
greater warranty, wood shingles and shakes, 
metal tiles or standing seam, slate and 
ceramic tile.
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(3) Color

(a) Colors for all building materials shall be 
selected from appropriate historic color 
palettes from any major paint manufacturer, 
or as determined appropriate by the required 
reviewing body.

(K) ACCESSORY USES AND STRUCTURES
Accessory buildings and uses are regulated per the 
requirements set forth in section 153.074.
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§ 153.175 ARCHITECTURAL 
REVIEW BOARD

(A) PURPOSE. THE PURPOSE OF THE 
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD (ARB) SHALL 
BE TO:

(1) Promote the educational, cultural and economic 
wellbeing of the community through the 
preservation and maintenance of the historic sites 
as landmarks and tangible reminders of early 
architecture in Dublin. 

(2) Prevent the deterioration of Historic Dublin and 
historic sites.

(3) Improve the quality of life in the city.

(4) Implement the recommendations and standards 
set forth in the Historic Design Guidelines.

(5) Record, protect and preserve cultural resources 
affected by, or adjacent to, any project.

(B) DUTIES. THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
SHALL HAVE THE FOLLOWING DUTIES:

(1) Review and act upon all applications for alteration, 
additions, new construction, and demolition within 
Historic Dublin and designated outlying properties, 
as outlined in this chapter.

(2) Make recommendations to the Planning and 
Zoning Commission and City Council for revisions 
to this chapter or recommend other legislation that 
would best serve to develop, preserve, restore, 
and beautify Historic Dublin, and designated 
outlying properties, as established in Section 
153.170.

(3) Maintain the Historic Design Guidelines concerning 
the conservation of historic areas, buildings, and 
resources. Insofar as practicable, these guidelines 
shall be considered in the ARB’s decisions with 
respect to alterations, demolitions, and new 
construction, as appropriate.

(4) Maintain an inventory of all landmarks and 
preservation districts. The Board may use existing 
inventories by the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office or other recognized agency to fulfill this 
requirement. The inventory shall be updated 
periodically to reflect changes, alterations, and 
demolitions. All inventory materials shall be 
recorded on Ohio Historic Inventory and/or Ohio 
Archaeological inventory forms and shall be 
available through duplicates to the Ohio Historic 
Preservation Office. This inventory shall be made 
available to the public upon request.

(5) Make determinations of contributing or 
noncontributing status based on the City of Dublin 
Historical and Cultural Assessment and other 
applicable and relevant documentation.

(6) Conduct, cause to be conducted, or assist in 
a continuing survey of all properties, sites, or 
areas of architectural, archaeological, historic, 
and aesthetic interest in the city when it deems 
necessary.

(7) Undertake efforts to improve the education of 
the citizens of the city with respect to Dublin’s 
architectural and historical heritage.

(8) Act as a liaison as directed by City Council on 
behalf of the city to individuals and organizations 
concerned with historic preservation.

(9) When requested by the city, review all proposed 
historic registry nominations for properties within 
the city. When expertise not represented on 
the ARB is necessary for review of a proposed 
nomination, the ARB shall seek expert academic or 
consulting advice before rendering a decision.

(10) Provide a written annual report to the City 
Council, which shall address at a minimum the 
Board’s activities, cases, decisions, and special 
projects. The annual report shall be kept on file 
and available for public inspection.

(C) MEMBERSHIP.

(1) The Architectural Review Board shall consist of five 
voting members appointed by City Council. 

(2) Membership of the ARB shall consist of the 
following, unless otherwise authorized by City 
Council: 

(a) A member of the Dublin Historical Society 
who is recommended by the Society.

(b) A person who maintains his or her personal 
residency within Historic Dublin or one of the 
designated outlying properties, as outlined in 
Section 153.170.

(c) A person who owns commercial property 
within Historic Dublin.

(d) A person who has architectural training or 
has extensive building or building inspection 
experience.
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(e) A person who operates a commercial 
business within Historic Dublin.

(3) Members shall have a demonstrated interest, 
knowledge, or expertise in historic preservation. 
At least two members should be preservation 
related professionals, to the extent they are 
available, such as the professions of architecture, 
architectural history, history, archaeology, 
landscape architecture, planning or related 
disciplines.

(4) Members shall serve without compensation unless 
otherwise provided by City Council.

(5) Each member shall hold office from the date of his 
or her appointment for a term of three years. Any 
member may continue in office after his or her 
term expires until an appointed successor takes 
office; or until 60 days have elapsed, whichever 
occurs first.

(6) All vacancies created by the expiration of the 
terms, resignations, or other means shall be filled 
in accordance with the requirements of division (2) 
above. In the event the requirements of division 
(2) cannot be met, City Council may fill vacancies 
as it may deem appropriate. Vacancies shall be 
filled within 60 days as prescribed in Article VII 
of the City Charter. A member appointed to fill a 
vacancy shall serve out the term of the previous 
member.

(7) The ARB shall establish its Rules and Regulations, 
and Guidelines with approval from City Council.

(8) The ARB shall elect a chairperson and vice-
chairperson as set forth in its Rules and 
Regulations.

(9) The ARB will hold a regular monthly meeting 
unless there is no business to come before the 
ARB. Special meetings may be called as set forth 
in the ARB’s Rules and Regulations. All meetings of 
the ARB shall be open to the public as prescribed 
in Article VII of the City Charter.
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§ 153.176 REVIEW AND APPROVAL 
PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA

(A) INTENT
The intent of this section is to provide an efficient, 
predictable, and context-based review process for 
development applications in Historic Dublin and 
designated outlying properties, as outlined in Section 
153.170.

(B) REQUIRED APPROVALS

(1) This section outlines the requirements and 
procedures for the development review specifically 
within Historic Dublin and designated outlying 
properties. The review procedures of this section 
shall be used for all development applications in 
Historic District and designated outlying properties, 
as outlined in this section.

(2) The Architectural Review Board shall review and 
make a determination regarding the following 
application requests:

(a) Requests for alterations or changes to 
architectural features of existing sites and 
structures.

(b) Requests for additions or new construction to 
existing sites and structures.

(c) Signs

(d) Demolition

(3) Applications for review by the Architectural Review 
Board are not required for the following:

(a) Ordinary maintenance to correct any 
deterioration, decay, or damage to a structure 
or site and to restore the structure as nearly 
as practicable to an original state prior to its 
deterioration, decay or damage.

(b) Interior building improvements that do not 
involve any exterior changes, alterations, or 
modifications, including minor mechanical 
items such as residential roof vents and 
plumbing pipes.

(c) Landscaping for single-family dwellings.

(4) No building permit or Certificate of Zoning Plan 
Approval shall be issued by the Chief Building 
Official or the Director and/or their designees for 
any proposal which is subject to the Architectural 
Review Board’s review unless approval has been 

granted in accordance with the requirements of 
this chapter.

(5) All other applicable requirements of sections 
153.170 through 153.178 apply to all development 
within the areas under the jurisdiction of the 
Architectural Review Board, as provided in this 
chapter.

(C) ABBREVIATIONS.
The following abbreviations and terms are used in 
this section: 

BZA: Board of Zoning Appeals

CC or Council: City Council 

ARB: Architectural Review Board 

PD or Director: Planning Director

PZC or Commission: Planning and Zoning Commission
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TABLE 153.176A: SUMMARY PROCEDURE TABLE

R=Recommendation   D=Decision   A=Administrative Appeal   RF=Review & Feedback
Type of Application PD ARB BZA PZC Council Zoning Code Reference

Zoning Code Approvals

Zoning Map or Text Amendment R R R D § 153.234

Conditional Use R R D § 153.236

Special Permit R D § 153.231(G)

Use Variance R R D § 153.231 (H)(3)

Non-Use (Area) Variance R D § 153.231(H)(2)

Other Approvals

Building Code Appeal D § 153.231(I)

Historic District Applications

Pre-Application RF §153.176(D)

Informal Review RF RF §153.176(E)

Concept Plan R D §153.176(F)

Concept Plan with a Development 
Agreement R R D §153.176(F)

Preliminary Development Plan R D §153.176(G)

Final Development Plan R D A §153.176(H)

Minor Project R D A §153.176(I)

Demolition R D A §153.176(J)

Administrative Departure R D §153.176(K)

Waivers R D §153.176(L)

Master Sign Plan R D §153.173(L)/§153.176(M)

Administrative Approval D A §153.176(N)

Certificate of Zoning Plan Approval D §153.233/§153.176(P)(3)
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(D) PRE-APPLICATION

(1) Pupose and Applicability

(a) The purpose of the Pre-Application submittal 
is to provide a potential applicant with a non-
binding review of a development proposal 
and to provide information on the procedures 
and policies of the City, including application 
review procedures.

(b) Pre-Application reviews do not result in a 
development decision or permit, and shall not 
obligate the City or the developer to take any 
action on the proposal.

(2) Review Procedures

(a) A request for a pre-application review shall 
be made in accordance with the provisions of 
division (P)(1) of this section.

(b) Requests shall be submitted to the Director, 
who shall be responsible for circulating 
any submittal material to the applicable 
departments for input.

(c) The Director and staff shall use reasonable 
efforts to conduct an expeditious review of 
the submitted materials and provide non-
binding input and recommendations.

(d) The Director may schedule a meeting with 
the potential applicant to discuss the request 
or may provide a written summary of the 
staff review.

(e) Additional staff reviews of the pre-application 
submittal may be requested by the applicant 
prior to filing a formal application.

(f) Any and all written summaries of the pre-
application review shall be forwarded to the 
required reviewing body.

(E) INFORMAL REVIEW
Prior to submittal of an application for a Concept 
Plan (CP), an applicant may submit an Informal 
application for review of a development concept with 
the ARB. Such submittal shall include a completed 
application form and supporting material sufficient 
to describe the development concept. The review 
of the informal submittal shall be non-binding upon 
the ARB and the applicant, however, it is intended to 
provide feedback by the ARB that should inform the 
preparation and subsequent review of the CP. The 
Planning Director shall prepare a brief analysis and 

comments that will be submitted to the ARB with the 
application.

(F) CONCEPT PLAN

(1) Purpose and Applicability

(a) The purpose of the Concept Plan (CP) is 
to provide a general outline of the scope, 
character, and nature of the proposed 
development that is consistent with the policy 
direction of the Community Plan, the Historic 
Design Guidelines, the requirements of the 
Historic Zoning Districts and those applicable 
to designated outlying properties, other 
related policy and regulatory documents, 
and the review criteria, and to consider the 
proposal within the context of existing and 
planned development within the vicinity of 
the project.

(b) The CP allows the required reviewing body 
the means to ensure that the proposed 
concept is consistent with the following:

1. That the proposed land uses are 
consistent with Community Plan, Historic 
Design Guidelines, and applicable Zoning 
Code requirements;

2. That the proposed development and 
layout are generally compatible with the 
existing development pattern and scale 
of development within Historic Dublin; 
or surrounding development for the 
designated outlying properties;

3. That the proposed development concept 
generally preserves and maintains the 
historic nature of a given site; and

4. That the proposed development concept 
has the potential to create a walkable, 
pedestrian scale place.

(c) The CP review provides an opportunity 
for public input at an early stage of the 
development process.

(d) The CP review is intended to provide clear 
direction to the applicant by the required 
reviewing body resulting from its review and 
approval of the application.

(e) If the CP is approved by the required 
reviewing body it shall serve as a basis 
for preparation by the applicant of the 
Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) for the 
proposed development.
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(f) For projects that will propose a development 
agreement due to the need for development 
timeframe, public infrastructure, public 
and private contributions, development 
restrictions, or other related items, City 
Council shall serve as the required reviewing 
body for the CP. In those cases, the Director 
and the Architectural Review Board shall each 
review the CP and provide a recommendation 
to Council to approve, approve with 
conditions, or disapprove the CP.

(2) Review Procedure

(a) The CP is a mandatory step in the 
development review and approval process.

(b) An application for a CP shall be made in 
accordance with the provisions of divisions 
(P)(1) of this Chapter.

(c) The ARB shall be the required reviewing 
body for the CP in Historic Dublin and 
any designated outlying property, unless 
a development agreement is proposed in 
conjunction with a proposed project, then 
City Council shall be the required reviewing 
body for the CP.

(d) The Director shall make a recommendation 
to the ARB for approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial of the CP application 
under the criteria of division (F)(4) of this 
section.

(e) The ARB shall review the CP application, the 
minutes of the ARB meeting if an informal 
review was requested by the applicant, the 
Director’s recommendation, and render its 
decision based on the criteria of division 
(F)(4). In the instance the ARB is the 
required reviewing body, the Board will 
render a decision for approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial and written record of the 
Board’s decision shall be provided.

(f) In the instance of a CP associated with a 
proposed development agreement, the Board 
will make a recommendation of approval, 
approval with conditions, or denial to City 
Council.

(g) City Council shall review the CP application 
and the recommendations of ARB and the 
Director, and render its decision based on 
the criteria of division (F)(4) of approval, 
approval with conditions, or denial.

(3) Submittal Requirements
It is the intent of these regulations that the CP 
shall indicate overall design of the proposed 
project. Information submitted should be 
comprehensive enough to enable the required 
reviewing body to understand the existing site 
and concept for the proposed development, and 
to evaluate consistency with the review criteria 
in division (F)(4). The applicant shall submit an 
application and supplemental materials as outlined 
in division (P)(1) and determined by the Director.

(4) Review Criteria
The required reviewing body shall make its 
decision on an application for a CP based on 
each of the following criteria and may consider 
the recommendation of the Director and, if 
City Council is the required reviewing body, the 
recommendation of the ARB. For applications 
associated with a development agreement, the 
ARB shall apply these criteria in the formulation of 
its recommendation to City Council.

(a) The CP is consistent with the applicable 
policy guidance of the Community Plan, 
applicable Zoning Code requirements, and 
other applicable City plans, and citywide 
administrative and financial policies;

(b) The CP is consistent with the Historic Design 
Guidelines;

(c) The CP conforms to the applicable 
requirements of the Code;

(d) The CP is consistent with surrounding 
historic context, character, and scale of the 
immediately surrounding area and the district 
as a whole;

(e) The applicant or applicant’s representative 
has demonstrated that it has technical 
expertise and experience with appropriate 
construction methods consistent with sound 
historic preservation practices;

(f) The illustrative lots, supporting street and 
pedestrian network, and internal circulation 
provide a coherent development pattern and 
the conceptual locations of access points 
to surrounding streets will avoid adverse 
impacts on surrounding neighborhoods and 
traffic infrastructure;

(g) The proposed land uses allow for appropriate 
integration into the community, consistent 
with adopted plans, and align with the 
requirements of §153.172 Uses;
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(h) The conceptual buildings are appropriately 
sited and scaled to create a cohesive 
development character that complements the 
surrounding environment, and conforms to 
the architectural requirements of §153.174 
Design Standards and the Historic Design 
Guidelines;

(i) The conceptual design of open spaces, 
including location and relationship to 
surrounding buildings, provides for 
meaningful public gathering spaces that 
benefit the community both within and 
outside the proposed development; and

(j) The CP allows for the connection and or 
expansion of public or private infrastructure 
and the continued provision of services 
required by the City or other public agency.

(G) PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN

(1) Pupose and Applicability

(a) The purpose of the Preliminary Development 
Plan (PDP) is to establish a framework for the 
proposed development that is consistent with 
the requirements of the Community Plan, 
Historic Design Guidelines, applicable Zoning 
Code requirements, other adopted plans, 
policies, and regulations, and the review 
criteria.

(b) The PDP allows the ARB to ensure that the 
proposed development is consistent with the 
following:

1. That the street network provides a 
coherent and rational development 
pattern, and provide for walkable 
urbanism;

2. That the proposed building and site 
layout is appropriate to the location and 
surrounding neighborhood;

3. That planned open spaces and building 
types within the development are 
integrated in order to complement each 
other;

4. That the building design considers the 
general massing, scale and arrangement 
of other structures in the immediate 
vicinity;

5. That the architectural design be 
compatible the surrounding character 
and reflect key buildings and landmarks 
within Historic Dublin.

6. That the proposed development is 
consistent with the general development 
requirements of the City with respect 
to such elements as infrastructure, 
transportation, and environmental 
considerations;

7. That the proposed development will 
contribute to the creation of signature 
places in the City.

(c) The PDP is intended to establish the direction 
of the proposed development based on all 
applicable code requirements and shall refine 
the approved CP.

(d) If a PDP is approved by the ARB, such action 
shall be binding and shall serve as the basis 
for submittal of the Final Development Plan 
(FDP) for the proposed development or 
phases thereof.

(2) Review Procedures

(a) An application for a PDP may not be 
submitted prior to the review and approval of 
a CP.

(b) The PDP is a mandatory submittal 
requirement prior to filing a FDP. However, 
the PDP may be combined with the FDP at 
the request of the applicant, by motion of 
the ARB following its approval of the CP, or if 
recommended by the Director and agreed by 
the applicant.

(c) An application for PDP shall be submitted in 
accordance with the provisions of divisions 
(P)(1) of this section.

(d) The ARB shall be the required reviewing body 
for the PDP within Historic Dublin and for 
designated outlying properties.

(e) The Director shall make a recommendation 
for approval, approval with conditions, or 
denial of the PDP application under the 
criteria of division (G)(4) of this section.

(f) The ARB shall review the PDP application 
and the recommendation of the Director and 
render its decision based on the criteria of 
division (G)(4) of this section for approval, 
approval with conditions, or denial. A written 
record of the Board’s decision shall be 
provided to the applicant.
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(3) Submittal Requirements
It is the intent of these regulations that a PDP 
shall provide information that is sufficient to 
ensure general conformity with the regulations 
and that can serve as a basis for the future 
consideration of a FDP. Information submitted 
should be sufficiently detailed to enable the ARB 
to understand the existing site and the PDP 
for the proposed development, and to evaluate 
consistency with the review criteria in division (G)
(4). The applicant shall submit an application and 
supplemental materials as outlined in division (P)
(1) and determined by the Director.

(4) Review Criteria
The ARB shall make its decision on an application 
for a PDP based on each of the following criteria: 

(a) The PDP shall be consistent with the 
approved CP, the record established by the 
required reviewing body, the associated Staff 
Report, and the Director’s recommendation;  

(b) The development is consistent with the 
Community Plan, the Historic Zoning Districts 
requirements, applicable Zoning Code 
requirements, other adopted City plans, and 
related policies; 

(c) The PDP is consistent with the Historic 
Design Guidelines; 

(d) The proposed land uses align with all 
applicable requirements and use specific 
standards of §153.172 Uses; 

(e) The proposed PDP is consistent with 
surrounding historic context, character, and 
scale of the immediately surrounding area 
and the district as a whole; 

(f) The proposed buildings are appropriately 
sited and scaled to create a cohesive 
development character that complements the 
surrounding environment, and conforms to 
the requirements of §§153.173 and 153.174, 
and the Historic Design Guidelines; 

(g) The proposed lots conform to the 
requirements of §153.173; 

(h) The proposed street types conform to the 
requirements and standards. 

(i) The proposed design of the internal 
circulation system, driveways, and any 
connections to the public realm provide for 

safe and efficient access for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, vehicles, and emergency services;  

(j) The proposed design of buildings conforms 
to the Zoning Code and is consistent with the 
Historic Design Guidelines, while integrating 
with nearby development; 

(k) The proposed open spaces are appropriately 
sited and designed to conserve or enhance 
natural features as appropriate, enhance 
the community both within and outside the 
proposed development; 

(l) The scale and design of the proposed 
development allows for the adequate 
provision of services currently furnished by 
or that may be required by the City or other 
public agency including, but not limited 
to, fire and police protection, public water 
and sanitary sewage services, recreational 
activities, traffic control, waste management, 
and administrative services; 

(m) The proposed development provides 
adequate stormwater management systems 
and facilities that comply with the applicable 
regulations of this code and any other 
applicable design criteria or regulations as 
adopted by the City or required by other 
government entities; 

(n) The proposed development can be 
adequately serviced by existing and/or 
planned public or private infrastructure 
consistent with the City’s most recently 
adopted capital improvements program; 

(o) If the development is to be implemented 
in phases, each phase has adequate 
infrastructure to serve the development 
independently without the need for further 
phased improvements; and 

(p) The proposed development demonstrates 
consistency with the recommendations, 
principles, and intent of all applicable design 
standards and guidelines, including but 
not limited to buildings, open spaces, and 
streetscapes.

(q) The applicant or applicant’s representative 
has demonstrated that it has technical 
expertise and experience with appropriate 
construction methods consistent with sound 
historic preservation practices.
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(H) FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

(1) Purpose and Applicability

(a) The purpose of the Final Development Plan 
(FDP) is to confirm compliance with the PDP, 
all applicable requirements of the Code, 
Community Plan, Historic Design Guidelines, 
and other adopted plans, policies, and 
regulations, and the review criteria.

(b) The FDP allows the ARB to ensure that the 
proposed development is compliant with the 
following:

1. That the street network provides a 
coherent and rational development 
pattern, and provide for walkable 
urbanism;

2. That the proposed building are 
appropriate to the location and 
neighborhood, including assuring that the 
dimensions of a parcel meet the lot size 
requirements for the applicable zoning 
district;

3. That the architecture, building materials 
and colors, landscaping and buffering, 
and site layout create a functional, 
aesthetically appealing urban place;

4. That planned open spaces and building 
are integrated in order to complement 
each other;

5. That the proposed development is 
consistent with the general development 
requirements of the City with respect 
to such elements as infrastructure, 
transportation, and environmental 
considerations; and

6. That the proposed development will 
contribute to the creation of signature 
places in the City.

(c) The FDP is intended to verify the proposed 
development, or phases of development, 
is in compliance with all applicable code 
requirements, and is consistent with the PDP.

(d) All development within Historic Dublin 
and designated outlying properties shall 
require an approved FDP prior to applying 
for site disturbance approval, CZPA, and/or 
building permits. In addition, the following 
development activities shall also require an 
approved FDP:

1. When a project involves the design 
or construction of new streets, or a 
proposed realignment or relocation of any 

street that is required or permitted by the 
City;

2. When a project requires land subdivision 
in accordance with Chapter 152; or

3. When a project does not meet the 
criteria for a Minor Project (MP).

(e) Applications for a FDP shall be reviewed 
by the ARB, whose approval shall be 
binding and shall serve as the regulatory 
and administrative document for zoning 
compliance.

(2) Review Procedures

(a) An application for a FDP shall be submitted 
in accordance with the provisions of divisions 
(H)(4) and (P)(1) of this section.

(b) The PDP may be combined with the FDP at 
the request of the applicant, by motion of the 
ARB at the time of CP review and approval, 
or recommended by the Director.

(c) The ARB shall be the required reviewing 
body for the FDP within the Historic Zoning 
Districts, and other designated outlying 
properties.

(d) The Director shall make a recommendation 
to the ARB for approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial of the final development 
plan application under the criteria of division 
(H)(4) of this section.

(e) The ARB shall review the FDP application 
and the recommendation of the Director and 
render its decision based on the criteria of 
division (H)(4) of this section for approval, 
approval with conditions, or denial. A written 
record of the Board’s decision shall be 
provided.

(3) Submittal Requirements
It is the intent of these regulations that a FDP 
shall provide final project information that is 
sufficient to ensure general conformity to an 
approved PDP. In cases where the applicant has 
been authorized to submit a combined PDP and 
FDP, then the submittal shall incorporate the 
required information for the PDP and as required 
below. Information should be sufficiently detailed 
to enable the ARB to understand the existing site 
and the FDP for the proposed project or a portion 
thereof, and to evaluate consistency with the 
review criteria in division (H)(4). The applicant 
shall submit an application and supplemental 
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materials as outlined in division (P)(1) and 
determined by the Director.

(4) Review Criteria
The ARB shall make its decision on an application 
for a FDP based on each of the following criteria:

(a) The FDP shall be substantially similar to 
the approved PDP, and consistent with the 
record established by the required reviewing 
body, the associated Staff Report, and the 
Director’s recommendation;

(b) The proposed development is consistent 
with the Community Plan, other adopted 
City plans, and citywide administrative and 
financial policies;

(c) The proposed development is consistent with 
the Historic Design Guidelines;

(d) The proposed FDP is consistent with 
surrounding historic context, character, and 
scale of the immediately surrounding area 
and the district as a whole;

(e) The proposed land uses conform to all 
applicable requirements and use specific 
standards of §153.172 Uses;

(f) The proposed buildings are appropriately 
sited and conform to the requirements of 
§153.173 Site Development Standards and 
the Historic Design Guidelines;

(g) The proposed street layout and lots conform 
to the requirements;

(h) The proposed design of the internal 
circulation system, driveways, and any 
connections to the public realm provide for 
safe and efficient access for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, vehicles, and emergency services;

(i) The proposed design, architecture, and 
materials of buildings is consistent with the 
Historic Design Guidelines, while integrating 
with nearby development, and avoids 
overshadowing of existing historic structures 
and landmarks;

(j) The proposed site design, landscaping, 
screening, and buffering is consistent with 
the §153.173 and §153.174, and the Historic 
Design Guidelines;

(k) The proposed open spaces are appropriately 
sited and designed to conserve or enhance 
natural features as appropriate, enhance 
the community, benefit the community 
both within and outside the proposed 
development;

(l) The scale and design of the proposed 
development allows for the adequate 
provision of services currently furnished by 
or that may be required by the City or other 
public agency including, but not limited 
to, fire and police protection, public water 
and sanitary sewage services, recreational 
activities, traffic control, waste management, 
and administrative services;

(m) The proposed development provides 
adequate stormwater management systems 
and facilities that comply with the applicable 
regulations of this code and any other 
applicable design criteria or regulations as 
adopted by the City or required by other 
government entities;

(n) The proposed development can be 
adequately serviced by existing and/or 
planned public or private infrastructure 
consistent with the City’s most recently 
adopted capital improvements program;

(o) If the development is proposed to be 
implemented in phases, each phase has 
adequate infrastructure to serve the 
development independently without the need 
for further phased improvements; and

(p) The proposed development demonstrates 
consistency with the recommendations, 
principles, and intent of all applicable design 
standards and guidelines, including but 
not limited to buildings, open spaces, and 
streetscapes.

(q) The applicant or applicant’s representative 
has demonstrated that it has technical 
expertise and experience with appropriate 
construction methods consistent with sound 
historic preservation practices.

(I) MINOR PROJECT

(1) Purpose and Applicability
The purpose of the Minor Project (MP) is to 
provide an efficient review process for smaller 
projects that do not have significant community 
effects.
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(2) Minor Projects Defined. 
The following projects shall be considered eligible 
for review and approval as an MP:

(a) Individual single-family detached dwelling 
units, including new construction, additions, 
alterations, and exterior modifications.

(b) Development of mixed use and nonresidential 
principal structures of 3,000 square feet 
or less gross floor area and associated site 
development requirements.

(c) Additions to principal structures that increase 
the gross floor area by not more than 25%, 
or not more than 1,500  square feet gross 
floor area, whichever is less, existing as of 
the effective date of this amendment, or 
when first constructed, and associated site 
development requirements.

(d) Exterior modifications to principal structures, 
except as outlined in the Administrative 
Approval Section 153.176N.

(e) Signs, landscaping, parking, and other site 
related improvements that do not involve 
construction of a new principal building.

(f) Accessory structures and uses.

(g) Parking plans when not associated with a 
PDP or a FDP.

(3) Review Procedures

(a) An application for a minor project MP shall 
be made in accordance with the provisions of 
divisions (I)(5 and (P)(1) of this section.

(b) The ARB shall be the required reviewing body 
for the MP.

(c) The Director shall make a recommendation 
to the ARB for approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial of the MP under the 
criteria of division (I (5).

(d) The ARB shall review the MP application and 
the Director’s recommendation, and render 
its decision based on the criteria of (I)(5) 
of this section for approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial. A written record of the 
ARB’s decision shall be provided.

(e) If the application is not approved by the ARB, 
the applicant shall be given the opportunity 

to revise the application in response to 
the ARB comments and resubmit for 
reconsideration.

(f) Decisions of the ARB are appealable to the 
BZA.

(4) Submittal Requirements
It is the intent of these regulations that an 
application for a MP provides sufficient information 
to ensure general conformity to the applicable 
provisions of this code. The information should 
be sufficiently detailed to enable the required 
reviewing body to understand the existing site 
and the MP request for the proposed project or 
a portion thereof. An archeological assessment 
should be included.  The applicant shall submit an 
application and supplemental materials as outlined 
in division (P)(1) and determined by the Director.

(5) Review Criteria
The Architectural Review Board (ARB) shall 
make its decision on an application for a MP 
based on each of the following criteria and the 
recommendation of the Director:

(a) The MP shall be consistent with the 
Community Plan, applicable Zoning Code 
requirements, Historic Design Guidelines, and 
adopted plans, policies, and regulations;

(b) In cases where a MP is proposed within or 
as part of an approved PDP or FDP, the MP 
shall be consistent with such approved PDP 
or FDP;

(c) The MP shall be consistent with the record 
established by the required reviewing 
body, the associated Staff Report, and the 
Director’s recommendation;

(d) The proposed land uses meet all applicable 
requirements and use specific standards of 
§153.172 Uses;

(e) The proposed development is consistent with 
the Historic Design Guidelines;

(f) The proposed MP is consistent with 
surrounding historic context, character, and 
scale of the immediately surrounding area 
and the district as a whole;

(g) The proposed buildings are appropriately 
sited and conform to the requirements of 
§153.173 Site Development Standards and 
the Historic Design Guidelines; and
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(h) The proposed site improvements, 
landscaping, screening, signs, and buffering 
shall meet all applicable requirements of the 
Code and respond to the standards of the 
Historic Design Guidelines.

(J) DEMOLITION

(1) Purpose and Applicability

(a) The intent of a Demolition is to provide an 
efficient process to demolish a structure 
within Historic Dublin or a designated 
outlying property.

(2) Demolition Defined
The following projects shall be considered eligible 
for review and approval as a demolition:

(a) If the property that is to be demolished is 
categorized as a contributing building per a 
determination of the ARB using the City of 
Dublin Historical and Cultural Assessment 
the property owner or applicant shall 
demonstrate by credible evidence that the 
property owner will suffer economic hardship 
if the request to demolish is not granted. 
In determining whether the property owner 
has demonstrated economic hardship the 
Board shall consider the factors established in 
Section 153.176(J)(5)(a).

(b) If the property that is to be demolished is 
categorized as a non-contributing building 
per a determination of the ARB using the City 
of Dublin Historical and Cultural Assessment 
the property owner or applicant shall 
demonstrate one of the criteria outlined in 
Section 153.173(J)(5)(b) is met.

(c) If a property owner believes that a property 
designated as a contributing property by 
the ARB is in fact non-contributing, it may 
present evidence to the ARB to that effect.  
Such a determination will be considered a 
Waiver under Section 153.176(L) and shall 
be subject to the Waiver procedures. The 
ARB will be guided in its determination by the 
National Register of Historic Places criteria, 
including the National Register Bulletin 15 
“How to Apply the National Register Criteria 
for Evaluation”.

(3) Review Procedures

(a) An application for a demolition shall be made 
in accordance with the provisions of the 
divisions (J)(5) and (P)(1) of this section.

(b) The ARB shall be the required reviewing 
body for applications for a demolition within 
Historic Dublin and for any designated 
outlying properties.

(c) The ARB shall review the request after 
receiving a complete application and make a 
decision to approve, approve with conditions, 
or deny, a demolition application under the 
criteria of division (J)(5) of this section.  A 
written record of the Board’s decision shall be 
provided. 

(d) The ARB may impose a waiting period not 
to exceed one year. During this period the 
ARB and the applicant shall make every 
reasonable effort to find an alternative to 
demolition.  During this period, the owner of 
the structure shall maintain and preserve the 
structure to prevent further deterioration.  If 
the Board and the applicant do not agree on 
a means of preserving the structure within 
the specified waiting period, the application 
for demolition may be approved or denied.

(e) A request for demolition may be transferred 
with the sale of the property. A new owner 
shall not be required to re-apply.  However, 
the requirements of this section shall 
continue to apply to any new owner(s).

(f) A contributing property shall not be 
demolished until a replacement structure 
has been approved by the ARB, and until 
all necessary building permits for the 
replacement structure are granted.

(g) The applicant or owner shall provide 
documentation of identified cultural 
resources as part of the assessment 
outlined in 153.174J(4) prior to demolition. 
Documentation shall be provided to Dublin 
Planning staff and may include photo or 
video evidence.

(4) Submittal Requirements
It is the intent of these regulations that a 
demolition shall provide adequate information 
to justify the request to remove a structure. 
The information should be sufficiently detailed 
to enable the required reviewing body to 
understand the existing site and the MP request 
for the proposed project or a portion thereof. An 
assessment of cultural resources is required to be 
submitted with the application and supplemental 
materials as outlined in division (P)(1) and 
determined by the Director.
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(5) Review Criteria
The Architectural Review Board (ARB) shall make 
its decision on an application for a demolition 
based on each of the following criteria and the 
recommendation of the Director:

(a) If the property that is to be demolished is 
categorized as a contributing building per 
the City of Dublin Historical and Cultural 
Assessment the applicant shall demonstrate 
by credible evidence that the property 
owner will suffer economic hardship if the 
request to demolish is not granted. In 
determining whether the property owner has 
demonstrated economic hardship the Board 
shall consider the following factors:

1. Will all economically viable use of the 
property be deprived without approval of 
the demolition.

2. Will the reasonable investment-backed 
expectations of the property owner 
be maintained without approval of the 
demolition.

3. Was the economic hardship created or 
exacerbated by the property owner.

4. In evaluating the factors established in 
(1) – (3) above, the ARB may consider 
any or all of the following:
a. A property’s current level of economic 

return.
b. Any listing of the subject property for 

sale or rent, price asked, and offers 
received, if any, within the previous 
two years, including testimony and 
relevant documents.

c. The feasibility of alternative uses 
for the property that could earn a 
reasonable economic return.

d. Any evidence of self-created 
hardship through deliberate neglect 
or inadequate maintenance of the 
property.

e. Knowledge of landmark designation 
or potential designation at time of 
acquisition.

f. Economic incentives and/or funding 
available to the applicant through 
federal, state, city, or private 
programs.

(b) If the property that is to be demolished is 
categorized as a non-contributing building 
per the City of Dublin Historical and Cultural 
Assessment the property owner shall 

demonstrate one of the following criteria are 
met.

1. By credible evidence the property owner 
will suffer economic hardship if the 
request to demolish is not granted. In 
determining whether the property owner 
has demonstrated economic hardship 
the Board shall consider the factors 
established in section 153.176(J)(5)(a).

2. The structure contains no features or 
architectural, historic, or archeological 
significance to the character of the area 
in which it is located.

3. The location of the structure impedes 
the orderly development of the District, 
substantially interferes with the purposes 
of the District, or detracts from the 
historical character of its immediate 
vicinity; or, the proposed construction 
to replace the demolished structure 
significantly improves the overall quality 
of the Architectural Review District 
without diminishing the historic value of 
the vicinity or the District.

(K) ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTURES

(1) Purpose and Applicability

(a) The intent of the Administrative Departure 
(AD) is to provide an efficient process 
to allow minor deviations from the strict 
application of the Code requirements caused 
by unusual site or development conditions or 
conditions unique to a particular use or other 
similar conditions that require reasonable 
adjustments, but remain consistent with the 
intent of this Chapter.

(b) The AD shall not convey special rights or 
other approvals that would not otherwise 
result from a decision under this code.

(2) Administrative Departure Defined
An AD shall be limited to any modification of no 
greater than 10% to a numeric zoning standard 
related to building dimensions, lot dimensions 
or coverage, setbacks, open space, landscaping, 
parking, fencing, walls, screening, or exterior 
lighting.

(3) Review Procedures

(a) An application for an AD shall be made in 
accordance with the provisions of divisions 
(K)(5) and (P)(1) of this section.
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(b) The ARB shall be the required reviewing body 
for administrative departures.

(c) A request for an AD may be submitted with 
an application for a PDP, FD, MP, or at any 
other time as may be necessary.

(d) A request for an AD may be processed 
simultaneously with a PDP, FDP, or MP to 
which it relates.

(e) The Director shall make a recommendation 
to the ARB for approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial of the AD under the 
criteria of division (K)(5).

(f) The ARB shall determine whether each 
requested AD is approved, approved with 
conditions, or denied.  A written record of the 
ARB’s decision will be provided.

(g) Should the ARB find that the request does 
not meet the criteria for an AD, the applicant 
may request a Waiver under the provisions 
of division (I) of this section or submit a new 
application for a FDP or MP, as applicable.

(4) Submittal Requirements
It is the intent of these regulations that an 
application for an AD provides sufficient 
information to evaluate whether the request 
should be granted under divisions (K)(2) and 
(K)(5). The information should be sufficiently 
detailed to enable the required reviewing body to 
understand the existing site, proposed AD, and the 
related PDP, FDP or MP for the proposed project 
or a portion thereof. The applicant shall submit an 
application and supplemental materials as outlined 
in division (P)(1) and determined by the Director.

(5) Review Criteria
The ARB shall make its decision on the requested 
AD based on the following criteria:

(a) The need for the AD is caused by unique 
site conditions, conditions on surrounding 
properties, and/or otherwise complies with 
the spirit and intent of the Community Plan, 
Historic Design Guidelines, other adopted 
City plans and policies, and all applicable 
requirements within §§153.170 through 
153.178;

(b) The AD is not being requested simply 
to reduce cost or as a matter of general 
convenience;

(c) The AD does not have the effect of 
authorizing any use, sign, building type, 
or open space type that is not otherwise 
permitted in the applicable zoning district;

(d) The AD, if approved, does not adversely 
impact the pedestrian experience; and

(e) The AD, if approved, will ensure that 
the development is of equal or greater 
development quality with respect to design, 
material, and other development features 
than without the AD.

(L) WAIVERS

(1) Purpose and Applicability
Under the provisions of this section, Waivers are 
a process to allow deviations from specific code 
requirements that may only be granted by the 
ARB.

(2) Waivers Defined
The following shall be considered eligible for 
review and approval as an Waiver:

(a) A deviation from a requirement of §§ 
153.172C through 153.174, which do not 
otherwise qualify for an AD under the 
provisions of division (K) of this section; or

(b) A request for determination of a contributing 
versus non-contributing structure.

(3) Review Procedures

(a) An application for a Waiver shall be made in 
accordance with the provisions of divisions 
(L)(4) and (P)(1) of this section.

(b) The ARB shall be the required reviewing 
body for Waivers. In cases where a Waiver is 
submitted with a Minor Project (MP), the ARB 
shall be the required reviewing body for both 
the Waiver and the MP.

(c) The Waiver may be submitted with any 
application for a PDP or FDP.

(d) The Director shall make a recommendation 
to the ARB for approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial of the Waiver under the 
criteria of division (L)(5). Additional Waivers 
determined by the Director during his/her 
review, may be included for review by the 
ARB.
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(e) The ARB shall review the requested Waiver 
using the criteria of division (5) of this 
section.  Should other Waivers be necessary 
to resolve conflicts with other requirements 
of this Chapter resulting from the requested 
Waiver, those Waivers shall also be reviewed 
by ARB.

(f) The ARB shall approve, approve with 
conditions, or deny the Waiver request. A 
written record of the ARB decision will be 
provided.

(4) Submittal Requirements
It is the intent of these regulations that an 
application for a Waiver provides sufficient 
information to evaluate whether the Waiver should 
be granted under divisions (L)(3) and (L)(5). 
The information should be sufficiently detailed to 
enable the ARB to understand the existing site, 
proposed PDP, FDP, or MP, and the related Waiver 
request for the proposed project or a portion 
thereof. The applicant shall submit an application 
and supplemental materials as outlined (P)(1) and 
determined by the Director.

(5) Review Criteria
The ARB shall make its decision on an application 
for a proposed Waiver based on all of the 
following criteria:

(a) The need for the Waiver is caused by unique 
site conditions, the use of or conditions on 
the property or surrounding properties, or 
other circumstance outside the control of 
the owner/lessee, including easements and 
rights-of-way;

(b) The Waiver, if approved, will not negatively 
impact the historic context of the immediately 
surrounding area or the district as a whole. 

(c) The Waiver, if approved, will generally meet 
the spirit and intent of the Community Plan, 
Historic Design Guidelines, other adopted 
City plans and policies, and all applicable 
requirements in §§153.170 through 153.178;

(d) The Waiver is not being requested solely 
to reduce cost or as a matter of general 
convenience;

(e) The Waiver, if approved, will ensure that 
the development is of equal or greater 
development quality with respect to design, 
material, and other similar development 
features than without the Waiver;

(f) The requested Waiver is better addressed 
through the Waiver rather than an 
amendment to the requirements of this 
Chapter;

(g) The Waiver does not have the effect of 
authorizing any use that is not otherwise 
permitted in the applicable zoning district;

(h) In the event of Waivers from numeric or 
dimensional standards, the Waiver does not 
exceed 20%; and

(i) In the event of Waivers from determinations 
of contributing or noncontributing status, the 
provisions in Section 153.175(J)(c) shall also 
apply.

(M) MASTER SIGN PLAN

(1) Purpose and Applicability

(a) The purpose of the Master Sign Plan (MSP) is 
to define the scope, character, and aesthetic 
quality of signs and sign regulations for an 
individual tenant, multi-tenant building, or 
multi-building development; while allowing an 
additional degree of flexibility and creativity 
in sign design and display.

(b) The MSP review is intended to confirm the 
proposed sign design or comprehensive sign 
plan is consistent with the development 
context, architectural character, and the 
Historic Design Guidelines. MSPs are 
not intended to permit larger or more 
visible signs, and are not intended to 
permit a greater number of signs without 
consideration of the Historic Design 
Guidelines.

(c) The MSP allows the ARB the means to 
evaluate the proposal for its consistency with 
§153.170 through §153.178, the Community 
Plan, Historic Design Guidelines, and other 
adopted City plans, and the review criteria, 
and to consider the proposal within the 
context of existing and planned development 
within the vicinity of the project boundary.

(2) Review Procedures

(a) An application for a MSP shall be submitted 
in accordance with the provisions of divisions 
(M)(3) and (P)(1) of this Chapter.

(b) The ARB shall be the required reviewing body 
for MSPs in Historic Dublin.
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(c) The Director shall make a recommendation 
to the ARB for approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial of the MSP application 
under the criteria of division (M)(4) of this 
section. The Director’s recommendation shall 
be provided prior to the respective public 
hearing.

(d) The ARB shall review the MSP application 
and the recommendation of the Director, and 
render its decision based on the criteria of 
division (M)(4) for approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial. A written record of the 
Board’s decision shall be provided.

(e) The applicant may request additional review 
meetings with the ARB.

(3) Submittal Requirements
It is the intent of these regulations that the 
MSP shall indicate general information, sign 
design standards, and the area of applicability. 
Information submitted should be comprehensive 
enough to enable the ARB to understand the 
existing site and design concept for the proposed 
MSP. The applicant shall submit an application and 
supplemental materials as outlined in division (N)
(1) and determined by the Director.

(4) Review Criteria
The ARB shall render its feedback on an 
application for a MSP based on each of the 
following criteria and the recommendation of the 
Director.

(a) The MSP is consistent with the Community 
Plan, Historic Design Guidelines, and other 
adopted City plans and policies;

(b) The proposed signs are appropriately 
sited and scaled to create a cohesive 
character that complements the surrounding 
environment and meets the intent of the 
architectural requirements of §153.174 
Design Standards and the Historic Design 
Guidelines; and

(c) The proposed signs are not in conflict 
with public streets, open spaces, utilities, 
or rights-of-way, and do not impede the 
continued provision of services required by 
the City or other public agency.

(N) ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL

(1) Purpose and Applicability

(a) The Director may authorize an Administrative 
Approval (AA) to an approved FDP or MP that 
is required to correct any undetected errors 
or omissions, address conditions discovered 
during the permitting process or construction, 
or that is necessary to ensure orderly and 
efficient development.

(b) Any approved AA must be consistent with the 
intent of the related approved FDP or MP.

(c) The Director may also authorize an AA 
to existing structures and associated site 
improvements that are necessary to complete 
ordinary maintenance, refurbishment or 
Zoning Code compliance.

(2) Administrative Approval Defined
The following are considered AA’s:

(a) Adjustments to lot lines;

(b) Adjustments to the location and layout of 
parking lots;

(c) Adjustments of up to 10% in total building 
floor area or floor plan;

(d) Adjustments to building height up to 10% 
for no more than 10% of the floorplate of 
the highest occupied floor when necessary to 
accommodate building equipment or features 
required to comply with building code;

(e) Substitution of landscaping materials 
specified in the landscape plan;

(f) Redesigning and/or relocating stormwater 
management facilities;

(g) Relocating fencing, walls or screening (not 
including screening walls);

(h) Modifications to sign location, sign face, 
landscaping and lighting;

(i) Changes in building material;

(j) Changes in building color, in compliance with 
the approved Historic Paint Color palette;
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(k) Changes required by outside agencies such 
as the county, state, or federal departments; 
and/or

(l) Other modifications deemed appropriate by 
the Director that do not alter the basic design 
or any specific conditions imposed as part of 
the original approval.

(3) Review Procedures

(a) An application for an AA shall be made in 
accordance with the provisions of divisions 
(N)(4) and (P)(1) of this section.

(b) The Director shall be the required reviewing 
body for applications for an AA.

(c) The Director shall review the request after 
receiving a complete application and make a 
decision to approve, approve with conditions, 
or deny an AA application under the criteria 
of division (N)(5) of this section. The 
Director’s decision shall be provided to the 
applicant in writing. 

(d) The Director may forward any AA application 
to the ARB for consideration. In making 
such a determination, the Director shall 
conclude that the application raises complex 
issues, including that the proposal is of such 
magnitude that it has a detrimental effect 
on the approved development or there are 
neighborhood or community-wide effects 
that may result if the proposal is approved, 
that would benefit from a public review and 
decision by the ARB.

(e) If denied, or approved with conditions, the 
applicant shall be given the opportunity 
to revise the request in response to the 
Director’s comments and resubmit for further 
consideration. 

(f) Requests not meeting the requirements for 
an AA shall require the filing and approval 
of a new application for a FDP, MP or other 
application as applicable, in accordance with 
this section.

(g) Decisions may be appealed to ARB.

(4) Submittal Requirements
It is the intent of these regulations that an 
application for an AA provides sufficient 
information to ensure general conformity to 
the applicable provisions of this code and the 

approved FDP or MP, and to evaluate whether 
the AA should be granted under division (N)(2) 
and (N)(5). The information should be sufficiently 
detailed to enable the Director to understand the 
existing site and the AA request for the proposed 
project or a portion thereof. The applicant shall 
submit an application and supplemental materials 
as outlined (P)(1) and determined by the Director.

(5) Review Criteria
The Director shall make his or her decision on an 
application for a proposed AA based on all of the 
following criteria:

(a) Adjustments to lot lines do not create 
additional lots, required setbacks and/or RBZs 
are maintained, and the boundaries to any 
approved PDP, FDP, or MP are not altered;

(b) Adjustments to the location and layout of 
parking lots maintain the perimeter setbacks, 
yards, buffers, and required parking;

(c) Adjustments for buildings do not alter 
the character or the use of the originally 
approved building, building height(s), or floor 
plans except as provided for in division (K)
(2);

(d) Substitution of landscaping materials shall be 
of an equal or greater size and quality as the 
approved materials;

(e) Redesigned and/or relocated stormwater 
management facilities shall maintain the 
approved general character of said facilities 
and the approved stormwater capacities;

(f) Relocating fencing, walls, or screening (not 
including screening walls) shall maintain 
the same level and quality of materials and 
screening;

(g) Modifications to sign location, sign face, 
and related landscaping and lighting, 
shall maintain the approved general sign 
design, number of signs, and dimensional 
requirements;

(h) Changes in building material shall be similar 
to and have the same general appearance 
comparable to previously approved material; 
such changes shall be of equal or higher 
quality than the previously approved material;

(i) Changes in color shall be complementary to 
the architectural design and character of the 
building;
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(j) The modification is not being requested solely 
to reduce cost or as a matter of general 
convenience; and

(k) The requested modification would be better 
addressed through the modification rather 
than an amendment to the requirements of 
this Chapter or to the approved FDP or MP.

(O) OTHER APPLICABLE APPROVALS

(1) Conditional Uses
The Conditional Use approval procedures in 
§153.236 shall apply in the Historic Zoning 
Districts. The PZC is the required reviewing body 
for Conditional Use applications.

(2) Zoning Map or Text Amendment
The amendment procedures of §153.234 shall 
apply in the Historic Zoning Districts. In addition, 
a recommendation from the Director shall be 
submitted for consideration by the PZC and City 
Council.

(3) Preliminary and Final Plats
Reviews of Preliminary and Final Plats shall be 
governed by Chapter 152 of the Dublin Code of 
Ordinances.

(4) Special Permit
The Special Permit procedures in §153.231(G) 
shall apply in the Historic Zoning Districts.

(5) Zoning Variance
The Zoning Variance procedures in §153.231(H) 
shall apply in the Historic Zoning Districts. In 
addition, a recommendation from the Director 
shall be submitted for consideration by the Board 
of Zoning Appeals, and for City Council in the 
instance of a use variance.

(6) Public Tree Permit
The Tree Permit requirements of §153.134(G) shall 
apply in the Historic Zoning Districts.

(P) GENERAL PROVISIONS

(1) Applications

(a) Each application required by this section shall 
be made in writing on a form provided by the 
City and shall be accompanied by the fee as 
established by City Council.

(b) Applications shall include all information 
required by the City, unless deemed 
unnecessary by the Director based on 
the nature and scale of the proposed 

development. No application shall be 
accepted and processed by the City until it is 
deemed complete by the Director. If found to 
be incomplete, the Director shall inform the 
applicant of any additional materials required 
to certify that the application is complete.

(c) After acceptance of a complete application, 
the Director and/or required reviewing body 
may request additional materials if deemed 
necessary to evaluate the proposal.

(d) No application for a FDP that has been 
denied by the ARB shall be resubmitted for 
a period of one year from the date of the 
decision, unless permitted by the Director 
after a demonstration by the applicant of a 
change of circumstances from the previous 
application that may reasonably result in a 
different decision.

(e) The Director may approve the simultaneous 
review of applications required by this 
Chapter and/or a subdivision plat required 
by the Code, if the Director determines that 
simultaneous review will not adversely impact 
the achievement of the purpose and intent of 
this Chapter. The provisions of §153.176(G) 
and (H) govern relative to the filing of a 
combined PDP and FDP.

(f) Where public reviews are required by this 
Chapter, a written notice of the public 
meeting shall be sent, not less than ten 
days prior to the meeting, to the applicant, 
property owner, and owners of parcels of 
land within 300 feet of the subject parcel(s), 
as listed on the County Auditor’s current tax 
list. The notice shall, at a minimum, indicate 
the property that is the subject of the 
request, describe the nature of the request, 
the time, date and location of the meeting at 
which the application will be considered, and 
indicate when and where written comments 
will be received concerning the request.

(2) Decisions

(a) Any application required to be reviewed 
under this section shall be approved, 
approved with conditions, or denied by 
the required reviewing body based on the 
applicable review criteria as provided in 
this section and other applicable provisions 
of this Chapter.  The recommending body 
and required reviewing body shall state the 
reasons for their decisions in the minutes and 
provide a written record of the decision.
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(b) Prior to reaching a decision, if the required 
reviewing body determines that an 
application does not meet the applicable 
review criteria as provided in this section and 
other applicable provisions of this Chapter, 
but determines that the application could 
meet those criteria with modifications that 
could not be reasonably conditioned, the 
applicant may request that the decision on 
the application be postponed to provide the 
opportunity to make those modifications.

(c) The ARB shall apply the standards and 
Guidelines within the context of a site to 
either grant Waivers or place conditions of 
approval that impose additional restrictions.  
In considering Waivers or conditions that 
impose additional restrictions, the ARB 
shall consider the historic context of the 
immediately surrounding area and the district 
as a whole.  

(d) Following the approval of a FDP or MP, the 
applicant may proceed with the process 
for obtaining a Certificate of Zoning Plan 
Approval (CZPA) and Building Permit (BP), 
consistent with the approval as granted. All 
construction and development under any BP 
shall comply with the approved FDP and MP, 
and any other approval, as applicable.

(3) Certificate of Zoning Plan Approval
A CZPA issued by the Director verifying compliance 
with all applicable zoning requirements is required 
prior to modification, extension, or alteration of 
sites and structures, and/or change of use in the 
Historic Zoning Districts.

(4) Code Administration
The ARB may evaluate and monitor the application 
of the requirements and standards of §153.170 
through §153.178 by the Director. The ARB may 
advise the Director as to whether it finds that the 
requirements or standards (including requests 
for an AA) are being applied correctly, and 
recommend to City Council any changes needed 
to better implement the Community Plan, Historic 
Design Guidelines, and other related policy and 
regulatory documents adopted by the City.

(5) Duration of Approvals

(a) Because the review of an Informal application 
is non-binding on the City and does not result 
in a decision by the ARB, the comments 
made during the Informal application review 
do not expire. However, if the applicant 
makes any material change in the Informal 

application following the review, the applicant 
should not assume that the previous Informal 
review comments remain applicable to the 
revised application.

(b) An approved CP shall be valid for a period of 
no more than one year. If an application has 
not been filed for a PDP for at least a portion 
of the site within that one-year period, then 
the CP shall no longer be valid. A new CP 
application shall be required in accordance 
with the requirements of this Chapter.

(c) An approved PDP shall be valid for a 
period of no more than two years. If a FDP 
application for at least a portion of the site 
has not been filed within that two-year 
period, then the PDP shall no longer be valid. 
A new PDP application shall be required in 
accordance with this Chapter.

(d) An approved FDP shall be valid for a period 
of no more than two years. If a Building 
Permit and/or CZPA has not been filed for at 
least a portion of the project within the two-
year period, the FDP shall no longer be valid. 
A new FDP application shall be required in 
accordance with this Chapter. 

(e) An approved MP shall be valid for a period of 
no more than two years. If a Building Permit 
and/or CZPA for at least one portion of the 
site has not been filed within that two-year 
period, then the MP shall no longer be valid. 
A new MP application shall be required in 
accordance with this Chapter.

(f) Abandonment

1. Once a final approval is granted by the 
required reviewing body, if the Director of 
Building Standards determines that work 
has been abandoned for a continuous 
period of six months, the approval shall 
lapse and cease to be in effect.

2. The Director of Building Standards shall 
make the determination of abandonment 
based on the presence of one or more of 
the following conditions:
a. Removal of construction equipment 

or supplies;
b. Expiration of an active building 

permit issued by the City;
c. Evidence of a failure to maintain the 

property, such as overgrown weeds, 
failure to secure buildings, broken 
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windows, or other evidence of lack of 
maintenance;

d. Other actions documented by the 
Director of Building Standards and/
or Director evidencing an intent to 
abandon the construction of the 
project.

3. Once the Director of Building Standards 
makes a determination of abandonment, 
if a new application is not submitted 
within 90 days from the date of the 
determination, the owner shall restore 
the site to its previous condition, and/or 
remove any structures or other evidence 
of work on the site, within 180 days 
from the date of the determination of 
abandonment.  If the owner fails to 
restore the site to its previous condition 
within 180 days, the City may take any 
and all actions necessary to restore the 
site to its previous condition, including 
removing any structures or other 
evidence of work, and the costs of 
removal shall be assessed against the 
property.
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(A) Requests to establish or remove an area, property, 
or properties not included in a historic zoning district 
or to designate an individual property or site as a 
landmark for protection, or to remove or otherwise 
change a designation, may be initiated by the arb or 
the owner of the proposed property. Upon initiation 
of the request by the ARB, the owner shall be 
notified by the city by registered mail of the request. 
The notification shall include a request for the 
owner’s written comments and written consent for 
designation.

(B) In the event the owner(s) written consent to the 
proposed designation for the property is not received, 
the arb shall schedule a public hearing on the 
proposed designation with notice as provided for ARB 
hearings. In addition, the ARB shall cause the notice 
to be published in a newspaper of general circulation 
of the city.

(C) In considering the designation of any area, place, 
building, structure, or similar object in the city as 
a landmark, preservation site, or for inclusion in a 
historic zoning district, the ARB shall consider the 
proposal in terms of the following criteria prior to 
making a recommendation to the Planning and 
Zoning Commission:

(1) In character, interest or value as part of the 
development, heritage or cultural characteristics of 
the City of Dublin, State of Ohio, or United States. 

(2) Its location as a site of a significant historic event.

(3) Its identification with a person who is significantly 
contributed to the culture and development of the 
region. 

(4) Its exemplification of the cultural, economic, 
social, or historic heritage of the region. 

(5) Its portrayal of the environment of a group of 
people in an era of history characterized by a 
distinctive architectural style. 

(6) Its embodiment of distinguishing characteristics 
of an architectural type or specimen, or the 
embodiment of distinctive styling features, 
or an example of skilled craftsmanship which 
characterize a building and/or outbuilding. 

(7) Its identification as the work of an architect 
or master builder whose individual work has 
influenced the development of the region. 

§ 153.177 PROCEDURES FOR HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGNATION, 
EXPANDING THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW DISTRICT, AND 
ESTABLISHING LANDMARKS

(8) Its embodiment of elements of architectural 
design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship which 
represent a significant architectural innovation. 

(9) The effect of the designated area on the 
surrounding areas, and the projected development 
of the community. 

(10) Its unique location or singular physical 
characteristic representing an established and 
familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, the 
community, or the city. 

(D) After review the ARB shall forward a recommendation 
to the Planning and Zoning Commission which shall 
review the proposal, the recommendation of the 
ARB, and the criteria of division (C) above and mark 
a recommendation to City Council concerning the 
proposed designation. 

(E) The City Council shall consider the findings and 
recommendations of the ARB and the Planning and 
Zoning Commission in making its determination 
with respect to the proposed designation of an 
area, property, or site as a landmark or preservation 
district. 

(F) The city shall notify any owner or any person 
having a legal or equitable interest in the affected 
property of the decision by Council. All affected city 
departments, boards, and commissions shall also be 
notified. 

(G) A request for demolition may be transferred with 
the sale of the property. A new owner shall not be 
required to re-apply. However, the requirements 
of this section shall continue to apply to any new 
owner(s). 

(H) If the ARB considers an application for demolition or 
removal of a historically and architecturally significant 
structure within the district, the board may impose 
a waiting period not to exceed one year. During this 
period the ARB and the applicant shall make every 
reasonable effort to find an alternative to demolition. 
During the waiting period the owner of the structure 
shall maintain and preserve the structure to prevent 
further deterioration. If the board and the applicant 
do not agree on a means of preserving the structure 
within the specified waiting period, the application 
for demolition may be approved or disapproved. 
The imposition of the waiting period is subject to 
appeal in accordance with the provisions of sections 
153.231(F).
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§ 153.178 MAINTENANCE

(A) INTENT
The section is intended to ensure the owner of 
a structure or property within Historic Dublin or 
designated outlying structure or property provide 
sufficient and reasonable care, maintenance and 
upkeep appropriate to ensure any building’s upkeep 
and to prevent its destruction by deterioration.

(B) Any parking area, pedestrian way, landscaping, 
sign, or other site element shall also be properly 
maintained in a safe and functional condition, and 
be maintained to ensure its historical value. This 
provision shall be in addition to all other applicable 
code provisions.

(C) Nothing in this subchapter shall be construed to 
prevent any ordinary maintenance or repair of an 
exterior architectural feature or site now or hereafter 
located within Historic Dublin or on a designated 
outlying property which involves no change in 
material, design, arrangement, texture or color; 
nor shall anything in this chapter be construed to 
prevent the construction, reconstruction, alteration, 
modification, or demolition of any feature which 
the Chief Building Official shall certify, pursuant to 
appropriate provisions of the Codified Ordinances or 
state law regarding public safety, as being an unsafe 
or dangerous condition.

(D) The Architectural Review Board may present evidence 
of a violation to the city for appropriate action.



 

 
 
 

To: Members of Dublin City Council 
From: Dana L. McDaniel, City Manager 
Date: May 18, 2021 

Initiated By: Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planning Director 
Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Senior Planner 
 

Re: Resolution 28-21 – Acceptance of Historic Design Guidelines replacing the 
Historic Dublin Design Guidelines applicable to Historic Dublin and outlying 
historic properties identified in Appendix G (Case #18-037ADM)  

  
Summary  
This is a request for acceptance of a Historic Design Guidelines replacing 2005 Historic Dublin 
Design Guidelines that were originally adopted in 1999. The Guidelines are a companion 
document to the Architectural Review District Zoning Code amendments (Ord. 03-21) and 
Historic District Rezoning (Ord. 04-21), which were approved by City Council at the February 
22, 2021 meeting and effective on March 23, 2021. 
 
Case History 
The Code, Rezoning, and Guidelines are the result of a multi-year stakeholder committee, public 
engagement, and Board and Commission review process. The resulting documents align with 
community values and address current challenges and opportunities facing the Historic District. 
 
In 2018, the Historic Dublin Stakeholder Committee met four times (June 14, July 12, August 2, 
and August 30, 2018) to identify opportunities for revisions to the Historic District Zoning Code 
and Guidelines. In addition, staff held two public meeting at the Dublin Community Church on 
October 9, 2018 and August 15, 2019, as well as, office hours for two hours each Wednesday in 
August 2019 (August 7, 14, 21 and 28) to provide an additional method of communication and 
input for the public. In detail, the ARB has conducted seven reviews of the documents on July 
10, July 24, November 20, 2019, and June 17, July 29, November 18, 2020, and February 24, 
2021. The PZC reviewed the documents and provided comments four times July 11, 2019, 
September 5, 2019, March 4, 2021, and May 6, 2021. The ARB and PZC are recommending 
acceptance of the document to City Council. 
 
Details 
The Guidelines provide direction on how to successfully apply the zoning regulations while the 
Zoning Code establishes qualitative and quantitative standards for development. Both the 
Zoning Code and Guidelines are of equal weight when modifications, rehabilitation, new 
construction, and signs are under consideration within Historic Dublin and outlying historic 
properties identified on Appendix G. The proposed Guidelines provide an overview of the 
applicability, cultural landscape, neighborhood character, and building types and architectural 
styles. This information is intended to be a foundation for Staff, Board members, and the 

Office of the City Manager 
5555 Perimeter Drive • Dublin, OH 43017-1090 
Phone: 614-410-4400 • Fax: 614-410-4490  Memo 



Memo – Resolution 28-21 – Historic Design Guidelines 
May 18, 2021 
Page 2 of 2 
 
community when proposals are brought forward. The overview is followed by directions on how 
to apply the Guidelines (Chapter 3). The substance of the Guidelines are provided in Chapters 
4-7, which includes: rehabilitation, new construction, site design, and sign design 
recommendation. The intent of the updates is to ensure that the review process within the 
Architectural Review District as user-friendly.  
 
Recommendation of the Architectural Review Board  
At the February 24, 2021 meeting, the Architectural Review Board reviewed and recommended 
acceptance of the Historic Design Guidelines to Planning and Zoning Commission.  
 
Recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission  
At the May 6, 2021 meeting, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed and recommended 
acceptance of the Historic Design Guidelines to City Council.  
 
City Council Recommendation 
Recommendation of acceptance of Resolution 28-21 for the Historic Design Guidelines. 
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Guidelines 

Department of Development
Planning Division
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Historic Map of Dublin, 1872

1.0  Applicability
The Historic Design Guidelines (Guidelines) apply to all land 
within the Historic District as outlined in Appendix F, as well 
as other outlying historic properties as specified in Appendix 
G of the City of Dublin’s Zoning Code. All properties located 
within either of these designated areas require approval by 
the Architectural Review Board (ARB) for certain activities 
related to renovation, rehabilitation, or new construction, 
as provided in the Zoning Code §153.170. The Guidelines 
supplement the review standards contained in the code and 
will guide the ARB in determining if requests for approvals by 
the ARB will be granted in accordance with the code.

1.1  Overview 
The City of Dublin is a thriving community located in 
northwest Franklin County, southwest Delaware County, 
and southeast Union County, Ohio. Dublin has undergone 
tremendous growth in the last five decades, with the 
population increasing from a village of approximately 700 in 
1970 to 48,647 in 2018 (Quick Facts, US Census Bureau). Still, 
Historic Dublin largely retains the character, scale, and feel of 
a traditional village.

The history of Dublin and the surrounding Washington 
Township are closely intertwined.  Before Ohio became a 
state in 1803, land was purchased in the area, along the 
Scioto River, that was to become the Village of Dublin. Peter 
and Benjamin Sells traveled from Huntingdon County, 
Pennsylvania, to purchase land for their father, three 
brothers, and themselves. The 400 acres purchased for their 
brother, John Sells, were located on the high west bank of 
the Scioto where Historic Dublin now stands. The brothers 
also purchased land north and south of the original village 
boundaries.

The settlement of Dublin started slowly, with John Sells and 
his family settling in 1808 and his establishment of the first 
tavern in the area in 1809. By 1810, Sells began to survey 
lots to establish a town. He conferred the honor of naming 
the new town to his surveyor, John Shields. Shields named 
the future village after his birthplace, Dublin, Ireland. By 
1818, Sells advertised 200 town lots for sale in the Columbus 
newspaper. He listed the excellent building stone, clay 
for brick and pottery, and an offer of three years’ credit as 
inducements to purchase lots in the new town. Settlement 
continued slowly as the community gained residences, a 
gristmill, a distillery, sawmills and other businesses that 
served the local population, as well as farmers from the 
surrounding area. As evidence of Dublin’s permanence as a 
settlement, a post office was established in 1820.

INTRODUCTION

Overview
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As the community and the township grew, better 
transportation became a necessity. Lacking a railroad, 
which spurred development in many Ohio communities in 
the 19th century, Dublin was dependent on its system of 
roads. The need for a bridge to span the Scioto River became 
critical for Dublin so that it could be physically connected to 
Worthington and Columbus to the east. The first bridge in 
1840 was a wooden covered bridge. It was later replaced with 
a steel span bridge in 1880, and the present Works Progress 
Administration (WPA) concrete arch bridge was completed in 
1935.

An effort was made in 1855 to incorporate the village and 
establish a local government, but the idea was rejected. 
The issue was revisited in 1881, and in September of that 
year the Village of Dublin was incorporated. With local 
government, public improvements became possible. Among 
those undertaken in the late 19th and early 20th centuries 
were the installation of gas street lamps in 1888, followed by 
carbide lights in 1907 and finally electric lights in 1920. By 
the early 20th century, the local economy was largely based 
on agriculture and quarrying, and Dublin businesses were 
largely dependent on the local population.

Dublin maintained a relatively stable population, with very 
little growth during the first seven decades of the 20th 
century. This changed abruptly in the early 1970s with the 
construction of Interstate 270 around Columbus and the 
development of Muirfield Golf Club and Muirfield Village 
by golf champion Jack Nicklaus. This innovative planned 
community was located about four miles north of the village 
core. During the last five decades, the City has grown to fill 
in the land between the  historic  center  of  Dublin  and  
Muirfield  Village,  as  well  as expanding  to the south, east 
and west. The current boundaries of Dublin encompass 
approximately 26 square miles. 

In spite of the tremendous growth that has taken place 
in recent decades, the physical form of Historic Dublin 
is distinctive and clearly reflects the early history of the 
community. The form is still very much in evidence today. 
The major north-south road, High Street (also known as SR 
745), runs parallel to the river on a high bluff with another 
parallel road, Riverview Street, running along the Scioto 
River. The main intersection is High and Bridge Streets, as 
it was historically, and the bridge crossing the Scioto still 
connects east and west Dublin. 

Dublin residents and public officials have long appreciated 
the special character of Historic Dublin. A part of the district 
and individual properties, as well as other historic properties 
in Washington Township, were listed in the National Register 
of Historic Places in 1979, based on both architectural and 
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historic significance. The City of Dublin took further steps 
to protect and preserve the historic core of the community,   
as well as other historic sites throughout the community 
in 1970 through the establishment of the ARB. Credit for 
the preservation of Historic Dublin’s special character must 
also be given to the stewardship of generations of Dublin 
property owners who have maintained and improved the 
buildings and their physical environment. 

Historic Dublin continues as the historic heart of 
the community and a walkable, thriving mixed-use 
neighborhood with residences concentrated along Riverview 
and Franklin Streets and retail, cultural/civic, and residential 
uses intermingled along High and Bridge Streets. Outlying 
historic properties exist throughout Dublin as examples of 
the City’s rich agricultural history.

1.2  Background
There are significant economic and social benefits in 
preserving historic areas and properties. Dublin’s efforts 
to promote the preservation of Dublin, while promoting 
historically appropriate development and investment, began 
over 50 years ago. Success requires a partnership among 
the City, land owners, residents, business owners, and 
stakeholders. 

Dublin has recognized the importance of preservation in a 
number of policy documents, including the City’s Community 
Plan, which details the unique character of Historic Dublin and 
many outlying historic properties. The plan provides many 
recommendations about preservation and enhancement of 
the Historic District’s character. The plan also recommends 
further efforts to identify and recognize historic properties 
outside the district.

In 2016, the City conducted a Historic and Cultural Assessment 
of the built resources, landscape features, and archaeological 
sites throughout Dublin. The goal of the assessment was to 
gain a greater understanding of the historic resources that 
exist and how those resources contribute to the City’s sense 
of place. The assessment produced a detailed inventory of 
over 900 properties considered to be relevant, an assessment 
of the contributing and non-contributing status, and 
strategies and recommendations to encourage and fund 
historic preservation efforts.

Additionally, the City has taken the initiative to revise and 
update the Zoning Code on a series of occasions to ensure 
new development and redevelopment meet the desired 
character by the community and its stakeholders. The Zoning 
Code requirements, these Guidelines, and the applicable 
policy documents collectively contribute to protecting the 
character of Dublin’s historic places.   

Dublin Community Church, 81 West Bridge Street, 1930s (Constructed 
in 1877)

Home of Isaac Walter, 37 South Riverview Street, 1842

Dublin Firehouse, 37 West Bridge Street, 1945
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Mansfield Buggy Co. & Post Office, SW Corner - Bridge Street at High 
Street, 1890s

Christie Methodist Church, South High Street,  1870s (Built in 1838 and 
Destroyed by Tornado in 1912)

32 South High Street, 1932, (Built in 1830s and Operated until 1972)

NE Corner - Bridge Street at High Street, 1880s

Coffman’s Corner, SW Corner - Bridge Street at High Street, 1879

Washington Local School, 75 North High Street, 1871

INTRODUCTION

Background
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Historic District Map

Architectural Review District 
Boundary
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Outlying Historic Properties (Appendix G) Map

Appendix G Properties
1. Brand, Asher Residence – 5281 Brand Road 

2. Coffman, Fletcher House – 6659 Coffman Road

3. Cramer Homestead – 5927 Rings Road

4. Davis, James Barn & Farm – 5707 Dublin Road

5. Dun, John Homestead – 8055 Dublin-Bellepoint Road

6. Gelpi Residence (Dublin Arts Council) – 7125 
Riverside Drive

7. Holder-Wright Earthworks – 6985 Emerald 
Parkway

8. Llewellyn Farms Barn – 4845 Belfield Drive

9. Maroa Wilcox Memorial – Norn Street & Woerner-
Temple Road (PID 273009779)

10. Mitchell Barn (Earlington Park) – 5585 Brand Road 

11. Mitchell Cemetery (on Cardinal Health Campus) – 
Emerald Parkway (PID 273011174)

12. Mt. Zion Cemetery – Kinross Court and Memorial 
Drive (PID 273000448)

13. Rings Farm – 6665 Shier Rings Road

14. St. John’s Lutheran Cemetery – Avery Road (PID 
274000024)

15. St. John’s Lutheran Church & Sandy Corners Cemetery 
– Rings Road (PID 274000155 and 274000031)

16. Summit View Farm – 8115 Conine Drive 

17. Tuller Barn – Brand and Ashbaugh Roads 

18. Washington Township School (Graham Residence) – 
4915 Brand Road

19. Brown-Harris Cemetery – Lot 6, University Boulevard - 
Phase II Final Plat (Resolution 43-20)

20. Ferris Cemetery – SR 257 (Riverside Drive) and 
Bright Road
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Chapter 2
Context & Character
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CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Cultural  Landscape

2.1  Background
Historic Dublin possesses a strong sense of place. The 
combination of its eclectic architecture, intimate village 
scale, pedestrian scale streets, and natural features create 
an authentic environment worth preserving, protecting, and 
celebrating. 

Historic Dublin’s unique character is in part due to the very 
gradual growth of the community up until the late 20th 
century. Much of what was built in the 19th century still 
defines the physical environment today. 

2.2  Cultural Landscape
The Historic District’s unique visual character is attributable 
to the beauty of its extensive natural landscape including 
the striking topography and cultural sites that have been 
shaped by previous generations. The Dublin Community 
Plan calls for the protection of these valued natural and 
historic landscape assets within Dublin, which contribute to 
the cultural landscape of Historic Dublin.

The character-defining topography and the numerous 
historic landscape assets within the Historic District embody 
a “soul and sense of place”, creating a legacy that reveals our 
past and the people that shaped and lived on our land. 

The extraordinary and extensive landscape within Dublin’s 
Historic District provides scenic, economic, ecological, 
social, recreational, and educational opportunities, and the 
preservation and protection of these unique landforms 
provides an enriched quality of life for the community. 

Among the valued natural assets that require sensitive 
protection are: the distinctive topography; the Scioto 
River; the Indian Run Ravine and Falls; the Dublin Spring; 
abundant view sheds and vistas; natural ravines, caves and 
outcroppings; native flora and fauna; wetlands and vernal 
pools; hardwood forests; and landmark trees and woodlands. 

The distinctive historic cultural sites that have been influenced 
by the imprint of past generations include among others: dry 
laid stone walls, stone quarries, historic cemeteries, the West 
Bridge Street Bridge, Native American archaeological sites, 
and appurtenances such as hitching posts, stone carriage 
steps, stone work and retaining walls, artwork and memorials.

These defining historic landscape assets are the canvas of our 
past and require dedicated preservation and maintenance. 
The following guidelines provide direction in protecting 
Dublin’s historic cultural landscape for the benefit of our 
community and future generations.

Bridge Street Bridge, 1935

Indian Run Falls, 1899
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Topography

One of the most dramatic features is the topography of the 
area. John Sells selected the area for the settlement of a 
town since it was on the high west bank of the Scioto River, 
protected from flooding. The change in elevation between 
High Street and Riverview Street is considerable, with a 
further dramatic drop to the Scioto River. This change of 
elevation leads to steep, sloping yards. Due to the varied 
topography, not all areas are easily suited to development, 
which has led to the preservation of natural vistas  and  views 
of the river and valley.

Scioto River

The Scioto River is the most prominent natural feature, 
providing a strong physical and visual connection to Dublin’s 
early history.

The Scioto River corridor is unique due to its shallow river 
bed with a wide floodway. In many locations, the edge of 
the floodplain is defined by small limestone outcroppings.    
The wide floodway has an extensive native deciduous tree 
canopy. 

Seasonal flooding of the river often makes areas of the 
floodway inaccessible. Due to its shallow depth, the river 
water is typically brown.  Several tributaries feed the Scioto 
River as it flows through Dublin.  Typically, these streams are 
narrow slivers carving ravines down to the river. 

Ravines and Springs

The wooded ravines, Indian Run to the north and Cosgray 
Ditch to the south, in conjunction with the Scioto River, 
form natural boundaries for Historic Dublin. Indian Run Falls, 
located within the Indian Run Ravine, is a pristine waterfall 
once home to members of the Wyandot tribe and later home 
to settlers of Dublin. The Falls remain an important cultural 
resource today.

Natural flows of fresh water throughout the area form springs.   
The Dublin Spring is located along the Scioto River where  
Dublin’s founders drew clean drinking water. In the winter, 
the weeps from underground springs leak water through the 
stone and create beautiful ice patterns along the riverbanks.

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Cultural  Landscape

1900s Historic Stone Wall, 2000

Scioto River, 2015
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CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Flora and Fauna

Dublin is ecologically diverse particularly along the 
river corridor. Native plant species include  Rock Cress, 
Drummond’s Aster, Rattlesnake Fern, and Marsh Marigold. 
Historically, Rock Cress has been found growing along the 
Scioto River, although it can be overtaken by invasive plants 
such as Honeysuckle and Garlic Mustard. Sycamore trees, 
know for their large stature, white bark, and long life, are 
prominent  along the riverbanks. A number of animals thrive 
in the area including birds, beavers, bats, chipmunks, deer, 
ducks, geese, skunks, squirrels, turtles, and woodchucks.

Earthworks

Archaeological resources influence Dublin’s landscape today. 
The Holder-Wright Earthworks, located within Ferris-Wright 
Park, are significant to the Hopewell people. Earthworks 
were places for ceremony, marriages, to honor relatives 
and neighbors who died, to make alliances, for celebration, 
feasting, and sacred games. Three earthworks  exist at the 
site, two circles and a square, and five burial mounds. The 
tallest mound once stood five feet tall, and the others were 
approximately three feet tall. The earthworks at Ferris-Wright 
Park are the northernmost earthworks in the Scioto Valley. 
Many tribes are represented at this site, with the oldest 
dating back to Clovis times, or about 12,000 years ago.

Quarries

At the southern end of Historic Dublin, adjacent to the Scioto 
River, is a former stone quarry which played an important 
role in the physical development of Dublin and Washington 
Township, as evidenced by the extensive use of limestone 
for building purposes.  The limestone in this region is 
characterized by a prevalence of Devonian Period fossils. 

The limestone, known as Columbus Limestone, is highly 
fossilized, which gives it a rough texture that is distinctive 
when used either in its natural state or as cut and finished 
building stone. The extensive use of limestone in the 
construction of dry-laid low stone walls, foundations, stoops, 
and entire buildings is a distinguishing feature of Historic 
Dublin and many other central Ohio communities.

Stone Walls

Similar to other central Ohio communities due to the ready 
supply of limestone, Dublin possesses an abundance of 
limestone in various applications including a number of low, 
dry-laid stone walls. Many date from the early 19th century, 
although even the more recent examples contribute to the 
character of the area. These walls are a significant historic 
element in the community’s past and present physical 
environment.

Butterflyweed (Asclepias Tuberosa) at Dublin Cemetery, 2017

Holder-Wright Earthworks, 2020

Cultural  Landscape
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Daily Chores by Michael Tizzano, 2012

Indian Run Cemetery, 2015

Cemeteries

Historic Dublin contains two cemeteries, the Indian Run 
Cemetery and the Dublin Cemetery.  The Indian Run 
Cemetery, established in 1814, was the first burial ground in 
Dublin. It is located in the northern portion of the Historic 
District, along the Indian Run Ravine, adjacent to the Grounds 
of Remembrance. The Indian Run Cemetery was active for 
over 40 years, until the Dublin Cemetery was established 
in 1858.  The Dublin Cemetery is located at the western 
entrance into the Historic District and remains active today.  
Both cemeteries are located within a park-like setting where 
the community can visit and pay their respects to those 
interred, which include a number of Dublin’s historic families. 

Historic Details

Remnants of historic life remain today as a reminder of the 
past and can be seen throughout Historic Dublin.  Hitching 
posts and carriage stones are located along High Street and 
provide a reminder of the way of life in years past.  

Public Art

Art in public spaces contribute to the sense of place. Art may 
invoke an emotion, a question, or an interaction. A number of 
art pieces are located within the Historic District and provide 
a lens into the past. Dublin’s historic water pump, originally 
located at the intersection of High and Bridge Streets, 
inspired Michael Tizzano’s “Daily Chores” bronze sculpture in 
2012.  The Grounds of Remembrance, located within Dublin 
Veterans’ Park at the northern end of the Historic District, 
provides recognition to Dublin’s veterans.

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Cultural  Landscape
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Neighborhood Character

2.3  Neighborhood Character
Historic Dublin contains a series of neighborhood areas that 
coincide with the Historic Zoning Districts outlined in the Zoning 
Code §153.170. While Historic Dublin is a relatively small district, 
it contains distinct neighborhood areas defined by historic 
character, architectural design, primary uses, and development 
pattern. The historic street grid and the pattern of the blocks 
contribute to the established character of Historic Dublin. This 
development pattern results in a smaller lot size, with buildings 
located along the street edge, and vehicular access through alleys 
at the rear of the properties. 

Each neighborhood area utilizes the development pattern 
in various ways depending on the uses and layout of each 
property. The neighborhood descriptions outlined below provide 
background and guidance regarding the desired character for 
each of these distinct areas.  

Construction Materials

Brick masonry and wood siding appear extensively throughout 
Historic Dublin. Brick is used as a building material as well as a 
paving material. Wood siding appears in a number of applications, 
including horizontal, vertical, shake, and shiplap siding. Wood is 
also used for fencing, porches, and decorative ornamentation 
on buildings. Wrought iron and stone fences are prevalent in 
landscape design.

Scale and Form

Perhaps the most defining characteristic of Historic Dublin is 
its intimate, small village scale. The buildings are located close 
together with shallow front yard setbacks and generally range 
from one to two stories in height. A majority of the buildings 
have a residential quality, in contrast to the centers of many other 
historic Ohio communities that have a continuous streetscape of 
commercial buildings with storefronts, cornices, and shared party 
walls.  The spaces between the buildings offer owners and tenants 
opportunities to create small gardens, seating areas, and open 
space.  

Street Character

The traditional streetscape character and street design are 
another integral element of the visual character of Historic 
Dublin.  The tight street pattern, coupled with the size and scale 
of the buildings and their relationship to the street, define Historic 
Dublin’s pedestrian-scaled environment. Narrower street widths, 
on-street parking, buildings facing the street, sidewalks, and 
mature street trees contribute to the character of the area. The 
cohesive design of these elements contribute to the success of 
the District by connecting the commercial and the residential uses 
and providing inviting environment for residents and visitors.   

South Riverview Street, Historic Residential Neighborhood, 2019

South High Street, Historic South Neighborhood, 2010
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2.4  Historic Core
The Historic Core applies to the historic center 
of Dublin at the intersection of West Bridge 
and North High Streets. The Historic Core 
contains largely commercial uses within historic 
buildings, along with a number of new, more 
contemporary buildings. The area serves as a 
major gateway into the Historic District, setting 
the tone for the neighborhood character. The 
neighborhood layout promotes a walkable 
environment, while accommodating vehicular 
access given its proximity to a major intersection. 
A challenge for this neighborhood is balancing 
the preservation of historic buildings while 
providing the opportunity for infill that is 
sensitive to the existing scale and character of 
the surrounding area.  

General design principles for the Historic Core 
neighborhood include: 

 X Connecting and enhancing the historic grid 
street pattern.

 X Promoting a walkable environment through 
quality streetscape design. 

 X Preserving and rehabilitating contributing 
structures to maintain the historic fabric of 
Historic Dublin. 

 X Allowing sensitive redevelopment consistent 
with surrounding character.

 X Providing opportunities to enhance the street 
edge and reinforce the building envelope.

 X Requiring architectural design, scale, and 
building materials that complement the 
existing historic character.

 X Locating buildings along the street edge with 
parking and access to the rear. 

 X Creating opportunities for connectivity 
throughout Historic Dublin and to adjacent 
development, civic uses, and open space. 

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Neighborhood Character
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2.5  Historic South
The Historic South district contains smaller, 
cottage-scale buildings located along South 
High Street, south of the Historic Core and 
surrounded by the Historic Residential  
neighborhood to the south, east, and west. 
The area contains the majority of the historic 
structures and sites found within Historic Dublin 
with a fewer number of new structures. The area 
includes a mix of commercial and residential 
uses. The buildings are consistent with the 
historic development pattern and support a 
highly walkable setting because of the proximity 
of buildings located closely together. 

General design principles for the Historic South 
neighborhood include: 

 X Maintaining the historic grid street pattern.

 X Promoting a walkable environment through 
quality streetscape design. 

 X Preserving and rehabilitating contributing 
structures to maintain the historic fabric of 
Historic Dublin. 

 X Allowing sensitive redevelopment consistent 
with surrounding character.

 X Requiring architectural design and scale, 
and building materials that complement the 
existing historic character.

 X Maintaining a smaller building scale and mass 
consistent with the development pattern of the 
area. 

 X Retaining open areas at the rear of the 
properties, particularly adjacent to residential 
properties. 

 X Creating opportunities for connectivity 
throughout Historic Dublin and to adjacent 
developments and open space. 

S H
igh St

S H
igh St

Pinney Hill Ln
Pinney Hill Ln
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2.6  Historic Residential
The Historic Residential neighborhood surrounds 
the Historic South area to the east along South 
Riverview Street and west along Franklin Street, 
and south along High Street. This area supports 
the preservation and development of houses 
on existing or new lots that are comparable in 
size, mass, and scale, while maintaining and 
promoting the traditional residential character 
of Historic Dublin. 

General design principles for the Historic 
Residential neighborhood include: 

 X Preserving and rehabilitating contributing 
structures to maintain the historic fabric of 
Historic Dublin. 

 X Allowing for development of new residential 
structures that complement the scale, mass, and 
design of the surrounding historic residential. 

 X Encouraging comparable building height 
and lot coverages, similar to the surrounding 
historic structures.

 X Encouraging new residential structures to have 
consistent setbacks and similar lot coverage to 
surrounding residential development. 

 X Promoting rear accessed lots where feasible.

 X Encouraging outbuildings and detached 
buildings be to located at the rear of a property.

 X Promoting preservation of open rear yards, 
green space corridors, and river views 
throughout the neighborhood.

S Riverview
 St

S Riverview
 St
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Neighborhood Character
2.7  Public
The Historic Public neighborhood 
contains a series of civic spaces and 
natural areas located throughout 
Historic Dublin, including Riverside 
Crossing Park West, Indian Run 
Falls, Indian Run Cemetery, Dublin 
Veterans’ Park, Dublin Cemetery, 
Karrer Barn, and Dublin Springs Park. 
These spaces preserve the historic 
character and natural environment 
found throughout the District and 
serve as an amenity to residents and 
visitors. 

General design principles for the 
Historic Public neighborhood 
include: 

 X Continuing efforts to preserve the 
sites and amenities.

 X Ensuring connectivity and access 
to these areas. 

 X Providing greenway connections 
and access to the Scioto River. 

 X Increasing public access to the 
natural amenities.
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2.8  Outlying Properties and Historic   
         Farmsteads
A series of sites and structures located outside of Historic 
Dublin contribute to the history of Dublin. These properties, 
identified on Appendix G of the Zoning Code, include historic 
farmsteads, barns, churches and former schoolhouses. The 
character of each of these sites is unique, but help tell the 
story of the history of Dublin.  

Karrer Barn, 225 South High Street

5600 Bristol Parkway

5623 Dublinshire Drive

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Neighborhood Character
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2.9  Overview
The architecture of Historic Dublin spans a period of over 
two centuries, which contributes to the architectural variety 
of the District. Some of the buildings possess characteristics 
of a specific architectural style; however, the vast majority 
are “vernacular” in character and are best identified by 
building type. Vernacular architecture is defined as “a mode 
of building based on regional forms and materials” (Harris, 
Cyril M. Historic Architecture Sourcebook. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1977). 

Building type is based on form, function, floor plan, 
configuration (shape), and stories (height). Architectural style 
is based on design details and ornamentation. Building type 
does not determine architectural style. Some architectural 
styles have a predominate building type, although 
architectural styles can include a number of building types 
over time. Buildings may include elements of more than one 
architectural style. 

Dublin’s historic buildings often demonstrate the original 
owner’s personal tastes, availability and affordability of 
materials, and design influences at the time of construction. 
While many of the same building types and architectural styles 
can be found elsewhere in Central Ohio, the combination of 
building materials, physical setting, and spatial relationships 
create the unique historic character of Historic Dublin. 

Identified as part of the Historical and Cultural Assessment, a 
series of building types and architectural styles are present 
in Dublin.  The characteristics of the predominate building 
types and architectural styles, identified herein, are based 
on the A Field Guide to American Houses (McAlester, Virginia, 
A. Lee McAlester, Lauren Jarrett, and Juan Rodriguez-Arnaiz. 
A Field Guide to American Houses. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
1993); and, How to Complete the Ohio Historic Inventory 
(Gordon, Stephen C., et al. How to Complete the Ohio Historic 
Inventory. Columbus, Ohio: Ohio Historic Preservation Office, 
Ohio Historical Society, 1992.) 

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) identifies 19 
building types under ‘House Types’ and 35 architectural 
styles found in Ohio. Many structures in Historic Dublin were 
constructed as residential buildings. Therefore, most of the 
building types in Dublin are represented under the ‘House 
Types’ category recognized by SHPO. Not all building types 
are present in Dublin. Similarly, many architectural styles 
are not found in Dublin. Many of the historic structures in 
Dublin are of “No Academic Style – Vernacular.” Academic 
styles are considered high style, which exemplify a particular 
architectural movement. Only the building types and 

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Building Types & Architectural Styles

109 South Riverview Street, built ca. 1827, is an example of Federal architecture. 
Note the Federal-style elements such as the two-story height, rectilinear form, 
five-bay façade composition with symmetrical window and door placement, 
and a side-gable roof.  

The Washington Township Centralized School at 150 West Bridge Street was 
built in 1919 in the Art Deco style. Elements of the style include the smooth wall 
surface and decorative concrete panels with stylized or geometric motifs.
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architectural styles present in Historic Dublin and the 
outlying historic properties (Appendix G) are included below. 
The building types and  architectural styles are arranged 
chronologically. Each building type and architectural style 
includes a general description, typical design characteristics, 
and a graphic example.

Building Types
 X Hall and Parlor

 X I-House

 X Saltbox

 X Gabled Ell

 X Bungalow

 X Cape Cod Cottage

 X Ranch/Split-Level

Architectural Styles
 X No Academic Style - Vernacular

 X Federal

 X Greek Revival

 X Gothic Revival

 X Romanesque Revival

 X Italianate

 X Queen Anne

 X Colonial Revival 

 X Craftsman/Arts and Crafts

 X French Colonial/Norman Revival

 X Art Deco

 X Modern Movements

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Building Types & Architectural Styles

167 South High Street, built in 1897 in the Queen Anne style. Elements of the 
style include the asymmetrical massing, irregular floor plan, bay windows, 
decorative gable ends, wrap-around front porch with decorative spindle work, 
and decorative shingles in the roof. 

St. John Lutheran Church at 6135 (6115) Rings Road, built ca. 1860, is an 
example of Romanesque Revival architecture. Note the elements such as the 
masonry construction, round arches, brick corbeling, and square tower.
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2.10  Hall and Parlor
A rectangular, two room floor plan with a side gable roof 
form, the Hall and Parlor building type was popular between 
1800-1870. Additional characteristics include:

 X 1 to 1.5-stories in height

 X 1-room deep

 X Symmetrical, 3-bay wide façade

 X Central entry

 X One or two chimneys, central or at both ends

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Building Types

2.11  I-House
A rectangular, two room floor plan with a side gable roof 
form, less commonly a flat or hipped roof, the I-House 
building type was popular between 1820-1890. Additional 
characteristics include:

 X 2-stories in height

 X 1-room deep

 X Symmetrical,  3 or 5-bay wide façades; select 4-bay examples

 X Central entry

 X Front porch, 1 or 2-stories in height

 X One or two chimneys, central or at both ends

2.12  Saltbox
A rectangular floor plan with an asymmetrical sloping 
roofline, mimicking a ‘saltbox’, the Saltbox building type 
was popular between 1830-1900. Additional characteristics 
include:

 X 1.5 to 2-stories in height

 X 3 or 4-bay wide façades

 X One or two chimneys, central or at both ends
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Caption

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Building Types

2.13  Gabled Ell
An irregular ‘L’ or ‘T’ floor plan with intersecting gable roof 
forms at the same height, the Gabled Ell building type was 
popular between 1865-1885. Additional characteristics 
include:

 X 1 to 2-stories in height

 X 1 or 2-bays wide, wing and block

 X Front facing entry

 X Front porch, 1-story in height

2.14  Bungalow
A rectangular floor plan with a gabled or hipped roof form, 
with or without a front dormer, the Bungalow building 
type was popular between 1905-1930. Characteristics for a 
Dormer Front Bungalow include:

 X 1-1.5, and 2-stories in height

 X 3-bay wide façade

 X Central entry

 X Overhanging eaves

 X Full-width front porch, 1-story in height with columns

 X Interior or exterior chimney

2.15  Cape Cod Cottage
A rectangular floor plan sometimes with an attached one-
car garage. Typified by a side gable roof form, the Cape Cod 
Cottage building type was popular between 1925-1950 
Additional characteristics include:

 X 1 to 1.5-stories in height

 X Dormer windows

 X Symmetrical, 3 or 5-bay wide façades

 X Central entry

 X One central chimney
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2.16  Ranch/Split-Level
An elongated irregular floor plan with a low gabled or hipped 
roof and overhanging eaves, the Ranch building type was 
most popular between 1940-1970, although still remains 
relevant today. Additional characteristics include:

 X 1 to 1.5-stories in height

 X Symmetrical or asymmetrical façade

 X Attached garage or carport

 X Off-center entry, may be hidden

 X Large picture window

The Split-Level building type, having multiple stories with at 
least a half story below grade, was most popular between 
1940-1970. Additional characteristics include:

 X 1 to 2-stories in height

 X Symmetrical or asymmetrical façade

 X Attached garage

 X Off-center entry

 X Large picture window

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Building Types
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CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Architectural Styles

2.17  No Academic Style - Vernacular
No Academic Style - Vernacular is by far the most prevalent 
style of architecture in Historic Dublin.  Vernacular 
buildings  are “influenced by the local climate, available 
building materials, ethnic building traditions rather than by 
contemporary architectural fashions and styles” (Gorden, 
76).

2.18  Federal
Federal architecture is a post-Colonial style that sought 
to stress independence from England, rejecting earlier 
English-based Georgian architecture, by establishing a new 
national style. Federal style buildings retain the symmetry 
of earlier architecture, and stress dignity, restraint, and 
simple ornamentation (Walker, 96-97). Since Dublin was just 
being settled in the early 19th century, this is one of the first 
architectural styles to appear in the area.

2.19  Greek Revival
Greek Revival architecture rose as a response to the Greek 
War of Independence from Turkey. The style became popular  
in public and private contexts. The style is typified by a Greek 
temple aesthetic with Greek columns that were carefully 
detailed. Everything was usually painted white to simulate 
the color of a Greek temple (Walker, 106-109). Regional 
variants of this style exist with farmhouses incorporating 
elements of Greek Revival style. Architectural details such 
as cornices with returns, moulding  beneath the cornice, 
and front doors with rectangular transom and sidelights are 
common.

119 South High Street

109 South Riverview Street

63 South High Street
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75 South High Street

Coffman Homestead, 6659 Coffman Road

St. John Lutheran Church, 6115/6135 Rings Road

2.20  Gothic Revival
Gothic Revival architecture began in England as a revolt 
against classical styles and symmetry in favor of picturesque 
and irregular shapes. In the United States, the style is visible 
in rural, domestic architecture from 1840-1880. Gothic 
Revival style homes are often stone or brick construction 
transitioning to wood framing in the later 19th century. 
Variants of the style include Cottage Gothic, Carpenter 
Gothic, and Steamboat Gothic (Walker, 120-131). Fanciful or 
decorative ornamentation, barge boards under the gables, 
and pointed arches, and window crowns define the style.  The 
Gothic Revival style can be seen in Dublin in steeply pitched 
gable roofs and pointed arch windows. 

2.21  Romanesque Revival
Romanesque Revival architecture rose in popularity in 
Ohio during the mid-19th century. The style is most often 
applied to churches, public buildings, and institutional 
buildings. Inspired by James Renwick’s Smithsonian 
Castle in Washington, DC., these buildings typically have 
monochromatic brick or stone walls with round-arch window 
and door openings and  square or polygonal towers with 
brick corbelling (Gordon, 81). 

2.22  Italianate
Italianate style began in England as a revolt against classical 
styles and symmetry in favor of the picturesque and irregular 
shapes. The style emphasized rural, rambling, informal Italian 
farmhouses and dominated American house construction 
from 1850 to 1880. In Ohio, the Italianate style was among 
the most popular Romantic style of the 19th century, gaining 
favor as the state’s population nearly doubled in this time 
period. Early examples are square or rectangular box-shaped 
homes with three visual bays and tall windows, usually topped 
with a segmental arch or window hood. Large overhanging 
eaves with decorative brackets were also common (Gordon, 
85). Italianate architecture in Dublin followed this trend.

CONTEXT & CHARACTER
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25 South Riverview Street

114 South High Street

56-58 North High Street

2.23  Queen Anne
Queen Anne architecture first appeared in England and 
subsequently adapted in the United States. Blumenson’s 
Identifying American Architecture describes the style as the 
“most varied and decoratively rich style.  The asymmetrical 
composition consists of a variety of forms, textures, materials, 
and colors.  Architectural parts include towers, turrets, tall 
chimneys, projecting pavilions, porches, bays and encircling 
verandas. The textured wall surfaces occasionally are 
complimented by colored glass panels in the windows” (63).
In Ohio, Queen Anne architecture was the dominant style of 
house construction from 1880 to 1900 (Gordon, 91). As such, 
there are several examples of this style in Dublin.

2.24  Colonial Revival
Colonial Revival style is strictly an American movement 
inspired by nostalgia for the past. It started around the turn 
of the 20th century and includes tremendous variety in 
terms of scale, details, and application. Later examples, from 
the mid-20th century, are usually side-gable buildings with 
simple stylized door surrounds, cornices, or other details that 
allude to colonial architecture rather than replicate it. Dublin 
has a variety of Colonial Revival style homes ranging from 
the traditional Colonial Revival to Dutch Colonial Revival 
architecture.

2.25  Craftsman/Arts and Crafts
Craftsman/Arts and Crafts architectural style was inspired 
by the English Arts and Crafts movement and subsequently 
became popular in the United States. In the United States, 
Craftsman-style first appeared in California at the turn of the 
20th century. Craftsman homes emphasize low, horizontal 
lines and a design that becomes part of its natural setting. 
Wide projecting eaves, overhanging gables with exposed 
rafters, open porches with heavy square porch piers (often 
on top of masonry bases) give these homes a sense of solid 
construction. 

CONTEXT & CHARACTER
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150 West Bridge Street

7125 Riverside Drive

2.27  French Colonial/Norman Revival
French Colonial/Norman Revival architecture is a subcategory 
of Colonial Revival architecture based on 16th and 17th 
century French countryside style growing in popularity post 
World War I (Gorden, 110). The style is typified by steeply 
pitched roofs, round towers with turrets, and an asymmetrical 
entrance.

2.28  Art Deco
Art Deco architecture is common in public and commercial 
buildings built in the 1920s and early 1930s (McAlester, 464-
466). The style rejected historical precedent in favor of modern 
materials and industrial-inspired design. Buildings designed 
in this style usually had rectilinear massing, futuristic images, 
stylized ornament, and polychromatic effects. Walls tended 
to have smooth, polychromatic surfaces of brick or concrete 
with rounded or angular corner windows. While Art Deco was 
popular among skyscrapers built in this period, the design 
was also applied to low-scale buildings such as schools, post 
offices, and apartment buildings (Gordon, 112). In Dublin, 
this style appears in commercial and institutional buildings 
such as the Washington Township Centralized School at 150 
West Bridge Street, built circa 1919.

CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Architectural Styles

170 South Riverview Street

2.29  Modern
Post World War II brings the advent of Modern architecture. 
The first post-war house styles to emerge were the Cape 
Cod and Minimal Tradition, which were based on earlier 
house styles of the 20th century, but with new materials and 
building methods developed during the war. By the1950s, 
these house styles were replaced by the Ranch house, which 
dominated American residential architecture throughout 
the 1960s and is still popular today. The Split-Level house 
style followed the ranch and retained the low-pitched roof 
and broad, rambling façade of the period. Less common 
in this period was the Mid-Century Modern architecture, 
which rejected traditional forms in favor of a more modern 
expression with wide overhanging eaves, flat or low-pitched 
roofs with broad, low front-facing gables, and exposed 
structural members such as beams or slender metal columns 
(McAlester, 447). All of these building styles can be seen in 
Dublin’s residential areas, and even in some of its commercial 
and institutional structures. 
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CONTEXT & CHARACTER

Building Types & Architectural Styles

83 South Riverview Street, built in1824, is an example of an I-House building 
type with Federal architectural style elements.  The building is of stone 
construction with a standing seam metal roof.

Former Post Office at 38 West Bridge Street, built in 1965, is in a Modernist 
Movement architectural style. The one-story brick and stone building has a 
rectilinear footprint with flat roof and a large glazed storefront window.

87 South High Street, built ca. 1840, in a Greek Revival architectural style 
has a rectilinear footprint with stone foundation, front gable façade clad in 
horizontal siding accented by a decorative frieze.

55 South Riverview Street, built ca. 1900, is an example of the Gabled Ell 
building type with No Academic Style. The front block and wing are identifying 
forms with the spindle work suggesting an increased accessibility of millwork 
at the turn of the century.
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3.1  Intent
The Guidelines help protect the overall character of Dublin 
by emphasizing preservation of architectural styles, details, 
and streetscape elements that define the community’s 
unique character. They help guide appropriate rehabilitation 
work and alterations of existing buildings.  For additions, 
new construction and site work, the Guidelines emphasize 
compatibility of new buildings or features with the District’s 
historic character. 

3.2  Using the Guidelines
The intent of the Guidelines is preservation and rehabilitation: 
retaining and stabilizing the significant buildings and features 
that define a historic building or streetscape. That is why 
terms such as repair, retain, maintain, and preserve are used 
throughout the Guidelines. Repairing, retaining, maintaining, 
and preserving the original or historic architectural features 
of a contributing structure is preferred to replacement or 
modification.  For that reason, the rehabilitation Guidelines 
always begin with the most conservative approach (repair) 
and then move to other more intrusive treatments. 

The Guidelines also offer guidance to ensure new buildings 
align with the character of the District, and building additions 
are compatible and use appropriate design elements. The 
Guidelines are based on the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards (U.S. Department of the Interior).  

The purpose of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines for 
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing 
Historic Buildings is to provide guidance to historic building 
owners and building managers, preservation consultants, 
architects, contractors, and project reviewers prior to 
beginning work. It is always recommended that preservation 
professionals be consulted early in any project.

3.3  Contributing vs. Non-Contributing   
         Buildings
Buildings within the City have been classified as either 
“contributing” or “noncontributing” to the historic character 
of the district in the Historic and Cultural Resources Assessment 
(2017). This distinction is pertinent for the following reasons:

 X The emphasis for contributing buildings is preservation 
and rehabilitation. These are buildings that contribute to 
the historic value of the district and in fact, were important 
to the Federal designation of the National Register district 
and/or individual property listings. Maintaining or restoring 
the historic integrity of contributing buildings is the highest 
policy objective of these Guidelines.
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Historic District Structures 
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 X Contributing buildings and cultural resources within 
the Historic District are defined as adding to the historic 
associations, historic architectural qualities, or archaeological 
value of the area as expressed in the Historic and Cultural 
Assessment. Buildings and resources are designated 
contributing for a variety of reasons including National 
Register eligibility, period of significance, and sufficient 
integrity. 

 X Noncontributing buildings and cultural resources within 
the Historic District are those that do not add to the historic 
associations, historic architectural qualities, or archaeological 
value of the area as expressed in the Historic and Cultural 
Assessment. Buildings and resources are designated 
noncontributing for a variety of reasons including National 
Register ineligibility, irrelevance to the period of significance, 
and insufficient integrity. 

3.4  Application of Guidelines
Overview

These Guidelines provide the ARB with guidance in reviewing 
applications for approvals related to modifications of existing 
buildings or structures and the construction of new buildings 
or structures.  They are intended to communicate either a 
desired or undesired outcome or preference.  As Guidelines, 
interpretation is discretionary on the part of the ARB within 
the parameters of the regulations that establish and govern 
the Board.  

The terms “should”, “should not”, and “avoid” used in the 
Guidelines signify a desired or undesired outcome or 
preference.  For the purpose of applying these Guidelines 
by the Board, the terms “should”, “should not”, and “avoid” 
will include consideration by the Board of feasibility and 
practicality, guided by consideration of factors such as 
the context of the proposed improvements, availability of 
materials, site conditions, building conditions, and other 
applicable City policies and plans.  In exercising discretion 
in applying the Guidelines, the Board will consider and 
weigh these and other factors as circumstances require. Each 
project is reviewed on an individual, case-by-case basis, and 
there are times when more flexibility or creative solutions are 
needed in applying the Guidelines. When those situations 
occur, the Board will be clear in stating the reasons for its 
decision. 

Zoning Regulations

The Design Guidelines supplement the regulations contained 
in the Dublin Zoning Code.  In the event of a conflict between 
these Guidelines and zoning regulations, the zoning 
regulations will apply unless specifically modified through 
approval by the ARB as authorized by the Zoning Code. 

The Guidelines illustrate how the Zoning Code may be 
successfully applied to existing historic structures and new 
infill development. 
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4.0  Applicability
The following Guidelines are applicable to both residential 
and commercial properties, except where otherwise noted, 
as well as are applicable to properties located in Historic 
Dublin and outlying historic properties.

4.1  General
A. Preservation of original architectural features and 

materials are the first preference in rehabilitation. Such 
features and materials should be retained in place and/
or repaired.

B. Repair of existing features (or replacement when 
supported by the Board) should be based on an 
accurate replication of the materials or features, and 
where possible substantiated by historic, physical or 
pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or 
the availability of different architectural elements from 
other buildings or structures.

C. If it is not practical to retain the original materials or 
features due to the condition, unavailability, safety, or 
energy efficiency of original materials, then quality, 
contemporary, substitute materials, when approved by 
the Board, should replicate the material being replaced 
in composition, design, color, texture, and other visual 
qualities. Contemporary materials may be used if it 
is  demonstrated that they have the same quality and 
character as historic materials.

4.2  Maintenance and Construction
Following are common considerations regarding property 
maintenance and construction. The recommendations are 
not comprehensive in nature. 

A. Brick and stone masonry should be tuckpointed every 
20 to 30 years, or when holes, gaps, or cracks form in the 
mortar. Tuckpointing of masonry should be done in a 
way that duplicates the color, texture, and joint tooling 
of the building’s historic tuckpointing.

B. Foundations should be kept free of moisture-retaining 
materials such as excess mulch, firewood, and 
overgrown plantings to ensure longevity.

C. Avoid abrasive cleaning of historic masonry and siding, 
specifically power washing, sandblasting, and harsh 
detergents.

D. Flashing, gutters, and downspouts should be in good 
repair. Aging roofs should be replaced if there are 
significant bulges, dips, or gaps.
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4.3  Exterior Materials
A. Original wood siding should not be covered over.

B. Wood siding should be used in one of the traditional 
forms as found on the building (e.g. shingle, board-and-
batten, shiplap, or beveled siding).

C. Masonry walls that have not previously been painted 
should remain unpainted. Masonry which has been 
painted in the past should remain painted.

D. Tuckpointing of masonry should match the color, 
texture, joint tooling, and physical composition of the 
building’s historic pointing.

E. Historically stuccoed surfaces should remain stuccoed. 
Stucco should not be applied to a wall which has not 
been previously stuccoed.

4.4  Architectural Details
A. Significant architectural elements that have 

deteriorated should be repaired rather than replaced. 

B. Avoid adding cornice or frieze elements as extra 
ornamentation on a building if not originally present 
on the building. 

C. Original architectural elements should not be covered, 
especially when located on a front elevation.

4.5  Foundations
A. Avoid cutting openings in foundation walls to create 

basement windows or doors on elevations visible from 
a street.

B. Avoid painting or stuccoing the exterior of a foundation.

C. Previously-painted or stuccoed foundations should be 
kept that way, as long as they do not show evidence of 
moisture retention.

Original architectural details, 138 South High Street
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D. If original basement windows are to be covered, avoid 
filling them permanently. 

4.6  Building Colors
A. Colors should be selected based on documented 

research of a building’s original paint colors.

B. If original colors cannot be identified or are 
unacceptable to the applicant, alternate colors should 
be selected according to the time-period of building 
construction.

C. Late 19th century buildings should have a maximum 
of three different colors (the body color and one trim 
and one accent color); those from earlier and later 
periods should have no more than two, unless historic 
precedent suggests otherwise. 

D. The Architectural Review Board may delegate approval 
of colors to staff based upon a color palette approved 
by the Board. 

Original stone foundation, 167 South High Street
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4.7  Doors and Entrances
A. The functional, proportional, and decorative features of 

a primary entrance should be preserved.

B. If interior alterations make an existing entrance 
redundant, the door and entrance should be left intact 
on the exterior.

C. Color should be compatible with historically appropriate 
colors already on the building.

D. Avoid treatments that attempt to “dress up” a door or 
entrance or give it a character that was never original.

E. Surviving original storm doors should be retained.

Original storm door, 63 South High Street

Historic building color, 76-78 South High Street

Historic building color, 113 South High Street
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G. Windows that have an original storm sash should be 
repaired and retained.

4.9  Porches
A. Wrought or cast-iron supports should not be used 

to replace original porch columns unless such iron 
elements were part of the original design; the same is 
true for wrought iron railings.

B. Avoid enclosing porches to create permanent interior 
space, particularly on front elevations.

C. If a porch is proposed to replace an original, missing 
porch, the characteristics of original porches on similar 
buildings, such as height, materials, roof slope, and 
width of original porches, are preferred. 

D. If a porch is to be added where a porch never existed, a 
simple design should be used.  

E. Avoid ornamentation such as spindles and scrollwork 
unless they were traditionally used on the porches of 
similar buildings.

4.10  Roof, Gutter, and Downspout
A. Re-roofing a building that currently has asphalt shingles 

should be simple in design. 

B. Avoid staggered-butt or other shingle patterns that try 
to create an older look. 

C. If a building does not have gutters and downspouts and 
is to have them installed, design and color should be 
compatible with the design and color of the building.

D. On existing structures, avoid roofline additions such 
as dormers, skylights, or penthouses.  However, these 
features may be appropriate on a new addition. If such 
elements are proposed, they should be placed toward 

F. New storm doors should be of simple design. The 
design should be a full-height glass section that permits 
viewing the main door. 

G. Avoid storm doors with decorative features such as 
scalloped window edges, strap hinges, or “crossbuck” 
designs.

4.8  Windows
A. The position, number, and arrangement of original 

windows in a building should be preserved. 

B. If original windows are extensively deteriorated, only 
the deteriorated windows should be replaced. Avoid 
removing any that are still repairable. 

C. Avoid enlarging or downsizing window openings to 
accommodate stock replacement window sizes.

D. Replacement windows should match the appearance 
of the historic originals in number of panes, dimensions 
of sash members, and profile of sash members and 
muntins. Windows should simulate the operating 
characteristics of the originals. The same material as the 
original windows, usually wood, should be used. 

E. Real through-the-glass exterior and interior muntins 
with spacer bar (simulated divided lite) should be used. 
Windows should not use sandwiched, applied, or snap-
in artificial muntins.

F. Interior or exterior storm windows may be used to 
increase energy efficiency of existing windows. These 
should be either a single pane or, if they have an upper 
and a lower pane, the division between the two should 
be at the meeting rails of the original exterior windows.  
Storm windows should match the color of the existing 
window trim.

Porch, 83 South High Street

True divided lite window, 31-33 South High Street
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Figure 4.1: Appropriate Additions.

Figure 4.2: Inappropriate Additions.

Note: Graphic figures are intended to illustrate one or more 
of the recommendations identified in the Guidelines and 
do not represent the only or preferred solution to meet the 
Guidelines.

the rear or along a rear slope where visibility is minimal. 
Skylights should be flat and low in profile.

4.11  Canopy and Awning
A. Fabric awnings should have a matte rather than a glossy 

surface. 

B. Avoid fixed, permanent canopies unless it can be 
documented through research that a building had one 
in the past and that the canopy design is compatible 
with the original character of the building and the 
district.

C. Each window or door should have its own awning, 
rather than a single full-width awning covering an 
entire façade.

D. A traditional flat, sloped awning design should be used. 
Selection of open-end versus closed-end awnings 
should be historically based.

E. Awning color(s) should complement the building and 
be compatible with historically appropriate colors used 
on the building, but avoid overly ornate patterns and 
too many colors. A simple pattern using no more than 
two colors is preferred.

4.12  Building Additions
A. Additions should be clearly distinguishable from 

the original structure by designing additions to be 
subordinate and secondary to the primary structure. If 
the additions or alterations were removed, the essential 
form and integrity of the original structure should be 
unimpaired.

B. Additions should be located to the rear of the original 
building so that the most significant and visible faces 
(e.g. front elevations) of historic properties are given 
priority.  If space needs or lot conditions require that the 
addition be placed farther forward, the façade of the 
addition should be set back from the original façade. 

C. A break or reveal should be provided between the 
original building and the addition, so it is apparent that 
they are two separate structures.

D. The design for additions to existing properties should 
not destroy significant historic, architectural, or cultural 
materials. The design should be compatible with the 
size, scale, color, material, and character of the property, 
neighborhood, or environment. 

E. Avoid duplicating the original building’s architecture 
and design in the addition. The addition should take its 
major design cues such as form, massing, roof shape, 

Rehabilitation
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4.14  Retrofitted Access for People with 
Disabilities (ADA)

A. Designs should be kept simple and unobtrusive within 
the requirements of compliance with ADA standards.

B. Ramps or lifts should be located at side or rear entrances 
to minimize impact on the main façade. 

C. The design of ramps and handrails should be simple 
and contemporary and should not try to mimic historic 
handrails. 

D. Materials should be the same as, or similar to, those 
used in the building. Avoid exposed treated wood that 
is unpainted. 

E. If providing access to a building’s front entrance is only a 
matter of overcoming a few inches difference between 
sidewalk and entrance, a portion of the sidewalk should 
be designed so that it is sloped upward to overcome 
the height difference to avoid a handrail. If the building 
entrance or sidewalk is located within the right-of-way, 
Engineering approval may be required. 

4.15  Energy Efficiency and Sustainability
A. The visual impacts of equipment as seen from the street 

should be minimized.

B. The smallest and least obtrusive equipment necessary 
and available should be used.

C. The equipment should be located in an area where it is 
not visible along any street frontage.

D. Equipment should be installed in a manner that is 
reversible and does not permanently alter or damage 
original building materials

window proportions and spacing, door types, and kind 
of ornamentation from the original building, but it 
should be a simplified structure. 

F. Materials for additions should be consistent with those 
identified in 4.1.C and complementary to the district, 
but need not match those of the original structure to 
which the addition is attached. Avoid materials that are 
not typically from the mid-19th to the early 20th century 
(e.g. concrete block, rough-sawn siding, or logs). Brick, 
stucco, and beveled siding or board-and-batten all may 
be appropriate, depending upon the materials in the 
original building. 

G. Roofline additions should be placed and designed to 
have the least amount of visual impact. Refer to 4.9.D

H. The height and roofline of the addition should be below 
those of the original building.

4.13  Outbuildings
A. Original outbuildings such as garages, sheds, outhouses, 

and barns should be repaired and retained.

B. When outbuildings need repair or replacement of 
deteriorated elements, new materials should match the 
old.

Outbuilding repurposed for commercial use, 109 South High Street 
(Rear)

Rear ADA ramp with masonry wall, 129 South High Street
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Commercial storefront, 14 South High Street

4.16  Commercial Storefront Design
A. Designs should be consistent with the historic storefront 

character, including window sizes and architectural 
features.

B. Storefronts should retain ornamentation and trim 
consistent with the historic architectural style of the 
building. 

C. Avoid “theme” restorations (e.g. Colonial, Bavarian, Art 
Deco, Post Modern, etc.) unless historically true to the 
building.

D. Materials should be consistent with the historic 
architectural style of the building. Inappropriate designs 
and materials should be avoided such as diagonal 
wood siding, vinyl or aluminum siding, mansard roofs, 
and fixed metal canopies.

Recessed entry and bulkheads, 52 South High Street

Figure 4.3: Commercial Storefront Design Elements.

Note: Graphic figures are intended to illustrate one or more of the recommendations identified in the Guidelines and do not represent the only or 
preferred solution to meet the Guidelines.
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5.0  Applicability
The following Guidelines are applicable to residential 
and commercial properties as well as to outlying historic 
properties. New construction differs from the construction 
of new additions to historic structures. New construction 
includes primary and accessory structures like houses, 
commercial buildings, garages, sheds, and other similar 
structures.

5.1  General 

A. New construction should not be a replica of historic 
buildings, but also should not be taken to the extreme 
of modern architecture.  There are places in the City of 
Dublin where modern architecture is appropriate and 
desired, but within the Historic Districts it is important 
to provide a sense of continuity and compatibility so 
that both a sense of historic place and historic time 
is respected.  Continuity and compatibility are more 
valued than making a bold design statement.  

B. New construction should be similar to existing 
contributing buildings in the District. New buildings 
should be obviously new to the observer, but 
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there should be continuity and compatibility with 
surrounding historic structures. They should share 
underlying principles of design, form, mass, height, 
scale, and lot coverage as prevails on adjacent lots. 

5.2  Building Placement
A. Buildings should be sited sensitively to the varying 

topography of the District and established grade of the 
site.

B. The site should be designed to be consistent with the 
original block, street, and site patterns of the District in 
which the building is located.

C. The placement of the building should be similarly to the 
placement, orientation, and setbacks of surrounding 
structures. The placement should reinforce the street 
wall.

D. The building should be sited similarly to the 
development pattern of surrounding properties. Lot 
coverage should be similar to surrounding properties.

Figure 5.1: Commercial Infill Development Pattern.

Note: Graphic figures are intended to illustrate one or more of the recommendations identified in the Guidelines and do not represent the only or 
preferred solution to meet the Guidelines.
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5.3  Form and Mass
A. The building should be similar in form, mass, and 

lot coverage, and in proportion and scale to other 
surrounding buildings. 

B. Roof pitch and form should be similar to surrounding 
buildings.

C. The building should reinforce a sense of human scale 
through the design of pedestrian entrances, porches, 
door and window openings, and façades.

D. The form and mass of the building should be responsive 
to the site topography and similar in overall height to 
surrounding buildings. Buildings should step-down 
following the topography of the site.

Figure 5.2: Building Height Scale and Proportion.

Figure 5.3: Residential Infill Development Pattern.

Note: Graphic figures are intended to illustrate one or more of the recommendations identified in the Guidelines and do not represent the only or 
preferred solution to meet the Guidelines.
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5.4  Building Width
A. The building width should be similar to other buildings 

in the District. 

B. If a building is wider than other structures in the 
District, the façade should be divided into subordinate 
sizes that are similar to the width of other structures in 
the District.  Sections of the wall should be stepped to 
further reinforce the visual impression of widths similar 
to other structures in the District.

5.5  Façade 
A. Façade proportions, including width to height ratio, 

should be similar to other buildings in the district.

B. The primary entrance to the building should front the 
street.

C. Avoid blank façades and monotony of materials. Avoid 
large surfaces of glass.  

D. Avoid concrete block foundations or exposed poured 
concrete. Foundations should be clad with brick or 
stone.

E. Where multi-story buildings are permitted, the façade 
should incorporate a three-part composition including 
a base, a middle, and a top. 

5.6  Doors and Windows
A. The pattern and proportions of window and door 

openings should be proportional to the building façade 
and reflect the pattern of other buildings in the District. 

B. The window-to-wall ratios should be similar to other 
buildings in the district.

C. Windows and doors should be framed in materials that 
are similar in scale and character with other buildings 
in the district.

5.7  Architectural Details
A. Architectural elements such as eaves, window design 

and moldings, door surrounds, porches, and soffits, 
should be modern interpretations of historic details, 
not replications of historic styles. 

B. Skylights should be flat and low in profile and placed 
toward the rear where visibility is minimal.

Figure 5.4: Pattern and Proportions of Window/Door Openings.

Finished foundation, 73 South Riverview Street

Modern interpretation of historic details, not replication of historic 
styles/details, 113 South High Street 

GUIDELINES
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Note: Graphic figures are intended to illustrate one or more of 
the recommendations identified in the Guidelines and do not 
represent the only or preferred solution to meet the Guidelines.
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5.8  Materials and Color
A. The building should use materials traditional to historic 

Dublin: wood, brick, and stone; although may use 
contemporary materials with characteristics similar to 
historic materials, as approved by the ARB.  

B. Materials that have a proven durability for the Central 
Ohio climate should be used.

C. Colors should be similar to other buildings in the 
district. 

5.9  Canopy and Awning
A. Fabric awnings should have a matte rather than a glossy 

surface. 

B. Each window or door should have its own awning, 
rather than a single full-width awning covering an 
entire façade.

C. A traditional flat, sloped awning design should be used. 

D. Awning color(s) should complement the building and 
be compatible with historically appropriate colors used 
on the building but avoid overly ornate patterns and 
too many colors. A simple pattern using no more than 
two colors is preferred.

Materials and color traditional to the District, 31-33 South High Street 

5.10  Outbuildings
A. Detached garages are encouraged and should be 

located to the rear and side of the primary structure. 

B. Newly-constructed outbuildings should be compatible 
and subordinate in scale to the main building, using 
design cues from contributing outbuildings and nearby 
structures, and especially the principal building on the 
site.

C. Forms, massing, roof shape, roof pitch and height, 
materials, window and door types, and detailing 
similar to those found on nearby historic or traditional 
outbuildings should be used. 

5.11  Energy Efficiency and Sustainability
A. Energy-generating devices, such as solar collectors, 

should remain visually subordinate to the character of 
the building, and should not be visible along any street 
frontage.

B. Buildings should incorporate elements such as operable 
windows for natural ventilation and light.

Historic outbuilding, 83 South Riverview Street
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C. Foundation plantings should be provided to soften the 
appearance of buildings along the street.

6.4  Walls and Fences
A. Original stone walls and fences should be maintained, 

retained, and not be modified in any way.

B. Historic stone walls should be preserved on private 
property and City owned property.

C. Where possible, degraded stone walls should be 
rehabilitated without compromising the integrity and 
character.

D. Replacement of historic stone walls with new stone 
walls is discouraged.

E. If replacement is necessary due to the condition, or a 
new fence is proposed, traditional fence and wall types 
are preferred. These should include low stone walls in 
the traditional and distinctive Dublin design, low picket 
fences, iron fences or, in backyard areas, board fences 
with straight or “dog-eared” top edges, or rows of trees 
and shrubs. 

F. The design of landscaping, including walls and fences, 
should address the public rights-of-way in a similar 
manner to surrounding properties in the district.

G. Non-traditional materials such as concrete or “cyclone” 
fencing and composite wood fencing, and non-
traditional wood fencing designs like basket-weave, 
shadow-box, or stockade fences are not appropriate. 

H. For fences, paint or an opaque stain should be applied 
to wood fencing, rather than leaving it natural.

6.5  Access and Parking
A. Vehicular access should be visually complementary to 

the site and building design; it should be secondary to 
the appearance of the building and not dominating its 
design.  

B. Pedestrian and bicycle access and storage should be 
incorporated into the site design.

C. Parking should be accessed from a side street or an 
alley rather than from the main street. Parking lots or 
curb cuts in front of a building at the sidewalk should 
be avoided. 

6.0  Applicability
The following Guidelines are applicable to residential 
and commercial properties as well as to outlying historic 
properties.

6.1  General
A. Site design should be sensitive to the surrounding 

context, particularly to natural features and cultural 
resources.

B. Sites should be designed to preserve elements that 
contribute to the historic character of the site and 
District.

6.2  Natural Features
A. Site topography should be preserved. Buildings should 

be sited in a manner that is respective to the existing 
topography. Regrading of sites should be limited. 

B. Landmark trees (over 24 caliper inches) on commercial 
and residential properties should be maintained in 
good health and preserved from harm. All trees should 
be preserved, whenever practicable. 

C. Buildings, accessory structures, and patios should be 
sited outside of the critical root zone of mature trees.

6.3  Landscaping
A. Open green space, including landscape areas, should 

be preserved free of buildings, accessory structures, 
and patios.

B. Landscape designs should provide year round interest. 
Plant materials should be species native to Central Ohio. 

Commercial landscaping, 35-39 South High Street
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Wood fence, 35-39 South High Street

Hairpin wrought iron fence, 91 South High Street
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D. The visual impacts of service and loading areas should 
be minimized. They should be located to the rear of 
the building and screened from public rights-of-way 
consistent with code screening requirements.

6.6  Decks and Patios
A. Decks and patios should be located to the rear or side 

of the building. 

B. Decks should be architecturally integrated and treated 
with paint or an opaque stain to match the color of the 
building or its trim. 

C. Railings should be traditional in character, constructed 
of wood, metal, or other similar material. Vinyl, PVC, and 
polyurethane should not be used as a deck or railing 
material.

6.7  Lighting
A. Lighting should enhance the site and the building’s 

design in a manner that is sensitive to surrounding 
properties. Light fixtures should be scaled appropriately 
based on the use and character of surrounding 
properties. 

B. Light fixtures should be simple in design. Subdued, 
soft, warm lighting should be used. Avoid large, ornate 
light fixtures.

6.8  Mechanical Equipment and Waste 
Screening

A. Mechanical equipment, utility equipment, and waste 
facilities should be screened from view of any public 
right-of-way or adjacent property and located to 
the rear of the building. Such equipment should be 
screened from view with landscaping or screen walls.

B. For buildings with rooftop equipment or ventilation, 
the equipment should be centrally located and fully 
screened from view using a primary building material. 
Roof penetrations should be painted to match the roof.

Eberly Hill Lane and South Riverview Street stone wall
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7.1  General
A. Signs should have a minimal visual impact on the site, 

and the sub-district in which the building is located.

B. Signs should be subordinate and complementary to 
the building. 

C. Graphics and messages should be simple.

D. New signs should be pedestrian in scale (see the Zoning 
Code). Signs should relate more to the sidewalk than 
to the street and should be intended for viewing by 
people who are walking rather than driving.

7.2  Color and Relief
A. The color scheme should be simple and unobtrusive. 

Accent colors or corporate identity colors or logos 
should be used with restraint, and such colors should 
not dominate a sign. 

B. Letter sizes and styles should be easily readable. One 
letter size and one type style is preferred.

C. Signs should be dimensionally routed.

7.3  Materials and Lighting
A. Signs should be constructed of durable natural 

materials, consistent with material used for other signs 
in the sub-district in which the building is located.

B. Signs should be externally illuminated in a way that is 
subordinate to the design of the building.  

7.4  Avoid
A. Many bright colors, intended to draw attention rather 

than add visual interest to the tenant space. 

B. Thin, flat signs that appear flimsy and temporary.

C. Clunky “off the shelf” sign cabinets with no architectural 
character. 

D. Homemade signs and designs without professional 
guidance.

E. Using a sign contractor that is not registered with the 
City of Dublin.

7.5  Context Sensitive

7.6  Quality and Character

A. Signs should coordinate with the architectural character 
of the building and of the sub-district. 

A. Signs should contribute to the character of the sub-
district by providing interest to the pedestrian realm.

B. Signs should be constructed of high-quality materials 
and finished with attention to design details.

7.7  Ground Signs
A. Ground signs should be compact and highly 

coordinated with their surroundings in terms of 
materials, architectural character, color, and details. 

B. Signs should have three-dimensional elements. Flat 
designs are discouraged. 

C. Sign bases should be structurally integrated and 
coordinate with the overall design of the sign.

GUIDELINES

Signs

Note: Sign images are intended to illustrate one or more of 
the recommendations identified in the Guidelines and do not 
represent the only or preferred solution to meet the Guidelines.
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7.10  Projecting Signs
A. Three-dimensional elements are strongly encouraged, 

along with the creative use of textures and shadows to 
give the sign dimensionality and interest.

B. The bracket or attachment device should be 
architecturally appropriate to the building design. Only 
use traditional brackets with traditional architecture.  

7.11  Awning Signs
A. Awning sign designs should be coordinated with 

the architectural character of the storefront. The use 
of stripes and scalloped edges should be minimized 
unless there is substantial evidence that the detail is 
historically appropriate.

B. Awning signs should include simple text and logos on 
subdued backgrounds.

7.12  Sandwich Board Signs
A. Sandwich Board signs should be constructed of a high-

quality wood frame with chalkboard and white-board 
elements. The frame should not be constructed of 
plastic.

B. Signs should have a clean, simple frame without a 
handle or additional ornamentation.

C. Signs should incorporate whimsical, one-of-a-kind, 
artistic designs that cater to pedestrians. Graphics 
should be simple, bold, and symbolic.

D. Sandwich Board signs should be maintained in good, 
working condition. Signs should be brought inside at 
night and during inclement weather.

7.8  Wall Signs
A. Wall signs in pedestrian environments should 

be interesting to look at, adding vibrancy to the 
streetscape. 

B. Wall signs should be three dimensional, with routed 
letters.

C. Letters should be individually pin-mounted or 
incorporated into a sign panel. Internally illuminated 
channel letters should be avoided.

D. Signs should be illuminated in a way that is subordinate 
to the design of the building.  External illumination is 
preferred.

7.9  Window Signs
A. Permanent window signs should ensure visibility 

through the window into the tenant space beyond.

B. Doors and windows should not be obscured by signs.

C. Minimal colors and simple graphics  are recommended.  

Dimensionally routed wall sign, 39 West Bridge Street 

Projecting and awning sign, 55 West Bridge Street 

Window sign, 48 South High Street
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RECORD OF ACTION 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, March 4, 2021 | 6:30 pm 

 
 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 
 

1. Historic Design Guidelines 
 18-037ADM                Administrative Request  
 

Proposal: New Historic Design Guidelines applicable to properties located within the 
Architectural Review District and its outlying historic properties. 

Request: Review and recommendation of approval to City Council on the proposed 
Administrative Request under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 
153.234. 

Applicant: Dana L. McDaniel, City Manager, City of Dublin 
Planning Contact: Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 
Contact Information: 614.410.4635, nmartin@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/18-037 
 
 

MOTION: Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Fishman seconded a request to table the proposed Historic Design 
Guidelines amendment pending incorporation of the Commission’s recommendations. 

 
VOTE: 6 – 0. 

 
RESULT: The Administrative Request for new Historic Design Guidelines was tabled.   
 
RECORDED VOTES: 
Jane Fox Yes 
Warren Fishman Yes 
Kristina Kennedy Yes 
Mark Supelak  Yes 
Rebecca Call  Absent  
Leo Grimes  Yes 
Lance Schneier  Yes 
 
 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II  
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CONSENT CASE 

2. Bridge Street District - Amended Final Development Plan, 20-177ADMC, Administrative 
Request - Code Amendment  
Request for review and recommendation to City Council to amend Zoning Code Section 153.066 to add 
an Amended Final Development Plan review process for the Bridge Street District in alignment with 
other review processes. 
 

Public Comments 
No public comments were received for this case. 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Supelak seconded a recommendation of approval to City Council for the addition of an 
Amended Final Development Plan (AFDP) review process for the Bridge Street District. 
Vote:  Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Supelak, 
yes. 
[Motion passed 6-0] 

 
 
NEW CASES 
 
1. Historic Design Guidelines, 18-037ADMC, Administrative Request - Code Amendment  

Request for review and recommendation to City Council for new Historic Design Guidelines applicable 
to properties located within the Architectural Review District and its outlying historic properties. 

 
Case Presentation 
Ms. Martin stated that this is an administrative request for a recommendation of approval to City Council. The 
Historic District Code amendment, Historic District area rezoning and revised Historic Design Guidelines are 
the result of the work of a stakeholder committee, public engagement, and Board and Commission review 
process. In 2018, the Historic Dublin Stakeholder Committee met four times (June 14, July 12, August 2, and 
August 30, 2018) to identify potential revisions to the Historic District Zoning Code and Guidelines. 
Opportunities for public input were provided at two public meetings held on October 9, 2018 and August 15, 
2019, as well as two-hour office hours on each Wednesday in August 2019 (August 7, 14, 21 and 28). The 
Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) reviewed draft revisions on July 11 and September 5, 2019. The 
Architectural Review Board (ARB) conducted six reviews of draft documents on July 10, July 24 and November 
20, 2019, and on June 17, July 29, and November 18, 2020. On February 24, 2021, the ARB approved a 
recommendation to the Planning Commission for its subsequent recommendation of approval to City Council. 
 
Overview 
The Historic Design Guidelines is a companion document that has been updated in alignment with a recent 
Code amendment approved by City Council on February 22, 2021. Ordinance 03-21 approved an amendment 
to the Architectural Review Board Development Requirements and Procedures and a revision to the Historic 
District boundaries. The boundaries of Historic Dublin would be the area of applicability for the proposed 
Design Guidelines, as well as any historic properties listed in Appendix G of the Zoning Code. Council also 
approved Ordinance 04-21, an area rezoning removing Historic Dublin from the Bridge Street District. The 
intent was to differentiate the regulations in the two districts. The purpose of the legislation related to the 
Historic District was to ensure that current community values were reflected. The primary difference between 
Code and Guidelines is that the Code provides regulations regarding what “shall” be applied; the Guidelines 
provide recommendations and best practices, which “should” be applied in conjunction with the Code. 
Chapters 1–3 provide an introduction, set the context and character for the District, and identify building types 
and predominant architectural styles in Historic Dublin. Chapters 4-7 address rehabilitation, new construction, 
site design, and sign design recommendations. When the Code and Guidelines are administered in unison, it 
is anticipated that the review process within the Architectural Review District will be more user-friendly. Staff 
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and the ARB recommend that the Commission review and subsequently recommend City Council approval of 
the updated Historic Design Guidelines at their March 22, 2021 meeting.  
 
Commission Questions/Discussion 
Mr. Schneier pointed out the following items of concern: 

1. On p. 46, the statement is made that, “New construction should be differentiated from existing 
buildings but should be compatible with the established character of the District.” Unfortunately, that 
statement could be interpreted in various ways; therefore, it should either be amended or eliminated.  

2. On p. 48, Item 5.6d, “Doors and Windows,” indicates the “window to wall ratio should be similar to 
other buildings within the District.” However, on p. 49, Item 5.11a states that, “buildings should 
maximize window design to provide daylight.” Those two items would seem to be incompatible. 

3. On p. 52, “Site Design - Applicability,” the language, which concerns landscaping, states that the 
Guidelines “are applicable to both residential and commercial properties…,” but Section 6.3 indicates 
that City Code Section 153.173-C3 states that the ARB has no jurisdiction over residential landscaping.  

He would recommend the above language be tightened/clarified. 
 
Ms. Martin responded that re. the third item (above), it was the intent that Section 6.3, “Landscaping,” would 
be recommendations for both residential and commercial properties, specifically in regard to tree preservation. 
Although ARB has no jurisdiction to require that trees be preserved on residential properties, it is the Board’s 
desire to encourage residential property owners to preserve trees to the extent possible in order to preserve 
the established cultural landscaping in the District.  
 
Ms. Fox suggested that the language be modified also to clarify that the applicant is not required to submit a 
Landscape Design for Board review. These are simply landscape recommendations for the District. 
 
Ms. Martin referred to item two (above). The intent of Item 5.11 was to allow some flexibility, recognizing that 
new construction would want to employ energy-efficient and sustainable building methods, while also 
attempting to be sensitive to the established character of the neighborhood. Her recommendation would be 
to retain the Items in 5.6, Doors and Windows, and modify or eliminate Item 5.11. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired about window replacements in historic homes. 
Ms. Martin noted that this topic is covered in the “Rehabilitation” section, p. 40, which states, “replacement 
windows should match the appearance of historic originals in number of panes, dimension…..” The implication 
is that replacement should simulate the operating characteristics of the originals, but would not need to be 
original. 
 
Ms. Martin requested clarification of the concern in item one (above) re. new construction windows, in regard 
to sustainability versus character. 
Mr. Schneier stated that the issue is not point of view as much as it is the language/verbiage. 
 
Ms. Martin stated that she is in agreement with Mr. Schneier’s comment regarding p. 46, Section 5.1a. That 
phrase is not necessary, as the subject is addressed more directly in items b and c. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that the Lancaster, Ohio Historic Design Guidelines provide more definition on the items Mr. 
Schneier mentioned.  
Mr. Schneier responded that the language should not be arbitrary. If helpful language has been crafted by 
another entity, that could be considered. 
Ms. Fox read the Lancaster language related to new construction that complements the Historic District.  
[Discussion continued regarding new construction that complements but does not copy historic architecture.] 
 
Mr. Fishman indicated the need to discourage the use of existing architecture that was not done well as a 
justification for doing something similar. The language referring to “other houses” should be tightened. 
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Mr. Boggs suggested that the application of precedence be narrowed to require that context not be related to 
buildings two blocks away, but to those within the immediate vicinity.  
Ms. Fox suggested the following language, “New structures should look new but also take design cues from 
surrounding existing buildings so as to relate to historic setting. One should not attempt to replicate or mimic 
the historic building but work to achieve compatibility.” 
Mr. Schneier stated that he liked that language without the last sentence. 
Ms. Rauch stated that per ARB direction, the language was revised from “adjacent” to “surrounding.” Perhaps 
“surrounding” could be clarified. If the Board should experience difficulty with the language proposed in the 
Guidelines, the document can be revised again later.  
 
Mr. Supelak stated that he was supportive of the modifications suggested by Mr. Boggs and Ms. Fox. 
 
Public Comment 
No public comments on the case were received. 
 
Mr. Fishman noted that it is important to revise the language so that new construction does not result in 
another 1950s ranch.  
Ms. Fox stated that there is a variety of architecture on S. Riverview Street, some are considered contributing 
and some non-contributing, including 3 or 4 ranches. If the non-contributing structures were to be demolished, 
do we want to change the character of the street? The question should be if the eclectic nature of the District 
that has evolved is preferred, or if a certain period of history, such as 1860 to 1910, is preferred. She believes 
ARB is interested in leniency in their ability to allow new construction to complement without being prohibited. 
Mr. Fishman stated the 1950s ranches should not be demolished if they are in good shape, as they are part 
of the eclectic character. However, putting a 1950s ranch in the middle of S. High Street or other areas might 
not be appropriate. 
 
Ms. Martin noted that Franklin Street is part of Historic Dublin, and it is important to encourage preservation, 
not redevelopment with a mid-19ths century aesthetic. The District is eclectic, non-homogenous. Preserving 
that character, particularly south of Bridge Street, would be important.  
Mr. Fishman stated that his intent is not to encourage removal of the 1950s ranches, but to ensure that new 
construction blends with the surrounding character and is harmonious to the Historic District.  
 
Ms. Martin responded that staff would take another look at the document and attempt to ensure that the 
reference to “surrounding” is capturing the Commission’s guidance.  
 
Ms. Fox referred to Site Design - Landscaping, p. 62. She is concerned about protecting the cultural landscape. 
Topography is considered a protected asset. Because the Historic District is on the riverfront, there is a severe 
grade change from High Street to the river. The landscape along the riverfront is considered a historic asset. 
That area once held two stone quarries, contains historic stonewalls along the edges, and [along its northern 
boundary] the Indian Run Ravine with beautiful waterfalls. The National Parks Service considers old 
cemeteries, ponds, lakes, rivers, waterways, particular contours, and archaeological land masses, such as 
Indian mounds, to be cultural landscape assets. A significant amount of land mass within the Historic District 
falls within this category. The Guidelines provide no applications to protect this asset. She would like to see 
this historic element added to the Historic Guidelines. There is existing verbiage that could be used.  
 
Ms. Kennedy inquired if, at any point, this particular item was discussed as part of the review process. 
Ms. Martin responded that the topic of cultural landscapes and resources was raised previously. It was 
incorporated in a limited manner, within the Overview section, p. 16. There is an opportunity to make that 
section more robust in regard to meaning, and to include specific recommendations related to the treatment 
of Dublin’s resources.  
Ms. Fox stated that ARB struggles with the applications that provide one story at the street level and 4-5 
stories at the rear due to the grade drop, instead of terracing the building down the side of the hill, which 
would provide a more attractive view from the rear. No site design guidance with respect to topography is 
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provided in the Guidelines. New construction has resulted in the removal of stonewalls and older landscape 
features along the riverfront.  If the schools on Bridge Street were ever to be moved, there are inadequate 
protections in place for the Indian Run Ravine. No regulations exist that prohibit the construction of a 
condominium along the ravine.  She would like staff to look for opportunities to provide ARB with some ability 
to protect the cultural landscape in the District.  
Commission consensus was to include this ability within the Design Guidelines. 
 
Ms. Fox suggested that in the Appendix G list of historic buildings located outside the District, bold text be 
used for those that are City-owned to provide differentiation. 
Staff indicated that distinction would be made. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that in regard to Historic Storefront Rehabilitation (p. 43), the word “avoid” is used in the 
subpoints. She has suggested language be used that would indicate what is expected, rather than what should 
be avoided. 
Ms. Martin displayed revised language, consistent with Ms. Fox’s requests related to Storefront Rehabilitation, 
and in Site Design, the siting of new development related to the topography. The intent is that it refer to the 
surrounding buildings within the Architectural Review District.  
 
Ms. Kennedy noted that, due to the requested revisions, the document is not ready for approval at this time. 
Ms. Martin inquired if there would be two Commission members who would be willing to collaborate with staff 
and review proposed revisions prior to formal review. This approach was used successfully with the ARB 
review. 
Mr. Schneier and Ms. Fox indicated their willingness to provide collaboration. 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Fishman seconded a request to table the proposed Historic Design Guidelines 
amendment pending incorporation of the Commission’s recommendations. 
 
Vote:  Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, 
yes. 
[Motion to table passed 6-0] 

  
 

3. Dublin City Hall, 5555 Perimeter Drive, 21-015Z-PDP, Rezoning/Preliminary Development 
Plan  
Request for review and recommendation to City Council to rezone a ±5.03-acre site, located west of the 
intersection of Perimeter Drive and Emerald Parkway, from Suburban Office and Institutional District to 
Planned Unit Development District – Coffman Park.  
 

Case Presentation 
Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for review and a recommendation of approval of a rezoning and 
Preliminary Development Plan for the new City Hall building, located at 5555 Perimeter Drive, from SO, 
Suburban Office and Institutional District to PUD, Planned Unit Development District – Coffman Park, to 
complete the Coffman Park municipal complex. The site is located west of Emerald Parkway, south of the 
intersection with Perimeter Drive. The site is surrounded by other municipal facilities, including: the Justice 
Center immediately to the west, and to the north -- Coffman Park, the Development Building, the Coffman 
Homestead, and the Recreation Center.   
 
Background 
The Coffman Park PUD was originally established in 1994 (Ordinance 18-94), which incorporated 28 acres of 
parkland zoned R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District, with an additional 18 acres to facilitate 
development of municipal facilities including the Dublin Recreation Center while also enhancing active and 
passive parkland opportunities in the City. In 2007, Ordinance 91-07 rezoned four additional parcels, totaling 
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 BOARD ORDER 
Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 | 6:30 pm 

 
 

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

 

4. Architectural Review Board Zoning Code Amendment 
 19-007ADMC     Administrative Request – Code Amendment

   
Proposal: An amendment to Zoning Code Sections 153.002, 153.058, 153.059, 

153.062, 153.063, 153.065, 153.170 through 153.180, and Appendix F & G 
to address the Historic Dublin Boundary and Architectural Review Board 

development standards and procedures. 

Request: Review and recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.232 and 

153.234, and the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines.  
Applicant: Dana L. McDaniel, City Manager, City of Dublin 

Planning Contacts: Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planning Director 

 Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 
Contact Information: 614.410.4690, jrauch@dublin.oh.us 

 614.410.4635, nmartin@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/19-007 

 

 
MOTION:  Ms. Kramb moved, Mr. Cotter seconded, to recommend approval to the Planning and Zoning 

Commission for the amendment to Zoning Code Sections 153.002, 153.058, 153.059, 
153.062, 153.063, 153.065, 153.170 through 153.180, and Appendix F & G to address the 

Historic Dublin Boundary and Architectural Review Board development standards and 
procedures. 

 

VOTE: 4 – 0 
 

RESULT:  The Administrative Request was recommended for approval and forwarded to the Planning 
and Zoning Commission. 

 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Gary Alexander Yes 

Kathleen Bryan Yes 
Amy Kramb Yes 

Sean Cotter Yes 
Frank Kownacki Absent 

 

     STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 

 
     _______________________________________ 

     Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 
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 BOARD ORDER 
Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 | 6:30 pm 

 
 

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

 

5. Historic District Rezoning        
 20-188Z         Zoning Review 

 
Proposal: Area rezoning from the Bridge Street District (BSD) to Historic District (HD) 

designations in conjunction with the Architectural Review Board Zoning 
Code Updates. 

Request: Review and recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning 

Commission under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.232.  
Applicant: Dana L. McDaniel, City Manager, City of Dublin 

Planning Contacts: Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planning Director 
 Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 

Contact Information: 614.410.4690, jrauch@dublin.oh.us 

 614.410.4635, nmartin@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/20-188 

 
 

MOTION:  Ms. Kramb moved, Mr. Alexander seconded, to recommend approval with one condition to 

the Planning and Zoning Commission for the area rezoning from the Bridge Street District 
(BSD) to Historic District (HD) designations in conjunction with the Architectural Review 

Board Zoning Code Updates: 
 

1) That the properties proposed to be rezoned to BSD-Scioto River Neighborhood District remain 
BSD-Historic Transition District. 

 

VOTE: 4 – 0 
 

RESULT:  The area Rezoning from the Bridge Street District to Historic District was recommended for 
approval with one condition and forwarded to the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Gary Alexander Yes 

Kathleen Bryan Yes 
Amy Kramb Yes 

Sean Cotter Yes     
Frank Kownacki Absent 

     STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 
 

     _______________________________________ 
     Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 
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 BOARD ORDER 

Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 | 6:30 pm 

 

 
 

 

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

6. Historic Design Guidelines             
 18-037ADM               Administrative Request 

 
Proposal: New Historic Design Guidelines applicable to properties located within the 

Architectural Review District and its outlying historic properties. 

Request: Review and recommendation of approval to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission for the Administrative Request under the provisions of Zoning 

Code Section 153.172  
Applicant: Dana L. McDaniel, City Manager, City of Dublin 

Planning Contact: Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 

Contact Information: 614.410.4635, nmartin@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/arb/18-037 

 
 

MOTION:  Ms. Kramb moved, Ms. Bryan seconded, to recommend approval to the Planning and Zoning 

Commission for the new Historic Design Guidelines applicable to properties located within the 
Architectural Review District and its outlying historic properties. 

 
VOTE: 4 – 0 

 
RESULT:  The Administrative Request was recommended for approval and forwarded to the Planning 

and Zoning Commission. 

 
 

RECORDED VOTES: 
Gary Alexander Yes 

Kathleen Bryan Yes 

Amy Kramb Yes 
Sean Cotter Yes     

Frank Kownacki Absent 
 

 
     STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 

 
     _______________________________________ 

     Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 
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Mr. Cotter stated that the Board’s concern with the previous design is that it presented a trip hazard. 
Do the proposed walls have a greater height next to the sidewalk? 
Mr. Krawetzki stated that the concept remains the same, but there is less wall engaging with the 
sidewalk. Per ADA standards, an edge is necessary to prevent wheelchairs, etc. from rolling off the 
sidewalk. The height must be a minimum of four inches but not so high as to require guardrails. The 
wall will not reduce the width of the sidewalk, but will engage with its edge. 
 
Ms. Kramb stated that this design does provide opportunities now, however, where a person could 
step off the sidewalk and into the grassy area. With a solid wall, there would be no opportunity to 
move out of the way of oncoming pedestrian or bicycle traffic.  
 
Mr. Cotter inquired if there are streetlight poles all the way from the Bridge Street intersection to 
John Wright Lane. 
Mr. Krawetzcki responded that they extend to John Wright Lane and perhaps a short distance past 
it. 
 
Ms. Bryan inquired if staff has the Board input necessary to proceed. 
Mr. Krawetzki responded affirmatively. 
Ms. Martin explained that the Board is not requested to make a determination, because, typically, 
improvements within the right-of-way are not under the Board’s purview. However, members of 
Council thought it would be important for the ARB to provide input within the Historic District. She 
requested clarification of the Board’s support for the project. 
 
Ms. Bryan responded that, in general, the Board is supportive of the revised design. Members vary 
in their preference for elliptical or angular wall formation, and would prefer a mix of large and small  
tree wells. 
  
4.  Architectural Review Board Zoning Code Update, 19-007ADMC, Administrative 

Request – Code Amendment  
Ms. Bryan stated that this is a request for a recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission 
for an amendment to Zoning Code Sections 153.002, 153.058, 153.059, 153.062, 153.063, 153.065, 
153.170 through 153.180, and Appendices F & G to address the Historic Dublin Boundary and 
Architectural Review Board development standards and procedures.  
 
Board Discussion 
Ms. Bryan inquired if members had any other changes to request in the draft Code amendment. 
Ms. Kramb requested minor wording changes in the Definitions, including in the Definitions for 
Contributing and Non-contributing, delete the wording, “It was present during the period of 
significance and...”   
Board members indicated that they had no changes in the text or in Appendices F and G. 

 
Ms. Kramb moved, Mrs. Cotter seconded to request Planning and Zoning Commission review of the 
proposed Code Amendment and recommendation of approval to City Council 
Vote on the motion: Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes. 
[Motion carried 4-0] 
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5.  Historic District Rezoning, 20-188Z, Zoning Review  
Ms. Bryan stated that this is a request for a recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission 
for area rezoning from the Bridge Street District (BSD) to Historic District (HD) designations in 
conjunction with the Architectural Review Board Zoning Code Updates. 
 
Staff Presentation 
Ms. Rauch stated this rezoning is ultimately moving/renaming Historic District properties that had 
previously been included in the Bridge Street District back to Historic District designations. A list of 
those parcels with their previous designations and their new designations has been provided in the 
meeting packet, as well as a map of the related districts and boundaries. The proposed changes are 
as follow:  
HD Rezoning Changes:  
 The parcels that contain the development of Bridge Park West Buildings Z1 and Z2, West Plaza, 

CML Dublin Branch and Downtown Dublin Parking are proposed to be rezoned from Bridge Street 
District - Historic Transition (BSD-HT) to Bridge Street District - Scioto River Neighborhood (BSD-
SRN).  

 Properties remaining within the Historic District boundary and previously zoned as a Bridge Street 
District zoning will be rezoned into new Historic Zoning Districts: HR, Historic Residential, HC, 
Historic Core, HS, Historic South, and HP, Historic Public. These proposed zoning districts build 
upon the existing BSD districts (which had previously incorporated zoning standards from the 
pre-BSD historic zoning districts). This will protect existing property owners by retaining a 
majority of the existing use and general development standards. However, these new districts 
will contain certain site development restrictions and will rely heavily on the revised Historic 
Design Guidelines to ensure compatibility with the surrounding character and design standards 
within the Historic District.  

 The Dublin City Schools property, Dublin Cemetery, Indian Run greenway, Indian Run Cemetery, 
Riverside Crossing Park West, Dublin Spring Park, and the Karrer Barn property are proposed to 
be included in a new HD-Public District.  

 An updated zoning map has been created for review and an area rezoning of the properties is 
included with the Zoning Code amendment, which align with the new zoning districts.  

 The existing Architectural Review Board section of the Zoning Code has been updated to reflect 
these changes, as well as approval process changes and updates to the demolition section.  
 

Historic District Boundary Changes & Outlying Properties Updates 
 The parcels that contain the development of Bridge Park West Buildings Z1 and Z2, West Plaza, 

CML Dublin Branch and Downtown Dublin Parking Garage have been removed from the Historic 
District, and remain within the Bridge Street District and have Bridge Street District zoning. The 
proposed Historic District boundary has been modified to reflect this proposed change.  

 The eastern boundary of the Historic District has been moved to the west side of the Scioto 
River, with the exception of the Scioto River Bridge, which remains under the Architectural 
Review Board’s purview.  

 Appendix F in the proposed Code has been updated to reflect the proposed boundary changes. 
 City-owned historic properties have been added to Appendix G, the list of outlying historic 

properties. 
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Board Discussion 
Mr. Alexander inquired if any consideration had been given to zoning N. Riverview Street the same 
as the residential district across Bridge Street. As we change the zoning to provide protection for 
those residential properties, the fabric of the neighborhood is the same on the other side of the 
bridge. It does not seem appropriate that those homes are not afforded the same protection as the 
rezoning will provide to the other residential properties. 
Ms. Rauch stated that staff has discussed this and agrees, but the Board’s discussion and 
recommendation is necessary. 
Ms. Bryan stated that she agrees and would be supportive of rezoning that portion of N. Riverview 
Street to Historic District Residential, as well. 
Ms. Rauch stated that it would involve the six properties that are currently proposed as Historic 
Core. 
Ms. Bryan stated that the zoning would allow commercial development; however, there are some 
historic homes there. Currently, they have no protection. 
Mr. Cotter and Ms. Kramb expressed agreement that there is a need to address the situation for 
those properties. 
 
Ms. Kramb stated that she disagrees with rezoning Bridge Park West, the Library and the Garage 
from the BSD Historic Transition District. She prefers those structures remain in a Transition District 
than be in the Scioto River Neighborhood. If several years in the future the existing buildings were 
to be torn down, it would be preferable that buildings that are appropriate in a transition 
neighborhood replace them, not big box retail, as the Scioto River Neighborhood zoning would 
permit. The type of structures on the east side of the river are not what we desire to have abutting 
the Historic District. 
Consensus of all Board members was that the designated parcels should remain as they are, within 
the BSD Historic Transition District. No rezoning of those properties should occur. 
Ms. Rauch indicated that staff has no objection. That change will be included in the proposed 
rezoning that will be submitted to the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council. 
 
Public Comment 
Garrick Daft, 21 Indian Run Drive, Dublin, OH, stated: 
“What is the difference between the Scioto River Neighborhood zoning and the previous Historic 
Transition zoning?” 
 
Ms. Rauch stated that as has been noted, it would allow for additional Building Types and potentially 
additional Building Height and Uses different than permitted within the Historic Transition zoning. 
Retaining the Historic Transition District zoning would be more compatible with a transition into the 
Historic District. 
 
Ms. Kramb moved, Mr. Alexander seconded to request Planning and Zoning Commission review of 
the proposed rezoning with the following amendments: 

 Newer development areas (Garage, Library, Bridge Park West) remain BSD-Historic 
Transition (not be rezoned to BSD-Scioto River Neighborhood). 
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 The six (6) North Riverview Street parcels zoned BSD-Historic Core be rezoned to 
Historic District - Historic Residential. 

and recommendation of approval of City Council. 
Vote on the motion: Mr. Cotter, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes. 
[Motion carried 4-0] 
 
6.  Historic Design Guidelines, 18-037ADM, Administrative Request  
Ms. Bryan stated that this is a request for a recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission 
for new Historic Design Guidelines applicable to properties located within the Architectural Review 
District and its outlying historic properties. 
  
Staff Presentation 
Ms. Martin stated that Planning staff, along with the consultant team have finalized a draft of the 
updated Historic Design Guidelines based on input from meetings with the Historic District 
stakeholder committee in 2018 and extensive input from the public and the Architectural Review 
Board. The public input includes four stakeholder meetings, six public meetings, and 11 public 
hearings. The Guidelines contain clearer standards that complement the proposed Zoning Code 
update, as well as incorporate updated graphics. Prior to the July 29, 2020 Board meeting, the ARB 
conducted four reviews of these initial draft documents on July 10, July 24 and November 20, 2019, 
and on June 17, 2020. The following is a summary of the revisions made to the Historic Design 
Guidelines following the July 29, 2020 meeting. Minor clerical changes were also made at the 
direction of the Board. Tonight’s review will focus on the Architectural Styles section. In the 
Guidelines, there was a discrepancy between Architectural Styles and Building Types. In staff’s 
interpretation, an Architectural Style is based on the elements of a building that make it identifiable 
to a particular period of time. These elements may include design details and ornamentation. A 
Building Type is based on the form, floorplan, configuration and number of stories. A Building Type 
does not determine the Architectural Style. Building Types of a similar form can occur under various 
Architectural Styles. In July, ARB reviewed the Architectural Styles and Types. She would like to 
point out the Folk Style, including the gabled front, gabled front wing and side gable. In July, those 
were identified as Architectural Styles. They are very dissimilar from other Architectural Styles, such 
as Greek Revival, Gothic Revival, and Queen Anne. The gabled front, gabled wing and side gable 
are actually a reference to the building form. With the revision to the Architectural Styles section, 
updates have been made to ensure consistency with the Paint Colors document and provide clarity. 
[reviewed changes made in Style categories.] 
Following discussion, Board members were not supportive of the proposed changes from the July 
29 version and recommended that staff return to that version and make a few changes as noted 
tonight. The Board did not believe there were many issues with that version. Mr. Alexander and Ms. 
Kramb are available to provide input on the process before the next hearing. 
 
Ms. Kramb moved, Ms. Bryan seconded that the case be tabled. 
Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes. 
[Motion approved 4-0] 
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   BOARD DISCUSSION 
Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, July 29, 2020 | 6:30 pm 

 
 

 
 

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

 
2. Historic Dublin Design Guidelines 

Administrative Request 
       

Proposal: Review (no vote) of revisions based on June 2020 feedback regarding 
comprehensive updates to the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines to revise 

design recommendations and address discrepancies with Zoning Code 

requirements. 
Request: Informal review, feedback, and recommendations for a future application 

under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.066 and 153.171.  
Applicant: Dana L. McDaniel, City Manager, City of Dublin 

Planning Contact: Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 

Contact Information: 614.410.4635, nmartin@dublin.oh.us 
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/special-projects/historic-dublin-guidelines-update/ 

 
 

RESULT:  The Board reviewed and provided feedback on updates to the proposed Historic Dublin 
Design Guidelines for the Historic Dublin area and outlying historic properties. The Board appreciated 
revisions to the Neighborhood Character section and requested additional clarification on the Architectural 

Styles section of the Guidelines. The Board identified minor technical revisions. 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Gary Alexander Yes 

Kathleen Bryan Yes 

Amy Kramb Yes 
Sean Cotter Yes 

Frank Kownacki Yes 
 

 

     STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 

 
     _______________________________________ 

     Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 
 

 

DocuSign Envelope ID: ADA1A9A4-BFB8-4066-A685-39C14E010E01



 

PLANNING    5200 Emerald Parkway    Dublin, Ohio 43017    phone  614.410.4600    dublinohiousa.gov 

 

   BOARD DISCUSSION 
Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, July 29, 2020 | 6:30 pm 

 
 

 
 

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

 
1. Historic Dublin Zoning Code Amendments 

Administrative Request – Code             
       

Proposal: Review (no vote) of revisions based on June 2020 feedback regarding 
proposed Zoning District modifications, Historic Dublin boundary changes, 

amendments to the Zoning Code, and revisions to Appendix G. 

Request: Informal review, feedback, and recommendations for a future application 
under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.232 and 153.234.  

Applicant: Dana L. McDaniel, City Manager, City of Dublin 
Planning Contact: Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 

Contact Information: 614.410.4635, nmartin@dublin.oh.us 

Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/special-projects/arb-code-amendments/ 
 

 
RESULT:  The Board reviewed and provided feedback on updates to the proposed Zoning Code 

Amendments for the Historic Dublin area and outlying historic properties. The Board appreciated research 

regarding Bed and Breakfasts and the threshold for a Minor Project. Additional direction was provided on 
Conference Centers, building coverage, loading zones, stonewalls/fences, and demolition. 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Gary Alexander Yes 
Kathleen Bryan Yes 

Amy Kramb Yes 

Sean Cotter Yes 
Frank Kownacki Yes 

 
 

     STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 
 

     _______________________________________ 
     Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Planner II 
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MEETING MINUTES  
Architectural Review Board  
Wednesday, July 29, 2020  

  
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Ms. Bryan, Chair, called the July 29, 2020 Special Meeting of the Architectural Review Board to order at 6:30 
p.m. and provided the following opening comments:  “Welcome to a virtual meeting of the City of Dublin 
Architectural Review Board. The Ohio Legislature passed several emergency laws to address the pandemic, 
including the ability for public entities to have virtual meetings. We appreciate this ability to maintain our 
continuity of government. For the present time, we are holding our meetings online and live streaming those 
meetings on YouTube. You can access the live-stream on the City’s website. The meeting procedure for each 
case this evening will begin with staff presentation followed by Public Comment prior to Board review and 
discussion. No vote will be taken on this evening’s agenda items. To submit any questions or comments 
during the meeting, please use the form under the streaming video on the City’s website. These questions 
and comments will be relayed to the Board by the meeting moderator. We want to accommodate public 
participation and comment to the greatest extent possible and welcome your comments on cases. Please use 
a valid name and address when submitting your comments, and please refrain from making any inappropriate 
comments.”   
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Ms. Bryan led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Board Members present: Mr. Alexander, Mr. Cotter, Ms. Bryan, Mr. Kownacki and Ms. Kramb  
Staff present:   Ms. Rauch, Ms. Martin 
Consultant: Greg Dale, McBride Dale Clarion 
  
ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS  
Mr. Cotter moved, Ms. Kramb seconded to accept the documents into the record.  
Vote on the motion: Mr. Kownacki, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes. 
[Motion carried 5-0]   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Mr. Kownacki moved, Mr. Alexander seconded to approve the June 4, 2020 joint ARB-PZC meeting minutes 
and the June 17, 2020 Special Meeting minutes. 
Vote on the motion: Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes; Mr. Kownacki, yes. 
[Motion carried 5-0]   
 
Ms. Bryan stated that the Architectural Review Board is responsible for review of construction, modification 
or alteration to any site in the Review District or area subject to Architectural Board Review under the 
provision of Zoning Code Section 153.177. The Board has the responsibility to review and make 
recommendations on the following two Administrative Requests.  
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CASES: 

1. Historic Dublin Zoning Code Amendments, – Historic Dublin, 19-007ADMC, 
Administrative Request – Code                     

Ms. Bryan stated that this application is a request for review (no vote) of revisions based on the Board’s 
previous feedback regarding proposed Zoning District modifications, Historic Dublin boundary changes, 
amendments to the Zoning Code, and revisions to Appendix G under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 
153.232 and 153.234. 
 
2. Historic Dublin Design Guidelines, 18-037ADMC, Administrative Request  
Ms. Bryan stated that this application is a request for review (no vote) of revisions based on the Board’s 
previous feedback regarding comprehensive updates to the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines to revise design 
recommendations and address discrepancies with Zoning Code requirements under the provisions of Zoning 
Code Sections 153.066 and 153.171. 
 
DRAFT HISTORIC DISTRICT CODE AMENDMENT REVIEW  
Mr. Dale stated that the changes the Board requested at the June 17, 2020 Special Meeting have been made, 
and a revised draft is provided for the Board’s review and consideration this evening.  There are three items 
in particular on which the Board’s input is requested: conference centers, loading space requirements and 
lot coverage. 
 
Some of the major changes made include:    
Zoning Map Boundary Changes  
City Council previously directed staff to change the Historic District boundary. However, at the June 17 
meeting, some ARB members indicated that they have concerns and do not support those changes. Based 
on City Council’s direction, the proposed boundary changes remain in the draft map, but staff will 
communicate the Board’s concerns when this document is referred to the Planning and Zoning Commission 
and City Council for their consideration.  
 
Appendix G 
The list identifying outlying historic properties has been updated to incorporate the Brown-Harris Cemetery 
and Ferris Cemetery, as requested. 
 
Uses 
Changes were made to the Use Table (Table 153.172A), including removing High Schools as a Permitted Use 
from the Historic Core (HC) and Historic South (HS) Districts; removing Hotels from the HC District; and 
adding Accessory Dwellings to the Historic Residential (HR) District.  
 
Conference Centers 
Per the Board’s request, Conference Centers as a permitted use in the HC District has been added to Table 
153.172A. However, staff is seeking additional guidance regarding the use specific standards that should 
accompany this use. The Zoning Code defines Conference Centers as: “A facility designed to accommodate 
and support meetings or conferences. The facility may be either freestanding or incorporated into a hotel or 
office facility, and may include eating and drinking facilities but exclude overnight lodging if not part of a 
hotel.”  “Eating and drinking facilities” include food preparation on-site.  Staff requests guidance from the 
Board on how best to regulate Conference Centers that are appropriately scaled for the Historic Core. As a 
comparison, The Exchange at Bridge Park is an approximately 18,000-square-foot building on a .59-acre site 
and accommodates up to 500 guests.  The recommended standards for Conference Centers in the HC District 
would be for a slightly smaller facility than The Exchange at Bridge Park.  The proposed standards are: 
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 1/2-acre maximum site size; 15,000 square foot maximum building size; 
 Parking must be provided on site pursuant to a parking plan approved by ARB; 
 An access management plan must be approved by ARB demonstrating the site’s ability to 

accommodate vehicular traffic during peak periods; 
 Windows must be included on all elevations facing a public right-of-way per the Historic 

Design Guidelines. 
Board members expressed concern with the proposed square footage and lot size. Consensus of the Board 
was a Conference Center either could be defined as a permitted Accessory Use, size not to exceed 1,800 
square feet (consistent with the existing CoHatch facility), or it could remain as a stand-alone facility but 
with a reduced lot size. Staff will consider those options and revise the language for the next draft. 
 
Bed and Breakfast 
The Board had requested that staff survey other communities to determine whether the 8-guest unit limit in 
the use specific standards for Bed and Breakfast use was reasonable.  Other communities in Ohio and the 
nation were reviewed for reference, and staff determined that the unit limitation varies from 3-9 units. 
Because the 8-unit limit was found to be common, no changes were made. 
 
Development Standards  
The Board requested that a Maximum Building Footprint for Historic Residential properties be included in the 
Development Standards.  Staff conducted a random sampling of residential building footprints throughout 
the District. Table 153.173A has been revised to include a Maximum Building Footprint in the Historic South 
(HS) District of 1,800 square feet not to exceed 3,000 square feet and in the Historic Residential (HR) District 
not to exceed 25%. 
Mr. Alexander inquired if “Maximum Building Footprint” is defined in another part of the Code, as it is not 
included here. He clarified that all the numbers he had provided to Mr. Dale earlier included all other buildings 
on the site in the calculation. 
Ms. Rauch responded that, currently, there is no definition; however, one would be added. 
Ms. Martin stated that their calculation included only the house. 
Ms. Kramb stated that in her earlier review, she included everything. 
 
Loading Standards 
The Board had requested staff to consider revising the loading space requirements in Table 153.173F to be 
tied to uses, instead of square footage. After study, staff recommends applicants be required to submit a 
loading space plan as part of the application approval process. The Board requested that clarification be 
provided that this requirement applies only to new construction. 
 
Minor Project Thresholds 
Staff noted that per the direction of the Board, the square footage thresholds for Minor Projects in Section 
153.176(I) were reduced. The Board made no further modifications. 
 
Addition of New Section – Food Trucks 
Ms. Rauch inquired if the Board would have any objection to including in the next revision a definition and 
standards for permitting food trucks on a commercial property on a permanent basis. Board members had 
no objection to that addition. 
 
Ground Mounted Renewable Energy 
Mr. Cotter inquired, in regard to Item J (c) on p. 12, if “Ground Mounted Renewable Energy” equipment 
would count as lot coverage. 
Ms. Martin responded that if it is on the ground and does not allow water to percolate through it, or has a 
hard surface, it would count as lot coverage. In the case of a condenser unit for an air conditioning unit, 
the dimensions of the concrete pad on which the equipment sits are counted toward lot coverage. 
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Archaeological/Cultural Assessment  
Mr. Alexander inquired if the “architectural assessment,” referred to in Item I (4) on page 75 and as a 
“cultural assessment” on page 77, is the same assessment currently prepared by the City’s Architectural 
Consultant, or is it a report to be provided by the applicant? 
Ms. Rauch responded that it is a new, additional report, which the applicant would be responsible for 
providing. 
Ms. Kramb requested that “cultural assessment” in this context be provided, perhaps by stating that, “a 
professional assessment of the cultural resources is required.” 
 
Simplification of Review Process 
Mr. Alexander inquired if this process has moved from a focus on making the review process less difficult. 
With additional, new requirements, will the process be made more difficult?  
Ms. Rauch responded that the intent of the amendment is to make the expectations more clear. The Board’s 
review is very detailed, and members have frequently expressed the need for more information and detail 
to be provided. The new requirements may be more onerous, but the goal is to make the process more 
straightforward. 
Mr. Dale stated that the intent with the amended regulations and guidelines is to provide more predictability. 
Ms. Rauch stated that a palette of recommended paint colors in the Historic District also is being developed 
for the Board’s consideration. Staff approval of paint projects within the District utilizing a Board-approved 
palette should simplify the review process. Staff also is working on simplifying/clarifying the sign approval 
process for small businesses.  
 
The Board requested that, consistent with the intent in the Historic District, under I (4) Stone Wall Standards, 
in Item (c), clarification be provided that the stacked stones should be dry laid. In this section, also provide 
language that clarifies that existing stone walls are a site element, and the ARB has purview over alterations 
or changes to architectural features of existing sites and structures. Stone walls are also addressed in the 
Guidelines, under Fences and Walls.  
 
DRAFT HISTORIC DESIGN GUIDELINES REVIEW 
The Board reviewed the revisions that had been made to the draft Historic Design Guidelines following 
direction given at the June 17, 2020 meeting, including:  

 Neighborhood Character Description, 2.3, to emphasize preservation in lieu of development.  
 Architectural Styles, 2.9, to better address context and vernacular issues.  
 Building Additions, 4.12, to incorporate the concept of subordinate and secondary as a key 

requirement; a definition for subordinate was included.  
 Graphic Illustrations - Language was added to clarify they are merely examples of approaches that 

could be taken that comply with the Guidelines. Limiting architectural and site design creativity should 
be avoided.  
   

The Board requested minor clarifications and corrections to the Guidelines and updated names and titles 
under Acknowledgements.  
 
Next Steps 
Ms. Rauch stated that a final draft would be prepared for the ARB’s final review and recommendation to the 
Planning and Zoning Commission for their subsequent review and recommendation to City Council.  
Ms. Bryan noted that it would be advisable for one or two ARB members to be present for the PZC and 
Council reviews to answer any questions that might be raised.  
 
The next meetings of the ARB will be a Special Meeting on August 12, 2020 and a regular meeting on August 
26, 2020. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 p.m. 
 
  Kathleen Bryan   
Chair, Architectural Review Board 
 
 
  Judith K. Beal   
Deputy Clerk of Council 
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SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES  

Architectural Review Board  
Wednesday, June 17, 2020  

  
 

CALL TO ORDER 

Ms. Bryan, Chair, called the June 17, 2020 meeting of the Architectural Review Board to order at 6:30 p.m. 
and provided the following opening comments: “Welcome to a virtual meeting of the City of Dublin 
Architectural Review Board. The Ohio Legislature passed several emergency laws to address the pandemic, 
including the ability for public entities to have virtual meetings. We appreciate this ability to maintain our 
continuity of government. For the present time, we are holding our meetings online and live streaming those 
meetings on YouTube. You can access the live-stream on the City’s website. The meeting procedure for 
each case this evening will begin with staff presentation followed by an opportunity for the applicant to 
make a presentation. The Board will then have the opportunity to ask clarifying questions prior to hearing 
public comment. Finally, the Board will deliberate on each case based on the information introduced. To 
submit any questions or comments during the meeting, please use the form under the streaming video on 
the City’s website. These questions and comments will be relayed to the Board by the meeting moderator. 
We want to accommodate public participation and comment to the greatest extent possible. We welcome 
your comments on cases. Please use a valid name and address when submitting your comments and refrain 
from making any inappropriate comments.”   
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Ms. Bryan led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 

Board Members present: Mr. Alexander, Mr. Cotter, Ms. Bryan, Mr. Kownacki and Ms. Kramb  
Staff present:   Ms. Rauch, Ms. Martin 
Consultant: Greg Dale, McBride Dale Clarion 
  
ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS 

Mr. Kownacki moved, Ms. Kramb seconded, to accept the documents into the record.  
Vote on the motion:  Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Cotter, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Kownacki, yes; Ms. Kramb, 
yes. 
(Approved 5 – 0)   
 
Ms. Bryan briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Architectural Review Board (ARB) and swore in 
any staff or member of the public who planned to address the Board during the meeting. The Board has the 
responsibility to review and make recommendations on the following two Administrative Requests.  

 

1. ARB Code Amendments – Historic Dublin, 19-007ADMC, Administrative Review - Code 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that this is a request for feedback and recommendations (no vote) regarding revisions to 
the proposed Zoning District modifications, Historic Dublin boundary changes, amendments to the Zoning 
Code, and revisions to Appendix G under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.232 and 153.234. 
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2. Historic Dublin Design Guidelines, 18-037ADMC, Administrative Review 

 
Ms. Bryan stated that this is a request for feedback and recommendations (no vote) of comprehensive 
updates to the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines regarding design recommendations and discrepancies with 
Zoning Code requirements.  

  

Background 

Greg Dale, Consultant, McBride Dale Clarion, stated that he and Ms. Rauch would be leading the review of 
the draft ARB Code Amendments and Historic District Guidelines, which propose changes to the Zoning Code 
Land Use regulations that apply to the Historic District and the Historic District Guidelines. The Code and 
the Design Guidelines are separate but related documents. The Zoning Code provides the “shalls;” the 
Design Guidelines provides the “shoulds.” This two-year process began with the creation of a stakeholder 
committee with interests in the Historic District. Four stakeholder meetings were held in 2018, and six public 
events were held, including open houses and office hours. Much time was spent working with the citizens 
and stakeholders to understand the underlying goals to be achieved. The results represent the consensus 
of the community. This is ARB’s eighth review of the documents. It has been reviewed by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission (PZC), Community Development Committee (CDC) and City Council, and that input has 
been incorporated.  Mr. Dale summarized the changes that have been made to date.  
 
DRAFT HISTORIC DISTRICT CODE AMENDMENT REVIEW 
 
The Board reviewed the draft and recommended the following revisions. 
 

 Zoning Map Boundary Changes  
Some members expressed concerns about the proposed zoning map boundary changes. Based on City 
Council’s direction, the proposed boundary changes will remain in the draft map, but staff will communicate 
the members’ concerns in future transmittals to the PZC and City Council.  

 Uses 
Revise Permitted Use Table 153.172A as follows: 

1. Remove Highs Schools as a permitted use from the Historic Core (HC) and Historic South (HS) 
Districts; 

2. Remove Hotels from the HC District; 

3. Investigate whether the 8-guest unit limit for Bed and Breakfasts is reasonable; 

4. Add Accessory Dwellings to the Historic Residential (HR) District; 
5. Investigate permitting Residential in HC; 
6. Add Conference Centers as a permitted use in the HC District; 
7. Provide Definition for Artisan Production (HC and HS). 

 
 Accessory and Temporary Uses 

Under (h) Outdoor seating, revise counts toward lot coverage. 
 

 Development Standards  
Review and inclusion of a maximum building footprint in Table 153.173A: for Historic South -1,800 square 
feet, not to exceed 3,000 square feet per building, and Historic Residential – 25%.  Add cross reference in 
Definitions to clarify measurement of Building Height.  
 

 Setbacks 
Provide guidance in Table 153.173B re. designation of Front Yard setback and front property line on a lot 

as being where the front door or postal address is located.  
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 Loading Standards 

Revise the loading space requirements in Table 153.173F to be tied to uses, rather than square footage.   
 

 Tree Preservation 
In addition to Commercial Development, add the Tree Preservation requirements to New Residential 
Development, 153.173(H). 
 

 Fences, Walls and Screening 
Revise “street” walls in Section 153.173(I-4) to “stone” walls. 
 

 Minor Project Thresholds 
Reduce the square footage thresholds for Minor Projects in Section 153.176(I). 
 
Public Comment 

Alan and Mary Szuter, 80 Franklin Street, Dublin, OH, provided the following comments: 
 
Comment #1: 
Please permit (P) Residential in the Historic Core. 
 
Comment #2: 
- Please no hotels in any of the Historic Districts.  
- You define "Bed & Breakfast" under the Permitted Uses chart, does that include Air BnB type uses?   
- Accessory Dwelling should be permitted in Historic Residential. 
- Why are food trucks allowed in the HR?  
- Use of speakers within 500 feet of residential should be required to be cut off at 9:00 PM (4-6h).  
- Do not change lot coverage from 50% to 45% for HR. The HR is more dense than the rest of the City. 

 
Comment #3: 
Continuation of comments from previous note-  
-  Rear yard setbacks at 20% would make ours 35 feet; it is currently 25 feet. 
 
Comment #4: 
Continuation of comments-  
-  Outdoor waste container storage should be required to adhere to the guidelines whenever the principal 

use of the building changes. 
 
[Review of Draft Code continued.] 
 

 Outdoor Waste Container Storage Containers 
Require Commercial uses to comply to the same regulations as Residential uses. 
 

 Signs 
Regarding the requirement that signs can contain three colors, provide clarification that black and white are 
considered colors and a corporate logo counts as one color, regardless of the number of colors incorporated 
in that logo. 
 

 Cultural Assessment 
Recommended replacing the term archeological assessment with cultural assessment (or use both terms 
where needed), in Section 153.175A5, and Section 153.176J5; add definitions for Cultural and for 
Preservation Districts in Definitions. 
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 Review Criteria 

Clarify that the applicant “or the applicant’s representative” must demonstrate that they have technical 

expertise and experience with appropriate construction methods consistent with sound historic preservation 

practices.  

 

 Minor Project Thresholds 
Reduce the square footage thresholds for Minor Projects in Section 153.176(I). 
 

 Appendix G 
Include the Brown-Harris Cemetery and Ferris Cemetery in the list identifying outlying historic properties. 

 

DRAFT HISTORIC DESIGN GUIDELINES REVIEW 

The Board reviewed the Draft Historic Design Guidelines and recommended the following revisions: 
 

 Neighborhood Character Description 
Revise description in Section 2.3 to emphasize preservation rather than development, in particular the term 
“selective redevelopment” in the 4th item under Street Character. 
 

 Structure 
Due to the Historic Preservation nature of this document, revise the nomenclature from “structure” to 
“building.” 
 

 Architectural Styles 
Revise description in Section 2.9 to better address context and vernacular issues. Delete third sentence of 
paragraph 1, first sentence of paragraph 2, and in paragraph 3, revise second sentence from “Each 
building…demonstrates….” to “Each building….may demonstrate…” 
 

 Contributing vs. Non-Contributing Buildings 

In Section 3.3, remove second bullet item re. Non-contributing buildings; use the definition from the 
Consultant’s report, if desired. 
 

 Maintenance and Construction 

In Section 4.2, before Item A, add statement, “Following are common considerations regarding property 
maintenance and construction. The recommendations are not comprehensive in nature. Property owners 
should refer to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards with regard to appropriate maintenance and 
construction standards.”  
  

 Building Additions 
Revise guidelines for new additions in Section 4.12A to incorporate the concept of “subordinate and 
secondary” as a key requirement. Provide Secretary of Interior’s definition for “subordinate.”  Remove 
requirement in 4.12H that windows be smaller than the original building’s windows, and eliminate 4.12I re. 
stone watertables. 
 

 Graphic Illustrations 
Provide language with the graphic illustrations to clarify they are simply examples of approaches to 
complying with the guidelines, to avoid limiting architectural and site design creativity.   

[Review completed.] 
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NEXT STEPS 

Ms. Rauch stated that the draft ARB Code Amendments Historic Dublin Design Guidelines would be revised 
with redlining per the Board’s recommendations and provided for the Board’s consideration at a Special 
Meeting on July 29. The revised documents and additional requested documents will be provided to 
members on July 10 to provide ample time for their review preceding the July 29 discussion.   

 
ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 

 

 

  Kathleen Bryan   
Chair, Architectural Review Board 

 
  Judith K. Beal    
Deputy Clerk of Council 
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2) That the applicant revise the landscape design to reflect staff’s suggestions, and to 
decrease the square feet of gravel limestone used; 

3) That the applicant work to refine and revise the window layout prior to submission of the 
Final Development Plan. 

Vote: Mr. Bailey, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Stenberg, no. 
(Motion passed 4-1) 

 
5. Property at 25 North Street, 19-103ARB, Architectural Review Board 

 
Ms. Stenberg stated that this is an application for the demolition of an existing 2-story commercial 
building zoned Bridge Street District Historic Core. 

 
Staff Presentation 
Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for demolition of the existing 1.5 story structure at 25 North 
Street, regarding which the Board just reviewed a Preliminary Development Plan. The 4,500 sq. ft. 
commercial building is located to the rear of a historic structure on a 0.27-acre parcel within Historic 
Dublin. The site is located at the intersections of N. High Street and North Street, and N. Blacksmith 
Lane and North Street. The condition of the structure has deteriorated since its construction in the 
1960s. It was last renovated in 1993. The applicant has provided interior photos to document the 
condition and extensive renovations that would be required, should the building be retained. The 
Historic and Cultural Assessment conducted by the City in 2017 identified the building as non-
contributing. Two of the four demolition criteria must be met. Staff has found that two of the four 
have been met, and staff recommends approval of the demolition with one condition.  
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Board Discussion 
There was no Board discussion. 

 
Ms. Bryan moved, Mr. Keeler seconded to approve the demolition request with the following 
condition: 

1) That the order to allow demolition not be issued by the City until the ARB has approved 
a Final Development Plan for a new structure. 

 
Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes. 
(Motion passed 5-0) 
 
6. Historic Dublin – ARB Code Amendments, 19-007ADMN, Administrative Request 

- Code 
       

Ms. Stenberg stated that this is a request for the review of development standards in the Zoning 
Code Amendments addressing the Historic Dublin Zoning Districts. 
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Staff Presentation 
Greg Dale, Consultant, McBride Dale Clarion, stated that this is ARB’s third review of the draft ARB 
Code amendments and Historic Dublin Guidelines. The amendments are being made per Council’s 
direction to remove the Historic District from the Bridge Street District.  Since ARB’s last review, a 
public meeting and designated office hours were held to receive public input. The Planning and 
Zoning Commission conducted a review on September 5, 2019. There are a few remaining issues 
on which ARB input is desired.  
 

1. Uses -  Hotel and Multi-Family 
 

Based on the Board’s previous direction, staff is recommending that “hotel” be eliminated as a 
permitted use in the HS, Historic South District, but remain permitted in the HC, Historic Core 
District, with the addition of Use Specific Standards that target small scale, boutique hotels. 
 
Staff also recommends that “multi-family” be revised to “two-family” as a permitted use in the HS, 
Historic South District, and in the HC, Historic Core District. The provision would allow for attached 
row homes while eliminating the opportunity for large-scale condominium projects. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if they had looked at how economics are changing in the area and what 
uses would be compatible with the structures for the purpose of reuse. How does the economic 
return and value impact what could be located here? 
Mr. Keeler stated that it needs to be economically feasible for a prospective buyer to acquire a 
property here and renovate it to an appropriate use. 
Mr. Alexander stated that if the variance process provides sufficient flexibility for a hybrid of uses, 
it might be fine.  
Mr. Keeler stated that it is a prospective buyer’s responsibility to do their homework to ensure they 
do not overpay for the property and understand the requirements and limitations for renovating it 
to an appropriate use.   
 
Mr. Dale inquired if the concern is if there is sufficient flexibility of uses in these buildings. 
Mr. Alexander responded affirmatively. There should be a hybrid of uses for buildings that are 
not single-use. There is a problem because these small buildings are expensive to renovate and 
there are limitations on what the uses can be. If the variance process can address this question, 
however, perhaps it is not an issue.  
Ms. Bryan stated that this difficulty is reflected in the recent cases of demolition by neglect.  
Ms. Martin stated that in regard to the mixing of uses, there is not a better zoning mechanism 
than a form-based code, which permits a mix. The exception would be the Residential District, 
which has a narrow range of uses. An example of a different use renovation would be Co-Hatch.  
Mr. Dale agreed that the previous case is a good example of a new, mixed use.   

 
2. Development Standards – Historic Residential District  

The Board discussed tailoring the proposed development standards (See Tables 153.173A and 
153.173B) for the HR, Historic Residential District to align with the prevailing conditions. The 
Board’s input is requested on the following three issues: building height, lot coverage, and 
setbacks. 
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Setbacks 
In regard to setbacks, there is an opportunity to consolidate some of the setback requirements 
in Table 153.173B. Suggested is a minimum front yard setback of 20 feet; a minimum sideyard 
setback of 3 feet; a minimum total side yard of 12 feet; and a rear yard setback of 15 feet. 
Ms. Stenberg stated that she would have no objection to doing so. 
Mr. Keeler inquired how those numbers would have impacted some of the recent cases on South 
High Street, specifically the Dyas properties. 
Ms. Martin stated that the applications would have met these requirements. 
Mr. Alexander stated that the Board is interested in preventing long houses on deep lots. In many 
communities, the rear setback is one-quarter of the lot depth or there is a minimum setback of 
40 feet.  
Mr. Keeler stated that recently, residents have spoken about the need to preserve the back yards. 
If we allow a smaller setback, we would not be addressing their concerns. At the same time, 
there are recent cases that would have been able to take advantage of more lot coverage than 
they did. Residents have stated that they purchased their homes under one set of rules, and now 
the City is changing its rules. In general, would the proposed numbers make the rules more 
liberal, not more restrictive?  
Ms. Martin stated that the only area where the rear yard setback would be more liberal is on 
Franklin Street. 
Mr. Dale stated that the new Code amendment also will provide the Board ability to impose 
conditions, based upon context, beyond the standards.  
Mr. Alexander stated that, looking at the Franklin Street setback, he is concerned the change 
could create some problems. 
Ms. Martin noted that the building setback would also apply to detached garages. 
Mr. Alexander noted that in some cities, there is a separate line item for detached garages.  
[Discussion continued regarding setbacks.] 
Mr. Dale stated that Ms. Martin has suggested a possible requirement that would tie setbacks 
proportionally to depth. They will work on drafting that language. 
 
Lot Coverage 
Mr. Dale stated that, currently, the lot coverage is 50%. In comparison, the lot coverage of other 
residential districts in the City is 45%. Staff’s recommendation is to leave it as is, however, 
because the Historic District typically has more intense uses. 
Ms. Bryan responded that she would prefer that it be reduced, due to recent issues with large 
homes being approved on these small lots. They are changing the scale and texture of this 
neighborhood. 
Ms. Stenberg stated that perhaps the requirement should be closer to 40% in the residential 
district. 
Mr. Keeler noted that recent buyers of properties would object to the rules changing after their 
purchase of a property. 
Ms. Bryan responded that there is always the ability to request a waiver. 
 
Mr. Keeler stated that there should be a mandate that realtors disclose that properties within the 
Historic District may have stricter guidelines. 
Ms. Bryan agreed that there is a need to disclose this information. New buyers to the District 
should be made aware of the restrictions. 
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Ms. Martin noted that in January 2019, the City sent postcards to every property owner in the 
Historic District making them aware that their property was located in the Architectural Review 
District and any exterior, site or paint alterations must be reviewed and approved. ARB meeting 
dates were provided, as well. 
Mr. Bailey stated that versus mandating, educating the realtors would be the best possibility. 
Mr. Keeler noted that if realtors know a rule exists, ethically, they are obligated to disclose it. 
Therefore, if the City provides the information to them, the City is doing its job. They are then 
relying on the realtors to do their job. 
  
Mr. Alexander stated that in looking at the list of lot coverage variations, a 10% reduction is 
significant. Many communities base the percentage on lot size, i.e. the percentage increases with 
a smaller lot size. Reducing the percentage to 40% in this District would be a concern. 
Mr. Dale stated that is the reason staff recommended not changing the percent from 50%. It is 
a baseline standard, which can be adjusted through the process. 
Ms. Bryan stated that she would be in favor of setting the baseline lower and allowing the 
applicant to request more.  
 
Mr. Dale noted that Ms. Martin has suggested a proportional lot coverage. Developing the right  
formula, however, could be difficult. 
Mr. Alexander stated that there are some communities that do this, rather than treating small lots 
the same as large lots. Setting the percent at 40% may result in more variance requests. In 
addition, granting a number of variances results in Code changes. 
Mr. Bailey stated that he would prefer to make it 45% universal throughout the City, or at a 
minimum, utilize a sliding scale. 
Mr. Keeler stated that he would prefer not to have a more subjective process, relying upon 
variances. He would prefer to leave the percentage as it is, or to have the lot percentage based 
upon the lot size. That process would result in fewer waivers being needed. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that in the draft documents, only two of the 48 residential properties exceeded 
50%; the remainder were less.  
Mr. Dale noted that the lower percentages correspond with larger lots.  
Ms. Bryan stated that the City is beginning to lose the diversity characteristics of the neighborhood 
because of the larger homes. The smaller homes are looking dwarfed and out of place.  
Mr. Dale stated that lot coverage is only one tool for addressing this issue.  
[Discussion continued regarding lot coverage.] 
Mr. Keeler inquired what other tools could address the issue. 
Mr. Dale stated that a sliding scale could be used. They could look at a potential sliding scale for 
small, medium and large lots with different percentages. Dealing more comprehensively than that 
with the issue is probably an issue for a future discussion. 
 
Ms. Martin stated that staff would provide a recommendation for lot coverage for ARB’s 
consideration prior to their making a formal recommendation to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. 
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Building Height 
Mr. Dale stated that the current requirement is 35 feet. Staff’s analysis indicates that is too tall, 
given the area context. He noted that in the Historic South District, the maximum height is 24 
feet. Perhaps that height would be appropriate for the residential district. 
Ms. Martin noted that accumulating accurate data on the existing building heights was difficult, 
particularly for truly historical buildings. Many of the buildings in the information provided were 
measured to the peak of the roof. The 24-foot height in the Historical South District is measured 
to the midpoint of the eaves -- historically, they have measured to the midpoint of the eaves. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that the method of measuring needs to be specified. 
Mr. Keeler stated that, presently, there is not a sufficiently broad sampling on which to make a 
decision. 
Mr. Alexander stated that a 24-foot height requirement would not be particularly onerous.  
Ms. Bryan inquired if the current 35-foot requirement was to the midpoint of the eaves. 
Mr. Dale responded affirmatively. 
Mr. Alexander stated that in most residential communities, the 35-foot measurement is to the 
peak. 
Ms. Stenberg stated that the Board has always interpreted that as being to the peak, although 
it may have been measured differently for commercial properties.  
Ms. Bryan stated that it will be important to be very clear with these new documents.  
Mr. Dale stated that when Zoning Codes, in general, establish how to measure height, they refer 
to measuring it at the midpoint of the gable. Historically, staff has used that definition for 
calculating height, which is the reason 35 feet has been considered too high. 
Board consensus was to change the number to 24 feet. 
 
Ms. Bryan inquired about the possibility of addressing maximum square footage of homes. 
Mr. Dale stated that would be one of the other tools to which he referred. It would involve some 
research and analysis to come up with a good number. Perhaps that possibility could be studied 
and the Code modified accordingly in the future. 
Ms. Bryan requested that staff make a note to consider that possibility for addressing concerns 
in the Historic Residential area.  
 
Mr. Dale stated that they have received the guidance needed from the ARB and would formulate 
a final draft for the Board’s consideration and recommendation. 
 
Communications 
Ms. Bryan inquired if the potential development of the property at 156 and 158 S. High Street 
was no longer under consideration. 
Ms. Martin stated that accordingly to her knowledge, the property owner is in search of other 
potential buyers interested in custom-built homes. 
 
There were no further communications. 
 
 
 
 







      

      

MEETING MINUTES 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, September 5, 2019 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 

Ms. Newell, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Ms. Newell led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

ROLL CALL 

Commission members present: Victoria Newell, William Wilson, Mark Supelak, Rebecca Call, 
and Warren Fishman  

Commission members absent: Jane Fox and Kristina Kennedy 
Staff members present:   Jennifer Rauch, Chase Ridge, Phil Hartmann 
Consultant: Greg Dale, McBride Dale Clarion 
 

ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS 

Mr. Fishman moved, Mr. Wilson seconded to accept the documents into the record. 
Vote:  Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Wilson 
(Motion passed 5-0) 
 
Ms. Newell stated the Planning and Zoning Commission is an advisory board to City Council when 
rezoning and platting of property is under consideration. For those cases, City Council will receive 
recommendations from the Commission. For other cases, the Commission has the decision-
making responsibility, and anyone who wishes to address the Commission on any of the 
administrative cases must be sworn in.  
 
Ms. Newell stated that the agenda order is typically determined at the beginning of the meeting 
by the Chair. All of the cases tonight are Administrative Review and will be heard in the order in 
which they were published. 
 

V. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS 
 
Ms. Rauch requested that the two cases be considered together. 

 
1. Historic Dublin – ARB Code Amendments, 19-007ADMN 

Ms. Newell stated that this case is an introduction of amendments to Zoning Code Sections 
153.170 through 153.180, and Appendices F and G that include the creation of Historic Zoning 
Districts, associated requirements, and revisions to the procedures of the Architectural Review 
Board. 
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2. Historic Dublin Design Guidelines 
 18-037ADMN   
  
Ms. Newell stated that this case introduces proposed amendments to the Historic Dublin Design 
Guidelines that govern Historic Dublin properties and properties identified on Appendix G. 
 
Staff Presentation 

Ms. Rauch stated that the amendments to the Code and the Design Guidelines that govern the 
Historic District are in response to Council’s direction to staff last year. A stakeholders committee 
was established to help work through the Design Guidelines. Council’s direction also was to 
remove the Historic District from the Bridge Street Code, ensuring that it aligns with the vision of 
Council and the community for the District. Council was concerned about the development 
pressures in that area not aligning with the scale and character that Council and the community 
wanted to be preserved there. In the Commission’s packet, drafts of the proposed amendments 
to the Code and Guidelines were provided, including potential boundary changes. The goal is to 
rezone these properties back to a Historic Zoning District, and attempt to retain the uses and 
development standards similar to what was in Bridge Street District, but remove building type 
tables that promoted a high-density feel and return the historic districts to traditional zoning code 
standards, which are more user friendly. The drafts for both documents and the Historic District 
boundaries are the same as were provided to the ARB, which that Board reviewed in June and 
July. A public review meeting was held in August and four “office hour” opportunities in the District 
on Wednesdays during the month of August. Following’s PZC’s review today, all feedback received 
will be incorporated into revised drafts for the ARB and PZC’s formal reviews and recommendation 
to City Council. 
 
Boundary Map 

Ms. Rauch described the current boundary and zoning for the Historic District. Staff is in 
discussions with Dublin Schools to determine if the boundary that bisects the school site should 
be extended further to the west or further to the east and place the 1919 Building and the Indian 
Run Cemetery in Appendix G and under ARB’s purview. The overall intent is to keep the 
boundaries close to the same. The eastern boundary was moved from the east side to the west 
side of the river, retaining the bridge within the boundary. Council also has directed that the 
library, the parking garage, the Bridge Park West Z1 and Z2 buildings, and the plaza be removed 
from the Historic District. The proposed boundary map shows all proposed changes except any 
related to the school site, while those discussions continue. With the amendments, it will be 
essential to rezone these properties to a Historic District zoning classification. The area that is 
currently Bridge Street Historic Core will become Historic District Core, Historic District South and 
Historic Residential. The properties that Council wanted to be removed from the Historic District 
would be zoned Scioto River Neighborhood, which is consistent with what is across the street. 
The Code amendment will establish the zoning changes.  
 
Historic Dublin – ARB Code Amendments, 19-007ADMN  

Mr. Dale stated that he would highlight the recommended changes in each section. To clarify, the 
Commission will be reviewing proposed amendments to the Historic District Code, which are part 
of the overall zoning regulations. The amendments will be adopted by ordinance. The Commission 
will also review the proposed Historic District Design Guidelines, which reside outside of the Code 
at the policy level, but are linked to the Code. The Design Guidelines provide guidance on how to 
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apply the Code. An 85-page draft of the proposed Code amendments has been provided to the 
Commission for their review, approximately half of which are site development standards that 
were carried over from the previous districts. Those pages received very little comment from the 
ARB or the public. [Review per section ensued.] 
 
§153.170 Historic Districts Applicability. 

§153.171 Historic Zoning Districts Purpose and Intent. 

No additional changes were recommended in the above two sections. 
 
§153.172 – Uses. 

Mr. Dale noted that the Use Table 153.172A, on pp. 4-5, was also pulled forward from the 
previous version.  
 

 Hotels – p. 5 
ARB recommended that hotels be removed as a Permitted Use in the Historic South District. 
Hotels in the Historic Core would remain; however, use-specific standards will be added. 
 

 Schools – p.4 
ARB also requested that Elementary and Middle Schools be removed as Permitted Uses in the 
Historic Core, Historic South and Historic Residential Districts, and permitted in the Historic Public 
District only (subject to School boundary determination). 
 
Ms. Call requested definition of a Hotel. Does it also include the Airbnb use? 
Mr. Dale responded that the City has been looking at short-term rentals as a zoning question. His 
assumption is that Hotels would not be defined to include that use; it will be a separate category. 
 
Ms. Call stated that most of her concern revolves around the use type and ancillary implications, 
such as parking structures and hours. If it is being handled as a separate item, she has no further 
questions on that matter. 
Mr. Dale responded that this is an item that use specific standards could address. 
 
Ms. Newell requested clarification as to where hotels would be permitted. 
Mr. Dale responded that it would only be in the Historic Core. 
Ms. Newell stated that she does not believe a hotel in the Historic Core is appropriate. 
Ms. Rauch stated that concern was also raised in a public meeting. It could be removed from that 
district, as well.  
Ms. Newell stated that a hotel is out of scale with the character of the Historic District. A hotel 
would dwarf most of the structures in the Historic Core or anywhere in the Historic District. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if the Code provides the Commission the ability to limit hotel structure types. 
She can envision a quaint, two-story bed and breakfast with an architectural historic character in 
the Historic District, but if a hotel could be more than that, it would not be appropriate. If the 
definition required a hotel to be fitting for the Historic District, she would have no objection to it 
there. 
Mr. Dale stated that it would be within the realm of the Commission’s perspective to do so. Some 
of the issue could be addressed by setback, building height and building scale compliance. 
However, if the Commission is not satisfied that type of safety net is sufficiently tight to catch 
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potential issues, a definition of a hotel with the type of character fitting to the District could be 
created. For instance, the use could be called an inn or a bed and breakfast establishment. It 
would be a separate category with a separate definition that would prohibit a structure of the 
scale of a national chain product. 
 
Ms. Newell stated that bed and breakfast is listed, which is the type of business that can be run 
in a residential home. While the first floor of a home would be eight to nine feet in height, the 
scale of a typical hotel is a concern. A commercial building, such as a hotel, would have a taller 
plate height – 12-14 feet up to the second floor level. That expands the scale of the structure 
and results in a height that is double that of a typical 2.0 or 1.5-story building in the Historic 
District. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated that if a bed and breakfast or a boutique hotel was done in a way to fit the 
District, it could be good. The ancillaries that go with it – porte cochere, parking spaces, etc., 
impact the District, as well. 
 
Ms. Newell stated that she likes the description as “boutique.” There are cases of historic 
structures, such as an old jail, that have been turned into exclusive places to stay while also 
preserving a very historic facility. She would prefer not to preclude that type of creativity. 
 
Mr. Dale stated that they could draft a provision that would permit a boutique-type hotel and 
include definition, height, setback and scale requirements. 
Ms. Call inquired if that would be handled within the zoning, or could there be separate design 
standards relative to that zoning to address it. 
 
Mr. Dale responded that it could be listed as a Permitted Use, and then the Design Guidelines 
would apply. With those, the ARB will be able to consider scale, massing, relationship with 
surrounding buildings, materials and compatibility issues. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if the Design Guidelines would apply based upon the zoning. Is it possible to be 
specific regarding in which historic districts the hotel design guidelines would apply? 
Mr. Dale responded that would be addressed in a use specific standards category. It would be 
possible to define the circumstances under which a boutique hotel would be acceptable in certain 
districts and not in other districts. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he has been in boutique hotels that are four stories high. Nothing that 
resembles a hotel would be appropriate in the Historic District. The composition of the ARB will 
be different in the future, so this definition would need to be very specific. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated that Commissioners are very concerned about possible issues with this use, 
but he is willing to withhold judgment until he has seen the consultant’s draft of this standard. 
 
Ms. Call stated that it would be necessary to have use-specific standards. 
Mr. Dale responded that if the Commission continues to see some risk after reviewing the 
standard, they could make the decision not to include it. There is also the option of making it a 
Conditional Use, which would subject it to an additional level of review.  
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§153.172 – Site Development Standards 

(A) Intent 
(B) Applicability 
(C)  General Development Standards 

Table 153.173A provides regulations for land and structures within the historic zoning districts. 
Generally speaking, all of the measurements in this table already are in place and have been 
incorporated into the amendment.  
 
Three points of concern: 

1. Maximum building height – 35 feet in Historic Residential District. While that is a standard 
residential building height standard, there is concern that it is not appropriate in this 
particular district. The consensus seems to be that is too tall compared to what currently 
exists. 29-30 feet may be more compatible with existing buildings.  

2. Maximum lot coverage – An impervious surface (buildings, driveways, etc.) of 65% in the 
Historic South District and 50% in the Historic Residential District. There is concern that 
percentage is too high in those districts. The direction they have been hearing is to reduce 
both the height and the maximum lot coverage. 

 
Ms. Call stated that there is a minimum lot size of 8,700 feet in the Historic District. What is the 
standard for the rest of the City? 
Ms. Rauch stated that it depends on the zoning.  
 
Mr. Dale inquired if 8,700 feet would be on the low end.  
Ms. Call stated that there are no huge yards in historic districts. The 50% maximum lot coverage 
allows for a livable structure on a smaller lot. 
 
Ms. Rauch noted that the City has many lots that are very narrow but long. There are concerns 
about new development in the Historic District. Fitting long houses with large footprints on these 
lots is out of character in the District. Although it is important to have zoning that allows people 
to redevelop or make appropriate additions, there is a need to ensure that it is appropriate within 
the district. 
 
Mr. Dale clarified the relationship between the zoning standards and the Design Guidelines. When 
a proposal does not meet zoning standards, a waiver can be requested. Design Guidelines address 
respect for context and compatibility. If in applying the Guidelines, ARB believes certain 
modifications should be made, they will be able to condition their approval on that modification 
being made. 
 

3. Side Yard and Rear Yard Setbacks – Residents expressed concerns. What happens to the 
rear of their homes is a very important part of the character of that neighborhood, 
although the public may not see rear yards from the public right-of-way. They are 
continuing to work on those numbers. 
 

Mr. Wilson inquired if the maximum lot coverage numbers in the Historic South District are near 
the coverage that exists today. 
Ms. Rauch responded that staff currently is conducting an audit of the numbers. 
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Mr. Fishman stated that in the Historic Residential District the lot coverage is 50%; however, with 
some of those new houses, there is actually 90% lot coverage. He observed an addition being 
made to a garage that impacts the neighbor’s ability to use that portion of his yard. 
Ms. Rauch stated that most of those large homes do meet lot coverage requirements without 
need for a waiver. The lots are small. If the Commission is not satisfied with the standards, they 
can revisit them. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired how the requirement for 50% lot coverage would be controlled. 
Mr. Dale stated that they need to calibrate the numbers as closely as possible to an overall 
prevailing condition in the area. From block to block, they will vary. The approach is to allow the 
ARB the flexibility to grant waivers where the amount is exceeded or to make it more restrictive 
based upon surrounding context. This provides a standard for District-wide conditions.  
 
Mr. Fishman stated that suggestion would appear to exasperate the problem. He would prefer to 
make restrictions differently. It would seem if lots are close in proximity, the next applicant within 
that area should be permitted only 50% coverage. Otherwise, the greenspace will disappear in 
the District.  
Mr. Dale stated that greenspace is one of the factors that the ARB would be asked to consider. 
Ultimately, there need to be guidelines. ARB exists to exercise discretion, to look at the conditions 
and make certain choices. 
 
Ms. Call stated that he has mentioned two options, either more restrictive, not permitting waivers 
or to grant waivers. Is there opportunity for a hybrid, whereby a waiver could be granted up to 
a certain percent? For example, if they meet certain standards, ARB has the ability to flex from  
50% -- perhaps even 40%, maximum lot coverage up to 60%, given those standards. 
Mr. Dale responded that it could be written in that manner. It could be specific to lot coverage, 
lot width, or by creating a limitation on the increment up to which the Board could grant waivers. 
 
Ms. Call responded that she would prefer the requirements be more restricted and grant them 
more flexibility up to a certain number with which we all have a comfort level. 
 
Ms. Newell stated that she likes the waiver process. There was a time when residents in the 
Historic District were required to come before the BZA due to simple issues, such as the fact that 
their homes were a couple of feet off the property line, and that was preventing them from being 
able to add simple decks, etc. She likes having the waiver process in the hands of the ARB, as 
opposed to requiring residents to go to multiple boards. 
 
Mr. Dale stated that the waiver could be limited to a certain ceiling, and granting of the waiver 
could be tied to context-based decisions. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that on page one, number 3 under Historic Zoning Districts Purpose and 
Intent, item B-3 states that the Historical Residential District applies to the residential area of 
Historic Dublin and encourages the preservation and development of homes on existing or new 
lots that are comparable in size, mass and scale, while maintaining and promoting the traditional 
residential character of the Historic Dublin area. On page 3, item 5-3 under “Similar Use 
Determination” requires that the use will not materially impair the present or potential use of 
other properties within the same district or bordering districts. Certainly, we would not be abiding 
by the latter provision. 
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Mr. Dale stated that the Similar Use Determination is different. It is intended to allow for the 
possibility of uses that did not previously exist, i.e. record stores versus CD stores. In regard to 
mass and scale, the core standard for the Design Guidelines is that things need to be similar in 
size, scale and massing. If waivers are limited to a certain percentage, and it is clear that they 
need to be context sensitive, the Guidelines should achieve the desired result. 
Ms. Newell stated that in the Historic District, each property has an individual character with 
buildings reflective of different architectural periods. It is important to have the flexibility to judge 
each property individually within context with surrounding properties. A waiver gives the ARB 
ability to do so. The Code for the District must not be so rigid that it prevents that opportunity. 
 
Mr. Dale stated that there are Waiver Standards and Criteria in the draft document. He is hearing 
that the Commission wants some limited flexibility. 
Ms. Call stated that there might be new architectural ideas that violate Code. If the Code is so 
strict that it does not allow for those type of variances, there is no other mechanism by which to 
consider such opportunities. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired if it is possible to add a condition for how the proposal would affect the 
surrounding properties.  
Mr. Dale responded affirmatively. He noted that in the remainder of the section up to page 50, 
General Standards are addressed, such as landscaping, lighting and parking. Those regulations 
already exist and were carried forward into this draft. Neither the public nor ARB offered 
comments on those items. 
 
Ms. Call stated that new parking garages recently were added in the area immediately adjacent 
to these Districts. Since their addition, have there been any suggestions from ARB or the public 
to revisit the topic of parking? 
Mr. Dale responded that there has been no such suggestion. However, communities should 
continue to monitor their parking situation. Due to shared and autonomous vehicles, etc., parking 
needs will be changing substantially in the next few years. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if she is concerned that these are relaxed or reduced standards. 
Ms. Call responded that the minimum parking requirement for a historic residential property was 
two spaces per home. Now, many of the homes are larger. As the occupant profile per home 
changes, the parking profile per home changes, as well. 
 
Ms. Rauch responded that this is the parking standard for Bridge Street; it is not specific to historic 
structures. It is in line with the rest of the community. 
 
Mr. Wilson stated that this is the Historic District. Do we want to preserve it to continue to be 
historic? When waivers are issued, modernization occurs. The historic character may be lost. Most 
of us have visited cities in Europe where buildings have existed 200 – 300 years. Those cities 
have strict rules prohibiting changes to their historic buildings. Although interior changes are 
permitted, nothing on the façade or the foundation can be changed. They also want to preserve 
the existing greenspace. Dublin has other areas that can accommodate modern and larger homes. 
The Historic District is a very important portion of this city. Do we want to keep it the same for 
many years, or do we want to permit it to transform over time and lose the specific attractiveness 
that it has had? 
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Mr. Dale responded that, based on the feedback received during the committee, public and ARB 
review process, this is a historic preservation effort. However, it will also accommodate property 
owners making exterior changes to their buildings subject to tight standards that will require 
preservation of the historic character of the buildings. There may be instances where new 
structures are desired, as well. Based on their understanding of the values of this community, 
there is no intent that the district will be transitioning out of its historic character.  
 
§ 153.174 Design Standards 

Mr. Dale stated that the intent was to have consistency between the Code standards and the 
Design Guidelines. The Code standards are the “shalls”; the Design Guidelines are the “shoulds.” 
ARB requested that any “shalls” be removed from the Guidelines. Essentially, numbers and other 
details in this section have been cleaned up. For instance, ARB requested clarification that shutters 
must be operable. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if there is a list of the “shall” items that were removed from the Guidelines. 
Mr. Dale responded that there were only two: 

1. On page 53, Entrance Design – pedestrian entrances on all buildings shall be pedestrian 
scale. 

2. Balconies, Stoops and Canopies. These items should be more character-driven than have 
specific numbers.  

 
Ms. Rauch stated that, currently, making any change to the color of a building in the Historic 
District requires ARB review. ARB has suggested compiling a color palette that the Board will 
approve, which would enable administrative reviews of color by staff. 
 
Mr. Fishman noted that some communities have had those in place, such as Muirfield. Over time, 
colors evolve and color palettes may need to change. 
Mr. Dale responded that, periodically, ARB could modify that color palette, if desired. 
Ms. Newell stated that the stakeholders committee discussed this topic at length. While on a 
Victorian home, five colors could be appropriate, on a vernacular building, perhaps only one color 
would be appropriate. It is difficult to incorporate that into guidelines. 
Ms. Rauch stated that the existing Guidelines do address the need for consistency with the 
appropriate time frame.  
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if, potentially, the approved color palettes could be incorporated into the 
Design Guidelines. 
Ms. Rauch responded that there is opportunity to include it or provide as a separate document. 
Mr. Dale stated that although staff would administer the color palette, an application could be 
referred to ARB, if the request warranted their review. 
 
J. Demolition 

Mr. Dale stated that the Code revision provides a set of criteria for contributing versus non-
contributing buildings. The City has conducted an extensive survey of the District. They are 
attempting to reduce that to a simple inventory list of contributing versus non-contributing 
buildings. Contributing buildings must provide proof of economic hardship for their demolition 
request. If the building is non-contributing, the standards are less rigid. 
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Ms. Newell inquired about the ability to address properties where the owner has intentionally 
permitted their historic property to decline, because they have other plans for that property. 
Mr. Dale responded that the term for that practice is demolition by neglect. The Zoning Code is 
not a maintenance document. Many communities have tried to supplement their zoning 
regulations with maintenance requirements. Some communities have required owners to license 
any empty buildings and maintain them. Additional guidelines or standards would be included to 
attempt to minimize that possibility; however, it is difficult to enforce. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated that under Review Criteria, item 4-d refers to, “Any evidence of self-created 
hardship through deliberate neglect or inadequate maintenance of the property.” 
Mr. Dale stated that is the pertinent section. It may be difficult to use as the basis for denial, if it 
is the only reason. 
 
Ms. Rauch stated that this issue also is being reviewed from a City-wide perspective. That effort 
will dovetail with this. 
Mr. Fishman stated that there are incidences where an aging homeowner passes. That individual’s 
home, which has declined from lack of maintenance, is purchased, and the new owner wants to 
tear it down with the argument that the deterioration was not due to their neglect. 
Mr. Dale stated that is sometimes a legitimate argument. This has been the Achilles Heel of 
preservation efforts. Aging historic buildings are expensive to maintain. The best direction is to 
supplement City standards with strong maintenance requirements.  
 
Ms. Newell stated that she likes the suggestion to provide notification when a building is vacated. 
Empty buildings need to have a minimum temperature inside, or mold and other issues will 
develop. Even a new building will deteriorate in such conditions. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that the City of Columbus has a process to address empty buildings following 
a fire. Thirty days after a fire event, an inspector checks the building to see if any re-construction 
of the damaged building has begun or if said construction has proceeded without a license. In 
either case, the building owner is cited. He would assume there could be a similar inspection 
process for maintenance, not fire inspections. 
 
Mr. Dale stated that this would be an appropriate policy issue for the Commission to raise. There 
are other policy areas related to enforcement and maintenance that are important for a holistic 
approach.  
 
Public Comment 

Denise Franz King, 170 S. Riverview Street, Dublin stated that she appreciates the Commission’s 
emphasis on preserving the character of the open space in the Historic District. The residents 
appreciate that the Commission has listened to their concerns. Their primary concern is with the 
new, long homes being placed on the small lots in the district. There is a structure on S. Riverview 
that is so close to the house next door that she would have assumed the Fire Department would 
have considered that proximity unacceptable. She appreciates the authority being given to ARB 
to take context with the neighborhood into account, so that a 35-ft. house is not permitted on 
the south end of the street where the diminutive ranch homes are located. The scale, lot coverage 
and height are very important. They would request that no additional over-sized buildings be 
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added to their neighborhood, cutting off the sunlight and air to the adjacent properties. She 
invited Commission members to join her on a walk through the neighborhood. 
 
 
Historic Dublin Design Guidelines, 18-037ADMN 

Mr. Dale stated that one of the main objectives of this revision was to take the City’s existing 
Guidelines and turn them into a more user-friendly document. Currently, substantial language in 
the Guidelines is essentially background information, and within that information, there may be 
only two guidelines. In addition, the operative words are not consistent. They have attempted to 
clean up that language for clarification purposes. They also cleaned up some internal 
inconsistencies, eliminated duplications, etc. They did not attempt to change the Guidelines. They 
are sufficiently strong, but will now be more effective. The document has seven chapters. 
The first three chapters consist of the Introduction, History and Intent, and Context and 
Character. The actual Guidelines are in chapters four through seven and provide guidelines for 
Rehabilitation, New Construction, Site Considerations and Signs. 
 

3.2 Using the Guidelines 

This item states that, “the underlying premise of the Guidelines is preservation and rehabilitation.” 
It is not to transition away from Historic. There has been some discussion about the relationship 
of these Guidelines to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties. That document provides 8-9 standards for the treatment of historic properties. 
Although the standards are broad, guiding principles, that Office has published guidance that is 
more specific to each. 
Ms. Newell noted that there are actually a total of 10 standards. 
 
Mr. Dale stated that they are quite familiar with those standards and believe these Guidelines are 
consistent with those. As a local government, Dublin has the opportunity to customize its 
Guidelines, although they are based on the national standards. Beginning with the Overview 
section on page 37, additional guidance was provided in regard to the discretionary nature of the 
Architectural Review Board’s (ARB) decisions. The operative words used in these Guidelines are 
“should,” “should not” and “avoid”.  
 
4.1 General 

In item 1.C, alternative materials are addressed. This item states that, “If it is not practical to 
retain the original materials or features due to the condition, availability, safety or energy 
efficiency of original materials, then quality contemporary substitute materials, when approved 
by the Board, should replicate the material being replaced. Those materials may be selected from 
a pre-approved list of alternative materials if it is demonstrated that they have the same 
characteristics of pre-approved materials.” New and often better materials continue to be 
developed.  
 
4.11 Building Additions 
 
Items C and D address additions to an original building. The ARB requested that both items be 
converted to Code standards, where they would have more force. 
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New Construction 

With this item, effort was extended to obtain the consensus of the community. At an earlier public 
meeting, residents were asked, using visual examples, to indicate their preference for new 
construction in the Historic District, i.e. historical replications, modern, but in scale with the area, 
or historically representative – similar to. The majority opinion centered between historical 
replication and historically representative. Residents indicated that there were other places in the 
City appropriate for bold architectural construction; Historical Dublin was not the place. The intent 
of historical representation is to be very respectful of the historical fabric, similar to, yet 
discernable as a new construction. 
 
In summary, the revised Design Guidelines are a cleaned-up checklist of what previously existed, 
which should be more user-friendly for staff and the public. 
 
Commission Discussion 

Ms. Call stated that she believes Signs are difficult to get right, and he has done a remarkable 
job on this section of the Guidelines. She appreciates the emphasis placed on respect for the 
historical community. 
Mr. Dale thanked her for the comment. 
 
Ms. Newell stated that she has a great love for historical properties. She is curious as to the 
reason he would not want to incorporate a reference to the Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines for 
Historic Preservation. They are very good standards. 
Mr. Dale responded that these standards are consistent with the national guidelines, but they are 
based upon those previously written specifically for Dublin. Although the Secretary of the Interior’s 
guidelines are broad, they do provide other documents with more details, which offer models for 
community use. Those documents are much more detailed than what is proposed tonight. What 
they learned from all the input received is the general opinion that, for the most part, the current 
process works. It is not broken but simply needs to be improved. To discard what the City has 
and begin over with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards was not necessary. 
 
Ms. Newell stated that she was not suggesting the current standards be discarded, but there are 
helpful details in the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines – masonry, for example. Historic 
structures have historic masonry and mortar, which are very high in lime content. Historic bricks 
were fired at different temperatures than bricks are fired today. If contemporary mortar is used 
on historic and aged brick, it deteriorates the brick. The mortar will not expand and contract in 
the same way the original mortar did. In addition, it is possible to over tuck-point a building. 
There are styles of grout lines consistent with historic structures. There were grapevine-type 
mortar joints, and mortar joints were intentionally recessed from the face of the brick, which 
contribute to the character of the building. The inclination is to “butter” those joints, thinking they 
are inadequate, when in fact, there may be nothing wrong with masonry. This is one of the details 
provided by the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines that are not reflected in these proposed 
documents. 
 
Mr. Dale responded that in any community, the level of review followed is a matter of local culture 
and acceptance. Some communities would consider the details to which she referred too onerous 
to follow. They attempted to listen to the community’s input, and residents expressed satisfaction 
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with the level of detail in the current review system. That is a policy question, however, for the 
Commission to determine. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated that those details would appear to reflect technical expertise in the review.  
Ms. Newell responded that it relates somewhat to the maintenance of the structures. The purpose 
of the Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines was to provide ways to protect historic property. When 
federal funds are involved, the federal government can control what occurs on projects that are 
deemed historic properties. Some neighborhoods can fall into that classification and become 
protected properties. Their intent was to prevent projects that would destroy the original historic 
character of buildings. It does not prevent renovation of the building or accommodating new uses 
for the building. The goal was to preserve, not restore, to recognize and preserve the significant 
architectural characters that distinguish the buildings as historic. For instance, masonry sealants 
should never be applied to historic masonry buildings. It will seal the moisture in and the brick 
will deteriorate. Often, it is not appropriate to use contemporary materials on historic material, 
as it can be devastating to the original material. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated that reflects a need for a technical knowledge base, which has its place. It 
may be a different document, separate from the Design Guidelines, but made available for the 
ARB’s review considerations. However, including it in the Guidelines would make that information 
available to the public. The typical bricklayer would not be aware of such information. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that, previously, the German Village ARB standards provided this level of 
specificity, i.e. the type of mortar to use, not sealing or painting the brick. Could the ARB have a 
set of those standards to consider when renovations are proposed? Those types of specifics are 
important. He has seen brick crumble because it had been sealed, painted or mortared incorrectly. 
Mr. Dale stated that these are maintenance standards for historic buildings. 
 
Ms. Newell stated that some of those actions could destroy the historic character of a building. If 
the Board cannot recognize those features in a building and know how to protect them, then 
those structures will be placed at risk. 
Mr. Dale responded that it would require the ARB and staff to administer and enforce those 
standards, if they were made part of the approval process. Some communities provide a historic 
properties maintenance guide. 
 
Ms. Newell stated that could be appropriate, if staff would incorporate it in their review. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that while it is appropriate to provide it as maintenance information, applicants 
for new projects should be told that it is essential for their approval. If not, a few years hence, 
the brick will have deteriorated and be falling off. 
 
Ms. Rauch stated that the Guidelines originally provided maintenance standards; however, those 
were removed from the proposed document, as there are other guidance and reference resources 
available. The City can provide those resources online for users and homeowners. 
 
Ms. Newell stated that some communities will incorporate examples into their Guidelines. 
Mr. Fishman suggested that staff look at German Village’s Guidelines. They have done a good job 
in addressing the preservation of their historical brick buildings. 
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Mr. Dale responded that German Village’s Guidelines are very similar to what has been proposed. 
Years ago, the City of Cincinnati published “The Old House Handbook,” which provides the type 
of guidance to which Mr. Fishman is referring. Perhaps that reference could be provided as a 
companion to the Design Guidelines. 
 
Mr. Fishman responded that the City might not be able to control the maintenance, or how a 
homeowner tuck-points his home. However, when applications for new projects are submitted, 
the Board could require it for approval of those projects. 
 
Ms. Call stated that the Zoning and Design Guidelines should have those specific areas covered, 
but guidance for the maintenance of historical buildings is lacking. 
Mr. Fishman responded that an application for restoration of a building is the opportunity to 
require that the brick material on the building exterior be handled in a particular way. Guidelines 
can be provided to the applicant on the type of mortar necessary, avoidance of sealant, etc. 
 
Ms. Rauch responded that level of guidance previously existed in the Guidelines but was removed. 
Ms. Newell suggested that people view the masonry on the 1919 Building, which has been very 
poorly tuck-pointed over the years. It is possible to remove that tuck-pointing, and the building 
could be restored to what it should be. Looking at the rear of that building, in particular, will 
provide adequate proof of the importance of providing this type of guidance. 
 
Mr. Dale stated that he would try to summarize and add that information in the Rehabilitation 
section. He would add a section that would essentially require the applicant or allow the ARB to 
review the technical nature of the rehabilitation. The applicant can be required to demonstrate 
that they will be using acceptable historically sensitive rehabilitation techniques. Although this 
discussion is focusing on masonry, the same situation can be present with a wood, shingles or 
foundation block. The applicant can be provided information on available guidance resources. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if there would be value in adding that reference in the Guidelines or in the 
Building Permit process, so that there is technical expertise available to the user. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that ARB would need to be aware of the standards to require adherence to 
them. 
Mr. Dale responded that it would begin at the staff level. 
 
Mr. Wilson stated that this item could be referred to as appropriate construction methods. He 
participated in the Bridge Street District Code amendment. This is following a similar process. He 
is happy that both the Historic District Code and the Design Guidelines will be in accord. 
Mr. Dale responded that “Appropriate Construction Methods” would be a good title for the 
additional section. 
 
Ms. Newell expressed appreciation on behalf of the Commission for Mr. Dale and staff’s work on 
the revisions. 
Mr. Dale responded that the ARB has provided valuable input in their two previous reviews, and 
the Commission’s guidance will further improve the amendments to these documents. 
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Next Steps 

Ms. Rauch stated that the Site Development Standards would be provided to the ARB for their 
review. Following that discussion, all of the input will be incorporated into final amended 
documents. Those documents will be reviewed by ARB, and they will make a recommendation 
for approval to the Commission. At that point, the Commission will conduct a final review and 
make a recommendation for approval to City Council. The goal is to complete this by year end. 
 
Ms. Newell requested that staff provide an opportunity for absent Commissioners, Ms. Fox and 
Ms. Kennedy, to offer comments. When developing a new Code for the City, it is important to 
have all Commissioners’ input. 
 
Ms. Rauch stated that she met with Ms. Fox last week. She provided some questions that were 
touched upon in this discussion, but they may need clarification. Staff could offer opportunity to 
Ms. Fox and Ms. Kennedy for additional comments. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:16 p.m. 
 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission 

 
 
__________________________________ 
Deputy Clerk of Council 
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Ms. Martin responded affirmatively. An Administrative Appeal could be made to the Board of Zoning 
Appeals. She does not foresee that being necessary. The City’s Engineering Department will work 
with the property owner. 
 
Mr. Bailey moved, Ms. Bryan seconded approval of the Architectural Review Board application with 
one condition: 

1) That the design be revised to use an asphalt/gravel hybrid to be reviewed by 
Engineering at the Building Permit stage.  

Vote: Mr. Alexander, yes; Ms. Stenberg, yes; Ms. Bryan, yes; Mr. Bailey, yes. 
(Approved 4-0 with one abstention) 
 
Mr. Keeler returned to the meeting. 
 
Ms. Stenberg stated that the following two agenda cases would be discussed together. 
5. Historic Dublin – ARB Code Amendments, 19-007ADMN, Administrative Code 

Ms. Stenberg stated that this is an introduction of amendments to Zoning Code Sections 153.170 
through 153.180, and Appendices F and G that include the creation of Historic Zoning Districts, 
associated requirements, and revisions to the procedures of the Architectural Review Board. 
 
6. Historic Design Guidelines, 18-037ADMN, Administrative Code 
Ms. Stenberg stated that this is an introduction of modifications to the Historic Dublin Design Guidelines 
that apply to Historic Dublin properties and properties identified on Appendix G. 
 
Ms. Martin stated that at a July 10 Special Meeting, ARB reviewed the proposed amendments to 
the ARB Code and Historic Design Guidelines. That discussion continues tonight. Throughout 
August, staff will be engaging the residents, commercial property owners and business owners in 
the District. Postcards will be mailed to residents in the District inviting them to sign up to provide 
a 30-minute public input on the proposed amendments. Every Wednesday, either she or Ms. Rauch 
will hold office hours at the Dublin Chamber of Commerce to meet with the residents. The Board’s 
recommendations will be incorporated into the proposed amendments, and on August 15, 6:00-
8:00 p.m., there will be a public open house at the Dublin Community Church for discussion of 
this topic.  
Ms. Bryan inquired if the Board would receive a copy of that update to review. 
Ms. Martin responded affirmatively. The next steps are Board and Commission reviews. After ARB 
completes its reviews, PZC will also review the documents and make a recommendation to City 
Council. 
 
Greg Dale, Consultant, McBride Dale Clarion led the continuing review of the proposed 
amendments. The previous review on July 10 identified some needs for editorial corrections, 
which staff has made. It also identified needed refinements to some metrics within the Code 
development standards. Those include the height requirements in the Historic Residential District; 
the 50% minimum lot coverage; and varied setbacks (reflected in Table 153.17) in different 
locations. The team is working on proposed amendments to those requirements. Members of the 
public expressed concerns at the previous meeting regarding the Historic South District. It is his 
understanding that within the last couple of years, the City completed an extensive process to 
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engage the public and calibrate the standards for the Historic South area. Although that area can 
be revisited, it is their view the focus should be on the Historic Residential District. He requested 
the Board’s preference on re-studying the Historic South District. 
 
Ms. Stenberg responded that an extensive review of the Historic South District occurred in 2017, 
involving public meetings. There are records of those meeting discussions, which reflect the 
positions considered and how the decisions were made that reflected the best options. The Vine 
and Tap building mentioned at the June 10 Special Meeting was a topic of the Historic South 
District discussion in 2017. She is satisfied with the decisions made at that time. 
 
Mr. Alexander inquired if in the Historic South District, a differentiation in lot coverage is made 
for commercial uses versus residential uses. 
Ms. Martin responded that, currently, in the Historic South District, there is no differentiation in 
lot coverage standards for commercial versus residential uses. Most of the properties in that 
district are commercial properties adjacent to South High Street. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that issue was discussed because there will be several potential new builds in 
that District. She would like to see a distinction between lot coverage for commercial and 
residential properties. 
Mr. Dale inquired if she is referring to the Historic South District in particular. Ms. Bryan responded 
affirmatively. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated another concern is that in Table 153.17-2a, page 5, it is stated that hotels are 
permitted. If hotels are permitted, there need to be standards; currently, there are none. 
Ms. Martin inquired if the Board would prefer that permission for hotels in the Historic South 
District be eliminated, but the bed and breakfast option be retained. 
Board members concurred with the suggestion. 
 
Mr. Dale offered a proposal related to the relationship between the Code and the Guidelines. At 
the previous meeting, language was suggested that where there was a conflict between the two, 
that the Zoning Standards would control. He would suggest language be added in the Code that 
would provide ARB the ability to place conditions on approvals that might deviate from the zoning 
standards. The ARB already has a mechanism for exceeding the Code, which is a waiver. Likewise, 
ARB should have the ability through conditions to reduce or trim the approval to make it comply 
with Guidelines. That would provide ARB the flexibility to make the Guidelines and the Code 
conform. 
Board members expressed agreement with that suggestion. 
 
Mr. Dale stated that they are working on recommendations that will be responsive to the other 
concerns raised at the July 10 meeting. 
 
Mr. Alexander stated that there were public comments about renovations of homes in the Historic 
Residential District evolving into long homes. Will a recommended solution be offered that would 
limit the lengths of the structures? 
Mr. Dale inquired if the concern is with length or with the width, as well. 
Ms. Alexander stated that there are some homes that now extend a great length from the front 
property line to the rear of the lot. 
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Ms. Martin stated that in other residential zoning districts in the City, there is the option of 
addressing the issue through the maximum lot coverage percentage and the maximum structure 
percentage. 
Mr. Dale responded that there are other options for addressing it, as well, such as the Guideline 
that additions not dominate the original building. However, there is also the accumulative effect 
of additions, either the width or the depth. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that there is also a concern that on some lots, demolished structures have been 
replaced with new, long homes. She noted that the residents on S. Riverview Street are 
conducting a house-by-house assessment, documenting the lot coverages and heights so that 
the City can have a profile of the homes in the neighborhood. Context is critical, in view of the 
new building requests that will be submitted. 
Mr. Dale agreed that it is largely about context, so documenting that information is valuable. 
 
Public Comment  
Steve Rudy, 129 S. Riverview Street, Dublin, OH stated that he has begun to conduct a survey of 
the homes on S. Riverview Street, and has provided a preliminary draft to Ms. Rauch. The 
information indicates definite build lanes, which is common in subdivisions. He lives in a backyard 
neighborhood. He would be willing to let the Board view that vista from his backyard. He is 
hopeful that the revised Code language will preserve the existing backyard vista. He has seen 
recommendations about preserving characteristics, but those characteristics have not been 
defined. He believes a section in the Code should provide for consideration of shared open space 
and directly inquire what a proposed development would do to the surrounding properties. 
Unquestionably, a couple of the recent projects have had a negative impact on the neighboring 
properties. A number of $1 million homes in the District have been negatively impacted by recent 
approvals that have not reigned in the development footprint. New homes have been permitted 
to be wedged onto the small lots, overpowering the surrounding homes. When he purchased his 
home 25 years ago, the ARB requirements were provided in his closing documents for signature. 
Evidently, some people were not required to make a similar commitment when purchasing historic 
inventory. As a side note, he was late in understanding that Pat Grabill’s architectural ideas were 
on the architectural arc of a small, rural German town. He was trying to build small town America. 
He is concerned that the recent long homes being built have lower level, rear entry garages. The 
backyard greenspace is being replaced with views of long, tall buildings with parked cars at the 
rear. He would prefer side-entry garages. When he added an addition to his home, he resisted 
the City’s recommendation for a garage in his backyard and added a side garage, thereby 
preserving the shared greenspace.  
 
Ms. Stenberg stated that she appreciates Mr. Rudy’s suggestion of providing the Board access to 
his backyard to view that greenspace. In her visits to the District, she has had street access only. 
She inquired if there would be a way to provide opportunity to the residents to submit photos of 
their greenspace, which would make the Board aware of that greenspace character. 
Ms. Martin responded that perhaps Mr. Rudy could facilitate that with his neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Bryan stated that the ARB walking tour of the Historic District is due to be rescheduled. This 
might be the right time for that. 





























 

 

ARB MEETING 
HISTORIC DISTRICT CODE UPDATE  

AND DESIGN GUIDELINES 
 

Meeting Notes 

July 10, 2019 

 

ARB Members:  Shannon Stenberg, Gary Alexander, Kathleen Bryan, Rob Bailey 

Staff:    Jenny Rauch, Nicki Martin 

Consultant:   Greg Dale, McBride Dale Clarion 

 

Key Topics Discussed 

 Introduced the purpose and goal of the amendments; specifically, Council’s direction regarding 

the proposed amendments.   

 Reviewed the background of the proposed amendments, including the request for removal of 

the Historic District from the Bridge Street District, concerns and issues raised over time, and 

the reason for the update.  

 Reviewed the difference between the zoning code (shalls) and the design guidelines (shoulds).  

 Provided an overview of the memo that highlighted the general organizational changes and 

significant content changes to the Zoning Code and Historic Design Guidelines (HDG)  

 Identified the intent of the discussion was focused on ARB’s initial review comments.  Public 

comment was permitted.  Staff shared next steps would include public input sessions prior to 

formal public review and approval process. 

ARB General Comments 

 Supportive of proposed documents. 

 Supportive of retaining the level of detail found in the Code.  

 Minor edits to language.    

 Consistency in numbers spelled out v. using the number. 

 

Public Comments 
 

 Request to provide additional language is several sections to address lot coverage regarding 

residential development to ensure it is compatible with surrounding properties.  

 Similar request related to building setbacks. 

 Concerns raised about lot coverage for Historic South properties. 

 

 



   
 

 

Boundary Changes 

 Supportive of the proposed general boundary changes, removal from the BSD, and rezoning of 

the properties from Bridge Street District Zoning Districts to the Historic Zoning Districts.  

 Concerns about removing Buildings Z1 and Z2, etc. as it limits the ability to regulate the design 

of the sites/buildings as it transitions into the Historic District.   

 Discuss with schools about their plans for the site and desire to remain under ARB’s purview. 

ARB prefers to retain school within the boundary to ensure sensitive transition into the District. 

Zoning Code 

153.170 - Applicability 

 Add ‘demolition’ to applicability section. 

 Add language to clarify the applicability of the Code and Historic Design Guidelines.  

153.072 - Uses 

 Removal of Elementary or Middle School use from Historic Residential uses.  

 

153.173 – Site Development Standards 
 

 Significant discussion about Table 153.173A, specifically related to Historic Residential and 

Historic South standards. 

 Increased side yard and rear yard setbacks, particularly if the house is larger and takes up more 

space on the lot in Historic Residential. 

 Decrease the permitted building height in Historic Residential. 

 Decrease the permitted building footprint in Historic Residential to ensure compatibility with 

existing/historic residential properties.  

 Review lot coverage requirements for Historic Residential and Historic South.  

 Staff to bring back information about existing conditions in Historic Dublin and additional 

standards for the ARB to review that address public comment and ARB’s concerns. 

153.174 – Design Standards 

 Under Pitched Roof clarify the intent of numbers 2 & 3 and potentially change it to read 

‘completed gable end required’. 

 Gambrel and mansard roof materials should include dimensional shingles.  

 Remove the language ‘of at least three steps and a minimum depth of five feet and width of 

five feet’ from entrance designs.  



   
 

 

 Shutter section should be clarified to state operable shutters are required. 

 Review and clarify the section regarding canopies, as new construction and rehab guidelines do 

not clearly align. Consider adding language to the new construction section. 

 Review balcony requirements allowing 40% of a façade to be made of balcony.  Consider 

eliminating and adding clarifying language in the HDG. 

 Stoop dimensions are too specific. Dimensions should be eliminated from the Code and a 

section should be to the Guidelines to address the design intent and usability of a stoop.  

 Under chimneys and vents are permitted to be clad in ‘masonry’, which needs to be more 

clearly defined.  This could occur in the exterior materials section below. 

 Board was supportive of approving a palette of building colors for staff to administer.  

153.176 – Review Procedures 

 Clearly define structures identified as non-contributing and contributing to ensure it is clear to 

the Board and the applicant, as it relates to the demolition criteria.  

 Board was supportive of the more stringent demolition review criteria that is based on 

contributing and non-contributing. 

 Clarify that the text ‘property owner’ under the review criteria for the demolition should also 

include applicant or representative.  

153.178 – Maintenance 

 Include additional language about how to deal with/address the topic of demolition by neglect. 

Potentially include language to address more stringent property maintenance standards.  

Guidelines 

General 

 Provide references to applicable Code Sections throughout the Guidelines. 

 Ensure Historic Dublin’s boundary matches on all maps throughout.  

Natural Features 

 Consider revising sections related to the uniqueness of limestone only to Dublin.  

 Neighborhood Character 

 Add language to Historic Residential Neighborhood about compatibility of lot coverage with 

surrounding residential properties. 



   
 

 

 User’s Guide 

 Clarify the language related to the applicability of the zoning regulations and the guidelines.  

Want to ensure the potential conflicting regulations and guidelines are minimized.  

Rehabilitation 

 4.5 D – Spelling of palate 

 4.6 B – End the sentence after “exterior.” 

 4.7 G – Retain only the first sentence. Delete the subsequent sentence, as is not a feasible 

construction method. 

 4.10 C and D – Add these sections to the Code.  

 4.11 H – Clarify that materials need to be compatible with the District, but not match the 

original historic structure.  Cross reference with 4.1C should be provided. 

 4.11 K- Concerns about materials appropriate for an addition differ from materials 

appropriate for rehabilitation (i.e. where does fiber cement siding fit). Discussion about 

whether additions should be addressed under new construction in the Guidelines versus in 

the rehabilitation section. 

 4.13 D – Clarify that treated wood needs to be painted on exposed sections only. 

  

New Construction 
 

 5.1 C – Add language about compatible massing and lot coverage.  

 5.3 A – Add language about lot coverage compatibility and ensure the section references 

neighboring properties.  The districtwide reference is too broad.  

 5.3 B - Ensure the section references neighboring properties.  The districtwide reference is too 

broad. 

 Include language addressing setbacks to ensure they match adjacent properties.  

 Add section on canopies.  

 

Next Steps 

 Make revisions to Code and Guidelines based on the ARB’s comments and public comments. 

 Provide additional information regarding the general development standards, particularly lot 

coverage, residential building height, and residential setbacks.  

 Outline schedule and public input opportunities.  
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Ms. Woodworth stated that a strong downtown is an entertainment destination for people.  
Retail is specialty infill. Hotel market numbers show room nights increased and revenue per 
available room has been maintained.   
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that the DCVB just provided a report showing a decrease 
in room rate.   
Ms. Woodworth stated that there is a perceived need for meeting space. While not part of her 
study, it did come up often in interviews with businesses.   
In response to Ms. De Rosa, Ms. Woodworth stated that the smaller organizations did mention 
it as well.   
Hotel market prospects show about 550-870 rooms over the next 10 years.  She is aware that 
two hotels are planned. 
Mr. Reiner stated that people will be drawn to Dublin for restaurants and the new bridge. 
Ms. Woodworth stated that the recreation market has not yet been tapped and there are many 
opportunities. 
Ms. De Rosa asked the presenters to share what other communities are doing, what Dublin 
should be doing and what are the cautions. 
 
Ms. Volk stated that she feels strongly that Dublin can’t stop now. There is a great foundation 
for a great expanded downtown. It does not impinge upon neighborhoods but enhances the 
neighborhoods and the rest of the City. It is providing alternatives in residential, retail offerings 
and the kind of office space available.  Even in cities that are overall losing populations like 
Detroit and Baltimore, they are expanding in their core because more people are choosing to 
live in walkable neighborhoods. She does not see that changing significantly with the next 
generation – the “I-Gen.” They may be more disruptive than the millennials in terms of the 
changes they have made in way of life. Keeping flexibility in mind for the future is essential.   
 
In response to Ms. De Rosa’s request for a cautionary note, Ms. Woodworth stated that she 
would caution not to over-park. Mobility is changing and we will be in a world of automated 
shuttles, and transit will become cheaper. She also advised to maintain a mix of uses. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes shared hearing the CEO of Honda talk about the future of cars 
and transportation. The capacity of existing roadways could quadruple. He stated that the 
biggest losers in vehicle automation will be the major metro cities who have major investments 
in mass transit.   
 
Ms. Volk stated that Greenville, NC, started with commercial uses and now have a lot of 
residential.  She often cites Dublin as an example because of Bridge Park.   
Ms. Woodworth stated that residential is there for the office. The different product types are 
important to both executives and to new talent.   
 
Historic District Code Update and Design Guidelines 
Ms. Rauch provided a quick overview of the Historic District projects. The boundary changes are 
in order. The bigger questions for staff are regarding the code updates. Council’s direction was 
to pull the Historic District out of Bridge Street Code and go back to the previous districts. Staff 
felt there are details still included from Bridge Street that are necessary to retain in the Historic 
District, for example, landscaping and signs. However, these details do make it more complex in 
the Historic District.  Staff would like the feedback of the committee regarding the code update  
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In response to a question from Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes, Ms. Rauch stated that the Z1, 
the Plaza, Z2, the library and the parking garage would all be placed in the Scioto 
neighborhood.  
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that she did not see any work reflected that ARB has done 
on this. Ms. Rauch stated that ARB has not reviewed it yet; staff wanted to check-in with 
Council first. ARB is aware of the work underway. 
Mr. Dale stated that they did meet with ARB in the process to gather their input.  Ms. Rauch 
stated that this is the first draft.   
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that they had talked about renaming the Architectural 
Review Board. Perhaps that should be done first so the document does not have to be adjusted 
later. 
Ms. Rauch stated there are two parts of this: 

 Zoning regulations and new districts; and 
 Consolidation of the ARB section of the code (name, membership, responsibilities, etc.). 

Ms. Rauch stated that the name would be the Historic Preservation Commission based upon 
their responsibilities.   
In response to Ms. De Rosa, the name was brought up from staff conversation.  Mr. Papsidero 
stated that the emphasis has been on preservation and ARB’s jurisdiction has been growing.  
Ms. De Rosa stated that naming can be a sensitive topic and suggesting that ARB could have 
suggestions for a name change.   
Mr. Reiner agreed that changing the name makes sense.   
Ms. De Rosa agreed, but wants to be sensitive to its membership.   
Mr. Papsidero stated that the constituency nationally is the Association of Preservation 
Commissions.  Mr. Dale added that preservation is their charge. 
In response to Ms. De Rosa’s question regarding the historic boundaries around the school, Ms. 
Rauch stated that the map looks the way it does because they were trying to capture the 1919 
building. She suggested that the 1919 building could be covered under Appendix G as a historic 
building outside of the district that still falls under ARB review.  
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that a transition area is needed and that is what this 
section is.  It is important to keep as much as possible in the Historic District that isn’t 
redeveloped.   
In response to Ms. De Rosa’s question regarding why not put it all in, Vice Mayor Amorose 
Groomes stated that it is a downzoning for the balance of that property.   
Ms. Rauch stated that it is not historic.  The map looks this way because of trying to capture 
the 1919 building and follows the parcel lines.  
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that it could be bigger, but the key items are the cemetery 
and the 1919 building. Discussion followed regarding what the Schools could do. 
Mr. Papsidero stated that the east side of Sells Middle School would have to go to ARB, but the 
west side would go to ART for review. They would have to rezone for other uses as currently, 
only public use is allowed.   Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that she wanted to redraw the 
lines so that the school building will all be reviewed by the same body.   
Ms. De Rosa stated it might be a worthwhile conversation with the schools. 
Ms. Rauch stated that the Code attempts to consolidate the ARB current section of code with 
the new zoning districts being removed from the BSD. It includes boundaries of the district, the 
uses permitted within those districts, site development standards, setbacks, parking, etc.   
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Mr. Papsidero stated that Council has expressed interest in updating the Bridge Street District 
Traffic Study, and Engineering is requesting funding in the 2019 CIP to complete that update.   
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes asked about the cost of this update, but that information was not 
readily available.   
 
Historic District Code and Guidelines 
Ms. Rauch stated that there were three tasks from the June work session, which were: 

 Historic District boundaries; 
 Historic District regulations; and  
 Historic District Design Guidelines. 

 
In terms of the boundary discussion, Ms. Rauch stated that staff reviewed the potential 
modifications to the boundary of the Historic District.  She provided a map to illustrate the 
proposed changes, which are: 

  Removal of the northern area – Z1, Z2, the Plaza, and Library /Garage – and giving it a 
Bridge Street District designation. 
Ms. Rauch stated that when Z1 and Z2 were reviewed by Council as part of the basic plan, 
the required reviewing body designation was given to the ARB, so there will be a little 
clean up required with that.  It would no longer be under ARB.  Mr. Papsidero stated some 
of those items would go through ART.   

 Addition of a West Bridge Street area; and 
 Relocation of the eastern boundary.   

 
Mr. McDaniel asked for clarification on Council’s direction regarding the reviewing bodies for these 
areas. 
Mr. Papsidero stated that the way the Code is written is if 20% of a façade or frontage is affected 
with a change that falls under the purview of ART as a minor project. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that with the Code re-write, Council is removing the ART 
from being a reviewing body and being an advising body. 
Mr. Papsidero stated that ART is being removed as a recommending body, meaning they will not 
be providing recommendations to anyone, but retaining the minor project.  They are reducing the 
number of eligible project that could go to ART. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that there are a number of properties throughout the City 
that are reviewed by ARB that aren’t in the Historic District -- they are designated by address.  She 
suggested designating these properties by address and having them reviewed by ARB but out of 
the Historic District. 
Mr. Papsidero stated the properties she is referring to are historic structures and that is why they 
are designated in that way. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes clarified that they wouldn’t have to be historic structures to be 
designated to ARB. 
Ms. Rauch sought clarification on which reviewing body would be designated. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes suggested these properties be reviewed by ARB and added to the 
list of properties that are reviewed by ARB but outside the Historic District.  She asked that staff 
provide a memo to Council about whether or not that is possible. 
Ms. Fox stated that not adjusting the boundaries around these buildings would leave the reviewing 
body as ARB simply because they are within the Historic District. 
Ms. Rauch stated that was true and there could be regulations about how these properties are 
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dealt with differently. 
Ms. Fox stated that, going forward, there would be the protection of ARB looking at this area 
under their purview. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes clarified that the intent is to remove these properties from the 
Historic District so that other properties in the District cannot use them as examples of permissive 
developments throughout the Historic District. She wants to know if they can be placed on the list 
of ARB reviewed properties outside the District and then see what can be done from there. 
 
Mr. Reiner asked for clarification of the intent.  When the area around Oscar’s is re-developed in 
the future, for example, that does not prevent them from building condos along the river, correct?  
Or is the suggestion that there are such limitations in place so that would not be allowed? 
Ms. Rauch stated that the Historic Core permits a variety of uses including multi-family --, it is 
really about the context and the height. 
Mr. Reiner agreed that he would like the Historic District to continue looking historic, but if 
someone wanted to propose a historic façade with something different behind it, that would be 
allowed.   
Ms. Rauch stated that the regulations and guidelines could be written to allow that. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes gave the example of town center one and town center two.  
Mr. Reiner stated he doesn’t want to be exclusionary.   
 
Ms. Rauch stated that the second bullet point relates to expanding the west boundary of the 
Historic District to include Shawan Falls/Corbins Mill Drive. 
Ms. Fox stated that she thought that the boundary was proposed to be moved to Frantz Road.  
She is concerned about the difference in appearance with the Kroger and the strip mall in place. Is 
there a way to make it feel more cohesive as you enter the City and have all of this complement 
each other?  She wants to avoid a diverse look. 
Ms. Rauch stated that could be done with the larger Code update in terms of the scale and 
character of this area of the District in that zoning designation. 
Ms. De Rosa asked if would simply be included in the Historic District. 
Mr. Papsidero stated that the Dublin Plaza ownership has some strong objections to being subject 
to a historical advisory board. The same outcome can be reached through the Code because they 
would be reducing the height along West Bridge Street. 
Ms. Fox stated that ARB needs to be involved in the Dublin Plaza, but it is important that all four 
corners of Shawan Falls and Corbins Mill are developed with the same perspective. 
Ms. De Rosa asked why ARB would be the reviewing body versus Planning and Zoning 
Commission. 
Mr. Papsidero stated that it could be, however the suggestion from Council at the last work session 
was to have it all under ARB. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that the Historic Transition zoning was to extend all the way 
to Frantz Road.  She didn’t believe that had anything to do with the reviewing body. 
Mayor Peterson asked for more information about the resistance from the owners of Dublin Plaza 
to being under the historical advisory board jurisdiction. 
Mr. Papsidero explained that there is a different level of review with ARB versus Planning and 
Zoning Commission. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that the area should be a Historical Transition zoning under 
the purview of Planning and Zoning Commission and extend to Frantz Road. 
Ms. De Rosa agreed. 
Ms. Fox stated that there are other historic transitions, so are we changing the way historic 
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transition is reviewed for all the areas or for just this one? 
Mr. Papsidero stated that this can be easily addressed to match Council’s intent. 
 
Ms. Rauch moved to the third bullet point -- for clean-up purposes, staff is recommending moving 
the eastern boundary of the Historic District.  The boundary doesn’t fully align with Riverside 
Crossing Park.  Therefore, Planning recommends the eastern boundary of the Architectural Review 
District move from the east side of the Scioto River to the western side, with the exception of the 
Scioto River Bridge, which would remain under ARB’s purview.   
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes asked how many buildable lots exist in this area. 
Ms. Rauch stated there are none -- sometimes cases would go to ARB, sometimes to Planning and 
Zoning Commission.  Staff is suggesting that the parkland specifically and the bridge would remain 
under ARB purview. 
The consensus of Council was agreement with this recommendation.    
Ms. Rauch stated they are moving away from the form-based Code and moving toward the form 
and scale in the guidelines.  She asked if Council agreed with this direction. 
The consensus among Council members was agreement.   
 
Ms. Rauch moved on to the final item on the agenda, the guidelines.  Earlier this summer there 
were a series of stakeholder committee meetings to talk through the direction given by Council.  
There were great discussions and great feedback came out of these meetings.  The consultant did 
an analysis to make sure that the guidelines did indeed include guidelines.  The next steps will be 
to hold a public meeting and obtain some feedback -- largely related to new construction.  Then a 
document will be drafted with the goal of completing the public review process before the end of 
the year.    
   
Ms. Fox sought clarifications on what is meant by a minor modification.  
Mr. Papsidero stated that minor modifications are specific to minor projects and ART.  
Ms. Fox stated she would like to review the minor modification language. 
 
Mr. Papsidero commented regarding the role of ART in the Bridge Street District. ART still plays a 
role in approving minor projects, but for a very narrow category.  He asked Council members if 
they concurred with ART having limited legal authority to approve projects. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes stated that things that come up during construction where the 
elevation or dimensions were off by a small margin are okay for ART, but the problem occurs when 
a 20% of a 200,000 square foot building ends up being a very big portion of the building.  The 
actual numbers triggering the reviewing body may be preferable than a percentage in these cases.  
Mr. Papsidero stated most of what is in that category are storefronts and patios.  He gave an 
example of the new restaurant that before ART and the waiver was under PZC purview.  After the 
issue was resolved, it did not go back to PZC.  Because of the size, it remained with ART. 
Vice Mayor Amorose Groomes suggested that perhaps it would have to come back to PZC only if it 
were in conflict with the Code. 
Mr. Papsidero stated that waivers are never before ART, those always go to the Planning and 
Zoning Commission. 
 
Ms. Fox stated this entire process is very complex. Her desire is that the process be clear and not 
complicated so that PZC can make things the best they can be. 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Architectural Review Board 
Wednesday, August 22, 2018 
 
 
 
AGENDA 

 

1. Historic Dublin Design Guidelines - Update 
 18-037ADM             Administrative Request – Other (Discussion Only) 

 
 

 
 
The Chair, David Rinaldi, called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. Other 
Board Members present were: Jeffrey Leonhard, Gary Alexander, and Andrew Keeler. Shannon Stenberg 

was absent. City representatives were: Jennifer Rauch, Lori Burchett, and Laurie Wright. 

 
Administrative Business 

 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Alexander moved, Mr. Leonhard seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 

follows: Mr. Keeler, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Mr. Leonhard, yes; and Mr. Alexander, yes. (Approved 4 – 0) 
 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Keeler moved, Mr. Alexander seconded, to approve the meeting minutes from June 27, 2018, as 
presented. The vote was as follows: Mr. Leonhard, yes; Mr. Rinaldi, yes; Mr. Alexander, yes; and Mr. 

Keeler, yes. (Approved 4 – 0) 
 

 

1. Historic Dublin Design Guidelines - Update 
 18-037ADM               Administrative Request – Other 

 
The Chair, David Rinaldi, said the following proposal is a request to update the Historic Dublin Design 
Guidelines applicable to properties located within the Architectural Review District and its outlying sites. 

This is a request for an introduction and discussion for proposed amendments to the Historic District 
Design Guidelines under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.172 and 153.174. 

 
Jennifer Rauch said she did not have a formal presentation but wanted to inform the Board of the work 

that has been done with the Guidelines and also provide updates about the latest work session with City 
Council and their direction for Staff. She said Greg Dale is the consultant and is here this evening.  He will 

open the discussion about the Historic District Design Guidelines (HDDG) and other amendments under 

consideration. Staff would like to obtain the Board’s feedback before moving forward. 
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Ms. Rauch reported that Council was updated on the HDDG and on the changes to the Bridge Street 

District Code (BSD) as a whole at the Work Session on June 20, 2018, and Council provided Staff with a 

direction to remove the Historic District from the Bridge Street District Code. She explained Council finds 
the character of the Historic District will be better maintained outside of the Bridge Street District. She 

said the Code would need to be updated to align with that objective. She reported Council also reviewed 
the boundaries of the Historic District.  

 
Ms. Rauch reported Council also reviewed the boundaries of the Historic District. She indicated Council 

was particularly concerned about the Z1 and Z2 Buildings in Bridge Park West, the new library, and 

parking garage. She reported Council did not believe those projects were in character with the Historic 
District and therefore should be removed from the district. That way, she explained, developers or people 

redeveloping properties in the Historic District do not point to those projects as precedent-setting 
development. She said no formal action has been taken, as of yet. She indicated when Staff meets with 

Council next week, they will state how far west the boundary should extend to help with the streetscape 

as more areas are redeveloped. As a result, the ARB may have more design control over current 
development in that area, which could be a significant change. She indicated there would then be a need 

for new requirements on the west side. 
 

Ms. Rauch said if an area is being removed from the BSD Code requirements, there is still Historic 

Residential, Historic Core, and Historic South Districts. She said those areas are under a form-based code 
so Staff and the ARB will have to create new standards or go back to some type of pre-Bridge Street 

Code standard and update the HDDG to ensure the character is defined. She noted Staff determined all 
of this is intertwined so these changes should be made simultaneously. 

 
Ms. Rauch said Staff is in the very early stages of developing the Code, using the pre-Bridge Street Code 

standards as a base, and the changes to the HDDG are underway but to be discussed this evening. She 

stated the goal is to get the pieces to fit together in a cohesive manner. She asked if the Board had any 
questions. 

 
David Rinaldi asked if there was a draft Code the ARB could review. Ms. Rauch said there was not one to 

share at this point. She said the pre-Bridge Street Code standards were like a lot of our standard districts 

and covered uses, setbacks, maximum building height and were very similar to the Historic Residential 
District. She emphasized that is the direction Council wanted. She explained that the form-based code 

would not be used with the very specific design requirements, and having concerns with height, density 
levels, and the intensity of development and redevelopment that the Bridge Street District Code allows. 

She said Council’s requests align with the feedback received from the public so Staff agreed it is a good 
direction to go.  

 

Ms. Rauch said the Zoning Code for the Historic Residential, Historic Core, Historic South, and Historic 
Transition Districts will need to be simplified in a way that makes sense to a user, to Staff, and the Board 

for reviews and the HDDG will also need to align with the new Code. 
 

Mr. Rinaldi agreed that working on the Zoning Code and the HDDG simultaneously makes sense.                         

Ms. Rauch said since Staff started the changes for the HDDG, those changes are helping to frame the 
basis for the Code in terms of form, character, and scale for new and infill development because the 

current HDDG were lacking those elements. 
 

Gary Alexander noted that buildings Z1 and Z2 were approved before he was on the Board. He said the 

only hesitation he might have to that suggestion is – being in the district impacted the look of those 
buildings. He indicated that even though the scale may be off, the back side of those buildings should be 

considered and what the front could have looked like compared to the back; the front is clearly more 
appropriate for the district than what the back side would have been. He said being in the district, had a 

positive impact on the shape of those buildings. 
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Mr. Rinaldi recalled the front of buildings Z1 and Z2 looked a lot like the back when the applicant first 

came forward with a proposal at seven stories high. Mr. Alexander said Mr. Rinaldi reinforced his point. 

He suggested the City could point to the library and state it was not approved by the ARB and it was an 
institutional and political issue that could not be overcome. He restated to be careful with buildings Z1 

and Z2; if the Board made an attempt to work within the HDDG, what is proposed on the front of those 
buildings should also continue within the HDDG. Ms. Rauch reported that Staff had a similar concern and 

outlined that very point in a memo to Council. She cited that the boundaries have not been officially 
determined at this point. She added the streetscape character and street level design features will have 

some impact. She said she would definitely make sure Mr. Alexander’s point gets relayed to Council. 

 
Ms. Rauch said, in terms of the HDDG, Council had directed Staff in the spring of 2018 to kick off the 

revamping and updating of the HDDG. She reported, the stakeholder group to start reviewing the HDDG 
and provide feedback on what they liked or did not like about the HDDG. She said the committee has 

been formed comprised of an ARB representative, David Rinaldi; the Planning and Zoning Commission 

(PZC) Chair, Victoria Newell; a Historic Society Representative, two residents; two business owners, and a 
business tenant. She reported the Committee has met three times with another meeting scheduled next 

week to talk about the HDDG. She indicated they have discussed what should be included, added, what is 
challenging with the existing guidelines, and graphics, etc. She said they completed an exercise to 

determine strengths and weaknesses of development versus preservation and a mapping exercise to 

determine what the committee thought was a good representation of the historic district and which sites 
or developments were challenging.   

 
Andrew Keeler referred to the map that had red and green notations that represented positive and 

negative comments the committee had about different properties within the Historic District. He asked if 
there was a consensus amongst the committee members. Ms. Rauch answered the committee did not go 

into a lot of discussion about the map but in the end, based on a lot of the conversations after the fact, it 

seemed there were similar concerns with the scale. For the most part, she reported, the committee was 
fairly aligned overall for achieving preservation with the development of the district, which is such a small 

area, while understanding there are development pressures, as well.  
 

Mr. Keeler said being new to the Board, he viewed the HDDG as purely helpful guidelines and the Zong 

Code as the Code. He asked if other cities like Boston, Philadelphia, and Alexandria for examples, offered 
guidelines or if they simply had a Code to work from or a combination of both. Greg Dale, McBride Dale 

Clarion, said he is the consultant working with the group, whereas he is really just getting started on this. 
To answer Mr. Keeler’s question, he said in terms of a “Code is a Code”, that is the law, that is the 

regulation and the HDDG live outside the Code that references the HDDG. He said that is pretty common. 
He stated he could not answer specifically to those cities but he has worked with a lot of boards like the 

ARB, including those that focus on historic preservation. He said there are other communities that use a 

similar arrangement that is not necessarily tied to historic preservation but tied simply to architectural 
review.  

 
Mr. Dale noted one of the things to be discussed is the idea that inside the Code the standards are as 

clear and objective as they can be including typical standards found in a zoning code – uses, dimensional 

standards, heights, and setbacks, and the like. Adversely, he said, the standards that are the more 
discretionary and require more judgement would remain in the HDDG. He said the current basic 

arrangement this city uses is pretty common.  
 

Mr. Dale shared some high level observations he had perceived so far: 

  
 Staff, Boards, and the Commission have all done a good job at dealing with historic buildings 

 Problems are with infill and new construction while there is pressure for new development 

 The Zoning Code has not provided a lot of guidance for new construction 
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 Historic District Design Guidelines need to be simplified – “recommendations” are made and 

editorials need to be removed as they blur the standards 

 HDDG provided advice for maintenance very well but that should be separate from the standards 

 The standards should be isolated so they are easy to apply (a checklist was suggested)  

 

Mr. Alexander said the recommendations I the HDDG are dated – windows for example have not kept up 
with the new materials available and it calls for true divided lites, which is extremely difficult to get an 

insulated glass so manufacturers make an alternative to that but the current guidelines may not allow it. 
He said HardiePlank has been recognized but now there are all kinds of resin-based sidings available that 

are not vinyl. He suggested that under Doors, we could list what has been approved and what has not 
been approved but again, they have to be updated.  

 

Mr. Dale agreed. He indicated a lot of communities with historic districts have wrestled with the 
alternative use of new materials that did not exist in the past. He suggested flexibility be built in to the 

guidelines because new materials probably come out now often enough. He stated the issue of the extent 
to which the Board wants to consider and allow alternative materials and how guidelines are applied to 

those needs to be considered.  

 
Mr. Keeler recommended the durability of a product should be determined by Building Standards or 

someone in the Administrative Review Team (ART) because he believes this is out of the ARB’s purview 
and the others understand the properties of HardiePlank vs Cedar vs Redwood, for example as well as 

lites for windows. 

 
Mr. Keeler said he struggles with how genuine a project should be. He indicated there is a difference of 

opinion on the Board, which is good. He reported his house has true divided lites, original glass of which 
he pulled every pane and replaced old glass with old glass, and put glazing in and painted it. He said 

there are arguments that the windows not durable but they are genuine. If this Board is trying to 
preserve history, he said, did they want to get in the weeds about the details for historically appropriate 

materials.  

 
Mr. Rinaldi said probably two-thirds of the information in the HDDG is about maintenance and not design 

guidelines. He said when you drill down to the true guidelines, there is not much content.  
 

Mr. Alexander said the HDDG is very clear about restoration when restoration is possible, addressing 

windows specifically and is consistent with other community standards. He noted that what Mr. Keeler did 
on his house was restoration because it was possible. He said the HDDG also notes when restoration is 

not possible. He said we also have to address new construction. He indicated everyone on this Board 
should be updated on materials but an employee in the building department can bring that expertise that 

the Board can rely on. He suggested that person could provide a list of what is approved and the reasons 
why.  

 

Mr. Keeler indicated new construction is an area that needs to be addressed as well as design instead of 
just restoration and repair. He asked if the Board would be able to hold a property to a different standard 

than a new build. Mr. Dale answered affirmatively. He explained the justification with a historic building is 
there is demonstrable public interest and being concerned about how authentic and genuine restoration 

is handled versus a structure or development that is new.  

 
Mr. Dale referred to the standards from the Secretary of the Interior that is addressed philosophically. 

  
“Two part rehabilitation philosophy, retention of original and historic building 

materials to the greatest extent possible, and avoiding the creating of a false 

historic appearance. “ 
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Mr. Dale questioned how both is accomplished.  He said the new construction standards in the back of 

HDDG state: 

 
“Be creative, it can look new, but conform, size, material, setbacks.”  

 
Mr. Dale stated that was the central philosophical struggle in historic preservation. He asked how the 

Board recognizes a non-historic building but rather a new building that appears new but it should also fit 
in the district. With existing, contributing historic buildings, he suggested, the Board be more concerned 

about authenticity. With new buildings, he said, the Board has the ability to build a new building.  

 
Mr. Alexander said he compared the Code to the HDDG and the Code states buildings should represent 

the spirit of time in which they are built but the approved materials do not. He referenced the HDDG for 
the siding and certain types of masonry that is permitted. He said that is the conflict – using the Code 

applying it to new buildings. He agreed buildings should look like the current spirit of time so a few years 

from now someone would recognize a building that was built in 2018 but the material list needs to be 
updated to allow for that.  

 
Mr. Dale said he is probably pointing out the obvious but this Historic District is not a homogenous 

district; there is a lot of diversity, building style, ages, and architectural style. He suggested a very 

modern and contemporary building would be jarring in the Historic District but at some point, some of 
the buildings that were built there 100 years ago, or 50 years ago, might have looked jarring or ahead of 

their time.  
 

Mr. Dale noted between the Zoning Code content and the content in the HDDG, there seems to be a 
disconnect at times so those differences should be explored and aligned. For example, he said both 

documents address demolitions. He said the Code language addresses demolitions in terms of very 

specific kinds of finding that need to be made but then demolition gets discussed in the HDDG. He said 
the information needs to be in one place or the other or the information needs to be consistent in both. 

He said earlier a member stated the Code is what applies and the HDDG is a guide, an amplification in 
applying the Code.  

 

Mr. Keeler referred to the Zoning Code that speaks to architectural character. – The architectural style 
general design and general arrangement of the exterior of a building and other structure including the 

type of light fixtures, signs, and other associated fixtures. He stated he did not view light fixtures, signs, 
or other fixtures as part of the architectural character. He said he is not an architect but sees the 

character defined by the elements of the building, 3-dimensional hard pieces of the building. He stated 
the door bell, door knocker, and light fixtures should not be included in determining character and 

therefore, would be less restrictive to someone coming before the Board. He believes it is not the Board’s 

business to tell an applicant what kind of light fixtures should be used. 
 

Ms. Rauch said all those details, historically, help make up the architectural character. She explained 
there is a vast difference between light fixtures that were used 100 years ago vs current light fixtures. 

  

Jeff Leonard said the Board has discussed porch furniture for certain projects including materials and 
whether chairs should be black or brown. He said there is nothing in the HDDG about furniture to which 

Ms. Rauch agreed. She said that is part of this discussion – what content/information the Board would 
like to see in the HDDG. 

 

Mr. Rinaldi said the HDDG provides guidance for those elements because they are very prominent by the 
building. 

 
Mr. Keeler said there is specific guidance on signs. Mr. Rinaldi said the guidelines for signs is very 

restrictive in the HDDG and when the BSD Sign Guidelines were adopted the HDDG went a different 
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direction. He asked the Board if they have any sense as to where they want the guidelines for the 

Historic District to land. 

 
Mr. Dale said these districts are being extracted from the BSD Code so certain guidelines in the BSD Code 

that this Board would like to remain for the Historic Districts, need to be made known. He pointed out 
that right now signs are a good example. He emphasized the Historic Districts should be free-standing. 

He said that is what he and the Board will be going through. He said ultimately, the decision is up to City 
Council. To address the question of what is in the Code and what is in the HDDG are the key issues, he 

emphasized.  

 
Mr. Keeler reported that he Googled architectural character because he is not an architect but he was not 

able to find anything that defines character beyond structural type elements like brackets and windows, 
etc. 

 

Mr. Rinaldi said he disagreed with Mr. Keeler because he believed the exterior elements were important. 
He said if there was an application for a historic commercial building on High Street and they want to put 

a Chihuly glass structure on the front, that would not be appropriate, and he would not approve it. He 
explained that sort of modern element would distract from the historic character. He indicated he would 

like to have some guidance/standards that state if the guidelines are met, the applicant would not need 

to come before the Board. He said he does not know how to define that. 
 

Mr. Dale asked if there are certain additional applications that Staff could sign off on. Ms. Rauch 
answered the applications would be more that dealt with maintenance. She said if an applicant is 

replacing something with like-for-like materials (color, material, design) then they are not required to go 
before the ARB. She said if an applicant has a yellow building and want to paint it green, the applicant 

needs to come before this Board or if the applicant would like to replace a door with something that looks 

different, they would also need the Board’s approval.  
 

Mr. Leonhard asked if there were pre-approved paint colors to choose from. Ms. Rauch answered there 
were not but the guidelines and standards can be changed now. She said for a historic structure there 

are appropriate colors, tones, and color combinations. Mr. Rinaldi interjected that what colors might have 

been appropriate for one period of time might not have been appropriate for another.  
 

Mr. Alexander added some communities allow Staff to determine if a paint color is appropriate and can 
approve it without addressing the Board. Mr. Dale asked the Board to consider additional 

standards/requirement that could be delegated for Staff/Administrative Approval. Mr. Rinaldi said it might 
be helpful to state at each meeting the actions that were taken by Staff. Lori Burchett asked if there 

would be a difference between residential and commercial requirements. Mr. Dale answered those are 

possibilities. 
 

Ms. Rauch indicated that some people do not want to come before the Board because the process is 
cumbersome and if someone is in the Historic District, there is a higher level of scrutiny but they should 

expect that. She said balancing that might be challenging. She agreed and reported Staff works hard to 

minimize the inertia before it comes before the Board because they want to uphold the standards but at 
the same time, trying to be somewhat practical when possible. 

 
Mr. Alexander said if there were clear cut requirements someone could follow to make decisions early to 

meet the application deadline, the applicant gets on the agenda and can get it done. He thought that 

would definitely help. 
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Mr. Leonhard said he joined the Board to understand the process of making changes on his own home. 

He reported his house was remodeled in 2008 – the person that owned it at that time was on the ARB 

and there is not a single divided lite pane window in his entire house.  
 

Mr. Rinaldi asked if the Board should consider residential off of High Street because it is such an 
important core that needs the same level of scrutiny that other buildings have on High Street that may be 

the ones behind and particularly those that are deemed historic and maybe there should be a different 
approach. He gave the example of a 1968 ranch home versus an 1800 commercial building on High 

Street. Ms. Rauch said we need to account for properties that are actually historic but are newer. She 

said they all should be held to the same scrutiny.  
 

Mr. Dale asked if guidelines should be distinguished geographically. He admitted the process of updating 
these documents should not be too complicated but properties off of High Street versus those that are on 

High Street might need to be treated differently. 

 
Mr. Leonhard said what is visible from High Street is one thing but what is on the back could be another 

story. He cited the property the Tackett’s just proposed to renovate as an example. He asked what 
boundaries would be changed. Ms. Rauch said that still needed to be determined. 

 

Mr. Dale said there needs to be guidelines for new construction so it is designed to fit within the fabric of 
the Historic District. He said clues will need to be taken from the historic fabric that exists.  

 
Mr. Keeler referred to Zoning Code Section 153.176A(1) Demolition – a structure contains no features of 

architectural or historical significance in the character of the area in which it is located. He asked if the 
City can exempt certain properties so you already know going in that one is taken care of.  

 

Ms. Rauch said a Historic and Cultural Assessment was completed and determined what structures and 
properties were contributing and what is not contributing so there is a better baseline for that now. 

Before the assessment of all the properties, she explained it was challenging to understand what should 
be considered historic. She stipulated the historic nature was determined only from the outside. She said 

that is one of the four criteria an applicant would have to meet. She said the burden is on the property 

owner to demonstrate that.  
 

Mr. Keeler asked if the assessment just applied to properties within the Historic District. Ms. Rauch 
answered this is part of the discussion because the assessment also applied to properties on Appendix G, 

which are outside the district. Mr. Keeler asked how someone would prove that and demonstrate criteria 
#1. Mr. Dale clarified that two of the four criteria have to be met. Ms. Burchett said Staff will run through 

the criteria with the applicant to identify areas that staff feels the applicant will need to make a case, etc. 

 
Ms. Rauch said the role of the ARB is largely the preservation of the district, so the goal is not to make it 

simpler for people to demolish their structures.  
 

Mr. Keeler surmised there is probably a 1960s or 70s house with a bad roof, cinder block construction, in 

very poor condition but since it is in the Historic District that applicant would have to spend a half hour 
explaining to the Board why the structure needs to be demolished. Ms. Burchett indicated that typically 

what is typically seen with the demolition requests are like a garage that was on the rear of the property 
built with a block foundation, elements had been removed from it, there were no historical features 

based on potential age and that is where the applicant demonstrated there were no historic architectural 

features. She said if Staff has evidence that there were historic architectural features to be preserved, 
Staff could then provide that information.  
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Ms. Burchett said the Board has the discretion to form their own opinion to approve a demolition even if 

Staff may have determined the applicant did not meet any of the criteria; the Board may have a different 

opinion. 
 

Mr. Keeler inquired about the condition of imposing a waiting period on an applicant and what situation 
would cause such a provision. Ms. Burchett said Staff may not want to see something demolished; they 

may ask the applicant to take more time to see what can be done to save the structure. Staff also does 
not want something demolished without something going into its place so typically Staff would see a 

demolition request paired with a new development request. 

 
Mr. Dale said where he has seen that come into play is when someone comes in making the economic 

argument – they state they have run the numbers, cannot afford the cost of renovation, will not be able 
to get a reasonable economic return or it is so deteriorating they cannot renovate. He said he has seen 

instances where Boards conclude – the applicant was making a good case but it was a borderline call and 

the Board would determine to give the owner more time to see if there are other alternatives. He said he 
has witnessed preservation organizations that try and purchase property or someone coming in and 

saying they could help the applicant with their economic analysis. He explained the waiting period is 
basically a cooling off period in the hopes someone will come up with something to save the building, 

coming in with an idea or provide assistance.  

 
Mr. Dale gave an example of an applicant that claimed their building was unsafe, it had deteriorated 

through no fault of his own, it was not demolition by neglect, and the applicant can demonstrate they 
meet all the criteria but he has no idea what he wants to do with the property as he is not ready, and not 

in a financial position to have a reuse plan but he needs to remove the building. Mr. Alexander asked if 
that would be a building Code issue if the chief building official had determined it was a public hazard. 

Mr. Dale said issues of health, safety, and welfare usually override all preservation issues so that would 

be something to check into. 
 

Mr. Rinaldi said the Board needs to see the structure inside and out in a demolition request. Mr. Dale said 
typically with these types of demolition requirements like the City has, where someone is literally trying to 

claim the economically viable use part that gets into a very technical kind of set of issues. He said a 

structural engineer study can be requested so the applicant can really demonstrate to the Board that not 
just exterior but the mechanical systems and the structural integrity of the building. He said it is a high 

level of proof to come in and say that the building cannot be reused in an economically feasible manner. 
 

Mr. Rinaldi recalled a case where the Board was not permitted inside the house and had to make a 
judgement call from what was visible from the outside and there was an engineer’s report but the 

applicant hired the engineer and he would like to be able to see for himself what the engineer is talking 

about versus just relying on the written document from someone the applicant hired.  
 

Mr. Dale emphasized the Board is entitled to request adequate information before a decision is made. Ms. 
Burchett said, specifically for contributing structures. Ms. Rauch recalled after that happened, the City 

decided to hire a third-party consultant to help with future cases. She said as a Board, they have 

discussed what level of detail they would like to see, what the burden of proof was, and what the 
applicant had to provide to make the Board feel comfortable reviewing a demolition request. 

 
Mr. Rinaldi stated this Board needs to understand they serve all of Dublin, not just the Historic District.  

 

Mr. Dale asked the Board to focus in on Zoning Code Section 174, the actual standards of a review.  He 
said those standards need to tie to these guidelines a little more clearly. 

 
Ms. Rauch said Staff will continue to work with the committee on guidelines while simultaneously working 

on the other elements that City Council had directed them to do. She noted there is a Work Session 
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planned with City Council to talk about each of these pieces and where we are with that and get further 

direction from them, particularly as it relates to the boundary because that then impacts our zoning and 

the map, etc. She said they will review some draft guideline pieces with the committee and digest those 
into the three sections, which will eventually evolve into a draft guideline but that will also need to align 

with the Zoning Code.  
 

The Board and Mr. Dale discussed the best way to approach revisions for the HDDG and the Zoning 
Code. Mr. Dale suggested the Board determine what the categories are, what they are trying to achieve, 

and then determine what really goes in the Code and what really needs to go in the HDDG. He 

recommended any editorial comments should be eliminated. 
 

The Chair asked the Board if they had any further comments. [There were none.] 
 

Communications  

The Chair requested communications. [There were none.] 
 

Adjournment 
With no communications to share, the Chair adjourned the meeting at 7:52 pm. 

 

As approved by the Architectural Review Board on September 26, 2018.  
 
 



  

Difference between a National Register Historic 

District and Local Historic District? 

A National Register District Identifies; a Local District Protects. 

Both National Register district and locally designated historic districts can be used as effective 

preservation tools, either independently or together, to help preserve a community’s historic 

resources. For example, the National Register program might be used as a convenient and credible 

way to identify a community’s historic resources, followed by local district designation, which 

would further protect and enhance those resources through the process of design review.  

Conversely, a local survey to establish a local historic district might also be used as the basis for a 

National Register district nomination, which would afford additional preservation incentives, 

including rehabilitation tax credits, to properties protected in the local district. Local district 
designation might also be used to selectively protect portions of National Register districts 

considered especially significant to a community or subject to particularly strong development 

pressures. Local designation also might be afforded to an area larger than a National Register 

district to provide an even greater degree of protection to the historic resources within the 

National Register district. 

Some communities’ preservation needs may be met entirely with either a locally designated district 

or a National Register district; there are many examples in Georgia of both situations. Other 

communities may believe that a package involving both types of districts works best. Remember: 

local districts and National Register districts are different, but complementary, and can work 

effectively by themselves or together to meet a community’s historic preservation needs. 

For further information, visit the HPD website or contact Olivia Head, National 

Register Specialist, at 770-389-7842 or olivia.head@dnr.ga.gov .  



The following is a detailed analysis of what both National Register districts and local 

historic districts are, and the ways in which they can be used as preservation planning tool. 

National Register District 

A National Register historic district is a historic district that is listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places. The National Register is our country’s official list of historic places worthy of 

preservation. It includes individual buildings, structures, sites, and objects as well as historic 

districts that are historically, architecturally, or archaeologically significant. 

National Register listing recognizes the significance of properties and districts. By doing so, it 

identifies significant historic resources in a community. Boundaries of National Register districts are 

tightly drawn to encompass only concentrated areas of historic properties. Information compiled to 

nominate a historic district can be used in a variety of planning and development activities. 

National Register listing also makes available specific preservation incentives and provides a limited 
degree of protection from the effects of federally funded, licensed, or permitted activities. 

The National Register is maintained by the U.S. Department of the Interior. In Georgia, the National 

Register program is administered by the Historic Preservation Division of the Department of 
Natural Resources. Districts and other properties are listed in the National Register through a 17-

step process that involves identification, documentation, and evaluation.  National Register historic 
districts most commonly encompass central business districts, residential neighborhoods, industrial 

areas, rural areas, and occasionally, entire communities. 

A National Register District: 

 Identifies significant properties and districts for general planning purposes 

 Analyzes and assesses the historic character and quality of the district 

 Designates historic areas based on uniform national criteria and procedures 

 Sets district boundaries tightly, based on the actual distribution pattern of intact historic 
properties in the area 

 Makes available specific federal and state tax incentives for preservation purposes 

 Provides a limited degree of protection from the effects of federally assisted 
undertakings 

 Qualifies property owners for federal and state grants for preservation purposes, when 
funds are available 

 Does not restrict the use or disposition of property or obligate private property owners 
in any way 

 Does not require conformance to design guidelines or preservation standards when 
property is rehabilitated unless specific preservation incentives (tax credits, grants) are 
involved 

 Does not affect state and local government activities 

 Does not prevent the demolition of historic buildings and structures within designated 
areas 



 

Local Historic District 

A local historic district is a district designated by a local ordinance, which falls under the jurisdiction 

of a local historic preservation review commission.  A local historic district is generally “overlaid” on 

the existing zoning classifications in a community. Therefore, a local district commission deals only 

with the appearance of the district, not with the uses of those properties. 

According to the 1980 Georgia Historic Preservation Act which makes such local designations 

possible, a local historic district is a “geographically definable area, urban or rural, which contains 
structures, sites, and/or works of art which have special historical or aesthetic interest or value; 

represent one or more periods or styles of architecture typical of one or more eras in the history of 
the municipality, county, state, or region; and cause that area to constitute a visibly perceptible 

section of the community.” 

The designation of a local district protects the significant properties and the historic character of 
the district.  It provides communities with the means to make sure that growth, development, and 

change take place in ways that respect the important architectural, historical, and environmental 

characteristics within a district.  Local designation encourages sensitive development in the district 
and discourages unsympathetic changes from occurring. This happens through a process called 

design review, whereby the historic preservation commission approves major changes that are 

planned for the district and issues Certificates of Appropriateness which allow the proposed 

changes to take place. 

A Local Historic District: 

 Protects a community’s historic properties and areas through a design review process 

 Protects the historic character and quality of the district with specific design controls 

 Designates historic areas on the basis of local criteria and local procedures 

 Sets district boundaries based on the distribution pattern of historic resources plus 
other preservation and community planning considerations 

 Provides no tax incentives for preservation purposes unless such are provided by local 
tax law 

 Provides no additional protection from the effects of federally assisted undertakings 

 Does not qualify property owners for federal or state grants for preservation purposes 

 Does not restrict the use to which property is put in the district or require property 
owners to make improvements to their property 

 Requires local historic preservation commission review and approval, based on 
conformance to local design guidelines, before a building permit is issued for any 
“material changes” in appearance to the district 

 Does not affect federal, state, or local government activities 

 Provides for review of proposed demolitions within designated areas; may prevent or 
delay proposed demolitions for specific time periods to allow for preservation 
alternatives.  
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Four Approaches to the Treatment of Historic Properties
There are Standards for four distinct, but interrelated, approaches to the treatment of historic properties—preservation,
rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction.

Standards for Preservation

Standards for Rehabilitation

Standards for Rehabilitation  
(for historic tax credit projects)

Standards for Restoration

Standards for Reconstruction

History of the Standards

Guidelines for the Treatment  
of Historic Properties

Guidelines for the Treatment  
of Cultural Landscapes

Guidelines for Rehabilitating  
Historic Buildings

Guidelines on Sustainability

Guidelines on Flood Adaptation for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings

Choosing an appropriate treatment for a historic building or landscape is critical.
Preservation focuses on the maintenance and repair of existing historic materials and retention of a property's form as it has evolved
over time.



Rehabilitation acknowledges the need to alter or add to a historic property to meet continuing or changing uses while retaining the
property's historic character.

Restoration depicts a property at a particular period of time in its history, while removing evidence of other periods.

Reconstruction re-creates vanished or non-surviving portions of a property for interpretive purposes.

The choice of treatment depends on a variety of factors, including the property's historical significance, physical condition,
proposed use, and intended interpretation. Historic buildings are used as an example below. The decisionmaking process would be
similar for other property types.

Relative importance in history. Is the building nationally significant? Is it a rare survivor or the work of a master architect or
craftsman? Did an important event take place in it? National Historic Landmarks, designated for their "exceptional significance in
American history," or many buildings individually listed in the National Register often warrant Preservation or Restoration. Buildings that
contribute to the significance of a historic district but are not individually listed in the National Register more frequently undergo
Rehabilitation for a compatible new use.

Physical condition. What is the existing condition, or degree of material integrity, of the building prior to work? Has the original form
survived largely intact or has it been altered over time? Are the alterations an important part of the building's history? Preservation may
be appropriate if distinctive materials, features, and spaces are essentially intact and convey the building's historical significance. If the
building requires more extensive repair and replacement, or if alterations or additions are necessary for a new use, then Rehabilitation is
probably the most appropriate treatment.

Proposed use. An essential, practical question to ask is: Will the building be used as it was historically or will it be given a new use?
Many historic buildings can be adapted for new uses without seriously damaging their historic character. However, special-use properties
such as grain silos, forts, ice houses, or windmills may be extremely difficult to adapt to new uses without major intervention and a
resulting loss of historic character and even integrity.

Mandated code requirements. Regardless of the treatment, code requirements will need to be taken into consideration. But if hastily
or poorly designed, code-required work may jeopardize a building's materials as well as its historic character. Thus, if a building needs to
be seismically upgraded, modifications to the historic appearance should be minimal. Abatement of lead paint and asbestos within
historic buildings requires particular care if important historic finishes are not to be adversely affected. Finally, alterations and new
construction needed to meet accessibility requirements under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 should be designed to
minimize material loss and visual change to a historic building.

The Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties  illustrate the practical application of each treatment to historic properties.

The Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes apply the treatment standards to historic cultural landscapes.
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