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IN THE FRANKLIN COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

CIVIL DIVISION 

 
 

Leah Turner, et al. 
 
  Appellants, 

:
:
: 

 
Case No. 21 CV 003635 

v. :
: 

 

City of Bexley Board of Zoning and 
Planning, et al., 
 
  Appellees. 

:
:
:
: 

Judge Mark A. Serrott 

 

 

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE CITY OF BEXLEY 

 
In accordance with Ohio Revised Code 2506.02 and the Praecipe filed by Appellants, 

Leah Turner and Jesse Turner, Appellees, City of Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning, City of 

Bexley City Council and the City of Bexley hereby file with this Court a complete transcript of all 

the original papers, testimony, and evidence offered, heard, and taken into consideration in issuing 

the final order, adjudication, or decision regarding the Application for a conditional use for the 

property located at 2300 E. Livingston Avenue, Bexley, Ohio.   

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
/s/  Catherine A. Cunningham    

Catherine A. Cunningham  (0015730) 
KEGLER, BROWN, HILL & RITTER CO., LPA  
65 East State Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus, OH  43215 
(614) 462-5486  
Fax:  (614) 464-2634 
E-mail:  ccunningham@keglerbrown.com 
 
Counsel for Appellees, City of Bexley Board of 

Zoning and Planning, City of Bexley City 

Council and the City of Bexley 
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BEFORE THE BEXLEY BOARD OF ZONING AND PLANNING 

AND BEXLEY CITY COUNCIL 

 
 
Applicant: Nicole Boyer 
Property Owner: Sally Woodyard 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

 
Appeal to City Council #21-2 
 
Application # BZAP-20-48 

 
 

INDEX OF RECORD 
 
Page Nos. Description of Document Date 

001-027 Conditional Use Application 
1. Livingston Elevations (A-2.21 - A-2.22) [dated 

December 17, 2020]  
2. Livingston Elevations (A-2.21 – A-2.22) [dated 

January 7, 2021] 
3. Livingston Plans (A-1.21 – A-1.23) Floor Plans [dated 

December 17, 2020] 
4. Livingston Plans (A-1.21 – A-1.23) [dated January 7, 

2021] 
5. Livingston Landscape Plan (L1.0-L2.0) [dated 

January 7, 2021]  
6. Livingston Site Plan (A-1.00) [dated January 7, 2021] 
7. Bexley Apartments Project Summary  
8. Livingston Site Materials / Context (A-2.23) [dated 

January 7, 2021] 

December 18, 2020 

028-029 Public Notice City of Bexley Architectural Review Board 
and Board of Zoning & Planning [ARB (1/14/21) and BZAP 

(1/28/21) (whole agenda)] 

December 31, 2020 

030 Public Notice City of Bexley Architectural Review Board 
and Board of Planning and Zoning [ARB (1/14/21) and BZAP 

(1/28/21) (site specific)] 

January 11, 2021 

031 Determination and Record of Action of Architectural Review 
Board 

January 14, 2021 

032-051 Minutes of Architectural Review Board [recommendation to 

BZAP] 
January 19, 2021 

052-057 Agenda for Board of Zoning and Planning meeting January 28, 2021 
058-062 Staff Report January 28, 2021 



 

108433\000002\4837-3663-9729v1 

063 Video of Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning meeting 
[https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-Zvn1Liks0c from 4:40:30 through 

6:53:45] 

January 28, 2021 

064-092 Minutes of the Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning meeting  January 28, 2021 
Approved 
March 25, 2021 

093-094 Notice of BZAP meeting  
Corrected Notice of BZAP meeting 

February 11, 2021 

095 Amended Site Plan [dated February 5, 2021]  February 19, 2021 
096-097 Agenda for Board of Zoning and Planning meeting February 25, 2021 
098-118 Hearing Exhibits — Applicant 

 PowerPoint presentation at hearing 
February 25, 2021 

119-137 Hearing Exhibits — Opponents  
 Document submitted by Dustin Snow  

February 25, 2021 

138-141 Bexley Diversity, Equity & Inclusion Strategy 
Council Resolution 06-20 [passed on August 11, 2020] 

 

142-181 Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework [dated May 2017]  
182-183 Decision and Record of Action  February 25, 2021 
184 Video of Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning meeting 

[https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=deSA0brKVu8 from 27:15 through 

3:56:25 - Decision at 3:56:27] 

February 25, 2021 

185-205 Minutes of the Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning meeting February 25, 2021 
Approved 
March 25, 2021 

206 Video of Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning meeting 
[https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W_HG2NF2Iq0 from 3:05 to 5:00] 

March 25, 2021 

207-213 Minutes of the Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning meeting 
[approving minutes from January 28, 2021 and February 25, 2021 

meetings] 

March 25, 2021 

214-221 Notice of Appeal to City Council Case No. 21-2 April 23, 2021 
222-230 Notice of Filing Notice of Appeal  April 30, 2021 
231-233 Agenda of City Council meeting  May 11, 2021 
234 City Council’s Determination on Appeal May 11, 2021 
235 Video of Bexley City Council meeting 

[https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ph_t5x6ktl4 from 5:46 through 

11:15] 

May 11, 2021 

236-242 Minutes of City Council Meeting May 11, 2021 
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243-254 Notice of Final Determination of Bexley City Council in 
Administrative Appeal and Service of Determination on 
Appeal 

May 12, 2021 

255-309 Notice of Appeal from an Administrative Order June 9, 2021 
310-313 Praecipe for the Record June 9, 2021 
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01/26/2021

City of Bexley, OH

BZAP-20-48

*(BZAP)Board of Zoning & Planning Application - Review of Variance requests for Residential and

Commercial Development

A.1: Project Information

Status: Active Date Created: Dec 18, 2020

Applicant

Nicole Boyer 

nicole.boyer@tcbinc.org 

736 Oak Street 

Columbus, Oh 43205 

380-235-8345 

Location

2300 E LIVINGSTON AV 

Bexley, OH

Owner:

Sally A Woodyard 

2300 E Livingston Avenue, , Bexley, OH 43209

Brief Project Description - ALSO PROVIDE 2 HARD COPIES OF PLANS TO THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT.

Bexley Apartments at 2300 E Livingston includes a proposed, three-story, multi-family building

located on 0.74-ac of land. The building includes twenty-seven (27) apartment units (a combination

of one, two and three bedroom units).  The building is placed on the site to front both E Livingston

Avenue and Francis Avenue with a proposed thirty-space parking lot to the rear. Parking lot access

will be from one curb cut on Francis Avenue. Landscaping and fencing will be provided to comply

with the code requirements. The existing building and parking will be demolished. 

Architecture Review



Conditional Use



Demolition



Planned Unit Dev



Rezoning



Variance or Special Permit



What requires Major Architectural Review

Proposed new construction, three-story, multi-family building. 

What requires Minor Architectural Review

new building
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A.1: Attorney / Agent Information

A.2: Fee Worksheet

Major Architectural Review



Minor Architectural Review



Agent Name

Not Applicable

Agent Address

--

Agent Email

--

Agent Phone

--

Property Owner Name

--

Property Owner Email

--

Property Owner Address

--

Property Owner Phone number

--

Estimated Valuation of Project

4000000

Minor Architectural Review



Major Architectural Review



Variance Review



Variance Review Type

--

Zoning



Zoning Review Type

Conditional Use request

Sign Review and Architectural Review for Commercial Projects



Review Type

Special Permit, Conditional Uses and All Others

Appeal of ARB decision to BZAP



Appeal of BZAP decision to City Council



Conditional Use - Explain type of Use if being requested and fill out Conditional Use Criteria

Bexley Apartments is a multi-family building and the project will request variances for apartment

units including 1) Dwelling units on the first floor and 2) dwelling units above the first floor.

Detailed explanation of appeal
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B: Project Worksheet: Property Information

B: Project Worksheet: Lot Info

B: Project Worksheet: Primary Structure Info

B: Project Worksheet: Garage and/or Accessory Structure Info (Incl. Decks, Pergolas, Etc)

With the exception of the use, the building will comply with the height, yard, and landscape

requirements. Therefore, we believe the proposed building is consistent with the goals of the City

and do not anticipate the proposed building having a negative impact on the surrounding

neighborhood. The proposed apartment building will be a transition between the primarily

residential nature of E Livingston to the east and the existing commercial to the west. The traffic

impact will be minor considering the building only includes twenty-seven (27) units and thirty (30)

parking spaces. The project includes one curb cut off of Francis Avenue.

Occupancy Type

Residential

Zoning District

CS

Use Classification

Other

Other Classification

--

Width (ft)

214

Depth (ft)

148

Total Area (SF)

32250

Existing Footprint (SF)

5435

Proposed Addition (SF)

--

Removing (SF)

5435

Type of Structure

Wood Frame and Masonry

Proposed New Primary Structure or Residence (SF)

34687

Total (footprint) square foot of all structures combined

11663

Existing Footprint (SF)

--

Proposed Addition (SF)

--
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B: Project Worksheet: Hardscape

B: Project Worksheet: Total Coverage

C.1 Architectural Review Worksheet: Roofing

New Structure Type

--

Ridge Height

--

Proposed New Structure (SF)

--

Is there a 2nd Floor

--

Total of all garage and accessory structures (SF)

--

Total building lot coverage (SF)

--

Total building lot coverage (% of lot)

--

Is this replacing an existing garage and/or accessory structure?

--

Existing Driveway (SF)

--

Existing Patio (SF)

--

Existing Private Sidewalk (SF)

--

Proposed Additional Hardscape (SF)

--

Total Hardscape (SF)

11708

Total overall lot coverage (SF)

23371

Total overall lot coverage (% of lot)

72

Roofing



Structure

House or Principal Structure

Existing Roof Type

--

New Roof Type

TPO Rubber

New Single Manufacturer

TBD

New Roof Style and Color

Low-slope ('flat') roof, white membrane.

Standing seam metal roofing at accent areas
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C.1 Architectural Review Worksheet: Windows

C.1 Architectural Review Worksheet: Doors

C.1 Architectural Review Worksheet: Exterior Trim

C.2 Architectural Review Worksheet: Exterior Wall Finishes

Windows



Structure

House or Principal Structure

Existing Window Type

--

Existing Window Materials

--

New Window Manufacturer

Vinyl window mfr. TBD

New Window Style/Mat./Color

Casement and Fixed Windows. Energy Efficient

with Low-E glass.

Doors



Structure

House or Principal Structure

Existing Entrance Door Type

--

Existing Garage Door Type

--

Door Finish

Painted

Proposed Door Type

Aluminum Storefront at main entrances,

insulated hollow-metal at secondary entrances.

Proposed Door Style

Full glass alum. doors at primary entrances,

flush solid doors at service areas and stair exit

Proposed Door Color

TBD

Exterior Trim



Existing Door Trim

--

Proposed New Door Trim

Aluminum

Existing Window Trim

--

Proposed New Window Trim

Smooth face PVC trim or fiber cement trim

Trim Color(s)

TBD

Do the proposed changes affect the overhangs?

--
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D: Tree & Public Gardens Commission Worksheet

D: (Staff Only) Tree & Public Gardens Commission Worksheet

Exterior Wall Finishes



Existing Finishes

--

Existing Finishes Manufacturer, Style, Color

--

Proposed Finishes

Other

Other Proposed Finishes

--

Proposed Finishes Manufacturer, Style, Color

Horizontal and vertical siding, fiber cement panel accents, and brick veneer

By checking the following box I agree (as the applicantof record) to monitor this application and respond
to any additional information requested by the Zoning Officer, Design Consultant, and Bldg. Dept Staff,
through the email in this application, in order to allow a notice to be written and sent out 2 weeks prior

to the next scheduled meeting and to be placed on the Agenda. This includes the ARB meeting when
Design Recommendation is needed prior to Board of Zoning and Planning Review. I understand that

incomplete applications may be withheld from the agenda or only offered informal review.



Type of Landscape Project

City Right-of-Way Landscape

Landscape Architect/Designer

POD Design, Todd Foley

Architect/Designer Phone

RDL Architects, Margaret Kavourias, 216-752-

4300

Architect/Designer E-mail

margaret@rdlarchitects.com

Project Description

The project is seeking approval for the conceptual landscaping plan with this BZAP application and

will provide a fully developed landscape plan in the fall of 2021 for view and approval.   It is the goal

of the project team to provide a streetscaping plan that aligns with the City's larger goals to

improve the tree canopy and pedestrian feel of the community.  The proposed project will provide

new landscaping and hardscaping throughout the site.  New trees will be planted along East

Livingston and Francis and the building will benefit from foundation plantings and hardscaping to

provide a more residential feel that complements the adjacent residential uses.  The full

landscaping scope of work will be completed with the construction of the new building and will be

delivered in 2023.

I have read and understand the above criteria



Design plan with elevations (electronic copy as specified in instructions plus 1 hard copy)
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E.1 Variance Worksheet

E.2 Variance Worksheet

F.1 Fence Variance Worksheet



Design Specifications as required in item 3 in "Review Guidelines and List of Criteria" above



Applicant has been advised that Landscape Designer/Architect must be present at meeting



Description of the Proposed Variance. Please provide a thorough description of the variance being
sought and the reason why.

--

1. Does the property in question require a variance in order to yield a reasonable return? Can there be
any beneficial use of the property without the variance? Please describe.

--

2. Is the variance substantial? Please describe.

--

3. Would the essential character of the neighborhood be substantially altered or would adjoining
properties suffer a substantial detriment as a result of the variance? Please describe.

--

4. Would the variance adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (e.g. water, sewer, garbage)?
Please describe.

--

5. Did the property owner purchase the property with the knowledge of zoning restriction? Please
describe.

--

6. Can the property owner's predicament feasibly obviated through some method other than a variance?

Please describe.

--

7. Is the spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement observed and is substantial justice done by

granting the variance? Please describe.

--

Lot Type
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F.1-F.2 Fence Variance Worksheet: Side and Rear Yard Restrictions for Corner Lots

F.3 Fence Variance Worksheet

--

Narrative description of how you plan to meet the pertinent outlined variance criteria

--

1. Compatibility: Describe how the proposed side yard fence or wall exceeding forty-eight inches in
height and on the street side of a corner lot compatible with other properties in the neighborhood?

--

2. Height: Please verify that the maximum height of such fence or wall shall not exceed seventy-two
inches as measured from the average grade, as defined in Section 1230.06. Artificially raising the height

of the lot line by the use of mounding, retaining walls or similar means shall be included within the
seventy-two inch maximum height.

--

3. Transparency: Fences exceeding forty-eight inches in height should include transparency in the upper

12” to 18” of the fence through the use of latticework, pickets, or other appropriate design elements.
Describe how you have satisfied this requirement.

--

4. Screening: A landscaping plan must be filed with the application for a special permit, indicating how

such fencing or wall is to be screened from the street side elevation. The landscape plan should be
designed in such a way as to mitigate the impact of a solid fence or wall as it relates to the street and
other properties. Describe how the landscape plan addresses these items.

--

5. Visibility and Safety: The installation of such fence or wall shall not create a visibility or safety

concern for vehicular and/or pedestrian movement. Please describe any visibility/safety concerns with
your design.

--

6. Material Compatibility: No chain link, wire mesh or other similar material shall be installed on lot lines

adjacent to public rights-of-way. Please verify that your design complies with this requirement.

--

7. Finished Side: Any fence or wall erected on a lot located at the intersection of two or more streets

must have the finished and not the structural side facing the adjacent property, alley or street. Please
verify that your design complies with this requirement.

--

Front Yard Restrictions



Fences Adjacent to Commercial Districts



Require Commercial Fences Adjacent to Residential Districts

008



1/26/2021 OpenGov

https://bexleyoh.viewpointcloud.io/#/explore/records/163679/printable?act=true&app=true&att=true&emp=true&int=true&loc=true&sec=1010937%2C… 9/13

F.3 Fence Variance Worksheet: Front Yard Restrictions

G. Demolition Worksheet



The proposed decorative landscape wall or fence is compatible with other properties in the
neighborhood.

--

The height of the fence or wall does not exceed the size permitted as above when measured from the
average grade of the yard where the fence or wall is to be installed. Artificially raising the height of the
lot line by the use of mounding, retaining walls or similar means shall be included in the maximum
height.

--

Posts, columns and finials may extend up to 6” above the maximum allowed height of the fence panels.
CHAPTER 1264. FENCES AND WALLS City of Bexley Zoning Ordinance

--

A landscaping plan shall be filed with the application indicating how such fencing and/ or wall is to be
integrated with existing front yard landscaping.

--

The installation of such fence and/or wall shall not create a visibility or safety concern for vehicular

and/or pedestrian movement.

--

No chain link, wire mesh, concrete block or other similar type material shall be installed as a decorative
landscape wall or fence.

--

The fence and/or wall shall have a minimum of 50% transparency.

--

That the lot exhibits unique characteristics that support the increase in fence height.

--

Is your property historically significant? Please attached supporting documentation. Recomended
sources include ownership records, a letter from the Bexley Historical Society, etc.

No

Is your property architecturally significant? Please attached supporting documentation. Recomended
sources include a letter of opinion from an architect or expert with historical preservation expertise.

No

If you answered "yes" to either of the above two questions, please describe any economic hardship that

results from being unable to demolish the primary residence, and attach any supporting evidence.
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I: Conditional Use Worksheet

--

If you answered "yes" to either of the above two questions, please describe any other unusual or

compelling circumstances that require the demolition of the primary residence, and attach any

supporting evidence.

--

I will provide a definite plan for reuse of the site, including proposed replacement structures, by

completing Worksheets B & C and any other pertinent worksheets, along with required exhibits.



Provide a narrative time schedule for the replacement project

The project is seeking zoning approval for the conditional use of residential units on the property in

order to pursue financing.  Should the project successfully secure the necessary financing the team

will be submitting a fully developed Demolition Worksheet sheet in fall of 2021 along with the full

ARB and Landscaping submissions.  Construction activities will commence in summer 2022, and it

is anticipated that construction will last for 12-months.

Please provide a narrative of what impact the proposed replacement project will have on the subject

property and the neighborhood.

We believe the proposed building is consistent with the goals of the City and do not anticipate the

proposed building having a negative impact on the surrounding neighborhood. The apartment

building will be a transition between the primarily residential nature of E Livingston to the east and

the existing commercial to the west. The traffic impact will be minor considering the building only

includes twenty-seven (27) units and thirty (30) parking spaces. The project includes one curb cut

off of Francis Avenue.  

The use is consistent with the goals and policies of any adopted plans of the City of Bexley, including,
but not limited to, the Main Street Guidelines.

Yes

The use will not have a negative impact on the neighboring land uses and the larger community because
of the differences between the proposed use and existing uses in the community.

Yes

The use will not be hazardous to or have a negative impact on existing or future surrounding uses.

Yes

The use meets or satisfies the lot/yard or height requirements in the code and other general code
provisions including landscape requirements, parking standards, and storm drainage requirements as

existing or as may be adopted.

Yes

The use does not create an undue burden on existing public facilities and services such as street,
utilities, school or refuse disposal.

Yes
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J: Home Occupation Worksheet

The use is consistent with and/or furthers the City’s economic goals and will not decrease property

values or have a negative economic impact.

Yes

The use is in character and keeping and compatible with the adjacent structures and uses.

Yes

Any proposed construction will not result in the destruction, loss, or damage of a natural, scenic, or

historic feature of major importance. Yes

Yes

Please provide a narrative for how you meet the above criteria.

The project consists of a 3-story, 34,687 square-foot residential building on approximately 0.74

acres at the northwest corner of East Livingston and Francis Avenue.  The site is currently zoned

Commercial Service District (“CS”).  Applicant is seeking approval for a conditional use to

construct 27 rental apartment units on the site.  The project will bring new housing options to the

Bexley community, helping to further the City’s goals of creating and preserving mixed-income

housing in Bexley.   

The property provides a strong transition point from the predominantly commercial uses to the

west and south to the residential uses to the north and east. The proposed construction will include

the demolition of the two existing structures fronting East Livingston Avenue, neither of which is a

historic feature of major importance. The proposed 3-story residential building engages the

Livingston corridor, with off-street parking tucked behind the building. But for the conditional use

request for the residential dwellings, the project meets all zoning requirements of a CS District and

will meet City of Bexley requirements for perimeter screening and landscaping as well as storm

water requirements. The architectural style of the building complements the Mid-Century and

traditional homes while also pulling vertical and horizontal lines from the commercial business

district to the west. 

The proposed project will not create any additional burdens to the existing public infrastructure.

The site is currently developed as a commercial use and the proposed residential use will take

advantage of existing water and sewer connections where practical and feasible. The site has been

designed to maximize off-street parking at a ratio of 1.11 spaces per unit, exceeding residential

parking requirements for similar MUC zoning districts. The newly constructed apartments are

predominantly one- and two- bedroom units for smaller households and will not create a burden on

Bexley Schools. These units are, in part, replacement housing for affordable apartments lost in the

Ferndale-Mayfield area due to environmental contamination. 

The proposed development will not have a negative impact on the property values or the overall

community economic development initiatives. The mixed-income development will enhance the

Livingston Ave corridor and create high-quality new rental housing options for Bexley’s essential

community workforce (teachers, librarians, police, fire, service industry).

Business Name
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Attachments

--

Business Description

--

No person other than members of the family residing on the premises shall be engaged in such
occupation.

--

The use of the dwelling unit for the home occupation shall be clearly incidental and subordinate to its

use for residential purposes by its occupants, and not more than twenty-five percent of the floor area of
the dwelling unit shall be used in the conduct of the home occupation.

--

There shall be no change in the outside appearance of the building or premises, or other visible or

nuisance evidence of the conduct of such home occupation.

--

There shall be no sales in connection with a home occupation.

--

No traffic shall be generated by a home occupation in greater volume than would normally be expected in
a residential neighborhood.

--

Any need for parking generated by the conduct of a home occupation shall be met off the street and
other than in a required front yard. The off-street parking spaces required for the home occupation shall
be maintained in addition to the space or spaces required for the residence itself.

--

Please provide a narrative for how you meet the above criteria.

Not applicable.  

pdf 20163_2021-01-07 Livingston Elevations.pdf 

Uploaded by Nicole Boyer on Jan 07, 2021 4:53 PM

pdf 20163_2021-01-07 Livingston Plans.pdf 

Uploaded by Nicole Boyer on Jan 07, 2021 4:53 PM

pdf 2021-01-06_Livingston Landscape-updated.pdf 

Uploaded by Nicole Boyer on Jan 07, 2021 4:54 PM

North side of Livingston 3.jpg 

Uploaded by Nicole Boyer on Dec 17, 2020 3:25 PM

pdf 20163_2021-01-07 Livingston Site.pdf 

Uploaded by Nicole Boyer on Jan 07, 2021 4:54 PM

pdf
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History

Date Activity

Nov 30 2020 1:55 pm Nicole Boyer started a draft of Record BZAP-20-48

Dec 14 2020 9:54 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerName from "" to ""

Dec 14 2020 9:56 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerCity from "" to "Bexley"

Dec 14 2020 9:56 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerEmail from "" to ""

Dec 14 2020 9:56 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerName from "" to "Sally

A Woodyard"

Dec 14 2020 9:56 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerPhoneNo from "" to ""

Dec 14 2020 9:56 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerPostalCode from "" to

"43209"

Dec 14 2020 9:56 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerState from "" to "OH"

Dec 14 2020 9:56 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerStreetName from "" to

"E Livingston Avenue"

Dec 14 2020 9:56 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerStreetNo from "" to

"2300"

Dec 14 2020 9:56 pm Nicole Boyer altered Record BZAP-20-48, changed ownerUnit from "" to ""

Dec 17 2020 8:26 pm Nicole Boyer submitted Record BZAP-20-48

Dec 17 2020 8:26 pm approval step Zoning Officer was assigned to Kathy Rose on Record BZAP-20-48

Dec 18 2020 6:58 pm Kathy Rose submitted Record BZAP-20-48

Jan 07 2021 6:15 pm Nicole Boyer added attachment Bexley Apartments_Project Summary.pdf to

Record BZAP-20-48

Jan 07 2021 9:55 pm Nicole Boyer added attachment 20163_2021-01-07 Livingston Context &

Matls.pdf to Record BZAP-20-48

Jan 26 2021 7:33 pm Kathy Rose approved approval step Zoning Officer on Record BZAP-20-48

Jan 26 2021 7:33 pm Kathy Rose assigned approval step Design Planning Consultant to Karen Bokor on

Record BZAP-20-48

Bexley Apartments_Project Summary.pdf 

Uploaded by Nicole Boyer on Jan 07, 2021 1:53 PM

pdf 20163_2021-01-07 Livingston Context & Matls.pdf 

Uploaded by Nicole Boyer on Jan 07, 2021 4:55 PM
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BEXLEY APARTMENTS

Bexley Apartments (the "Project") is a collaborative effort between The Community Builders, Inc (TCB) and the City of
Bexley Community Improvement Corporation (CIC), to provide new two new dynamic multifamily buildings in the
community and create housing opportunities for residents of all incomes.

The Project is in conceptual design phase, this is not the final design. At this time we are seeking a recommendation from
the ARB to proceed with the requested BZAP zoning approvals with conceptual design approval. Without BZAP approval
the Project will not be able to secure competitive funding necessary to move forward with the Project beyond conceptual
stage. Once the project has secured the competitive funding, announced Memorial Day 2021, the team will submit final
design to ARB and the Tree Commission for full approvals.

For the last two years the TCB and the CIC have been working to secure land that would provide replacement housing for
the existing housing for buildings to be demolished in the Ferndale/Mayfield area. When complete the Project will provide
a mix of one-, two-, and three-bedroom units across two sites in Bexley:

• 2300 East Livingston will be a 3-story, fully residential building, providing 27 rental units.
• 420 North Cassady will be a 3-story mixed-use building with up to 3,500 square-feet of ground floor retail and 16

rental units on the upper floors

The Project is intentionally developed on two separate sites to create a sufficient number of apartments while reducing
the height and footprint of the individual buildings to complement the existing neighborhood fabric. Preliminary project
iterations contemplated a single larger, more dense project located solely on the 2300 East Livingston parcel; however,
sensitivities to the impact to adjacent property owners as well as the overall corridor aesthetic pushed the team to seek
an alternative that would allow the project to remain economically viable without negatively impacting the adjacent
neighborhoods. As an infill development, the Project optimizes existing infrastructure to create development potential in
ways that benefit current and future citizens. The development fits as an appropriate transitional use between the
neighboring retail-commercial and residential uses at both sites.

The Project helps deliver the City's goal of providing equitable housing opportunities for all residents. The Project provides
a diverse mix of housing, with a range of rent levels and unit configurations. The average unit rent is set for a household
making up to $42,500 per year.

TCB will partner with community institutions to bring services and supports to support the 43 resident households.
Through the CIC, the Project will incorporate new retail that enhances the N. Cassady corridor and will be a new amenity
to the community. We anticipate that this project will create at least one full-time and one part-time employment
opportunity through the Project management and operations team and more in the retail space.
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PUBLIC NOTICE
CITY OF BEXLEY

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
BOARD OF ZONING & PLANNING

The Bexley Architectural Review Board (ARB) will hold a Public Meeting on the following

case on Thursday, January 14, 2021, at 6:00 PM, via zoom meeting, for the City of

Bexley, 2242 E. Main Street, Bexley, Ohio. *Those cases receiving a "recommendation

to the Board of Zoning and Planning" by the ARB will then move on to the Board of

Zoning and Planning meeting.

The Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning (BZAP) will hold a Public Hearing on the

following case on  Thursday, January 28, 2021 at 6:00 PM, via zoom meeting, for the

City of Bexley, 2242 E. Main Street, Bexley, Ohio.

You are receiving this notice because of your proximity to one of the following ARB or

BZAP cases. The completed applications are on file and available for public inspection at

the Bexley City Hall Monday through Friday (currently by appointment due to COVID-19

restrictions) or on the City's website at www.bexley.org one week prior to the meeting.

These proceedings are open to the public. All interested persons are invited to attend.

The public is strongly encouraged to use the Zoom meeting link, available at

www.bexley.org for any special instruction in the event we need to make changes to our

regular process or to inform you if the meeting needs to be postponed.

The APPLICANT or REPRESENTATIVE must be present at the Pubic Hearing. The Board

may dismiss, without hearing, an application if the applicant or authorized

representative is not in attendance. The Board may move to consider the application in

those circumstances where dismissal without hearing would constitute a hardship on

the adjoining property owners or other interested persons.

The following applications are seeking design approval and a Certificate of

Appropriateness on January 14th, 2021 at 6 PM by the ARB:

Application No. Property Address Brief Description of Project

ARB-20-48 2010 E. Broad St Added Parking on east side of building

ARB-20-74 34 N. Remington Addition to south side of house

ARB-20-76 134 S. Ardmore Addition to rear of house

028



The following applications are seeking design recommendation for a Certificate of
Appropriateness to the Board of Zoning and Planning (BZAP), and will therefore be
heard both at the January 14th ARB meeting as well as the January 28 BZAP meeting
for a variance request:

Application No. Property Address Brief Description of Project

BZAP-20-37 2754 Sherwood New garage

BZAP-20-41 171 S. Cassingham 1-story addition to the rear of house

BZAP-20-43 90 N. Columbia Covered Terrace addition in front

BZAP-20-45 2121 Clifton rear yard Deck/stairs, Terrace and landscape

BZAP-20-46 2404 Fair 2-story Addition 3'11" from garage

BZAP-20-47 50 N. Drexel Pool house in (west) front/side yard

BZAP-20-49 100 S. Cassady 2nd floor addition to the rear of the house.

BZAP-20-51 231 N. Drexel additions to the detached garage

BZAP-20-48 2300 E. Livingston Demolition & New 3-story building

BZAP-20-52 420 N. Cassady Demolition & New 3-story building

The following applications are seeking a variance, conditional Use or Special Permit
from the Board of Zoning and Planning (BZAP), and will therefore be heard at the
January 28th, 2021, BZAP meeting at 6:00 PM:

Application No. Property Address Brief Description of Project

BZAP-20-42 2106 E. Main Blade sign and window sign

A copy of this application will be available on our website 1. week prior to the meeting.

Any questions regarding an application should be emailed to Kathy Rose at: krose@bexlev.org
and write ARB or BZAP in the subject line to prioritize it and insure that it is addressed prior to
noon on the day of the meeting. Any other questions please call the Bexley Building
Department at (614)559-4240.

Mailed by: 12-31-2020
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PUBLIC NOTICE
CITY OF BEXLEY

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
BOARD OF ZONING AND PLANNING

The Bexley Architectural Review Board (ARB) will hold a Public Zoom Meeting on the
following case on Thursday, January 14, 2021 at 6:00 PM. *See City of Bexley website
www.bexley.org for the link on the day of the meeting.

The Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning (BZAP) will hold a Public Zoom Hearing on the
following case on  Thursday, January 28, 2021 at 6:00 PM.  *See City of Bexley website
www.bexley.org for the link on the day of the meeting.

The APPLICANT or REPRESENTATIVE must be virtually present at the Public Zoom
Hearing. The Board may dismiss, without hearing, an application if the applicant or
authorized representative is not in attendance. The Board may move to consider the
application in those circumstances where dismissal without hearing would constitute a
hardship on the adjoining property owners or other interested persons.

a. Application No.: BZAP-20-48
Applicant: Bexley CIC
Owner: Bexley CIC
Location: 2300 E. Livingston Ave
ARB Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and a
recommendation to the Board of Zoning and Planning, to allow a 3- story
structure with residential use on the first, 2nd and 3rd floors. If approved, the
existing structure would be demolished.

BZAP: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a
allow a 3- story structure with residential use on the first, 2" and 3rd floors. The
applicant is also seeking a Conditional Use approval to allow a residential use on
all 3 floors of this new s-story building. If approved, the existing structure would
be demolished.

A copy of this application is available 1 week prior to the meeting on the city website
www.bexley.org if you have any questions please call the Bexley Building Department
at 559-4240.

Notice Delivered: 1-11-2021
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Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning – January 28, 2021   

Page 1 of 5 

 
Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning  
Planning Staff Report – January 28, 2021 
 
 
Conditional Use and Certificate of Appropriateness: 2300 E. Livingston Avenue 
 
Application #: BZAP-20-48 
Location: 2300 E. Livingston Avenue  
Zoning: Commercial Services District (CS) 
Request:  
Conditional use approvals:  

§ The applicant is seeking conditional use approvals in the Commercial Service District, to 
allow residential use on the first floor of this 3-story structure and to allow residential 
use above the first floor of this 3-story structure. 

Certificate of appropriateness: 
§ The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 3-story structure 

with a residential use on the first, 2nd and 3rd floors. Demolition approval for the 
existing structure. 

Applicant: Bexley CIC  
Owner: Bexley CIC 
 
A. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends approval of the conditional use approval as per the review criteria (1226.12), 
and a certificate of appropriateness for architectural review as per the design standards in a CS 
District (1254.12). This application was heard by the Architectural Review Board, which 
recommended a certificate of appropriateness with conditions. 
 
Should the BZAP choose to act on the conditional use approvals and certificate of 
appropriateness request, staff recommends conditions of approval as listed at the conclusion of 
this report.  
 
B. BACKGROUND 

  
The site is located on the northwest corner of E. 
Livingston Avenue and Francis Avenue. 
 
Zoning: The project is located in the Commercial 
Services District (CS) (1254.05). 
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Page 2 of 5 

C. CONSIDERATIONS 
Site Impacts 
The site design is appropriate for a mixed-use corridor, with the building sited adjacent to the 
roadway and parking located to the rear. The Commercial Services (CS) District site 
development regulations and design standards have largely been met.  
 
Commercial Service (CS) District Site Development Regulations  
The CS district regulations (1154.10) are as follows: 
 
Lot Requirements 

• The lot size is 32,250 square feet, in excess of the minimum requirement of 10,000 
square feet: standard is met.  

• The lot width is 210 feet, in excess of the minimum requirement of 100 feet: standard is 
met.  

Setbacks  
• The front setback is 10 feet, within the required range of 10-20 feet: standard is met. 
• The rear setback is 57 feet, in excess of the minimum requirement of 25 feet: standard 

is met. 
• There is no side yard setback requirement in this district. For the information of the 

BZAP, the side yard setback on the line is 10 feet on both sides, with the eastern lot 
abutting the right-of-way due to the position as a corner site.  

Height 
• The proposed structure is 3 stories and 34’ 7” in height. The code allows 3 stories and a 

maximum height of 45’: standard is met (1154.10).  
 
Commercial Service (CS) District Design Standards  
The proposed development meets the standards of applicability for review under this section 
(1254.12(a) through (e)). The application has been evaluated with regard to the applicable 
design standards as follows: 
 

CS District Design Standards Met / Not Met 
 (f) A principal building shall be oriented to address and be nearly parallel to 

a primary street. Nearly parallel means within 15 degrees of being 
parallel. 

Met 

 (g) The width of a principal building along a primary building frontage shall 
be a minimum of sixty (60) percent of the lot width. Met 

 (h) A primary building frontage shall incorporate a primary entrance door Met 
 (i) A building frontage that exceeds a width of 50 feet shall include vertical 

piers or other vertical visual elements to break the plane of the building 
frontage. The vertical piers or vertical elements shall be spaced at 
intervals of 15 feet to 35 feet along the entire building frontage 

Generally met 

 (j) For a primary building frontage of a commercial use, a minimum of 40 
percent of the area between the height of two feet and ten feet above 
grade shall be in clear window glass that permits a full, unobstructed 
view of the interior to a depth of at least four feet. For the secondary 
building frontage, the pattern of window glass shall continue from the 

n/a 
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primary building frontage a minimum distance of ten feet. 
 (k) Any drive-thru, pickup window, or canopy shall be attached to the 

principal building and be located behind or to the side of the building. n/a 

 (l) All roof-mounted mechanical equipment shall be screened from public 
view to the height of the equipment. The design, colors and materials 
used in screening shall be architecturally compatible with the rooftop 
and the aesthetic character of the building 

To be determined 

 (m) A minimum 8-foot front yard landscape area shall be established, as 
measured from the north right-of-way line of Livingston Avenue. The 
front yard shall be planted with live vegetation and a shade tree(s) (in 
addition to any street tree requirements), except for paved areas 
expressly designed for vehicular and pedestrian use. The minimum 
number of shade trees required is determined by the formula of one 
tree per 30 lineal feet, or fraction thereof, of frontage. 

Generally met – 
further review 

needed by T+PG 

 (n) At the time of planting a new shade tree shall have a minimum two-inch 
caliper trunk and new shrubs for screening shall have a minimum height 
of 24-inches, and  be maintained at that height or greater. 

To be determined 
– further review 
needed by T+PG 

 (o) All such landscape plantings and features shall be properly maintained, 
weeded, and watered, and any loss of plant materials shall be replaced 
in keeping with the approved landscape plan, or within minor 
modification to the landscape plan according to City Staff approval. The 
installation and operation of an irrigation system may be required for 
any planting area. In such cases, the irrigation system must remain 
operable. 

To be determined 
– further review 
needed by T+PG 

 (p) The use of landscape features such as pedestrian furniture, decorative 
railings, tree guards, trash receptacles, bollards and similar such 
accessories shall reference the Main Street Design Guidelines. 

To be determined 
– further review 
needed by T+PG 

 (q) A fence shall be provided along a lot line that borders a residentially 
zoned or used property at a height of 8 feet, as per the requirements in 
Section 1264.05.  

Met – fence 
details needed 

 (r) A surface parking lot or vehicular circulation area shall be screened from 
all abutting public streets with a wall or fence (excluding chain link, wire 
mesh or other similar material), or a continuous row of shrubs to a 
minimum height of 36 inches (24 inches at time of planting) and a 
maximum height of five feet. Screening shall be maintained to provide 
opacity of not less than 75 percent when in leaf. 

Met – fence 
details needed 

 (s) Dumpsters shall be located behind the principal building and be 
screened from public view on all 4 sides, to the height of the dumpster. 

Met – enclosure 
details needed 

 (t) Ground-mounted mechanical equipment shall be located behind the 
principal building and be screened from public view to the height of the 
equipment 

Met 

 (u) The height of any parking lot light pole/fixture shall not exceed 18 feet 
above grade. Met 

 (v) When located within 25 feet of a residential district the height of a light 
fixture shall not exceed 14 feet above grade. Met 

 (w) Parking, stacking and circulation aisles are not permitted between the 
principal building and a street right-of-way line. This standard does not 
apply to existing buildings unless they are expanded by fifty (50) percent 
or more in gross floor area.  

Met 
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Parking 
The Commercial Services (CS) District has had a unique role in the city of Bexley, serving as a 
transition from residential single-family areas to the auto-oriented commercial uses adjacent to 
the I-70 access ramps. The result was a series of more auto-oriented businesses to the west, 
that gradually transition to less auto-intensive commercial uses to the east.  
 
This requested use further promotes that transition by proposing a multi-story residential use 
on the site of previous commercial use at the end of that commercial district. The result is, if 
granted as a conditional use, residential in a district that doesn’t expressly have parking 
standards for residential in a mixed-use corridor setting. As is typical, this requires a look to 
other comparable sections of the code for guidance. As such, the standard for Mixed Use 
Commercial seems the most applicable to determine the appropriate zoning requirement for 
parking and be reasonably applied to this evolving mixed-use corridor. The requirement for 
residential in the MUC District is 1 space per unit (1262.02) which results in a requirement of 27 
parking spaces for this proposed 27-unit development project. The site plan provides 30 spaces, 
in excess of the requirement.  
 
Conditional Use Criteria 
Under the code, the following establishes the framework for consideration of conditional use 
requests:  
 

From (1226.12(b): The Board of Zoning and Planning shall have the power to approve applications for 
Conditional Uses specified in Chapters 1252 and 1254. The proposed use shall be approved if, and only if, 
it meets the intent of this Zoning Code and the intent of the zoning district in which the property is 
located, fits harmoniously with adjacent uses and structures and complies with all other provisions of this 
Zoning Code. The Board of Zoning and Planning has no obligation to approve a Conditional Use. This 
Zoning Code assumes that conditionally permitted uses are not appropriate unless an applicant proves 
that the use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or general welfare of the City or the 
neighborhood in which it is proposed. Such uses shall only be approved if the applicant proves all the 
following factors are met: 

 
Conditional Use Criteria 

(a) The use is consistent with the goals and policies of any adopted plans of the City of Bexley, 
including, but not limited to, the Main Street Guidelines. 

(b) The use will not have a negative impact on the neighboring land uses and the larger 
community because of the differences between the proposed use and existing uses in the 
community. 

(c) The use will not be hazardous to or have a negative impact on existing or future surrounding 
uses. 

(d) The property, and any proposed modifications, meet or satisfy the lot/yard or height 
requirements in the code and other general code provisions including landscape requirements, 
parking standards, and storm drainage requirements as existing or as may be adopted, except 
that BZAP may grant minor area variances necessary for the proposed conditional use. 

(e) The use does not create an undue burden on existing public facilities and 
services such as street, utilities, schools or refuse disposal. 

(f) The use is consistent with and/or furthers the City’s economic goals and will not decrease 
property values or have a negative economic impact. 
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(g) The use is in character and keeping and compatible with the adjacent structures and uses. 
(h) Any proposed construction will not result in the destruction, loss, or damage of a natural, 

scenic, or historic feature of major importance. 

 
 
Staff recommends that the criteria have been met for conditional use allowing residential on 
the first and upper stories of the proposed 3-story building according to the following: 

• (a) Livingston Avenue is predominantly residential to the east of this site throughout 
Bexley, consistent with adopted plans. 

• (b) This land use is more similar to the uses to the rear (north) and east of the site than 
the previous use. 

• (c) This use will not be hazardous. Impacts should be equal or less intense than an 
operating business at this site, as per those permitted in the CS District. 

• (d) See above in Site Considerations regarding code provisions. 
• (e) The use does not create an undue burden on public facilities. 
• (f) The use is consistent with the City’s economic goals and will not decrease property 

values. This multi-story new construction will be a significant investment in the site.  
• (g) The use is compatible with adjacent structures and uses. Multiple story buildings of 

greater height than proposed are permitted on this site. 
• (h) No natural, scenic or historic features exist on the site.  

 
 
D. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
Architectural Review Board Recommendation 
The ARB reviewed the application at their January 14, 2021 meeting and made the following 
recommendations:  

• That a Certificate of Appropriateness should be issued by the Board of Zoning and 
Planning with the condition that the applicant return to the Architecture Review Board 
for a Certificate of Appropriateness; and  

• That the application be reviewed and approved by the Bexley Tree and Public Gardens 
Commission  

 
E. RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
Should the Board of Zoning and Planning choose to act on the conditional use requests, staff 
recommends the following conditions: 

1. The applicant returns to the ARB to receive a Certificate of Appropriateness, including 
review of architecture, mechanicals screening, fence and enclosure details. 

2. The application be reviewed and approved by the Bexley Tree and Public Gardens 
Commission 

3. That the site modifications, design and materials will be in substantial conformance with 
the renderings and plans submitted at the January 28, 2021, Board of Zoning and 
Planning meeting unless otherwise modified in collaboration with the ARB and staff. 
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Video of Bexley Architectural Review Board of Zoning and Planning Meeting  

on January 28, 2021 

 
 
 

Watch at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-Zvn1Liks0c  
from 4:40:30 through 6:53:45 
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Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, January 28, 2021 

06:00 pm 

These minutes are intended to be interactive minutes, referencing video and audio recordings 
hosted at www.bexley.org. 

To view and listen to the context behind the decisions taken at this meeting, please visit 
www. bexley. org/meetings.  

1. Call to Order 

The meeting started at 6:09 pm. Here is a link to the recorded meeting on 
YouTube: https:fivAvw.youtube.com/watch?v=-ZvniLiks0c 

2. Roll Call 

Roll Call:  
Voting Members Present: Ryan Schick; Alissha Mitchell; Sean Turner; Heidi Wagner-Dorn; 
Rick Levine; and Bob Behal 
Absent: 
Excused: 
Non-Voting Present: 

3. Approval of Minutes from the December 2, 2020, Special BZAP meeting 

Sean Turner made a motion to Approve - '3. Approval of Minutes from the December 2, 
2020, Special BZAP meeting' Motion seconded by Alissha Mitchell. Vote 6 - 0 - passed. 
FOR: Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, and 

Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

4. Public Comment This agenda item is for general public comment for any items not on the 
agenda 

Catherine Cunningham reviewed the proper procedure with the number of voting members 
in attendance. 

https://bexleygranicus.com/MinutesViewer.php?view  ii:1=26slip_id=12376doc id=dric7cd6e-6fd7-11eb-920e-0050569183fa 1/29 
064



5/4/2021 https://bexley.granicus.com/M  in utesViewer.ph p?view_id=2&clip_id=1237&doc_id=ddc7cd6e-6fd7-11eb-920e-0050569183fa 

Mr. Joel Greff asked why the Board of Zoning and Planning rules and guidelines were not 
posted. Rose said they were posted but the City is in process of merging the old and new 
websites, and should be posted as of now. Mr. Greff said the most accurate were posted for 
the Architectural Review Board meeting on January 9th, 2020. Rose said she will follow up. 

Levine asked a procedural question. He is an alternate and not a regular member. In the 
Code, alternate members can only participate if there was not a quorum present. He asked if 
he should participate tonight. Rose said that three regular members were not able to attend 
this evening and were replaced with alternates; who can discuss and vote on applications in 
situations like this. Rose added that all members are contacted to see who is available to 
attend the meeting. If a regular member can not attend, she follows up with an alternate 
member to see if they are able to attend in place of a regular member. Behal asked that 
regular members notify Rose as soon as they can to let her know if they will be able to 
attend a meeting. He added that it was not helpful to the alternates to be called on the day 
of the meeting and have them scrambling to attend. 

5. Old Business 

a. Application No.: BZAP-20-37 Applicant: Scott Baker Owner: Ryan & Michelle O'Donnell 
Address: 2754 Sherwood Rd. BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural 
review and approval for a detached garage. The applicant is also seeking a variance to 
Bexley Code Section 1252.15(e), to allow a 21' high detached garage. Please Note: 
This was tabled at the December 2, 2020 BZAP 

2754 Sherwood Elevations Jan 5 2021  

2754 Sherwood Disapproved  garage Elevations 

2754 Sherwood floor Plans Tue Jan 5 2021  

2754 Fair APP  

Rose reviewed background information with the Board for this application. This 
application was before the Board at the December 2nd, 2020 BZAP meeting. The 
applicant was requesting an addition to the home as well as a detached garage. The 
variance request was to to allow the garage to be 23' in height. Code limits the garage 
to 20' in height. Part was of the application was approved but the garage was Tabled. 
Modifications were made to the ridge height and is now proposed to be 21' in height. 
This application went before the Architectural Review Board for a recommendation to 
this Board for the current design and is now here to revisit the variance request. 

Scott Baker and Michelle O'Donnell were sworn in. The applicants reviewed 
background information for this application with the Board. The Board thought that 
the design was okay but that the height needed to be reduced. The applicants reduced 
the height to 21' and revised and lowered the interior space. Turner asked if cubic feet 
came into play. Rose said the height exceeded the ridge height limit and that was why 
the applicants were requesting a variance. Levine asked if approval was based on the 
story and height limit. Rose said it was. She added that the limit is 20' in height and the 
original submission exceeded that limit. The height has been shrunk down but still 
remains 1' above the height limit. Behal said that the two concepts of story and height 

https://bexley.g  ran icus.com/M  in utesViewer.ph p?view_id =2&clip_id=1237&doc_id=ddc7cd6e-6fd7-11eb-920e-0050569183fa 2/29 
065



5/4/2021 https://bexley.granicus.com/M  in utesViewer.ph p?view_id=2&clip_id=1237&doc_id=ddc7cd6e-6fd7-11eb-920e-0050569183fa 

are intertwined and confusing. The design was fine in terms of elevation from an 

architectural standpoint but the height is not okay because the limit in the city is 20' in 

height. Rose said that the height was reduced in the center but exceeded the volume. 

Ms. Cunningham said that if this is the case, there would need to be a variance for the 

volume as well as the ridgeline. Rose said a second story would be considered a story if 

it was two-thirds or more of the volume than the story below. The applicant said that 

the second floor is larger than two-thirds and is closer to four-fifths. Mrs. O'Donnell 

said that when this application was discussed last month, she and the applicant had 

not thought to address this. They spent time addressing the height but not the 

volume. Turner said he wanted to make sure if a variance was granted, to be sure it 

was granting for both things the applicants were asking for. Bokor added that the ARB 

recommended this application in the positive to this Board and were satisfied with the 

architecture. Ms. Cunningham said that the ARB was not considering the volume in 

their discussion. Turner said if one is needed he did not see it indicated in the 

application. The applicant said the square footage of the garage is proposed to be 

618sqft' with the second floor a little over 90 percent of the first floor area. Bokor 

added a garage Code working group was in process of discussing these very things. 

Rose added that the application does exceed one-story in height in volume and 

exceeds the 20' height limit. 

Behal said that there were normally seven people on the Board and tonight there were 

six, which would require four votes in the affirmative to approve the application. He 

added that the applicant has the option to Table but is able to bring the application to 

a vote with the six members present. 

There were no public comments. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-37 for the 

property located at 2754 Sherwood Road: Based on the testimony presented, the 

Board finds it appropriate to grant a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.15(e) to 

allow the proposed detached garage to be over two-thirds the volume of the story 

below, and that the height can exceed the 20' height limit, taking it to 21' in height, 

and that the approval should be in substantial conformance with the renderings dated 

January 28th, 2021. 

The applicants understood the Findings of Fact. 

Alissha Mitchell made a motion to Approve - 'a. Application No.: BZAP-20-37 

Applicant: Scott Baker 

Owner: Ryan & Michelle O'Donnell 

Address: 2754 Sherwood Rd. 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval for a 

detached garage. The applicant is also seeking a variance to Bexley Code Section 

1252.15(e), to allow a 21' high detached garage. Please Note: This was tabled at the 

December 2, 2020 BZAP' Motion seconded by Sean Turner. Vote 5 - 1- passed. 

FOR:	 Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, and Rick 

Levine. 

AGAINST: Bob Behal. 

b. Application No.: BZAP-20-63 Applicant: Sullivan Builders Inc. Owner: Summit Shailesh 
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Shah Address: 424 S. Columbia Ave. BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking 

architectural review and approval of modifications and changes to the original 

approved elevations of a new single-family home, some of which have and have not 

bee staff approved, which may include a proposed solar panel installation. 

424 South Columbia Presentation[11388] 

Joe Miller, Brian Kent Jones, Matt Sullivan, Lekha Shah, and Summit Shah were sworn 

in. 

Rose reviewed background information with the Board. This application has been 

going on for a while. There were contractor issues and now a new contractor took over 

the job. Plans and elevations were reviewed, and the applicants were informed that 

changes had been made that had to be readdressed. A few of the changes were not 

approved and a few had been worked on with staff to address. New plans were 

submitted to reveal changes and work continued on the interior of the home until the 

exterior modifications could be reviewed. The applicants are working with staff to 

resubmit the changes. 

Mr. Miller, attorney representing the homeowners, reviewed background information 

for this application with the Board. A Certificate of Appropriateness was issued in 

2018. The application was approved at that time and found that this house satisfied 

Code, before changes were made by the previous contractor without the city's or 

owner's consent. The owners have done everything they could to go back to the 

original design. They accept that this is a different situation and are asking for the 

Board to evaluate the differences from the 2018 approval and whether the changes 

now make the structure appropriate. The owners want the home that was approved in 

2018. The Board will also hear from the new builder what the changes are and how 

they remain appropriate. 

Mrs. Shah wanted to thank the Board and the community. She and her husband have 

two daughters and are originally from Dublin, OH. They fell in love with this 

community and want to make their forever home here. They purchased the property 

in 2017, and the house had been vacant and needed demolished. They hired someone 

to design home and before construction and demolition, they met with neighbors and 

assured them if there were any issues they would work to resolve them. They received 

the Certificate of Appropriateness for the original design but later found out the 

contractor did not build according to the original plan. Changes were made by the 

contractor and the Shah's did not know. The contractor made modifications from the 

design perspective and the owners were told that the approvals were acquired. The 

contractor ended up not communicating modifications with the city, an example being 

the side porch, to get the changes approved. The owners found out that others have 

had similar experiences with the same prior contractor. Currently they are working 

with different contractors to help restore certain aspects of the original 2018 approval. 

The owners want to be respectful to the process, the Board, and the neighbors. 

Mr. Miller added that they spent 2020 working with the city. The Architectural Review 

Board did not provide a positive recommendation and there was a consensus on 

conditions for approval. Comparing the original approval to the current renderings, 

there are slight changes to the window grids and the height of the home, a subtle 

difference to the front door and garage door, the side entry, the wall around pool, and 
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a skylight that is not visible to the public. Mr. Jones said that the current changes 

proposed are consistent within the block the structure is located on. Mr. Sullivan said 

that the as-built height was determined by a hired surveyor did a site survey after the 

ARB meeting. Concerns were made about grade so they went back and pulled the 

2018 plan and it was found that the structure was not physically built higher. They 

determined the height of the house by locating the closest point to the floor of the 

garage and measured. The driveway is at the approved height and was measured with 

a laser. Mr. Miller said this was shared with staff and asked if this can this be remedied. 

Mr. Sullivan said that the roofing package would be expensive and comparable to 

building a new home. Behal asked if doing a demolition would impact the integrity of 

the remaining structure and if there was any chance for damage. Mr. Sullivan said 

there could be unplanned and unforeseen problems and it would be like rebuilding a 

house inside of a house. Rose added that in this zoning district 2 Y2  stories should not 

exceed 40, and this structure is under the allowable height and does not require a 

variance. 

Mr. Jones said that it is compatible within the context of the building code and the 

subdivision of lots in this area. The structure sits on a lot that is commensurate with 

larger homes. Mr. Miller said that the owners are not seeking to change the front door 

but the changes will include a limestone band and corrections made to the columns 

and beams. Mr. Sullivan said that is correct and goes back to the original design. The 

limestone lentils and bands will be included on the pool and was successful. He added 

that the remaining limestone was ordered and in transit. Mr. Miller confirmed the 

beams would be modified as requested. Mr. Sullivan said that is correct. The same 

with taking the garage door and side entry back to the original 2018 design. Mr. Miller 

asked about the wall and fence on the south elevation of the home. Mr. Sullivan said it 

would be the wrought iron fence design from 2018. The wall was built for two reasons: 

One, to visually block the pool area between the home and the neighbor to the south, 

and the second reason was because the pool and deck were built at grade to the 

interior of the home and the wall will contain the spoils from construction. In the 

current plan, foliage is proposed to protect the view of the neighbor from the pool 

wall. Code requires a 4' wall built around the pool for safety reasons. Mr. Miller 

wanted to confirm that changes were made that were necessary for code compliance. 

Mr. Sullivan said that was correct, and drainage had been tied in to the primary drain 

line and will go to the storm water system on the street. 

Dorn asked how close the retaining wall is to the neighbor's driveway. Mr. Sullivan said 

close to the property line but it has not been surveyed. Rose added that under Code it 

would be allowed up to the property line as long as it doesn't cross the property line. 

Mr. Miller stated that the ARB wanted to make sure the skylights were not visible from 

the street. Mr. Jones said that they were not. Mr. Miller asked about the other issues 

that the owners corrected. Mr. Sullivan said that the pool house was rotated and the 

ridge line faced perpendicular to the street, which were approved by staff, and the 

grade from the street to the garage and is within inches of the original distance 

approved. The landscaping is on point and the solar panels are to be located on a flat 

roof. Rose said the solar panels are typically reviewed by staff as long as they are not 

proposed on the right-of-way on the structure, but staff wanted to be transparent and 

add in the request that they will not be visible from the street. Mr. Sullivan added that 

the brick lentils were installed, removed, and replaced with limestone. Landscaping 

was included at the suggestion of the ARB so they could see the home depicted with 

landscaping included. The owners took the feedback to heart and included a more 
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traditional landscape proposal than a modern one. They want to let the neighbors 
know they are willing to do what they can to accommodate their concerns. Mitchell 
asked to clarify that the prior contractor made change orders without the 
homeowner's knowledge. Mr. Miller said that was correct. 

Angela Yach, David Westin, Jim Arnold, and Stuart Young were sworn in. 

Jim Arnold, representative for Alan and Carol Radnor, voiced their concerns for this 
application. The Radnors live two homes to the north on S. Columbia. Mr. Arnold 
recounted that the vote in the ARB meeting on November 5th, 2020 was not to 
recommend a Certificate of Approval for the modifications. Discussions at that meeting 
were the same content heard in this meeting tonight. The vote was unanimous against 
the modifications and to not grant a Certificate of Appropriateness. The owners asked 
to overrule the ARB's decision. The ridgeline does not have to be above the 
permissible height because it does not conform, and was not approved. Drawing a line 
from the south property to the ridgeline on the proposed home shows it being several 
feet higher. Mr. Arnold said that the owners made it clear they do not believe a 
remedy is to tear off the roof. Staff explained the floor plane is higher than grade, and 
Mr. Arnold read statements verbatim from the ARB in relation to the grading. It is 5' to 
6' higher than expected. They originally thought it was only a couple of feet taller than 
the surrounding houses but in reality it is much larger than what was depicted. Mr. 
Arnold stated that adding more dirt and landscaping won't change the height of the 
roof, and the neighbors should not be made to suffer from what the other contractor 
did. He added that the home should be built in conformity with the original Certificate 
of Appropriateness and follow the recommendations from the ARB not to modify. 

David Westin, resident at 399 S. Columbia, provided his concerns for this application to 
the Board. He understands that this is a nightmare for the owners but that it is also a 
nightmare for the neighbors. Currently Mr. Westin is doing large improvements but 
said that he is responsible for how it ends up. He does not go with the comment that it 
is just a sad story. He would like to hold the owners accountable for the original 
expectation and would like them to comply with the original plans. Mr. Westin added 
that the modifications that were considered minor significantly alter the look of the 
house, and that it is a much larger house and is grossly disproportionate. He agrees 
that the changes are still within Bexley Code but if the BZAP agrees with this proposal 
then they are devaluing the ARB. That would essentially allow an owner to throw any 
set of plans to the ARB and then the owners can build whatever they want after that, 
and will make the ARB irrelevant. Mr. Westin added that there are two other homes 
built but this project disregards the regulations and processes in place. The height of 
the roof keeps changing and is not what was approved. He understands the system but 
had the house been built as-approved it would not be here before this Board today. 
The approved plan was not followed and now it is out of compliance but was 
continued to be built. He would like them to be held accountable now. 

Behal said that this Board is not here to make political decisions but to make building, 
zoning, and planning decisions. He asked the public to keep their comments to three 
minutes. He added that they are aware of the situation and would like to concentrate 
on the physical architecture of the building. 

Angela Yach, resident at 2240 Bryden Road, said she had emailed pictures to the city 
taken of this property from her home. Rose said she received them and had forwarded 
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them to the Chair of this Board. Ms. Yach said that she can look out her window and 
see three houses ahead, the last house in the photos was of this house. She has issues 
with its height. She was told it was approved at 36.5' but that is not where it is now 
and that the ridgeline was not built as approved. She added that she feels this will 
result in reduced site lines, privacy, and contribute to light pollution to her home. She 
has windows on the south side of her home, and how this structure was built out now 
allows lights to flood into her backyard. Her main concern is the height of the house 
and stated that it looked like it was almost a half-story taller than its neighbors. She is 
asking this Board not to approve the changes, and stated that the ARB agreed with its 
neighbors. She added that no one is taking ownership and the issues need conclusion. 

Stuart Young, resident at 435 S. Columbia, had a few quick questions he wanted to ask. 
He wanted to confirm that the plan did not include a circular drive. Rose said he was 
correct, there is no circular drive requested and it was not approved in the original 
submission. Mr. Young then brought up the ridgeline that was approved in the 2018 
rendering, which was comparable to the neighboring homes to the north and south, 
but what was built is not conforming. He added that in the November 2020 ARB 
meeting, they did not recommend a Certificate of Appropriateness be issued for this 
plan. He added that if this Board issues a Certificate of Appropriateness and overrule 
the ARB, it would be significant. He said that if the other changes do not require ARB 
approval, then the ARB would no longer be required and owners can build to whatever 
height they choose. 

Rose asked Mr. Young if he knew the ridge height on his home, because the 
neighboring lots are smaller than the Shah's lot. Mr. Young's lot is more comparable in 
size and comparing houses to the north and south of this residence is comparing this 
lot to smaller lots. Mr. Young said he did not have the measurements and that he feels 
that what has been built is not in line and is disproportionate. 

Jodie Westin, resident at 399 S. Columbia, was sworn in. Mrs. Westin asked about the 
roof line and other applications that have had to come back for verification. Rose said 
they look at the height to determine the variance involved, but there is a change from 
the original design and that is what is being discussed in this meeting. Mrs. Westin 
asked about the drawings. Behal said normally the Board receives a proposed design 
or set of specs, but they do not usually see an as-built structure and asked the 
applicants to give the Board an idea of how the home sits in respect to the 
surrounding homes. Even though members drive by to see the site with their own 
eyes, he said that it is helpful to hear from neighbors in surrounding homes what the 
structure looks like. 

Charlie Hire, resident at 436 S. Columbia, was sworn in. Mr. Hire is concerned about 
drainage from the new house going into his driveway. He said he noticed a drainage 
system was built in the plan and he thinks it will solve any potential drainage 
problems. He would like assurance that the owner will work to take care of it if it does 
not solve a drainage problem. 

Mr. Miller said there was no evidence that owners went rogue. He added that the 
architect said it was proportional and appropriate and that the height was 
approximately 18" over the 2018 approved proposal, and that it meets standards 
compatible with the neighborhood. Ms. Cunningham said that the original Certificate 
of Appropriateness was determined by this Board, the BZAP, and not the ARB. The 
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variance for the circular drive was denied. In 2018, the variance to the pool or pool 

house was due to it encroaching into the side yard. Tonight, four members would need 

to vote in the affirmative for this proposal to pass. Behal clarified that once it comes to 

this Board, the BZAP, they can agree with the recommendation from the ARB, add 

conditions, or disagree with the recommendations. Ms. Cunningham confirmed the 

options cited were correct. She added that this Board can consider all of those options 

as well as opt to remand the proposal back to the ARB. Behal confirmed that this 

Board has discretion over the ARB. Ms. Cunningham said it did, but with an obligation 

to consider the ARB and their recommendations. Behal stated that this Board always 

does. Ms. Cunningham added that this Board has the right to make a decision and 

include conditions. Dorn asked if in the original approval if the grading was approved. 

Rose said that the house is not in its finished stage and that the applicant used the 

garage floor because it is finished and at grade. Dorn said she was concerned that the 

grade on the lot is higher than the grade on surrounding lots. She said it would make 

the house start at a higher level. Mr. Sullivan said the grade on the 2018 rendering was 

marked and was in the approval. Mr. Miller said that the code can't be applied 

differently to a different grade on the lot and that the actual grade was what was 

approved in 2018. He added that if the neighbor's house is on a lower grade and make 

this house appear higher, it can not apply to the owners of this residence. Mitchell 

asked what the process was for a change order and asked if the owners saw restitution 

for the cost on things that were changed without their knowledge or approval. Mr. 

Miller said their claim s being evaluated. Mitchell asked if they continued to build the 

home without seeking any sort of action. Mr. Miller said that was correct. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-63 for the 

property located at 424 S. Columbia Avenue: Based on the testimony presented, and 

the revised plans presented on January 28th, 2021, the Board finds that an amended 

Certificate of Appropriateness should be issued, with the following conditions: 1.That 

the landscape plan, updated with mature trees and softening of the fence and the 

property line to the south, as determined by the city's Landscape Consultant, 2. That 

the window lentils be reworked in limestone per the original submittal, 3. That the 

columns be detailed to accurately reflect post and beam construction, 4. That the 

garage doors be installed per approved submission with more carriage-like design, 5. 

That the solar panels proposed which will be limited to flat roof areas be included with 

this approval, and 6. That otherwise the plan be in substantial conformance with the 

revised plans submitted and reviewed by the Board on January 28th, 2021. 

The applicants understood the Findings of Facts. 

Ryan Schick made a motion to Approve - 'b. Application No.: BZAP-20-63 

Applicant: Sullivan Builders Inc. 

Owner: Summit Shailesh Shah 

Address: 424 S. Columbia Ave. 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval of 

modifications and changes to the original approved elevations of a new single-family 

home, some of which have and have not bee staff approved, which may include a 

proposed solar panel installation.' Motion seconded by Alissha Mitchell. Vote 2 - 4 -

failed. 

FOR: Heidi Wagner-Dorn, and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, and Rick Levine. 

https://bexley.g  ran icus.com/M  in utesViewer.ph p?view_id =2&clip_id=1237&doc_id=ddc7cd6e-6fd7-11eb-920e-0050569183fa 8/29 
071



5/4/2021 https://bexley.granicus.com/M  in utesViewer.ph p?view_id=2&clip_id=1237&doc_id=ddc7cd6e-6fd7-11eb-920e-0050569183fa 

6. New Business 

a. Application No.: BZAP-20-40 

Applicant: Signcom - Ohio State Bank 

Owner: 2106 Bexley Land LLC 

Address: 2106 E. Main 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking sign review and approval of blade signage 

along the Main Street side of the building at the above noted location. The applicant is 

also seeking a variance from Bexley Code C.26 of the Main Street Guidelines which 

limits a projecting blade sign to 10 square feet, to allow a proposed double-faced 

blade sign to be 20 sq' or 4' high by 5'wide. 

2106 E. Main APP  

2106 E. Main Site Plan 

2106 E. Main St. sign 

Rick Levine recused himself from the discussion and vote for this application. 

Jim Hartley was sworn in. 

Rose reviewed background comments for this application with the Board. This 

application is to allow a blade sign on the south side of the building. Blade signs are 

limited to 10sqft and the proposed sign is 20sqft, which would be located on the south 

side of the door. The window sign and wall sign were approved and meet code. The 

blade signs exceeds the size allowed. The applicant is seeking a variance to allow a 

20sqft blade sign to be installed. 

The applicant provided details for the proposal with the Board. The business has no 

identification on E. Main Street. The city suggested the applicant look at other 

examples of blade signs on E. Main Street. The applicant used a local real estate 

business's sign as influence in the creation of this blade sign. The proposed sign is 

minimalist and would not obstruct pedestrian traffic on the sidewalk. Behal asked if 

the inspiration sign was approved. Rose said it may have been by the Main Street 

Commission, and that the sign does encroach into the city's right-of-way. Behal said 

that the Bexley Graphics Commission mandated blade signs have a dark background 

with light numbers and lettering. Rose said that was still policy. The applicant said he 

was not aware that was the norm but this proposal could be modified to meet that. 

Behal asked to condition that the sign would be a dark background with light lettering 

for consistency. Dorn asked if this size is proposed to be the same size as the 

inspiration sign down the street. The applicant said it is proposed to be the exact same 

size. Behal asked why this could not be shrunk down and formatted to fit the 10sqft 

maximum size allowed. The applicant said it was based off of the inspiration sign, 

which was 20sqft. Mitchell said signage was important to any business and Schick 

agreed it was a good attraction for a small business. 

There were no public comments. 
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The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-40 for the 
property located at 2106 E. Main Street: Based on the testimony presented, the Board 
finds it appropriate to grant a variance from Bexley Code Section 1260.05(f), 
referencing C.26 in the Main Street Guidelines, to allow a blade sign on the south side 
of the building, to be 20sqft, with the condition that it be converted to light letters on 
a dark background. 

The applicant understood the Findings of Fact. 

Sean Turner made a motion to Approve - 'a. Application No.: BZAP-20-40 
Applicant: Signcom - Ohio State Bank 
Owner: 2106 Bexley Land LLC 
Address: 2106 E. Main 
BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking sign review and approval of blade signage 
along the Main Street side of the building at the above noted location. The applicant is 
also seeking a variance from Bexley Code C.26 of the Main Street Guidelines which 
limits a projecting blade sign to 10 square feet, to allow a proposed double-faced 
blade sign to be 20 sq' or 4' high by 5'wide.' Motion seconded by Ryan Schick. Vote 5 -
0 - passed. 

FOR: Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, and Bob 
Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

RECUSED: Rick Levine. 

b. Application No.: 15739 
Applicant: Quintin Ward - Easy living pools 
Owner: Angela & Eric Niermeyer 
Location: 481 N Drexel Avenue 
BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking a 3' variance from Bexley Code Section 
1252.10(a)(2), which in residential districts, accessory uses and detached structures 
shall be located a minimum of five farther back from the side street property line than 
the principal structure is allowed, to allow a swimming pool in the rear yard to be 27' 
from the north side property line. 

481 N. Drexel app #15739 App 

481 N. Drexel Pool Variance Site Plan Mon Nov 30 2020 10-03-34 

481 N. Drexel  photos Neirmeyer Variance Photo Exhibits Mon Nov 30 2020 10-
03-41 

Rick Levine returned to the meeting. 

Rose reviewed background information with the Board. This application is for a 
proposed addition on the rear of the home, as well as a pool in the rear yard. The pool 
can meet the setback but the owners wanted to match it up with the addition on the 
back of the house. The applicant is requesting a variance to be 27' from the property 
line instead of 30'. 

Brian Griffith and Angela Niemeyer were sworn in. The applicants reviewed 
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information for this proposal with the Board. A covered porch would be installed with 

the addition. The gable for the porch addition created the feel and fit for outdoor living 

space and the yard would look balanced if the center line of the pool was in line with 

the gable feature. The privacy fence would remain and public view would be 

screened. 

There were no public comments. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. 15739 for the property 

located at 481 N. Drexel Avenue: Based on the testimony presented, the Board finds it 

appropriate to grant a 3' variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.10(a)(2), to allow a 

proposed swimming pool to be 27' from the north side property line. 

The applicants understood the Findings of Fact. 

Rick Levine made a motion to Approve - 'b. Application No.: 15739 

Applicant: Quintin Ward - Easy living pools 

Owner: Angela & Eric Niermeyer 

Location: 481 N Drexel Avenue 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking a 3' variance from Bexley Code Section 

1252.10(a)(2), which in residential districts, accessory uses and detached structures 

shall be located a minimum of five farther back from the side street property line than 

the principal structure is allowed, to allow a swimming pool in the rear yard to be 27' 

from the north side property line.' Motion seconded by Sean Turner. Vote 6 - 0 -

passed. 

FOR: Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, 

and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

c. Application No.: BZAP-20-41 Applicant: John Hamlett Owner: James & Kayla Petkus 

Address: 171 S. Cassingham Road BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural 

review and approval to allow a 2nd floor addition over existing family-room at the rear 

of the principal structure. The applicant is also seeking a 2' variance from Bexley Code 

Section 1252.09(R-6) which requires an 8' setback from the side yard property line, to 

allow a 2nd floor addition over the existing 1-story structure that is 6' from the side 

yard property line. 

171 S. Cassingham App 

171 S. Cassingham site  plan 

171 S. Cassingham plans 

171 S. Cassingham photos  

Rose reviewed background information with the Board. This proposal is for a 2nd floor 

addition to be built on top of an existing family room. The applicant is also requesting a 

2' variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.09(R-6) to allow the addition to be built 

over the existing structure, which is 6' from the side yard property line. Code requires 

an 8' setback from the side yard property line. 
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Bokor reviewed architectural comments with the Board. This application received a 

positive recommendation from the ARB with the condition that the applicant work 

with the Design Consultant on final design details, which the applicant agreed to. 

Robert Raskin was sworn in. The applicant reviewed information for this application 

with the Board. He agreed with the conditions stated in his meeting with the ARB. 

Behal asked if this would be built on top of something that is existing. The applicant 

said that is correct. The owners would like to build a new addition on top of an existing 

1st floor structure. Levine said the existing first floor addition looked new. He asked if 

the owners received a variance for that. The applicant said yes and by the previous 

homeowner. Dorn asked what the conditions included. Bokor said window proportion, 

placement, and massing. 

There were no public comments. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-41 for the 

property located at 171 S. Cassingham Road: The Board accepts the recommendations 

from the Architectural Review Board with conditions. Based on the testimony 

presented, the Board finds it appropriate to grant a 2' variance from Bexley Code 

Section 1252.09(R-6) Zoning, with the condition that the applicant work with the 

Residential Design Consultant on final design details in accordance with the ARB 

recommendation for a Certificate of Appropriateness. 

The applicant understood the Findings of Fact. 

Sean Turner made a motion to Approve - 'c. Application No.: BZAP-20-41 

Applicant: John Hamlett 

Owner: James & Kayla Petkus 

Address: 171 S. Cassingham Road 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 

2nd floor addition over existing family-room at the rear of the principal structure. The 

applicant is also seeking a 2' variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.09(R-6) which 

requires an 8' setback from the side yard property line, to allow a 2nd floor addition 

over the existing 1-story structure that is 6' from the side yard property line.' Motion 

seconded by Heidi Wagner-Dorn. Vote 6 - 0 - passed. 

FOR:	 Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, 

and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

d. Application No.: BZAP-20-43 Applicant: Pete Foster Owner: Thomas Hadley Address: 

90 N. Columbia BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and 

approval for a covered terrace addition to the south-east of the existing principal 

structure. The applicant is also seeking 2 variances; the first variance is from Bexley 

Code Section 1252.09 (R-2) Zoning) which requires an 85' (average) front yard setback 

along Clifton Avenue, to allow the proposed covered porch to be 69' from the front 

property line. The second variance is from Bexley Code Section 1252.15(g) which 

indicates accessory structures and uses shall be permitted only in the rear yard, to 

allow a 7'x10' proposed pool in the east side yard. 

90 N. Columbia App 
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90 N. Columbia  plans 

90 N. Colmbia  photos  

90 N. Columbia  photo 2  

Rose reviewed background information with the Board for this application. This 

location is a corner lot and the front yard faces Clifton Avenue. The applicant is asking 

for a variance to allow a proposed covered porch to be 69' from the front property 

line. The applicant is also asking for a variance from Bexley Code 1252.15(g) to allow 

the installation of a T x 10' on the east side of the property line. 

Pete Foster was sworn in. The applicant reviewed information for this application with 

the Board. The applicant said that this was an odd lot and the owners would like to 

have a covered terrace on the south side of the proposed nook, which would be 

created with the proposed improvements. Creating this nook would gain symmetry on 

the main level. The addition sits back from the farthest southern point of the house. 

There were no public comments. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-43 for the 

property located at 90 N. Columbia Avenue: The Board accepts the recommendation 

of the Architectural Review Board, which they approved with the condition that the 

applicant work with the Design Consultant on any minor modifications. Based on the 

testimony presented, the Board finds it appropriate to grant a 16' variance from Bexley 

Code Section 1252.09(R-2) Zoning to allow a covered terrace to encroach into the front 

yard setback, and also a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.15(g) to allow a 7' x 

10' pool in the east side yard as presented in plans on January 28th, 2021. 

The applicant understood the Findings of Fact. 

Ryan Schick made a motion to Approve - 'd. Application No.: BZAP-20-43 

Applicant: Pete Foster 

Owner: Thomas Hadley 

Address: 90 N. Columbia 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval for a covered 

terrace addition to the south-east of the existing principal structure. The applicant is 

also seeking 2 variances; the first variance is from Bexley Code Section 1252.09 (R-2) 

Zoning) which requires an 85' (average) front yard setback along Clifton Avenue, to 

allow the proposed covered porch to be 69' from the front property line. The second 

variance is from Bexley Code Section 1252.15(g) which indicates accessory structures 

and uses shall be permitted only in the rear yard, to allow a 7'x10' proposed pool in 

the east side yard.' Motion seconded by Rick Levine. Vote 6 - 0 - passed. 

FOR: Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, 

and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

e. Application No.: BZAP-20-49 
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Applicant: Pete Foster 

Owner: Lisa Fleischer 

Address: 100 S. Cassady 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 

2nd floor addition over the existing first floor family-room, located at the rear (east 

side) of the principal structure. The applicant is also seeking a variance from Bexley 

code Section 1252.09(R-6 Zoning), which requires an 8' setback from the side yard 

property line, to allow an addition over the existing family-room that is located 6'8" 

from the south side property line. 

Pete Foster remained sworn in from the previous application. 

Rose reviewed background information with the Board for this application. The 

proposed second floor addition would go on top of an existing first floor family room. 

Bokor stated that this application was recommended for approval from this Board by 

the Architectural Review Board as a consent agenda item. The ARB was in favor of the 

design. 

The applicant reviewed background information for this application with the Board. He 

wanted to clarify that at some point the existing first floor structure had been added 

on to the home. The house was originally built too close to the property line. This 

structure is non-conforming and the neighbor's structure is non-conforming. Rose said 

she received a positive email, received by the applicant from a neighbor of this 

property and forwarded to the city, supporting this proposal. The applicant said that 

the details are intended to match the existing, with slight variations from the old siding 

to the new siding. 

There were no public comments. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-49 for the 

property located at 100 S. Cassady Avenue: The Board accepts the positive 

recommendation of the Architectural Review Board. Based on the testimony 

presented, the Board finds it appropriate to grant the 1'4" variance from Bexley Code 

Section 1252.09 (R-6) Zoning to allow a second floor addition over the existing first 

floor. 

The applicant understood the Findings of Fact. 

Alissha Mitchell made a motion to Approve - 'e. Application No.: BZAP-20-49 

Applicant: Pete Foster 

Owner: Lisa Fleischer 

Address: 100 S. Cassady 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 
2nd floor addition over the existing first floor family-room, located at the rear (east 

side) of the principal structure. The applicant is also seeking a variance from Bexley 

code Section 1252.09(R-6 Zoning), which requires an 8' setback from the side yard 

property line, to allow an addition over the existing family-room that is located 6'8" 

from the south side property line.' Motion seconded by Sean Turner. Vote 6 - 0 -

passed. 

FOR: Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, 
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and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

f. Application No.: BZA-20-46 
Applicant: Brenda Parker 
Owner: Tyler & Allizon Chamblin 

Address: 2404 Fair Ave. 
BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review approval 
for a new 2-story addition to the rear of the principal structure. The applicant is also 
seeking a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.15(g)...detached garages shall not 
be located less than ten feet from a principal structure to allow a proposed 2-story 
addition to the rear of the principal structure to be 3'11" from the detached garage. 
The applicant has also submitted an Option "B" variance request from Bexley Code 
Section 1252.09(R-6 Zoning) which requires a rear yard setback of 25' and a side yard 
setback of 8' to allow a 2-story addition to the rear of the principal structure that 
would attach to the existing detached garage which is located 6'11" from the rear yard 
property line and 3' from the side yard property line and would become part of the 
principal structure. 

2404 Fair Ave APP  

2404 Fair site  plan 

2404 Fair floor  plan 

2404 Fair Ave rendering 

2404 Fair Alternate Exterior Elevations Wed Jan 13 2021 20-00-23  

2404 Fair Alternate w Connector Wed Jan 20 2021 11-18-10  

2404 Fair  photo 

2404 Fair  photo 2  

2404 Fair  photo 2  

2404 Fair map from auditor  

The applicant was not present for this application. There was no discussion or vote. 
The Board moved to the next agenda item. 

g. Application No.: BZAP-20-45 
Applicant: Ryan Brothers Landscaping 
Owner: Clifton Partners LLC 
Address: 2121 Clifton Ave. 
BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval for a 
120sq'deck/stair addition connecting to a proposed 480sq' open terrace. The 
applicant is also seeking a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.09(R-3 Zoning) 
which limits building lot coverage to 25% and overall hardscape and building lot 
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coverage to 50%, to allow the building lot coverage to be 49.9% ant the overall 
building plus hardscape footprint to be 91% 

2121 Clifton Aerial  photo 

2121 Clifton Ave App 

2121 Clifton Ave site  plan 

2121 Clifton Ave rendering 

2121 Clifton  photo 

2121 Clifton Ave. landscaping 

Pat Ryan was sworn in. 

Rose reviewed background information with the Board for this application. The site is a 
higher grade in the center in the rear yard. The proposed steps would be coming out 
the back deck and some leading to the terrace. The footprint and site development 
exceeds the building. Some changes have been made to the proposed landscape, but 
staff finds it appropriate with the condition that the Landscape Consultant review any 
landscape changes or modifications. 

The applicant reviewed details about the application with the Board. Currently in the 
back yard there is an unusable 20 x 20 pad of concrete. The applicant is proposing to 
remove it and turn the back yard into more usable space. There would be a series of 
drains installed to service runoff. Tuner asked what the height of the fireplace unit 
would be and its distance to the fence. The applicant stated it would be 9' tall and 14' 
from the property line. Foliage is proposed to use as screening. Rose added that this 
plan was shared with the neighbor and they had no complaints. Bokor added that this 
application was approved as a consent agenda item in the Architectural Review Board 
meeting. 

There were no public comments. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-45 for the 
property located at 2121 Clifton Avenue: The Board accepts the positive 
recommendation from the Architectural Review Board for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness. Based on the testimony presented, the Board finds it appropriate to 
grant a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.09(R-3) to allow the building foot 
coverage to be 50 percent, and to allow the overall lot coverage to be 91 percent, in 
accordance with the plans submitted on January 28th, 2021, with the condition that 
the landscape plan is further subject to review and approval by the Landscape 
Consultant. 

The applicant understood the Findings of Fact. 

Sean Turner made a motion to Approve - 'g. Application No.: BZAP-20-45 
Applicant: Ryan Brothers Landscaping 
Owner: Clifton Partners LLC 
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Address: 2121 Clifton Ave. 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval for a 

120sq'deck/stair addition connecting to a proposed 480sq' open terrace. The 

applicant is also seeking a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.09(R-3 Zoning) 

which limits building lot coverage to 25% and overall hardscape and building lot 

coverage to 50%, to allow the building lot coverage to be 49.9% ant the overall 

building plus hardscape footprint to be 91%' Motion seconded by Heidi Wagner-Dorn. 

Vote 6 - 0 - passed. 

FOR: Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, 

and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

h. Application No.: BZAP-20-47 

Applicant: Todd Parker 

Owner: Shylee Grossman 

Address: 50 N. Drexel Ave. 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 

Pool house in the front, side yard. The applicant is also seeking a variance from Bexley 

Code Section 1252.15(g) accessory structures shall be permitted only in the rear yard, 

to allow a proposed pool house to be in the front, side yard, 26'9" from the front 

(west) property line and 5'4" from the south side property line. The applicant may opt 

to present an attached version of the pool house with the connection of a low stone 

wall between the pool house and the principal structure, which would then be a 

variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.09 (R-3 Zoning) which requires a12' side yard 

setback and a 30' or average existing dwelling setback (whichever is greater) setback 

from the front yard property line, to allow the pool house addition to be located 26'9" 

from the front property line and 5'4" from the side yard property line. 

50 N Drxel APP  

50.N.DREXEL.  plans 

50 N. Drexel.elevation  

50 N. Drexel revised  plan 

Todd Parker and Andrew Grossman were sworn in. 

Rose reviewed background information for this application with the Board. This is a 

corner lot that faces Clifton but the address is Drexel and is platted to Drexel. This 

application was before the Architectural Review Board to discuss the design and 

modifications were made to the original plan based on that meeting. 

Bokor reviewed design comments with the Board. This application was heard by the 

Architectural Review Board for a recommendation to come to this Board. Comments 
from the ARB members included redesigning the architecture to match the original 

house in the event screening shrubbery is ever removed. The applicants have made 

modifications to the design based on the ARB's feedback, and needs to go back to the 

ARB for further architectural review. There are not a lot of options for the placement 

of a pool house on this lot. 
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The applicant discussed the proposal with the Board. The design has been modified to 
match the existing home. Stone is proposed on the west wall facing Drexel. This new 
version indicates the window on the west elevation looks like a door. The site is odd in 
that the address is Drexel but the front door faces Clifton. The proposed structure will 
appear like a gatehouse from Drexel. 

Mr. Grossman said that he and his wife installed the existing shrubbery and that it 
provides privacy from street and pedestrian traffic. They intend to maintain it. 

There were no public comments. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-47 for the 
property located at 50 N. Drexel Avenue: Based on the testimony presented, the Board 
finds it appropriate to grant a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.15(g) to allow a 
pool house in the south side yard, and Bexley Code Section 1252.09(R-3) Zoning to 
allow the pool house to be 26'9" from the front west property line, with the condition 
that the applicant return to the Architectural Review Board for final design review and 
approval. 

The applicants understood the Findings of Fact. 

Alissha Mitchell made a motion to Approve -'h. Application No.: BZAP-20-47 
Applicant: Todd Parker 
Owner: Shylee Grossman 
Address: 50 N. Drexel Ave. 
BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 
Pool house in the front, side yard. The applicant is also seeking a variance from Bexley 
Code Section 1252.15(g) accessory structures shall be permitted only in the rear yard, 
to allow a proposed pool house to be in the front, side yard, 26'9" from the front 
(west) property line and 5'4" from the south side property line. The applicant may opt 
to present an attached version of the pool house with the connection of a low stone 
wall between the pool house and the principal structure, which would then be a 
variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.09 (R-3 Zoning) which requires a12' side yard 
setback and a 30' or average existing dwelling setback (whichever is greater) setback 
from the front yard property line, to allow the pool house addition to be located 26'9" 
from the front property line and 5'4" from the side yard property line.' Motion 
seconded by Heidi Wagner-Dorn. Vote 6 - 0 - passed. 

FOR: Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, 
and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

i. Application No.: BZAP-20-51 Applicant: Hristana Panovska Owner: Matthew & Abigail 
Grossman Address: 231 N. Drexel BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural 
review and approval to allow an addition to the existing detached garage. The 
applicant is also seeking a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.15(a) which limits 
an accessory structure to thirty-five (35%) of the building footprint of the principal 
structure or 624sq', whichever is greater, to allow a 440sq' addition to the existing 
560sq' detached garage. 

231 N Drexel App 
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Hristana Panovska was sworn in. 

Rose and Bokor reviewed staff comments with the Board. This application is for a 

proposed addition to an existing detached garage. The applicant is asking for a 

variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.15(a) which limits an accessory structure to 

be 35 percent of the footprint of the principal structure. The porch is proposed to be 

covered, not enclosed. There were a few details staff recommended changing, which 

the applicant agreed to. The Architectural Review Board voted for this application as a 

consent agenda item, noting for the applicant to comply with changes worked on with 

staff. There was no condition for this to return to the ARB but design changes would be 

reviewed by staff. 

The applicant reviewed information for this application with the Board. The porch 

addition would accommodate a future pool. The open porch would have a small 

covering and a decorative pergola. It would exceed the allowable limit of an accessory 

structure by one percent. The location is private and screened by mature trees. Rose 

added that it would be an open structure. 

There were no public comments. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-51 for the 

property located at 231 N. Drexel Avenue: The Board accepts the recommendation 

fromt the Architectural Review Board. Based on the testimony presented, the Board 

finds it appropriate to grant a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.15(a) to allow a 

440sqft open addition, with the condition that minor architectural changes to the 

columns and arches be subject to final design review by the Residential Design 

Consultant. 

The applicant understood the Findings of Fact. 

Ryan Schick made a motion to Approve - 'i. Application No.: BZAP-20-51 

Applicant: Hristana Panovska 

Owner: Matthew & Abigail Grossman 

Address: 231 N. Drexel 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow an 

addition to the existing detached garage. The applicant is also seeking a variance from 

Bexley Code Section 1252.15(a) which limits an accessory structure to thirty-five (35%) 

of the building footprint of the principal structure or 624sq', whichever is greater, to 

allow a 440sq' addition to the existing 560sq' detached garage.' Motion seconded by 

Sean Turner. Vote 6 - 0 - passed. 

FOR: Ryan Schick, Alissha Mitchell, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, 

and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

Application No.: BZAP-20-48 

Applicant: Community Builders 

Owner: Sally Woodyard 

Address: 2300 E. Livingston 
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BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 3-
story structure with a residential use on the first, 2nd and 3rd floors. If approved, the 
existing building will be demolished. The applicant is also seeking a Conditional Use 
approval in the Commercial Service District, to allow residential use on all levels of this 
3-story structure. 

2300 E. Lingingston A1.00  

2300 E. Livingston A1.21,  A1.22  ,A1.23  

2300 E. Livingston A-2.23  

2300 E. Livingston Floor  plan 

2300 E. Livingston EL Thu Dec 17 2020 15-20-37 

2300 E. Livingston Landscape 

2300 E. Livingston App 

elevations for 2300 Liviingston 

Alissha Mitchell recused herself from the discussion and vote for this application and 
the next application. 

Bokor provided background information for this application with the Board. This 
application was before the Architectural Review Board for a recommendation to the 
Board of Zoning and Planning, with the condition that it be remanded back to the ARB 
for full design review. Behal confirmed that this Board is not looking at the design, only 
the zoning and variance issues. Bokor said that the ARB did not support this unless the 
condition was included that all design review was remanded back to them. 

Jason Sudy reviewed the staff report with the Board. Mr. Sudy said to note that this is 
in a Commercial Service District and is unique in the city. It is an auto-friendly district 
and other businesses on Livingston tended to be heavy traffic commercial businesses. 
He wanted to convey to everyone that there is a wide berth of allowed zoning 
permitted uses, not always considered by neighbors to live near these properties, but 
that this is a unique situation. This location is at the end of a Commercial Service 
District and boundaries a residential section. The applicants are asking for a 
Conditional Use approval. This district is designed to be more geared toward auto use 
and recently more mixed use design standards were used for this approach. The 
applicant needs a Conditional Use approval on the first and upper floors. They also 
require a Certificate of Appropriateness approval based on the design site, 
architecture, and other elements. He added that this should be sent back to the ARB 
and Tree and Public Garden Commission. Mr. Sudy said there were key points for the 
Board to consider, which included site development regulations for this district, 
setback requirements, and height limitations. This property's height is proposed to be 
45', which meets the city's standards. There are also design standards for 
consideration, one of the most important being the design in the different districts. 
Standards have been met in accordance with Bexley Code Section 1254.12. Final 
landscaping should be returned to the Tree and Public Garden Commission. The 
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applicant has committed to include a landscape plan as well as a fence, but will need 

to include other final details for items such as dumpster enclosures. Only Commercial 

Services can ask for permitted uses, and Conditional Uses are for residential requests. 

There is no standard specifically outlined for this district. The closest example would 

be a Mixed Use Commercial district. In terms of parking, following the criteria for an 

MUC, it allows for 30 parking spaces for 27 units. Staff feels the applicants have met 

the Conditional Use criteria in the Bexley's Code Section 1226.12(b)(a)(h). Mr. Sudy 

then proceeded to read them verbatim. He added that staff recommends all plans, if 

approved, be in conformance as seen in tonight's meeting, held on January 28th, 2021. 

Levine asked if there was a tax abatement for this project. Mr. Sudy said he was not 

sure. Schick asked if parking is included with all development. He wanted to ensure 

there would not be any on-street parking. Mr. Sudy said it would be on-site. 

Nicole Boyer, Jeff Beam, Kevin Dreyfuss, and MJ Kavourias were sworn in. Mr. Beam 

said that The Community Builders have been working on two projects with the CIC for 

two years and are excited to be moving forwards. The Community Builders is a 501(c) 

(3) non-profit, who develop, own, and manage developments in other locations that 

are similar to this proposal. They join with local partners and stay invested in the 

community as stakeholders. The Columbus team focuses on housing opportunities and 

affordability. They investigated a number of sites with the CIC and feel that this is a 

good transitional location where residential and commercial meet. TCB and the CIC are 

partners on both projects but each has a single owner and the land ownership would 

function differently. 

Nate Green and Sarah Gold from the CIC were sworn in. Mr. Green is president of the 

CIC and is also a Bexley resident. The CIC is the development arm of the city, and all 

members are appointed by City Council. The CIC was involved in the moving of City 

Hall, the Giant Eagle Project, and they own Bexley Square and several other properties 

within the city. The CIC is involved in this location as a partner, but not a monetary 

partner. The CIC is involved in the proposal for the 420 N. Cassady project. They will be 

the owner and operator of the commercial space proposed on its ground floor. The CIC 

and TCB have been working together for two years and these two locations recently 

became available in the past couple of months. Sarah Gold said the CIC is happy to 

partner with TCB. In 2018, the CIC put out a request for information with developers to 

locate opportunities. The CIC is a local presence and cares about the work they do in 

the city. The TCB brings expertise for mixed-income housing and the CIC brings 

expertise to the commercial component of the projects. 

Nicole Boyer provided an overview of what the project is. It is for mixed-income 

housing for a range of demographics in economics and composition. The request for 

approval tonight is the first step in a multiple step process. This step would help secure 

project funding. The outreach to the community was not done earlier because they did 

not have site control until December of 2020. The ARB was the first time this 

application was seen. Construction would not begin until potentially in Spring of 2022. 

An architectural firm in NE Ohio has been working with TCB for several years and have 

experience designing for the Columbus area. This project is proposed to include 27 

units in three stories. Schick asked what the miles per hour is facing the building on 

Livingston. The applicant said 35 mph. Schick asked about the safety of having children 

in that location. Behal said there were single-family homes along Livingston that 

housed families. 
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Ellen Evans, resident at 965 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Ms. Evans said that it is a 
misnomer that 30 cars will feed 27 units and that there would not be on-street parking 
on Francis. She said that the street is a major artery to Capital University. Ms. Evans 
said that if there were parking on both sides of the street it would not be safe. She 
questions that much traffic at the Livingston/Francis corner, which she added is already 
congested enough. Adding this property would add more traffic to the current flow, 
and it is already difficult to turn left from Francis onto Livingston. She questioned how 
the noise from the street would affect this property, and added that she can hear the 
traffic from inside her own home. She said that this is a difficult situation to make it 
truly livable. She has no problem that it is affordable housing, but would like 
something developed that blends better with its neighborhood. 

Peg Horvath, resident at 959 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Ms. Horvath said that she 
has lived in apartments before and felt that they will not find that there are only three 
couples with two cars in a building with 27 units. She lives two houses down from 
Pleasant Ridge and has experienced the same traffic issues as Ms. Evans. She thinks it 
is ridiculous to put that many units at this location. She would like to see bigger units 
proposed, but even if it was shrunk down to 21 units, it would still have more cars. 

Dustin Snow, resident at 990 Francis, was sworn in. Mr. Snow said that parking is a 
large concern. He asked for someone to reference the Code used for parking for this 
project. Mr. Sudy said for this district for a Conditional Use there was no specific 
requirement for parking. What was used for this project was Bexley Code Secrion 
1262.02(c), as amended by Council. Mr. Snow is curious how parking can be managed 
in a city like Bexley, where less than 5 percent of residents own cars. He asked if this 
location provides adequate parking so Francis Avenue will not be used for on-street 
parking. He added that he does not see the Code that applies to allow parking, how 
that works, and that he thinks it is a reasonable request tp consider, not a mandatory 
requirement, to continue the discussion with the neighbors. Turner asked if that 
information was available at City Hall. Rose said it was and can be sent via email. 

Bridget Tupes, resident at 2316 Livingston, was sworn in. Ms. Tupes is concerned about 
the location's proposed setback from Livingston. She has seen numerous homes and 
garages hit by cars and has serious concerns for pedestrians walking along Livingston 
as well as those proposed to live on the first floor of this property. She said that 
Livingston is different than Main or Broad in that there is a delineation from 
commercial and residential. She added that she did not receive notice for the ARB 
about this proposal until the day of the meeting, and echoes the concerns of her 
neighbors. 

Dawn Holmes, resident at 906 Pleasant Ridge, was sworn in. Schick stated if residents 
did not receive sufficient notice to proceed with care tonight. He made a Motion to 
Table the discussion to provide proper notice to the public. No second was made. The 
Motion to Table did not pass. Ms. Holmes continued to state her concerns for this 
project. She said that is was a three story building that is surrounded by one-and-a-half 
story homes. She said there is a dramatic difference and creates an imbalance. The 
number of units proposed would add 50 to 80 additional residents in one spot. She 
said if it were scaled down it would fit in better with the neighborhood. Rose said 
residents not within a 300' radius did not receive notice. Behal said Ms. Holmes 
already gave testimony. 
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Ajay Garlapati, resident at 981 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Garlapati said that he 
and his wife looked at the proposal and do not like the parking proposal, and that not 
everything was stated on the website. He and his family live within a 300' range of this 
location and he did not get notice until the day of the meeting. He said that the 
structure of the building is different than the rest of the surrounding buildings. He said 
that traffic is dangerous on Livingston, and he would like more information on the 
relationship between the CIC and TCB. He asked if anyone else had a financial 
relationship with this proposal. Melissa Garlapati was sworn in. Mrs. Garlapati said she 
had many concerns of the building development itself. She researched TCB and found 
other locations in Ohio and Kentucky, and recommended Council research on the 
building development of the TCB. She named a property in Kentucky and asked if TCB 
managed it. The applicants said they did not. Mrs. Garlapati said she read multiple 
reviews from tenants in other TCB developments and did not think it was a good idea 
to mix seniors with children. 

Jason Mackay, resident at 980 College Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Mackay said that he 
did not receive the first notice but did receive one on January 13th for the ARB 
meeting. He said he walks his dog by this property every day and did not see a sign in 
front of this property until the day of the ARB meeting. He said there are 27 units 
proposed, potentially 58 bedrooms, and 30 parking spots. He said the project is too 
dense architecturally. Just because it meets Code does not mean it needs to meet it. 
He thinks the setback is inappropriate for the space and is too close to the street. It is 
dangerous. He said people would have to drive instead of walk to get to close 
attractions. He said that there are kids who live along these two streets but they have 
backyards. For this application the current renderings show the building looking 
directly into other people's backyards. He thinks lighting is a concern, understands 
there is a timeline for funding but suggested not to approve the application without 
conditions. He thinks this would be great for Bexley but wished a meeting with the 
applicants had taken place before. 

Roger Singletary was sworn in. Mr. Singletary has concerns similar to his neighbors. He 
referenced the MORPC website which indicated this location has a high number of 
accidents. A student was hit while crossing Livingston and traffic was detoured to the 
residential streets. No officers were sent. He is glad to hear comments about a 
greenspace being set up but noted that is difficult for young children to play there 
without supervision. He also wanted to point out that he did not receive notification 
for ARB until January 13th. He did state that he does not think it will decrease local 
property values. 

Anna Massen, resident at 984 Francis, was sworn in. Schick said that there were 
numerous instances of improper notice and to exercise caution moving forward with 
the discussion. Behal said he was not sure it made sense to stop the process of 
listening. Rose said that the first notice was sent to residents in 200' of the property, 
which is per Code, but a second notice was sent out which extended to 300' as a 
courtesy, which is not required for Code. Catherine Cunningham said that the notice 
sent for BZAP was received on time. Ms. Massen continued and said that she is not 
against increasing housing density, that Council approved this as an ordinance, and 
that Bexley is a special place to live. She referenced South Bexley Neighborhood 
Association's involvement in shedding light on the Livingston Avenue issues and 
dangers and said this section was one to avoid for pedestrians. She said that children 
living in this area is dangerous at this intersection. She added that there are true 
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single-family homes with kids but that they have yards to play in. She said it is difficult 

to envision residents from this building walking to Schneider Park, and to understand 

that not everyone has a car. She also suggested having a shadow study done because 

the height of the building could block the sun. 

Phil Mascari, resident at 805 Pleasant Ridge, was sworn in. He had two quick 

questions. He said that if the demographics included teachers and librarians it could 

also include felons and sex offenders. He asked if the Board members would be willing 

to be responsible for whatever crime might come about due to these new units. The 

applicant stated that they have screening for potential residents in place, but people 

have a legal right to rent a unit, and adding that Fair Housing can not discriminate. 

Leah Turner, resident at 993 Franics, was sworn in. Ms. Turner said she never received 

notice and is within 200' of the property. She said nothing in the diagram mitigates 

people looking at her property all day long. She said that because of the parking design 

the lights will go straight into her property. She said that there is no substantial 

landscaping, and to reduce the size so it looks like it fits in with the neighborhood. 

The applicant said that on the current site condition there is a 6' fence that the parking 

lot abuts. They are proposing to install an 8' fence with a small grass buffer as a barrier. 

The fence is proposed to be taller and is intended to block and buffer headlights. Jason 

Sudy said that an 8' tall fence is required in Zoning and specific standards to any MUC 

property that backs up to a residential area, and is non-negotiable. In regards to the 

design and materials, that will be discussed as they move through the process. The 

applicants said they will continue to tweak the parking area and landscaping with 

multiple parties throughout the process. 

Todd Kellner, resident at 854 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Kellner said that a 

project with this impact should reach beyond those with 200' standing and include all 

of the residents on Francis Avenue. He said that there is one opportunity to develop 

this correctly and from what he heard tonight there is a lack of ownership of the CIC 

on this site. He would like answers in relation to rental terms because short-term 

rentals are a big concern. He wanted to reiterate that this is a 58 bedroom building, 

that families have vehicles, and four on property is smaller than the average parcel on 

Francis. He said that they are missing the mark on this project and more voices need to 

be heard. 

Schick said they have heard a lot of testimony tonight and asked to Table. Bokor said 

there were two more people waiting to speak and to hear the people who are left. 

Henry Gruesen, resident at 984 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Gruesen said he 

received ARB notice the day before the meeting. He talked to people who know his 

concerns but this sounds like a money-grab for the developers. He is concerned about 

parking, that his street is a public street and typically offers two on-street parking 

spaces for single-family homes. He said to consider two spots per unit proposed, that 

58 bedrooms could potentially be 58 cars. He said that replacement housing for 

Ferndale-Mayfield residents has been a thorn in the city's side for years, and police are 

called out there quite often. He said affordable housing has not been good and would 

increase crime in his area. 

Julie Mosca, resident at 987 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Ms. Mosca received 
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notification for the ARB meeting the day before the meeting, and there was no sign in 

front of this property until the day of that meeting. She said that the inclusion of 

greenspace was nice to hear but she has never walked her children to Schneider Park 

from her home. She said having access to local attractions is nice, but if this is an 

affordable housing proposal, how affordable is it to access those same attractions. 

Behal asked the Board to consider the best way to handle the situation after hearing 

from presenters and residents. Shick said to Table it for one month if the neighbors 

agree to that. Turner said that he agreed with Tabling but wanted to respect the 

applicant's time. Schick offered to start with parking. Turner said parking was an issue 

at this location. The applicants said that they brought data about parking from other 

properties. Behal said the BZAP was not the right forum for this kind of situation and it 

sounded more suited for an open discussion where the applicants can engage with the 

public to answer them. He said for now to focus on the proposal they are looking at 

tonight. Dorn said she agreed with parking concerns and concerns about density, as 

well as safety issues with first floor units on Livingston especially if there are children 

in those units. Dorn suggested making the units bigger or having two stories for 

residential and the first floor to be mixed-use, and for it to be more compatible with 

the neighborhood. 

Behal entertained Schick's motion to Table the application. Dorn seconded the Motion. 

The applicant said a flyer had been created with his contact information and offering 

for a public meeting, but only a few people showed up for that. He is willing to have 

more open discussion as the project advances. 

Ms. Cunningham wanted to remind the Board that this is a quasi-judicial hearing and 

why residents with standing are important. She cautioned the members to discuss this 

outside of the hearing process. She said notification for this meeting was timely and if 

notification had not been received members from the public would not have been 

present for this meeting. She said that there was a lot of discussion related to the ARB, 

that they request this application return to them, and that both Boards offer ways to 

be present in their meetings. She added that the application is not re-noticed when it 

is Tabled, but the information is available on the city's website and included in the 

Minutes. 

Ryan Schick made a motion to Table -1. Application No.: BZAP-20-48 

Applicant: Community Builders 

Owner: Sally Woodyard 

Address: 2300 E. Livingston 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 3- 

story structure with a residential use on the first, 2nd and 3rd floors. If approved, the 

existing building will be demolished. The applicant is also seeking a Conditional Use 

approval in the Commercial Service District, to allow residential use on all levels of this 

3-story structure.' Motion seconded by Heidi Wagner-Dorn. Vote 5 - 0 - passed. 

FOR: Ryan Schick, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

RECUSED: Alissha Mitchell. 

k. Application No.: BZAP-20-52 Applicant: Bexley CIC Owner: Bexley CIC Address: 420 N. 
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Cassady Avenue BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and 

approval to allow a 3- story structure with commercial on the first floor and residential 

on the 2nd and 3rd floors. If approved, the existing structure would be demolished. 

The applicant is also seeking a parking variance in accordance with Bexley Code 

Section 1262.02 which requires 1 space per residential unit and additional spaces 

based on the commercial use and square footage to allow 14 spaces for 16 Residential 

Units and up to 3,600sq'of commercial space on first floor. 

420 N. Cassady Landscape Plans (updated) 

420 N. Cassady A1.01  

420 N. Cassady A1.11  

420 N. Cassady Bexley Apartments Project Summary 

420 N. Cassady A2.12  

420 N. Cassady 2021-01-07 Elevations[11634] 

Nate Green asked to Table this application for now as well. 

Jason Sudy reviewed background information for this application with the Board. This 

proposal is a similar circumstance with a different criteria and additional elements. 

This application needs a Certificate of Appropriateness but in this situation there is no 

Conditional Use, but would need a parking variance based on the 16 residential units 

proposed. On-street parking is a possibility at this location, but the challenge is finding 

where those spaces would be. There would be 14 on-site spaces, but other than that 

the proposal has met the design standards for its district. 

The applicants discussed the proposal with the Board. The CIC has a contract to 

purchase the property. The property has undergone Phase I and Phase II of an 

environmental study. The ground floor would be commercial and apartments would be 

on the top two floors. Behal asked how many retail spaces would be located on the 

ground floor. The applicants said they have not determined that yet. Behal asked if the 

building would face Cassday and parking would be in the back. The applicant said it 

would. Dorn asked the applicants to address parking. The applicants stated they have 

data around comparable projects. On average, 80 percent of the lot is full but the 

applicants will come back with better data on that number. They applicant said that 12 

spaces are on site and two more on-site for employees or residents. Cassady has on-

street spaces available for parking that are not in front of people's homes and they 

would like to take advantage of that. Sarah Gold said that per Code, 23 spaces are 

required. They are providing on-site parking and additional on-street parking, and 

would provide 24 spaces total between the two. 

Jeremy Ray, resident at 421 N. Cassady, was sworn in. Mr. Ray is concerned about 

parking and asked where they came up with that being enough spaces, especially not 

knowing what the business is. He said there would have to be parking for customers, 

and thinks that there would be too much on-street parking for this project. Mr. Ray 

said that Cassady is a main corridor for all of Bexley and Cassady is not wide enough 

for parking on both sides of the street. He said ambulances have been up and down 

https://bexley.g  ran icus.com/M  in utesViewer.ph p?view_id =2&clip_id=1237&doc_id=ddc7cd6e-6fd7-11eb-920e-0050569183fa 26/29 
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the street a few times and the city should have a plan in place to accommodate 
parking for this project. He added that the crosswalks were terrible on N. Cassady, and 
said that these two projects feel rushed. 

Taylor Stewart, resident at 2700 Columbus Avenue, was sworn in. Ms. Stewart said it 
was not true that families just starting out have two to three cars. She said having a 
mixed-use space would increase her property value and provided a needed service in 
the area. She does not think crime is going to be a problem in relation to this project. 

Katie Jay, resident at 421 N. Cassady, was sworn in. Mrs. Jay said she was also 
concerned about emergency vehicles being able to get through, as well as the 
crosswalks on N. Cassady. She said it is dangerous for kids walking to school to cross 
Cassady. Mrs. Ray said there will not be enough places for visitors to park and could 
end up parking on her side of the street, directly across from this property. She added 
that she did not think it was fair to make residents already living there to have to park 
on the street to bring their groceries in the house. She added that this area is designed 
to be more of a residential area and she and her family moved to N. Bexley so they did 
not have to live so close to commercial sections of the city. She said that Bexley is 
unique and that the creative people involved in this project can come up with 
something better. 

Aaron Hebert, resident at 2261 Columbus Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Hebert's major 
concern is getting in and out of his garage. Having this property would increase traffic 
and congestion in his area. Parking on Cassady has been a problem in the past but is 
getting better, however what is proposed is not enough spaces and will add to parking 

congestion. He said the count does not include customers for the retail space, or for 
visiting family and friends. He said that it creates a lack of privacy, and also mentioned 
what happens if the retail space does not monitor their trash receptacles. He noted 
other current businesses along Cassady have receptacles that are overflowing. He said 
the heart is in the right place but there are things to work through for this project. 

Sabrina Reynolds, resident at 2671 Columbus Avenue, was sworn in. Ms. Reynolds said 
that there are a lot of kids in the neighborhood and she is worried about increased 
activity. She asked where will the kids at this location go for greenspace. She said that 
this is a large proposal for the space, and she would like to access information for the 
contaminated demolition and construction sites. 

Matthew Brown, resident at 2596 Stanbery Drive, was sworn in. Mr. brown said that 
most homes around this location do not have driveways and parking is mostly on-

street. The alleys are tight and there is barely enough room for a truck to get through. 
He said that it would be difficult to have two-way traffic in the alleys. He said people 
will speed up and down Cassady and parking will overflow onto the side streets. Mr. 
Brown thinks that pulling the building all the way to the street and having parking in 

the rear is out of place, and encouraged for parking in front of the business like the 
other commercial spaces on Cassady. 

Adam Lee, resident at 2654 Ruhl Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Lee said that he is 
concerned about parking for this location. He said that it is next to small, single-family 
homes as well as a yoga studio. He said that even though there are not events held 
there right now, the yoga studio is allowed to hold events there. The future events will 
require more parking with overflow on residential side streets. He moved here from 
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the Short North because of variances like this passing there. He had trouble parking 
and moved here to avoid that. 

Behal asked the applicant if he made a Motion to Table. Mr. Green said that he did. He 
would like to Table the application and bring something back to address the neighbor's 
concerns. 

Sean Turner made a motion to Table - 'k. Application No.: BZAP-20-52 
Applicant: Bexley CIC 
Owner: Bexley CIC 
Address: 420 N. Cassady Avenue 
BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 3-
story structure with commercial on the first floor and residential on the 2nd and 3rd 
floors. If approved, the existing structure would be demolished. The applicant is also 
seeking a parking variance in accordance with Bexley Code Section 1262.02 which 
requires 1 space per residential unit and additional spaces based on the commercial 
use and square footage to allow 14 spaces for 16 Residential Units and up to 
3,600sq'of commercial space on first floor.' Motion seconded by Heidi Wagner-Dorn. 

Vote 5 - 0 - passed. 

FOR: Ryan Schick, Sean Turner, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Rick Levine, and Bob Behal. 

AGAINST: None. 

RECUSED: Alissha Mitchell. 

7. Other Business 

a. Application No.: Exempt Applicant: Kenny Brown Owner: Kenny Brown Address: 2062-
2068 E. Main ARB Request: The applicant is seeking approval of a façade grant for 
proposed up-lighting of the building located at the Northwest corner of S. Drexel 
Avenue and E. Main Street. 

2262 E. Main accent lighting  facade  grant additional materials  

Facade Grant Application  packet 

Mayor Kessler presented information for this proposal with the Board. The applicant 
applied for grant funding to go towards the cost of this improvement. Funding for 
façade grants on 35% of the cost on improvement, and some funding was 
appropriated in the 2020 budget for that purpose. The Mayor requested BZAP to 
review and see if it looks like it would be an improvement to the fagade. The proposal 
is for up-lighting the front of the building. That improvement can be allowed by staff. It 
would be a soft white light on the north west corner of Drexel and Main, on the south 
façade facing Main and east facade facing Drexel. Examples are included and are akin 
to the Gateway on E. Main Street. The city would like to know if BZAP finds this an 
appropriate use of funds. This is not a design or variance approval but strictly a review 
for facade funds. Behal said he thinks it is a perfect location for facade lighting, 
provides good visibility, and is a good idea. Mayor Kessler said this is a minor amount 
of funding, like the funding for window boxes which were through a facade grant 
program we well. 

Behal asked the members for an up or down vote. 
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Vote all in favor: Ryan Schick, Heidi Wagner-Dorn, Sean Turner, Rick Levine, Bob Behal 

Recused: Alissha Mitchell 

Opposed: None 

The facade grant was approved. 

The meeting ended at 1:50 am. 

8. Adjourn 
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Board of Zoning and Planning Meeting Agenda
Thursday, February 25, 2021

6:00 PM

1) Call to Order

2) Roll Call of Members

3) Presentations/Special Guests

4) Public Comments

5) Old Business

A) Application No.: BZAP-20-63
Applicant: Sullivan Builders
Owner: Summit Shailesh Shah
Location: 424 S. Columbia
BZAP: The motion to approve amendments to the 2018 Certificate of Appropriateness, 
with conditions, failed with 2 votes yes and 4 votes no. The Board may, upon majority 
vote, reconsider their action.

B) Application No.: BZAP-20-48 
Applicant: Community Builders
Owner: Sally Woodyard
Location: 2300 E. Livingston Ave
BZAP: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a allow a 3- story 
structure with residential use on the first, 2nd and 3rd floors. The applicant is also seeking 
a Conditional Use approval to allow a residential use on all 3 floors of this new s-story 
building. If approved, the existing structure would be demolished.

C) Application No.: BZAP-20-52 
Applicant: Bexley CIC
Owner: 420 N. Cassady Ave. LLC
Location: 420 N. Cassady Ave.
BZAP: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 3- story 
structure with commercial on the first floor and residential on the 2nd and 3rd floors. If 
approved, the existing structure would be demolished. 
The applicant is also seeking a (parking) variance from Bexley Code Section 1262.02 to 
allow eleven (11) parking spaces for this Mixed-Use-Commercial building, with retail space 
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on the 1st floor, and 8 residential units on both the 2nd and 3rd floors.

D) Application No.:  BZAP-19-10      
Applicant:        Mike Shannon
Owner:            St. Charles Preparatory School
Location:         2010 E. Broad Street
BZAP Request:            The applicant is seeking planning review and approval of a parking 
lot expansion and landscaping on the east side of St. Charles Preparatory School, which 
will include underground water detention.   The applicant is also seeking a variance for 
parking in the front/side yard in accordance with Bexley Code Section 1262.04(b). 

6) New Business

A) Application No.: BZAP-21-01
Applicant: Robert Miller
Owner: Georgia Ruch
Address: 46 N. Parkview
BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval for an addition 
connecting the principal structure to the detached garage. The applicant is also seeking a 
variance from Bexley code Section 1252.09(R-3 zoning) which requires a 40' setback from 
the rear yard property line and a 12' setback from the side yard property line, to allow a 
1-story addition that will connect the principal structure to the detached garage.

B) Application No.: BZAP-20-46 
Applicant: Brenda Parker
Owner: Tyler and Allizon Chamblin
Location: 2404 Fair
BZAP: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 2-story 
addition to the rear of the principal structure that connect to the detached garage. 
The applicant is also seeking a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.09 (R-6) which 
requires a 25’ setback from the rear yard property line and an 8’ setback from the side 
yard property, to allow an addition that attaches the principal structure to the detached 
garage.

7) Adjourn
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CONDITIONAL USE 

The proposed project at 2300 E Livingston Avenue is requesting 2 conditional uses for the current 

Commercial Service district (CS), one for residential use on the first floor, and another for residential use 

on floors above the first floor (ordinance 1254.09).  The Bexley code (1226.12) clearly states when a 

conditional use request can be approved. Bexley’s code is clear on the circumstance that a conditional 

use is to be approved by BZAP. To reiterate, phrases like, “if, and only if”, “intent of the zoning district in 

which the property is located”, “harmoniously with adjacent uses and structures”, and finally “if the 

applicant PROVES the following factors are met”, are used.  This project does not meet the requirements 

to be granted TWO conditional uses. 

Below is the code followed by reasons for each letter (a-h) as to why the criteria are not met. This is 

evidence that BZAP shall not approve these two conditional use requests for this project, as is. 

 

1226.12 CONDITIONAL USES  

The Board of Zoning and Planning shall have the power to approve applications for Conditional Uses 

specified in Chapters 1252 and 1254. The proposed use shall be approved if, and only if, it meets the intent of this 

Zoning Code and the intent of the zoning district in which the property is located, fits harmoniously with adjacent 

uses and structures and complies with all other provisions of this Zoning Code. The Board of Zoning and Planning 

has no obligation to approve a Conditional Use. This Zoning Code assumes that conditionally permitted uses are not 

appropriate unless an applicant proves that the use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or general 

welfare of the City or the neighborhood in which it is proposed. Such uses shall only be approved if the applicant 

proves all the following factors are met:  

(a) The use is consistent with the goals and policies of any adopted plans of the City of Bexley, including, but not 

limited to, the Main Street Guidelines.  

(b) The use will not have a negative impact on the neighboring land uses and the larger community because of the 

differences between the proposed use and existing uses in the community. 

(c) The use will not be hazardous to or have a negative impact on existing or future surrounding uses.  

(d) The property and any proposed modifications meet or satisfy the lot/yard or height requirements in the code 

and other general code provisions including landscape requirements, parking standards, and storm drainage 

requirements as existing or as may be adopted, except that BZAP may grant minor area variances necessary for the 

proposed conditional use.  

(e) The use does not create an undue burden on existing public facilities and services such as street, utilities, schools 

or refuse disposal.  

(f) The use is consistent with and/or furthers the City’s economic goals and will not decrease property values or 

have a negative economic impact.  

(g) The use is in character and keeping and compatible with the adjacent structures and uses.  

(h) Any proposed construction will not result in the destruction, loss, or damage of a natural, scenic, or historic 

feature of major importance 
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(a) Southwest Bexley’s Master Plan (Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework) is not being followed 

in both terms of use and placement. Below are two maps from this plan (    indicates 2300 E 

Livingston). All multi-family and affordable housing is west of College Ave and ALL of the first 

floor uses are commercial for every building incorporating multifamily housing along Livingston 

Ave. The plan further supports the idea of first floor commercial use along Livingston Ave 

stating, “new buildings should be multi story and mixed use with street activating commercial 

use at the street level and affordable and market rate housing as part of the floors above”.  

Twice, outlined options specify to, “limit housing east of Pleasant Ridge Avenue to single family 

housing”. Not one single option suggests first floor, let alone in entirety, multifamily housing 

along Livingston. The proposed project completely ignores SW Bexley Master Plan.  
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(b) This project will negatively impact the use of the surrounding single family residential 

neighborhood. Multiple times, the SW Bexley Master Plan talks about the importance of 

protecting SW Bexley’s single family fabric stating, “over-crowded housing poses a threat to the 

character of the single family neighborhood”.  According to the radius covering the households 

in standing, and based on and the # of bedrooms in those homes, the bedroom density for the 

area will be over doubled. Furthermore, the density listed on the applicant’s A-1.00 print for the 

project (36.5 dwelling units/acre) is about 12 times that of Bexley’s current density (4752 

households and 1561.6 acres in 2019). This project is exactly what the SW Bexley plan was trying 

to protect the single family area from.  

 

 

(c) Access to Livingston Ave will become hazardous due to the obstruction of view this proposed 

building will create. There is no evidence that Columbus has been worked with and a traffic 

control devise is being placed to allow for safe travel between Francis Ave and Livingston Ave. 

Furthermore, the current curb-cut on Livingston Ave is being removed per the proposed plans. 

This hazard will be further increased with street parking filling up Francis Ave, narrowing the 

path for incoming traffic.  The below image illustrates the created hazard: 

 

            NOTE: Currently, one of the proposed trees (marked by       ) would further obstruct this line of sight. 

With a vehicle traveling at the Speed Limit (35 MPH), you have 7 seconds during a left turn from Francis 

onto Livingston before a vehicle just out of sight when you start the turn travels the distance shown by 

the blue line (360ft). A vehicle would be crossing 2 lanes and entering into the lane it’s turning into and 

with 7 seconds before a collision, if the oncoming vehicle doesn’t see the turning vehicle and slam on 

the breaks in time. This is absurd and absolutely creates a hazardous situation. 

 

 

(d) See Page 5 of this document. 

 

 

(e) There has been no evidence of adequate funding for Bexley’s schools to offset the burden of an 

increase in students that this project will cause. The applicant has the duty to PROVE these 

things and have yet to do so. Another burden will be on emergency services that currently use 

Francis Ave as a gateway into Bexley. With street parking filling up the portion of Francis Ave 

between Livingston Ave and Pleasant Ridge, it will be hard, if even possible, for the large fire 

trucks to use their standard path into certain areas of Bexley.  
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(f) No evidence has been provided that this project will not reduce property values. A study at 

Stanford looking at impacts of affordable housing projects on surrounding property values 

concluded, “construction in neighborhoods with a median income above $54,000 leads to 

housing price declines.” Bexley’s median household income is above $54,000.  

 

 

(g) The proposed project has yet to submit a structural plan that is compatible with the adjacent 

structures. If BZAP were to approve this use without sending it back to ARB first to make sure 

compatible plans are submitted, then BZAP is overlooking this requirement and the code states 

that ALL the factors must be met for approval: 

“Such uses shall only be approved if the applicant proves all the following factors are met” 

One notable aspect, aside from aesthetics, that has been missing from the submitted plans is a 

green space on the property. Homes in Bexley, including multifamily, have green space. Francis 

Ave is a street that is know for the longer lots that provide an above average green space when 

compared to most of South Bexley. Providing no green space, shows the lack of interests this 

project has in creating compatibility and harmony with the other residential use of the area.  

 

(h) Bexley is a community known for its trees. So much so, Bexley was the first city in the United 

States to be accredited as an Arboretum by Morten Register of Arboreta. According to Morten: 

 

“The key feature of the Bexley Arboretum is its street trees. This tree canopy adds to the 

community’s beauty, creates a pedestrian friendly setting, absorbs carbon dioxide while 

releasing oxygen, filters pollutants…”  

 

The current “street trees” on this property, particularly on the Francis Ave side, are very old and 

set Bexley apart from the surrounding Columbus area. Removal of these trees would make this 

property blend in with some Columbus areas, but not Bexley and certainly not Francis Ave. 

Keeping these old trees, a feature of major importance in Bexley, should be part of any future 

plan at this site.  
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PARKING 

Commercial Service (CS) and Mixed Used Commercial (MUC) are two separate districts with their own 

set of regulations per the Bexley codified ordinance (CHAPTER 1254); however, Bexley ordinance 

1262.02c, an MUC, is being used to justify parking of 1/unit for this project.  

REMINDER: It took ~4 years for the review and approval of the 2020 amendments to be added to the 

codified ordinance that changed 1262.02(c) to include the specification of “Residential in district MUC” 

and if the INTENT was for this code to apply to district CS, the amendment would have stated that. The 

City, without due process, can’t change this code and apply it to any district they see fit.  

According to Bexley’s codified ordinances, here are additional reasons why this parking requirement 

doesn’t fit this project and there was never INTENT in the code for it to be used for the CS district: 

1254.03 MIXED USE COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (MUC). 

   The purpose of this District designated by the symbol "MUC" in this zoning code and on the official zoning 
map is to allow and encourage a strong local shopping and business center in the City. 

This project has zero commercial use and no shopping/business aspects. When looking at parking 

requirements in code 1262.03, that is an important aspect because both uses have different parking 

space requirements that are to be added together when calculating the number of spaces. 

1262.03 CALCULATING THE NUMBER OF SPACES REQUIRED. 

   Required off-street parking spaces shall be calculated in accordance with the following provisions: 

(a)    Where two or more uses are provided on the same lot, the total number of spaces required shall equal 
or exceed the sum of their individual requirements unless the types and character of uses are demonstrated 
to be compatible as evidenced in a submitted parking plan to the BZAP. 

As seen in the N Cassady “sister” project (below), there is a requirement of 1 space/250sqft for the 

commercial portion. As a result of this mixed use, off street parking is directly increased on the lot and 

the total # would be well over 1.5 spaces/unit, without a variance. 
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1254.05 COMMERCIAL SERVICE DISTRICT (CS). 

   This District, designated by the symbol "CS" in this Zoning Code and on the official zoning map, is an area 
of the City that is presently developed for primarily quick-stop commercial service use. While quality 
development standards are encouraged, it is acknowledged that this district allows individual site off-street 
parking and convenient automobile access. Its use should be protected from conflicting activities and 
incompatible scales. Where occurring at the border of the City, development standards should reflect those 
of adjacent community development practices where appropriate.  

The proposed project is far from “quick stop commercial” use AND Columbus (the adjacent community) 

development standards for the min # of spaces states: 

*3312.49 Minimum number of parking spaces required. (*COLUMBUS CODE) 

The number of off-street parking spaces required for various uses shall be no less than as set forth in the 
parking requirements tables… 

Therefore, when applying the “adjacent development practices” per COLUMBUS CODE 3312.49, the 

proposed project, again, falls short for adequate parking.  

 

1226.12 CONDITIONAL USES. 

   The Board of Zoning and Planning shall have the power to approve applications for Conditional Uses 
specified in Chapters 1252 and 1254. The proposed use shall be approved if, and only if, it meets the intent 
of this Zoning Code and the intent of the zoning district in which the property is located, fits harmoniously 
with adjacent uses and structures and complies with all other provisions of this Zoning Code. The Board of 
Zoning and Planning has no obligation to approve a Conditional Use.  This Zoning Code assumes that 
conditionally permitted uses are not appropriate unless an applicant proves that the use will not be 
detrimental to the public health, safety, or general welfare of the City or the neighborhood in which it is 
proposed. Such uses shall only be approved if the applicant proves the following factors are met: 

This project doesn’t meet factor (d) in relation to the parking requirements. 
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Below is evidence to support, even IF a variance should be requested, the proposed number of spaces is 

not adequate.  

                                            

Using this data, a suggested number of parking spaces (based off of the number of vehicles that would 

be owned by 27 households) can be caculated as shown below: 
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On the map above, there are 6 on-street areas (A-F) that are currently used for parking (North on Francis Ave and 

all of Pleasant Ridge is posted permit parking, there is no parking on Livingston Ave). Measurements were taken of 

each area to determine the maximum number of vehicles (using the average length of Ohio most popular cars at 

about 16 ft) that could legally park in each area based on Bexley code 452.03*. Below are those findings: 

A: 3 
B: 0 
C: 3 
D: 1 
E: 2 
F: 9 

TOTAL ON-STREET PARKING SPACES: 18 MAXIMUM 

With the current homes using these street parking areas and Capitol students who don’t want to pay for parking 

but don’t have closer non-permit parking areas, there isn’t room for “overflow” from the proposed apartment 

building. 

*PROHIBITED STANDING OR PARKING PLACES: 

- 5ft from driveways 

- 10ft from fire hydrants 

- 20ft from crosswalk at an intersection 

-30ft from stop sign 

 

As evident, not only would the current proposed number of parking spaces place undue burdens on 

neighbors and future tenants, it would be arbitrary to allow code 1262.02(c) to be applied to this 

project.  
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Referenced Bexley Ordinances & Zoning Map 

 

1226.12 CONDITIONAL USES  

The Board of Zoning and Planning shall have the power to approve applications for Conditional 

Uses specified in Chapters 1252 and 1254. The proposed use shall be approved if, and only if, it meets 

the intent of this Zoning Code and the intent of the zoning district in which the property is located, fits 

harmoniously with adjacent uses and structures and complies with all other provisions of this Zoning 

Code. The Board of Zoning and Planning has no obligation to approve a Conditional Use. This Zoning 

Code assumes that conditionally permitted uses are not appropriate unless an applicant proves that the 

use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or general welfare of the City or the 

neighborhood in which it is proposed. Such uses shall only be approved if the applicant proves all the 

following factors are met:  

(a) The use is consistent with the goals and policies of any adopted plans of the City of Bexley, including, 

but not limited to, the Main Street Guidelines.  

(b) The use will not have a negative impact on the neighboring land uses and the larger community 

because of the differences between the proposed use and existing uses in the community. 

(c) The use will not be hazardous to or have a negative impact on existing or future surrounding uses.  

(d) The property and any proposed modifications meet or satisfy the lot/yard or height requirements in 

the code and other general code provisions including landscape requirements, parking standards, and 

storm drainage requirements as existing or as may be adopted, except that BZAP may grant minor area 

variances necessary for the proposed conditional use.  

(e) The use does not create an undue burden on existing public facilities and services such as street, 

utilities, schools or refuse disposal.  

(f) The use is consistent with and/or furthers the City’s economic goals and will not decrease property 

values or have a negative economic impact.  

(g) The use is in character and keeping and compatible with the adjacent structures and uses.  

(h) Any proposed construction will not result in the destruction, loss, or damage of a natural, scenic, or 

historic feature of major importance.  

 

An approved Conditional Use must be substantially operational within 2 years of its approval. 

Applications for any construction permits necessary for the operation of the Conditional Use must be 

filed within 1 year of approval. A Conditional Use permit may be revoked by BZAP if the Board finds the 

conditions of approval of the existing Conditional Use permit are not met or maintained, the property 

ceases to be operated as an approved Conditional Use, or the continuance of the Conditional Use would 

pose a substantial risk to the public health, safety 
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CHAPTER 1254 COMMERCIAL & INSTITUTIONAL DISTRICT REGULATIONS 

1254.01   Establishment and intent generally. 

1254.02   Compliance with regulations. 

1254.03   Mixed Use Commercial District (MUC). 

1254.04   General Commercial District (GC). 

1254.05   Commercial Service District (CS). 

1254.06   Main Street District (MS). 

1254.07   Open Space District (OS). 

1254.08   Campus Planning District (CP). 

1254.09   Identification of uses. 

1254.10   District regulations. 

1254.11   Mixed Use Commercial (MUC) design standards. 

1254.12   Commercial Service District (CS) design standards. 

1254.13   Main Street District (MS) design standards. 

1254.14   Main Street District special permits. 

1254.15   Side yards in commercial areas. 

1254.16   Erection of more than one principal structure on a lot. 

1254.17   Accessory uses and structures in Commercial and Institutional Districts. 

1254.18   Development within a common commercial facility. 

 

1254.09 IDENTIFICATION OF USES  

Uses specifically listed for one district but not included in another are intentionally omitted from the 

latter; uses specifically listed as Conditional Uses but not included as permitted uses are intentionally 

omitted as permitted uses. Uses not specifically defined in this Zoning Code carry their customary 

meanings. Questions of definition pertaining to uses allowed shall be decided by the Board of Zoning 

and Planning based on the intent of this Zoning Code and the intent of any district in question. Uses not 

listed as permitted or conditional in the following table are prohibited. Permitted uses are designated by 

“P” and Conditional Uses by “C” below: 
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1262.02 MINIMUM NUMBER OF SPACES REQUIRED (Red indicates amended items from 2020) 

A minimum number of off-street parking spaces shall be provided in accordance with the following 

schedule: 
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Bexley Zoning Map 
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1.0 Executive Summary
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Vision: Make Southwest Bexley a place of choice for people who want to live, 

learn, and work here, for now and into the future.

The 2003 Southwest Bexley Master Plan provided a series 

of recommendations for improving the Southwest Bexley 

area, and for improving the interface among Capital 

University, Trinity Lutheran Seminary, and the City of 

Bexley’s residential neighborhoods. That planning work 

was followed by the 2011 Bexley Land Use Strategy, 

the 2013 Bexley Strategic Plan, the 2013 Alum Creek 

Park Plan, and the 2015 Livingston Avenue Stabilization 

Proposal. Building on the successes of those efforts, 

the 2017 Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework has 

identified opportunities for continued enhancement of this 

area of Bexley. 

However, unlike the 2003 effort, the 2017 Southwest 

Bexley Strategic Framework is not a “Plan” and as 

such does not prescribe a set of policy or development 

recommendations to be achieved within a prescribed 

timeframe. Instead, this Framework outlines a vision for 

the neighborhood and identifies a series of strategies 

within which future planning, development, and policy 

decisions can be made. The Framework is a tool to be 

used for decision-making and, with inherent flexibility, it is 

designed to allow for changing future circumstances.

The recommended Framework strategies are an outcome 

of the City of Bexley working in partnership with Capital 

University, Trinity Lutheran Seminary, and Bexley 

resident organizations to identify new opportunities for 

improvement and cooperation in collectively improving the 

southwest area of the City.  Through extensive dialogue 

and community input, the Steering Committee established 

the vision statement and following goals:

• Create a walkable and bikeable neighborhood

• Create a safe neighborhood

• Support economic development 

• Preserve and enhance residential areas

• Improve the student living experience

• Add recreational amenities

• Embrace community diversity

• Build on the university-town synergies

• Revitalize the Livingston Avenue corridor and Mayfield/

Ferndale Place area

• Preserve, enhance, and leverage the Alum Creek 

greenway, park, green open spaces, and the tree 

canopy 

With the vision statement and goals in mind, a series of 

strategies are identified in the Southwest Bexley Strategic 

Framework and include Framework strategies for the 

following focus areas of the neighborhood:

• Single family residential areas

• Multi-famiily residential areas

• Main Street corridor

• Livingston Avenue corridor

• Capital University/Trinity Lutheran Seminary area

• Mayfield/Ferndale Place area

First and foremost, the Framework reinforces the campus 

planning district boundary (per the City of Bexley’s 

2016 zoning map) and reinforces the need to preserve 

the single-family housing character to the east and 

south of this boundary per the 2004 memorandum of 

understanding among Capital University, Trinity Lutheran 

Seminary, and the City of Bexley. The campus planning 

boundary has been expanded to the west to capture 

land between Sheridan Avenue and Alum Creek to allow 

for adequate land area to meet future University and 

Seminary needs.

The Framework further defines strategies and 

characteristics of each of the focus areas. 

Acknowledging that single family housing is essential 

to the neighborhood, the Framework recommends that 

the character of the residential areas be preserved. 

Likewise, the character of the multi-family areas should 

148



3

be preserved.  In addition, all residential areas of the 

neighborhood should be provided with better connectivity 

to the neighborhood’s educational and recreational 

resources.

Main Street and Livingston Avenue serve as strategic 

“gateways” into the City of Bexley and particularly to this 

area of Southwest Bexley. That sense of gateway as one 

crosses the  Main Street bridge and enters Bexley should 

continue to be reinforced. The Framework strategy for 

Main Street calls out key characteristics for this important 

commercial mixed use corridor that should be preserved 

and enhanced. Development and redevelopment along 

Main Street should support the aesthetic, vibrant, active, 

walkable environment and add uses that serve multi-

generational needs, activate the street level, and provide 

community placemaking* opportunities.

Unlike Main Street, Livingston Avenue faces many 

challenges that need to be overcome in order to make 

this street a superior gateway experience.  A fundamental 

challenge is that the Livingston Avenue corridor falls 

into two separate jurisdictions - with the City of Bexley 

controlling the north side and the City of Columbus 

controlling the south side. Therefore, strategies for 

improvement of this commercial corridor take into account 

both sides of the street and will require collaboration 

between the two jurisdictions. With that as an over 

arching strategy, the aspirational characteristics for this 

corridor include a beautified streetscape with a mix of 

uses (including affordable housing) on both sides, traffic 

calming measures in place, limiting curb-cuts and creating 

a more pedestrian friendly street environment.

The strategy for the Mayfield and Ferndale Place is 

intertwined with Livingston Avenue. The Mayfield and 

Ferndale Place area has been a focus of several previous 

planning studies since the 2003 Plan. This area continues 

to be a key focus area for the City of Bexley as it works 

via the Community Improvement Corporation to explore 

the viability of the recommendations from the previous 

studies. This Framework suggests continuing to explore 

the need for appropriate environmental and structural 

remediation for this area and opportunities to purposefully 

reinvest back in this part of the neighborhood. Land 

assembly and establishing physical connectivity of this 

area to the rest of the neighborhood should also be 

explored. Regardless of how the Mayfiled/Ferndale Place 

area gets developed or redeveloped, there is a strong 

consensus in the Bexley community that displaced 

affordable housing needs to be replaced with safe, clean, 

and attractive affordable housing within Bexley.

With its diversity in housing and educational and civic 

institutions and abundance of natural and recreational 

resources, Southwest Bexley is a truly unique area of 

Bexley.  The Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework 

capitalizes on these tremendous assets and provides 

strategies to make Southwest Bexley a place of choice for 

people wanting to live, learn and work here, for now and 

into the future.

* Placemaking is the creation of inspiring and quality public places that promote 

community health, well-being, and aesthetics. Placemaking strategies address 

the context and draw inspiration from the community to provide solutions that 

are authentic and ‘of the place.’

149



4

Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework Focus Areas

LIVINGSTON AVE. CORRIDOR

CAMPUS PLANNING AREA

SINGLE FAMILY AREA

SINGLE FAMILY AREA

MULTI-FAMILY
AREA

MAYFIELD/
FERNDALE

AREA

MAIN STREET CORRIDOR
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2.0 Existing Conditions Analysis
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2.1 BACKGROUND

Significant amounts of investments have been made 

in the southwest area of Bexley over the past 14 years 

- going back to the 2003 Southwest Bexley Master 

Plan. That Plan was aimed at confronting the many 

challenges facing southwest Bexley, including “aging 

infrastructure, concerns over the tax base, and limited 

amounts of developable ground and minimal area of 

office development, a struggling commercial core, and 

expanding institutional uses.”  That study was followed 

by the 2011 Bexley Land Use Strategy, the 2013 Bexley 

Strategic Plan, the 2013 Alum Creek Park Plan, and the 

2015 Livingston Avenue Stabilization Proposal.  The 2017 

Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework is developed 

to build on the successes of these efforts and continue 

to identify strategies for enhancing the neighborhood 

in partnership with Capital University, Trinity Lutheran 

Seminary, the City of Bexley, and Bexley resident 

organizations.

2.2 PLANNING PROCESS

Spanning over nine months (September 2016 to May 

2017), the planning process was designed around three 

primary phases: Discovery (visioning, needs, analysis), 

Big Picture Strategies (ideas exploration, draft Strategic 

Famework) and Delivery (final Strategic Framework). The 

process was designed to provide opportunities for the 

community to be engaged throughout the process ranging 

from in-person presentations and workshops to online 

surveys and feedback boards at City Hall. Stakeholder 

and community input opportunities included:

• Five Steering Committee meetings

• Five public meetings / open houses

• Project boards at City Hall

• Two online surveys

In addition, the community was also kept updated via the 

project website at: http://www.bexley.org/swbmp. Public 

presentations were posted on the website along with  

information regarding upcoming public meetings. Meeting 

This study is aimed at developing a Strategic Framework for Southwest Bexley 

to help identify opportunities for continued enhancement of this area of the City.

Visioning Workshop at the November 2016 Public Meeting
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notifications were also sent through the Bexley Blast and 

residents’ water bills. Resident volunteers also personally 

handed out fliers to Southwest Bexley residences, and 

direct mail was sent providing notice of the final draft 

workshop on May 18th.

2.3 PLANNING TASKS

To ensure the planning process met the needs of 

Southwest Bexley and the entire Bexley community, 

consensus was established regarding three key aspects: 

1) the appropriate boundary for the study area; 2) rather 

than being treated as an update to the 2003 Southwest 

Bexley Master Plan, this effort was to provide fresh 

thinking for the future of the neighborhood while building 

on the success of the 2003 Master Plan; and 3) the 

outcome of this study would not be a “Plan” but rather a 

“Strategic Framework.”

Two critical changes were made to the study area 

boundary. First, the study area boundary was expanded 

to the east to include Montrose Elementary School. The 

reasons for this were to include the school as a key asset 

to the neighborhood and to ensure the future strategies 

for Southwest Bexley allow for better and safer student 

and parent pedestrian and bicycle access to and from 

the residential areas of Southwest Bexley to Montrose 

Elementary School. 

The study area boundary was also expanded to include 

the southern strip of development along Livingston 

Avenue (between Alum Creek and College Avenue). 

While this added area is part of the City of Columbus, it 

was included in this study to ensure that the strategies 

for improvement of the Livingston Avenue corridor were 

holistic and meaningful. Additionally, this area is the 

connective fabric between Southwest Bexley and the 

Jewish Community Center, which was identified as a 

community asset. 

As a “Strategic Framework” study, this document does 

not recommend a fixed set of policy or development 

recommendations to be achieved within a prescribed 

timeframe. Instead, this document outlines a vision for 

the neighborhood and identifies a series of Framework 

recommendations (ideas, principles, and vision) within 

which future planning, development, and  policy decisions 

can be made.

The success of this Framework will necessitate continued 

dialogue, open communication, and coordination among 

the city, the major institutions and the residents and 

businesses and property owners of the area.

Community Engagement at the January 2017 Open Forum
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3.0 Existing Conditions and Needs
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The diverse and signifi cant institutional, civic, and residential uses make 

Southwest Bexley a truly unique “live-learn-work” community within Bexley.

An inventory of the existing conditions related to property 

ownership, land use, zoning, open space, and circulation 

within the Southwest Bexley study area is documented in 

this section. 

Previous planning studies for the study area were also 

reviewed to ensure the Framework strategies build on 

those findings and recommendations. Key findings from 

2016 Aerial Image of the Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework Study Area

Imagery source: Google earth

the studies are also documented in this chapter.

This information along with qualitative data (community 

aspirations, identified challenges, and opportunities for the 

study area) collected from the Steering Committee and 

the community at large served as the basis for developing 

goals, needs, and Framework strategies.
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3.1 PROPERTY OWNERSHIP

Southwest Bexley is unique in the number of institutional 

assets including City Hall, Bexley Public Library, Capital 

University, Trinity Lutheran Seminary, and Montrose 

Elementary School. The Jewish Community Center of 

Greater Columbus, though just outside of the study area, 

is another important asset to this neighborhood. 

As seen in the property ownership map below, over 

a third of the study area is under civic or institutional 

land ownership, with Capital University/Trinity Lutheran 

Seminary being the largest institutional land owner. 

These land owners play a significant role in the future of 

Southwest Bexley. 

There is a large percentage of high quality, single family 

residences within Southwest Bexley, which also represent 

an important part of the fabric of the area.

Together, this diverse and significant land ownership 

pattern makes Southwest Bexley a truly unique “live-

learn-work” community within Bexley.

 Institutional and Civic Property Ownership Map
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3.2 LAND USE

The land use map of the study area further exemplifies 

the diversity in uses within Southwest Bexley. Institutional/

civic uses and single family housing are two dominant 

categories of land use in this area. There is also a fair 

amount of multi-family housing along Sheridan Avenue 

and to the north of Livingston Avenue west of Sheridan 

Avenue. 

The map also shows the land use edges shared between 

Capital University and the single-family residential homes 

Land Use Map

at the eastern and southern borders of Capital University. 

The study area also includes portions of the two primary 

commercial corridors in Bexley: Livingston Avenue west 

of College Avenue being primarily commercial in use and 

Main Street being a mixed use commercial environment 

including community serving retail and entertainment 

establishments. 
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3.3 ZONING

The map below is extracted from the City of Bexley’s 

2016 zoning map and clearly identifies boundaries for the 

Campus Planning District (zone 1 and 2) and the Mixed 

Use Commercial District along East Main Street. 

The 2015 Planning and Zoning Code clearly defines the 

Campus Planning District intent: “The purpose of this 

District is to encourage the orderly, planned growth of 

the Capital University and Trinity Lutheran Seminary 

campuses pursuant to long range planning strategies 

developed by the institutions in cooperation with 

Zoning Map (source: City of Bexley Zoning Map, December 2016)

each other and the City and to encourage mixed use 

redevelopment of East Main Street.” 

The Zoning code also states: “The bulk of the District 

is located in Zone 1 where permitted uses are limited 

to campus uses, related institutional uses and existing 

residential uses. Zone 2 consists of an area adjacent 

to Main Street. Zone 2 is appropriate for mixed use 

development compatible with the redevelopment of Main 

Street under the Main Street Guidelines, and therefore, 

certain retail and commercial uses are permitted and 

encouraged in this zone.”
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Parks, Recreation and Open Spaces

The zoning map also demarcates single family residential 

zones from multi-family residential zones. 

3.4 OPEN SPACE

As an accredited “arboretum”, the City of Bexley, 

including the Southwest Bexley neighborhood, maintains 

a generous tree canopy that provides a “green” 

environment.  Southwest Bexley is currently served by two 

neighborhood parks, Havenwood and Schneider Parks.  In 

response to the need for additional park and recreational 

spaces, the City is currently developing the Bexley Athletic 

Alum Creek Corridor

Fields at Bexley Community Gardens. 

Capital University’s campus also helps meet some of the 

open space needs for the community. The Capital Green 

along Main Street is a particularly cherished asset, both 

for the University and the Bexley community as a whole.
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The Alum Creek natural corridor and the greenway trail  

establish the western border of Southwest Bexley and 

represent tremendous assets that not only helps to meet 

the recreational needs of this neighborhood, but also the 

City of Bexley and the region at large. The City has a plan 

in place (2013 Alum Creek Park Plan) that will add linear 

parks, bike and pedestrian trails and amenities along Alum 

Creek. 

2013 Alum Creek Park Plan 

(source: City of Bexley)

Alum Creek Corridor
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3.5 VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION

As shown in the vehicular circulation map below, 

Southwest Bexley is served by two primary east-west 

circulation corridors: Main Street to the north and 

Livingston Avenue to the south, and multiple north-south 

streets. 

Between Main Street and Livingston Avenue, there are 

no additional continuous east-west streets. Mound Street 

stops at Sheridan Avenue and Charles Street and Astor 

Avenues are missing several sections.  These streets 

also serve as pedestrian routes and bike ways, and 

there are no alternative pedestrian paths to supplement 

the missing east-west street connections. This broken 

street grid hampers the walkability and bikeability of the 

neighborhood. 

In its current condition, the incomplete east-west grid 

disrupts pedestrian flow through the neighborhood.  

So while the study area is compact and has many 

destinations to walk to, convenient access is lacking. This 

poses  an especially significant challenge to families with 

children in the residential areas wanting to walk safely to 

Montrose Elementary School. The broken grid also limits 

pedestrian access to the Alum Creek Corridor and the 

parks and amenities along it. 

Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation
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3.6 PAST PLANNING EFFORTS

Review of the many planning studies undertaken over the 

past decade provides further insight into the challenges 

and opportunities for the study area and sheds light 

on strategic investments that have been made or are 

proposed to be made in Southwest Bexley. Key findings/

recommendations considered in the Southwest Bexley 

Strategic Framework effort are noted below.

2011 Bexley Land Use Strategy Recommendations

• Work towards a double-loaded East Main Street

• Use the Community Improvement Corporation to 

assemble Ferndale/Mayfield properties (being 

explored currently).

• Create Ferndale/Mayfield PUD; explore use of TIF 

(concept currently on hold).

• Provide neighborhood connection to Mayfield/Ferndale 

(efforts have begun to address this).

• Modernize Bexley’s Planning and Zoning Code 

(completed).

• Expand City’s Tax Base (target office and medical 

uses).

• Protect watershed and control development along 

Alum Creek (completed).

2013 Bexley Strategic Plan

• Pursue a joint Livingston Avenue streetscape plan with 

the City of Columbus.

• Work with the JCC and the Jewish Federation to 

identify acquisition targets in order to provide a 

tangible presence and entrance to the JCC from 

Livingston Avenue.

• Create a forum for ongoing town/gown dialogue.

• Increase available parking for Main Street.

• Specifically target high-demand uses for Bexley.

• Safety of students walking and biking to Bexley 

Schools is important.

• Develop uniform signage standard.

• Develop and maintain programs and activities that 

identify and promote Bexley as an arboretum. 

• Beautification for Livingston Avenue is a long-term 

and large-scale proposition that involves streetscape 

improvements, landscaping, refined zoning standards, 

and the cleanup of utility line and signage clutter. 

• Create the Alum Creek Plan (plan completed).

• Increase recreation field and facility opportunities.

2013 Alum Creek Park Plan

A major emphasis of the Alum Creek Park Plan is the 

stabilization of the Livingston corridor, with an emphasis 

on the stabilization of the Mayfield and Ferndale Place 

area. Key improvements that benefit the Livingston 

Avenue corridor and Mayfield and Ferndale Place area:

• Trail and park improvement

• Athletic fields at City-owned property adjacent to 

Bexley Community Gardens

2015 Livingston Avenue Stabilization Proposal

Mayfield and Ferndale Place Area Challenges

• Area is a former landfill site potentially causing health 

and safety hazards.

• Structural (site stability) issues to development and 

infrastructure along with the lack of economic return 

have resulted in neglected property. 

• Neglected property as well as inattentive landlords and 

tenants have fostered criminal activities.

• Fragmented ownership makes assembly difficult.

Mayfield and Ferndale Place Area Solutions

• Environmental and structural remediation of former 

landfill. 

• Formation of Community Improvement Corporation / 

property assembly.

• Development options that are not purely market-driven

• Purposeful reinvestment back in this area.

• Secure long-term affordable housing in Bexley for 

displaced residents.

Livingston Avenue Challenges

• Older development with little versatility, limited 

desirability. 

• Low quality of existing commercial improvements 

suppresses new development.

• High crime rates in Mayfield/Ferndale Place – landlord 

neglect, poor property upkeep, subpar living 

conditions
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• Bexley only has control over north side of Livingston

• Mayfield/Ferndale Place – only accessible via East 

Livingston Avenue causing physical and social 

isolation from Bexley community

Recommended Priority 1: Stabilize Mayfield/Ferndale 

Place

• Formulate an assembly plan.

• City/CIC to acquire smaller residential properties over 

10-year period.

• During holding period, reinvest rent income into 

property maintenance.

• Conduct site remediation / cleanup. 

• Return properties to market – various scenarios.

Recommended Priority 2: Improve Livingston Avenue 

Corridor Public Amenities including

• Landscape

• Lighting

• Signage

• Speed Mitigation

• Recreational Amenities 

Recommended Priority 3: Long-Term Livingston Avenue 

Goals

• Burying above-ground lines on north and south sides of 

Livingston Avenue. 

• Removal of billboards on Livingston Avenue. 

• Continue to encourage the JCC to create a front 

driveway and presence coming off of Livingston Avenue.

Assemblage Plan

 
developer  
redevel  
Mayfield

reservation of 
existing multi
family

Preservation and 
onversion to 
ampus 
ousing se

2003 Southwest Bexley Recommended Options to 

Stabilize Mayfield/Ferndale Place Area

(source: City of Bexley)

164



19

3.7 COMMUNITY NEEDS

Community input was vital to the 2017 Southwest Bexley 

Strategic Framework process and the resulting framework 

strategies. Here are some of the needs identified by the 

community:

• Dog park

• Soccer fields

• Conference center/hotel

• Preserve community garden

• Capital University to be stronger cultural center

• Don’t turn houses into dorms (revise zoning code)

• Help maintain old houses

• Extend Charles Street west

• Bury utilities along Livingston Avenue

• High-end apartment condos needed

• Provide sidewalks

• Don’t expand Capital University’s boundaries further 

east

• Capital University should divest of properties along 

Euclaire Avenue

• More opportunities for Bexley residents on Capital 

University’s campus

• Build bike way links / trails

• Provide / preserve affordable housing

• Better east-west access to Alum Creek

• Preserving the current design of Francis Ave without 

additional east/west connections.

• More open space

• Maintain sense of scale along Main Street

• Preserve historical character 

• Adequate parking needed

• Add a senior center

• Designate as Historic Neighborhood

• Make Livingston Avenue “picturesque”

• Finish Astor Avenue to Sheridan Avenue

• Make destination visible from I-70

• Replace Capital University surface parking with single-

family residences

• Additional playgrounds besides Montrose Elementary 

School

• Revitalize forgotten part of Southwest Bexley (Mayfield/

Ferndale Place area)

• Make neighborhood safe, walkable, fun for families

• Maintain family neighborhoods

• Encourage vital businesses along Livingston Avenue

• Zone for three+ unrelated occupants to Boarding 

House and restrict that use to campus zoned area

Qualitative Data Collected from the Steering Committee and Community Between November-December 2016
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3.8 2017 SOUTHWEST BEXLEY STRATEGIC 

FRAMEWORK GOALS

The existing conditions analysis, outcomes from previous 

studies, and input from the Steering Committee and 

community members helped formulate the following goals 

for the study area:

• Create a walkable and bikeable neighborhood

• Create a safe neighborhood

• Support economic development 

• Preserve and enhance residential areas

• Improve the student living experience

• Add recreational amenities

• Embrace community diversity

• Build on the university-town synergies

• Revitalize the Livingston Avenue corridor and Mayfield/

Ferndale Place area

• Preserve, enhance, and leverage the Alum Creek 

greenway, park, green open spaces, and the tree 

canopy 

Steering Committee and Community Members Formulating Strategic Goals at the November 2016 Public Meeting
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4.0 Framework Options
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KEY IDEAS EXPLORED

Having established a common set of goals and a vision 

statement, and in response to the opportunities identified 

for enhancement of Southwest Bexley, various Framework 

ideas were developed that begin to address the needs 

and aspirations of the community.  These ideas were 

presented under three Framework options. 

Framework Draft Option A: Key Ideas

The ideas in this option closely followed the previous 

planning strategies proposed for Southwest Bexley. 

• Reinforce Main Street as a mixed use commercial 

corridor

• Maintain open space as Capital University’s front face 

on Main Street
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Framework Draft Option A (This was an early option and is not the recommended strategy.)

• Preserve Capital University’s Memorial Gateway

• Build Capital University’s student housing west of 

Sheridan Avenue and north of Astor Avenue.

• Preserve single family housing fabric along Sheridan 

Avenue south of Main Street

• Preserve existing single family residential fabric

• Reinforce east-west Mound Street through connection

• Create east-west  Astor Avenue connection from 

Pleasant Ridge Avenue to Alum Creek

• Reinforce Alum Creek greenway/buffer zone

• Retain Mayfield/Ferndale Place site to replace 

displaced affordable housing  with safe, clean, and 

attractive affordable housing

• Create new access road south of existing Livingston 

Avenue businesses
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Framework Draft Option B (This was an early option and is not the recommended strategy.)
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Framework Draft Option B: Key Ideas

The ideas in this option take a more surgical approach 

to enhancements along Main Street and the Livingston 

Avenue corridor.

• Reinforce Main Street as a mixed use commercial 

corridor

• Build facilities and open space as Capital University’s 

front face on Main Street

• Preserve Capital University’s Memorial Gateway

• Build Capital University’s student housing west of 

Sheridan Avenue and north of Astor Avenue

• Preserve single family housing fabric along Sheridan 

Avenue south of Mound Street 

• Preserve existing single family residential fabric

• Reinforce east-west Mound St. through connection

• Create east-west  Astor Ave through connection to 

Alum Creek

• Create east-west Charles Street connection from 

College Ave to Alum Creek

• Reinforce Alum Creek greenway/buffer zone

• Redevelop Mayfield/Ferndale Place site as public 

green space and front Livingston Ave with a recreation 

center/civic building

• Create a commercial mixed use overlay zone along 

Livingston Avenue

• Livingston Avenue mixed use buildings to include 

affordable housing above

Framework Draft Option C: Key Ideas

Compared to the ideas in Option B, Option C has a 

slightly varied  approach to enhancements along Main 

Street and the Livingston Avenue corridor. 

• Limit housing east of Pleasant Ridge Avenue to single 

family housing

• Reinforce Main Street as a commercial/mixed-use 

corridor

• Build facilities and open space as Capital University’s 

front face on Main Street
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Framework Draft Option C (This was an early option and is not the recommended strategy.)
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• Preserve Capital University’s Memorial Gateway

• Allow market-rate family housing or student housing 

west of Sheridan Avenue and north of Mound Street

• Build Capital University’s student housing along Mound 

Street between College and Alum Creek buffer

• Limit housing east of Pleasant Ridge Avenue to single 

family housing

• Reinforce east-west Mound Street through connection

• Create east-west Astor Avenue through connection to 

Alum Creek

• Create east-west Charles Street through connection to 

Alum Creek

• Reinforce Alum Creek greenway/buffer zone

• Redevelop Mayfield/Ferndale Place site to public 

green space with commercial mixed use development 

(including replacing displaced affordable housing with 

safe, clean, and attractive affordable housing above) 

along Livingston Avenue 

• Create a commercial mixed use overlay zone along 

Livingston

• Create green/open space gateway to JCC

Community Feedback to Draft Framework Options

• Provide replacement of displaced affordable housing in 

Bexley

• Explore opportunities for shared use of parking

• Capital University’s Green is a community asset

• Maintain current building scale along Main Street

• Encourage walkability

• Preserve existing single family residential fabric

• Provide for walkability/bikeability without cut-throughs 

on Francis

Based on community feedback, the preferred ideas from 

draft Options B and C became the basis for developing 

the preferred Framework strategy.  
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5.0 Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework Recommendations
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LIVINGSTON AVE. CORRIDOR

CAMPUS PLANNING AREA

SINGLE FAMILY AREA

SINGLE FAMILY AREA

MULTI FAMILY
AREA

MAYFIELD/
FERNDALE PLACE

AREA

MAIN STREET CORRIDOR

This section contains the official Southwest Bexley 

Strategic Framework map and recommended strategies. 

The Framework outlines a vision for the neighborhood 

and identifies a series of Framework strategies within 

which future planning, development, and policy decisions 

can be made. The Framework is not a “Plan” and as 

such does not prescribe a set of policy or development 

recommendations to be achieved within a prescribed 

timeframe. 

A series of strategies is recommended in the Southwest 

Bexley Strategic Framework for the following focus areas 

of the neighborhood:

• Campus planning area

• Single family residential areas

• Multi-family residential areas

• Main Street corridor

• Livingston Avenue corridor

• Mayfield/Ferndale Place area

Framework Focus Areas

Vision: Make Southwest Bexley a place of choice for people who want to live, 

learn, and work here, for now and into the future.
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5.1 CAMPUS PLANNING AREA

The Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework reaffirms 

the campus planning district boundary and reinforces 

the need to preserve the single family housing character 

to the east and south of this boundary per the 2004 

memorandum of understanding among Capital University, 

Trinity Lutheran Seminary, and the City of Bexley and the 

City of Bexley’s 2016 zoning map. 

The Campus Planning District captures adequate land 

area to meet university needs. It can accommodate 

various University uses, including student housing. The 

campus planning area immediately south of Main Street 

is considered appropriate for mixed use development, 

including University uses that are compatible with Main 

Street corridor strategies.

New University buildings along Main Street should create 

street activation to enhance Main Street characteristics. 

The Capital University “Green” will be preserved as 

an amenity for the University as well as the Bexley 

community and will contribute to the activation (vibrancy 

and visual interest) of Main Street.

Safe pedestrian connections within the campus planning 

area should continue to be enhanced.

5.2 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Single family housing is a critical land use within 

Southwest Bexley. The character of the single family 

residential areas should be reinforced and preserved.  As 

noted above, the campus planning district boundary, 

reinforces the need to preserve the single family housing 

character to the east and south of this boundary. 

Over-crowded housing poses a threat to the character of 

the single family neighborhood. Capping the total number 

of unrelated occupants to three will help mitigate that 

issue.

Safe access and walkability to and from the residential 

areas to the neighborhood’s educational and recreational 

resources should continue to be enhanced. Reinforce 

Mound Street section between Pleasant Ridge Avenue 

and College Avenue as a neighborhood pedestrian and 

bike path. This is easily achievable since this is already 

a paved plaza which is not open to vehicles. In addition, 

explore Astor Avenue linkages between College Avenue 

and Sheridan Avenue and Charles Street west of Sheridan 

Avenue as a pedestrian path and bike way the Alum Creek 

greenway trail.

Bridge connections to connect pedestrians and bikes 

from the east side of Alum Creek across to the trails 

on the west side should be considered as per the 

recommendations of the 2013 Alum Creek Park Plan. 

The Framework does not suggest acquiring any single 

family property east of College Avenue for street 

extensions or creating pedestrian or bike connections.

 

5.3 MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL AREA 

Multi-family housing is important to the diversity of 

Southwest Bexley’s residential fabric. The Framework 

recommends preserving the character of the multi-family 

area.

As noted in the single family strategy, safe access and 

walkability to and from the multi-family areas to the 

neighborhood’s educational and recreational resources are 

important and opportunities to provide these should be 

explored.

Capping the total number of unrelated occupants to three 

per residential unit will avoid the over-crowded housing 

issues in the multi-family area as well.
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University, Single Family and Multi Family Residential Area Strategies
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5.4 MAIN STREET CORRIDOR  

Main Street serves as a strategic “gateway” into the 

City of Bexley and to Southwest Bexley. That sense of 

gateway as one crosses the bridge and enters Bexley 

should continue to be reinforced on Main Street. 

Main Street is a vibrant mixed use commercial corridor 

and contains some of Bexley’s historic and architecturally 

significant buildings. The Framework strategy for Main 

Street recommends that the important characteristic of 

this corridor be preserved and enhanced. Development 

and redevelopment along Main Street should support 

the aesthetic, vibrant, active, walkable environment and 

add uses that serve multi-generational needs, activate 

the street level, and provide community placemaking 

opportunities. 

Shared parking solutions should also be explored as part 

of new development in this corridor to help meet public 

Main Street Corridor Potential Opportunities
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and private parking needs.

 

The Framework allows for expansion of University uses 

along Main Street frontage, provided the development 

is compatible with Main Street corridor characteristics 

and will contribute to the activation (vibrancy and visual 

interest) of Main Street. The first floor of University 

building fronting Main Street will accommodate  uses that 

are commercial in nature or public interfacing. 

Based on the recommendations of the Strategic 

Framework, the 2004 memorandum of understanding 

among Capital University, Trinity Lutheran Seminary, and 

the City of Bexley will need to be amended.

175



30

5.5 LIVINGSTON AVENUE CORRIDOR  

Livingston Avenue is also an important “gateway” into 

Bexley and Southwest Bexley and the desirable Columbus 

neighborhood of Berwick. In its current condition this 

gateway entry experience is not memorable.  Unlike 

Main Street, Livingston Avenue faces many significant 

challenges that need to be overcome in order to make this 

street a superior gateway experience.  

A crucial challenge is that the Livingston Avenue corridor 

falls into two separate jurisdictions - with the City of 

Bexley controlling the north side of Livingston Avenue 

and the City of Columbus controlling the south side. 

However, meaningful improvements to a street corridor 

require impacting both sides of the street. Strategies for 

improvement of this commercial corridor therefore take 

into account both sides of the street, and will require 

collaboration between the City of Bexley and the City of 

Columbus.

With that as an over arching premise, the recommended 

characteristics and Framework strategies for this corridor 

include substantial upgrades to the streetscape character 

and right-of-way aesthetics, incorporating a mix of uses 

(including replacing displaced affordable housing with 

safe, clean, and attractive affordable housing) and calming 

traffic measures (controlled pedestrian crossing, on street 

parking, etc.). Shared parking solutions should also be 

explored as part of new development in this corridor to 

help meet public and private parking needs.

Limiting the curb-cuts, by constructing access roads 

behind development fronting Livingston Avenue, will also 

create a safer vehicular corridor and a more pedestrian 

friendly street environment. Maps on the Franklin County 

Auditor’s website show that right-of-ways exist to allow 

for development of back access ways.

The above mentioned strategies are long-term goals 

Livingston Avenue Corridor Potential Opportunities
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Main Street Corridor, Livingston Avenue Corridor, and Mayfield/Ferndale Place Area Strategies
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for Livingston Avenue.  A first step towards that goal 

would be for the City of Bexley and City of Columbus 

collaborating to formulate a roadmap to implement the 

long-term strategies. In the interim, the Mayfield/Ferndale 

Place development/redevelopment of individual properties 

should align with the Livingston Avenue strategies 

including: 

• fronting future new buildings with limited or no 

setbacks along Livingston;

• planning,  preserving, and constructing in segments 

rear access roads;

• parking to the back of the development;

• designing a building or a special feature to create a 

“gateway” moment; and 

• new buildings should be  multi story and mixed-use 

with street activating commercial uses at the street 

level and affordable  and market rate housing as part 

of the floors above.

5.6 MAYFIELD/FERNDALE PLACE AREA

The strategy for the Mayfield and Ferndale Place is 

intertwined with strategies recommended for Livingston 

Avenue.  Establishing physical connectivity of this area 

to the rest of the neighborhood - both vehicular and 

pedestrian is also important.  

The Mayfield and Ferndale Place area has been a focus 

of several previous planning studies since the 2003 

Master Plan. This area continues to be a key focus area 

for the City of Bexley as it works with the Community 

Improvement Corporation to explore the viability of 

the recommendations from the previous studies.  This 

Framework suggests continuing to explore the most  

appropriate strategy for environmental and structural 

remediation of this area, opportunities to purposefully 

reinvest back in this area and land assembly.  

Regardless of how the Mayfiled/Ferndale Place area gets 

developed or redeveloped, there is a strong consensus in 

the Bexley community that displaced affordable housing 

needs to be replaced with safe, clean, and attractive, 

affordable housing within Bexley.

5.7 DECISION-MAKING TOOL

With its diversity in housing and educational and civic 

institutions and abundance of natural and recreational 

resources, Southwest Bexley is a truly unique area of 

Bexley.  The Southwest Bexley Framework capitalizes on 

these tremendous assets and provides strategies to make 

Southwest Bexley a place of choice for people wanting to 

live, learn and work here, for now and into the future.

The Framework is a tool to be used for decision-making 

and, with inherent flexibility, it is designed to allow for 

changing future circumstances.
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6.0 Additional Resources
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Additional resources for Southwest Bexley, the 2017 

Southwest Bexley Strategic Framework and related 

updates can be obtained at the City of Bexley and City’s 

website at:  http://www.bexley.org/swbmp
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Video of Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning Meeting  

on February 25, 2021 

 
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=deSA0brKVu8  
from 27:15 through 3:56:25 

Decision at 3:56:27 
 

184



Board of Zoning and Planning Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, February 25, 2021 

6:00 PM 

1) Call to Order 

The meeting started at 6:07 pm. Recording of this meeting can be viewed through this link: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=deSA0brKVu8   

2) Roll Call of Members 

Heidi Dorn, Alissha Mitchell, Brian Marsh, Sean Turner, Jason Fout, Ryan Schick, Bob Behal 

Alternate: Rick Levine 

3) Presentations/Special Guests 

4) Public Comments 

There were no public comments. 

5) Old Business 

A) Application No.: BZAP-20-63 

Applicant: Sullivan Builders 

Owner: Summit Shailesh Shah 

Location: 424 S. Columbia 

BZAP: The motion to approve amendments to the 2018 Certificate of Appropriateness, 

with conditions, failed with 2 votes yes and 4 votes no. The Board may, upon majority 

vote, reconsider their action. 

Schick made a Motion under Rule to 14 reconsider the matter at 424 S. Columbia. Mitchell 

seconded the Motion. 

Catherine Cunningham stated that two of members of BZAP were not present at the last 

meeting but heard and watched the discussion after the meeting took place. 

Board comments or questions of pending Motion: 

Mitchell said that procedurally the discussion comes to a point of what happens next but is not a 

clear directive. She asked if they leave a home that is or is not finished and what do they do. She 

would like to understand this Board's role should be in a case like that. Behal said when matters 

are decided in this forum the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the 

affirmative, and members vote yes or no, and then the public is aware of what the Findings were. 
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If they vote negatively to a positive motion that would state the grounds for the denial and then 

vote on the denial, which would pass or not pass. Mitchell said when BZAP head the case for the 

first time the question was of compliance with the Zoning Code; is what is there compliant. What 
is the role of BZAP then and is it still in compliance or state the Board gave clear directive in the 

Findings of Fact in the original approval. Behal said if the Board were asked to be willing to 

amend the permit previously granted it would be akin to a variance. A variance is granted when 

the rules should be given deviation. He added that in this case, the Board was asked to grant an 

amended permit and that was voted down. 

Ms. Cunningham added that this Board had already granted a Certificate of Appropriateness 

related to the architecture but not the Zoning Code standards. A variance was previously granted 

for the pool and one was denied for the circular driveway. There was prior approval for the 

architecture on what the owner originally proposed, but there are current architectural elements 

that are not in compliance with the original approval. Behal stated that Ms. Cunningham was 

outside Zoning counsel who helps with zoning legal matters. Marsh asked if it was the Board 

members wishes or not to change the status. Behal said Rule 14 was cited by a Board member 

who feels this should be reconsidered and the Board can vote on that Motion with no discussion 

of the case at all. Behal added that this is strictly procedural, the decision should be given 

reconsideration, which is the Rule under which the Motion was made. 

Ms. Cunningham said that part of the rules of BZAP allows a member to make a Motion for 

consideration and the Board can choose to take it and set it for a different date in the future. If 

that is decided, the application would require a 14-day notice, either as a special meeting or not, 

which is up to the Board. If members choose to reconsider the application then they choose a 

date when a reconsideration be made. Dorn said she thought it would be a good thing to provide 

some detail why it was denied, if that is how it is voted again. She added that Council would have 

to know what the Board is looking at and is important to have a sound basis for the explanation 

for the decision. 

Vote on the Motion to reconsider this application: Ryan Schick, Heidi Dorn, Brian Marsh, Jason 

Fout, Sean Turner, Alissha Mitchell, Bob Behal 

Behal said to set this for a date that allows for a 14-day notice for the applicants and neighbors, 

and also try not to schedule the meeting during school breaks. He said not to put limits on dates 

but asked Board members to check their calendars for the March BZAP meeting 3/25/2021, and 

to check their schedules for March 23rd  or 24th, establish the date and then put it on the 25th  

agenda. 

B) Application No.: BZAP-20-48 

Applicant: Community Builders 

Owner: Sally Woodyard 

Location: 2300 E. Livingston Ave 

BZAP: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a allow a 3- story 

structure with residential use on the first, 2nd  and 3rd  floors. The applicant is also seeking 

a Conditional Use approval to allow a residential use on all 3 floors of this new s-story 

building. If approved, the existing structure would be demolished. 

Nicole Boyer, Jeff Beam, David Hodge, Nate Green, Kevin Dreyfuss, Drew Laurent, Sarah Gold, 

and Rachel Kleit were sworn in. 
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Alissha Mitchell recused herself from the discussion and vote for this application and the 

following application. Rick Levine entered the meeting as a voting member. 
Jason Sudy provided an overview to the Board for this application. This case is for a property 

proposed in the Commercial Services District. There are two requests. One is for a Certificate of 

Appropriateness for construction which is more focused on the appropriateness of the site 

design and architecture, which the Architectural Review Board is also looking at. The second is 

for a Conditional Use approval which is for a space that would require to have residential space 

on the 1st  and upper floors. One consideration for a Conditional Use request is whether or not it 

would fit into the adopted plans of the city and conform to the overall intent of the city's public 

policies. In No. 3 of the city's DEI Strategic Plan, which Council adopted, it says to create an 

inclusive greater Bexley community, and under a set of action items, one was to encourage the 

CIC and their efforts to identify affordable housing. The document is a guiding document, and not 

Code. A Conditional Use means part of Zoning but requires additional review. There are things to 

consider such as district site development regulations, which this project conforms to all. There 

have been concerns to items such as the building height, which is allowable in this district. There 

are a number of district design standards which are already met, or some to be determined as 

the review process continues. The proposal will return to the ARB for final review of the 

architecture and it will also go to the Tree and Public Garden Commission for final review on 

landscaping. For parking, there is no specific residential parking in this district but there is one for 

a Mixed Use District, which is one space per unit. This proposal meets Code in terms of parking. 

There is no variance requested. Mr. Sudy also wanted to point out to the Board that there is 

currently a plan beginning between the cities of Bexley and Columbus to look at and improve on 

the safety, livability, and walkability about this corridor on Livingston. There are recommended 

conditions for this application, which are: that this application return to the ARB for a Certificate 

of Appropriateness, that this application go to the Tree and Public Garden Commission for final 

landscape review and approval, and that it is in conformance with the plans submitted at 

tonight's meeting on February 25th, 2021. 

Behal said that he read in the paper there was an article about these cases on the agenda tonight 

and that the housing projects would receive final approval this evening. He said that is not 

correct and no one knows how the vote will result. Behal added that they are still listening to all 

of the facts, there is not a pre-determined consideration before this board and wanted to clarify 

that other approvals must be obtained. Rose said that this is based on the ARB recommendation 

that the project return to them for final design review and to the Tree and Public Garden 

Commission. Mr. Sudy added that it is true the proposal will return to the other Boards for 

review but the 8' tall fence is required in the Zoning Code. The design for that fence is getting 

worked out. Marsh said there has been a lot of talk about parking and asked if there is a way to 

have the city's traffic engineer or other professional review that aspect. Mr. Sudy said that if it 

were Commercial Use it would generate higher traffic volumes but in a residential district the 

volume is much lower. 

David Hodge reviewed supplemental information for this application with the Board. After 

reviewing both neighbor input and Board comments discussed at the last meeting, the applicants 

demonstrated that the eight criteria of Bexley Code Section 1226.12 are met or have been 

exceeded and are what the Board has before it tonight. 
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Jeff Beam said that based on prior comments they focused on specific criteria for this project and 

gave two pieces of context. TCB will develop and manage the development of this project and 

will be accountable for the completion and financial risk if approved. TCB manages as an 
organization approximately 10,000 apartments in a wide variety of communities and are 

recognized as a leader on affordable housing. Their record on longevity and success can 

accomplish what they are committing to do. Community input is an important part of the process 

and TCB issued a joint press release with the city, appeared at the ARB meeting, and delivered to 

multiple properties information about these projects. TCB hosted different question and answer 

discussions and will continue to engage with the community. 

Nicole Boyer discussed the eight criteria referenced in Bexley Code Section 1226.12(b) criteria 

and how this project meets them. She said that this proposed use and project aligns with 

multiple community goals, one being the DEI strategy. This project aligns with goal three to be 

inclusive with the greater community and aligns with the Strategic Plan's vision for top tier 

communities centered on families of all kinds. Ms. Boyer added that the use does not have a 

negative impact. This site is in a unique position on the Livingston corridor and transitions 

between high trip generating businesses and single-family homes. 

Drew Laurent said in evaluate parking and traffic this proposal eliminates two existing curb cuter 

on Livingston In retail and restaurant use, they create more traffic than a multi-family building At 

peak times, 10 am — 5 am, there would be 27 vehicles on the property and other uses for the 

space would require more spaces. Ms. Boyer added that they looked at other properties they 

manage in comparable markets and counted cars in stalls at different points during the day. They 

looked at the lots on weekdays and weekends at Bexley House Apartments, Cassady North 

Apartments, Mayfield Manor, all with 1.29 parking spaces provided but use was at 42 percent. 

What TCB is proposing is above what is currently in use. The project meets or satisfies Code 

provisions, falls within the requirements of the CS District, are in process of coming up with ideas 

for building design, are looking into what an 8' fence could look like aesthetically, as well as 

looking into landscaping and screening. TCB heard from the community in relation to their 

concern of what to do for families with children living in that space and how to keep them off of 

Livingston because of traffic concerns. TCB made adjustments to bring gathering areas in the 

back of the property. One of the requirements of a Conditional Use is that it does not create an 

undue burden, and TCB will work with the city departments to make sure connections are 

appropriate for water, sewer, and electricity. The proposed parking meets MUC standards. TCB 

had preliminary conversations with the school and there were no material concerns around the 

quantity of the units proposed. 

Ms. Boyer added that another criteria for Conditional Use is to be consistent with the economic 

goal of not to decrease property values. This project is an opportunity to reposition a property 

and redevelop the site with no impact to property values. TCB is looking to create a design the 

community can be proud of. The proposed structure has been pulled back 10' from the corridor 

and complies and aligns with Main Street Guidelines, which encourages structure be closer to the 

street with parking in the rear. The last criteria for a Conditional Use is that the proposed 
construction does not result in a loss of historical importance, which neither current structure 

has. 

Mr. Hodge said they have an expert to discuss this type of housing, Rachel Kleit, who works in 
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City Planning and studied mixed-income housing. She is excited that TCB is proposing to work on 

these sites in Bexley. TCB is well known and long-lived, and property values may go up because of 

TCB's long-term maintenance and high quality builds. TCB is one of the model organizations on 
affordable housing. 

Larry and Ginny Christopherson, residents at 885 Francis, were sworn in. Their concerns were 

about the car wash down the street and the Livingston Ave curbside lane. The Zoning committee 

approved the wash with no idea that the Livingston parking lot would be for access. They are 

concerned about trash removal and they don't know how get out on Francis Avenue with the 

proposed parking arrangement. They would like to see how it is addressed. 

Jason Mackay, resident at 980 College Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Mackay said that the quality of 

the design won't impact him but he has not seen the updated renderings. He referenced that 

Francis has large lots, and he is concerned with the privacy and number of windows facing his 

property. He was curious about the proposed fence that would face his property. 

Robert Burke, resident at 917 Pleasant Ridge Ave, was sworn in. His question had to do with 

traffic and parking. Mr. Burke said it is hard to believe that there would be only nine entrances 

and exits during morning peak hours and a dozen in evening peak hours. His other concern is that 

he is skeptical pf the number of parking spaces given and would like to see data shown on 

parking utilization. He is convinced that the other complexes compared to this are apples-to-

apples in comparison, and that only a few multiple vehicle residents will be attracted to these 

units. He saw the slides but is skeptical. 

Dustin Snow, resident at 990 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Snow submitted a document 

with over 12 signatures with residents in standing and sent it to city staff. Behal asked Mr. Snow 

what his position was. Mr. Snow said the sight line at the end of Francis when turning onto 

Livingston. There already is a limitation to the line of sight trying and to look through a tree 

would limit it even more. Making a left-hand turn from Francis onto Livingston with traffic 

moving at 35 mph is recommended to take seven to ten seconds. Looking at this intersection 

with the current issues with Livingston and speeding, they will not be able to make a left-hand 

turn onto Livingston. The MUC idea talks about commercial parking with a higher number of 

spaces on the lot, and residential requires one space per unit. Mr. Snow referenced the City of 

Columbus requires 1.5 spaces per unit. Schick asked if it was possible to send the document Mr. 

Snow referenced. Bokor said she would send it to all of the Board members. 

Ajay Garlapati and Melissa Garlapati, residents at 981 Francis, were sworn in. Mrs. Garlapati said 

she is concerned this is causing public backlash. She said TCB did a good job marketing but 

reiterates that this does not meet Code or the needs of the tenants. Mr. Sudy said it does meet 

code. Ms. Kleit said that it will not impact her. Mrs. Garlapati said that TCB has not once stated 

how the project will meet the AD Act. She also referenced Bexley Code Section 1226. 12 and said 

that this project does not meet the requirements to be granted. She agreed that there is no 

hazardous or negative impact, however it will impact privacy. She said this project is not 
compatible and violates 1226.12(g) and is not compatible with adjacent residences. The building 

will overlook homes and TCB is not willing to change or restructure the number of units. It is an 

oversight of privacy and there is no sense of conversations without taking into account unequal 

use. A three-story building will cause concerns of privacy laws and surveillance. She referenced 
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Bexley Code Section 1226.12(b) and said that this project will have a negative impact; there is no 

greenspace and this property is not the right location for this project. 

Bridgett Tupes, resident at 2316 Livingston Avenue, was sworn in. Ms. Tupes said that noting 

previous meeting feedback from members there were concerns about parking and that it is not 

sufficient for the location. She said that the updated application should comply with the SW 

Bexley Master Plan for single family homes and that standard should be applied to this location. 

At minimum there should be 41 spots for this property. Ms. Tupes has concerns about its setback 

and safety and said that these topics were not addressed. 

Brian Newman, resident at 953 Francis Avenue was sworn in. Mr. Newman read Mr. Snow's 

document and that it was their only opportunity to have a voice. He moved to Bexley 22 years 

ago to raise a family and he is concerned and would like BZAP to remove politics from this 

situation. Mr. Newman said that is this project was proposed without the inclusion of Code 

1226.12, it would be considered differently. He said that applying the Code as written, all eight 

factors must be proven by applicant, and the project should only be approved if the applicant 

proves all factors are met. 

Tim Madison, resident at 956 Pleasant Ridge, was sworn in. Mr. Madison said it was a glaring 

omission that the Cassady and Main Street Development was not used as an analogy for this 

project. From a practical perspective, he fully agrees that all factors must be met. He has lived in 

different homes and on different streets in the city and there is no comparison to Livingston 

Avenue. He is shocked that anyone would want to put families/residential units on Livingston 

Ave at this time. To propose 58 bedrooms, want children on Livingston Ave and walk down 

Livingston Ave, makes no sense. It is a dangerous street and why put residential units on 

Livingston. He asked why put 27 units on Livingston, which is full of noise, racing, crime, and 

accidents, and said that this was no place for a residential building to go. 

Todd Kellner, resident at 854 Francis, was sworn in. He has heard a lot of feedback and that the 

considerations should be from the existing residents of Bexley and Francis, and that not one 

person spoke on this project has been supportive of it in the fashion it is presented. The parking 

is only a result of the problem. The true problem is density and it is too great for the site. He said 

that the exhibit set out with sight lines is eye opening and should be considered before decisions 

are made on this particular project. The problem of 27 units does not go away and advised TCB 

to listen to the homeowners and those impacted. He does not support this project. 

Ellen Evans, resident at 965 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Ms. Evans said that the neighbors 

have reiterated what they feel are still issues, and it needs to be made clear that it is not the 

issue of affordable housing. She said that they would be having the same arguments regardless 

of use. This site does not hold this kind of density. The other thing is that codes are guidelines 

and does not mean that they are applicable to this situation. Livingston is not Main Street and it 

is a misnomer to follow Main Street Guidelines for this application. It is difficult how to interpret 

Code with the fact that this building sits on Livingston. She said not to discount from the proposal 

of first floor units, and that the revisions do not change the fact that this would sit 10' from a 
major traffic thoroughfare. Livingston has heavy traffic especially in the mornings and she is not 

comfortable with this situation. She added that they would have to pull out pretty far to get the 

visual sight to make turns. 
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Greg Meyer, resident at 805 Francis, was sworn in. He does not have an issue with the 

development but with the density and safety. He and his family do not go near this intersection 

and traffic goes faster than the speed limit posted. He wondered if anyone entertained a traffic 
light at this location, but putting this amount of density there is a concern. He said that this unit 

would be less traffic than other commercial space already existing on Livingston but would still 

increase traffic. 

Fehd Massen, resident at 994 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Massen's main focus is what is 

the justification for the scale of a building this size. He said that there are discrepancies in regards 

to safety and accidents and to bring in more families is worrisome. His concerns are with safety, 

parking, traffic, and the building being more imposing than other buildings around this. He would 

like to say that he is excited to have something similar in the neighborhood, but asked what type 

of Bexley experience is this giving in such a small space. He said that there is not enough room 

and he cannot see justification for a building this big. 

Joel Greff, resident 834 Francis Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Greff's concerns are with traffic. He 

deferred to the document distributed to all of the BZAP members and asked them to review it. 

He said that technically eight criteria passed but there are nuances, and to call this what it is; 

residential. In terms of traffic, no engineer has been out to look at it. From hearing resident and 

community feedback he said that more research should be done before moving forward. 

Ajay Garlapati, resident at 981 Francis, and sworn in earlier with his wife Melissa, stated his 

concerns. He said that the Code is being violated and that there is a difference between what is 

proposed and the existing uses. He said he recognized that challenges require different levels of 

support but can worsen spatial inequalities, and that there are benefits of greenspace. Despite 

attempts to discuss it there is no appropriate solution. Urban greenspace is unequally distributed 

but is valuable for communities; their health and economic benefits. 

David Hodge and the applicants wanted to address comments from the public. They said it is not 

the Chair's role to unilaterally decide but is codified in the city to make that decision. The 

proposal exceeds the requirements under the law. Concerns were discussed and he will say 

about traffic and about uses that are allowed in this district, there are far greater traffic 

generators than the use proposed here. In objection to aesthetics there are later processes 

necessary for the developers. They are required to go to ARB for a Certificate of Appropriateness 

for aesthetics. For this meeting, discussions about the project not meeting code, from staff's 

position and the developers' position this project does meet code, and all of the other 

development standards in terms of setbacks, height, refuse, etc. meet ADA. He added that all 

projects have to meet ADA. Mr. Hodge also said that the discussion about politics and using 

politics to earn support is not true. This discussion is not about politics but about the law, and the 

developers demonstrated meeting code and the eight criteria the Board considers for 

Conditional Use in terms of density and intensity. In terms of Codes being guidelines, they are 

not guidelines; they are the law and what the applicants are following. 

Drew Laurent said in terms of peak hours to clarify, the highest peak hours of 7:00 am to 8:00 am 
or 5:00 to 6:00 pm, and not everyone leaves for work at the same time or returns home at the 

same time. Regarding the line-of-sight issue, the graphic showed a line-of-sight from the stop bar 

and is 31' from the edge line. The standard in Columbus is 10' and for ODOT is 14' so the sight 

line is not an issue here. For parking, using hard data shows there will be a surplus of parking on 
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site. 

Behal asked if this meant to go up to Francis and look to your right. Mr. Laurent said to pull up 

and stop at Francis and Livingston, but not where to look for oncoming traffic. He said most 
people will creep forward and that the standard for a sight line and distance is 10' from the edge 

line. He said that there are no visual obstructions from this intersection. Behal asked if this 

building will be 10' setback from the street. Rose and Mr. Sudy said 10' from the right of way. 

Ms. Boyer said that they hear and are sensitive to concerns and efforts to address traffic, which 

were not created by the developers, but that they want to be good neighbors and plug into 

discussions. They hear a lot of comments of concerns of residential use on this site, but east of 

this site is primarily residential use and not a new use on the Livingston corridor. Behal asked 

about trash removal. Mr. Dreyfuss said trash will be handled buy a trash chute into a container 

and the onsite trash enclosure. In terms of pick up, a truck will come in to remove the trash. Rose 

said a private service will do this and not Rumpke. Behal asked how many times trash will be 

picked up and removed. Ms. Boyer said they will work with their refuse team to see how many 

times a week they will need to pick it up, but they estimate two to three times a week. Behal 

asked what protected the neighbor from the west of the trash receptacle. Ms. Boyer said an 8' 

fence will be installed to screen it from the neighbors. 

Dorn said there were a number of questions raised for home value. She asked if the CIC did this 

with local realtors in area and if they used nationwide statistics or community statistics. Mr. 

Green said that they and TCB have not done that but they can certainly talk to realtors in the 

area. Mr. Hodge said that this has to be thought of in terms of Zoning and from the perspective 

of what is proposed here, and the impact on real estate values or what might happen. He said 

without a shadow of a doubt, the intensity of use is below that of a car wash, convenience store, 

drive-thru, and on that basis does meet section (f) of Bexley Code 1226.12. 

Jeff Beam said that TCB researched and studied their own projects in similar markets, and in 

Columbus, and measured from the date built to now, the value of those houses and in the 

surrounding zip code, and in every single case, the neighboring houses out-performed their zip 

code. He said that quality development is quality development. 

Rachel Kleit said that the subsidized unit and the circle around it gets larger, and they find that 

the further away the homes are from the unit, the lower the property values. For the kind of 

property being talked about, it should increase property values. She said that the market is 

strong and this will increase it more. 

Turner wanted to discuss the density. He said that the buildings in Columbus, in terms of guest 

consideration, they have one unit with more than one spot, and two-bedrooms require two 

parking spots. For a property with 58 bedrooms the problem he sees with density is there is no 

place to park. In other parts of Columbus people can park on side streets, and here it would force 

residents to park more than a block away. Turner has o issues with the project itself has a 

problem with density. He said that there is no plan for overflow parking, and that the it does not 

mean occupants would be one parent with kids for a two-bedroom unit. It could be two to three 

drivers in one unit, and he does not see ten cars for 27 units. He thinks that density is a major 
issue. There is no place to park on Livingston. He likes the project if it were smaller. Ms. Boyer 

said that they took the average count in their data set based on 1.5 residents per unit. One 

person per unit in this market is the general occupancy for a family or senior demographic. In 

downtown it is a different demographic. They considered family and number of singles living in 
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TCB communities, as well as older adults. In terms of parking demand, one similar project has 40 

units with 56 bedrooms and the average number of parked cars was 19 in an existing property 

with similar demographics. Turner said it was hard to compare without knowing the number of 
residents, and in different communities and different surrounding communities, there is no idea 

if public transit is around it. He said it is not a fair response to the question. He said that three 

Capital students can move in each with a car and he does not believe cars-to units is accurate. 

Mr. Hodge said this was a good question and fair but the project meets the Code. Turner said it 

sort of meets Code but that it is not a permitted use, and the developers cannot come in to build 

a three-story residential unit, which is why the developers are here. Because it does not meet 

Code. Mr. Sudy said it is a Conditional Use request. Turner said it is a Conditional se for 

residential use on the first floor but is not automatic approval. Mr. Sudy said it meets the parking 

requirement. Mr. Beam said this is not randomly selected and they are basing this project off of 

similar communities. He said that there are multi-family buildings here in Bexley and not every 

parking space is occupied. Turner said that they are not keeping multi-adult households out, and 

it is possible. Mr. Beam said that they are not allowed to overpopulate the building and are 

required to adhere to people to bedroom standards. He said that having multiple adults in one 

unit could exceed the income requirements for eligibility. Ms. Boyer said that there is an income 

component, not individual but for the entire household. Turner said that a working adult with a 

stay-at-home spouse can meet that and there could easily be two adults per unit. Behal said if 

one of the adults does stay-at-home and they are within the range of income, they are allowed 

to rent to those two adults. Ms. Boyer said that there are income and occupancy limits. Behal 

asked who established them. Ms. Boyer said the IRS establishes them. Behal asked if that was for 

tax credits. Rose said there is a bus line that passes this location. Marsh said he thinks traffic 

engineers is one thing to do and said that they hardly ever see a car coming in or out of the 

Cassday Avenue apartments or Parkview apartments. Schick said he restates what Turner and 

Marsh have said but added that politics brought into this is news to him. He said it sounded like 

the Board is hand-in-foot with the developers and he does not take that well. Schick said he does 

want to express the concerns shared by others on safety, and that this is a matter he can vote on 

with a clear conscious right now. He said he heard neighbors talking about cars chasing to make a 

light a few feet away from the front door of this project. Dorn said the concerns were the 

problem of this project being on Livingston but not against the development itself. Schick said 

the project would be good elsewhere but it is the location that concerns him and the residents. 

Behal asked if there this cuts the two curb cuts on Livingston and creates a larger curb cut on 

Francis. The developers said yes. Behal said that this would cut off entry and exit points and 

relive some of the pressure on Livingston Ave. He also said the other issue is this being a different 

use, and that the focus they have as a Board is on its use no matter whether it is on Livingston or 

not. Mr. Sudy said it has worked on a lot of corridors that share similar characteristics. The typical 

approach is to consolidate and eliminate them to make them safer for drivers and pedestrians, 

which is exactly what planning and Codes put forward. Marsh said that Livingston Avenue is what 

it is and this project will not impact Livingston negatively. He said having the curb cut on Francis 

is an improvement. He said the concern is the number of parking spaces and he needs to be 

convinced this will not create an overflow parking situation. 

Fout said he shares concerns about Livingston but is delighted to hear there will be efforts to 

remedy those problems. He is concerned about parking and asked about a survey of parking lots 

and parking usage on multi-unit sites. The applicants said that this is not a standard multi-family 

project and the parking proposed here meets the demand. Schick said one thing that he has not 
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heard about is the safety of those living north of Livingston. He asked what the developers will 

promise to do to be good neighbors. The applicants stated that they have attended meetings 

with local organizations and had discussions with residents and neighbors. They have opened 
and continued dialogue and will have a long-standing partnership committing to various ways to 

work with the community. Schick asked what they will do as a good neighbor and what the 

neighbors are going to say to give them buy-in. Mr. Beam said that their actions to date, whether 

opposed or in support, will continue to be engaged. He said local organizations offered to 

convene meetings to continue to have conversations with residents, to support the idea of 

inclusiveness, building community, and being welcoming before development, during 

development, and after development. He said they would accept this as a condition for approval 

to continue public meetings. Ms. Boyer said they welcome opportunities to engage with the 

public. Because of the pandemic, human interaction is a challenge in building relationships but 

they would like to have meetings in person. 

At 9:15 pm the meeting went into a 15-minute break. The meeting resumed at 9:30 pm. 

Mr. Hodge said that this was a difficult application and there was a lot for the Board to consider. 

He said the applicants were as thorough as they could be and wished they could have done more 

work on the parking issue. He said that this project meets Code and hope folks remember the 

intent of the Code, and that the use proposed here will not generate as much traffic as other 

uses could. 

The applicants and the Board discussed how to work through the concerns raised about the issue 

of parking, what would be best practices to manage and monitor that, while working within 

accordance of all local laws and allowances. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-48 for the property 

located at 2300 East Livingston: Upon consideration of the application, proposed Conditional 

Use, and evidence, and testimony presented before it, the Board finds the applicant has proven 

that the criteria to grant a Conditional Use in accordance with Bexley Code Section 1226.12 (a-h) 

have been met, and recommend approval of a three-story building and demolition of the existing 

structure in substantial conformance with the plans submitted on February 25th, 2021, with the 

condition that the final design review is remanded back to the Architectural Review Board, that 

the landscape plan is remanded to the Tree and Public Garden Commission, both of those for 

final design approval, and that the property management company continue to be engaged with 

the community, and that the property management company agrees to restrict the leasing to 

tenants that live in the building to no more than thirty total cars. 

The applicants understood the Findings of Fact. 

Motion to Approve made by Brian Marsh, and seconded by Heidi Dorn 

Vote: Brian Marsh, Jason Fout, Rick Levine, Heidi Dorn, Ryan Schick, Bob Behal 

Against: Sean Turner 

C) Application No.: BZAP-20-52 

Applicant: Bexley CIC 

Owner: 420 N. Cassady Ave. LLC 

Location: 420 N. Cassady Ave. 
BZAP: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 3- story 

194



structure with commercial on the first floor and residential on the 2nd  and 3rd  floors. If 

approved, the existing structure would be demolished. 

The applicant is also seeking a (parking) variance from Bexley Code Section 1262.02 to 

allow eleven (11) parking spaces for this Mixed-Use-Commercial building, with retail space 

on the 1st  floor, and 8 residential units on both the 2nd  and 3rd  floors. 

Alissha Mitchell remained recused from discussion and vote for this application. Rick Levine 

stayed in as a voting member. 

All applicants were sworn in again: Nicole Boyer, David Hodge, Jeff Beam, Kevin Dreyfuss, and 

Drew Laurent, along with Nate Green and Sarah Gold from the CIC. 

Jason Sudy reviewed information about this application with the Board. This application is for a 

different type of case, proposed in a different Zoning district. The proposed commercial 

component for this project is on the first floor, with proposed residential units on the two upper 

floors. The applicants are asking for a Certificate of Appropriateness and have gone to the 

Architectural Review Board, who asked to remand the application back to them for final design 

review and approval. This application is asking for a variance for parking to meet the need of its 

location in an MUC district. This application meets the criteria from the DEI strategy for 

affordable housing and mixed income housing. In terms of the lot requirement, the front 

setback, rear setback, and height here are allowable. Code allows for three stories in this case. 
The applicants have things to determine in the future with the ARB in terms of location of 

mechanicals and screening. In terms of parking, the applicants made modifications with a slightly 

revised site plan. This plan showed 14 spaces and had amount of commercial required 13 spaces, 

and according to the new site plan the applicants are asking for a variance for four spaces. Mr. 

Sudy reviewed the variance criteria and said that this proposal meets the intent of the Zoning 

Code, and should the Board choose to act, the same recommendations apply to this application 

that it return to the ARB and Tree and Public Garden Commission for final review and approval. 

Turner said he has not seen the new site plan yet and asked what the space on the first floor 

would be. Nicole Boyer said it would be a mixture of commercial space owned and operated by 

the CIC, and be a mix of office, fitness room, and space for residential/internal operations. 

David Hodge said the applicants have modified the proposal to reduce the parking request, with 

on-street parking to mitigate minor request. He said that this location is for mixed use space and 

the redevelopment proposal is consistent with the current policy for redevelopment. The 

proposal meets or exceeds all seven criteria in the Code for this district. Mr. Sudy said he 

neglected to mention the Board will see double-stacked spaces for three spaces in this lot. 

Looking back at precedent with staff, this has been utilized in an MUC before. Should this be a 

condition there would be someone assigned to oversee this. Ms. Boyer said they recognized this 

is new information and if they need to Table to follow protocol they are open to that, but are 

also open to calling for a vote. 

Nate Green said the CIC is in contract to purchase this property and partner with the TCB for this 

project. From what he heard last time the main concern was parking and the number of spaces 

was a concern. They have listened and worked to reduce the request. They are now asking for 

three less spaces and are reducing the amount of commercial space on the first floor. They also 

are proposing to stripe ten parking spaces on street. They have a goal to follow mixed-income 
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guidelines and will be the entity charged with commercial space on first floor, similar to what 

they do at Bexley Square. Sarah Gold said they have reduced their parking request and are happy 

with the leasable commercial space, and are looking forward to finding a new tenant to Cassady 
Avenue which is key to the CIC's Strategic Plan. Jeff Beam added that all the testimony provided 

about outreach and qualifications from the previous project can be entered as testimony for this 

project. Ms. Boyer said that the current application reflects a three-story development with 

sixteen apartment units and fourteen off-street parking spaces. Changes were made to the 

interior commercial space and reduced, and they looked at the space they might need for the 

residents. Storage has been a large request as well as dedicated space for day-to-day operations. 

They have a robust plan for a long-term management plan. She reviewed the seven criteria for 

the request with the Board. The trash receptacle is projected to be serviced three times a week. 

They eliminated curb cuts and are working with the city on striping. They are providing 

engagement on the Cassady Corridor and are providing housing aligning with city and DEI goals. 

Behal wanted to reiterate the article he referenced earlier, and there was not a given either 

application would receive approval. He said that the Board is listening to this for the first time 

and have not spoken to one another about this application. Turner asked if they have a tenant in 

mind for the retail space yet. Fout asked if Mr. Sudy could identify where other double-stacked 

parking spaces were in the City. Rose said Bexley Premiere used them in the rear of the building 

for employee parking. Mr. Sudy said there some close to Johnson's. 

Jeremy Jay, resident at 421 N Cassady Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Jay is concerned with parking 

and does not see this as feasible with the standpoint of street parking. He asked if there will be 

space for fire trucks to go up and down the street. He is not as opposed to this project as much 

as he was before, but wondered if the city could cut in and get parking spots off the street a little 

more. He asked if a traffic study could be done before approving this variance. The other concern 

of his was safety and would like to know what the city could do so people could cross the street 

safely instead of walking to the light at Maryland. He said that there are no flashing lights at any 

crosswalks and the only safe place to cross is Maryland at the light. 

Maria Fanning, resident at 2684 Columbus Avenue, was sworn in. Ms. Fanning said that the TCB 

had reached out to her and other neighbors and have made changes to plans because of 

neighbor's concerns. She is optimistic about this project and wanted to throw that out there 

since not has been brought up. 

Katie Jay, resident at 421 N Cassady, was sworn in. Mrs. Jay sent video of when there is parking 

on both sides of Cassady. She said in order for cars to pass safely they have to cross the double 

yellow lane and it becomes a one-lane street. She said that Cassady is a cut through from Fifth 

Avenue to Broad and back and the cars are driving fast and not paying attention. She wanted to 

have the applicants step back and see how to keep everyone safe and work on the best option 

for parking on Cassady. She invited the applicants to sit on her porch and watch the activity on 

street. There are a few emergency vehicles, police vehicles, etc., driving up and down the street 

and to add in parking on street makes it more difficult for traffic to get out of the way. If people 
can't find a place to park they won't come to the businesses and won't occupy apartments, 

which will decrease home values. She asked how each property will be affected. 

Sabrina Reynolds Wing, resident 2671 Columbus Avenue, was sworn in. Ms. Wing scanned phase 

196



I and phase two documents provided by Nate Green. She originally lived at Sheridan and then 

moved to this location. She used to live near Schneider Park and she remembers the 

reconstruction of the landscape. She said that there was a lot of equipment around during that 
time. Looking back now knowing what was in that field, and now owning a home on Columbus 

Avenue, her main concern is that the neighbors are made aware of the site excavation and of 

potential contaminants, and ensuring exposure is minimal. She asked that the company hired to 

remediate should be fully vetted. She is also concerned about the safety of crossing the street 

from one side of Cassady to the other. 

Aaron Hebert, resident at 2661 Columbus Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Hebert his home is across 

the alley from this location. His main concern is backing in and out of the alley. He said that 

increased parking would be a concern because the residents will park on Columbus Ave and he 

does not think parking is appropriate. He also is concerned on the issue of privacy. He said that 

there will be a three-story building looking into his backyard. He asked how to enjoy his property 

without privacy. 

Linda Jay, owner of 421 N Cassady, was sworn in. Her husband grew up at this address and his 

father helped build that community. They have a real interest in the future of the neighborhood 

and are concerned about a three-story building going up. They are concerned with safety and 

took pictures on Columbus Avenue at 5:00 pm and sent them to city staff. Parking along that 

street is congested as it is. She showed a picture of Mr. Hebert's property and showed how close 

it is to this property. Her concern is about additional parking on the street. She said it is tight 

getting down the side streets and can only imagine what it would be like for an emergency 

vehicle. 

Behal asked if the City was in control of traffic control devices. Rose said yes. Behal asked about 

crosswalks. Rose said the city provides the devices. 

Drew Laurent said that emergency vehicles can still get through the side streets even with 

parking on both sides of the street, and that it is tight but can be done. The proposed parking for 

retail will be during the day and the residential will be in the evening. He added that street 

parking is allowed on the east side of N Cassady and provides enough width for two-way traffic. 

He said peak parking would be at night. In terms of alley access, the existing building has parking 

right up against the parking line and they want to accommodate an additional 5' setback to allow 

more maneuvering room. Shadow studies were done, and they modeled the mass of the existing 

building and surrounding houses and looked at what the shadows would be like during different 

times of the day. Ms. Boyer said that they are in process of hiring professionals to remediate and 

to make sure there is no additional contamination. They have a construction plan and plan to 

come back to the community with outreach during the construction process. They want to be 

good neighbors before construction begins. Mr. Green said that environmental concerns are 

limited, and the testing done shows possible spilling when tanks were removed but hired a firm 

who follows EPA regulations. He said that there is not a large amount if contamination. Mr. Beam 

said that public safety concerns are paramount, and they will look to be active for safety 
solutions for crossing the street. 

Turner said he heard that the funding requested is not guaranteed yet. Ms. Boyer said that this is 

in a reverse order required in their funding process. They need to secure Zoning before funding is 
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awarded, with the timeline in mid-May. Turner asked if they will work with the neighbors on the 

timing of accessing dumpsters. He said he thinks density is an issue, that they do not have the 

number of parking for rental units, and do not know what the retail space will be. 

Behal said he has a problem saying to dump parking on Cassady. It is a highly traveled street and 

he is not sure how well that would work. He has trepidation with that being the solution to get 

the number of spaces. Mr. Hodge said that people can park on the east side of Cassady now but 

no one is. Schick said with cars parked on Cassady, on a two-lane road, to pass them on Cassady 

is concerning. Mr. Hodge he believes on-street parking will slow down motorists, and so will 

striping and defining parking space. Mr. Laurent said that lane width reductions decrease speed. 

Dorn said that is slows traffic but there is still the concern of people crossing the street and being 

blocked from oncoming traffic by parked cars. She said that traffic would not be looking for 

pedestrians. Ms. Boyer said that they are committed to finding solutions. Schick said that 

individuals wanting to go to the retail space want to feel safe. Mr. Green said they will commit to 

looking into crosswalks with flashing lights. Schick said that having something there would help 

solve problems. 

Behal said that no one parks there and asked why park on the street instead of parking in a safe 

parking lot. Cutting the curb cuts would change the way the city works. There are no zero lot line 

buildings on that side of the street. Mr. Hodge said that was an interesting observation but the 

City's plan and Zoning requirements say to bring the building to the edge. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-52 for the property 

located at 420 N. Cassady Avenue: Upon consideration for the application, proposed variance 

and evidence, and testimony before it, the Board finds the applicant has proven that the criteria 

to grant an area variance from Bexley Code Section 12266.11(c)(1-7) have been met, and a 

variance from Bexley Code Section 1262.02 to allow a three parking space reduction in the 

required number of parking spaces be granted, and approval of a three-story mixed-use 

development and demolition of an existing structure be granted, with the following conditions: 

1) That final design review is remanded back to the Architectural Review Board and Tree and 

Public Garden Commission for final design approval and Certificate of Appropriateness and final 

landscape approval, 2) A parking management planner for double stacked spaces be a part of this 

approval, 3) Continued community engagement, 4) The site shall be developed in substantial 

conformance with the renderings and plans dated February 25th, 2021,subject to the Certificate 

of Appropriateness, and 5) That the management company work with the City on crosswalk 

research to find an appropriate location. 

The applicants understood the Findings of Fact. 

Motion to Approve moved by Ryan Schick, seconded by Brian Marsh 

Vote: Ryan Schick, Rick Levine, Heidi Dorn, Jason Fout, Brian Marsh 

Against: Sean Turner, Bob Behal 

D) Application No.: BZAP-19-10 

Applicant: Mike Shannon 

Owner: St. Charles Preparatory School 

Location: 2010 E. Broad Street 
BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking planning review and approval of a parking 
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lot expansion and landscaping on the east side of St. Charles Preparatory School, which 

will include underground water detention. The applicant is also seeking a variance for 

parking in the front/side yard in accordance with Bexley Code Section 1262.04(b). 

Catherine Cunningham took herself out of the discussion for this application and Marc Fishel 

entered the meeting to take her place. Rick Levine left the meeting as a voting member and 

Alissha Mitchell returned. 

Mike Shannon, Jim Negron, Matt Ferris, Brent Foley, and Jim Lower were sworn in. 

Jason Sudy provided an overview of this application to the Board. This application is Certificate of 

Appropriateness due to the request to expand the parking. This is an Open Space District and will 

follow the standards followed for residential districts. What is proposed is an entry drive that 

would veer off from the current drive, head around the side of the school on the east side, and 

reach parking behind the school's Chapel. No spaces could go through this unless they access 

rear parking. The lot behind the Chapel functions as a rear parking area, as per the interpretation 

of the Code. Parking was proposed on the south side of the Chapel but what is unclear is what is 

defined as a front facing lot. In OS districts, this includes all of the city's schools. The city feels the 

east side site is appropriate for parking but there is a city easement that runs through the 

property line. The school would be responsible to make repairs or replacements in that section if 

that would ever be required. This proposal would return to the Tree and Public Garden 

Commission for further landscaping review and approval. 

The applicants said that they are working on lighting, landscaping, and have addressed storm 

water concerns. Mike Shannon said that this existed before Zoning Code and is a non-conforming 

use. He said that the Chapel is an ancillary structure and all zoning since its original construction 

has increased that nonconformance. Fast forwarding to the changes, there is some ambiguity in 

an Open Space District. The applicants think Mr. Sudy's interpretation is correct. The proposal 

would allow access to existing parking. Under current Zoning, to modify parking in an OS District 

the proposal needs to go before this Board for approval. Mr. Negron added that they have done 

their due diligence and been in communication with the community to discuss expanding and 

adding twenty-seven spaces, as well as access around the back. This allows emergency vehicles 

access. This is the third time in front of the city for a parking request and they have addressed 

prior concerns brought up by the public and the Board. The number of spots has been reduced 

and pulled back to the front of the primary structure, they have addressed drainage concerns, 

and better identified landscape buffering to neighbors abutting the property. There is currently 

lighting on the east elevation. They will shield that as a condition of approval for the neighbors 

and their concerns. In relation to the water problems brought up by adjacent homeowners, that 

is not owned by the school. The school will have engineers present to help mitigate storm water 

run-off. If the city has to do anything in the easement on the property, the school will be 

responsible for taking care of that. 

Jim Lower said he echoed the other applicant's comments and that the school wants be a good 

neighbor. They think parking is a great addition for the campus for the reasons outlined in terms 

of meeting the needs of demand. 

Arnold White, resident at 55 Meadow Park Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. White said that from his 

property, he will be facing ten parking spaces. He said this will be created and paved in the 
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easement, and in that area is where they plan to put trees. He said he would ask that this be sent 

back to the Architectural Review Board now and allow them to continue the work they have 

been doing. From what he heard from the prior application they have an oversupply of parking 
and that this school has more parking spots than other schools in the county. He said that they 

do not have a need for the increase and that the proposed vegetation is only 7' to 9' high which 

will take years to reach the height to be effective. The trees they will be putting in are the exact 

trees that were put in before and they died because this area floods. On his side, the property 

now has flooding as a result. They have water coming from parking lot onto their property, and 

they were told the school had a water plan that was fool proof. Mr. White said that he does 

believe a variance is required but does not think the applicants can meet the criteria of variance. 

He said that there is no need for this and that it is harmful to the community. 

Jeffrey Rosenberg, resident at 51 Meadow Park, was sworn in. Mr. Rosenberg said that he had a 

nice meeting with the applicants and wanted to reiterate positive feedback talking about the 

lights, security, and drainage issues. He said that may or not be a school issue but it could be 

pipes that are broken. He did not discuss whether the trees or bushes will be enough to buffer 

this, and requested that a wall be built in addition to the trees and bushes to block light. 

Clinton Stahler, resident at 44 Meadow Park, was sworn in. Mr. Stahler said that this project in 

terms of safety, noise, lighting, resulting from vehicular thoroughfare will result in degradation to 

the neighborhood, a decrease in property values, and there will be more parking on the property 

more days during the year. He said the burden will be exacerbated with a new drive and parking 

lots, which will be squeezed in to service increasing activities. He said that there is no way to 

regulate future traffic. He asked for the applicants to produce its Master Plan before an 

incremental project is considered so the full burden can be evaluated. He said that there are 

approximately 700 spaces on site and requests the plan be tabled until a Master Plan with traffic 

included is produced. The screening can be torn out at any time and replanted, taking years to 

grow back. 

Jonathon Marshall, resident at 13 Meadow Park, was sworn in. Mr. Marshall is new to the 

neighborhood and was not involved in the prior meetings last year. He does have safety 

concerns, with his primary concern right behind the Chapel. The new parking and driveway 

would be right behind his property and he is worried about having a roadway back there. Mr. 

Marshall feels like it is jammed into a small space. He said that they could have initially built the 

Chapel to be bigger than what it is but they did not. He agrees with his neighbors that a fence 

would help with safety concerns and asked that someone explain what screening would be 

included. Currently the only thing separating the properties is an existing brush and if it that is 

pulled out for the drive to be paved, what would be used to replace it. 

Michael Luh, resident at 65 Meadow Park Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Luh is opposed to this 

development. His house sits directly behind the existing parking lot and the noise is never ending. 

The fence is a great idea because he does not want students in his backyard. He said the lights 

from cars entering the parking lot shine in his bedroom. He asked if they could move the statues 
to the east side and put parking spaces on west side, where there appears to be ample space for 

parking. He does not have an idea what the grand plan is and said they have nor shared that with 

any of the neighbors at this point. 
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Denson Parker, resident at 17 Meadow Park Avenue, was sworn in. Mr. Parker said that a few 

years ago the school built up the grade of soil and increased flooding in his back yard, and had to 

bring in soil to hold the water back. He made a point to go back to count the number of vacant 
parking spaces and averaged over 60 during the school week, with over half found on the 

school's main campus. He is curious if this is an event venue and requested that this Board 

maintain records on this matter. 

Mike Shannon said that the staff report recommends approval with a condition for approval over 

easement. The road access is the sole means of access and is necessary for public health and 

safety. 

Jim Negron reviewed the historical background and articulated what had been done to get to this 

point in the process for this application. This is the third time they are back before the Board and 

have incorporated requests from neighbors into this proposal. They have agreed to shield lights 

on the east and will be good neighbors. Turner said he did not remember the lot being proposed 

in front of the Chapel when this proposal was before the Board a couple of years ago. He thought 

the access drive would be installed with a row of plants and would be emergency vehicle access 

only. Brent Foley said that they did have the parking lot on the front side and extended it further 

to the south. The drive was intended to serve both parking lots. Turner asked about the lot to the 

west. Mr. Shannon said if they proposed parking on the west side it would extend all the way into 

the front yard in front of the main school building and would require a variance. They eliminated 

parking in front of the building but it needed architectural review. They were contacted by the 

City to come back before this Board due to the potential variance dependent on where the front 

yard was measured from. Because of that, the east side of the Chapel provided an opportunity 

that was easier to access and can be used for emergency vehicle access. 

Mitchell asked if this parking was supposed to be for student parking or for event space parking. 

The applicant said it would be for both. Mitchell asked if there were still 700 students in the 

school. Mr. Lower said that right now there were about 80 faculty/staff members and just under 

600 students. He said that the lot would be for student and faculty use on a daily basis. The 

school felt that there is safety on the east side of property. He said that comments made earlier 

tonight that the school had 700 parking spaces is not accurate. Mitchell asked what the total 

count is and Mr. Lower estimated 280 spots on the main campus and 110 spots on the west 

campus lot. Mitchell and Mr. Lower discussed how many spaces are in use for weekly operations. 

Mitchell asked about the non-conformance of the property since it was built before Zoning Code. 

Rose said that the current parking required has not been met. To meet it, the school built 

additional parking across Nelson Road, outside of Bexley, to help with overflow. They maxed out 

where they needed to be and are looking at areas on the property to match parking needs. 

Mitchell asked about adding more parking to the west side lot. Mr. Foley said that there is no 

space on the west side to do that without putting in front of the original structure. Mr. Sudy said 

that whether conforming or not, Code does not have a marked maximum and it is up to this 

Board if this is an appropriate way to develop the site. Matt Ferris said that they prepared plans 

and designed a storm water management that meets or exceeds Code. They have not been 

submitted to, or checked by, the City Engineer yet. The east edge of the drive aisle will be curbed 
which will contain the water and route it into the underground water system. It will not add to 

the flooding problems but will not fix the flooding problems the neighbors are seeing. Mitchell 

said it would be a good idea to find out why flooding exists now, and to take care of what is 

existing instead of preparing for what is proposed. Mr. Ferris said that it will not release any 
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more water than what is being released today. Dorn said that if the two retention areas are a 

sufficient size for the parking lot there should be no run-off from what the basins should be 

catching. Mr. Ferris said they have not studied that and can speak to the design for improvement 
and intended to hold the water back. He has no information tonight for existing water issues. 

Mitchell asked if that would not involve studying existing infrastructure and asked if there is a 

broken system since the drains are not holding the current volume of water. 

Turner said that several neighbors prefer a fence over landscape screening and asked if that 

could be a solution to keep kids out of their back yards, and to mitigate lighting into their homes 

from the school. Mr. Negron said that they have voluntarily offered to shield the light source on 

east side of building. Fout said that the concern from residents is the lighting from the cars. Mr. 

Negron said that landscaping will take care of that. Dorn said that the residents had a concern 

about landscaping and testified that what is there keeps dying. Behal said the fence could be an 

option. 

Gary Huston was sworn in. Behal asked about the plants on the east side of the property and if 

they are dying because of the water. If so, how will that be dealt with. Mr. Huston said that the 

trees run out from the driveway to the building and have been there for quite some time. He said 

that they are not dying because of water problems and it could be any number of things. They 

are proposing a nice row of evergreens, which should reach 68' high, and are including shade 

trees along the drive, ornamental trees, and a hedge row which would screen neighboring yards. 

Behal asked if it would be that versus a fence. Mr. Lower said that many years ago there was a 

fence on the east property line and was in disrepair. The installed a landscaping barrier between 

the properties. They are open to discussing installing landscaping or a fence with the neighbors. 

Some do want a fence and others do not. Behal asked with 400 parking spaces why the need 

more. Mr. Lower said that they have not had an event yet but will be able to soon, and what 

parking is currently there is not enough parking when an event is held at school. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-19-10 for the property 

located at 2010 East Broad Street: Upon consideration of the application, evidence, and 

testimony, and before it, the Board the proposed parking lot expansion on the east side of the 

school and the north side of the Chapel addition should be granted with the following conditions: 

Any damage to plantings during the utility line repairs to city lines will be replaced by St. Charles, 

final design review and approval of the landscape by the Tree and Public Garden Commission will 

also be required, the applicants would actively work with the City's engineer and neighbors to 

find resolution to the drainage issue, and the applicants would continue to actively engage in 

discussions of screening with the neighbors to the east. 

The applicants understood the Findings of Fact. 

Motion to Approve made by Brian Marsh, seconded by Sean Turner 

Vote: Jason Fout, Brian Marsh, Heidi Dorn, Sean Turner 

Against: Alissha Mitchell, Bob Behal 
Abstained: Ryan Schick 

Marc Fishel left the meeting and Catherine Cunningham returned. 

6) New Business 
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A) Application No.: BZAP-21-01 

Applicant: Robert Miller 

Owner: Georgia Ruch 

Address: 46 N. Parkview 

BZAP Request: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval for an addition 

connecting the principal structure to the detached garage. The applicant is also seeking a 

variance from Bexley code Section 1252.09(R-3 zoning) which requires a 40' setback from 

the rear yard property line and a 12' setback from the side yard property line, to allow a 

1-story addition that will connect the principal structure to the detached garage. 

Brent Racer was sworn in. 

Rose reviewed staff comments with the Board. This application is for a proposed connector piece 

between the existing principal structure with and the detached garage. Connecting the two 

would make it part of the principal structure, which would require a variance. This application 

went before the Architectural Review Board and they had concerns about the design submitted. 

The applicant smade revisions based on their feedback. 

Bokor reviewed design comments with the Board. The ARB was not in favor of the design but 

said they could support it. Before delving deeper into the design details the applicants wanted to 

come before this Board because of the matter of the variance the connector piece would create. 

The applicants made revisions in an attempt to create a more uniform connector piece. If the 

Board approves the variance, the ARB asked to remand this back to them for design approval and 

a Certificate of Appropriateness. 

The applicant provided details for the project with the Board. The connector piece would attach 

to the existing garage and existing home, which would make the garage part of the main 

structure. Behal asked why there was a problem with the setback. The applicant said it was 

because the existing garage has a zero lot line. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No BZAP-21-01 for the property 

located at 46 N. Parkview: Based on the evidence and testimony presented, the Board finds it 

appropriate to grant a variance to Bexley Code Section 1252.09 for R-3 Zoning District, to allow a 

one-story that connects the principal structure to the garage with the condition that the final 

design is remanded back to the ARB for final review and approval. 

The applicant understood the Findings of Fact. 

Motion to Approve made by Brian Marsh, seconded by Jason Fout 

Vote: Heidi Dorn, Ryan Schick, Sean Turner, Jason Fout, Brian Marsh, Alissha Mitchell, Bob Behal 

B) Application No.: BZAP-20-46 

Applicant: Brenda Parker 

Owner: Tyler and Allizon Chamblin 

Location: 2404 Fair 

BZAP: The applicant is seeking architectural review and approval to allow a 2-story 
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addition to the rear of the principal structure that connect to the detached garage. 

The applicant is also seeking a variance from Bexley Code Section 1252.09 (R-6) which 

requires a 25' setback from the rear yard property line and an 8' setback from the side 
yard property, to allow an addition that attaches the principal structure to the detached 

garage. 

Tyler Chamblin was sworn in. 

Rose reviewed staff comments with the Board for this application. This is a similar request as in 

the prior application but located in a different Zoning District. The ARB reviewed this application 
and thought the design would look more appropriate to attach it to the garage. By attaching this 

to the garage, it created a variance request. The applicant modified the design and went back 

before the ARB for a recommendation. The modifications are what this Board is reviewing in the 

meeting tonight. 

Bokor added that it is a large addition to a house and the ARB felt strongly that the addition left 

an awkward 4' space and encouraged the applicant to attach the garage or create a covered 

walkway. 

Rose added that there is a 10' separation from the detached structure and the principal 

structure. 

Neal Hoffman and Joyce Edelman, residents at 2414 Fair Avenue, were sworn in. They received 

notice about this application and tried viewing this online. They contacted Tyler Chamblin and 

discussed the application with him. They were disturbed by the height and volume of what is 

proposed and asked the Board to reject the application. They spend time out on their patio and 

having this two-story addition would fill the entire space and block their view. It would also 

eliminate light and air flow from west. Looking west from their property they would be facing a 

solid wall. Behal asked if the addition could be built in stories. Rose and Bokor said yes, and the 

connector piece did not originally meet the primary structure. They said this version is a much 

better rendition than the original proposal. 

Mr. Hoffman said that the structure would adjoin the garage and presents one long solid mass. 

He said that it removes any view of the natural surrounding. He said the other thing to realize is 

that his home is facing the side of this house as it exists now but with the addition he and his 

family would lose privacy in their backyard. Behal said there were windows looking into their 

back yard already. Mr. Hoffman said the addition is directly across from backyard. Mrs. Edelman 

said that they have lived in their house for over twenty years and the value and enjoyment of 

their property will be diminished. 

Turner said they could take the whole addition to the west side of the property and it would 

meet all of the requirements, and they could still have the same size addition. The applicant said 

it would not work to move it to the west side of the property because it would affect the interior 

improvements. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Application No. BZAP-20-46 for the property 

located at 2404 Fair Avenue: Based on the testimony presented, the Board finds it appropriate to 

grant a variance to Bexley Code Section 1252.09 R-6 Zoning to allow an encroachment into the 

22' rear yard setback and 5' into the side yard setback by allowing an addition that connects the 

principal structure to the detached garage, and in accordance with the plans submitted dated 

February 25, 2021. 
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The applicant understood the Findings of Fact. 

Motion to Approve made by Brian Marsh, seconded by Ryan Schick 
Vote: Alissha Mitchell, Heidi Dorn, Ryan Schick, Sean Turner, Jason Fout, Bob Behal 

Against: Brian Marsh 

The meeting ended at 1:57 am 

7) Adjourn 
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Video of Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning Meeting  

on March 25, 2021 

 
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W_HG2NF2Iq0  
from 3:05 to 5:00 
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NOTICE OF FILING NOTICE OF APPEAL

BZAP APPLICATION NO. BZAP-20-48
2300 E. Livingston Avenue, Bexley, Ohio

You are hereby notified that on April 23, 2021, a Notice of Appeal of the Decision of the 
Bexley Board of Zoning Planning in the above Application was filed with Bexley City 
Council by Appellants who were not the Applicant as provided in Bexley City Code Section 
1226.19(a).  A copy of the Notice of Appeal filed with the City of Bexley is enclosed.

Bexley City Council shall set a date and time to hear oral argument by the parties.  No new 
evidence or testimony may be presented.  The Clerk of Council will post notice of the date, 
time and place of the oral argument and a summary of the appeal on the City’s website at 
www.bexley.org at least fifteen (15) calendar days before the date of the oral argument.

The Clerk of Council will mail notice of the date, time and place of the argument and a 
summary of the appeal to you at least fifteen (15) calendar days before the date of the oral 
argument. 

Bill Harvey
City of Bexley
Clerk of City Council

Mailed April 30, 2021
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City Council Meeting Agenda
Tuesday, May 11, 2021

6:00 PM

1) Call to Order

2) Roll Call of Members

3) Pledge of Allegiance

4) Discussion of City Council Appeal Case # 21-02

5) Presentations/Special Guests

A) Rapid5 Project - Alicia Gaston, ULI Columbus

6) Public Comments

7) President's Report

8) City Attorney Report

9) Administrative Update:

A) Finance Department

B) Police Department

C) Service Department

D) Recreation Department

E) Mayor's Update

10) Consent Agenda:

A) Minutes from April 27, 2021 Meeting

11) Ordinances/Resolutions with visiting presenters

A) Resolution 05-21: A Resolution approving the 2021 Bicycle Friendly Bexley Plan 
(introduced by Richard Sharp on May 11, 2021)

12) Third Readings:

A) Resolution 04-21 approving the 2021 Havenwood Park Landscape Plan, introduced by Mr. 
Klingler, (Introduced on 4-13-21)

B) Ordinance 16-21 to amend the Capital Stadium Lights Planning Approval Conditions in 
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light of pandemic-based changes to Capital University's athletics schedule, in order to 
allow for two night-time licenses in 2021 to operate stadium lighting in which the lights 
are on past the hour of 9:30 pm but off prior to the hour of 11:00 pm, introduced by Ms. 
Saad (Introduced on April 13, 2021)

C) Ordinance 17-21 to amend Chapter 1476, Unsafe Buildings, to include provisions for 
unsafe sites, introduced by Ms. Saad (Introduced on 4-13-21)

13) Second Readings:

A) Ordinance 18-21, to appropriate $50,000 from the General Fund for the purpose of paying 
legal fees in 2021, introduced by Mr. Markham (introduced on April 27, 2021)

14) First Readings:

A) Ordinance 19-21: An ordinance to amend 262.02 (c)(13), Tuition Reimbursement, in order 
to allow for tuition reimbursement for employees hired after January 1, 2012 (introduced 
by Mr. Markham on May 11, 2021)

B) Ordinance 21-21: An ordinance authorizing participation in the ODOT road salt contracts 
awarded in 2021 (introduced by Troy Markham on May 11, 2021)

C) Ordinance 22-21: An ordinance to place proposed amendments to the City of Bexley 
Charter for voter approval on the November 2021 ballot (introduced by Ms. Lampke on 
May 11, 2021)

D) Ordinance 23-21: An Ordinance accepting the donation of an Access Easement, 
Conservation Easement and 1.175 acres of real property adjacent to and east of Alum 
Creek to the City of Bexley (introduced by Mr. Klingler)

E) Resolution 06-21: A resolution to adopt the tax budget for calendar year 2021 attached 
hereto as “Exhibit A” (introduced by Mr. Markham on May 11, 2021)

15) Tabled Ordinances:

A) Ordinance 12-21, to adopt and approve the City of Bexley Electric Aggregation Plan of 
Operation and Governance, and to declare an emergency, introduced by Mr. Sharp 
(introduced on March 9, 2021).

16) Judiciary and Strategic Committee - Monique Lampke, Chair 

A) Charter Review Commission Recommendations

B) April 27th Memo to Council

C) April 27th Powerpoint Presentation

17) Service and Environmental Committee - Richard Sharp, Chair

18) Finance Committee - Troy Markham, Chair

19) Safety and Health Committee - Jen Robinson, Chair

20) Zoning and Development Committee - Jessica Saad, Chair 

21) Recreation and Parks Committee - Matt Klingler, Chair

22) Public Comments (No Speaker Slip Required)

23) Adjourn
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All agendas are subject to change.

City Council Policy for Correspondence:
All correspondence addressed to City Council or requested to be distributed to City Council by the sender is a matter of public record and will 
be placed on the City of Bexley Website (www.bexley.org) at Public Documents > City Council > Council Correspondence. If the subject of the 
correspondence is not on the Council Agenda, the sender may discuss the issue during Public Comments. If the subject of the correspondence is 
on the Council Agenda, the sender may discuss the issue at the time the issue is addressed during the Council meeting.

City Council Policy for Public Comments:
Members of the public are encouraged to provide comments to City Council at the following times:

For issues that are not on Council’s agenda:

 At a designated public comment period near the beginning of the meeting

For items on Council’s agenda (when speaker slip has been filled out in advance):

 During an ordinance or resolution that is being discussed
 Residents may submit up to two separate speaker slips per meeting
 Please note that the speaker slip must be filled out prior to entering Council chambers and must be promptly handed to the Council 

secretary

For items on Council’s agenda (when a speaker slip has not been filled out in advance):

 During the public comment period after a motion has been made and seconded to adopt an ordinance or resolution (typically the 
third reading)

 During a designated public comment period at the end of the meeting

Time limits for public comments:
While City Council will not routinely impose time limits on either Agenda or Non-Agenda visitors who wish to address City Council, those 
commenting are asked to confine their remarks to approximately five (5) minutes and for Agenda items, to direct their comments to the subject 
matter being addressed in the legislation. This five minute limitation also applies to City Council members per 220.01 (rule 13).

Additional guidelines for public comments:

 Any speaker addressing Council shall provide his/her name and address.
 Undue interruption or other interference with the orderly conduct of remarks is not permitted.
 Defamatory or abusive remarks are always out of order.
 Violation of this policy may result in termination of the speaker's comments and/or removal from the meeting
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Video of Bexley City Council Meeting  

on May 11, 2021 

 
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ph_t5x6ktl4  
from 5:46 through 11:15 
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City of Bexley

Mayor Ben Kessler

City Council:
Lori Ann Feibel, President
Matt Klingler
Monique Lampke
Troy Markham
Jennifer Robinson
Jessica Saad
Richard Sharp

City of Bexley Ohio
2242 East Main Street
Bexley, Ohio 43209

(614) 559-4200

www.bexley.org

NOTICE OF FINAL DETERMINATION
OF BEXLEY CITY COUNCIL IN ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL

You are hereby notified that on May 11, 2021, the City Council of the City
of Bexley made the attached final determination in the administrative appeal in
Ajay Garlapati, et al. v. City of Bexley Board of Zoning and Planning, City Council
Appeal Case No. 21-2 of the Decision of the City of Bexley Board of Zoning and
Planning in Case No. BZAP-20-48.

L.0 41 
William Harvey
Clerk of Council

With copies to:
Appellant Ajay Garlapati
Appellant Timothy Madison
Appellant Fehd Massen
Appellant Anna Massen

• Appellant Susan Plaisted
Appellant Dustin Snow
Appellant Tiffany Canfield
Appellant Leah Turner
Bryan S. Hunt, attorney for the Appellants
Nicole Boyer, Applicant
Sally A. Woodward, Property Owner
David Hodges, attorney for the Applicant before BZAP
Board of Zoning and Planning
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BEXLEY, OHIO

Ajay Garlapati, et al.,

Appellants, : City Council Appeal Case No. 21-2

vs.

City of Bexley Board of Zoning and : Case No. BZAP-20-48
Planning,

Appellee.

DETERMINATION ON APPEAL

The Bexley City Council recuses itself from hearing the appeal of the Decision of the

Board of Zoning and Planning in Case No. BZAP 20-48 upon appeal to Council in Appeal Case

No. 21-2 due to the actual or perceived conflicts of interest of a majority of the members of

Council and the appearance of impropriety in a quasi-judicial proceeding and make the following

determinations:

1. The BZAP decision is the final decision of the City in the case and is
subject to appeal as provided in the Bexley City Code and the Ohio
Revised Code.

2. Bexley City Code Section 1226.19 provides for the appeal of decisions of
BZAP to City Council and Appellants appealed the decision of BZAP in
Case No, BZAP 20-48 to this Council

3. This decision of Council is the final determination made by the City in
Case No. BZAP 20-48 and City Council Appeal Case No. 21-2,

4. The Clerk of Council shall promptly serve written notice of this
determination of Council upon the Appellants, Applicants, their legal
counsel and BZAP.

5. The City shall refund the filing fee of the appe ALal counsel for the
Appellants.

Passed May 2021
i Ann F i )el, Presi en of Cou
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