
 
Meeting Notes from Monday, October 6, 2014 meeting of the UAC Zoning Committee: 
 
6:00 PM – We first met at the project site at 2591 N. High Street.  This was the only applicant on the agenda.  We 
then continued at the Pride Center for the rest of our meeting to discuss the draft University Plan as it pertains to 
zoning issues.  
 
PRESENT:  Craig Bouska, Seth Golding, Ethan Hansen, Colin Odden, Dick Talbot, Susan Keeny 
EXCUSED/ABSENT:   Tom Wildman, Joyce Hughes 
VISITORS:  Sharon Young, Jennifer Mankin, Jeff Brown, Terra Goodnight 
 Applicant(s): 

 
1. 2591 N. High St. – This is a request for a parking variance to reduce the number of on-site parking spaces 

from 14 required spaces to 3 spaces due to a change in use from retail to eating and drinking.  The single 
story building is approximately 2400 square feet.  The code section is as follows: 
 

  Section 3312.49C  

  Table 2. Parking Requirements for Retail and Other Commercial Uses  

    

EATING and DRINKING 
ESTABLISHMENTS  

   

Without pickup unit or > 5,000 Sq. Ft. 1:75 sf 1:50 sf Yes 

W/pickup unit & seating (<5,000 Sq. Ft.) 1:175 sf 1:50 sf Yes 

W/pickup unit no seating (<5,000 Sq. Ft.) 1:175 sf 1:50 sf Yes 

Accessory eating & drinking 
establishment 

1:175 sf 1:50 sf Yes. 

Patios/outdoor dining areas Ratio is 50% of ratio required for primary 
structure 

1:50 sf Yes 

 

 
Project Information:  

 The concept for the proposed business is an arcade / bar. This is a change of use from the 
previous retail health food retail store. 

 No food prep or service is planned. 

 The new bar plans hours of operation to begin at 4 PM.   

 It will have free arcade games in the 1st half of the space, and in the rear, a bar with seating, tables 
and chairs, toilets, and support spaces will be developed. 

 The change of use requires additional parking – 14 parking spaces, per the above table.   

 There 3 parking spaces provided on site, one of which is a handicapped parking space.  14 spaces 
are required for the new use based on the square footage of the space.  The deficit is 11 parking 
spaces 

 Parking is very limited in this block, but the applicant was asked previously to try to secure parking 
spaces in the vicinity of his new business.   

 The applicant did secure 12 parking spaces at a location approximately 750 feet away from the 
applicant site in question (the max. acceptable distance for parking).  The lease for these spaces is 
for 1 year and may be terminated by either party with 90 days written notice. 

  The applicant also has a letter from Crosby Drugs stating that this new business may use their 
parking lot after the hours of 7 PM, Monday-Friday and after the hours of 4 PM Saturdays, and 
anytime on Sundays.  There is no signed lease agreement. 

 Schreiner’s Ace Hardware has indicated that parking is available in their parking lot after the close 



of their business at 8 PM.  This appears to be the same shared parking agreement Ace has with 
other nearby business. 

 IT IS TO BE NOTED THAT PER THE CODE, SHARED PARKING AND ON-STREET CANNOT 
BE USED TO MEET THE PARKING REQUIREMENT FOR A PROJECT. 

Discussion, Comments/Observations: 

 The proposed business concept has great appeal, but there are already many bars in this block – 
concern over the increase of bars in the neighborhood. 

 Attorney noted that there is very limited parking in the neighborhood, and existing businesses and 
eating and drinking establishment appear to all have allowances for limited or no parking. 

 Dick stated that most of the bars and businesses on this block have been in operation many years 
prior to the Overlay and its current parking standards 

 Concern over patrons parking in nearby neighborhoods rather than walking 750 feet to the leased 
parking lot.  This could have a negative impact on adjacent neighborhoods. 

 Shared parking arrangements such as with Crosby Drugs and Ace Hardware don’t count toward 
parking requirement because it is available to all – 1

st
 come 1

st
 serve. 

 Applicant discussed leasing the Crosby’s parking lot with the owner of Crosby Drugs, but she 
offered only a letter allowing a shared use of her parking lot after business hours, not a lease 

agreement.  (This is similar to the parking arrangement other nearby bar establishments have with 
Crosby Drugs). 

 Applicant was asked if he might try to negotiate a lease from Crosby Drugs for at least 5-6 parking 
spaces to at least meet the parking requirement halfway – the BZA is responsive to applicants who 
demonstrate clear attempts to secure at least half the required parking in close proximity to the 
project site.  The applicant agreed to try. 

 As there was still more information pending on parking for this project, the committee did not take a 
vote on this request for parking variance.  The applicant has agreed to compile additional 
requested materials for his presentation to the UAC for their Oct. 15

th
 meeting.l 

 
No vote was taken on this case pending additional information from the applicant to 
secure any parking leases closer to their proposed new business.  The applicant has 
requested to be included on the agenda for the October UAC meeting. 

 
 

2. University Plan - Review & Discussion – This is the 2
nd

 time the Zoning Committee has devoted the 

majority of its time to a review of the draft University Plan.  We are planning a similar discussion time at our 
November meeting as well. 

 
Discussion, Comments/Observations: 

 We discussed issues of density in the core campus area directly east of High St. & south of 

campus.  There was a variety of opinion about increasing density in these areas: 
o Some felt streets like Chittenden east to Indianola would be and should be a high density 

student area only. 
o Concerns that core campus areas would become so dense that they would degrade into 

‘throw away neighborhoods – student ghettos’. 
o Some thought the increase in density offered developers might improve the current 

housing stock that is in poor condition by offering incentives to build larger but better – 
more complimentary to the neighborhood. 

o Allow higher density development for student housing only?  Cannot enforce this. 
o If higher land use development is allowed in areas, perhaps more pockets of mixed use 

and retail could be encouraged throughout the neighborhoods. 
o Concerns that new development will demolish existing housing stock and weaken the 

residential fabric of the community. 
o If existing housing stock is renovated (where practical) the need for new/increased 

housing would not be as great – a potentially positive outcome 
o Observation that High Street is the ‘sacrificial lamb’ for increased density in the 

district.  Most favored the increased density, but there was still concern about the 
huge change this would eventually bring to the district.   

o Current feeling on higher densities proposed along Lane Avenue is that there are 
different existing conditions along Lane between High St. and Neil Ave. versus 
between Neil Ave. and Olentangy Blvd.  With current 8-story dorms being built on 
campus along Lane Ave. near High St., a lower building height & density 



between Neil and High on the north might be more appropriate to the area.  Also, 
it might be a better transition to the neighborhood to the north and less vehicular 
traffic down the narrow adjacent alley. 

 We discussed at great length issues around the expansion of the UARB: 
o Dick was on the committee that developed the Overlay and the UARB and gave 

a brief overview of that process.  UARB - a ‘good taste board’ – was created to 
stop poor remodeling and control exterior building changes.  Guidelines were to 
be easy to implement by the average trade professional and reasonable in cost 
for the property owner.  The UARB was intended to be over the entire district, but 
was shrunk in scope to just the “Impact Areas” due to cost and staffing.   

o Concern that with current draft plan there will be a lot less control than we have 
now in terms of design control.  (Proposed draft plan excluds roofs and siding, for 
example, from design review.) 

o Discussed possibility of removing topic of UARB from draft plan and treating it as 
separate issue. 

o General feeling was that expansion of the UARB without inclusion of current 
scope of review standards is not acceptable. Or, stated another way, expansion 
of the UARB will not be supported with any reduction in scope. 

o All agreed that we must get clarity on the language of what is being proposed in 
the plan. 

o Recommended that City Council support the increase of UARB boundaries with 
an increase in staff and funding. 

o Questions and concerns were expressed over the F.A.R. (Floor Area Ratio) 
bonuses in the High Intensity Residential areas.  Many, but not all, present felt 
that this area did not need any development bonuses at all. (Current code allows 
a 0.80 increase in F.A.R. for replacement of a non-contributing building or 
renovation of a contributing building.  Draft University Plan recommends a 0.6 
base F.A.R. with a bonus of 0.2 for renovating a contributing building and a 0.4 
bonus for replacing a non-contributing building.) 

 

 We discussed and had many concerns about the University’s “Sophomore Rule” and its impact on 

adjacent neighborhoods: 
o Enrollment is currently increasing at OSU, but it was noted that this trend can’t be counted 

on to continue 
o It was noted that between 1990 – 2000 enrollments decreased by approx. 9000 students. 
o Suggestion that we wait a while to see what the impact of this Sophomore Rule will be 

before we vote on the new University Plan. 
o Concerns that the core campus area would become ‘student ghetto’, and that the 

area is already failing, with the ‘blowing out’ of existing houses to increase the 
number of renters,etc.   

o Much concern that core campus houses may become vacant and unable to 
attract student/young renters.  Some expressed that single family homeowners 
would never really move to this area. 

o Conversely, some optimism about the current demand of recent grads and young 
professionals to live close to the city.  This could translate into renovation and 
upgrading of existing housing stock in University District 

o Regardless type of renter, it was felt that the Sophomore Rule results in a 
constant vacancy rate in the surrounding neighborhoods 

o Resultant vacancies could potentially be filled by older students in upper classes 
moving from suburbs back to campus area.  Or, vacancies could become low 
income rental properties. 

o Need to watch closely the dormitory projects as they near completion and after 
occupancy. 

 
 
 



 
 

VOTING RESULTS FOR ZONING COMMITTEE MEETING:  Oct. 6, 2014 

 
No vote was taken at this meeting.  The applicant will proceed to the University Area Commission 

meeting on Oct. 15, 2014 without the recommendation of the Zoning Committee. 

 
 
Applicants will present at the next University Area Commission (UAC) meeting which will take place (unless otherwise notified) on 
Wednesday, Oct. 15, 2014 at the Northwood & High Building, 2231 North High Street, one block north of Lane Avenue, Room 100.  
Zoning cases will be heard beginning approximately at 7:15 PM.  Applicants are to bring 8 copies of their presentation that best 
present their specific case – the specific variances requested, any plans, photos of existing properties, and a statement of hardship 
as to why the particular request should be granted. The vote taken by the UAC that evening will be communicated to either the 
Columbus Board of Zoning Appeals, or City Council, or Graphics Commission, which will make the final determination of all 
requested variances. 
 
PLEASE NOTE the following parameters for all participants in Commission meetings with regard to zoning cases, per our REVISED 
bylaws, Article IV – MEETINGS, Section 7: 
 
The following time limits will be adhered to for all zoning cases heard before the Commission: 

1. Zoning Committee presents the facts of the case - 5 min. max 

2. Applicant Presentation - 7 min. max 

3. Zoning Committee report – 5 min. max 

4. Public comment (max 3 people each pro/con) - 2 min each (max).  Only those who complete speaker slips prior to the 

case being heard will be considered for speaking based on the order the slips were received 

5. Commissioner discussion:  Commissioner who wishes may speak once per round for 1 min (max) for 2 rounds.  A 

Commissioner cannot save time for their second round or transfer their remaining time to someone else 

6. Applicant response - 3 min (max) 

7. Commission vote 

8. A motion to extend the max time limits can be made at the beginning of the case stating which portion(s) should be 

extended and by how long.  The motion must pass by two-thirds (2/3) majority with no debate on this motion. 

 


