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Motion #1andVote – ConditionalUse

Mr. TaylormadethemotiontoapprovethisConditionalUseapplicationbecausetheproposedcomplies
withtheconditionalusecriteriaandtheapplicabledevelopmentstandardsoftheSuburbanOfficeand
InstitutionalDistrict. Ms. Krambsecondedthemotion.  

Thevotewasasfollows:  Mr. Hardt, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms.  
AmoroseGroomes, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; andMr. Taylor, yes.  (Approved7 – 0.)  

Motion #2andVote – AmendedFinalDevelopmentPlan
Mr. FishmanmadethemotiontoapprovethisAmendedFinalDevelopmentPlanapplicationbecausethe
proposedcomplieswiththedevelopmenttext, theamendedfinaldevelopmentplancriteriaandexisting
developmentinthearea, withfourconditions:  

1) TheapplicantworkwithPlanningtoensurethelocationoftheoutsideenclosurehasminimal
impactontheexistingtrees;  

2) Theapplicantincorporateadditionallandscapingaroundtheperimeteroftheenclosurethatis
compatiblewithexistinglandscaping, subjecttoapprovalbyPlanning;  

3) Theproposedenclosurebeoffseteightinchestotheinsideofthebuilding; and
4) Theproposedbrickandmortar, anddesignutilizedonenclosureshallmatchascloselyas

possibletheexistingbuildingmaterials.  

Mr. HoelkerreferredtoCondition4, andaskedwhat ‘matched’ meant.  

Mr. Taylorsaiditmeanttomatchthebrickascloselyaspossibletotheexistingbuilding.  

Mr. Hoelkeragreedtothefourconditions.  

Ms. Newellsecondedthemotion.  Thevotewasasfollows:  Mr. Budde, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Amorose
Groomes, yes; Mr. Taylor, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; andMr. Fishman, yes.  (Approved7 –  
0.)  

2. DominionHomesPUD – SarnovaSign 5000TuttleCrossingBoulevard
12-023AFDP AmendedFinalDevelopmentPlan

ChrisAmoroseGroomesintroducedthisapplicationrequestingreviewandapprovaltorefaceanexisting
groundsignforanofficebuildingwithintheDominionHomesPlannedUnitDevelopment (PUD) District,  
locatedonthenorthsideofTuttleCrossingBoulevard, approximately400westoftheintersectionwith
FrantzRoad.  Shesaidtheapplicationcontainedtwocomponents, andtheCommissionwillneedtomake
twomotions.  ShesworeinthoseintendingtoaddresstheCommissionregardingthiscase, includingthe
applicant, ChristineBenadum, 5000TuttleCrossingBoulevard, andCityrepresentatives.  

VictoriaNewell, whopulledthisconsentitemfromtheAgenda, saidshedidnotrequirePlanning
presentation.  Shesaidshethoughtthegroundsignshouldhaveperimeterlandscapingaroundthebase
ofthesign.  Shesaidtheytypicallyaskforit, andshethoughtitwasappropriateandwouldliketoseeit
addedascondition.  Ms. NewellreferredtoPlanning’srecommendationthattheapplicantdidnothaveto
returntotheCommissionforapprovalifthesignfacewaschanged.  Shesaiditappearedinthecase
historythattheoriginalprovisionforthatwasbecausethisparcelwasgrantedextrasignageforsome
extenuatingcircumstances.  Shesaidshefeltthatprovisionshouldremainonthesite.  Shesaidshewas
notsurethatsignremainedonthesite.  
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ClaudiaHusakexplainedthatadditionalsignsweregrantedattheoriginalzoning, andwhentheexisting
signwasapprovedbytheCommission, theapplicantsremovedtheextrasignandonesignexistsonthe
sitenow.  

RichardTayloraskedifthissignwerereviewedwiththenewSignCodeandnotthePUD, howitwould
impactit.  HerecalledthissignwiththeyellowswishspecificallybeingreferencedwhentheCommission
reviewedtheproposedCode.  

Ms. Husakexplainedthatthesignwasallowedtobe50squarefeet.  Shesaidtheyareactuallyusingthe
insideastheirsignface, anditisalotlessthanthat.  Shesaidtheyareallowedtohave20percentof
theallowablesizeofthesign, whichis50squarefeet, tobeusedasalogo.  Shesaidtheycouldhave10
squarefeetoflogo.  Shesaidtypically, theywouldjustsnaparectangleexactlyaroundthelogo, andit
couldbeupto20percentortensquarefeet.  Ms. Husaksaidcolorwise, inthisinstance, theywould
countthestar-shapedlogoasoneofthecolors, whichbecauseitisyellowandbluedoesnotexceedthe
Codeasitistoday.  Shesaid thetypewouldbeoneadditionalcolor.  Shesaidinthisinstance, they
wouldnotcountthebackgroundasacolor.  

Mr. TaylornotedthatthePUDtextasitexistsalignswiththeCodebeforetherewasthelogochange.  

Ms. Husaksaidthatwastrue, butthisPUDtextisnotsospecifictothetypesofcolorsthattheycould
useotherthanthebackgroundthattheystillcoulddothecolorfullogoiftheywanted.  Shesaidif, for
example, theyhadtheblackbackgroundthatthetextrequires, thenPlanningissuggestingthatthe
Commissionremovetheconditionthattheynolongerarerequiredtohaveablackbackground.  Shesaid
iftheydidtheblackbackground, theycouldstillhaveacolorfullogoandhaveonecolorleftoverforthe
copyoftheirname.  

Mr. Taylorsaidifthedevelopmenttextdidnotincludeanythingaboutsigns, thesignswoulddefaultto
Code.  Heaskedifthatwerethecasehere, howwouldthatchangethesignsandwoulditopenthedoor
tomuchlargersignsonthissite.  

Ms. HusakexplainedthatunderCode, itwouldallowonesignbecauseithasfrontageonlyononestreet
and50squarefeetisthesizethatCodewouldallow.  Shesaidthestructureis5by10feet, whatthey
areusingasthesignfaceisalotless.  

Mr. Tayloraskedifunderthecurrentdevelopmenttext, iftheydecidedtomakethatsignlarger, they
couldwithoutchangingthedevelopmenttextbecausetheycouldmakeitupto50squarefeet.  

Ms. Husaksaidthattheycouldfillintheentireinsideoftheexistingsignstructure.  

Mr. TaylornotedthatifitwereonlyundertheSignCodeandnotthePUD, theresultwouldbethesame.     

Ms. HusakremindedthatthissignwasapprovedbytheCommissionandPlanningonlyadministratively
approvesignfacechangeswhichwouldstillmeaninthisPUDthattheyhavetocomebackforsignface
changes.  ShesaidsheknewofnootherPUDthatrequiresthat.  Shesaidhowever, iftheywanttotake
theentire50squarefeetastheirsignface, itwouldstillhavetobeapprovedbytheCommission,  
becausePlanningisonlyallowedtoapprovewhatisinsidetheboxadministrativelyunderthe
developmenttext.  Ms. HusaksaidthatinallPlannedDistricts, theCommissionhastoapproveallkinds
ofsignchangesotherthaniftheyarejustthefaceofthesignalreadyapprovedbytheCommission.  

ChristineBenadum, Sarnova, 5000TuttleCrossingBoulevard, saidshewasfairlycertaintherewere
flowersorshrubsplantedbythesignnow.    
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Ms. Newellsaidifthelandscapingexisted, theconditioncouldremainandPlanningcouldverifyitsothat
itwouldnotbeanissue.  

Ms. AmoroseGroomessaidsheobservedlandscapinginthislocation.  Shesaidthatitwasnormallyan
annualplanting.  Sheaskediftheconcernwasontheendsorwasthatsufficient.  

Ms. Newellsaidherconcernwasthatthelandscapingwasnotinthephotographic imageandshe
thoughtitshouldbe.  Shesaidshenolongerhadaconcern.    

Ms. Husakexplainedthatonetextmodificationwouldallowalightcolorbackgroundwhichisreallyjust
theinsideofthesigntobepermittedforthisparticularsite.  Shesaidtheotherwasnottorequirethe
applicanttocomebacktotheCommissionforanotherchangesuchasbeingseentonight.  

Motion #1andVote – MinorTextModifications
Mr. TaylormadethemotiontoapprovethisMinorTextModificationsbecausethemodificationstothe
developmenttextareminorinnatureandwillcontinuetoresultinhighqualitysigndesigns, thetwo
modificationsare:  

1) Tomodifythedevelopmenttexttoallowlightcoloredbackground (stoneinset) foratenantsign
withintheDominionHomesPUD; and

2) TonolongerrequiresignfacechangesbeapprovedbythePlanningandZoningCommission.  

Ms. Benadumagreedtotheconditions.  

Mr. Fishmansecondedthemotion.  Thevotewasasfollows;  Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. AmoroseGroomes,  
Yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; andMr. Taylor, yes.  (Approved
7 – 0.)  

Motion #2andVote – AmendedFinalDevelopmentPlan
ToapprovethisAmendedFinalDevelopmentPlanapplicationbecausetheproposedsignfacechange
complieswiththeamendedfinaldevelopmentplancriteriaandexistingdevelopmentinthearea, with
onecondition:  

1)  ThatthesignbasebelandscapedinaccordancewithCode, subjecttoapprovalbyPlanning.  

Ms. Benadumagreedtothecondition.  

Mr. Hardtsecondedthemotion.  Thevotewasasfollows:  Ms. AmoroseGroomes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes;  
Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; andMr. Taylor, yes.  (Approved7 – 0.)  

4. Wendy’sInternational – CorporateCampusSigns 1DaveThomasBoulevard
12-027CDDS CorridorDevelopmentDistrict

ChrisAmoroseGroomesintroducedthisapplicationrequestingreviewandapprovalofmodificationsto
theexistinggroundsignandtheinstallationofanewwallsignfortheWendy’sCorporateCampus
locatedonthenorthsideofWestDublin-GranvilleRoadatitsintersectionwithDaveThomasBoulevard.   
ShesworeinthoseintendingtoaddresstheCommissionregardingthiscase, includingPaulOrban, BHDP
Architecture, representingtheapplicant, DaveFeusner, Wendy’sInternational, andCityrepresentatives.  



PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

RECORD F ACTION
Lund Use and

Long Runge Planning
5800 Shler -Rings Road

dub in, Ohio 43016-1236

Prone/ TDD: 614-410-460D
Fox 614 -4 ) (-4747

Web Silt:: wwwAub1h0h,vs

JANUARY 15, 2009

The Manning and Zoning Commission tools the following action at this meeting:

3. Dominion Homes 900 Tuttle Crossing Boulevard
o -11 AP P Amended Final Development Plan

Proposal: Refacing an existing ground sign and the addition of an awning for
an existing office building located on the north side of Tuttle

Cros Boulevard at its inter with Frantz Road.
Request: Review and approval of an amended final development plan under

the Planned District provisions of Code Section 153.050.
Applicant: Aimee Etterling, Dominion Homes, Inc; represented by Roz

Peters, Dominion Homes Marketingeting epart ent.

Planning Contacts: tae Stromberg, Planning Assistant and Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP,
Planner pp

Contact In rrnation: 61 10 -4600, dstromberg@dublin.oh.usor jrauch@dubfin.oh-us

MOTION To approve this amended final development plan because the proposed sign meets
the design intent of the approved developmentent text and the proposal meets the review criteria

with the following two conditions.

1 ) That the applicant utilize the Marine Blue color for the proposed awning, and that the
copy be eliminated from the proposed awning and placed on the exterior door at the

applicant's option; and
2 That the final developmentent plan be amended to permit the use of a blue background and

non- routed white lettering for this sign.

VOT 7-0.o.

RESULT: This Amended Final Development Plan was approved.

STAFF CERTIFICATION

i

i . niter M) .a ch

Plannernner pp
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3) That the appheant Utili e a sea green juniper hedge on the south side of the existin

mound along wall Street to ineet the vehicular use area screening re Uirements in lieu of

increasing the height of the mound.

Mr. Fishman seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Mr. Taylor, fires; Ms. Ailloros

Groomes, yes; Mr, Walter, yes; Mr. Fr *eimann, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr.
Zimmerman, yes. (Approved 7 — o,

3. Dominion Homes 4900 Tuttle O ssin l v i ~d

08-11.4AFDP Amended Final Development Plan
This ease was pulled from the Consent Items on the Benda

Todd Zimmerman explained the process and procedures of this Administrative natter. lie swore

its a11 Yorle Wishing to address the Commission in regards to this ease, including the applicant
Steve Beep, and City representatives.

Flite Freinizinn agreed that a Planning presentation was not necessary for this Consent ease. He

commented the refacing of the sign was a dramatic improvement. Fle stated lie preferred the use
of the Marinc Blare awning to the Tuscan orange colored awning. lie expressed concern about
the address on the awning siriee the Commission had previously discussed the issue in depth for
the La Chatelaine awning proposal. He said lie was not comfortable with the building address on
the awnincy since the address was ilICILided on the nionument sign. He said if the applicant had a

compelling reason for placing the address on the awning, he would listen.

Amy Klan b said she preferred the Marine Blue awning because it ni.atehed the sign and it did

not stand Out as much as the Tuscan Orange color. She asked if the sign lettering was engraved.

Steve Beep, representing Dominion Homes, said regarding the address, the iSSLIC was Dominion

has consolidated into one building, with the visitor entrance facing Frantz Toad. He said clients

come to the wrong door because the address is on Tuttle Crossing Boulevard, bUt the maid

entrance faces the other way. He sal l this has caused confusion in the past.

Kevin Walter asked if vehicular traffic will enter from Tuttle Crossing Boulevard. Mr. Beck

explained that people can access the site from Tuttle Crossing Boulevard or Farb Center.

Mr. Freimann said lie was not against people finding the business. He said the Cox mission

often sees addresses proposed on signs and it was an oneomy issue that needed to be resolved.

Mr. WaItcr and Mr. Zimmerman noted that the monument sign also was not located on Tuttle

Crossing BOLdevard.

Mr. Walter said lie thought putting 4900 on the Tuttle Crossing BOLIlevard side of the buildin
WOUId help, but l)Uttill the address on the awning would not help find the loeatiorl.

Warren Fishman said lie did not life the Tuscan orange awnino and he agreed that the address
on the awning was not necessary. He pointed out that cheats will receive directions from their;

realtor. He said the building was dory mart on the corner, and he dick not see any hardship.
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Mr. Zimmerman asked If the si wer changed around w the Dominioninion Homes office

relocated to one buil i» ,

Jennif r Rar.leh sai the text for this planned district leas Unique sin requirements. She said

when Dominion Homes owned both buildings, three si were permitted; one for this parcel
and two for the western pareel. She said a new owner is now using the building to the west, so
oiie of those signs is eliminated for that particular use and could go back to Dolllillloil, if they so
chose to do that. She clarified that based on this Dominion has the potential of having two signs.

Richard Taylor said the Commission had previously disc rssed sign criteria and said if an awnin
was considered are additional sign if it had text on it. He recalled that the original Matt the Miller -
application had proposed s1gnage at th fron door, a monunientsi in front, and the restaurant
name on half a dozen awnings. fie said La Chatelaine was a similar application.

Mr. Zimmerman pointed out that are address, not a corporate logo or verbiage was bein
proposed ont a ntil s.

Mr. Taylor asked how many s the Dominion building currently had w the awning. He

asked if it was iudged ley the Comm as a sign, and above and beyond what was permitted,

AI's. Aniorose Groomes asked if Dominion would have the ability to put 4900 oil the door ill

lettering. Id's, Rauch said the address could be placed on the entrance door.

Mr. Zimmerman said lie thou lit the second si reverted back to Dominion Honles if a

buildings' ownership changed. Ms. Rauch said that wascorrect. She siid if the new user of the

western building, Boundt.ree Medical wanted to use both signs, they would have to ubmit an

application and receive approval from the Conimission.

Mr. Beek mentioned that Dominion Homes may return to the Coy injissiori for another sign oil
Tuttle Crossing Boulevard.

GIs. Amorose Groomes agreed the awning would be a sign, 1. eeaLrse it va eomr aunieating with
the general pUblie.

Mr. Zimmerman sumniari red the Conimi sx preferred the Marine Bluc awning With the

address removed

Mr. Taylor asked what material world be used to reface the monument sign, and would it be

Identical to hat exists.

Mr. Beek said the face of the monument sin would be a plastic material, painted blare with the
white letters internally illuminated.

Ms. Kramb stated that the tex specified that any n sign have a black background with whi
routed letters, which was not what was being proposed. She stag that the white lettering style
slyou remain.

GIs. RaLICII said the text re Uired Coy ini approval of any sin modifications and allowed

the Commission the discretion to allow the blue ba k r wid. and non - routed letters. She said if
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the Commission tbought: it was appropriate to keel) the sign as proposed, the Commission could
do that. She confirmed the existing sign did not have routed letters.

Steve l an worthy stated the use of a blare background and non routed lettering should be

spec ieall le•r iitel. sai it corld specified rr tle rotior that this appr applies onl
to this sign.

Mi Zimmerman invite anyone; in the audience wt speak on this case to come forward

and no one appeared.

Motion and vote

Mr. Zimmerman made th motion to approve this mended Final Development Plan because the
proposed sign meets th design intent of the approved development text and the proposal meets
the review criteria with the follo in two conditions.

1 That the applicant litilize the Marine Blue color for the proposed awning, and that th
copy be eliminated from the proposed awning and placed on the exterior door at the

applicant's option; and
2 That the final development plan be amended to pernilt the use of a blue background and

non routed white lettering for this sign.

Mr, Beck agreed to the conditions listed above. Mr. Taylor seconded the motion,

Il̀ie vote was as ff rlow : Mr. Fishman, 'es; lbs. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Walter, yes; MT.
Frcimann, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Taylor, yes; and Mr. Zimmerman, yes. ( Approved 7 — 0

4. Atichitec m Review Board Administrative Request
07-096ADM Zonina Code Amendrnent

This Administr l cqLIest was postponed prior; to the meeting. There was no discussion or

vote taken.

Administrative Business

Mr. Freimann reco ;ni .ed the members of Leadership Dublin Class o 2009 and thanked them for
coilling to see how their overtlr11ent Works.

Mr. Zimmerman ad the meeting at : 40 p.m.

Respectfully submittcd,

Libby Farley
Administrative Assistant
















