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RECORD OF DISCUSSION 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, September 1, 2022 | 6:30 pm 

 

 
 

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 
 

1. Shihab Law Office Building at PID: 273-004511 

 22-077INF                 Informal Review 
 

Proposal: Construction of a one-story, 10,526-square-foot building for a law office 
on a 2.86-acre site zoned Planned Commerce District, Thomas Kohler, 

Subarea C.  

Location: Northwest of the intersection of Woerner Temple Road with Emerald 
Parkway. 

Request: Review with non-binding feedback of a Concept Plan under the provisions 
of Zoning Code §153.066. 

Applicant: Gene McHugh, Design Collective; Charlie Driscoll, The Edwards Land 
Company; and Gus and Bebe Shihab, Shihab Law & Associates 

Planning Contact: Taylor Mullinax, Planner I 

Contact Information: 614.410.4632, tmullinax@dublin.oh.us  
Case Information:  www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/22-077 

 
 

RESULT: The Commission expressed support for the proposed project noting the development is 

complimentary to the surrounding area. Support was expressed for the proposed uses, 
architecture, and signs. The Commission expressed concerns about the site layout and the 

viability of the northern parcel in regard to the proposed lot split and recommended a concept 
for the northern parcel that shall be provided at the applicant's Final Development Plan 

submission for context. Additional concerns were shared regarding the need for four-sided 
architecture, site access, distribution of parking, the amount of paving, and the future use of 

the proposed internal parking stalls. Lastly, the Commission recommended the applicant 

engage with surrounding residential neighborhoods on the proposed development. 
 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Lance Schneier  Yes 

Rebecca Call  Yes 
Mark Supelak  Yes 

Kim Way  Yes 
Warren Fishman Absent 

Jamey Chinnock Absent 

Kathy Harter Yes 
 

 
     STAFF CERTIFICATION 

 
 

_____________________________________ 

    Taylor Mullinax, Planner I 
 

 

DocuSign Envelope ID: DB3E11B9-B9FC-4241-9B22-5DAD6E55356E



   

       
 

MEETING MINUTES 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, September 1, 2022 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Ms. Call, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and welcomed everyone to the September 
1, 2022 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting. She stated that the meeting also could be 
accessed at the City’s website. Public comments on the cases were welcome from meeting 
attendees and from those viewing at the City’s website.  
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Ms. Call led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Commission members present: Rebecca Call, Lance Schneier, Kathy Harter, Mark Supelak, 

Kim Way  
Commission members excused: Warren Fishman, Jamey Chinnock 
Staff members present:   Jennifer Rauch, Jessie Shamp, Zachary Hounshell, Taylor 

Mullinax, Michael Hendershot 
 

ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS  
Mr. Supelak moved, Mr. Way seconded acceptance of the documents into the record and approval 
of the minutes of the 08-04-22 meeting. 
Vote:  Ms. Harter, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Way, yes. 
[Motion approved 5-0.] 
 
Ms. Call stated that the Planning and Zoning Commission is an advisory board to City Council when 
rezoning and platting of property are under consideration. In such cases, City Council will receive 
recommendations from the Commission. In other cases, the Commission has the final decision-
making responsibility. Anyone who intends to address the Commission on administrative cases must 
be sworn in. Ms. Call swore in meeting attendees who anticipated testifying on the evening’s cases.   
 
 
NEW CASES  

1. Shihab Law Office Building at PID: 273-004511,  22-077INF,  
Informal Review                            

Proposed construction of a one-story, 10,526-square-foot building for a law office on a 2.86-acre 
site zoned Planned Commerce District, Thomas Kohler, Subarea C, located northwest of the 
intersection of Woerner Temple Road with Emerald Parkway.  
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Staff Presentation 
Ms. Mullinax stated that this is a request for informal review and nonbinding feedback of a future 
Final Development Plan for the Shihab Law Office. Development for the site follows the Planned 
Commerce District process. In 1996, 120 acres were rezoned to Planned Commerce District – 
Thomas Kohler. The Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and development text were established 
with the rezoning. This particular site is located within Subarea C of the parcel. This 2.86-acre site 
is located northwest of the intersection of Woerner Temple Road and Emerald Parkway and 
currently contains a row of mature trees and a shared used path along the west property line. A 
75-foot landscape and bikepath easement, as well as a 30-foot utility easement, are located along 
the western property line, and a 30-foot utility easement extends along the eastern and southern 
property lines. The vacant site is proposed to be split into two parcels to construct a single-story, 
10,526-foot building containing a law office and fitness center on the southernmost parcel. The 
application meets the maximum lot coverage and density requirements for Subarea C. If the lot 
split occurs, staff is concerned that the proposed northern lot will be challenging to develop per 
development standards due to its narrowness and inability to meet required building and pavement 
setbacks. The Commission’s input is sought on the proposed viability of the remaining lot.  A 
conceptual site plan has been provided for a single-story building on the southeast corner with 
frontage on Emerald Parkway and Woerner-Temple Road and access from each road. Internal 
drives are proposed connecting the two access points. Staff is concerned with the two proposed 
drive aisles due to the amount of pavement and car-centric design and recommends that the 
applicant proceed with just one of the drive aisles. If the drive aisle remains over the proposed lot 
split line, a Minor Text Modification will be required with the Final Development Plan (FDP) approval 
to permit pavement within the side and rear yard setbacks. The proposed curbcut along Emerald 
Parkway deviates from the PDP, where it was shown split between the proposed site and the 
Camden Professional office property to the north. Staff is supportive of the Emerald Parkway access 
point either remaining as shown on the PDP or removed from the proposal. Staff is also supportive 
of the applicant exploring the opportunity to obtain cross access from the property owner to the 
north in order to provide connectivity and access to the curbcut further north along Emerald 
Parkway. Code requires one (1) parking space per 250 square feet for general office use, or 43 
parking spaces for a 10,526-square-foot building, as shown on the plans. Parking is shown to the 
side and rear of the proposed building and along the Emerald Parkway and Woerner Temple Road 
frontage. The proposal includes an internal 2-car garage located at the rear of the building for the 
purpose of storage or parking personal vehicles. The applicant is proposing internal sidewalks 
around the east, south, and west facades. While additional pedestrian connections are not required 
by the development text, the applicant is encouraged to consider provision of an additional sidewalk 
through the site and access to the signalized intersection at Emerald Parkway and Woerner Temple 
Road from the front entrance of the proposed building, and to also consider a pedestrian 
connection from the rear patio to the adjacent multi-use path. Landscaping details will be required 
with the Final Development Plan that will meet the Emerald Parkway Landscape Plan, the 
development text and the Code. Conceptual architecture images have been provided by the 
applicant. The building is comprised of two wings and a rotunda. The wing extending west will 
contain the law offices; the rotunda will contain the main lobby area; and the wing extending north 
will contain the fitness center. The application proposes architecture and materials that are 
consistent with the development text. Mechanical units will be fully screened by the building 
architecture and meet the screening requirements. Staff believes the applicant may wish to 
consider a second story for the proposed building, as they consider modifications to the site layout. 
The development text defers to the Zoning Code sign regulations, which permit either two wall or 
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two ground signs for corner lots. The following questions are provided to facilitate the Commission’s 
discussion: 

1) Does the Commission support the proposed site layout including building placement, (a 
second story), parking configuration, and drive aisles?  

2) Is the Commission supportive of the proposed development with the surrounding 
established character and conceptual architectural design including roof style, materials 
(EIFS), colors, etc.?   

3) Does the Commission find ground signs or wall signs to be more appropriate for the 
proposed development?   

4) Does the Commission support the creation of two individual lots?   
 
Commission Questions for Staff 
Mr. Schneier inquired to what extent the Commission should be taking into account potential 
development on the northern parcel. 
Mr. Shamp responded that the Commission can consider the viability of the northern lot along with 
this application, because the lot split would occur prior to its development. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if the proposed curbcuts were already established by existing plans. 
Ms. Mullinax responded that the Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) provides for curbcuts on 
Emerald Parkway and on Woerner Temple Road, but neither exists at this time. The proposed 
curbcut for Woerner Temple Road is consistent with the PDP, but the proposed Emerald Parkway 
curbcut deviates from that plan.  
 
Mr. Way stated that the curbcut on Woerner Temple would be a right-out, left-in turn. Would 
Woerner Temple accommodate that type of turning movement?   
Ms. Mullinax stated that the applicant is showing a right-in, right-out and a left-in turn movement. 
The road does accommodate that movement. 
Mr. Way inquired if there is an existing left turn lane on Emerald Parkway, which would be used to 
provide access to this site. [The question was deferred to Engineering staff.] 
 
Ms. Call inquired if a gas station or automobile repair facility exists in this area. 
Ms. Call responded that there is no gas station, but an auto repair shop is located north on Emerald 
Parkway. 
Ms. Rauch noted that the auto repair shop has a different zoning than this site. 
 
Mr. Way re-stated his earlier question regarding an existing left turn lane from Woerner Temple to 
Emerald Parkway. 
Mr. Hendershot responded that there is an existing left turn lane. 
Mr. Way inquired if this site would be taking advantage of that. 
Mr. Hendershot responded that there is an existing curbcut, which would be utilized for full access. 
Mr. Way inquired if in terms of traffic movement, it is acceptable to make an early left turn from 
an existing left turn lane. 
Mr. Hendershot responded affirmatively. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
Gus Shihab, 6618 Traquair Pl, Dublin OH 43016, stated that this development proposal is intended 
to house their law offices. He has practiced immigration law for nearly 30 years in downtown 
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Columbus, and they would like to relocate their practice to Dublin. Their current office space is 
limited. The proposed building will provide 6,000 square feet for their law practice, which will 
provide opportunity for them to grow their practice.  They specialize in immigration employment, 
servicing technological companies, engineers, architects and colleges and universities. A portion of 
the proposed building will house an approximately 3,000-square-foot fitness center, which will 
contain showers.  
 
Commission Questions 
Mr. Way inquired the reason the applicant is proposing to subdivide the site rather than developing 
the entire parcel.  
Mr. Shihab responded that they are interested in developing only the corner site, which is attractive 
due to its prime location. To offset the cost of the site, the property owner has proposed to split 
the site, allowing the applicant to purchase the corner parcel for their proposed use; the owner 
would sell the remaining parcel to another user.  
Mr. Way stated that the applicant is proposing two uses. He would suggest that rather than two 
buildings and potentially three tenants on the site, there could be one larger building that could 
accommodate three uses. 
Mr. Shihab responded that the proposed L-shaped building fits their needs and their proposed 
uses. They could not afford the cost of developing the entire site.  
 
Ms. Harter stated that staff referenced the possibility of adding a second floor to the proposed 
building. What is the applicant’s intent in that regard? If it is to add a second floor, would it be 
possible, instead, to make the single-story building larger and utilize the entire site? 
Mr. Shihab responded that they have no plans to add a second story. The two proposed uses, law 
office and fitness center, are not compatible in square footage or in use to one being located above 
the other. An L-shaped building on the corner would maximize the visibility for both uses.  
 
Ms. Harter inquired the applicant’s intent regarding signage. 
Mr. Shihab responded that they would prefer wall signs. There is a precedence for wall signs within 
the area. 
 
Ms. Call inquired what is the expectation for the two-car, rear-loaded garage.  
Mr. Shihab responded that the garage space is proposed both as a parking convenience and 
storage space.  
 
Charles Driscoll, The Edwards Land Company, 495 S. High Street, Ste. 150 Columbus OH 43215, 
indicated that he would address the site access issue. There is actually a significant access issue 
on the site. Although the Woerner Temple side works well, there is no way to access Emerald 
Parkway. The original intent was to have a right-in/right-out access, straddling the property line to 
the north, but a dumpster is located there. Consequently, they are proposing a right-in/right-out 
access entirely on their site, a distance from the dumpster. While staff agrees a problem exists, 
they do not agree on the solution. Staff would prefer to use the original right-in/right-out access, 
which runs into the dumpster, and determine a way to convince the property owner to move the 
dumpster and provide an easement. He does not believe that is an optimistic approach. Their 
proposed solution would involve moving the access point 12 feet onto their proposed site, where  
the site access will work appropriately. Staff, however, is concerned that the minor adjustment 
would impact the left turn lane for southbound traffic on Emerald Parkway to Woerner Temple 
Road. Currently, there is a stacking space of 279 feet, which accommodates 14 cars.  Moving the 
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access 12 feet would continue to permit 13 cars to stack there. The turn lane on Emerald Parkway 
has existed for 25 years, so we are aware of the realistic impact. The City approved the site plan 
for the office building next door and the dumpster in that driveway without using the access provided 
on the original plan. If the original plan had been enforced with the previous development, the 
dumpster issue would not exist today.  It is a problem for both this user and future users. 
 
Mr. Hendershot stated the PDP shows the access point straddling the north property line. Although 
staff is not supportive of that location, they are respectful of the previous decision and approvals 
that were made. Shifting the access any further south would further perpetuate a condition that 
staff does not support. They are also concerned about potential traffic conflicts. If vehicle stacking 
is occurring here, a vehicle leaving the proposed site would introduce a conflict point.  It would 
also be difficult for a vehicle leaving the site to traverse multiple lanes to access the southbound 
left turn lane. The existing location is not ideal and staff is not supportive of moving it even 12 feet 
further to the south. 
 
Mr. Way inquired what was the possibility for moving the dumpster on the property to the north 
and accommodating the existing access. 
Ms. Call inquired if the City had discussed that possibility with the property owner. 
Ms. Mullinax responded that the City has not. However, it would be necessary to work with the 
property owner to relocate that dumpster.  
Mr. Way inquired if there is another location on that site that would be appropriate for the 
dumpster. 
Ms. Mullinax responded that there are multiple potential dumpster locations on the northern portion 
of the site.  
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if the building to the north is already built. 
Ms. Mullinax responded affirmatively. 
 
Commission Discussion 
Ms. Harter stated that she likes the proposed uses and is supportive of the proposed wall signs. 
She is in favor of four-sided architecture. She is concerned that the four parking spaces next to 
the patio would detract from the patio experience; landscaping will be important. She is not 
opposed to the proposed garage. She is concerned about the viability of the proposed northern 
parcel. 
 
Mr. Way stated that the Commission often receives proposals where only a portion of a site is 
being planned for development, which makes it very difficult to understand the context. He is 
struggling with the issue of the proposed lot split, leaving one site where we do not know what 
might happen. That site is extremely small, and there is little that would fit on it along with any 
supportive parking. He believes the applicant’s desire to embrace the corner is logical, and he likes 
the fact that the proposed building would be multi-tenant with a mix of uses. However, the parking 
provided near the fitness center is minimal. He is concerned about the distribution of the parking. 
He assumes the fitness center area will experience in/out traffic movements throughout the day, 
while the law office would experience a lower volume of traffic movement, so its parking could be 
more discreet. The parking distribution needs to be explored further.  A significant amount of 
paving is proposed for the site, almost duplicative of the need. It is difficult to evaluate this 
proposal without understanding the entire site, so the Commission will need to be shown more 
about what would happen for the entire site, not just the corner site.  The applicant has indicated 
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they would not be interested in adding a second story. Perhaps the building could be made larger, 
so that another tenant could be accommodated. The site planning components – parking, access 
and circulation – need to be explored further. He has no concerns with the conceptual architecture, 
and either a ground or building-mounted sign could be done well. While he could support the lot 
split, he would be able to provide better feedback if a proposal were provided that showed 
development of the full site. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated that he agrees that there are concerns about the site layout, due to the 
adjacent, remnant site. While that parcel is outside the applicant’s purview of their own project, it 
is the responsibility of the Commission to protect all the land within the City. Therefore, it will be 
necessary to provide some preliminary thoughts of how that remnant side potentially could develop 
in concert with the proposed project site. The conceptual architecture is attractive and consistent 
with the adjacent neighborhood. He agrees that the proposed parking distribution does not work 
well with the fitness center and present site layout. The volume of parking associated with the 
spaces needs to be considered more robustly. While either a wall-mounted or ground sign would 
be appropriate, it would make sense to associate the signs with the canopies. The architectural 
palette is attractive. He would advocate adding tie-backs to the canopies. The rotunda addressing 
the corner is significant. The proposed design appears to differentiate the rotunda from the 
adjoining walls, which will cause the roofline to be adjusted in that space, as well. Providing four-
sided architecture will be important; presently, the architecture of the rear façade is lacking.  He 
reiterated the concern that the remaining lot will be “pinched” to an unusable size.  
 
Mr. Schneier stated that he understands the applicant’s position about a second story; but he 
would encourage them to work with staff to identify a configuration with the drive aisles that does 
not force a second story, which would result in different economics. The architecture is good; the 
rotunda complements the area. He has no concerns with the proposed signage. He is concerned 
with the lot split. Legal issues could result, if the Commission approves the development plan for 
one lot that would also create an orphan lot on which, hypothetically, no project would work.  
Although a master plan may not resolve that issue, some thought must be dedicated to that 
potentially orphan lot. He commends the applicant on the design.  
 
Ms. Call stated that the Commission frequently sees lots that are too pinched to meet Code 
requirements, and often, the Commission is either forced to deny the project or set a precedent 
by “cutting corners.” That should not be the expectation here in Dublin.  In Dublin, the parking is 
placed at the rear of buildings, so that the view from larger roads is not a sea of parking lots. 
Because this lot is adjacent to larger thoroughfares, the parking should be provided within the site 
interior. She is concerned about the parking provided within the interior of the building, not as it 
relates to the law office, but in view of potential future tenants of the building. The development 
text states that, “the maximum number of free-standing restaurants within the entire 118.7-acre 
development shall be limited to five, and there shall be no more than one gas station and one 
automobile repair facility.” Although the applicant does not anticipate relocating elsewhere, if they 
were to outgrow the building and move, an automobile repair use could find the building attractive, 
due to its interior parking stalls. From a planning perspective, the Commission must consider future 
uses as well as present uses. Providing a master plan for the entire site is not the responsibility of 
the applicant, but from the perspective of the current property owner, having a feasible master 
plan could enable them to market the second site. Although full design details are not provided at 
this point in the development review process, a vision should be provided that indicates the second 
site will work.  
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Mr. Way stated that reference has been made to a need for four-sided architecture. The 
Commission would not be supportive of EIFS in the back at the ground level.  
 
Ms. Call inquired if the applicant needed any additional clarification. 
Mr. Shihab referred to the reference regarding a potential future automobile repair use in the 
building. Could a limitation be added to the development on this site to exclude those uses? 
Ms. Call stated that a Minor Text Modification to the development text would be necessary, which 
would impact 118 acres, not just this parcel. 
Mr. Shihab inquired if there are other undeveloped lots within that 118-acre area.  
Ms. Rauch responded that staff would look into that. However, text modifications to subareas or 
specific sites are possible, so it is possible to accommodate his suggestion. 
 
Mr. Shihab referred to the concern expressed about the distance of the parking area from the 
fitness center. However, that should not be a concern for people seeking fitness.  The Lifetime 
Fitness Center is very large and has an equally large parking area.  This lot is only 1.86 acres and 
much of it is taken up by the pedestrian easement. The distance from the parking to the fitness 
center should not be significant.  Staff advised them to place the building closer to the corner to 
eliminate parking visibility from the street. Redistributing any of the parking could result in some 
being closer to the street. Concerning the right-in/right-out access – they met with the property 
owner to the north 6 months ago. Since then, Mr. Driscoll has attempted to communicate with the 
property owner, who does not seem interested in working with them. An access should have been 
constructed when that property owner built his subdivision. Unfortunately, the City did not review 
that site from the perspective of an overall master plan, a need referenced by this Commission. 
They are faced with the consequences of that earlier decision. They are willing to move the access 
12 feet to the south. He is a licensed professional engineer with the State of Ohio, and previously 
worked with the Ohio Department of Transportation. He does not believe that moving the driveway 
access 12 feet, which is half of a car length of 20 feet, would pose a traffic issue.  The impact on 
the left-turn stacking lane and the need for vehicles exiting the site to traverse lanes to turn left 
would be minimal.  If the City is able to convince the property owner to the left to facilitate a right-
in/right-out on the adjoining property line, they would be willing to do that. However, they have 
no ability to force the property owner to do so and have proposed an alternative solution.  In 
regard to the fitness center, the intent is that it be a neighborhood-oriented gym. It would be 
similar to a full-service, workout facility within a large hotel.  
 
Ms. Call invited Mr. Hendershot to respond regarding an egress/ingress on Emerald Parkway.  
Mr. Supelak inquired what would be ideal at this point, in view of the fact that the adjacent parcel 
could potentially have a second access point.  
Mr. Hendershot stated that the requirements of Washington Township Fire Department in regard 
to number of access points must be considered, as well. City staff reviews proposed projects in 
concert with Washington Township Fire Department. City Transportation & Mobility staff were not 
supportive of shifting the access south 12 feet.  As shown in the Preliminary Development Plan, it 
is not in an ideal location, because it is within the influence of that intersection. Staff understands 
the challenges with the property owner to the north not being willing to work with this applicant. 
However, the intent all along was for cross access to be provided, so that the northern access 
point on the north property could be utilized to turn southbound on Emerald Parkway.  
 
Mr. Supelak inquired how best to engage with the northern property owner. 



Planning and Zoning Commission     
Meeting Minutes September 1, 2022 
Page 8 of 16 
 
 
Ms. Call responded that perhaps the Commission could direct staff to work with the applicant and 
the adjacent parcel owner. 
Mr. Hendershot stated that staff understands the challenges with the site layout and access points 
and access management, but they are also looking out for the public roadway network and health 
and safety of the public.  In their professional opinion, staff would not be supportive of moving the 
access point.  
 
Public Comment 
Ms. Call stated that the Commission received an earlier public comment on this case. 
No additional public comments were made.  
 
Ms. Call summarized that the Commission appreciates the proposal and believes the use would be 
complementary to the surrounding area. The Commission believes it can be designed to be an 
acceptable project on the parcel and looks forward to seeing the applicant at future steps in the 
development process.   

 
 

2. Valentina’s Sign at 4595 Bridge Park Avenue,  22-095MSP, Master Sign Plan   
A proposed amendment to a Master Sign Plan for an awning edge sign, projecting sign, and wall 
signs for an existing tenant space on a 1.30-acre site zoned Bridge Street District, Scioto River 
Neighborhood, located southeast of the intersection of Riverside Drive with Bridge Park Avenue.  
 
Staff Presentation 
Mr. Hounshell stated that in October 2021, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed and 
approved a Minor Project for façade and site modifications to accommodate the Valentina’s 
restaurant. The approval included storefront alterations, enclosed and covered patio spaces, and 
streetscape improvements. The Master Sign Plan (MSP) for Block B allows for a variety of building-
mounted sign types permitted throughout the Bridge Park development, including wall signs, 
projecting signs, placemaking art signs, awning signs, and canopy edge signs. Signs that meet the 
requirements of the approved MSP are permitted to submit directly for sign permits. Amendments 
to the MSP for specific tenants may come back to the Commission for review. The proposed sign is 
a combination of two sign types – an awning sign and a canopy edge side. Canopy edge signs are 
channel letter signs that are mounted on top, underneath, or to the face of a horizontal canopy 
structure. Awning signs are generally described as sign graphics printed on the canvas of a solid 
awning. The proposed amended Master Sign Plan is for an awning edge sign, a canopy edge sign 
and a projecting sign.  
 
Awning Edge Sign 
Proposed is a 42-square-foot (SF) awning edge sign on the west elevation of the tenant space. The 
sign will be mounted on the northernmost awning of the tenant space, adjacent to the northwest 
corner of the restaurant. The sign will be mounted at a maximum height of 12 feet – 10 inches 
from established grade. The inside surface of the 2.5-inch deep reverse channel letters is painted 
a dark yellow-green color (PMS 417 C), with the exterior of the letters painted white. The sign will 
be internally illuminated with exposed LED neon lights within the channel letters. 
Staff is supportive of the proposed awning edge sign and amendment to the Master Sign Plan. This 
is a sign type that is not seen elsewhere within the District. It will contribute to the vibrancy of the 
District.  
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Dayton Legal Blank Co, 
Form No, 30043

63- 95 100))

Ordinance No,__ 
Passed----- 

19

AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR

111. 72 ACRES OF LAND LOCATED ALONG THE WEST SIDE OF

1- 270, IMMEDIATELY NORTH OF RINGS ROAD FROM: R,

RURAL DISTRICT AND R- 1A, RESTRICTED SUBURBAN

RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT TO: PCD, PLANNED COMMERCE

DISTRICT THOMAS AND KOHLER PROPERTIES ON RINGS

ROAD)

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAIN~ by the Council of the City of

Dublin, state of Ohio, ~ of the elected members

concurring:

Section 1. That the following described real estate see

attached map marked Exhibit A") situated in the City of

Dublin, State of Ohio, is hereby rezoned to PCD, Planned

Commerce District and shall be subject to regulations and

procedures contained in Ordinance No. 21- 70 Chapter 153 of

the Codified Ordinances) of the City of Dublin Zoning Code and

amendments thereto.

Section 2. That application, Exhibit " B", including the list

of contiguous and affected property owners, and the

recommendations of the Planning and Zoning commission, Exhibit

C", are all incorporated into and made an official part of

this Ordinance and made an official part of this Ordinance and

said real estate shall be developed and used in accordance

therewith.

Section 3. That this Ordinance shall take effect and be in

force from and after the earliest period allowed by law.

day of A~ 199~.

Attest:

Clerk of Council

Sponsor: Planning Division

I hmbv certily that tbples ot thIs Ord; nlince/~ ete post~
J '" II.

City of 'Dublin in accordance with Sedion 731. 25 of the Ohio Revised Co'"

Y'../~
Clerk of Council, Dublin, Ohio

d'~...".,.....' I.""..."',.,.."'"..'"'_""'..~.< If.. ~... l6, . ll ;".- 4
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