
 
Meeting Notes from Monday, November 6, 2014 meeting of the UAC Zoning Committee: 

 
6:00 PM – Business/administrative session.  We briefly discussed the agenda and procedure for our discussion of the 
draft University Plan.  There was only one applicant on the agenda.   
 
PRESENT:  Craig Bouska, Seth Golding, Ethan Hansen, Colin Odden, Dick Talbot, Steve Volkmann, Susan Keeny 
EXCUSED/ABSENT:   Tom Wildman, Joyce Hughes 
VISITORS:  Doreen Uhas-Sauer, Terra Goodnight, Deb Supelak, Josh Coy, Mark Dravillas, Kevin Wheeler, Dan 
Ferdelman 
 Applicant(s): 

 
1. 148 W. Lane Avenue – This is a rezoning request from an AR-4 to a new CPD for the property located at 

148 W. Lane Ave., just east of Tommy’s Pizza.  This will be a multi-unit student housing development. 
Ryan Szymanski and Mike Shannon were the presenters. 
Project Information:  

 Project History – 4-story, multi-unit housing development was proposed by the same developer, the 
Edwards Group, for this site in 2011.  Proposed were 40 units (112 beds) & 68 parking spaces 

(151 spaces required per current code).  The proposed F.A.R. was 1.61.  Multiple variances were 
requested for that project.  Neither the UAC nor the BZA approved those requested variances.   

 Current Site - 2 apartment residential buildings - 36 beds. 

 Applicant proposes a new CPD for this property to create a new apartment building with 45 
residential units (125 beds) and 1 leasing office. 

 Proposed development is 4-story ‘podium’ building with 68 parking spaces on the ground floor:  

1.5 parking spaces per dwelling unit & 1 parking space per 750 sq. ft. of office space. 

 Vehicular access off rear alley only. 

 One (1) 1500 square foot leasing office, ground floor.  This will be the Edwards Group’s main 
leasing office for all Edwards’s properties in Columbus. 

 2 parking spaces to be reserved for use by the leasing office only. 

 Total proposed building height:  50 feet. 

 Permitted uses: all uses as permitted in a C4 zone per Section 3356.03.  See link below:  

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/columbus/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT33ZOCO_
CH3356RESCCODI_3356.03PEUS 

 Min side yard:  10 feet 

 Min. rear yard:  5 feet 

 Front setback:  approx. 10 feet from Lane Avenue, consistent with adjacent properties. 

 Projecting balconies along Lane Ave. excluded from front setback requirements. 

 Main entrance is off Lane Avenue; parking is accessed at the rear of the site, off the existing 
alleyway. 

 All parking is covered by building – protected parking. 

 Large openings at grade along Lane Avenue are created for airflow throughout the parking area.  
These openings are intended to be screened. 

 Benches, landscaping and other pedestrian amenities planned for outdoor space at building main 
entrance 

 Variances are requested as a part of the CPD application: 
o Section 3356.05(F)(2):  to permit office use (leasing office) to occupy less than entire 

length of Lane Avenue frontage 
o Section 3312.49:  to allow one (1) parking space per 750 sq. ft. office space instead of the 

code-required one (1) parking space per 450 sq. ft.  (The result is 2 parking spaces 
instead of 4 parking spaces required). 

o Section 3372.605(D):  to permit the primary building frontage to have no glass façade 

between 2ft. &10 ft. above the nearest sidewalk (along Lane Ave.).  This is due to the 
proposed parking garage portion of the building. 

 Exterior materials are brick, stucco, wood and glass.  Vinyl windows are permitted per the CPD. 
 

Discussion, Comments/Observations: 

 With so much of the site covered with building, how will storm water runoff be handled?   
Response:  Still working on this. 

 Will there be trees planned along the Lane Ave. streetscape?  Response:  Yes. 

 It was noted that the draft University Plan proposes a 15 foot setback off Lane Ave.  Applicant 

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/columbus/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT33ZOCO_CH3356RESCCODI_3356.03PEUS
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/columbus/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT33ZOCO_CH3356RESCCODI_3356.03PEUS


proposes a 10 foot setback. 

 Since the majority of the façade along Lane Ave. is parking garage, it was suggested that 
maintaining a 15 foot setback would provide more space for landscaping which would serve to 
better screen the proposed ground level parking structure.   

 Concern expressed over so much of Lane Ave. façade devoted to large, grid openings necessary 
for ventilating the parking structure.  Does not engage & promote pedestrian interaction & mixed 
use that Commercial Overlay & Design Guidelines recommend along major streetscapes.  The only 
glass is at the building entrance and leasing office.  Question:  What % of the main façade is glass?  
Response:  Ryan will verify and get back to the committee. 

 It was noted that the draft University Plan revised the maximum building height along Lane Ave. 
between High St. and Neil Ave to 45 feet max.  Applicant CPD text proposes a 50 foot building 
height.  Response:  Applicant was not aware of this current revision. 

 Discussion about university growth patterns.  Applicant suggested a proposed university growth of 
6,000.  Committee questioned the source of that number. 

 Question asked about units in the existing Fisher Commons.  Response:  126 beds, mostly singles. 

 Units planned for this project will be mostly 2-bedroom and 3-bedroom.  Focus is on undergrads. 

 Concern that the proposed office is too small to be the main office for this company’s entire 
portfolio of leased properties in the area. 

 Concern expressed that just 2 parking spaces are not enough parking for staff, especially during 
rental season.  Would like to see 2 more parking spaces dedicated to staff.  (Note:  2 additional 
parking spaces would eliminate one requested variance.) 

 Some concern expressed that parking would spill over into adjacent neighborhood to the north.  
The Short North parking shortage issue was noted as an example. 

 There is currently no on-street parking in this block of Lane Ave.  Committee will check on the 
possibility of having on-street parking in this location. 

 Question was asked about possibly acquiring the Tommy’s Pizza property.  Response:  Applicant 
has approached the owner of Tommy’s; he is not interested in selling at this time. 

 It was noted that the 2 existing buildings on this site have historic relief sculptures on each façade.  
An idea was suggested that these sculptures somehow be saved and incorporated into the new 
building.   

 
This was a preliminary presentation. No vote was taken on this case at this time.  The 
applicant will be making this same preliminary presentation at the UAC meeting Nov. 19

th
. 

 
 

2. University Plan - Review & Discussion – This is the 3rd time the Zoning Committee has devoted the 

majority of its time to a review of the draft University Plan.   
 

Discussion, Comments/Observations: 

 We began the discussion about the suggested expansion of the UARB to the entire University 

District, not just the Impact Areas: 
o There was majority sentiment that the UARB should be expanded to the entire district –  ¾ 

of the respondents to the surveys supported UARSB expansion with conditions 
o The language of how the expansion of the UARB is accomplished has been difficult and 

perhaps too detailed for the purposes of the University Plan 
o Language stating that ‘UARB district-wide expansion should be considered’ was a 

suggestion. 
o Additional city staff would most likely be required to enact this expansion 
o It was expressed that the UAC would be needed to enforce the enactment of the 

district-wide expansion of the UARB.  This type of language to be considered in 
the University Plan revisions. 

o To bring about this change, a very public process is required & involves city staff, 
UAC members, realtors, and communication with the community residents 

o This would be a change to the existing code. 
o It was mentioned, for clarification, that the Overlay, which is code, does cover the 

entire district. 

 Concern was expressed about the density and proposed F.A.R.’s in several districts 
o There was agreement that more density should be developed along High St. and 

Lane Ave. 
o But, there was concern with the potential ‘canyon effect’ of increased height and 



more density along High Street. 
o Short North was discussed as both a good and bad example of increased density 

and height along High St. 

 It is desirable to have what the Short North has in terms of growth in 
businesses and high apartment values.  

 The increases in business and number of residents have underscored 
the parking shortage in the district – a negative impact. 

 There was discussion and clarification of what a unit is and the distinction between ‘building’ and 
‘unit’:  A ‘building’ is any structure having a roof supported by walls or columns.  A ‘unit’ may be a 
single building (such as a single family home), or a separate apartment unit within a building (such 
as an apartment building). 

 There was some discussion about “contributing” versus “non-contributing” buildings:   
 Contributing buildings “exhibit the architectural elements and/or lot 

position common to the original neighborhood character of the area, 
arranged in relationships reflective of that character.” 

 Non-contributing buildings “exhibit architectural elements and/or lot 
position uncharacteristic of the original neighborhood character, 
arranged in relationships that are not in harmony with that character.” 

 Question was asked as to why development ‘bonuses’ could not apply to High Street – a ‘carrot’ 
versus ‘stick’ approach to future development. 

 It was suggested that contributing buildings might be candidates for the National Register.  Or, 
more local historic districts could be developed.  The goal is to save the historic fabric of the district, 
including structures along High Street. 

 
 

VOTING RESULTS FOR ZONING COMMITTEE MEETING:  Nov 3, 2014 
No vote was taken at this meeting.  The applicant will proceed to the University Area Commission 

meeting on Nov. 19, 2014 for a preliminary presentation to the entire body of commissioners.  It 

was discussed at the Zoning Committee that larger development projects would be well-served to 

have one or more preliminary presentations at both the committee level and at the full 

Commission to better understand the scope of the project and all the variances being requested. 

Commissioners may speak twice, up to 3 minutes each time per Bylaws Article IV, Section 1(b). 

 
For All Zoning Presentations: 
Applicants will present at the next University Area Commission (UAC) meeting which will take place (unless otherwise notified) on 
Wednesday, Nov 19, 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. 


