MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING
WORTHINGTON ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
WORTHINGTON MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSION
January 9, 2020
The regular meeting of the Worthington Architectural Review Board and the Worthington
Municipal Planning Commission was called to order at 7:00 p.m. with the following members
present: Mikel Coulter, Chair; Thomas Reis, Vice-Chair; Kathy Holcombe, Secretary; Edwin
Hofmann; David Foust; and Richard Schuster. Also present was Worthington City Council
Representative Scott Myers; Lee Brown, Director of Planning & Building; Lynda Bitar, Planning
Coordinator; Tom Lindsey, Director of Law.
A. Call to Order – 7:00 p.m.
1.

Roll Call

2.

Pledge of Allegiance

3.

Oaths of Office

Mr. Brown swore in returning Commission members for a 3-year term: Mikel Coulter and Thomas
Reis; and returning Board member for a 1-year term: Richard Schuster.
4.

Election of Officers

Mrs. Holcombe nominated Mr. Coulter for Chair; and Mr. Reis for Vice-Chair. Mr. Hofmann
seconded the motion. Mr. Reis nominated Mrs. Holcombe for Secretary. Mr. Schuster seconded
the motion. All members voted, “Aye,” and the nominations were approved.
5.

Approval of minutes of the December 12, 2019 meeting

Mr. Brown explained the minutes were not ready for approval. The minutes would be ready for
approval at the next meeting.
6.

Affirmation/swearing in of witnesses

B. Architecture Review Board – Unfinished

Mr. Reis moved to remove Agenda items AR 14-19 and PUD 01-19 from the table. Mrs.
Holcombe seconded the motion. All Board members voted, “Aye,” and the applications were
removed from the table.
1. Stafford Village Redevelopment – Northeast Corner of Hartford St. and Stafford Ave.
(Brian Kent Jones Architects/National Church Residences) AR 14-19
&
C. Municipal Planning Commission - Unfinished
1. Planned Unit Development – Preliminary Plan
a. Stafford Village Redevelopment – Northeast Corner of Hartford St. and Stafford Ave.
(Brian Kent Jones Architects/National Church Residences) PUD 01-19
Mr. Brown said the first two Agenda items would be presented together, AR 14-19 and PUD 0119. He explained the PUD would go onto to City Council with a recommendation from the
Municipal Planning Commission (MPC) and the Architectural Review Board (ARB) portion of
the application would be tabled until such zoning takes place.
Mr. Brown said there have been some misunderstandings as to what a PUD is and what a PUD
could and could not do. He said the current zoning on the property has three different zoning
categories and the proposal to rezone to a PUD would allow for 85 units with 34 of them being
affordable. One of the benefits of the PUD is the development plan and the development text that
goes forward that is drafted and reviewed by City staff and reviewed by the MPC and ultimately
approved by City Council. Any modifications or change to that would have to come back to the
MPC and then go back to City Council for approval. Mr. Brown continued to explain one of things
that has been seen on Facebook a lot were some comments related to the Masonic Lodge
development which happened a couple of years ago. On the west side of the access drive there
was supposed to be a duplex. One of things that came back to the MPC and ARB was the change
to the PUD, an amendment to change the two-unit duplex to one single family. The MPC reviewed
and approved the amendment and then approved the ARB portion of the application. Mr. Brown
said what the Board saw this evening and what City Council would see would have to match and
if there were any deviations from that it would have to go back before the MPC for approval of
the modifications.
Mr. Brown reviewed the following from the staff memo and added comments as shown:
Findings of Fact & Conclusions
Background & Request:
Stafford Village was developed in the early 1970’s, and is entirely owned by National Church
Residences, which according to its website “… is the nation’s largest not-for-profit provider of
affordable senior housing and services.” The company’s headquarters are in Upper Arlington.
The main part of the apartment complex is at the northeast corner of Stafford Ave. and Hartford
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St. Other units are located further to the north, and at the southwest corner of North and Hartford
Streets. Also, houses at 862, 868 and 874 Hartford St. are owned by National Church Residences.
The Planned Unit Development (PUD) application is a rezoning request to re-develop the main
portion of the complex, which is on approximately 3-acres and contains 58 dwelling units, as a
new senior housing development with 85 dwelling units. The current zoning is a combination of
AR 4.5, R-10 and R-6.5. All three of the single-family houses on Hartford St. would also be part
of the PUD and are contributing buildings in the Worthington Historic District. The southern house
is proposed to remain and the northern two houses (868 & 874 Hartford St.) are proposed to be
demolished as part of this application.
An Architectural Review Board application is included with the request but should not be approved
until such a time that the property is properly rezoned. Once rezoned, the applicant would then
come back to the Municipal Planning Commission for a PUD Final Plan approval and
Architectural Review Board approval.
Approval of a subdivision will be needed at some point in the future to combine the properties and
plat a new sanitary sewer easement.
Current Zoning:
• AR-4.5 – Low Density Apartment Residence
• AR-6.5 – One- & Two-Family Residence
• R-10 – Low Density Residential
Zoning

Lot Width

Lot Area

AR-4.5

120-feet

4,500 sq. ft.

Front

Rear

Side

Height

Feet

302512-feet
3-stories
40feet
feet
feet
AR-6.5
90-feet
5,850 sq. ft.
303010-feet 2 ½ stories
30feet
feet
feet
R-10
80-feet
10,400 sq.
30308-feet
2 ½ stories
30ft.
feet
feet
feet
*Please see Section 1149.01 Yard, Area and Height for Dwellings & Accessory Structures
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Mr. Brown said there was discussion since the last meeting about the different planning documents
that are relevant to these applications. He showed the AR-4.5 part of the property and said it allows
for 3 stories under current zoning, and the other areas currently allow 2.5 stories in building height.
History:
• February 14, 2019 – The Municipal Planning Commission and the Architectural Review
Board reviewed and tabled the proposal for the site where the applicant received feedback
from the Commission & Board and the general public.
• February 28, 2019 – The Municipal Planning Commission and the Architectural Review
Board reviewed and tabled the proposal for the site where the applicant received feedback
from the Commission & Board and the general public.
• December 12, 2019 – The Municipal Planning Commission and the Architectural Review
Board reviewed and tabled the proposal for the site where the applicant received feedback
from the Commission & Board and the general public.
• All public comments (emails, postcards & letters) have been posted to the project page for
the proposal on the City’s website.
Mr. Brown showed examples of buildings in Worthington’s history that are or were 3 and 3.5
stories in height, many of which were located on major roads. He then described the surrounding
properties to this site briefly. Mr. Brown said a lot of what was shown at the last meeting has not
changed, so he wanted to highlight the information that had been clarified by the applicant. That
information is shown as bold text below. He showed all drawings, including renderings with and
without trees, and a height comparison with existing Worthington buildings completed by the
applicant.
PUD Project Details:
Preliminary Plan Requirements:
(1)
A legal description and vicinity map showing the property lines, streets, existing
Zoning, and land uses within 300 feet of the area proposed for the PUD;
A legal description of the 3.062-acres piece of land currently housing the apartments
and houses is included in the packet. A vicinity map has been provided showing a
combination of single- and multi-family units north of E. Stafford Ave. and east of
Morning St., and Hartford Park and the library to the south.
(2)

Names and addresses of owners, developers and the registered land surveyor, engineer
or architect who made the plan;
• National Church Residences 2245 North Bank Dr., Columbus OH 43220 - Owner
• Brian Kent Jones Architects, 448 W. Nationwide Blvd., Loft 100, Columbus, OH
43215
• pH7 Architects
• The Kleingers Group, PE Services – Civil Engineers
• David Hodge, Attorney

(3)

Date, north arrow and total acreage of the site;
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Provided.
(4)

A topographical survey of all land included in the application and such other land
adjoining the subject property as may be reasonably required by the City. The
topographical survey shall show two-foot contours or contours at an interval as may
be required by the Municipal Planning Commission to delineate the character of the
land included in the application and such adjoining land as may be affected by the
application. Elevations shall be based on North American Vertical Datum of 1988
(NAVD88). In lands contiguous to or adjacent to the flood plain of the Olentangy
River, existing contours shall be shown in accordance with the elevations set forth in
Chapter;
Sheets A-2 & A-3

(5)

Existing Structures, parking and traffic facilities, Easements and public Rights-of-Way
on the subject property as well as within 300 feet of the area proposed for PUD;
Sheet A-3

(6)

Existing sewers, water mains, culverts and other underground facilities within the tract
and in the vicinity, indicating pipe size, grades and exact locations;
Sheet A-3

(7)

The location of Natural Features and provisions necessary to preserve and/or restore
and maintain them to maintain the character of the surrounding neighborhood and
community;
Sheets A-3, B-15 and B-16

(8)

A tree preservation plan showing all existing trees 6" caliper or larger;
Sheets B-15 and B-16: A list and plan are included. Many trees at the perimeter of the
site are proposed to be retained, including a 56” Pin Oak at the rear of the site and a
46” Sycamore along Hartford St.
• A plan for protection of existing trees is needed. Updated information has
been added to the Development Text stating that a Board-Certified Master
Arborist, working in conjunction with the City Arborist, shall remain
engaged to analyze the present condition of the referenced mature Pin Oak
and Sycamore trees, and to advise as to their protection during
construction and post-development by providing a long-term maintenance
plan to care for these trees into the future.
• The total size for removal of healthy trees is needed for replacement
calculations. Updated information has been provided in the Development
Text and Development Plan.
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•

(9)

Protection of the 56’ Pin Oak and 46” Sycamore will be required during
construction. Updated information has been provided in the Development
Text and Development Plan.

A preliminary grading plan;
Sheet B-9: The site is relatively flat and proposed grades would be similar to existing
grades.

(10)

Preliminary design and location of Structures, Accessory Structures, streets, drives,
traffic patterns, Sidewalks or Recreation Paths, parking, entry features, site lighting,
landscaping, screening, Public Space Amenities and other features as required by the
City;
The project is designed as one large building with a façade that gives the look of many
connected separate buildings with varying architectural styles, many of which are
found in Worthington. The 3-story portion of the building will now be confined to the
central part of the site with the 2-story portions are now located around the periphery
to be more compatible in scale to the surrounding homes.
A variety of roof shapes would hide the flat roof behind that would house mechanical
equipment for the building. A roof plan is shown on Sheet B-12.
• The following language has been added to the Development Text stating
that all condensing units shall be placed on the roof, and along with other
mechanical equipment shall be screened from public view.
The units along the street rights-of-way would have exterior entrances and porches with
walkways leading from the public sidewalk. Interior entrances are also proposed for
those units, as well as the other units in the building. Walks are proposed around much
of the perimeter of the building. The main entrance to the building will be on the north
side of the building accessed by the resident parking lot. Other entrances would be at
various locations on the exterior and in the garage. Two courtyard areas are proposed
on the E. Stafford Ave. frontage that would help to add relief to the south side of the
building and add gathering areas for the residents. Walkways are proposed to connect
to these areas from the public sidewalk.
Predominant building materials will be brick, cementitious fiberboard, stucco and
asphalt shingles.
Along the street frontage of the site, the structure would be a 2-story building, with
placement increasing from 17’ to 21.3’ from Hartford St. (excluding porches) and
increased around the now preserved Sycamore tree, and 20’ from E. Stafford Ave.
(excluding porches). The center section of the building that is proposed to be a 3-story
building and has been pushed back from the streets to the middle of the site, with the
first floor of the center of the building being structured covered parking. Parking is
also proposed on a surface lot at the northeast area of the site. The previous proposal
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had a small parking lot south of the house on Hartford St. near an entrance, that has
since been removed.
Bicycle parking locations still need to be identified on the site.
The main vehicular entrance to the site would be from E. Stafford Ave., with an
emergency access planned for Hartford St. on the parcel with the house that is proposed
for demolition. For this access removable bollards and grass pavers are proposed.
Details for this access, as well as whether the main drive and parking area can
accommodate turning movements for Worthington’s ladder truck must be worked out
with the Worthington Fire Department prior to the PUD Final Plan being approved.
In addition to parking lot trees, other trees and shrubs are proposed around the site.
East of the drive and adjacent to the surface parking in the rear several sections of 3’
high walls are proposed to screen cars from the residential neighbors. Please see Sheet
B-12. Additional fencing and landscaping for the perimeter of the site is included on
Sheet B-12. The plan calls for a mix of 4’ to 6’ high fencing with landscaping around
the perimeter of the site.
• A combination of fencing and screening is not uncommon in Old Worthington to
provide screening of a parking areas from neighboring residents.
Proposed tract coverage will be approximately 75% with 43.4% being building
coverage.
Sheets B-13 & B-14 show the lighting plan for the site. A combination of pole lights
and wall mounted gooseneck lighting is now proposed. The previous submittal had
LED wall packs. The proposed 15’ high pole lights are shown in the main parking lot
and 8’ high pole lights in the courtyards and along Hartford St. and Stafford Ave. The
black poles and fixtures would have a 2’6” exposed concrete base if in the parking lot,
and a near grade base elsewhere. The proposed fixtures would have the light source in
the top and an aluminum reflector.
• The following language has been added to the Development Text stating that
all decorative light poles shall be no higher than 12-feet, and the concrete bases
shall not be exposed for public sidewalk pedestrian lighting. Light color shall
be 2,700 K or less. Light level shall be zero-foot candles at the property line.
Gooseneck lights are now proposed to be mounted around the building.
The use of bollard style lighting along Hartford St. and Stafford Ave. is preferred. The
light source would not be as visible with this style of lighting and would be more in
keeping with reducing the amount of light visible to the neighbors.
The applicant is citing the courtyards along E. Stafford Ave. as Public Space Amenities.
One monument sign is now shown west of the access drive entrance on Stafford
Avenue. The previous submittal also included one on Hartford Ave. near the parking
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lot that has been removed. Two additional projection signs are proposed to be attached
to the building.
(11)

The proposed provision of water, sanitary sewer and surface drainage facilities,
including engineering feasibility studies or other evidence of reasonableness of such
facilities;
Existing utilities have been identified and proposed connections are shown.
• Locations of fire hydrants, FDCs and a fire flow analysis will eventually be needed
for the Fire Department. The applicant continues to work with the Fire
Department.
• A Water Capacity Analysis will eventually be needed by the Service & Engineering
Department. The applicant continues to work with the City Engineer.
• Underground detention is proposed to handle stormwater. The underground
detention is located under the access drive, parking area, emergency access drive
and open area for detention. See Sheet B-9.
o An Operation & Maintenance Plan will be required and will be required to be
recorded with the Franklin County Recorder.
•

(12)

The applicant will continue to work with the Service & Engineering Department of
water, sanitary sewer and stormwater capacity. There does not appear to be any
issue at this time.

Parcels of land intended to be dedicated or temporarily reserved for public use, or
reserved by deed covenant, and the condition proposed for such covenants and for the
dedications;
No land would be dedicated.

(13)

Proposed Easements;
There is an existing 12” sanitary sewer line that runs east to west through the site that
will need to be re-routed as part of this project. The applicant will be responsible for
this relocation and will be required to be in compliance with all requirements set forth
by the Service & Engineering Department. The new sanitary sewer line will be
required to be located in an easement that will be shown on the subdivision plat.

(14)

Proposed number of Dwelling Units per acre;
The applicant is proposing 85 dwelling units in the new building with the remaining
single-family home remaining on site for a total of 86 units which is approximately 28
units/acre.
The following types of units are proposed: 34 one-bedroom; 24 onebedroom plus; 27 two-bedroom. The size of each has not been stated.
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There are currently 58 dwelling units in 7 one-story buildings on 2.33-acres, which is
approximately 25 units/acre. These units are efficiencies, one-bedroom and twobedroom units.
(15)

Proposed uses, including area of land devoted to each use;
The only use would be “Senior residential” which means multi-family facilities with
occupancy restricted to age fifty-five and over. Social rooms, limited staff and garages
may be included. Unit sizes may vary and be as large as typical apartments. Facility
programming space throughout the interior to accommodate a full range of congregate
services, dining, health, and wellness.

(16)

Proposed phasing of development of the site, including a schedule for construction of
each phase;
Project would begin when approved and take approximately 18 months.

(17)

Homeowners or commercial owners' association materials;
Information not needed.

(18)

Development Standards Text; and
Full Development Plan text is included in the packet dated December 23, 2019.
Permitted Uses:
(1) Senior Citizen Development, as defined by Code Section 1123.641, includes the
following:
• “Senior residential” means multi-family facilities with occupancy restricted to
age 55 and over. Social rooms, limited staff and garages may be included. Unit
sizes vary and be as large as typical apartments.
• Facility programming space throughout the interior to accommodate a full
range of congregate services, dining, health and wellness.
a. Design Regulations:
1. Character – Please see Development Text
2. Design – Please see Development Text
3. Screening
a. Proposed landscaping and screening shall be in compliance with the
Landscape Plan included herewith as Sheet B-10 and the Fence Typology
Plan included herewith as Sheet B-12.
b. The northern perimeter will vary between a 4’ fence and a 6’ shadowbox
fence and will include evergreens with are 6’ tall at the time of installation.
i. Confirmation from the adjoining property owners concerning the
screening is needed.
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c. The eastern perimeter will vary between 4’ fence and a 3’ retaining wall and
will include a mix of hedges, ornamental grasses and 6’ columnar deciduous
vegetation.
i. Information has been provided for the retaining walls.
ii. Updated information has been provided in the Development Text
and Development Plan.
4. Tract Coverage
a. 75% tract coverage
b. Lighting
i. The following language has been added to the Development Text stating
that all decorative light poles shall be no higher than 12-feet, and the
concrete bases shall not be exposed for public sidewalk pedestrian
lighting. Light color shall be 2,700 K or less. Light level shall be zerofoot candles at the property line.
1. A shorter bollard style lighting along Hartford St., Stafford Ave. and
the parking area might be appropriate.
2. The preference is to stay away from lighting that the light source is
visible. Another style of pole light might be appropriate for the
parking area.
3. Freestanding decorative lighting fixtures will be finalized with
the Architectural Review Board application.
c. Graphics/Signage
i. One freestanding monument sign located west of the main access drive on
Stafford Ave. Shall not exceed 25 sq. ft. per side
The exact sign and material will be finalized with the
Architectural Review Board application with the size and
location shown in the Development Text and Development Plan.
ii. Projecting signage as shown on Sheet C-1 through C-6, mounted on the
angle at the southwest corner of the building at the intersection of Hartford
St. and Stafford Ave. and at the southeast corner of the building at the main
access drive on Stafford Ave.
The exact sign and material will be finalized with the
Architectural Review Board application with the size and
location shown in the Development Text and Development Plan.
d. Traffic & Parking
1. Traffic
a. A Traffic Impact Study was submitted and approved by the City Engineer
and the City’s traffic consultant Carpenter Marty.
b. Access to the property shall be along the southeast from Stafford Ave. with
an emergency access to Hartford St. north of the proposed building.
c. Service and delivery to the property is limited to the Stafford Ave. access
point.
2. Parking
a. Design
i.
Parking will be completely screened from Hartford St. and Stafford
Ave.
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ii.

The covered garage parking will accommodate 53 parking spaces with
an additional uncovered 32 parking spaces for a total of 85 spaces.
1. The Development Text and Development Plan have both been
updated to reflect the correct information. The applicant will
be providing the required number of parking spaces as outline
in the PUD.
b. Non-residential Uses
c. Residential Uses
i. There shall not be less than one parking space per dwelling unit.
d. Bicycle Parking
i. Bicycle racks have been added along E. Stafford Ave.
e. General Requirements
1. Environment
2. Natural Features
a. Additional information is needed as it pertains to the tree preservation plan.
i. The following language has been added to the Development Text
and Development Plan. There is a total loss of 518 caliper inches,
the applicant is adding 132 caliper inches for a net loss of 386
inches.
ii.
The fee in lieu of replacement would be $173,700.00 at $450.00 per
caliper inch.
iii. The applicant has requested to pay $57,900 at $150.00 per caliper
inch. The $150.00 per caliper inch is the fee in lieu of replacement
that can be found in the Wilson Bridge Road Corridor Guidelines.
ii. Protection of the 56’ Pin Oak and 46” Sycamore will be required during
construction.
3. Public Area Payment - $250/dwelling unit = $21,250.00
4. Public Space Amenities
a. Proposing two accessible courtyards along the south side of the buildings
facing Stafford Ave. The western courtyard is approximately 4,150 sq. ft.
and the eastern courtyard is approximately 3,835 sq. ft. in size and will
provide sitting spaces, decorative waste receptacles and decorative
pedestrian lighting.
b. Additional public amenities are needed. Possible additional amenities:
• Decorative benches and brickwork have been added to the
Development Plan and Development Text along E. Stafford Ave.
Final design will be finalized with the Architectural Review Board
application.
• Bicycle racks have been added to the Development Plan and
Development Text along E. Stafford Ave. Final Design will be
finalized with the Architectural Review Board application.
• The Development Plan and Development Text have been modified
to show all sidewalks at 5’ in width.
• Freestanding decorative lighting fixtures will be finalized with the
Architectural Review Board application.
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•

Additional street trees along Hartford St. and Stafford Ave. where
needed. Staff will continue to work with the City Arborist
throughout the process.

Requested Variance:
The applicant is requesting a variance to deviate from Section 1174.05(c)(2)(B) – Natural
Features which requires a fee in lieu of replacement at $450.00 per caliper inch. The
applicant is requesting that the fee in lieu of replacement fee be $150.00 per caliper inch.
The site will have a net loss of 386 caliper inches for a fee of $173,700.00 at $450.00 per caliper
inch. The fee would be $57,900.00 at $150.00 per caliper inch.
The applicant has agreed to pay the $57,900.00 amount.
You may recall in 2016 that during the 6-month review and adoption of the Wilson Bridge
Corridor Zoning Districts at City Council that there was a discussion concerning the tree
replacement fee. The draft version of the text originally referenced $450 per caliper inch to
match with the Planned Unit Development - PUD section of the Planning & Zoning Code.
At that time Council asked staff to do additional research to see what other jurisdictions in
our region charged or if they charged a fee. The fees ranged from $100 to $300 per caliper
inch for anything over 6-inches. Council adjusted the fee to $150 per caliper inch to be more
in line with the region. The PUD section was never updated to reflect this fee.
As with any Variance, the Municipal Planning Commission will need to discuss the request
as part of their review and recommendation to City Council.
(19)

Any additional information as required by the Municipal Planning Commission and
the City Council.

LAND USE PLAN, PLANNING & ZONING CODE and STAFF ANALYSIS:
Worthington Comprehensive Plan Update & 2005 Strategic Plan
Promote increased residential densities around Old Worthington provided it addresses targeted
housing markets, meets the architectural design guidelines, does not signiﬁcantly impact the
historic fabric, and provides interior parking. This should occur primarily within the ﬁrst block to
each side of High Street.
•

The proposal promotes residential densities around Old Worthington that addresses
targeted housing markets and should not impact the historic fabric of Old
Worthington.

Comprehensive Plan – Residential Development Pattern
The dominance of the single-family development in Worthington has created a situation where
few alternatives exist to the single-family home. Young professionals desiring to locate here and
looking for smaller starter units are limited to areas like Colonial Hills. Options are also limited
for people who wish to rent. Worthington residents in single-family homes that wish to change
their lifestyles after becoming empty nesters or losing a spouse are likewise limited. Often their
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options are to remain in their single-family home or leave the City altogether to find the type of
living unit they desire.
This gap in housing types has been recognized by the market. Apartment and cluster housing
developments have been built on the fringes of the community, particularly northeast of I-270 and
High Street, and to a lesser extent, south along Olentangy River Road and west toward Sawmill
Road. But all of these areas are far enough outside Worthington proper that the people living there
gravitate to other areas for their everyday needs. If one of Worthington's core missions is to be a
life-span community and provide housing alternatives to its residents across their life, then there
appear to be gaps in the available housing market. If properly designed and located, these alternate
housing types can be incorporated into Worthington's housing stock and fill missing segments that
will provide living opportunities for those who want to remain in the City. However, because there
is so little ground for new development, this will require redevelopment and higher densities to
achieve.
With no directed efforts by the City, there will be little change in the number or type of residential
units in Worthington over the next fifteen years. Provided the school district remains strong and
the City services high in quality, Worthington will remain a desirable place to live. Residents will
continue to maintain and invest in their homes, and new families will be attracted to the community
as single-family structures come up for sale. If additional residential units are added to the City's
housing stock, it will be primarily from infill or redevelopment. Demand for new residential units
in Worthington would be great, but area developers are largely ignoring Worthington because of
the lack of undeveloped land. There is the potential for some of the older, larger residential lots to
be purchased and subdivided or consolidated, but it would require determined effort and City
approval. Should a larger site become available for redevelopment, residential development
pressure would be substantial. Such a situation should be carefully controlled by the City, however,
as other uses may be more beneficial to Worthington, depending on the site. Regardless, if new
residential units are created within Worthington, they should be of a type that addresses the
demographic needs of the community identified herein.
•

The proposal offers options for residents that would like to stay in Worthington beside
staying in their existing single-family home. Provides options for those that wish to
rent vs. owning a home. The proposal goes towards Worthington’s goal to be a lifespan community and provide housing alternatives to its residents across their life.
The proposal does not impact the school system with additional children as the
proposed project is restricted to Senior Residential restricted to age fifty-five and
over. The increase in property taxes would be a net win for the schools as opposed to
typical single-family homes.

Comprehensive Plan – Summary of Residential Development:
• Residential land uses comprise 64% of the land in Worthington.
• Over 85% of residential housing is single-family unit structures.
• There is a mix of single units, duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes and townhomes scattered
throughout the City, including many in Old Worthington.
Comprehensive Plan – Strategic Analysis
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Improving City's Housing Balance Another significant issue facing the City is the imbalance in
the types of housing available within the City limits — assuming one of the goals of Worthington
is to be a life-span community. As discussed in Section II, there is a shortage of housing options
that allow a resident to live his or her entire life within Worthington. This requires a diversity of
housing that targets college graduates ("young professionals") and maturing adults ("empty
nesters"). Approximately 79% of the residential housing stock in Worthington is single-family
detached homes. Often young professionals are looking for lower entry costs, more of an active
community environment, less maintenance, and more amenities than the small starter-home offers.
This type of development is lacking within the City. At the other end of the spectrum, the newer
housing types that appeal to the empty nester are also fewer in number in Worthington proper. As
a result, many Worthington residents stay in the detached, single-family home they have been
living in for years, or they move out of the community. There is an opportunity to encourage the
provision of these housing types within Worthington.

The successful housing product to meet this need in Worthington is one that takes advantage of
the "urban village" living environment the city offers. This is not the typical suburban housing
model found throughout the surrounding area (which is usually repetitive, disconnected, of a single
house type, and reliant on the automobile to go anywhere). Connectivity and social interaction are
critical to urban village living so these residential developments will connect into the pedestrian
and street fabric and have a higher density that encourages contact and communication with
neighbors. This product, both in condominium and apartment form, will target those Worthington
residents whose children have left their single-family home ("empty nesters") and those former
children, newly on their own, who wish to come back to the City ("young professionals"). It will
place people in close proximity to Worthington activity centers and encourage them to be involved
in the City. For a more detailed description of Urban Village development, see the next page (p.
74).
The challenge is determining the appropriate location for such a product in a land-locked, fullydeveloped community. The market for these types of units in Worthington is limited only by the
supply of land. For the City, the major constraint in accommodating this urban village residential
redevelopment is the critical need Worthington has for commercial office ground. Reserving areas
for commercial office redevelopment is vital for Worthington's well-being and must take priority.
If and when sites become available for redevelopment, the strongest pressure will be for the sites
to become single-family residential neighborhoods. It is important to note that the City does not
need additional single-family detached neighborhoods. Areas targeted for residential
redevelopment should improve the housing imbalance with targeted products, not worsen it with
more detached, single-family product. New single-family, detached homes should only be built to
infill vacant lots in existing neighborhoods, replace existing ones, or as a small buffer for a larger
mixed-use development project.
•

The proposal improves the City’s housing balance concerning types of housing
available within the City. Works towards the goals of Worthington becoming a lifespan community. Provides a diversity of housing options aimed at empty nesters.
There are few opportunities to offer an alternative housing type within Worthington.
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Provides a housing option that is not necessarily automobile oriented due to its close
proximity to a grocery store, pharmacy, library, transit, Griswold Senior Center,
churches and other amenities in Old Worthington.
Comprehensive Plan – Residential Infill Redevelopment
Again, the challenge is finding appropriate locations for residential redevelopment in this fullydeveloped community. Figure 37 (page 77) identifies areas where urban village residential
redevelopment could successfully occur within Worthington. These areas consist of Worthington's
activity nodes (Old Worthington, Worthington Square), its existing multi-family residential
corridors (south High Street, west side of Proprietors Road), remaining clusters of rural residential
lots (E. Wilson Bridge Road, Worthington-Galena Road), and the two large potential
redevelopment sites (Methodist Children's Home and OSU Harding Hospital). Figure 37 is
provided to illustrate where non-single-family residential redevelopment could occur, though
some areas are more suitable than others.
•

The proposal meets the location recommended for urban village residential
development where non-single-family residential development could occur.

Comprehensive Plan – Activity Centers
Ideal locations for urban village residential redevelopment are in the City's more urban nodes
around Old Worthington and the Worthington Square. It is critical for any residential
condominium/apartment development in the Old Worthington area to complement the character
of the area and meet the City's Design Guidelines. Such development would have to be sensitively
placed — where the architecture, site plan, and design merit it. In addition to infill sites, the upper
floors of retail structures in Old Worthington should also be encouraged to return to residential
uses. This is a great way of adding residential density with little impact to the character of the
village center. Urban village residential infill can be accommodated around the Worthington
Square area and is described in more detail as part of the Freeway Commercial chapter (page 92).
•

The proposal meets the location recommended for urban village residential
development around Old Worthington. The development complements the character
of the area and incorporates the Design Guidelines into the development. The
proposal is sensitively placed on the site while respecting existing property rights and
neighboring properties while looking at the architecture, site plan and overall design
for the project.

Chapter 1174 – PUD – Planned Unit Development
1174.01 PURPOSE.
(a) The purpose of Planned Unit Development is to promote variety, flexibility and quality
for the development of properties in the City of Worthington. Planned Unit Development
allows for more creative planning and design and enables a greater range of uses than
traditional Zoning regulations. Planned Unit Development allows for the design and mix of
uses necessary to meet changing economic and demographic demands; permits
implementation of development standards, plans, studies, and guidelines adopted by the City
Council; and provides the opportunity to retain and enhance the character of the City, and
the health, safety and general welfare of the inhabitants.
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(b) Planned Unit Development is a process to create a Planned Use District (PUD) in which
development standards and uses are established for a Lot or Lots and becomes the Zoning
for the property.
1174.02 DEFINITIONS.
The definitions in Section 1101.01 and Chapter 1123 of the Planning and Zoning Code shall
apply to those terms used in this chapter. The defined terms are capitalized.
1174.03 GENERAL PROVISIONS.
(a) Preliminary Plan. The Preliminary Plan shall be submitted to the Municipal Planning
Commission to make a recommendation to the City Council, and which, if approved by the
City Council, becomes the Zoning for the property and permits preparation of the Final
Plan. The Preliminary Plan shall establish uses and development standards for the property
as detailed in drawings and Development Standards Text.
(b) Final Plan. The Final Plan shall be submitted to the Municipal Planning Commission
to review for conformance to the adopted PUD. The Final Plan may be approved in phases,
each of which shall implement the Development Standards and confirm uses for the property
as detailed in drawings and Development Standards Text.
(c) Subdivision. Preliminary and Final Subdivision Plats may be reviewed and approved
with a Preliminary Plan, and shall be in accordance with Title One of the Planning and
Zoning Code except as otherwise addressed pursuant to the PUD application and approval.
(d) Overlay Districts: Any PUD located in an Overlay District or the Architectural Review
District as defined in the Codified Ordinances of the City of Worthington shall comply with
the development standards of the District, except as otherwise provided expressly varied in
the Preliminary Plan.
(e) Ownership. The project area shall be in ownership or control by the applicant or the
applicant's designee at the time the application is made for a PUD. Subsequent transfer of
property shall not alter the applicability of the PUD application, or approved Preliminary
and Final Plans.
(f) Retail. Retail uses in any PUD shall be limited to 20,000 square feet in gross floor area.
1174.04 ALLOWABLE USES.
The mix of uses allowed in a PUD shall meet changing economic and demographic demands;
permit implementation of development standards, plans, studies and guidelines adopted by
the City Council; and/or provide the opportunity to retain and enhance the character of the
City, and the health, safety and general welfare of the inhabitants.

City Code Section 1174.08 PUD Procedures - Process:
(a)
Pre-application. The applicant may request review and feedback from City staff and/or the
Municipal Planning Commission prior to preparing a Preliminary Plan. No discussions,
opinions, or suggestions provided shall bind the applicant, or the City, or be relied upon by
the applicant to indicate subsequent approval or disapproval by the City.
(b)
Preliminary Plan.
(1) Municipal Planning Commission. The Municipal Planning Commission shall
recommend to the City Council that the application for PUD be approved as requested,
approved with modifications, or disapproved. In the event the Municipal Planning
Commission disapproves the application, the petitioner may elect not to have the same
recommended to the City Council.
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(c)

(2) City Council. Upon receipt of the recommendation of the Municipal Planning
Commission, the requested PUD shall be set forth in Ordinance form and shall thereafter
be introduced in writing at a meeting of the City Council, and the City Council shall fix a
date for a public hearing. Such hearing may be held on but not before the fourteenth day
following the fixing of the date or on any day thereafter. Notice of the public hearing shall
be given by announcement of the day, hour, place and subject, one time, in a newspaper of
general circulation in the City, and the hearing date and time shall be posted on the property
to be considered for the PUD. During the period between the fixing of the date of the
hearing and the date of the hearing, the Preliminary Plan, shall be kept on file in the office
of the Planning and Building Department for public examination during regular office
hours. The availability of such materials shall be indicated in the published notice of the
hearing.
After receiving from the Municipal Planning Commission the recommendations for the
proposed PUD and after holding the above public hearing, the City Council shall consider
such recommendations and vote on the passage of the proposed PUD Ordinance. The City
Council may, by a majority of all its members, adopt or reject the proposed Ordinance,
with or without change.
Final Plans.
(1) The Municipal Planning Commission shall review Final Plans for compliance with
the approved PUD Ordinance and shall:
A. Approve the Final Plan as requested;
B. Approve the Final Plan with modifications as agreed by the applicant which do
not change the essential character of the approved PUD and do not need review by the
City Council;
C. Recommend the Final Plan to the City Council with changes that require an
amendment to the PUD Ordinance; or
D. Disapprove the proposed Final Plan when said plan does not meet the
requirements of the PUD.

SECTION 6.03 POWERS AND DUTIES OF MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSION
The Municipal Planning Commission shall have the power to:
(1) Review and recommend any revisions to the Master Plan, official map, area plans, and
development standards of the City as often as necessary but not less frequently than
every five (5) years;
(2) Recommend to Council the disposition of requests for subdivision platting;
(3) Recommend to Council amendments to the zoning plan and ordinance of the
Municipality;
(4) Recommend to Council zoning changes and zoning for newly annexed areas;
(5) Determine or recommend to Council, as provided by ordinance, the disposition of
requests for conditional use permits;
(6) Cooperate with the regional planning commission and the planning commissions of
area municipalities;
(7) Act as the Board of Architectural Review as provided by ordinance. The Council shall
annually appoint as additional voting members of the Board of Architectural Review
two representatives of the Architectural Review District, one or both of whom shall be
a resident freeholder of said District;
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(8) Perform such other duties, not inconsistent with this Charter, as may be required by
ordinance.
In rendering a decision or recommendation, the Municipal Planning Commission shall
articulate its basis therefor, in writing, by reference to the relationship that decision or
recommendation has to the overall comprehensive planning goals of the City, which may be
found in the Master Plan, the zoning map, a course of zoning or subdivision practices by the
City, or any other acknowledged comprehensive strategy or goals previously established at
the time of the decision or recommendation. (Amended November 8, 2016 by City Charter.)
Architectural Review District – Purpose & Review Criteria:
The purpose of this chapter is to maintain a high character of community development, to protect
and preserve property, to promote the stability of property values and to protect real estate from
impairment or destruction of value for the general community welfare by regulating the exterior
architectural characteristics of structures and preservation and protection of buildings of
architectural or historical significance throughout the hereinafter defined Architectural
District. It is the further purpose of this chapter to recognize and preserve the distinctive
historical and architectural character of this community which has been greatly influenced by the
architecture of an earlier period in this community's history. These purposes shall be served by
the regulation of exterior design, use of materials, the finish grade line, landscaping and
orientation of all structures hereinafter altered, constructed, reconstructed, erected, enlarged or
remodeled, removed or demolished in the hereinafter defined Architectural District.
The Architectural Review Board is to issue a certificate of appropriateness, shall determine that
the application under consideration promotes, preserves and enhances the distinctive historical
village character of the community and would not be at variance with existing structures within
that portion of the district in which the structure is or is proposed to be located as to be detrimental
to the interests of the Districts as set forth in Section 1177.01. In conducting its review, the Board
shall make examination of and give consideration to the elements of the application including,
but not necessarily limited to:
(1) Height, which shall include the requirements of Chapter 1149 ;
(2) Building massing, which shall include in addition to the requirements of Chapter 1149 , the
relationship of the building width to its height and depth, and its relationship to the viewer's and
pedestrian's visual perspective;
(3) Window treatment, which shall include the size, shape and materials of the individual window
units and the overall harmonious relationship of window openings;
(4) Exterior detail and relationships, which shall include all projecting and receding elements of
the exterior, including but not limited to, porches and overhangs and the horizontal or vertical
expression which is conveyed by these elements;
(5) Roof shape, which shall include type, form and materials;
(6) Materials, texture and color, which shall include a consideration of material compatibility
among various elements of the structure;
(7) Compatibility of design and materials, which shall include the appropriateness of the use of
exterior design details;
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(8) Landscape design and plant materials, which shall include, in addition to requirements of this
Zoning Code, lighting and the use of landscape details to highlight architectural features or screen
or soften undesirable views;
(9) Pedestrian environment, which shall include the provision of features which enhance
pedestrian movement and environment, and which relate to the pedestrian's visual perspective;
(10) Signage, which shall include, in addition to requirements of Chapter 1170 , the
appropriateness of signage to the building.
(11) Sustainable Features, which shall include environmentally friendly details and conservation
practices such as solar energy panels, bike racks, and rain barrels.
In conducting its inquiry and review, the Board may request from the applicant such additional
information, sketches and data as it shall reasonably require. It may call upon experts and
specialists for testimony and opinion regarding the matters under examination. It may recommend
to the applicant changes in the plans that it considers desirable and may accept a voluntary
amendment to the application to include or reflect such changes. The Board shall keep a record of
its proceedings and shall append to the application copies of information, sketches and data needed
to clearly describe any amendment to it.
When its review is concluded, the Board will determine by a vote of its members, whether the
application for a certificate of appropriateness shall be approved. If approved by four or more of
its members, the Board shall return the application and appended material to the Director of
Planning and Building with the instruction that the certificate of appropriateness be issued,
provided all other requirements for a permit, if applicable, are met. The certificate of
appropriateness shall be valid for eighteen months from the date of approval, or such extension as
may be granted by the Board. If not approved, the Board shall return the application and appended
material to the applicant with a notice that the certificate of appropriateness shall not be issued
because the application did not meet the criteria and standards set forth herein.
Worthington Design Guidelines
New commercial/institutional development sites generally are larger than existing sites and may
involve one large or many smaller land parcels. They might include land that has never been
developed, or that has some existing development that could be removed for new development.
These sites often have natural and man-made features that serve as enhancements to a
development or that blend in with the existing built environment of the city. Natural features
include watercourses, distinct topography, and mature trees. Man-made features include fences,
stone walls, gardens and plantings, and historic buildings. Planning for the development of a new
site should include an inventory and evaluation of features, and the development should retain
those that add scenic or historic value or that help integrate the new development into the existing
cityscape.
Connecting new development with what has come before is an important consideration. In the
past, new commercial development tended to extend the urban fabric, building at the edges of
existing development. Most development after the mid-20th century, which had an automobile
orientation, went to the edge of town and grew as separate shopping centers or individual
buildings with little to connect them physically.
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In Worthington, new developments should build upon and extend the pedestrian scale and
walkability of the city’s commercial heart. Efforts to establish this connection can include
multiple pathways to existing streets, following traditional grid street patterns in commercial
developments, and extending amenities such as sidewalks, lawns and shade trees into new
developments.
Scale refers to the apparent size of a building and its components in relation to the size of a human
being and in comparison to adjacent buildings. Buildings are often referred to as being either
grand or intimate in scale. The city of Worthington, with few exceptions, expresses an intimate
scale – especially in Old Worthington’s Central Business District – that contributes to a sense of
comfort and friendliness attractive to residents or visitors.
Form and massing are related concepts. The combination of various geometric forms leads to the
overall massing of a building. A rectangular wing attached to a square building, for example,
might result in a T-shaped or L-shaped form.
In Old Worthington, the form and massing of every building is not always apparent because there
are so many shared walls. Generally, commercial and institutional buildings in this area are
rectangular in form, with a simple massing as a result. Some properties, such as churches, have
wings or additions that made their massing more complex.
New construction in Old Worthington should take special care to employ scale, form, and
massing that are similar to and compatible with existing building designs. To maintain the
predominant sense of scale in Old Worthington, most buildings should be two stories in height;
in some instances, two-and-a-half stories may be appropriate but this must be evaluated on a caseby-case basis. Rectangular forms and simple massing, designed to resemble the characteristics of
existing buildings, are the most appropriate in Old Worthington.
Any construction of new commercial buildings should maintain the same setback as adjacent
buildings. Retention of the area’s continuous commercial facades is a high priority. In designing
new institutional structures, study existing buildings of this type. Select a setback that is
consistent with code requirements but that also is appropriate for the size, shape and scale of the
new structure.
In Old Worthington, many roofs are flat, but there also are gable and mansard roofs. This variety
in roof shape helps give the area its character. Outside Old Worthington there is a similar variety
in newer commercial and institutional structures. New infill structures should employ roof shapes
typical of Old Worthington and selected specifically for compatibility with the roof shapes of
immediately adjacent structures. Roof heights of new buildings should approximate those of
existing buildings and should not be significantly higher or
lower.
Brick is the predominant building material in Old Worthington, but wood can also be found.
Traditionally, these were the materials used by builders in downtown districts. There are some
modern materials, but the historic ones are the most apparent; some of the brick has been painted
Page 20 of 55
ARB/MPC January 9, 2020
Minutes

and some remains unpainted. New buildings in this area should employ only traditional wood
and brick. Contemporary materials that simulate wood can be acceptable if done well, and brick
veneer construction over a wood frame also is acceptable. Observe existing historic buildings to
see how materials are used: brick patterns; types of wood surfaces; and decorative uses of these
materials in wall surfaces. Consider using similar techniques to provide visual interest and variety
in a new building.
Windows in commercial/institutional buildings are important elements in architectural
compositions. This is especially so in the case of commercial storefront windows, which create a
connection between the interior of a retail space and the exterior space outside. Upper floor
windows are also important, since they help define the pattern of solids and voids along the
streetscape. This is particularly true in Old Worthington, where these patterns have long been a
part of the area’s character. New buildings built in Old Worthington should follow traditional
window patterns on the first and the upper floors. Traditional storefront design should prevail on
the first floor, with individual windows on upper floors. Observe the size, proportions, and
spacing of storefront and upper floor windows on Old Worthington buildings. Use these as a
guide in developing a new building design to enhance the new structure’s compatibility with
existing buildings. For new buildings, simple 1 over 1 double-hung sash are the most appropriate
(and usually least expensive) for upper floor use. Avoid multiple-paned effects and ornamental
windows such as stained glass.
Doors and the entrances surrounding them -- entries – are significant elements in a building
design. Traditionally they were focal points of building facades, often located symmetrically and
made easily visible so it was readily apparent where people should enter a building. More recent
building designs often downplay the entry to the point that it becomes simply a slight variation
in a continuous facade. In new infill construction, follow traditional door and entrance design that
can be found throughout Old Worthington. Entries may be symmetrically or asymmetrically
placed; doors should be solid wood or glazed in the upper half. Simple trim around the entrance
will help distinguish it as the point of entry to the building. Simple paneled doors are the most
appropriate; avoid heavily ornate doors.
Ornamentation makes a building more visually appealing and distinguishes it from other
structures. Worthington’s commercial buildings display ornamentation trends from the early 19th
century to the early 20th. This was a period of increasingly ornate ornamentation as the 19th
century progressed and increasing simplicity during the early 20th century. The variety of
ornamentation and detail in Old Worthington shows how much variety could be achieved among
buildings that otherwise were fairly plain and followed traditional commercial design concepts.
Observe Worthington’s historic architecture for information on the kinds and amounts of
ornamentation employed on various commercial/institutional building styles and periods. When
designing a new commercial building in Old Worthington, use ornamentation conservatively.
Use it in traditional locations around windows and doors and along the cornice. Use simple forms
to create ornamentation. A reflection or simulation of complex 19th century ornamentation
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usually is more successful than trying to duplicate the actual appearance. Sometimes just a little
ornamentation can have a major impact.
Color can have a significant impact upon a building’s design and appearance, and the
Architectural Review Board encourages the use of colors appropriate to the buildings and the
overall character of Worthington. There is a policy of flexibility in color use, and the Board can
provide information on appropriate selections. There are no hard and fast requirements for
particular colors or color combinations. Once again, however, it will be instructive to study
Worthington’s existing commercial/institutional building stock to get a sense of appropriate
colors and combinations of colors. Avoid removing paint from older painted brick walls, since
paint removal processes can damage soft older bricks. Unpainted brick walls should remain
unpainted, the better to reflect their historic character. In general, avoid bright colors not typical
on Worthington commercial buildings. For new infill buildings select colors compatible with
those already used along the streetscape. Most buildings use light colors for the building body
and darker colors for the trim. Following this pattern is encouraged. Avoid using too many colors.
Usually one body color and one trim color are sufficient.

Staff Comments:
Use Considerations:
Senior residential is an appropriate use for this site as it is currently being used for the same use
and is in close proximity to a grocery store, pharmacy, library, transit, senior center, churches and
other amenities in Old Worthington.
Design Considerations:
• The proposed structure is two-story to three-story structure. The Design Guidelines for new
residential and new commercial/industrial recommends buildings should not be higher than 2
½ stories in height; some instances 2 ½ stories may be appropriate but should be evaluated on
a case-by-case basis.
o The current zoning on the majority of the property permits a maximum height of 40’,
however your typical neighboring residential lot would have a maximum height of 30’ feet
permitted by zoning.
• New construction in Old Worthington should employ scale, form, and massing similar to and
compatible with existing building designs. Although there are other two to three-story
structures in Old Worthington, the residential structures in the immediate vicinity of this
project are smaller in scale. Kilbourne Middle School, Saint John’s Episcopal Church, Hunting
Bank and the Old Worthington Library are in the immediate vicinity and are larger in scale
and height and some have additional topography difference.
• Design changes to address the overall height:
o The applicant moved the three-story portion of the building back from Stafford Ave. to the
center of the site and lowered the heights and roof lines on the proposed building. The
three-story portion previously had hipped roofs and cupolas that have since been removed
to bring down the building height. Please see Sheet C1-C27.
o The previous three-story building with a cupola on Stafford Ave. had a height of 53’ with
a roof ridge of 38.5 and is now reduced to 51.6’ with the cupola to a roof ridge of 34.8’ in
height.
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•
•
•

o The three-story portion of the building previously showed a height of 60’ for the cupolas
and 39’ for the roof ridge. The cupolas on the three-story portions of the building have
been removed and the height has been reduced to 36’ for the roof ridge.
o The building setbacks along Hartford St. have increased by 4’ to 5’ and pushed the building
back 40’ to 60’ around the Sycamore.
Parking is typically desired to be screened from streets by buildings or landscaping. The
amount of proposed parking would likely be sufficient, however there may still be residents
and guests that park along Hartford St. and E. Stafford Ave. near those unit entrances.
The proposed pole light fixtures may allow a view of the light source at 8’ and 12’ high. Also,
when exposed bases are used for light poles, coloring the base to match the poles is typically
required.
The proposed courtyards do not feel like something the general public would use; however,
they do provide a nice amenity for the residents and those visiting.

Items that previously needed addressed:
1. Tree Protection Plan for the 56” Pin Oak and the 46” Sycamore is needed during construction
and demolition. – Language added to the Development Text and will be finalized with the
Architectural Review Board application and PUD Final Plan
2. Total size of caliper inches of trees for removal of healthy trees in needed for the replacement
calculations. Updated information has been provided and is now referenced in the
Development Text and Development Plan.
3. Location of the condensing units and verification that they will be able to be screened from
view. Language was added to the Development Text stating that that all condensing units
shall be placed on the roof, and long with other mechanical equipment shall be screened
from public view.
4. Bicycle racks will be required to be installed at various locations on the site. Bicycle racks
have been added to the Development Plan and Development Text along E. Stafford Ave.
Final Design will be finalized with the Architectural Review Board application.
5. Fire Department Comments:
• The applicant will continue to work with the Worthington Fire Department. All
comments will be addresses at with the Architectural Review Board application and
PUD Final Plan.
6. Additional information is needed related to the proposed fencing materials and styles proposed
for the perimeter of the site. Updated information has been provided in the Development
Text and Development Plan.
7. Additional information is needed on the materials that will be used for the retaining walls.
Updated information has been provided in the Development Text and Development Plan.
8. Lighting
• Brightness and color temperature needed for the proposed LED lighting.
• Possibly use bollard style lighting along Hartford St., Stafford Ave. and the parking area
that are smaller in scale than what is proposed. The following language has been added
to the Development Text stating that all decorative light poles shall be not higher than
12-feet, and the concrete bases shall not be exposed for public sidewalk pedestrian
lighting. Light color shall be 2,700 K or less. Light level shall be zero-foot candles at
the property line. Freestanding decorative lighting fixtures will be finalized with the
Architectural Review Board application.
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9. Service & Engineering Department Comments:
• The applicant will continue to work with the Department of Service & Engineering.
All comments will be addressed with the Architectural Review Board application and
PUD Final Plan.
10. Additional information is needed on the materials height and location of the proposed signage.
The exact sign and material will be finalized with the Architectural Review Board
application.
11. Clarification needed as it pertains to the proposed parking for the site. The Development Text
and Development Plan have both been updated to reflect the correct information. The
applicant will be providing the required number of parking spaces as outline in the PUD.
12. Public Amenities for the project need to be discussed and clarified. The following items have
been added as amenities:
• Decorative benches and brickwork have been added to the Development Plan and
Development Text along E. Stafford Ave. Final design will be finalized with the
Architectural Review Board application.
• Bicycle racks have been added to the Development Plan and Development Text along
E. Stafford Ave. Final Design will be finalized with the Architectural Review Board
application.
• The Development Plan and Development Text have been modified to show all
sidewalks at 5’ in width.
• Decorative lighting has been shown along Hartford St. and Stafford Ave.
Freestanding decorative lighting fixtures will be finalized with the Architectural
Review Board application.
Board & Commission Discussion:
The Municipal Planning Commission will need to make a recommendation to City Council on an
application concerning the rezoning of the property from the AR-4.5, AR-6.5 and R-10 Districts
to a PUD. The requested rezoning of these properties would ultimately permit the construction of
the proposed two-story to three-story 85-unit development on the site. Although the Architectural
Review Board will not vote on the plan until after the zoning is amended, the Municipal Planning
Commission must take the Design Guidelines for the Architectural Review District into
consideration as part of the PUD Development Standards. MPC members must determine if the
proposed development meets the intent of the Design Guidelines and the Comprehensive Plan
based on the presented information.
The Architectural Review Board should plan to table the ARB application.
The following motion can be approved or denied by the Municipal Planning Commission.
Discussion:
Mr. Coulter asked if the applicant was present. George Tabit, 2245 North Bank Dr., Columbus,
Ohio, Vice-President of Senior Housing Development for National Church Residences, said he
would like to present an overview of the discussions from the past year up until now. He said he
first wanted to talk about their residents because he is frequently asked how they are doing while
going through the changes over the past year. Mr. Tabit said in 2018, before they made their first
application to the ARB they met with their residents to explain that the Stafford Village
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Apartments had become unsustainable and that they would need to pursue a redevelopment of the
community if they were going to continue to be able to offer affordable housing at that location.
He said that created a lot of anxiety because that is a lot of change for an elderly adult to swallow
at once. Mr. Tabit said he was happy to say over the past year and a few months their very
dedicated staff has been working hard with the residents to put them at ease. They made them
aware they are eligible for $10,000.00 worth of relocation assistance, and they have worked with
the residents individually by helping them with budgeting and preparing applications and take
them on tours to other communities. Mr. Tabit said although no one has been asked to move at
this point, many residents said they were ready to go ahead and make a move. Of the 57 apartments
at the Stafford Village location that is subject to the PUD application, about 30 residents have
chosen to go ahead and move to a different temporary location. He said they will all be welcomed
back at the end of construction at the same rent that they were currently paying. Of the 30 residents,
a little more than half are in the Worthington area or in another National Church Residence
community and some of their needs have changed and they are at a higher level of care with
affordable assisted living in which they operate in the City of Gahanna, Ohio.
Mr. Tabit introduced Sandy Evans, who lived at Stafford Village for about ten years, and Loreal
Trammer, who is one of their Service Coordinators, and is the contact person for when people need
Meals On Wheels or some other service they might need to be connected to. She also helped with
the relocation of the residents. Ms. Evans now lives at a brand-new facility called Avondale which
opened in Dublin. She has moved from a studio apartment to a one-bedroom apartment and she
loves it there. Ms. Evans is also part of a Bible group she studies with, but she still wants to come
back to Stafford Village.
Mr. Tabit said he wanted to summarize some of the events up to this point. In the earlier part of
the decade, when community leaders like Mike Duffey were here and others at the Worthington
Presbyterian Church began to realize that this Stafford Village Community had been developed
and built and operated and owned by Worthington Presbyterian Church since 1970 was becoming
unsustainable. They saw that deferred maintenance was beginning to accumulate and they realized
that within the community they did not have the resources to guarantee carrying forward that
affordable mission into the future. In 2016, National Church Residences came to an agreement
with the church that they could take over their portion of the property. Historically, they had
twenty three market rate apartments of their own which were also built in 1970 and NCR had been
managing the WPC property for most of that time. In 2016 they took over the WPC properties
and made a promise to find a way to continue to carry forward the affordable housing mission that
the Presbyterian Church had started so long ago. In order to do that they have some pretty
significant capital needs, particularly at the site where they have applied for the PUD. In the past
eighteen months, they have spent $30,000.00 dollars just tending to sanitary sewers which are
beginning to crumble underneath as the buildings sink. They have had aluminum wiring which
has had to be replaced in four or five of the apartments already as they begin to experience
electrical problems. He said the biggest issue is the size of the apartments. They have 38
apartments that are 380 square feet or less, and some of them are 330 square feet. Mr. Tabit said
that is the size of his family room. The small size might be okay for kids, but not for adults with
mobility issues, and most of their residents need some type of assistance with daily living. He
said you cannot negotiate a doorway, and the units do not meet modern accessibility standards, so
they need to take action to deal with that and the residents deserve better. The community cannot
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continue as it is - they realize there is a need for change. They also realize this is a very sensitive
neighborhood. They understand there are historic issues, and this is a community that the
neighbors care about and are deeply interested in and committed to the welfare of residents and
they took that very seriously. In 2018, two years ago from this point, they began a process of
outreach to the community before they engaged any architect or designer and before they put any
ideas to paper. Mr. Tabit said they first started by listening and held open houses with the
neighbors and met with City Council members and some of the ARB members and held meetings
at the library and the Griswold and they listened to what the community wanted. Mr. Tabit said
they also completed a statistically valid phone survey of Worthington residents to understand
opinions about senior housing and then they began putting together some plans.
Mr. Tabit said they did another round of meetings with all those same folks and gathered some
more feedback, tweaked their plans, and then in 2018 they made their first proposal to the ARB
regarding the Stafford Village concept. He said they heard a lot more feedback and went back to
the drawing board and did a lot more work and then submitted another version of their plan. He
said they have been incredibly dedicated gathering community input and this project deserved a
thoughtful process. Mr. Tabit said their approach to preparing a plan, which has been based on
community input has worked. He said they had a tremendous amount of community support and
he was proud to say that the Worthington Resource Pantry Chair attended the last hearing and
spoke on their behalf and expressed their organization’s formal support of the project. The City’s
Community Relations Commission has formally supported them with two letters and their Chair
came to the last meeting as well to express their support. The Worthington Presbyterian Church
has submitted letters of support expressing their admiration for how they have gone about the
process of providing affordable housing at Stafford Village and most importantly the neighbors
have shown up as well and sent letters of support and provided their testimony to say they thought
this was a good plan.
Mr. Tabit said Mr. Brian Jones is a fantastic architect and recognized as being one of the best in
the region and felt the plans spoke for themselves. He said one of the things they found while
doing the telephone survey was that one in three residents knew an older adult who had to move
out of the city within the past five years because they could not find appropriate housing and 81%
percent of those surveyed felt the City of Worthington should do more to support senior housing.
Mr. Tabit said people understood that scattered site single family cottage style development is not
an economically viable way to offer affordable senior housing that can be sustained into the future.
They value an economically inclusive neighborhood and they understand adding market rate
apartments is a way to add more senior housing and carry the mission of Stafford Village forward
on an ongoing basis by adding market rate and affordable senior housing.
Mr. Reis said there were several letters and emails asking questions about the cost of market rate
apartments and the affordable units for when those residents come back and what would be
included in those costs. He said some people believe that new development would be too costly
for Worthington residents so he would like to know how NCR rates compare to those around the
rest of the world.
Mr. Tabit said what they are offering was not a rent, but a monthly fee which includes
housekeeping, a meal plan, transportation services, an activities coordinator, and front desk
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functions. There are a whole lot of services available for seniors, and if living independently, they
might have to write checks for individually, and NCR’s plan has a lot of services all rolled into
one.
Mr. Tabit said for comparison, Danbury Living for seniors, around the corner on Snouffer Road,
has a 650 square foot apartment for $4,800.00 dollars per month, and a two-bedroom unit was
$5,100.00 per month. Powell Senior Living on Sawmill Parkway, charges $4,400.00 dollars for a
one-bedroom unit, and $4,900.00 for a two-bedroom unit. Mr. Tabit said when it comes senior
living there is a middle level that is missing. There are places like the ones he just named and
Stafford Village which qualifies based on income, but there is very little for in between, so what
they are doing is trying to do is find the middle ground with their apartments. On average, for
their one and two bedroom units, rent would run from around $3,000.00 dollars or more and would
include the other services, which would be significantly less than the other competitors, and they
are doing that to keep the affordable housing mission moving forward. Mr. Schuster asked what
the affordable units would receive, and Mr. Tabit explained they would have a least one shared
meal per day, likely the breakfast program, and access to all the physical amenities, as well as the
others in the two other locations. Mr. Coulter asked what the residents would pay if they return to
Stafford Village and Mr. Tabit explained they would pay the same price as they were paying before
they were relocated. He said the average is under $525.00 dollars per month.
Mr. Foust asked if those rates would change when those residents moved out and someone new
moved in and Mr. Tabit said yes. He said part of their agreement with Worthington Presbyterian
Church, which is still being worked on with the City of Worthington, would be a formula-based
rent. The rents would be set at an affordability formula which would be less than 60% of the area
median income.
Mr. Coulter asked the Director of Law, Tom Lindsey, to explain. Mr. Lindsey said since the last
meeting there have been several discussions back and forth regarding the affordable housing
component, and they identified a process by which they will have an agreement between the City
and NCR that makes those commitments regarding the affordable housing units. He said the
enforceability of that, like any other contract, if breached, they would have the ability to pursue
remedies in court, whether an injunction or equitable relief to enforce those components. Mr.
Lindsey said based on their discussions, and the research he had done, he felt professionally
confident in the ability for the city to do so. Mr. Lindsey explained he has over thirty years of
municipal practice and rarely says anything is for certain because he has seen the courts do things
he thought they would not do, but in his professional opinion he felt confident about this
mechanism because the City would have enforcement rights if there was a problem down the road.
Mr. Lindsey said it was also the City’s intention that a reference to that agreement would be part
of the PUD process.
Mr. Schuster asked how many of the current residents could afford to live in the new development.
Mr. Tabit said he was not sure of the answer to Mr. Schuster’s question. Mr. Schuster said the
reason he asked was because he heard that the Social Security Administration projects the average
Social Security check for 2020 would be $1,500.00 dollars per month and that for single women,
90% depend on their Social Security check for living income and would that be affordable for
those current residents. Mr. Tabit reiterated all the residents were welcomed to come back at their
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current rent. He said the standard they are using is a model after a low-income tax credit program
which is the largest federal program for creating affordable housing. Mrs. Holcombe explained
the residents would not be paying for the utilities. Mr. Hofmann asked if the current residents who
were paying $525.00 per month were getting additional services now and Mr. Tabit explained they
were receiving a grant from HUD. He continued to explain NCR has over 330 affordable housing
communities across the country and literally wrote the book for HUD on how to provide service
coordination to residents. He said they are able to leverage their expertise in order to get the grant
funding. Mr. Tabit said historically, they have been able to provide additional service coordination
to their affordable residents based on their ability to win the grants.
Mr. Coulter said next he would open the discussion to the audience. He said they had received
more correspondence about this project than any he was aware of in his history with the City and
he had read everything. He said it meant a lot to receive that information.
Tom Burns, 1006 Kilbourne Dr., Worthington, Ohio, thanked the Board for reading the letters and
emails from the residents. He also extended kudos to Mr. Brown and the representatives from
NCR for their time at the previous lengthy meeting. Mr. Burns would love to be able to take care
of his parents and have them living 700 feet from his house and know they are safe. He wanted to
share he is in support of this project.
Claire Brofford, 779 Oxford St., Worthington, Ohio, said she was at the meeting to show her
support for NCR. She said she has lived in Worthington long enough to see her taxes doubled,
and she is the parent of children who attend Worthington schools and she has seen the
overcrowding condition of the schools. She felt the project was a perfect fit for what is needed in
Worthington. Ms. Brofford said this project would not add more students to the schools or traffic,
and said NCR is a great company and should be applauded for the patience they have had with this
project and felt the drawings were gorgeous. She said some people have been very vocal about
the project because they do not want any changes, but things start to fall apart, and change becomes
necessary. Ms. Brofford thanked the Board members and NCR for being such good listeners, and
said she was supportive of the project.
Scott Green, 74 Glen Dr., Worthington, Ohio, said he is a resident of Worthington, Ohio, and
would like to support NCR for this project. He said the existing structures are functionally obsolete
and cannot safely address the needs of the residents, and as is, Stafford Village cannot meet the
needs of Worthington’s aging population. Mr. Green said if the City does not allow the Stafford
Village project to move forward, he felt the properties would eventually become vacant and the
property could then be sold to someone else. If the property was sold to someone else, they may
take advantage of the current zoning and build something else that would not address the needs of
the aging population. Mr. Green felt this was a very good project and asked the Board members
for approval.
Tammy Ament, 897 Morning St., Worthington, Ohio, said this development is in her immediate
backyard, so she commended the design team and architect and thanked them for the time they
have spent with her, her family, and the community around them. She said they have worked with
them and addressed many of their concerns. Ms. Ament said she has seen the inside of many of
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the buildings and that the residents deserve better living conditions and the buildings were not
sustainable to continue in the condition in which they are today.
Chris Rule, 539 Park Overlook Dr., Worthington, Ohio, said he wanted to say thank you for doing
this job, and that you probably do not get a lot of people saying thank you. He wanted to commend
the representatives from NCR. He said he has been engaged in conversations within his
neighborhood of Colonial Hills and NCR has been very good about addressing their concerns and
they have had many positive discussions. He stated that there has been a very positive conversation
in his neighborhood concerning the redevelopment of Stafford Village. He mentioned that anytime
there has been a question he has been able to reach out to NCR and receive a response concerning
his question. He Mr. Rule said the support for senior housing definitely exists and he heard
someone make a suggestion to use the Boundless property, and he would also be supportive of
them using that property also. This one building is not going to solve the senior housing needs, it
is only a dent. Supportive of the project being sustainable in the fact that they are not relying on
the government to pay for this. He said after seeing their work, he hoped that more projects were
in the works because he would like to see NCR continue to serve the need for senior housing in
his neighborhood.
Mr. Michael Bates, 6560 Evening St., Worthington, Ohio, spoke in support of the NCR project,
and said NCR has proven over the past two years that they are a reputable company to do business
with and they care about seniors and they do quality work. Mr. Bates said he took a tour of an
NCR Westerville, Ohio, facility about a year ago while it was still under construction and said the
building appeared to be built for the long haul, and they would also be responsible for the
maintenance of that building unlike some other developers we have seen in the City. He said NCR
has already demonstrated their commitment to the city by how they have handled the existing
residents in helping to relocate them to other facilities, the $10,000.00 dollar stipend they offered,
and how much feedback they have taken from the citizens of Worthington and modified their plans
to try to appease the concerns some of the citizens had. He said Mr. Brown has a handle on the
aesthetics and details of the project, so they should focus on who they want to do business with as
a city and what kind of services would be offered to the residents.
Dr. Jack Conrath, 129 E. South St., Worthington, Ohio, said he and his wife left the German
Village area about fifteen years ago because his wife was offered the position to be the Super
Intendent of Worthington City Schools. He said it was a great decision for them, but prior to
making that decision they thought they should do a little research on the community and they
discovered some delightful information. They discovered two famous names, Thomas
Worthington and James Kilbourne, both lead the movement for anti-slavery around the 1800s. Mr.
Kilbourne gave up all of his slaves and Mr. Worthington would not buy the property until the issue
of slavery was resolved. He said there is no question that we should provide the best housing
possible for seniors in old Worthington. They would be close to shopping, close to the library,
and close to the senior center, downtown and the Farmers Market. He reference the December
1968 vote of Worthington City Council that originally approved the development of senior housing
at this location. He stated that at the time there was opposition to providing approximately 90
senior housing units, however City Council felt it was the right thing to do. Dr. Conrath said
Thomas Worthington and James Kilbourne would be high fiving each other if they heard the
discussion from this evening about providing quality senior care. He said for the past twenty-five
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years, he has been teaching Facility Planning at The Ohio State University so he understood the
need for public meetings and he appreciated the constructive debate, but this has gone on for two
years and they have looked at alternatives, and the city officials have done their job of looking at
this closely, and he believed this was a very good solution. He encouraged the Board and everyone
else to support this project. He also thank the Board for their service to the community.
Mr. Dick Posey, 340 Longfellow Ave., Worthington, Ohio, said he moved to Worthington with
his mother in 1963 to 364 E. Stafford Avenue, so he has seen development come to fruition and
now is the time to do something different. He said he took his hat off to city staff, NCR, and to
you and encouraged everyone to support this project.
Mrs. Suzanne Seals, 123 E. New England Ave., Worthington, Ohio, stated that she was going to
rain on the parade tonight. She said she brought a document with her which listed nine specific
violations of Worthington’s Design Guideline and Comprehensive Plan and she wanted this
document entered into public record. She said she found them in the Stafford Village materials
that were prepared for this evening’s meeting. Mrs. Seals said city staff recommended approval
of the plan despite the incompatibilities with the official Design Guidelines and Comprehensive
Plan. Mrs. Seals quoted language from the Design Guideline and said the site was inappropriate
for the building due to its scale and massing that were not similar and compatible with existing
building design. The building was too tall and did not conform to the Guidelines that roof heights
of new buildings should approximate those of existing buildings and should not be significantly
higher or lower. She said the building did not express intimate detail and did not maintain the
predominate sense of scale in old Worthington and in her opinion, would negatively impact the
historic fabric of old Worthington. Mrs. Seals said the building was not sensitively placed on the
site because it fills the site. She quoted more language from the Design Guidelines and said the
building did not respect the existing property rights and neighboring properties and said she felt
the building was intrusive for the neighbors.
Mrs. Seals quoted from the Comprehensive Plan and said increased residential densities should
occur primarily within the first block to each side of High Street and this site did not meet that.
She said one or two inconsistencies with the Guidelines would be understandable, but she felt there
were too many to ignore. She said she did not know how the Commission could grant a Certificate
of Appropriateness for this project because of the Design Guidelines. She said because of the
breach of city guidelines and plans she would like for this proposal to not be approved this evening
and any other decisions should be delayed while other options and modifications should be
discussed by all members of the community. Mrs. Seals said this building was too large and
Worthington has detailed guidelines for preserving Worthington’s character and she urged the
Board to honor them and that new development adhere to them.
Ms. Anne Harnish, 620 Tucker Dr., Worthington, Ohio, said she has lived in Worthington for
fifteen years. She felt the building was lovely, and a big improvement over what is there now.
Ms. Harnish said she used to be the Director for the Ohio Department of Aging and that is the first
time she met representatives from NCR, and they have over a thirty year history of operating these
great communities all over the country and especially in Ohio. She urged the Board to support the
proposal.
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Mr. Jeff Roe, 291 E. North St., Worthington, Ohio, said his street has a wide variety of housing.
Proprietors Road has a lot of apartments and duplexes, and he felt this site would be a good location
for single family homes. He said he felt the structure was enormous for the site and asked if there
was a plan for the rest of the remaining homes on Hartford Street.
Ms. Yvonne Breland, 414 E. Clearview Ave., Worthington, Ohio, said she wanted to commend
everyone that has worked on this project and important piece of land, and said change needs to
happen. She said she agreed this is a building for a major street. She also said she did not feel that
she would be able to live there because she would not quality for the lower level, nor could she
afford to live there otherwise. Ms. Breland said the structure is isolating and she could not see
ingress or egress for the tenants to be able to be part of the community. She said the building
looked like an assisted living facility with nice surroundings but was not sure if appropriate for the
site. She asked if there was another type of housing for seniors that would be more appropriate.
Mr. Michael Ball, 925 Robbins Way, Worthington, Ohio, retired architect, and resident of
Worthington for thirty years, said he learned about NCR about three years ago when some friends
of his moved into one of NCR’s facilities and he had lunch with them. He said he later received a
call from NCR to see if he had any interest in one of their facilities. Mr. Ball said he learned a
little bit about these kinds of facilities, the cost and the value. He said he felt this was an incredibly
important site for Worthington and because it is such an important site it deserves a really strong
project, and he felt this is an incredibly strong project. Mr. Ball said he is saying that because he
is a resident who is excited about this addition to the community and saying it as a senior citizen
who could possibly live in a place such as this, and saying it as an architect who has watched the
evolution of the design of this project. The current proposal is gracious in character. He urged the
Board members to vote in favor of the proposal.
Ms. Connie Yount, 7 Hartford Ct., Worthington, Ohio, said her home is across the street from the
proposed development. She said the building was beautiful, but felt the structure was intrusive.
Ms. Yount said when they did their property surroundings comparison, she felt they did not look
at their residential property but instead looked at other properties scattered throughout
Worthington. Ms. Yount felt the structure was too tall. She stated that they didn’t look at the
immediate properties when they were doing their comparison, they looked throughout the City.
She said she realized there were many supporters for the project present at the meeting, but those
supporters do not live next to her or the proposed development. She believes that NCR should
rethink the scale of this project. Her property is already dwarfed by the surrounding buildings on
High Street and on North Street, and now coming down Hartford Street. Ms. Yount said she does
believe something needs to be done for the seniors in their current living situation, but she did not
feel this proposal was the answer. Please take a step back and rethink this project.
Mr. Coulter asked for those who have not been sworn in yet to stand and raise their right hand to
be sworn in by Mr. Brown. Mr. Brown administered the swearing in of additional witnesses who
wanted to testify.
Mr. Chris Hermann, 7035 Rieber St., Worthington, Ohio, thanked all of the Commission, Board
members and staff for all the hard work they do, and said he appreciated how they all make the
proposals better and he appreciated the community for showing up for a civil dialogue on these
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kinds of matters. Mr. Hermann said NCR is a fantastic organization, a national leader, and the
city is lucky to have them bring in a project to Worthington. Mr. Hermann felt the proposal was
outstanding. He said he has worked with the architect, Brian Jones, who is a nationally known
architect, and we were lucky to have him in central Ohio. He said Mr. Jones’s work was
exceptional. Mr. Hermann said he heard residents speak about the Design Guidelines and said he
was involved with those and knows the authors who he believed would say the intent was within
the Guidelines and fit within the character of Worthington. Mr. Hermann mentioned the authors
names of the Design Guidelines and urged residents to speak with them about how this
development fits within the character of Worthington. He said the Plan tries to balance many
things, but the big piece of what was heard from the community is the desire for a life span
community where people can grow up and remain in Worthington throughout their lives. One of
the areas where there is a deficit is senior housing.
Ms. Paula Ryan, 1044 Firth Ave., Worthington, Ohio, said she has been a resident of Worthington
since 1960 and she liked to talk about facts. In 2017, the Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission
conducted a study and found that 80% of Worthington residents believe that more must be done
to ensure older adults in this community can stay home for life and she agreed with that. She said
she grew up on East Clearview Avenue and would like to be able to retire one day and live in
Worthington. She also thanked Mr. Tabit and NCR for bringing their project to Worthington.
Ms. Ellen Scherer, 112 E. New England Ave., Worthington, Ohio. She said people who have
concerns should not be dismissed and her concerns were for senior housing. She was concerned
about people being able to afford the new apartments and said the average social security check
was for $1,500.00 dollars, and most people would not be able to afford such an apartment. She is
concerned that those leaving would not return and then would not come back and be at market
rate. There are more people in need than those at the $3,000-$4,000 rent. Maybe we should build
more condos for people to have options. Upper Arlington did a survey to hear that people wanted
more housing options/condos for those that wanted housing to own not rent. She is concerned
about the low income. She has fears about gentrification of the historic district and will impact
low income elderly out of the area because of the high rents. This will change the surrounding
neighborhood by pushing people out just by the gentrification. There will be pressure by
developers to come in and tear down and build new. Ms. Scherer said in 2017, NCR backed off
of proposal of a 100-unit, three story development at the corner of Kenny Rd., and Highland Dr.,
in Upper Arlington, near the OSU golf course and that was after listening to resident concerns
about proposed density and corresponding traffic, among reasons. One reason being, “past surveys
by the city have shown aging Upper Arlington residents have indicated that are seeking housing
they would own, not rent.” Ms. Scherer said elderly residents would be forced out of the city
because they might not be able to afford either of those rates, or whatever the low market rate
would be. She felt this would change the surrounding neighborhood and the gentrification aspect
because there would be pressure by developers to tear down and rebuild. Ms. Scherer said she had
a high opinion of NCR until she went to the meeting last February at the Griswold Senior Center.
Ms. Scherer said in 2019, the NCR President & C.E.O. made a $750.00 dollar contribution to a
city council candidate. A typical contribution is $25.00 to $100 dollars in Worthington. While
not illegal, it is not prudent to make or to accept such a contribution. According to public record,
no contribution by him to this candidate was ever made in previous campaigns. Because of this
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financial contribution and its timing, she believed this council member should recuse herself from
voting on NCR’s application for a PUD zoning change. She felt this was purposeful. Not everyone
has the independent character to vote properly when money is involved. Ms. Scherer said she
believed NCR could do better. She said she, like Mr. Michael Bates, took the tour of NCR’s
Inniswood Village, and it was very nice. Ms. Scherer said she learned from the person giving the
tour that all the small units were rented, not the more expensive larger units, and that is why she
has a problem with this proposal. There is a need for smaller inexpensive units. She thinks the
demographic of this project should be for low income elderly, and not for the demographic of who
can pay $3,000.00 - $4,000.00 dollars monthly. She felt the city should lead, critically review the
proposal and use the established Guidelines and work for a better solution. This projects fails with
the affordable component. Ms. Scherer requested the Board to table the matter and address the
needs of the low-income Worthington elderly residents.
Mr. Chris Hermann said he was asked by a City Council member in the audience to clarify his
position that he is a paid consultant for the City of Worthington, but he is also forty year plus
resident of the City of Worthington. He felt this is a good project both professionally and
personally speaking. Mr. Coulter also explained that Mr. Hermann has also served as a member
of the ARB.
Ms. Ellen Scherer, 112 E. New England Ave., Worthington, Ohio, said she has been a 70 year plus
resident of the City of Worthington. She said her father fought to save the Griswold Inn, so she
comes from a line of people who try to protect and preserve.
Mr. Jim Seals, 123 E. New England Ave., Worthington, Ohio, said he strongly opposed the plan
that NCR presented primarily on humanitarian grounds. He said it was unconscionable that the
most vulnerable souls in all of Worthington were having to endure the financial hardship,
emotional stress and indignity of being forced from their homes just to further enrich executives
who already make hundreds of thousands of dollars per year and to accommodate some of the
wealthier neighbors but that was not what he wished to address at the meeting.
Mr. Seals said he wanted to thank Mr. Myers and all the members of ARB, and MPC, for their
patience and tolerance in listening to the conflicting views. He said he also read most of 120
unique letters of communication concerning this topic that were posted on the City’s website. Mr.
Seals said in reading the letters he was struck by a couple of things. One, the number of different
Worthington residents that had expressed their views. Second, by the thoughtful and sincere
comments on both sides of the issue. He said a lot of the letters and postcards were from people
who had a direct or indirect financial interest in the project and were part of a letter writing
campaign, but if you ignore those and only look at the letters from residents who have no conflict
of interest the picture is still quite interesting. Mr. Seals said he felt the letters were stronger in
opposition to the project, but in light of confirmation bias he could see how a proponent of the
plan could see it differently. He said he did not think any objective observer could argue that the
sentiment of residents is severely lop sided in one direction or the other and felt there were good
points on both sides. Mr. Seals said supporters of the project make one point that is indisputable.
Many Worthington residents sincerely want the city to have more senior housing than it has now,
and that number is growing and has been growing for quite a few years. Everyone who loves
Worthington is getting older and most would like to stay in Worthington, so let us all agree that
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Worthington needs more senior housing. Mr. Seals said he has never heard anyone suggest that
NCR is the only developer who knows how to build and manage senior housing. He said he also
never heard anyone suggest that if this project is finished as planned it would solve the problems
of senior housing in Worthington, but the problem is bigger than that.
Mr. Seals said similarly, he has never heard anyone suggest that the Stafford Village site is the
only place in Worthington that is appropriate for senior housing. He said it is certainly the best
site and may be one of the best sites in all of America which is why NCR bought it. Mr. Seals said
this could be a gold mine for them, but it is not the only place in Worthington that would be great
for senior housing. He said if you talk to any Worthington resident, they will tell you their other
favorite spot for the big building that they want to build. He said if we all agree that we need more
senior housing and the need is growing and that the city should facilitate a solution to the need and
if we believe that NCR does not have a monopoly on competence and if we agree that Worthington
would have no trouble finding developers who are interested in developing in Worthington and if
we just allow the possibility that there may be other sites in Worthington where seniors could live
happily it would be reasonable to conclude that the city needs to do some serious planning on this
specific problem.
Mr. Seals said the Municipal Planning Commission (MPC) should sponsor a series of town hall
meetings, not meetings with sales pitches to persuade one part of the community to one side or the
other. What people need is a series of town hall meetings to collect facts and opinions on all sides
of the issue and to prepare a Municipal Plan for senior housing. He said specifically and
exclusively be devoted to this long standing and growing issue and they must not let this issue
continue to simmer until it boils over. Mr. Seals said let us come together and prepare a plan for
Worthington senior housing then people can see how NCR might or might not wish to fit into that
plan. He said please do not be seduced by anyone saying there is a rush to make a decision and
NCR is a massive company with locations all over the country and this project is not going to make
or break them one way or the other. Mr. Seals said the city has known for years that senior housing
is an issue so it would be disingenuous for anyone in the city to argue that suddenly we are in such
a big hurry that we do not have time to listen to residents and we do not have time to plan for their
future housing. He said let us work together to plan for the future, including those at Stafford
Village and across the street.
Mr. Tom Hamer, 160 Longfellow Ave., Worthington, Ohio, said he also attended the meet last
February when the initial plans were proposed by NCR and also the December meeting when the
revised plan was presented along with comments from the audience at both meetings. Since the
December meeting, he has had some time to reflect and he would like to share some thoughts with
everyone in the form of a prepared statement. He said he was neither an architect nor a developer
and had no ties with them but he is a forty year resident of Worthington and as a founding member
of WARD, someone who is very interested in the development that is coming to the city. Mr.
Hamer said he wanted to stress that he was not speaking on behalf of WARD. He said his thoughts
about Stafford Village were his own and some of his good friends in Worthington disagree with
him. Mr. Hamer said they are at the point where they all remember the adage about not letting the
perfect be the enemy of the good. Was NCR able to come up with a plan that satisfied every
objection, however, sincerely felt, for every resident who had a concern about the property and no
they were not because that would be impossible, but the revised plan as amended, does represent
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a clear plus for the community and he would not have said that after the February meeting, but he
does now. Mr. Hamer continued to say that NCR has listened to the ARB, and MPC members and
the public and made enough significant changes in the plan to turn it from a negative to a positive.
Mr. Hamer said he would not mention any individual structural features of the plan because those
have already been discussed at length, but some general points are worth stressing and
remembering. The architectural style of buildings was pleasing and in keeping with the character
of Worthington and the appearance they want to preserve. It will enhance the historic district in a
way in which the existing buildings minimalist 1970’s architecture does not. He said the massing
height and scale have been reduced from the original plan and are now an acceptable trade off if
we are serious about providing better and suitable senior housing. Residents will now be able to
live in new, larger units and have more amenities and the quality of life, that which can be provided
by a facility, will be improved. Worthington seniors who want to sell their homes but want to stay
in the community by living in a apartment will have the opportunity to do that but as a person who
has participated over the years in six ministries that serve the poor and homeless he is especially
pleased that the affordability component will be maintained in perpetuity. Seniors of limited
means will continue to be part of Worthington and NCR has worked with residents to relocate
them because they are being displaced by construction and offered them a $10,000.00 dollar
stipend to help with the transition and they will be able to return to a brand new facility at the same
rental rates they are currently paying. How many other developers would do that. Mr. Hamer said
NCR would not build then leave Worthington. They will stay to manage what they have built and
would be in their interest to remain in good terms with the city and the community.
He said if you want a measuring stick by which to judge NCR, compare their approach to the
proposals to develop the UMCH site, Continental Realty, and Lifestyle Communities, or to the
Canadian company that owns the office buildings on West Wilson Bridge Road. They have shown
little or no interest to improve those buildings or us. He said it is incumbent of the members of
the ARB, and MPC, to think about what could happen if NCR does not get approval, where the
process is prolonged with no end in sight, and they walk away from the project. Presumably, they
would cut their losses and move on, and what might that look like? Would the property limp along
for a while, continue to deteriorate and be propped up by patchwork repairs as needed? How long
could that continue or would a less responsive for-profit company by Stafford Village with the
intent of getting what it could from the property, mainly by raising rents, and then turning the
property over in x number of years. Mr. Hamer said land in Worthington is valuable. Would
another developer buy Stafford Village and tear down the existing buildings and repurpose the
property thus reducing instead of increasing senior housing and how long and contentious would
that process be. Would it ever be successful, who knows. None of the alternatives would be
preferable to the amended NCR plan or serve the residents of Stafford Village well. Mr. Hamer
said he was aware that some of the details still needed to be approved but let us accept what is on
the table which is a reasonable compromise that would benefit the city and the Worthington
community.
Mrs. Susie Kneedler, 263 Weydon Rd., Worthington, Ohio, said she has lived in Worthington for
twenty-seven years, felt the structure was too large and would be intrusive for the historic
neighborhood. She purchased her home because of its beautiful surroundings and spends a lot of
time going through the neighborhood to the library. She felt this was a high-density high-rise in
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the City. She stated its too big and would overpower our historic village. She stated we are casting
out current residents. This is not inclusive, this is exclusive. Mrs. Kneedler said she and her
husband could not afford to live in expensive flats and felt that wealthy people that could afford
such flats would prefer to live elsewhere. Wealthy people want to live in lower density, why would
they want to live there. She wanted to see Worthington keep its historical and beautiful scenery
alive. She stated residential housing is a drain on City finances. Mrs. Kneedler wanted to know
if they would be paying for the Light Rail, all the many services such as fire, ambulance, police,
water, sewer, and parks and trees to help mute the noise and do something about the traffic and
smog. She asked the Board to wait and listen to all the people that live in Worthington and
Visioning Worthington not just the people who will profit from the development.
Ms. Angela Strous, 58 E. North St., Worthington, Ohio, said she would not disclose whether she
was for or against the proposal, but if the project was proposed as is, she reminded the Board
members another precedent would be set in the city. She said Fresh Thyme was just built and was
not that big, and the Fast Lube was just revamped and was not structurally changed that much.
Ms. Strous said her point was this could set a precedent whether good or bad, and there was already
parking and traffic issues, and increasing the density to 85 units would make traffic worse. Ms.
Strous said if NCR put another large structure on the northern end of the property that would also
increase the traffic problems.
Mr. Eddie Pauline, 949 Robbins Way, Worthington, Ohio, said he is the incoming Chair for the
Community Relations Commission, and wanted to restate the Commission’s support for this
project. He said they had thoughtful dialogue about the project, and this would be helpful for the
residents and he strongly supported the proposal, along with other age-related initiatives coming
later in the year. Secondly, he said he wanted to speak as a City Council Candidate, and he has
spoken to hundreds of residents in the city and the topic of senior housing is causing a lot of
anxiety. Mr. Pauline said he did accept a donation from Mr. Mark Ricketts during his campaign,
but he would have supported this project regardless. Lastly, he said he would like to speak as an
Economic Development professional, and he continued to worry about the perspective that many
potential investors have in Worthington. He said there have been too many stalled projects, too
many vacant pieces of land, too many issues with moving projects forward and this is an
opportunity to get started on something significant and remind people that Worthington still wants
to do business and still needs to develop and accommodate the changing nature of our residents.
He said he strongly supported this project and hoped the Board would give this proposal
consideration to move this city forward.
Ms. Angelika Gerber, 103 E. New England Ave., Worthington, Ohio, said she is a candidate to
live in the new development, however, financially, she would not be a candidate. She has lived in
Worthington for fifty years, and she is a historian, and cares very much about the history of
Worthington. Ms. Gerber said all of the fine arguments in favor of this lovely project do not alter
the fact that the proposed building would be too big and bulky and not suitable for the site
particularly since it is located within the historic district which is on the National Register for
Historic Places.
Mr. Glenn Pratt, 15 Kenyon Brook Dr., Worthington, Ohio, said he was not planning to speak, but
he tried to speak at the last meeting, but he lost his voice. He said there were two things that he
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wanted to reaffirm. First, there were a couple of personal attacks against the C.E.O. of NCR from
members in the audience and his integrity and those statements were completely unfounded. Mr.
Pratt said Mr. Ricketts is one of the most dedicated and compassionate stewards of his company
and secondly, NCR is one of the best senior living providers in the country, including the
affordable housing component. Mr. Pratt said he strongly supported the proposal.
Ms. Sandra DiCenzo, 876 Hartford St., Worthington, Ohio, said the structure was too big and this
was a slap in the face to those who created the historic district.
Ms. Emily Baker, 510 Evening St., Worthington, Ohio, said the building was too large for the
historic district. She said the project would look lovely on a large site somewhere else. She said
she is not opposed to senior housing since her hair turned gray, but she did not feel that it was the
job of the Municipal Planning Commission (MPC) to vote yes or no on whether NCR is a
wonderful company or not. Ms. Baker said NCR is a nonprofit and they do a lot of lovely things
for people and reiterated that she does not believe they are a terrible commission but she strongly
believed that the MPC should not vote on whether NCR is a wonderful company. She said she
hoped the Board based their decision on the guidelines of the city, the fact that this is the historic
district, and NCR does build other styles of senior housing such as cottages.
Mr. Foust said he had a few comments on some specific things. He said the community agreed
that more senior housing is needed, and they all agreed they need the lowest possible cost for senior
housing possible, and everyone agrees that the fifty year old facility is worn out and it is time for
a change. Mr. Foust discussed the setbacks for the porches that were on the drawings and he
wanted everyone to take a good look as to how this will look on the property. He said to make
sure they look at the elevations properly, so people do not get confused and think the building will
be taller than it actually will be. He stated the buildings will be a two to three story, however with
the measurements of heights, a mansard roof and a gabled roof can appear and are measured
differently in height and can have the appearance of being a much larger structure. Mr. Foust
thought the condensing units would be on the rooftop and there should be screening around those.
He said for example, the Worthington Inn has 12-14 condensing units that are visible from his
front yard and when he sits outside in the summertime the units are as loud as an airplane going
over head. He said he could live with the noise, but he wanted the neighbors of the proposed
development to realize there would be 85 condensing units and they would likely hear the
condensing units. Mr. Foust said it was likely someone would check the decibel reading and tell
them the noise level was within an acceptable level, but people would still be able to hear the sound
and their lives would change. He said he still felt the building was too large for the lot. Mr. Foust
said when he looked at the initial proposal last February, city staff pointed out very clearly the
procedure that allows multiple meetings for people to come forward and voice their opinions and
hopefully those get incorporated into the plan, and there have certainly been some changes. He
said if you go back and look at the minutes from that meeting or if you were there and listened to
him speak, what he pointed out was that it is a great concept but it does not work. What happens
in this community, is this, a developer comes in with a plan and there are multiple meetings, and
in this case, it was announced that NCR held over 80 meetings, and people voice their opinion but
in the end the developer comes back and usually shows very minimal changes, however, in this
case, there have been some significant changes. He said he pointed out last February what was
going to happen is the lowering of the roofline a few feet, pull the buildings back from the curb a
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few feet and add a few trees and anybody that complained would be told “we answered all of your
concerns, the building is exactly what you want.” Mr. Foust said he was sitting there wrestling
very much with the neighbors and what is a dramatic change when they go from twice the footprint
of the buildings that are there now and four times the square footage. He said the building was
beautiful, but not sure if it should be in that location and the impact it would have on the singlefamily residential neighborhood around it.
Mr. Reis said he respected Mr. Foust’s opinion, and respected everyone else who spoke at the
meeting. He said they have talked about other options to place this living unit in Worthington and
there are not a lot of other places to build senior living. There are only maybe two or three and
this is one of them. Mr. Reis said they have heard from a lot of people, from both sides, that this
is needed, and seniors want to continue to live in Worthington. He said he thought this project
lends itself to the character of the City of Worthington and the architecture is in keeping with the
character of the City of Worthington, the scale is in the context within the City of Worthington,
and he could not, in good conscious, not approve this when asked to vote on this at the meeting.
He will be voting, “Yes.”
Mr. Schuster said the buildings were large, and pretty, and when asked the question is senior
housing what we want, $3,000.00 - $4,000.00 dollars a month, that includes a meal, or whatever,
or is it we would like to have places that offer a broader spectrum that the community can afford
and stay in the community because in this instance your choices are meeting the financial
guidelines to live in the affordable units, or it is $3,000.00 - $4,000.00 dollars a month. If that is
what the community wants then great, but he has not heard “Yes” those are the choices we want.
This may not be the choice that everyone wants, but yes, we want more senior housing. What are
the alternatives we want in senior housing and is this plan the one we want in senior housing.
Mrs. Holcombe said the owner of this particular property is NCR, and they do not own anything
other property at this point in Worthington and so they have come to us and asked to help the
seniors that are there. She said her parents had to relocate outside of the city because there was no
place for them to go, and there facility charged $5,000.00 dollars per months, and it was a big
expense, and she felt the place was not even appropriate for her parents. Mrs. Holcombe said there
should be affordable housing and housing options for people when they retire that it is just as good
as what they live in now. Some people do not want to scale down and get rid of all their
possessions. She said she has read every letter the Board has received, and she has attended all
the meetings with NCR, and she re-read the Comprehensive Plan this past week. Everything in
this plan, and Mr. Hermann, who just spoke about the Plan, and he is one of the authors of the
Plan, and a lot of time was spent creating the Plan, and there is a need for senior housing, but who
is going to build it. Who is willing to give up their land for it? Right now, this is the opportunity,
with NCR, and she looked at the Plan, and the density is huge, but this is the northwest quadrant
of the City of Worthington and there are a lot of different mixes which the Guideline talks about.
She said that even though she was not in favor of the density the height is part of the Guideline
and NCR has listened to everyone, and the members of the Board. NCR has scaled their plan back.
She said her home sits on the corner of State Route 161 and Oxford Street, and the house is about
two and a half stories tall. The Presbyterian Church built an addition on the back of the church,
and they were not particularly happy about that, but it was to accommodate the church and people
were more worried about the parking, so they lived with that. She felt everyone could co-mingle
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their differences and put them together so seniors can move in. Mrs. Holcombe said she visited
NCR’s Westerville Inniswood Village facility before the meeting, and did not say who she was,
and the people there were so excited about living there, and I-pads were provided to them, and
they showed her a list of activities that were offered that day. There is a dining room where they
can choose a meal and pay a fee for that. She said she liked the quality of the workmanship, the
construction, and the attention to detail which is part of Worthington and what the ARB Board
members do. She said as a resident of old Worthington she felt this would be an exciting addition
to the community. Mrs. Holcombe said NCR did an extremely good job and she will vote yes.
Mr. Hofmann said it was important to remember NCR owns the property, and when they propose
to build something they are not going to build it themselves, they have to go out to all the resources
and vendors and those people do not look at this proposal and offer them a discount because it is
for senior housing, nor do they get a discount on the property tax. He said they all have a
responsibility as a community, and if there was more of a tax base, maybe they could subsidize
more of these types of places and offer more affordable housing. He said this is a political issue,
a community issue, and a national issue, and everyone is struggling with that right now. Mr.
Hofmann said things continue to dilapidate and he was worried about what would happen if they
tried to maintain those houses for another fifteen or twenty years, and someone might get hurt. He
NCR, as charitable as they are, and they do have integrity, and they may do well and make money
in places even though they are a nonprofit but that is what they are designed to do. They create
services for people so they have to generate money to create services and that is how the world
works. You have to have money to have services. He said another developer could approach them
if NCR would walk away and this could be a much bigger disaster or could turn into entirely into
something else and then there would be no senior housing.
Mr. Myers said he had a couple of technical questions and asked what the setback was because he
saw 15 feet on the plan. Mr. Brown replied what they have shown on the plans from the
intersection of Hartford Street and Stafford Avenue, for the building footprint was 21.3 feet from
a foot back behind the sidewalk. Mr. Myers asked why the plan listed 15 feet. Mr. Brown referred
to Mr. Brian Jones to explain the platted setback included the porches and steps that were all
outside of the fifteen feet.
Mr. Brian Jones, 503 City Park, Columbus, Ohio, the architect for the project, said what set the
criteria was matching the residents on either side of the street and coming up averages. They are
meeting or exceeding the average of the residents on either side of the project. Mr. Myers asked
what the average setback was for AR4.5, and Mr. Brown replied 30 feet. Mr. Myers said so they
are asking for a deviation from somewhere between 9 and 15 feet. Mr. Brown explained, with a
PUD they are creating their own development plan and text and there are no predetermined
setbacks. Mr. Myers said the plat appeared to be a 3.062 parcel and if that was the entire parcel or
if that was just the AR4.5 parcel. Mr. Brown replied that was the total of all parcels. Mr. Tabit
said there were 60 units. Mr. Myers said he came up with 18.6 per acre and that is what the density
is right now. Mr. Myers asked what density was permitted in an AR4.5 medium density and an
immediate answer was not given. Mr. Myers said this project would go from 18 per acre to 27 per
acre for 85 units on 3.062 acres which would roughly be a 50% increase in density. Mr. Myers
asked what the height limit was for AR4.5 and Mr. Brown replied up to three stories, or 40 feet
tall. Mr. Myers said height was not a variance from the current Guidelines, and Mr. Brown said,
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“Correct.” Mr. Myers asked if there was a modification or variance requested from the tree fee
and Mr. Brown said, “Yes”, however it was not for a complete waiver but a reduction to match
what is in the Wilson Bridge Road Corridor Guidelines. Mr. Myers said he wanted to make sure
he had the right facts before forming an opinion.
Mr. David Hodge, 8000 Walton Parkway, Suite 260, New Albany, Ohio, attorney representing the
applicant, said he wanted to address some of the terminology used in that discussion. He said there
has been some misconception as to what was going on. Mr. Hodge said they used the term
“variance” and in terms of the plan that is before the Commission this evening and ultimately City
Council, there is one divergence, variance, that is incorporated into the PUD. Mr. Myers said if
you look at Worthington Codified Ordinance 1174.03(d), which is the PUD ordinance, it is this
Board’s responsibility and ultimately City Council’s responsibility that this project shall comply
with the development standards of the district, this being an overlay, except as otherwise provided
expressing varied in the Preliminary Plan. Mr. Myers said what he was driving at is there are
specific variances, not a zoning variance, but PUD variances as outlined in the Code. That variance
with either the Design Guideline, current zoning, or the Comprehensive Plan. He said all he was
doing was defining the issues, not taking a position, one way or another. Mr. Myers said he wanted
the Board to realize if they approve the PUD, that he is seeing three variances, the trees, the setback
and the density.
Mr. Hodge said the only variance, if not mistaken, was the tree preservation language. He said he
did not believe they have a variance for height or setback was because they are putting this into
the PUD district and removing the AR-4.5 District. Mr. Myers said the variance is with the Design
Guidelines.
Mr. Foust asked Mr. Myers if the PUD changes the zoning and Mr. Myers said correct, the PUD
becomes the zoning for the property. Mr. Myers said the City of Worthington was one of the last
municipalities to adopt a PUD ordinance in Central Ohio, and they were urged to do that because
of a citizens group that was led by Scott Whitlock and Kim Nixon-Bell in response to a
development that was going forward on Olentangy River Road. They felt that would give them
greater regulatory authority over that development than what existed then. Mr. Myers verified the
only true variance being asked for was the tree ordinance. Mr. Myers said the PUD can still be
enacted even if it diverges from Design Guidelines if there is ample support for that divergence.
Mr. Hodge said one of the things the best communities dictate through this process is for people
to zone into a PUD district and the reason they do that is because it holds property owners or
applicants or developers’ feet to the fire. What is ultimately discussed in this form and approved
by City Council is a hard and fast legal binding commitment that what you see on these plans, both
in terms of the plan, the landscaping, the architecture, the aesthetic is absolutely what must be
constructed, otherwise the City’s Building Department cannot issue Permits for it. Mr. Brown said
it would be known upfront what you are getting as a package. Any deviation from what was
originally approved would have to come back to the MPC for approval.
Mr. Myers said this building sits within the Architectural Review District, do you believe that this
building complies with the Design Guidelines in the Architectural Review District and if for some
reason you think that it does not then why do you think it would still be appropriate. Mr. Brown
Page 40 of 55
ARB/MPC January 9, 2020
Minutes

then read into record the section of the Planning & Zoning Code that referenced the term variance
in relation to the Architectural Review District, which is really a divergence from Code not the
typical definition of a variance.
Mr. Coulter said before he calls for a motion, he wanted to sincerely thank everyone who showed
up at the meeting. One of the more serious concerns he had on the years that he has sat as a
member of the ARB, or as a member of the MPC, are the people that do not take the time to come
out and present themselves. He said it was nice to get the letters, postcards and emails and they
try to form opinions, and it helps them form their questions and helps them form their thoughts.
He said the thing that was most important to him was the people that take the time to come out and
talk, whether you are for or against it. Mr. Coulter reminded everyone tonight was not the last
night. This has been going on for two years, and there would be more meetings. However, the
vote comes out this would go to City Council next. City Council would ultimately have the
decision.
Municipal Planning Commission Motion:
Mr. Reis moved:
THAT THE REQUEST BY NATIONAL CHURCH RESIDENCES STAFFORD
WORTHINGTON OHIO FOR APPROVAL TO REZONE THE PROPERTY AT
NORTHEAST CORNER OF HARTFORD ST. AND E. STAFFORD AVE. PER THE
LEGAL DESCRIPTION PROVIDED SHOWING 3.062-ACRES AS A PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT, AS PER CASE NO. PUD 01-19, DRAWINGS NO. PUD 01-19, DATED
DECEMBER 20, 2019, BE RECOMMENDED TO THE CITY COUNCIL FOR
APPROVAL BASED ON THE PLANNING GOALS OF THE CITY, AS REFERENCED
IN THE LAND USE PLANS AND ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS
IN THE STAFF MEMO AND PRESENTED AT THE MEETING AND THAT THE TREE
FEES, SETBACK AND DENSITY WILL BE REVIEWED BY CITY COUNCIL AS A
PART OF THE PUD.
Mrs. Holcombe seconded the motion. Mr. Brown called the roll. Mr. Hofmann voted yes because
he believed Worthington deserves more lifestyle choices and he felt the adjustment of the variances
discussed were worth the tradeoff. Mr. Foust voted no, because the proposed development/PUD
requires significant variances and changes from the existing development Guidelines for this site.
1. He said it was not consistent with what they would otherwise be developing in this area. 2. He
believed the PUD results in a building that is too large for this site relative to the historic district.
3. He believes the planned development is not consistent with or respectful of the neighboring
properties in a significant variance with the surrounding properties and existing site development,
under 1177.01, he does not believe this complies with the design guidelines for items one and two,
the height being relative to other area buildings and mass being relative to other area buildings.
Mrs. Holcombe voted yes because it goes along with the Guidelines and would provide additional
revenue for the city. Mr. Reis voted yes, and he stated his rational earlier. He believed there must
be some compromise for what they do in the city. He said there were very few properties, and
very limited opportunity for growth. This is a living unit that is needed in the community and the
majority of the community is in favor of senior housing. He said they have talked about affordable
and pricing and NCR has gone well beyond the call of duty to provide a housing component for
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those that might not be able to afford $3,000.00 dollars. Mr. Reis said he has spoken with
professionals that $3,000.00 to $4,000.00 dollars is very affordable for the majority of people in
this country and in this community. The time that NCR has put into this in talking to the
community, to talking to every individual and they spent a lot of time talking with Board members.
He is voting yes because this type of housing is compatible to the city, and compatible to the
historic district. Mr. Coulter voted yes because he has toured the existing facilities and they are
dismal. He said he placed his parents in an assisted living facility and it is costing considerably
more than the highest rate. Another reason he voted yes was because of its proximity to other
services they can walk to such as the library and CVS. They can enjoy a walkable and sustainable
life outside of their individual unit. This will bring more tax dollars into the city and this will not
have an adverse effect on the school district. He felt there has been some misinformation in the
public arena in the last couple of months but that was addressed and hopefully clarified by this
meeting. Mr. Coulter said to keep in mind that this still has to go forward to City Council and they
will ultimately make the decision on how they vote yes or no. Just a reminder that tonight is not
the last night. He felt that the next step with Council needed to occur, and Council would have
their discussions and make the vote, we make the recommendation.
Mr. Coulter stated that the motion was approved.
Mr. Tabit requested to table the ARB portion of the application. All Board members voted, “Aye,”
and the application was tabled.
Mr. Lindsey said for purposes of the record, one of the speakers referred to perpetual in terms of
the affordable housing component and he did not want anyone to leave the room without clarity
as to that, so he asked Mr. Tabit to clarify what that meant, and the period of time in which he
anticipated that that would exist. There are few things in life that would last forever and this
property when originally built has now lived on around fifty years but would soon come to a close.
He did not want anyone to leave with a view of perpetual affordable housing at that location if that
is not indeed the case. Mr. Tabit said it was their intention to continue operating Stafford Village
as the affordable component, as such, on an ongoing basis. Mr. Tabit said Mr. Lindsey was
referring to the nuts and bolts of the Agreement for affordable housing and there would be a time
limit on that. He said most attorneys would frown upon any agreement to go on forever, you have
to put a term on it. In terms of following that best practice, on advice of counsel, in the affordable
housing industry you would see a range 15 to 30 years, so they chose the greatest of the time frame
of 30 years. He stated that their intention would be for 30 years. He said at the end of 30 years
they can have another agreement for 30 more years in some communities. Mr. Lindsey thanked
Mr. Tabit for the clarification because the word perpetual can still be seen on easements and said
that the State of Ohio does not grant perpetual easements, twenty-five years is the current standard.
The agreement may have a term less than perpetual. Mr. Lindsey said he wanted the public to be
aware of the time limit, and thanked Mr. Tabit for the commitment that they made.
B. Architecture Review Board – Unfinished (Continued)
2. Monument Signs – 6797 & 6827 N. High St. (Moore Signs/Executive House LP) AR 102-19
&
Page 42 of 55
ARB/MPC January 9, 2020
Minutes

C. Municipal Planning Commission – Unfinished (Continued)
1. Amendment to Development Plan
a. Monument Signs – 6797 & 6827 N. High St. (Moore Signs/Executive House LP) ADP 0919
Mrs. Bitar reviewed the following from the staff memo:
Findings of Fact & Conclusions
Background & Request:
These multi-tenant office buildings were built as part of the same development in the early 1970’s.
The entire development is over 6 acres. The architecture is very linear, with flat roofs and square
and rectangular building elements that are made of stone and metal. The freestanding signs
installed with the development are designed as cube shaped structures. The materials used in the
existing signs match the buildings. Replacement of those signs is proposed with these applications.
Project Details:
1. Two matching signs are proposed, one for each building and parcel.
2. The signs are designed with 24” high x 76.15” wide brick bases with stone caps. The rest
of the signs are aluminum cabinets with an arched cap on top that are 64” high x 76.15”
wide or 31.7 square feet in area. The cabinet is proposed in Cool Grey and the caps would
be white.
3. Both signs are proposed with white acrylic push through letters spelling “Executive House”
at the top, and three changeable tenant panels below. The building addresses would be in
white on both sign bases.
4. Variances are needed for exceeded the allowable sign area by 3.4 square feet for each sign.
Land Use Plan:
Worthington Design Guidelines and Architectural District Ordinance
The Worthington Design Guidelines and Architectural District Ordinance recommend signs be
efficient and compatible with the age and architecture of the building. While the regulations permit
a certain maximum square footage of signs for a business, try to minimize the size and number of
signs. Place only basic names and graphics on signs along the street so that drive-by traffic is not
bombarded with too much information. The Architectural District Ordinance calls for design and
materials to be compatible.
Sign Code
C-3 and I-1 Zoning Districts – Integrated Institutional, Office or Industrial Uses - Integrated
Institutional, Office or Industrial Uses in the C-3 and I-1 zoning districts as provided for in
Section 1175.02 shall be permitted a maximum of two freestanding signs per development. Each
sign shall not be over fifteen feet in height and shall have a maximum total area of 60 square feet.
Freestanding joint identification signs shall display no more than three businesses or listings.
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Worthington Comprehensive Plan
The 2005 Worthington Comprehensive Plan identifies the High Street Corridor (Extents Area) as
a place where consistent site design should be encouraged such as landscape screening and interior
planting of surface parking areas, and the location of large parking areas should be to the rear of
the site. The corridor could accommodate redevelopment at a higher density, with such projects
meeting the needs of the City, providing green setbacks and meeting the Architectural Design
Guidelines. The plan recommends promoting a high quality physical environment, encouraging
the City to continue to emphasize strong physical and aesthetic design, and high-quality
development. Also recommended is encouraging the private market to add additional commercial
office space within the City.
Development Plan Amendment Ordinance
When an applicant wishes to make modifications following approval of a Final Development Plan,
and variances are included, the modification must be approved by the City Council.
Staff Analysis:
• The proposed sign area is less than the existing signs and the variances seem reasonable
for these large parcels.
• Materials, colors and design with the arched tops do not seem compatible with the
buildings.
Recommendation:
Staff recommended denial of these applications as the proposed signs did not meet the Design
Guidelines and were not in keeping with the Development Plan for the site. Although the proposed
signs are attractive and would fit in with the corridor, they did not seem complimentary to the
buildings.
Discussion:
Mr. Coulter clarified the proposed signs were smaller than the existing, but still needed a variance
because they are larger than the Code would allow. Mrs. Bitar concurred. Steve Moore,
representing Moore Signs, 6060 Westerville Rd., Westerville, Ohio, said he inherited the project
from another sign company that made the proposal to the owners and they did not realize there
were guidelines. He said he submitted the drawings as is and that is when he realized, after talking
with Mrs. Bitar, the arch made the sign too large.
Mr. Hofmann asked what the intentions were with the current signs and Mr. Moore explained the
signs would be removed. Mr. Hofmann said he liked the signs, and the signs probably reflected
the time period from when the building was built and makes them unique to the era. He would
like to see the signs remain as is. Mr. Moore said they could be restored, but also some of the
tenants want advertising and that is what is driving the need for new signage. Mr. Hofmann said
there may be ways to accomplish that with the existing signs. Mrs. Holcombe agreed and said the
signs were unique to the building. Mr. Moore wondered if he found a way of adding tenants names
to the current sign, if the ARB might approve them. Mr. Hofmann said he would like to see what
he comes up with.
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Mr. Foust said the look of the buildings was not consistent with that of the District, and asked if
the Board would want the signs to look more characteristic. He said, as an alternative, maybe
some color changes would help the new signs match the buildings better. Mr. Hofmann said that
was an option, but he felt these signs were uniquely part of the site. Mr. Foust and Mrs. Holcombe
said they were fine either way. Mr. Coulter suggested a change to materials should be considered.
Mr. Moore requested to table the application to have a chance to speak with the owners about a
couple of alternative options. Mr. Hofmann moved to table the applications and Mrs. Holcombe
seconded the motion. All Board members voted, “Aye,” to table both motions and the application
was tabled.
Mr. Tom Burns, 1006 Kilbourne Dr., Worthington, Ohio, wanted to re-emphasize the building was
not at full capacity and advertising could help bring in more people.

D. Architecture Review Board – New Business
1. Addition & Renovations – 50 E. Granville Rd. (Schorr Architects/Kilbourne Middle
School) AR 01-2020
Mrs. Bitar reviewed the following from the staff memo:
Findings of Fact & Conclusions
Background & Request:
(James) Kilbourne Middle School was constructed in 1938 and is a contributing building in the
Worthington Historic District. The two-story brick building has many decorative features that
contribute to the Georgian styling of the building. The eastern portion of the building was added
in 1965 and an addition to the gym was constructed on the east side in 1994. Other than those
additions, the approved projects over the years have involved maintenance of the building and site.
This application is a request for approval of an addition on the east side of the building to
accommodate additional classroom and cafeteria space, and a new location for the school office.
Project Details:
1. The 5173 square foot two-story addition would extend ~42’ east of the northeast wing of
the building and be located at the eastern property line. The first floor would function as
the new school office and an expanded area for dining. Three new classrooms and a teacher
preparation room are proposed for the second floor. The existing office at the front of the
building would be renovated to become two new classrooms.
2. A landing and stairs would lead to new entry doors at the south end of the addition and
would be in the right-of-way. The distance between the structure and the curb for the bus
pull-off is 3.8’, which would not allow pedestrians (including students) enough room to
travel through the area. Also, the structure would be in the right-of-way, which would
require the following: a Right-of-Way work permit: a Special Permit (with a yearly fee)
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3.

4.

5.

6.

from the Director of Public Service; and a variance from the Ohio Board of Building
Appeals.
The two-story brick addition would have an entrance element with a parapet that is several
feet taller than the existing gymnasium, and the remainder of the addition roof and parapet
would drop down but still be taller than the existing. The entry is proposed with three sets
of full light aluminum double doors. Two columns would extend to a stone lintel above
three second floor windows. The brick for the structure is supposed to match the existing
brick. Darker brick bands are proposed in the top and bottom thirds of the wall, and two
soldier courses of brick are proposed in the middle section. A stone water table with
dimensional smooth stone is proposed below the brick and for the outside wall of the
landing and stairs. A handrail with horizontal members would be above the stone wall and
along the stairs. Although the color appears black in the renderings, the “Material Legend”
indicates the color is to match the existing railing, which is silver. Material samples and
railing cut sheets are needed.
Windows are shown in small (4 lights across and 5 lights high) and large (6 lights across
and 5 lights high) sizes on the first and second floors. New windows are called out as Pella
or Marvin designed to match existing windows, but details of materials are not included.
On the north side the first-floor windows would be aluminum storefront windows. All
windows are proposed with a stone sill and a brick soldier course above, and other than the
storefront windows on the north elevation, would have a keystone.
Wall pack lights are proposed along the addition and on the existing east gym wall. A cut
sheet has not been provided. A photometric plan that seems to indicate 0 footcandles of
light at the property line is included.
A variance would be required to construct the addition at the property line within the
required 50’ side yard.

Land Use Plans:
Worthington Design Guidelines and Architectural District Ordinance
Construction of an addition to a commercial or institutional building should be approached in the
same way as one for an existing home. Such a project involves important design considerations,
since an addition can have a major impact on neighboring properties. Include the following
considerations when planning an addition to a commercial or institutional building.
• Use exterior materials traditionally used on commercial and institutional buildings in
Worthington. These most commonly include brick; frame construction is less common.
• The addition should be subordinate to the main building. This does not necessarily mean
that the addition must be smaller than the original, but it should be designed in a way that
it does not overwhelm and dominate the original.
• Some architectural review boards require that additions be designed so that they are easily
distinguished from the original building. While this is acceptable in Worthington, the
Architectural Review Board does not require it. Matching the original building’s design
elements in an addition is acceptable.
• Generally, additions should be located as far as possible to the rear of the original building.
There may be some instances, however, where building an addition on the front of the
original building may be a preferable option. This would especially be true when an
addition could replace a front parking lot.
• Avoid using too many colors on a building. Consider using light and dark shades of the
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same color when choosing body and trim colors.
Staff Analysis:
1. Although the addition would be prominently placed on Hartford St. it should not take away
from the original building on E. Granville Rd.
2. Placement of a landing and steps in the right-of-way is not preferred; if allowed there
should be at least 5’ of width for the public sidewalk to extend past the site.
3. The large stone water table would be a prominent feature and does not seem to fit with the
rest of the building.
4. Fenestration with a pattern of larger and smaller windows is unusual.
5. Wall pack lighting is not preferred.
6. Examination of the proposed brick and stone materials is necessary before any approval,
as are details of the windows, doors, lights and railing. A simpler railing to match the
existing may be warranted.
Recommendation:
The general style of the addition is appropriate but staff recommended the details of the
landing/stair placement, the materials and design be discussed.
Discussion:
Mr. Coulter asked if the applicant was present. Nathan Gamella, 1064 Highland St., Columbus,
Ohio, representing Schorr Architects, said he had the staff analysis document with him along with
some comments from his firm. He said the addition should not take away from the original
building and the design would not deteriorate from the building. Mr. Gamella said the wall was
moved backward to allow them to get five feet and the sidewalks would also be five-foot-wide
instead of the three-foot standard. The stone water table would be a prominent feature. The
original building had a concrete water table that wrapped around the building, and the building is
largely flat, so you would not see much of a grade drop off, but as you go from south to north the
grade drops off substantially. He said that left them with the choice of bringing the brick all the
way down and show just a tiny bit of the water table like elsewhere in the building or they could
make it more of a feature. Mr. Gamella said they provided a stone veneer that looks nice with the
remaining construction elements of the building. He said the fenestration with the large and small
windows was another item brought up by Mrs. Bitar. He said the window pattern shown was an
abstraction of a feature which is a Georgian style, which is the original Kilbourne building, and
explained the drawings in further detail. He said the windows would allow for more lighting into
the building which is good for the school. Mr. Gamella said adding light poles would be nearly
impossible, so wall packs were a bit of a necessity. He also explained the details of the proposed
railing to be used. Mr. Coulter said Mrs. Bitar mentioned there were several different colors of
the railing and Mr. Gamella said they could use a matt silver finish to match the already existing
rails.
Mr. Foust said if they did not want to show the light source maybe they could use something
similar such as the canned lights on the side of the Worthington Inn where the bulb is completely
hidden inside the fixture. He said he liked the windows on the front of the building and thought
they were replaced in the 1990’s. Mrs. Holcombe confirmed the replacements were Pella windows.
Mr. Foust felt the new windows should match the style of the front windows. Mr. Foust said the
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stone tablet on the side might look really cool above the front door. It was high on the building to
begin with, so that would be a good location. He said flat columns like on the front of the building
would be better than the large round columns proposed. Mr. Foust asked if the stone was smooth
and Mr. Gamella said yes. He wondered if split-faced block would be better.
Mr. Hofmann said he was struggling with a lot of what was shown and feels there is a lot of finesse
in the proportions of the existing building that is missing in the addition. He felt some of the
nuance and finesse of the original building was missing on the addition and felt the detailing on
the entry was a little too brutal and felt too tough. He felt a little more time and effort should be
spent on those details and he felt the water table was too big. Mr. Hofmann suggested keeping
things more vertical and the detailing around the entry needed to be a bit more thoughtful and
elegant. He also questioned the single window on the end elevation which was not typical for the
era. Mr. Hofmann also questioned the height of the water table and if that height had to be
maintained or if there was a way to make that less massive. He said he was okay with the lighting
source being up and down or streetlights. Mr. Gamella said the window on the end already exists
and is used for security purposes. Mr. Hofmann felt the window should make sense.
Mr. Reis said he would like to add one more item and suggested a gable for the front end of the
building to reflect the original building and add the Worthington stone there.
Mr. Foust referred to the area underneath the gymnasium windows and asked if there could be 3
or 4 similar insets in stone to help break up the water table in the new water table. Mr. Hofmann
agreed the water table needed some added detail due to its prominence.
Mr. Coulter asked if there was anyone present to speak for or against this application.
Tom Strous, 58 E. North St., Worthington, Ohio, said he is a neighbor, and a teacher at this building
since 2003. Mr. Strous said he was on the planning team that came up with a lot of different ideas
and they have no space. He said there are teachers teaching in spaces that are not even classrooms.
Mr. Strous said he suggested an addition up above the cafeteria area and put the offices there. He
said the ARB Board approved of similar lighting for the Ace Hardware store which is next to his
bedroom window. Mr. Strous said the lights were not perfect, but he did not find them offensive
either. He said the kids keep breaking the sign because they are climbing on it. Moving the sign
out of there reach will keep the sign from breaking. Mr. Strous felt the columns were okay. He
said he liked the windows and felt the view followed the rest of the building in his opinion was in
support of the proposal.
Mr. Foust said when the last addition was put on the school in the late 1990’s the architectural
drawings did not show any HVAC equipment, and there are two ugly units on the back of the
building that can be seen from High Street. Mr. Foust said they were stuck with the units in that
spot, and he would like to know where the new units would be. Mr. Gamella said he would make
sure they were on the next drawings. The new HVAC equipment would be behind the elevation
above the student’s dining roof and would be completely hidden from the east and the south and
only partly visible from the north, if any.
Mr. Coulter said in addition to the HVAC equipment, Mr. Gamella needed to address the windows,
columns, water table (block or masonry), the original sign, would the sign be left where proposed
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or would the sign be moved above the entry doors, would there be some brick insets, and what
would that look like. In regard to the lights on the building, Mr. Coulter said he was fine with up
and down lighting similar to the lighting on the Worthington Inn. He said he was not in favor of
pole lights. Mr. Hofmann added there were comments about proportion and the window style
matching the front windows.
Mr. Gamella requested to table the application. All Board members voted, “Aye,” and the
application was tabled.

2. Fence & Gates – 184 E. Granville Rd. (Mark & Suzanna Spence) AR 02-2020
Mrs. Bitar spoke about the siding being replaced without approval and reviewed the following
from the staff memo:
Findings of Fact & Conclusions
Background & Request:
This house was originally built in 1930 and is two-stories with a gabled roof and a one-story
addition to the rear. In June of 2015, approval was granted to construct a 9’ x 9’ addition with a
deck at the northeast corner of the house, and amendments were approved later that year and in
March of 2016. In September of 2018 the Board approved a planter on the eastern edge of the
deck, and string lighting for the deck. Last year a shed was approved in July; retaining walls in
the front, a patio to the rear, and painting were approved in September; and a railing for the front
porch was approved in October. The painting project has led to replacement of the siding to match.
Approval is now requested to fence in the rear yard.
Project Details:
1. The proposed fence would enclose the rear yard which is adjacent to an alley. A variance
would be required to place the fence closer than 30’ from the alley right-of-way. Gates are
proposed along that rear property line; at the northwest corner of the house; and on the east
side between the house and side property line. That location needs to be at least 50’ from
the front property line.
2. A choice of two styles of fencing is proposed: 36” tall wood picket fence with spacing
equal to picket width, painted white; 36” tall wood three-rail fence, painted black.
Land Use Plans:
Worthington Design Guidelines and Architectural District Ordinance
Fencing should be open in style; constructed with traditional materials; 3’ to 4’ in height; in the
back yard; and of simple design, appropriate for the house style. Design and materials should be
compatible with the existing structure.
Recommendation:
Staff recommended approval of this application, as both proposed styles of fencing meet the intent
of the Design Guidelines. The picket fence may be more appropriate for the house style; wood
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painted black is not as typical in the Architectural Review District. A more open fence, such as a
metal picket fence, may be even less obtrusive in this area which has retained a very open feel over
the years.
Mrs. Bitar mentioned that e-mails for and against the proposed fence had been received.
Discussion:
Suzanna Spence, 184 E. Granville Rd., Worthington, Ohio, and Madeline Gonzales, 184 E.
Granville Rd., Worthington, Ohio were the applicants. Mr. Coulter said they first needed to
address the replacement siding that was not approved, and then address the comments made by
Mrs. Bitar earlier regarding the fence.
Mrs. Spence said her contractor was going to paint their aluminum and vinyl siding and he
suggested taking the siding off and restoring the wood. She said she liked the idea, and that the
project would be cost effective if she did not have to replace more than 40% of the wood, but
discovered the wood was in terrible shape so they made the decision to use a wood composite
known as Hardi board and the width of the board would match the width of the wood that was
exposed when they took off the aluminum. She said they are trying to restore the home to the way
it originally looked. Mrs. Spence said they also discovered fish scale siding in the porch gable that
they plan to restore. Mr. Coulter said he understood.
Mrs. Spence said in regard to the fence, either style would benefit her home. She said the reason
they need the fence is because they live on such a busy road, and they have young children and
dogs they want to contain in the yard. She said they are worried about liability because there are
unsupervised children in their yard. Mrs. Spence said the area has changed since they have moved
in. There are children on motorized vehicles going through the yard and dogs off their leashes, so
their main concern is the liability and having someone sue them. Mr. Coulter said at the back
alley, there is a 30-foot requirement to pull the fence in without a variance. He explained she had
the right to ask for the variance if she wanted to go before the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA).
Mr. Coulter explained she could ask for a vote with pulling the fence in 30 feet or apply to the
BZA. Mrs. Spence said she would prefer applying for the variance.
Ms. Gonzales explained she has a four-year-old daughter, and another one due in March 2020.
She said safety is a huge issue, and you cannot child proof someone else’s yard. She would like
to enjoy the back yard, and let her children and dogs be able to run and enjoy life, and ride her
bike in the driveway, and avoid the scary slope. Mr. Reis asked what style of fence they were
wanting to have approved. Mr. Coulter and Mrs. Holcombe said they preferred to see the picket
fence. Mr. Hofmann said he understood the concern with young children. He said young children
grow up, then they do not like the fence anymore and then go to the park. He asked if they would
consider fencing half the depth. Mrs. Holcombe asked Mrs. Spence if the neighbors’ children
were riding their motorized bikes through her yard and she said yes. Mrs. Spence said she
witnessed one of the children running into their firepit and she was worried they would spill the
kids out. Mr. Foust said he was okay with a 3-foot-high picket fence around the entire back yard
because the concept is keeping the fence low enough to see over it, and open enough to still be
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able to see through the yard. Mrs. Holcombe said the children need to be stopped from going
through the yard, but she also understood the need for the fence with small children.
Mr. Schuster said one of the neighbors asked where the water was pooling. Mrs. Spence said the
water pools were temporary and happened after heavy rains and sat for a day or two. Mr. Schuster
said he would be concerned with a wood fence if there was a lot of standing water. Mr. Brown
explained there is a property maintenance code, whether five days from now or fifteen years from
now, there is the ability to have residents correct maintenance issues. Mr. Coulter asked what
color the fence would be, and Mrs. Spence said the fence would be painted white. Mr. Coulter
asked if there was anyone who wanted to speak for or against this application.
Mrs. Tracy Hartwick, 178 E. Dublin-Granville Rd., Worthington, Ohio, said she has lived in her
home, next door, for eleven years. She said when her family moved in, her children were toddlers,
and now the children are in high school. Mrs. Hartwick said one of the great things about the
neighborhood is that it is not fenced in. She said there have been many families who have raised
children on East Dublin-Granville Road, including Jim Masters, and Allison Chapman. Mrs.
Hartwick said if Mrs. Spence wanted a house with a fence, she should have purchased a house
with a fence. This neighborhood has never had a fence and she strongly opposed the fence. Mrs.
Hartwick said she did not mind other children running through her yard, and the alley way was
blocked off to vehicles years ago. She said if the Spences build a fence, then they will never get
to know their neighbors. Mr. Myers asked the Board members why they changed their position
about allowing a fence for this area because there was a very spirited debate about two years ago
and the neighbors wanted to keep the area open. The new homeowner was angry with the Board
for not allowing the fence and said he was going to sell his home and he did. Mr. Myers said he
would like to know the reasons for the Board changing their position.
Mr. Schuster said he was not on the Board when that matter occurred but asked if the Board had
the authority to tell someone they cannot have something. Mrs. Bitar explained the Board denied
the fence three years ago. Mr. Coulter said it is within the Board’s purview to deny or approve the
fence. Mr. Foust said one of the issues is compatibility with adjacent properties. Mr. Coulter said
with the previous application, they had asked the homeowner to modify where the fence was going
to go and the homeowner disagreed. Mr. Reis said he did not remember that discussion, but felt a
homeowner had the right to build a fence in their yard, unless there is a Code or Ordinance that
says you cannot. Mr. Reis believed the homeowner had the right to build a fence as long as the
fence was built within the architectural guidelines. He said he would not want motorized vehicles
running through his back yard while his young children were outside, and Mrs. Holcombe agreed.
Mrs. Holcombe asked the applicant is she was willing to shorten the length of the fence so the
motorized vehicles would not hurt the children, but still allow for plenty of space in the back. Ms.
Gonzales said that was a difficult question because they have spent so much money to bring the
house back to the way it was originally. She said they came from an area which did not have a
yard, so they appreciated the openness, but she still had safety concerns.
Mrs. Spence said she wanted to respond to her neighbor. She said State Route 161 has greatly
changed in the past ten years, and people did not think about liability like they do now. Mrs. Bitar
asked if the fence could be more up front and not in back. No answer was given.
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Mr. Myers said if you had a wide-open yard and someone you have not invited comes into it he
would find it hard to believe there would be any liability there. He said if you had a fence, and
they somehow hit themselves on the fence, he felt the exposure for liability would be greater. He
said he did not want to issue an opinion either way because he did not practice that type of law for
a living. Ms. Gonzales said her number one concern is the safety of her children.
Motion:
Mr. Reis moved:
THAT THE REQUEST BY MARK & SUZANNA SPENCE FOR A CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS TO INTALL A FENCE AT 184 E. GRANVILLE RD. AS PER CASE
NO. AR 02-2020, DRAWINGS NO. AR 02-2020, DATED DECEMBER 13, 2019, BE
APPROVED BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS IN THE
STAFF MEMO AND PRESENTED AT THE MEETING AND THAT THE FENCE BE OF
A PICKET STYLE 3 FOOT HIGH AND PAINTED WHITE AND WITHIN THE
ARCHITECTURAL GUIDELINES.
Mrs. Holcombe seconded the motion. Mr. Brown called the roll. Mr. Coulter, aye; Mr. Reis, nay;
Mrs. Holcombe, nay; Mr. Hofmann, nay; Mr. Foust, nay; and Mr. Schuster, nay. The motion was
denied.
3. Windows – 307 W. Granville Rd. (Home Depot USA/Shelly Beard) AR 03-2020
Mrs. Bitar reviewed the following from the staff memo:
Findings of Fact & Conclusions
Background & Request:
This two-story house was constructed in 1961 in the Kilbourne Village subdivision. Many of the
windows were replaced by a previous owner but approval by the ARB was not obtained possibly
because permits were not required for window replacement until about 2007. This is a request to
replace additional metal windows on the house.
Project Details:
1. Five windows that were not changed previously are now proposed for replacement. There
are two windows on each side of the house and one window in the rear that are reportedly
drafty and old metal windows with muntins.
2. Proposed are double-hung vinyl windows without muntins that would be white and
trimmed in tan on the outside. The new windows would be the same size and in the same
location of the existing windows and match the others that were replaced.
Land Use Plans:
Be sure that window designs are appropriate for the style or time period of the house. Design and
materials should be traditional, and compatible with the existing structure.
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Recommendation:
Staff recommended approval of the application as the proposed windows were appropriate for this
style and era of house.
Discussion:
Mr. Coulter asked if the applicant was present. Mrs. Shelley Beard and Mr. John Beard, 307 W.
Dublin-Granville Rd., Worthington, Ohio, said they would like to upgrade the rest of the windows
in the home so that all the windows would match. The windows they are replacing have been in
place since the home was built in 1966, so they want to replace those windows with windows that
are more energy efficient. Board members had no comments or concerns. Mr. Coulter asked if
there was anyone present who wanted to speak for or against this application, but no one came
forward.
Motion:
Mr. Foust moved:
THAT THE REQUEST BY HOME DEPOT ON BEHALF OF SHELLEY BEARD FOR A
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS TO REPLACE WINDOWS AT 307 W.
DUBLIN-GRANVILLE RD. AS PER CASE NO. AR 03-2020, DRAWINGS NO. AR 032020, DATED DECEMBER 13, 2019, BE APPROVED BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF
FACT AND CONCLUSIONS IN THE STAFF MEMO AND PRESENTED AT THE
MEETING.
Mr. Schuster seconded the motion. Mr. Brown called the roll. Mr. Coulter, aye; Mr. Reis, aye;
Mrs. Holcombe, aye; Mr. Hofmann, aye; Mr. Foust, aye; and Mr. Schuster, aye. The motion was
approved.
4. Garage Addition – 690 Evening St. (Simplified Living Architecture + Design/Kiner) AR 042020
Mrs. Bitar reviewed the following from the staff memo:
Findings of fact & Conclusions
Background & Request:
This house was built in the early 1900’s and is a two-story Colonial Revival style house. Approval
was granted in 2015 and 2016 by the ARB to allow renovation of the house and replacement of
the garage. This application is a request for approval to construct an addition at the rear of the
garage that would function as an enclosed sport court.
Project Details:
1. The existing garage is 28’ x 28’ and positioned about 3.8’ from the south side property
line. The addition is proposed to attach to the rear of the garage, being set in an additional
1.3’ for 5.1’ from the south property line. The structure would be 33’ wide, extending ~5’
further to the north, and ~31.6’ deep, being 10.2’ from the rear property line. Because the
existing structure is 784 square feet and the proposed is 999 square feet, a variance to
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exceed the allowable accessory structure area would be needed. Also, the south side being
closer than 8’ would require a variance. Application has been made to the Board of Zoning
Appeals for its February 2020 meeting.
2. The roof gable would be at the same pitch as the garage but rise higher to an offset peak.
Design intent is to create a structure that looks like a barn was there and a garage was added
later.
3. Materials would match the existing garage – cedar siding and shakes painted yellow, white
trim, asphalt shingles. Windows would also match those in the existing garage and house.
On the north side Pella wood multi-slide patio doors with 8 full-light glass panels are
proposed.
Land Use Plans:
Worthington Design Guidelines and Architectural District Ordinance
There are recommendations in the Worthington Design Guidelines for new outbuildings to use
deign cues from older nearby structures, including form, massing, roof shape, roof pitch and
height, materials, window and door types and detailing. Try to create a new building compatible
in appearance with the house it accompanies.
Recommendation:
Staff recommended approval of this application. Although the proposed structure is large, the
design is such that it matches the character of the house and garage and is similar to other barn
structures in the District.
Discussion:
Mr. Coulter asked if the applicant was present and Chad Kiner, 690 Evening St., Worthington,
Ohio, and Heidi Bolyard for Simplified Living Architecture, 6065 Frantz Rd., Dublin, Ohio came
forward. Mr. Kiner said he already had a basketball court in his yard. He said several children
congregate in his yard because there are no fences, which is nice, but he does not have much play
space in his house so he would like to create this indoor/outdoor play area for the children to be
able to play. Mr. Hofmann asked if there was any consideration for exterior lighting over the doors
and Ms. Bolyard explained there was already a sconce in place over the man door. Mr. Kiner said
he had letters of support from his neighbors. Mr. Coulter asked if there was anyone present to
speak for or against this application, but no one came forward.
Motion:
Mr. Reis moved:
THAT THE REQUEST BY HEIDI BOLYARD OF SIMPLIFIED LIVING
ARCHITECTURE + DESIGN ON BEHALF OF CHAD KINER FOR APPROVAL OF A
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS TO CONSTRUCT AN ADDITION ON THE
REAR OF THE GARAGE AT 690 EVENING ST., AS PER CASE NO. AR 04-2020,
DRAWINGS NO. AR 04-2020, DATED DECEMBER 20, 2019, BE APPROVED BASED
ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS IN THE STAFF MEMO AND
PRESENTED AT THE MEETING.
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Mr. Foust seconded the motion. Mr. Brown called the roll. Mr. Coulter, aye; Mr. Reis, aye; Mrs.
Holcombe, aye; Mr. Hofmann, aye; Mr. Foust, aye; and Mr. Schuster, aye. The motion was
approved.
E. Other
There was no other business to discuss.
F. Adjournment
Mr. Reis moved to adjourn the meeting, and Mr. Schuster seconded the motion. All Board
members voted, “Aye,” and the meeting adjourned at 11:47 p.m.
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