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Architectural Review Overlay District 1161.05
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Upon approval of Phase I, the Planning Commission shall give the
applicant a letter of approval for the approved phase with reference to the
documents submitted to it.

When the applicant is ready to submit Phase II to the Planning
Commission, an application shall be submitted to the Village Manager for
review. This application for Phase II shall contain:

A. Dimensional drawings

B. Materials to be used.

C. Final sketch of exterior elevation.

D. Final working drawings, details and specifications for
construction.

. The Planning Commission shall set a hearing date within thirty days from
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the date of receipt of the application for Phase II. After the hearing, the
Planning Commission shall have thirty days to either approve or reject
Phase 1I.

If the Planning Commission approves Phase I1, a Zoning and Architectural
Permit shall be issued.

The Planning Commission may consider both phases simultaneously if
requested by the applicant.

With the approval of the Planning Commission, modifications may be
made to elements of any phase which has previously been approved.
(Ord. 23-99. Passed 6-16-99.)

1161.04 ADVISORS.
The Planning Commission may retain an architect/advisor who need not be a resident of
the Village, with approval of the Village Council.

1161.05 STANDARDS AND CRITERIA.

In reviewing

an application, the Planning Commission shall determine, based on

submitted materials, whether the proposed architecture follows or exemplifies any one or a
combination of the following architectural styles:

Colonial Greek Revival
Dutch Colonial Victorian
French Colonial Italianate
Georgian Second Empire
Federal/Adamesque Chateauesque
Jeffersonian/Roman Revival Homestead
Richardsonian Romanesque Queen Anne
American Foursquare Craftsman
Tudor Bungalow

These styles are considered consistent with existing architecture in the Village, and depict
the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan. So also must the Commission consider the "tout
ensemble,” or the totality of an architecturally or historically unique area.

‘ In reviewing an application, the Planning Commission shall also consider the following:
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Height. The height of the building shall be measured at the ridge line or the
parapet. All new construction should be within ten percent (10%) of the average
height of the existing adjacent buildings, unless the structures are of a potential
landmark character, or the Planning Commission finds that it is not in the best
interest of the community that a common height be maintained.

Building Massing. In evaluating building massing, such characteristics as the
building width, height, surrounding setbacks and style shall be considered in
relationship to all other structures within 100 feet. This relationship between
buildings should allow for consistency of style, size and density in each given
neighborhood area.

Roof Shape. Roof shape is particularly significant in low buildings or buildings
which will be seen from a distance or from above. Roof forms and materials may
relate to surrounding buildings. Tall building roof shapes should be evaluated
from the logical point or points from where they would be viewed rather than
from a straight elevation.

Materials and Texture. Materials and texture are particularly important in terms
of their relationship to surrounding buildings and the use of natural materials
should be encouraged. Brick color from actual samples should be evaluated. In
many cases, through the skillful use of color, significant compatibility with the
surrounding environment can be developed.

Use of Details. In evaluating building details, the primary concern is for
appropriateness to the scale and overall design concept of the building and its
environment. Building details may attempt to recall the spirit of an earlier period
detailing in contemporary application. If the applicant chooses to reproduce
historic details, such as colonial window treatment, etc., it becomes important that
some historical authenticity is maintained. In older structures, detailing may be
highlighted through painting.

Use of Live Plant Material. Planting materials should be evaluated on their use
for accentuating and highlighting the architectural details of screening undesirable
areas such as vacant lots, parking and mechanical equipment. Planting and
landscaping are particularly important where parking lots are utilized. Mounding
may be developed to partially screen automobiles from the pedestrian view or
driving views. In addition, larger parking lots (over fifteen cars) should be
broken up by interior landscaping, preferably at the ends of parking aisles.
Where year-round screening is required, evergreen planting is appropriate.

Use of Landscape Design. Other elements of exterior design, such as walls,
become a part of the building and tie it to adjoining structures or give it additional
character. Lighting is particularly important, both from the standpoint of
providing light to the pedestrian as well as affecting the view of the building in
the evening hours. Where possible, lighting should be either low level or
screened from any potential of shining directly into pedestrians' or auto drivers'
eyes. When appropriate, the applicant should provide a lighting plan as seen at
night.
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73 Architectural Review Overlay District 1161.07

¢th) Enhancement of Pedestrian Environment. Where possible, elements which can
contribute to the quality of the pedestrian environment and other public amenities
should be promoted. Included among these may be benches, water fountains,
seating areas, arcades, awnings or canopies. Increasing the quality of the
pedestrian environment is one of the major themes of this Zoning Ordinance.
Improving circulation and developing new pedestrian routes, such as mid-block
connections, are particularly desirable.

@) Signage. As regulated by the sign regulations, signage will be most signficant
in communicating the character of the building. Signage should be discreet and
minimal. Signs oriented to the pedestrian should be small in scale; those oriented
toward automobile traffic may be larger. Color should be subdued, and where
appropriate, the architectural character of the sign should be consistent with that
of the building. Signs flush on the building face are in many cases preferable to
projecting signs.

)] Other elements necessary to determine appropriateness of the proposed changes.
(Ord. 30-05. Passed 9-7-05.)

1161.06 DEMOLITION PERMIT REQUIRED.
(EDITOR’S NOTE: Former Section 1161.06 was repealed by Ordinance 25-05, passed
July 6, 2005.)

1161.07 APPEALS.

Appeals from decisions of the Planning Commission with respect to an application
submitted for architectural review may be had as provided in Chapter 1141.
(Ord. 23-99. Passed 6-16-99.)
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BY: Mershon
RESOLUTION NO. 07-43

A RESOLUTION AFFIRMING THE DECISION OF THE GRANVILLE
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION TO APPROVE, WITH ,
CONDITIONS, THE APPLICATION FOR ARCHITECTURAL
REVIEW FOR THE PROPOSED ADDITION TO CLEVELAND HALL
AND ADOPTING DECISION FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF

FACT

WHEREAS, on February 26, 2007, the Village Planning Commission approved, with
conditions, the architectural plans submitted by Denison University for an addition to
Cleveland Hall located on the University campus; and

WHEREAS, the decision of the Village Planning Commission was appealed and a
hearing was conducted before Council on June 6, 2007; and

WHEREAS, on June 20, 2007, Council z{firmed the decision of the Village Planning
Commission by a vote of 3-2 with two recusals; and

WHEREAS, Council desires to formalize in writing its decision of June 20, 2007 to
uphold the decision of the Village Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS Council has made decision findings and conclusions of fact supporting
its decision, attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit “A.”

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of Granville, Ohio, that:

Section I:  Pursuant to Section 1137.01 (k) of the Codified Ordinances of Granville,
Ohio, the Council hereby affirms the decision of the Granville Village
Planning Commission approving the application for architectural review, with
conditions, for the proposed addition to Cleveland Hall, and hereby adopts the
decision findings and conclusions of fact attached hereto and incorporated
herein as Exhibit “A.”



Exhibit A

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE VILLAGE OF GRANVILLE, OHIO

In the Matter of the Appeals of Dennis Cauchon,

Bill Wernet, Jack Thornborough, and Jim and

Joy Jung (consolidated) from the Decision of the
Planning Commission of the Village of Granville
Approving the Architectural Review Application

of Denison University for an Addition to Cleveland
Hall (Planning Commission Application No. 07-003).

DECISION OF COUNCIL AND FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF FACT

This Decision with Findings and Conclusions of Fact is adopted by Council
pursuant to Section 1137.02 of the Codified Ordinances of the Village of Granville.
Section 1137.02(j) states that “Council may affirm, reverse, revoke, modify or remand for
further proceedings the decision or order appealed from™ and Section 1137.02(k) states
that Council “shall formalize its decision in writing, including in the decision findings
and conclusions of fact.”

The applicant before the Village Planning Commission was Denison University,
which sought approval of the architectural plans for an addition to Cleveland Hall located
on the lower campus of the University. Cleveland Hall is a building constructed in 1904
as a gymnasium. In the 1970’s, Denison converted the building to its studio arts building,
although it is not adequate for that purpose according to University President Dale
Knobel. Rather than demolish the building, Denison plans to renovate the building and
add the new addition to the building which will serve as the artist’s studio. In developing
the architectural plan for the new addition, the University wanted to insure that sufficient
light would come into the studio and that the renovation and the addition were consistent
with the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings established by the Secretary of
the Interior. Under the Guidelines, a new addition to an historic building should always
be clearly differentiated from the historic building itself, such that it is clear what is
historic and what is new, and be compatible in terms of mass, materials, relationship of
solids to voids, and color. The proposed design of the addition satisfies these Guidelines.
The Guidelines also provide that consideration should be given to the new use and the
appearance of other buildings in the historic district or neighborhood, which is a point
that the Appellant’s dispute.

Upon review of the application, the Village Planning Director concluded that the
architectural plan met the requirements of Section 1161.02(a)-(d) of the Codified
Ordinances. After hearing the application, the Village Planning Commission by a vote of
three to two approved the architectural plan with conditions on February 26, 2007. The
conditions attached to the approval of the plan related to the requirement for the siding of
the addition and for the specific lighting plan approved by the Commission. The decision
of the Planning Commission on the four standards and criteria specified in Section
1161.02 of the Codified Ordinances of the Village of Granville for the approval of the



~~'proposed plan is set forth below (the Commission set forth its findings in bold type): the
Commission was required to determine whether the proposed architectural design:

(a) Is stylistically compatible with other new, renovated
and old structures in the Village District. The addition is
not similar to other structures to the Village District but
protects their historic design by not matching other
structures.

(b) Contributes to the improvement and upgrading of the
historical character of the Village District. The addition
protects the historic and architectural integrity of
Cleveland Hall and other buildings within the area
surrounding Cleveland Hall by complimenting (sic) the
structures while not matching them with architectural
detail.

(c¢) Contributes to the continuing vitality of the District.
The addition contributes to the vitality and
redevelopment of the campus and the surrounding
areas through the multi-million dollar investment.

(d) Protects and enhances examples of the physical
surroundings in which past generations lived. The
addition protects the historic and architectural integrity
of Cleveland Hall and other buildings within the area
surrounding Cleveland Hall.

Council’s decision in these appeals is based on the testimony and evidence
presented at the hearing before Council conducted on June 6, 2007, and upon a
consideration of the objections of the Appellants made at that hearing and before the
Village Planning Commission. On June 20, 2007, Council affirmed the decision of the
Planning Commission by a vote of three to two, with two Members abstaining. By
majority vote of the Council Members hearing these appeals, Council now affirms the
decision of the Village Planning Commission by written decision. Council makes the
following findings and conclusions of fact:

1. The Proposed Design Satisfies the Requirements of Section 1161.02 - In
determining whether the design of the proposed addition to Cleveland Hall meets the
standards set forth in Section 1161.02, Council finds that it must look at both the
architectural plan for the proposed addition to Cleveland Hall and the surrounding area to
determine whether the totality of the architecturally or historically unique area is
benefited by the proposed design of the addition. Council recognizes that it is essential to
protect the historic character of the Village District, but it also recognizes that a modern
or contemporary design for the addition to Cleveland Hall can contribute to the
preservation of the historic character of Cleveland Hall and can be compatible with the




"historic character of the Village District under Section 1161.02 of the Codified
Ordinances. As did the Village Planning Commission, Council finds that the proposed
design meets all four of the standards set forth in Section 1161.02 of the Codified
Ordinances.

The proposed architectural design of the addition to Cleveland Hall is stylistically
compatible with some other institutional buildings in the Village Institutional District.
The proposed design contributes to the improvement and upgrading of the historical
character of the Village District by contributing to a historically accurate renovation of
Cleveland Hall and by the preserving the historic character of that building. The
proposed design contributes to the vitality of the District, not only by the construction
work which will have a financial benefit to the Village, but by providing an effective
interaction between the campus and the Village and will tie these two areas closer
together as the Village Institutional District was intended to do. Council finds that in
reviewing the architectural plans for an addition to an institutional structure like
Cleveland Hall, the ordinances do provide some flexibility to the Planning Commission
in determining whether the proposed design “is stylistically compatible with other new,
renovated and old structures in the Village District” under Section 1161 02(a) of the
Ordinances.

2. Unequal Treatment and Precedent - Several Appellants noted their concern
with unequal treatment by the Planning Commission and with the precedent that would
be established by the approval of the proposed plan for the addition to Cleveland Hall.
Council shares those concerns. However, Council finds that the approval of a
architectural review plan must be based on the merits of the specific plan and an
examination of the effects the proposed design plan would have on the architectural and
historic character of the neighboring properties and the Village District as whole in
accordance with the Ordinances of the Village. Council also notes that there are several
unique features that govern the architectural requirements for an addition to Cleveland
Hall that might not be present in the case of residential and commercial structures located
within the Architectural Review Overlay District. For these reasons, Council believes
that approval of the proposed plan for the addition to Cleveland Hall will not establish
precedent for the review of architectural plans for any other properties in the
Architectural Review Overlay District in the future, including other plans which may be
proposed by Denison University itself.

3.  Architectural Styles — Council finds that the proposed contemporary
architectural design of the addition to Cleveland Hall does not fall within one of the
specific architectural styles identified in Section 1161.05 of the Codified Ordinances.
However, Council finds that the styles set forth in Section 1161.05 are not exhaustive and

that the proposed design of the addition to Cleveland Hall can be penmtted if it satisfies
the four standards set forth in Section 1161.02.

4. Lack of Injury to Adjacent Properties — Appellants claimed that the proposed
architectural design for the addition to Cleveland Hall would injure them and the market
values of their properties. While Council regards these claims with concern, it finds that




"there is not any substantial evidence in the record to allow Council to uphold these claims
in these particular appeals.

For the above reasons, Council affirms the decision of the Planning Commission
to approve, with the conditions adopted by the Commission, the application for
Architectural Review submitted by Denison University for the proposed addition to
Cleveland Hall located on the campus of the University.



