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Meeting Notes from Monday, October 3, 2016 meeting of the UAC Zoning Committee: 
 
6:00 PM – Business/administrative session.   

 Reviewed the agenda items.   

 BZA – brief discussion of accurate UAC representation to BZA & City Council 

 Continued discussion of demolitions – consider a “demolition delay” which other municipalities have 
used with success.  Zoning Committee currently has authority only over early requests for 
demolition. 

 Discussed briefly succession plans for zoning committee.  Rory had expressed interest in co-
chairing zoning but decided to remain as planning committee chair. 

 Discussed idea of non-UAC committee members being allowed to vote on zoning committee.  
Would like to see that implemented.  Also discussed min. number for a quorum as the Zoning 
Committee does not always have quorum & this is not proper & considerate of applicants.  Must be 
able to conduct business at each meeting.  Susan will check with city attorney about voting and 
quorum. 

PRESENT:  Susan Keeny, Brian Williams, Rory Krupp, Deb Supelak, Craig Bouska, Seth Golding 
EXCUSED/ABSENT:   Pasquale Grado 
VISITORS:  Jim Bishop 
 6:30 PM – Applicant(s): 

1. 200 W. Norwich – preliminary review of mixed use development proposed for 200 W. Norwich.  Applicant is 

Elsey Partners a vertically integrated student housing development company out of Kansas City.  Brian 
Elsie, Brad Buser and attorney Mike Shannon presented. 
Project Information/Applicant Presentation: 

 Applicant has already been to 1-stop-shop at city to discuss proposed plan – a preliminary review 

 There will be a follow-up meeting with staff.  Intention is to discuss plan early in the conceptual 
design phase with key stakeholders. 

 Plan is a hybrid of traditional housing model – similar to the way non-traditional Uber model is to 
transportation. 

 Project data: 
o Current AR-4 Zoning 
o Not in impact district – project will not be under UARB design review 
o 5 living floor 
o 3 levels of below-grade parking (~2 ½ stories in height) 
o 274 bedrooms 
o Building height = 56 ft. (35 ft. allowed in AR-4; 72 ft. allowed in UDP) 
o Parking ratio = 0.48 spaces/bed (0.375 spaces/bed proposed in UDP) 
o Each floor has a communal kitchen; each bedroom has a small warming kitchen 

 Model has been successfully used in other states. 

 Parking is laid out in traditional parking bays; tandem or stacked parking wouldn’t work with studio-
type apartments. 

 
Discussion, Comments/Observations: 

 Comment that project shows ‘thinking outside the box’.  But concern that building is too big for this 
parcel – too tall, too dense. 

 Concern expressed for the future of this property with its unusual layout and apartment size. 

 Question:  What is potential rental price?  Response:   $800 - $1200 per month.  Comment that this 
seems too high for size of apartment.  Should be closer to $600/month to be marketable. (At south 
end of campus, 625 SF apartments are renting for ~$700/month.) 

 Question:  Has applicant checked to see if apartment site is in flood plain?  Could affect 3 levels of 
below-grade parking.  Advise to check geotechnical reports.  Response:  Applicant not aware of 
flood plain issues but will research. 

 Early neighborhood comments would like to see building step down (transition) into neighborhood 
to be more compatible with adjacent lower building heights.   

 Question:  Have you considered using recommendations of UDP (University District Plan)?  
Response:  UDP is what drove project concept.  Current code has no F.A.R. requirement 

 Question: How do we feel about elevations?  Response:  Proposed building height is out of scale 

with adjacent neighbors.   

 Concept works with intention of UDP & where it’s going.  Density should go here.  SRO model 
makes housing more affordable. 

 Comment that existing buildings on site are not contributing structures – no loss if they go.  And this 
block of Northwood is less attractive and less residential character than the blocks to the east.  But, 
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proposed building scale, size and detail not really sympathetic to surroundings.  

 Response:  Existing units like this doing well in other areas.  Young people tending toward single 

rooms rather than multi-bedroom apartments – privacy & indicative of more maturity. 

 Questions were asked about fees, pay schedules, affordable housing 

 Comment that other projects that have been approved & are waiting to begin construction have 
more 1 & 2 bedroom units than multi-bedroom units. (Taco Bell & Wendy’s sites).  Market is going 
that way – want more independence, luxury, & amenities but cheaper rents. 

 Some discussion about sophomore rule and taking beds out of the adjacent neighborhood rental 
market.  But market trends indicate still a demand for apartments. 

 Comment that population will continue to grow.  Moving more into urban core.  Smaller housing 
products are more affordable.   

 Comment that artists looking for studio apartments or grad students with lots of books would have 
difficult time finding enough space in these hybrid apartments.  Response:  project targeting 
primarily students. 

 There is not space in this project for ‘conventional’ renters.  Not sure if broader (housing) needs are 
met.  Why not have different housing options?  Appears too much the same.  Does it serve the 
community?  Response:  Data shows that students like their own space. 

 We’ve not seen anything like this.  Have to look at this project wholistically – this is just a small 
percentage of the current housing market here. 

 Question:  Is green space in the interior courtyard?  Are there more trees than along Northwood?  
Response:  interior courtyard hardscape with some planters.  Trees are just along Northwood. 

 Parking provided was a positive to some and a negative to others on the committee.  Response:  
Some cities like San Francisco have no parking requirement.  We could create smaller parking 
spaces for Car-TO-GO.  (In Columbus, cannot park Car-TO-GO in private lots). 

 Concern that students may park in residential neighborhoods, which are already over-burdened 
with vehicles.  Response:  Using current AR4 zoning, project as proposed is currently overparked. 

 Observations & recommendations:   
o Building concept interesting housing hybrid – pseudo dorm room.   
o We are not a design review body, but building is too large and cell-like in plan and 

appearance. 
o Parking below grade, and not on 1

st
 floor level is commendable.  But 1

st
 floor does not 

engage pedestrian, or present welcoming building entrance. 
o Building covers too much of the site – not enough green space. Should have trees to 

soften other elevations, particularly along alley at rear since 1/3 of apartments are along 
that façade.  

o Project has prominent location that faces Tuttle Park.  Elevations should be treated with 
more care and detail  

o  Building overall is too tall and too dense for the site, even though there is no F.A.R. 
requirement now. 

o Concern that this model might not be successful here.  Could applicant create larger units 
on the top floor to attract grad students?  Not enough larger units for grad students 
currently. 

o Consider adding more bike parking – much more than code required minimum. 
o . 
o Would help if applicant could show adjacent properties in elevations to see relationship of 

proposed building to character of existing neighborhood.  Show photos of existing 
adjacencies. 
 

 Applicant appreciated comments and will review them to help in making potential plan revisions 
and updates. 

 
This was a preliminary meeting.  No vote was taken at this time. 
 

2. The Wilson, 15 E. Lane Avenue – request for early demolition to begin construction on a previously 

approved mixed use development at the SE corner of Lane Ave. & High St.  Presenter was architect Karrick 
Sherrill. 
Project Information/Applicant Presentation: 

 The property has been reviewed, design approval obtained, & is in the permitting process 

 Owners would like to demolish this fall – best for their schedule. 
Discussion, Comments/Observations: 

 The main question was, “Why didn’t this come before us sooner?”  Response:  Building revisions, 

scheduling, and that there is current demolition along High Street caused the request for demolition 
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to be presented now. 

 There was no need for much discussion as the project has already been approved.  

 The committee was supportive of this request for early demolition. 

 Question:  Is it the gas tanks that will be demolished?   Response:  The tanks plus some selective 
demolition at the rear of the property. 

 Question:  Are all addresses of structures to be demolished specifically noted?  Each address for 
every building to be demolished must be listed on the demolition application.  Response:  Not sure 
if all properties to be demolished are listed. 

 Recommendation:  Karrick will check with owner to determine if all properties that are being 
demolished have addresses noted on the demolition application.  Two copies of the revised 

documents will be brought to the UAC meeting for signing.  It is understood that while the Zoning 
Committee is overall supportive of the request for early demolition, the applicant must have all 
addresses for structures to be demolished listed on the application.  If they are not listed, the City 
will not issue a demolition permit for those properties/structures until the 60-day waiting period is 
over.  

 
There was a motion to approve the request for early demolition for all parcels and structures for the 
property located at 15 E. Lane Avenue: Craig; seconded: Brian.  For–6;  Against–0; Abstentions– 0.  
Motion is approved. 
 
 

3. Battelle Institute – request for re-zoning of the parcels bounded by King, Battelle Dr., 5th Ave and 

Olentangy River Rd. from commercial & parking zoning to a UCPRD.  Applicant is Patrick Jarvis, Senior VP 
of Marketing and Communications.  Also in attendance were Jim Groner, Atty., & Dennis Shemp.  This is the 
applicant‘s 2

nd
 meeting with the Zoning Committee. 

 
Project Information/Applicant Presentation: 

o Summary: 
o Battelle would like to change from the current C2, C4 & P1 zoning designation of 

multiple lots to a single zoned parcel of UCRPD – University-College Research 
Park District. (see link of this zoning designation @ 

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/columbus/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=T
IT33ZOCO_CH3374UNLLRERKDI) 

o UCRPD is a 110 ft. height district – allowable building height is 110 ft. 
o Parking:  1300 existing spaces south of 5th Ave.  1000 spaces don’t get used 
o Property currently divided into many small parcels. 
o Current zoning could limit some work – small batch prototypes 
o OSU is zoned UCRPD. 

o Since last month’s meeting, The Circles neighborhood south of Battelle met and came up 
with suggestions of limitations that could be added to the council variance.   Susan also 
drafted some suggestions or “limiting text” to present and discuss with the Zoning 
Committee.  Since the committee cannot conduct business outside of its regularly posted 
meetings, these suggestions could not be presented to Battelle prior to the zoning 
committee meeting.   

o UCRPD zoning better represents what Battelle does:  high bay areas, special labs 
o Current parking requirements based on square footage. 
o Battelle has met with various city departments to address concerns:  development, 

planning, building and zoning services 
o Battelle is carrying a parking burden because of current zoning – needs only 1/3 of current 

spaces 
o No building plans currently – will be in future.  Understand that not having plans 

encourages public to be fearful of future. 
o After last month’s meeting, Battelle proposes: 

o 45 ft. max. building height within 100 ft. of Battelle Blvd. 
o 45 ft. max. building height within 100 ft. of 5

th
 Ave. 

o 45 ft. max. building height within 100 ft. of King Ave 
o 25 ft. min. maintained landscape buffer around property 

o Would like to proceed with rezoning this month. 
    Discussion, Comments/Observations: 

 Explanation of building heights:  Per current code, after the required setback, buildings 
may increase one ft. in height for every one ft. the building steps back. 

 Neighbor Jim Bishop explained that The Circles met and discussed the rezoning.  No 
collective view emerged, but there were ideas and comments.  Neighbors understand that 

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/columbus/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT33ZOCO_CH3374UNLLRERKDI
https://www.municode.com/library/oh/columbus/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT33ZOCO_CH3374UNLLRERKDI
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Battelle wants to be a good neighbor, but ‘good restrictions make good neighbors’.  
Neighborhood comments: 

o Any new buildings should be compatible with the residential neighborhood to insure health 
& safety of residents, and to support and encourage strong property values. 

o Setback should be at least 25 ft. from streets. 
o 5

th
 Ave. should be the truck entrance, not Battelle Blvd. or King Ave. 

o There should be limitations on certain types of manufacturing (limit to very light assembly) 
o No additional radioactive, toxic chemicals or nuclear technology 
o All new planned building must require the approval of the UAC. 
o Noise restrictions 

 Battelle commented that they took to heart concerns about height and setback.  They met 
with city staff who suggested that it was a good concession not to build high next to the 
neighborhoods.  

 Comment that neighborhood does not want tall buildings on the Battelle site.   Response:  
Can’t restrict development at the core of Battelle’s campus 

 Question:  Could new buildings be taller than 110 ft.?  Response:  Haven’t measured the 
site yet to see how tall a building could actually be in the middle of the site.   

 Question:  Does Battelle have to come back to the UAC for approval of building heights?  
Response:  No. Currently building height is determined at the 25 ft. setback and can 
increase one ft. up for every one ft. the building steps back from the setback.  Can already 
do this under current code. 

 Comment that it appears Battelle is already doing its part by coming back to committee 
with concessions.  

 Confirm that there is no manufacturing currently on this site.  Manufacturing is permitted 
on the south side of 5

th
 Ave. 

 In terms of vehicular entrances to the site, Battelle doesn’t want restrictive language 
added about entrances off 5

th
 and King.  These may be easier & more practical to utilize. 

 Suggestions for ‘limiting text’ from the Zoning Committee presented as follows: 
o Maintain existing landscape buffers: 

 Planting strip and brick/wrought iron fence along Fifth Avenue. 
 Mounded planting strip along Battelle Blvd. 
 Planting strip along King Ave., taking special care to preserve existing mature 

sycamore trees.  
 Trees that need to be replaced shall be not less than 2” caliper and will be 

selected by a registered landscape architect from species that are more resistant 
to adverse conditions associated with locations along streets. 

o No chain link perimeter fencing shall be permitted. 
o All exterior lighting shall be cutoff fixtures except for walkway pedestrian lighting or 

landscape lighting to highlight trees and buildings. 
o Allow only ground mounted monument signs and small directional signs, not to exceed 5 ft. 

in height. 
o No off-premise graphics shall be permitted. 
o The following environmental matters shall not detract from the quality of life of the adjacent 

residential neighborhoods and shall comply with Columbus City Codes: 
o  Noise, Vibration, Smoke Emissions, Dust Emissions, Odor Emissions 
o Height, scale and massing of any new structures shall be compatible with and respect the 

residential character of the adjacent neighborhoods. 
o Establish primary entrances to parking and loading areas off 5th and King Avenues. 
o The Perry Street access through the site between King and 5th Avenues shall be 

maintained and enhanced as a green pedestrian walkway.  

 Comment that type of permitted manufacturing in UCRPD is described in Sect. 
3374.02(b).   Prohibits certain types of manufacturing anyway.  Response:  Note that the 

idea of manufacturing is new to the neighborhood.   

 Battelle does not want to place more manufacturing limits in the council variance than is 
already listed in the proposed zoning 

 Deb stated there is no min. parking - community wants to know if there are any 
assurances for how far parking restrictions might go. 

 Comment that can’t prevent future change 

 Comment that community requests reflect concern for future and not overthinking.   

 Battelle noted the concerns presented, and stated they will review them, and agree to 
include some such as the heights as setbacks and buffers as presented at the start of the 
meeting.  They do no 

 They would like to proceed with a vote at the UAC meeting this month.  

 Action:  Battelle will add limitation text per the discussion at this meeting.  This text will be 
sent to the Zoning Committee one week prior to the UAC meeting so that there is time for 
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review.  Because this text is obviously not drafted yet, it is understood that the Zoning 
Committee cannot vote on this council variance in its current language.  But there is a 
general consensus that the language in the revised text will meet most of the goals and 
vision expressed during tonight’s discussion. 

 A copy of the limitation text will be sent to the commission along with this set of meeting 
notes. 

 
Because the final wording to add to the request for rezoning could not be completed at the meeting, 
no vote taken at this meeting. However, there was general agreement over the items to be listed in 
the Council Variance. 

 

 

VOTING RESULTS FOR ZONING COMMITTEE MEETING:   October 3, 2016 

 
MEMBER Craig 

Bouska 

Seth 

Golding 

Brian 

Williams 

Susan 

Keeny 

Rory 

Krupp 

Deb 

Supelak 

   

Attendance Present Excused Present Present Present Present    

CASE/ VOTE Y-N-A-R* Y-N-A-R* Y-N-A-R* Y-N-A-R* Y-N-A-R* Y-N-A-R Y-N-A-R*   

The Wilson, 

High &n Lane 

         

Battelle          

          

 
*Y – yes; N – no; A – abstain; R – recused                               *Revisions are noted in red. 
 

The following link is to the on-line zoning code, for your use and information: 

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/columbus/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT33ZOCO 

 

For Commission Presentations: 
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, October 19, 2016 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 at least 10 copies of their 
presentation that best presents 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. There is also an available overhead screen and projector 
for applicant power point presentations.  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. 

https://www.municode.com/library/oh/columbus/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT33ZOCO

