
Architectural Design Review Board 

September 6, 2016 @ 4:30 P.M. 

Council Chambers 

First Floor, 345 High Street 

Hamilton, Ohio 45011 

 

NOTE: Agenda and Reports may be amended as necessary or as required. 
Applicants, PLEASE REVIEW YOUR PROPOSAL for accuracy. 

 

Board Members 
 

Alf Beckman Bloch Brown Essman Fairbanks 

    Weigel Jacobs 

 

Fiehrer Graham Palechek Ripperger Whalen  

Demmel O’Neill  Brown O’Neill  

 

 

I. Roll Call: 
 

II. Swearing in of Those Providing Testimony to the Board: 

Kathy Dudley, Assistant Law Director 
 
III. Approval of Meeting Minutes – Written Summary and Audio Recording for these 

dates: 
 

A. June 21, 2016 B. July 5, 2016 C. July 19, 2016 
 
IV. Properties Seeking COA - Old Business - None 
 
V. Properties Seeking COA - New Business 
 

1. 401 North Second Street (German Village) – Porch Work - Extensive 
 
VI. Other New Business - New Business 
 

1. Mural Guidelines – Background and Purpose Statements - DRAFT 
 
VII. Miscellaneous/Discussion/On the Radar 
 

- Property Inquiries: 
o 376 South D Street – Like-for-Like Repairs/Paint – COA Issued 
o 610 Dayton Street – Like-for-Like Porch Work – COA Issued 
o 320 Ross Avenue – Like-for-Like Porch Work – COA Issued 
o 302 Main Street – Like-for-Like/Emergency Roofing – COA Issued 

 
VIII. Adjourn 
 
IX. Guests:   
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To:   Architectural Design Review Board 
From:  Ed Wilson, ADRB  
Subject: AGENDA ITEM #1 

401 North Second Street – Porch Work - Extensive 

Community Design Alliance, Applicant 

Meeting Date:    9/6/2016 

Received Application:  8/9/2016 

Impacts:  German Village 
 

 
Dear Board Members: 
 

Synopsis 
 
A Certificate of Appropriateness application has been submitted for 401 North 
Second Street needing Architectural Design Review Board examination and 
approval. 
 

COA Application includes the following proposal items and only these items: 
 

Proposed Items 

Needing ADRB COA Approval 
Reason 

Porch Work – Extensive 

- Replace Existing Porch 

 

Alteration of Structure (Porch) 

Change of Exterior Appearance (Porch) 

 

Existing:   
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401 North Second Street 
Porch Work - Extensive 
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Introduction: 
 
The Applicant, Community Design Alliance, has submitted a Certificate of 
Appropriateness Application for the property of 401 North Second Street.  The 
proposal involves replacement of the current porch. 
 
The subject property of 401 North Second Street is part of the German Village 
and is Zoned “BPD”, Business Planned Development. 
 
 
 

Background: 
 
401 North Second Street has been a subject of Certificate of Appropriateness 
applications and ADRB reviews in recent years.  Numerous property 
improvements have been applied for and approved by the board, including 
changes in paint color.  The current COA Application is another proposal in an 
ongoing series of property improvements for the structure. 
 
 
Supplemental Items 
 
Implications for ADRB Policies & Guidelines; and Other Requirements 
 
Due to the topic of Porches, there are no significant implications for the ADRB 
Policies & Guidelines concerning this project proposal. 
 
 
 
 
State of Ohio Historic Designation 
 
This property of 401 North Second Street is not part of the State of Ohio Historic 
Inventory. 
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PROPOSAL 
 
Replacement of Existing Porch of the structure. 
 

 Removal of Existing Walkway and Stairs of Porch 
 

 Replacement of the Existing Porch Cap 
 
 
New Replacement Porch 
 

 Expansion of the Porch 
 

 Add Front-Facing Staircase to Replacement Porch 
 

 Propose Cladding replacement porch in Shingles 
o To match the house 

 

 New Porch Roof with Railing – over the Porch 
 

 Architectural Details added to Columns 
o To match the house 

 
A plan elevation diagram of the proposal has been included in the COA 
Application to illustrate the proposal as an Exhibit Attachment Item. 
 
Additionally, a photo rendering has been supplied in the COA Application to 
illustrate the proposal, included as an Exhibit Attachment Item. 
 
 

Attachments: 
 

1. EXHIBIT A: Images of the Property 

2. EXHIBIT B1: Photo Rendering of Existing 

3. EXHIBIT B2: Photo Rendering of Proposal 

4. EXHIBIT C: Plan Elevation of Proposal 

a. Exhibit C1: Existing Porch Elevation 
b. Exhibit C2: Proposed Porch Elevation 

5. EXHIBIT D: COA Application 
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EXHIBIT A: Images of the Property 
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EXHIBIT B1: Photo Rendering of Existing 

 
EXHIBIT B2: Photo Rendering of Proposal 
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EXHIBIT C: Plan Elevation of Proposal 
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EXHIBIT C1: Existing Porch 
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EXHIBIT C2: Proposed Porch 
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EXHIBIT D: COA Application 

 
 
 



 
 

 

 

To:   Architectural Design Review Board 
From:  Ed Wilson, ADRB  
Subject: AGENDA ITEM #2 

Mural Guidelines – Background and Purpose - DRAFT 

Submitted by Mural Sub-Group for ADRB, under guidance of 
Madam Chair, Mary Pat Essman. 

Meeting Date:    9/6/2016 

Impacts:  All Historic Districts and Properties under ADRB Review Jurisdiction 
 

 
Dear Board Members: 
 

Synopsis 
 
The Mural Sub-Group of the Architectural Design Review Board met and 
discussed possible mural guidelines for historic review.  This discussion 
stemmed from a Work Group Collaboration meeting between the ADRB and arts 
organization StreetSpark. 
 
The attached is a Draft version of the Background and Purpose statement to help 
craft the Mural Review Guidelines for ADRB. 
 
 

Background: 
 
The discussion of Mural Guidelines stemmed from the reviews and actions 
pertaining to a proposed mural for 244 Main Street, in the Rossville Historic 
District.  The predominant result of the scenario prompted a discussion and need 
to review possible mural guidelines to better facilitate such reviews and serve as 
possible justification for decisions pertaining to proposed murals.   
 
While the ADRB Policies & Guidelines are only guidelines and not hard rules, 
they have and could be properly cited for board review and action. 
 
The ADRB Secretary endeavored in research, obtaining several differing 
documents of other communities related to mural review for historic districts.  
Sharing these documents with the whole of the ADRB and StreetSpark led to 
discussions and the aforementioned Work Session meeting on June 21, 2016.  
Stemming from this meeting, a sub-group of ADRB members formed to further 
discuss and draft mission statements for the topic of murals and ADRB mural 
review. 
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The proposed background and purpose statement would be included as part of 
the ADRB Policies & Guidelines under the new topic entry of “Murals”.  Further, 
the purpose and background may or may not lead to further supporting clauses 
to form the core of guidance for ADRB mural review, based on discussion and 
action by the board. 
 
 
The attached document is the current summation of the background and purpose 
for review and discussion by the ADRB and was included in the July 19, 2016 
ADRB Agenda. 
 

 There were no comments received from the board members concerning 
the proposed background and purpose.   

 There were no comments received from StreetSpark or other interested 
parties. 

 
 
 

Possible Actions 
 
The ADRB could vote to allow the addition of the Proposed Background and 
Purpose Statements, and subsequently the topic of Murals, for the ADRB 
Policies and Guidelines as a September 6, 2016 Revision. 
 
The ADRB could deliberate further for any supporting Mural guidelines if desired 
and as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachments: 
 

1. EXHIBIT A: July 10, 2016 Draft of Mural Review for ADRB Policies & 
Guidelines - Background and Purpose 
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EXHIBIT A: July 10, 2016 Draft of Mural Review for ADRB Policies & 
Guidelines - Background and Purpose 

 
Draft – July 10, 2016 
 
 

City of Hamilton Architectural Design Review Board 
 
Background 
 
The City of Hamilton Architectural Design Review Board reviews applications for 
Certificates of Appropriateness for substantial alterations to properties in the City’s 
designated historic areas or properties individually listed by Ordinance.  Mural art is 
considered a substantial alteration requiring approval of the Architectural Design 
Review Board.   
 
The Architectural Design Review Board supports the use of mural art in the historic 
areas.  Mural art is widely considered one of the oldest methods of artistic 
expression.  Murals bring art from the private to the public sphere, add visual and 
aesthetic value to neighborhoods and provide a medium to display the history, 
beliefs, and culture of a community.  When appropriately executed, murals can 
enhance the character and reinforce the historic fabric of any of the City’s historic 
areas. 
 
 
Purpose 
 
The purpose of regulating mural art is to ensure the continued visual aesthetic of 
the historic district while allowing for compatible artistic and creative expression in 
appropriate locations and designs.  The established review criteria provide guidance 
concerning the compatibility and appropriateness of the placement, massing scale 
and materials of mural art with minimal intrusion into the artistic expression and 
content of the work.  The criteria are written keeping sensitivity to the 
neighborhoods and their buildings as a priority. 
 
 
 


