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v, LUSIONS

Appellants submit three assignments of error:

1 THE VILLAGE OF GRANVILLE ERRED IN ITS FINRING THAT THE PROPOSED
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR THE CLEVELAND HALL ADDITIONS MET THE
REQUIREMENTS OF ALL FOUR STANDARDS WHICH WERE TO BE APPLIED AS
SET FORTH IN SECTION 1161.02 OF SAID CODE,

18 THE VILLAGE OF GRANVILLE ERRED IN ITS FINDING THAT THE PROPOSED
- ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR THE CLEVELAND HALL ADDITIONS MET THE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE LIST OF ARCHITECTURAL STYLES SET FORTH IN
SECTION 1161.05, SINCE THIS LIST OF ARCHITECTURAL STYLES 1S
EXCLUSIVE (EXHAUSTIVE) AND THE PROPOSED CLEVELAND HALL ADDITIONS
ARE OF A STYLE NOT INCLUDED.

III. EVEN IF THE COURT SHOULD FIND APPELLANTS' ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.
2 UNPERSUASIVE, THE VILLAGE OF GRANVILLE ERRED IN ITS FINDING THAT
SAID PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN WAS CONSISTENT WITH EXISTING
ARCHITECTURE ACCORDING TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 1161.05
WHICH CONTAINS A LIST OF 18 ARCHITECTURAL STYLES THAT “ARE
CONSIDERED CONSISTENT WITH EXISTING ARCHITECTURE IN THE
VILLAGE....”

Assignment of Ermar 1
Appellants contend that tha Planning Commisslon and Council erred In finding that
Denison's propasad architectural plans met the requirements of Vijlage Code Section
1161.02, Granville Village Code Section '1161.02 statagi=> === =« vriimim . ..

The purpose of the Architectural Raview Qvetlay Distriet Is to
preserve and encourege good architectural styles within the Village,
reflecting the distinct phases of the Village's history, Therefore, in addition
to the othar requirements of this Zoning Ordinance, all applications for
Zoning and Architectural Permits in the Architectural Review Overlay
Distriet which prapose new construckion, exterior medification and/or
structural alteration shall be subject to review by the Pianning Commission
to determine that the proposed new eonstruction, exterior modification or
structurs! alteration:

(a) Is stylistically compatible with other new, renovated and old

structuras In the Village District.

(b)  Contributes to the Improvement and upgrading of the

historical character of the Village District.

(c)  Contributes to the continuing vitality. of the District,

{d)  Protects and enhances examples of the physical

surroundings In which past generations lived,
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The Commisston and Coundl! determined that Denlson’s design met all four
requiremants, As to subsection (a), the Commission stated in its findings that “[t]he
addition is not similar to other structures to the Village District but protects their historic
design by not matching other structures.” The Village Council affirmed the Commission’s
findings, but stated, "[t]he proposed architactural design of the addition to Cleveland Hall
{s stylistically compatible with some other institutional bulldings in the Village
Institutional District.”

Section 1161.05 of the code requires the comrﬁissicn to determine “whether the
proposed architecture follows or exemplifies any one or a combination aof” elghtaen listed
arthltectura.l styles. The Commission falled to include a determination under this section
in its findings. The Council stated, “the proposed contemporaty architectural design does
not fall within ane of the specific architectural styles ide_ntlﬁed in Section 1161,05,” but
added that a design may be approved If it did not fal| under one of the listed styles as
long as the design met the requirements of Section 1161,02.

Section 1159.01 expresses the purpose and intent of regulating the Village

Digtriet, It states;

The goal of regulation in-the-Village Dlstrict.is to.Insyre.that any.jand.use. .. |
changes which occur within the District are harmonlous and compatible
with the appearance apd the character of adjacent land uges and that such
changes anhance the Village District.

... The preservation of existing structures which have historleal and
architectural significance as well as the Inteqration of new and renovated
structures with the character and appearance of existing structures In the
Village District Is emphasized.

The requirements of Section 1161.02 are cJearly intended to carry out; this purpose,

Tha Commission’s finding that "[t]he additlon is not stmilar to other structures to
the Village District but protects thejr historic design by not matching other structures,” is
remarkably candid, This Court finds it difficult to construe this statement as s finding
that the proposed design Is styllstically compatlble with the Village District. Further, the

second half of the sentance addresses not the requirement of subsection (2), but the
3
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requiraments of subsections (b) and (d), The Council added the canclusory statement
that the deslgn “Is stylistically compatible with some other institutional buildlngs in the
Village Institutional District,” This statemant seems to contradict the finding of the
Commission that the design was not similar to other structures.

The findings of the Commission and Counchl as to Section 1161.02(2) are not
supported by a praponderance of tha evidence in the record. Whila thlé Court does not
reach the Issue of whether the styles listed in 1161,05 are exhaustive, the Council admits
tha proposed design does not fall into one of the listed styles. Thus, there must be some
ather evidence to support the finding that the design was nonetheless stylistically
compatible with other structures in the Vllage District. The record, however, is filled
with evidence to the contrary. The proposed design Is rapeated|y referred to as “starkly
modern” or in stark contrast to ather structures and architectural styles In the District,
and the Commission admitted it was “not similar.”

Section 1159.01 states that land use changes sheuld be “harmanious and
compatible with adjacent land uses” and that “integration of new and renovated
structures with the character and appearance of existing structures (n the Village District

“T iz ermphastzad.” 'Read‘hﬁiéth-Sectlon—i-}EQ-; 61-and-thentent of Saction 116102 %t -
hreserve and encourage good architactural styles within the Village, reflecting the distinct
phases of the Villaga's history,” the finding of the Commission would render the
requirement of Section 1161.02(2) meaningless. The Coundll’a conclusnr'y statement
that the design is stylistically compatible with some other structures is simllarly arbitrary
and 1s unsupported by the record,
| The Court; finds appeflants’ flsst aasignment of error to be well takan,

Assignments of Errer I and 111
Since appellants’ first assignment of error i sustained, the Court need hot

address the seennd and third assignmants,
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Vv, CONCLUSIO
For the reasons set forth above, appallants’ first assignment of ertor i8
SUSTAINED, and the dacision of the Council of the Village of Granville is REVERSED,

Costs to appellees,

It s s0 ORDEREDR. Thare is no just cause for delay. This Is a final appealable
order,

11/11

Jo@i. Spafr, Judge

Copies of the Judgment Entry wera malled by ordinary U.S. Mall to all parsons
llstad below on the date of filing.

. Geoffrey Graham Judge, Esq., Attorney for Appelfants
964-A North 21st Street, Nawark, OH 43055

D. Michael Crites, Esq., and James R. Gorry, Esq., Atterneys for Appeliee
Village of Granville
300 East Broad Street, Sulte 300, Columbus, OH 43215

James R. Cooper, £sq., Attorney for Appellee Denisan University
33 West Main Street, P,O. Box 4190, Newark, OH 43058-4150




