
    

     
     
     

MEETING MINUTES 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Thursday, August 6, 2020 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Ms. Call, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and provided the following opening remarks:  “Good 
evening and welcome to the virtual meeting of the City of Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission. The Ohio 
Legislature passed several emergency laws to address the pandemic, including the ability for public entities 
to conduct virtual meetings. We appreciate this ability to maintain our continuity of government and will be 
holding our meetings online and live-streaming on YouTube until further notice. You can access the live-
stream on the City’s website. In order to submit any questions or comments during the meeting, please use 
the form under the streaming video on the City’s website. Those questions and comments will be relayed to 
the Commission by the meeting moderator. We welcome your comments on cases. Please provide a valid 
name and address when submitting your comments, and please refrain from making any inappropriate 
comments. We want to accommodate public participation and comments to the greatest extent possible. We 
appreciate your patience.” 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Ms. Call led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Commission members present: Mark Supelak, Rebecca Call, Kristina Kennedy, Leo Grimes, Jane Fox, 
 Warren Fishman, Lance Schneier 
Staff members present:   Jenny Rauch, Claudia Husak, Jesse Shamp, Nichole Martin, Zak 

Hounshell, Aaron Stanford 
  
ACCEPTANCE OF DOCUMENTS AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
Ms. Call requested that her comment in the last paragraph on page four of the July 9, 2020 minutes be 
revised from “parking lot spaces for different uses are calculated according to….” to “parking lot spaces for 
different uses can be calculated according to…”  
 
Mr. Fishman moved, Mr. Grimes seconded to accept the documents into the record and approve the minutes 
of July 9, 2020 as revised. 
Vote:   Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; 
Ms. Kennedy, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 
 
Ms. Call stated 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. For other cases, the Commission has the decision-making responsibility, and anyone 
who intends to address the Commission on any of the administrative cases must be sworn in. The agenda 
order is typically determined at the beginning of the meeting by the Chair.  
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Ms. Call stated that one case is eligible for the Consent Agenda, Case 19-111AFDP.   
 
CONSENT CASE 

5. Avery Road Car Wash, 5740 Avery Road, 19-111AFDP, Amended Final Development Plan 
Ms. Call stated that this is a request for approval of construction of a ±1,500-square-foot vacuum shelter 
and associated site modifications for an existing car wash on a 3.08-acre site. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that if an additional condition could be added that the applicant add a landscape feature on 
the south elevation to provide a balance to the north elevation, it would not be necessary to remove the case 
from the Consent Agenda for discussion. 
Commission members indicated they had no objection to adding the fourth condition; no request was made 
to remove the case from the Consent Agenda.  

 
Mr. Fishman moved, Mr. Grimes seconded to approve the Amended Final Development Plan with the 
following four conditions:  

1) The applicant work with staff to finalize the location and selection of replacement trees, prior to 
the submittal of a building permit; 

2) The applicant revise the site plan to locate the vacuum outside of the building setback, subject to 
staff approval; and 

3)  The applicant revise the location of the vacuum shelter to meet the recommended 25-foot setback. 
4) The applicant add planters or a landscape feature to the south elevation of the shelter, subject to 

staff approval.  
 
Vote:   Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; 
Mr. Fishman, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 
 
Ms. Call swore in those who intended to address the Commission on this evening’s cases. 
 
CASES  
1. Germain Lexus of Dublin, 3855 & 3885 W. Dublin-Granville Road, 19-113MPR        

Minor Project Review 
Request for review and approval of construction of a 2,000-square-foot pedestrian canopy for a renovated 
plaza with a wing wall and minor landscape modifications for an auto dealership on a 4.9-acre site. 

 
2. Germain Lexus of Dublin, 3855 & 3885 W. Dublin-Granville Road, 20-114MSP     

Master Sign Plan 
A request for review and approval of a Master Sign Plan for the removal of one wall sign and the addition of 
two new wall signs (Lexus logos), which are proposed to be located on the stone wing wall of an auto 
dealership on a 4.9-acre site. 
 
Ms. Call stated that Cases 1 and 2 are applications for an existing automotive dealership. The first is a request 
for review and approval of a Minor Project for a renovated plaza with a wing wall, pedestrian canopy, and 
minor landscape modifications. The second is for approval of a Master Sign Plan that includes two new wall 
signs and the removal of a wall sign. The site is southeast of the intersection of W. Dublin-Granville Road 
with Dublin Center Drive and zoned Bridge Street District Office. Both cases will be heard together. 
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Staff Presentation 
Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for a Minor Project Review and a Master Sign Plan for Germain 
Lexus of Dublin. The application was previously reviewed and tabled by the Commission on January 23, 
2020, and prior to that, an Informal Review of the project was considered on August 8, 2019.  The site is 
located at the intersection of West Dublin-Granville Road and Dublin Center Drive and is zoned BSD-O, 
Bridge Street District-Office District. The site consists of two parcels totaling 5.6 acres located on the south 
side of West Dublin-Granville Road, immediately east of the intersection with Dublin Center Drive. Marcy 
Lane runs along the south side of the site. The site currently includes two buildings that accommodate new 
and used vehicle sales. The subject area is an existing plaza between the new car store on the western 
parcel and the used car store on the eastern parcel, which are proposed to be renovated. The existing 
plaza is a mix of hard surfaces and landscaping. The plan informally reviewed in August included a cant to 
the wing wall and a large canopy with skylights. That design was revised and reviewed by the Commission 
in January 2020. The Commission expressed the following concerns: the wall was no longer canted; the 
footprint of the canopy had been significantly reduced; and the trees north of the building were not intended 
to be preserved.   
 
Revised Plan 
Since January, the plan has been significantly revised to be more similar to the Informal Review Plan. The 
trees north of the building will be preserved. The wing wall is canted, and the geography of the covered 
canopy has been expanded and includes skylights. The intent of the site modifications is to modernize the 
site and building architecture while also making it more accurately align with the goals and objectives of 
the Bridge Street District. The landscape, architecture and sign designs address the existing conditions in 
a creative manner. Subsequent to the previous review, the wing wall sign has been revised to be fully clad 
in engineered stone, and the bronze ACM metal panel no longer slices through the stone. The openings in 
the wing wall will be illuminated with soft LED lighting in the evening to highlight both pedestrian areas. 
The proposed Lexus logo sign is uniquely integrated into the design of the plaza. The architectural character 
is similar to the original plan; the primary materials are stone and brick. The existing electric generator will 
be clad in a Cityscapes slat wall in a black finish to coordinate with the canopy.  Finally, the applicant has 
revised the landscape plan to preserve the two trees located north of the buildings between the wing wall 
and the parking lot. 
 
Master Sign Plan 
This site was originally developed prior to rezoning into the Bridge Street District; therefore, the existing 
three signs on the site were permitted under the CDD. The applicant is proposing to retain one sign on the 
new car store and one sign on the used car store; the sign on the new car store that faces W. Granville 
Road will be removed. With the removal of the one sign, two new wall signs (Lexus logos) are proposed to 
be installed on the stone wing wall. The logos will each be approximately 24 square feet in size and mounted 
at a height of 22 feet. The logo will be the same color, font, and illumination as the existing signs, and will 
appear black during the day and white at night. 
 
Staff has reviewed the application against the applicable criteria and recommends approval of the Minor 
Project with three conditions and approval of the Master Sign Plan with one condition.  
  
Applicant Presentation 
Dustin Todd, Architectural Alliance [Archall], 49 East Third Avenue, Columbus, OH 43201, stated that the 
primary concern expressed at the January meeting was that the cant of the wall had been eliminated to 
accommodate the electrical easement on the site. That has since been discussed with their client, and he is 
comfortable taking on some of the risk of placing the plaza back in the original location and building the 
canopy over the electrical easement.  The Commission also expressed concern about the revisions made to 
the canopy design. Subsequently, they have revised the design to be closer to the original design the 
Commission saw last August. A steel structure will allow an open, skylight atmosphere in some areas but 
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also be covered in other areas. With the proposed materials, they have attempted to modernize the site but 
not completely disregard what exists. The red brick has a rougher texture to pay homage to the existing 
buildings. The black brick is smoother and has a more contemporary look to fit with the blade wall. The 
stone on the blade wall is smoother, but the color fits with the pre-owned, used car building. The modern 
feel of the structure is balanced with the existing buildings.  
 
Commission Questions 

Ms. Fox requested clarification of the landscaping plan details, specifically the Threadleaf Blue Star, 
hydrangeas and evergreens, and their intent to achieve an overall balance. 
 
Gregory R. Krobot, Landscape Architecture, 231 Buttles Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, 43215, stated that 
Planning staff indicated that there was a desire to see year-round color in the space. That can be difficult in 
central Ohio, which is the purpose of the evergreen yews.  They will provide structure, much the same as 
the wing wall. He has proposed two kinds of hydrangeas. The Bobo is a white, dwarf hydrangea, which will 
provide color in the summer. The Ruby hydrangea and spirea will add color at different times of the growing 
season. The Threadleaf Blue Star is the only perennial he is using. It will provide a contrast in texture to the 
other plants. He has proposed a landscape plan that will achieve color throughout the seasons.  
 
Ms. Fox complimented Mr. Krobot on the re-design. The vibrancy of the revised plan meets the intent of the 
Bridge Street Code. 
 
Commission Discussion 
Ms. Kennedy complimented the applicant for taking the Commission’s feedback and making many positive 
changes. She is supportive of the revised Minor Project. The Master Sign Plan appears to trade one wall sign 
for two logos on either side of the same structure. The total square footage remains the same. She is 
supportive of the proposed Master Sign Plan, as well. 
 
Mr. Supelak reiterated Ms. Kennedy’s comments. He appreciates the applicant working  with the Commission. 
When the August plan was revised to the version the Commission saw in January, in which the wall was 
uncanted, the whole design lost something. He supportive of the updated design and the Master Sign Plan. 
 
Mr. Fishman and Mr. Cotter indicated they had no concerns and were supportive of the revised design. 
 
Mr. Grimes inquired if the merge of the two parcels into one has any impact on the required parameters.  
Ms. Martin responded that merging the parcels was necessary to accommodate the proposed accessory 
structure, so that has been added as a condition. The applicant has obtained the property owner’s agreement 
for the merger, so there are no issues.  
 
Ms. Fox stated that she also likes the revised plan particularly the landscape design, newer materials, and 
the awnings. The proposed plan will enhance the dealership’s site frontage. The slat wall around the 
electrical generator also is a positive addition. She likes the use of LED lighting around the arches. She has 
two remaining questions. Will any type of lighting be used to enhance the patio area, and will there be any 
additional landscape lighting? 
Mr. Todd stated that there are no plans to do so.  At present, the lighting is only under the structure and in 
the arches. 
Ms. Fox encouraged the applicant to add some evening lighting for the awning and landscaping, as it will 
add to the street vitality. Her second question is about the logo sign. There was earlier discussion about 
doing something more architecturally significant. This is the same style and material as used on the front 
façade. Some Lexus logos are backlit. Were any options considered for enhancing or highlighting the logo? 
Ms. Call requested Mr. Todd to elaborate on the nighttime versus the daytime look. 
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Mr. Todd responded that the intent was for the logo on the blade wall to match the signage on the building. 
During the day, the sign is black; at night, the sign is white with a black perimeter.  
 
Ms. Fox stated that because the Commission had encouraged them to look into the potential for adding an 
edgier look, perhaps to the font, she was curious if any options had been considered. 
Mr. Todd responded that they had not explored a backlit option. Changing the font, however, would not be 
a possibility due to the requirement that the dealership remain consistent with the manufacturer’s 
requirements.  
Ms. Fox clarified that she was not asking them to change the font, but to consider options as to how it is 
displayed. Because of the significance of this wall, she was hoping for a more premium look for the logo, 
rather than a replication of what is on the front façade. The intent of the Master Sign Plans is to encourage 
a particularly high quality, premium look, not a repetition of what already exists. 
 
Ms. Call echoed fellow Commissioners’ compliments for this revised plan. Particularly appreciated is the 
return of the slant to the wing wall, the larger canopy with the skylight, the downlighting, and the tree 
preservation. She finds the logos on the wing wall a very attractive architectural detail. Logos provide 
important, easily recognizable brand recognition. She loves the daytime versus nighttime appearance.  
Rather than directing a spotlight on a metal logo at night, they have gone “above and beyond” in their 
design. Although restricted by the brand requirements, they have provided something that is more art than 
just brand recognition. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he agrees with all the accolades, but is concerned if combining the parcels could 
negatively affect future revisions to the Master Sign Plan. Will the applicant be permitted more or larger 
signs, since it is now one parcel twice its previous size? 
Ms. Martin responded that Master Sign Plans are reviewed each time based on their merits. A future 
Commission would have the latitude to consider a new Master Sign Plan, regardless of what is approved this 
evening. That being said, the Zoning Code stipulates one sign per building or parcel. Therefore, even though 
it will be two buildings on one parcel, one sign per building is permitted, plus a third sign because the west 
building faces two streets. Therefore, the requirements would remain the same. 
 
Public Comment 
No public comments were received.  
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Supelak seconded to approve the Minor Project Review with three conditions: 

1) The applicant combine the two subject parcels prior to submittal of a Building Permit.  
2) The applicant update all plan sheets to ensure that preservation of the two trees north of the 

building is shown consistently.  
3) The applicant coordinate with staff to resolve all landscape compliance issues prior to final 

zoning inspection.  
Vote:   Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; 
Mr. Fishman, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Supelak seconded to approve the Master Sign Plan with the following condition: 

1) That the applicant submit a Master Sign Plan to Planning prior to sign permit submittal that reflects 
the approved Master Sign Plan with all applicable sign dimensions. 

Vote:   Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; 
Mr. Schneier, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 
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3. Primrose School, Parcel No. 273-009147, 20-014CP, Concept Plan 
Ms. Call stated that this is an application for the construction of a two-story, 15,000-square-foot building for 
early childhood education, and for a future two-story, ±28,000-square-foot office building on a 3.53-acre 
site.  
 
Case Presentation 
Mr. Hounshell stated that this is a request for review and approval for a Concept Plan for the construction of 
a new day care facility located on a ±3.53 acre site located within the Bridge Street District (BSD). The site 
is located south of W. Dublin-Granville Road, approximately 340 feet west of the intersection with Dublin 
Center Drive The site is currently vacant with minimal existing vegetation, apart from a heavily vegetated 
natural tree row along the western property line. There is approximately 15 feet of grade change from the 
eastern property line to the western property line. There is an existing 100-ft. wide electrical easement, in 
which there are overhead power lines, on the western edge of the property. Any development on the site 
would be prohibited from having any structure within the easement. 
 
The site is located at the intersection of two streets, W. Dublin-Granville Road, which is a Corridor Connector 
Street and Principal Frontage Street. To the east of the site is a proposed Neighborhood Street. Although not 
currently constructed, it will occur with any development of this site. The intent of the applicant is to split 
the site in half, from east to west. The site in consideration tonight would not have frontage on W. Dublin-
Granville Road. Construction of the new Neighborhood Street will create a new block. Per the Zoning Code, 
new blocks are to meet certain dimension and size criteria. This newly created block would intersect with a 
Neighborhood Street to the east, Stoneridge Lane to the south, Shamrock Blvd. to the west, and W. Dublin- 
Granville Road to the north. Because this newly created block will not meet the necessary Code requirements, 
a waiver would be required with the Preliminary Development Plan. Any development of this site would be 
required to install that neighborhood street, so a waiver would be required for this application, or if it does 
not proceed, any future application. 
 
A previous Concept Plan was reviewed by the Commission on May 21, 2020. If the Concept Plan tonight 
moves forward, the applicant will be required to submit a Preliminary and Final Plat for dedication of the 
Neighborhood Street along the eastern boundary of this site. The applicant is proposing to subdivide and re-
plat the site to create the Neighborhood Street right-of-way and two new lots. The new lot line is proposed 
from east to west, creating a north lot and a south lot. The proposed Neighborhood Street results in a corner 
lot condition for the north lot and provides public street frontage for the south lot, as required by Code.   The 
applicant is proposing to develop the southern lot, with future development taking place along S.R. 161. The 
Neighborhood Street will be required to be built prior to or concurrent with the construction of the proposed 
daycare facility. Part of the concerns with the lot split proposed in the previous Concept Plan was that the 
northern lot would be difficult to develop. That earlier plan proposed a southern access drive that connected 
the Neighborhood Street to the parking for the site. In addition, the proposed parking throughout the site 
contained a number of winged parking bays, especially on the northern lot, that are concerning in regard to 
circulation. With the revised Concept Plan, the lot lines for the two new parcels have been adjusted to be 
equally developable and marketable. The southern access drive for this site has been removed.  Staff would 
like to consider the opportunity for that access drive, should a connection be needed to the street to the 
south.  
 
With this application, a site capacity study for the northern lot has been provided, as well as a permitted 
Building Type with parking and open space depicted to show that the lot now created has potential to be 
developed. The applicant, however, is not proposing that for the Concept Plan, but only as a reference to 
show that it would be feasible. A future applicant for that site would be required to provide a Concept Plan 
to the Commission for consideration. This application is a proposal for the southern lot. The proposal is for a 
new two-story, approximately 15,000-square-foot child daycare center with a 7,500-square-foot footprint. 38 
parking spaces are proposed for this site. For a daycare use, a parking plan is required, which would be 
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submitted with the Preliminary Development Plan. The Code requires one-square-foot of publicly accessible 
open space for every 50 square feet of gross floor area of the proposed commercial building. Based on the 
approximately 15,000-square-foot building, a minimum total of 300 square feet of publicly accessible open 
space is required. The applicant should work with staff to finalize the location of the proposed open space 
prior to submitting the Preliminary Development Plan.  
 
With the previous Concept Plan reviewed in May, the Commission expressed concerns with the proposed 
towers on the east and west elevations of the building, which were not consistent with the Bridge Street 
Code. Those towers have been removed from the proposed elevations. The proposed primary building 
materials are brick, stone and glass; cementious siding and metal panels are secondary materials.  With the 
Preliminary Development Plan, the applicant will be required to provide a full analysis of the Loft building 
type, which has been selected for this site and to present any necessary waiver requests. Staff has reviewed 
the Concept Plan against the applicable criteria and recommends approval with nine conditions. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
Alena Miller, ALT Architecture, 2440 Dayton-Xenia Rd, Ste. B, Beavercreek, OH 45434, stated that they believe 
Mr. Hounshell has provided a thorough description of the changes to the plan that have been made since the 
May meeting, and they anticipate moving forward to approval.  
 
Commission Questions 
Mr. Fishman inquired if with the approval of this project, the easement for access to the property to the 
north would be in place. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that City engineers would work with the applicant to ensure that the shared access 
easement is included in the Final Plat.  
 
Ms. Fox that with the lot split reviewed at the May meeting, Commissioners were concerned that both parcels 
may not have been able to meet the required side and rear yard setbacks. Will that continue to be a concern? 
Ms. Miller responded that both parcels meet the required setbacks. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if it would be necessary for the two parcels to share utilities; and if so, how would that be 
managed? 
Ms. Miller responded that the parcels would share utilities and stormwater management and detention. They 
will be working with City Engineering staff member Mr. Stanford to finalize that design.  
 
Stephen Butler, Community Civil Engineers, 2440 Dayton-Xenia Rd, Ste. B, Beavercreek, OH 45434, stated 
that because it makes sense for these parcels to share the utilities, appropriate easements will be in place 
on both lots. Water and sanitary sewer utilities will not be shared; each lot will have its own service line. 
They are currently working with AEP, who is in the process of updating their easement language. They have 
provided AEP with their concept plan, including plans for placing the underground detention inside the 
electrical easement. AEP has provided their preliminary pole locations, so they can avoid that potential 
conflict. They would not permit above-ground detention in that easement. If AEP decides not to permit the 
underground detention within the easement area, they do have alternate plans to accommodate that need 
on site. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that the proposed Neighborhood Connector Street will terminate where there is an existing 
building; it cannot extend all the way to Stoneridge Lane. However, there does appear to be a driveway or 
access road that will extend to Dublin Center Drive. Is that access road a public road? If so, would the new 
Neighborhood Street be able to connect to it? 
 
Mr. Stanford, City Engineering, stated that as the approved street network map shows, the intent in that 
area is for a north-south street. That will require the redevelopment of the property immediately to the south. 
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As the development of sites within the street grid occur, the intent is for those pieces to be constructed along 
with the development of the site. The east-west connection at the southern terminus is not intended to be 
a public street; it does not appear on the street grid map. At this time, there is nothing that would cause it 
to be considered a public street. However, as this application proceeds, if there are access easements and 
agreements that could serve as a cross connection that could provide access for the existing and for the new 
parcel to the signalized intersection to the east, that will be considered. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired what is the possibility that could occur. Is it currently a private street? 
Mr. Stanford responded that it is not a private street, but a drive aisle on private property. However, they 
will be investigating the easement rights.  
 
Ms. Fox inquired if it would be curved so drivers do not access it. Is there risk of it being used as a cut-
through from the new Neighborhood Street? 
Mr. Stanford responded that if they are able to succeed in securing legal access, it could provide connection 
to the street. 
Ms. Fox stated that it would be a nice connection. It will likely be some time before the building to the south 
is removed, enabling connectivity from that direction. Utilizing existing connection opportunities would be 
consistent with the intent of the Bridge Street District Code. Otherwise, asking the applicant to construct a 
public street that goes nowhere makes no sense, other than being consistent with the master plan.  If there 
is an opportunity to make it functional, that would be preferred. It would provide better ingress/egress for 
this site. Her recommendation is that staff make an attempt to accomplish that. 
Mr. Stanford that as the Concept Plan proceeds, that would be their intention. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired how the required public open space would be achieved, if the playground on the site will 
be a private open space. 
Ms. Miller responded that since the review of their previous application, a drive aisle that ran east-west along 
the south side of the lot has been removed from the plan. That was an intentional decision in order to 
increase the opportunity for pedestrian circulation around the site and lessen pedestrian and vehicle 
interaction. The intent is that the access drive that splits both lots will be the main vehicular access for both 
lots. A pedestrian circulation loop has been designed, potentially, for both lots, but in particular around the 
perimeter of the Primrose School lot. Although it may not be visible on the Google map, there is also an 
existing path to the south with which the pedestrian loop could connect on the perimeter of the site. That 
perimeter loop will be .25 mile and will provide a health and fitness tool for the school. To accomplish this, 
it is necessary to limit the interaction of pedestrians and vehicles on both lots. The open space plan will be 
comprised of nodes of open space along the pedestrian path. It is necessary to be very careful in providing 
public access, given the program limitations of a daycare facility.  Therefore, any amenities provided will be 
located to the rear of the lot away from the playground and classroom windows. They have considered 
planters, tall grasses and street walls, emphasizing that protecting the children is a priority. Every other 
Primrose School across the nation has a perimeter fence that extends across the front of the building space.  
They understand that is not permitted in the Bridge Street District.  However, their public amenity spaces 
must align with the goal of protecting the children.  
 
Ms. Fox stated that the goal of the Bridge Street District is to include that vitality and walkability throughout 
the District. Due to the need to protect the children from unnecessary access here, the school will need to 
be imaginative in regard to including the open spaces. 
Ms. Miller stated that they are prepared to do so. They have conducted research and design charrettes that 
are not illustrated at the Concept Plan stage. Discussions have been held with the brand, clients and industry 
professionals, and they believe they can accomplish it but in limited and specific areas, i.e. next to a window 
or where an adult can loiter, as well. Because it must be strategic, they will be working with staff on the 
details. 
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Ehab Eskander, Primrose School franchise owner, 60 N. Brice Road, Columbus OH 43213, stated that this 
will be their sixth school. They have other challenging school locations, such as in Grandview and downtown 
Columbus. They have succeeded in achieving a good balance in order to protect their children, maintain 
some privacy, and yet provide a space for employees to take a mental break. In addition to the planters and 
benches in some areas, there are open space opportunities within the power line easement, which must 
remain clear anyway. They care about achieving the right feel and fit with the neighborhood.  For accuracy 
of the records, there has been a name change. The school is now called The Primrose School of Dublin 
Riverside, to avoid confusion between them and the Bridge Park developers. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that he is concerned that the issues need to be resolved within the development process. 
The vehicle access for both lots should be clarified before the project for this parcel is approved.  
 
Ms. Call inquired if the open space requirement could be met on this lot, exclusive of the other lot.  
Mr. Hounshell stated that the site is required to provide 300 square feet of open space. It would be difficult 
to achieve that on this lot alone. When both lots develop, there could be the opportunity of consolidating 
open spaces to the frontage along W. Dublin-Granville Road, with a fee consideration. Having that open 
space along that principal frontage would make more sense than having it on the Neighborhood Street. 
However, there are opportunities to be creative in how the open space is achieved.  
 
Mr. Supelak inquired if there is any reason the open space could not be in the electrical easement. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that it would depend upon the language of the easement. A following applicant, 
Chase Bank, was able to locate their open space within the electrical easement that runs along the front of 
their property, because no foundation was required within the space. A similar situation could be possible on 
this site. 
Mr. Supelak responded that he believes the applicant would be able to take advantage of that opportunity. 
The required 300 square feet already exists within that easement, which essentially amounts to two parking 
spaces. 
Ms. Miller stated that they have already conducted that research, and confirmed that the condition that Mr. 
Hounshell described does exist with this AEP easement. As long as they do not have a foundation in the 
easement, they can utilize the open space in the easement. They will be providing their parking plan with 
the Preliminary Development Plan, which exceeds the required number of parking spaces for both lots. They 
are confident that they will be able to provide the required open space, as well, for these two lots. 
 
Commission Discussion 
Mr. Supelak stated that he is generally supportive of the Concept Plan. There are a few issues to be resolved, 
and it will be essential to sequence these steps in the appropriate manner, so we do not “paint ourselves 
into a corner.” In regard to the private drive aisle that could become a connector street – this would benefit 
the two adjacent properties, one of which is GFS; so there is motivation for that connection occurring. If it 
does occur, this Neighborhood Street will work. He compliments the team that accomplished this revision 
since the last meeting.  Previously, the Commission was concerned with the viability of the proposed north 
lot. They have revised the lot split and demonstrated that it can and will work. The architecture and materials 
are attractive. He respects The Primrose School concept and is happy to have another school in the City. 
 
Mr. Schneier echoed Mr. Supelak’s comments. If the applicant has no objections to the proposed conditions, 
it will be essential to address those before proceeding to the next phase. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated that the proposed character of this building is attractive, especially for a daycare facility. 
It matches the cool and trendy character of the surrounding Bridge Park District. She is pleased with the 
renderings shown. She concurs with Mr. Supelak’s comments regarding the greenspace. In Dublin, 
greenspace is preferred over an overabundance of parking.  
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Mr. Fishman stated that his comments are similar to that of his colleagues. He is anxious to see a complete 
transportation plan for both parcels before the project is approved.  
Mr. Grimes stated that he appreciates the applicant’s responsiveness to the previous constructive criticism 
offered. The changes made to the layout, look and feel have made this a far better project. With the nine 
conditions, there is still a significant amount of work to do before the next step. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that the revisions are very nice. Because they have frontage on the new neighborhood street 
and a shared access to the site, they have the opportunity to make this an attractive place for clients to pull 
in and park in front of the daycare facility. She encourages them to enhance the frontage in the Preliminary 
Development Plan. If the private access road becomes a connector in the other direction, they will have a 
nice ingress/egress, which will be an asset to the Bridge Street District. The 300 square feet of open space 
required is not much. A shared parking arrangement between the two parcels would permit this applicant to 
use the parking toward the back and locate a nicely-designed greenspace closer to the street. Instead of 
having a street wall to camouflage the parking, they could have a pocket park. A greenspace located near 
the SR 161 frontage could be more of an advantage than spreading it throughout their parcel. The sidewalk 
connectivity will provide some nice pedestrian energy around the area.  
 
Ms. Call thanked the applicant for making the revisions in the areas of concern identified in the previous 
meeting, including the tower removal, the street alignment and adjusting the property line between the two 
parcels, to enable a more viable project on the front lot. She invites the applicant to focus on the intent of 
the Bridge Street District Code to provide engagement in the area. The Commission is interested in including 
art or seating opportunities in these greenspaces.  Because of the relationship of these two parcels, she 
would be supportive of considering a different approach for the open space. Perhaps the back parcel could 
be bonded for its portion of open space, which the City could retain and incorporate into the future 
development of the front lot, or to add landscaping enhancements along the street corridor. Bonding 
opportunities offer some flexibility. The revisions have made this a more viable and beautiful project. The 
Commission looks forward to the fruition of this project. 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Supelak seconded approval of the Concept Plan with nine conditions:  

1) That the applicant work with Engineering staff to finalize the design and dedication of the 
neighborhood street; 

2) That the applicant work with Engineering staff to finalize the location and details of all utilities and 
stormwater management on the site; 

3) That the applicant continue to work with Planning staff to finalize the layout of the new proposed 
lots; 

4) That the applicant work with staff to evaluate the incorporation of a street wall along the playground 
frontage adjacent to the new neighborhood street; 

5) That the applicant continue to work with staff to determine the appropriate open space type and 
location, prior to the submittal of a Preliminary Development Plan; 

6) That the applicant update the plans to provide the dimensions of the proposed block; 
7) That the applicant submit a parking plan for the proposed lot prior to the submittal of a Preliminary 

Development Plan; 
8) That the applicant provide staff with analysis of the building type requirements with requested waiver 

requests; and 
9) That the applicant continue to work with staff to finalize the internal site circulation and to determine 

the feasibility of a potential east-to-west access drive on the south end of the property. 
Vote:   Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; 
Mr. Schneier, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 

 
 



Planning and Zoning Commission    
Meeting Minutes of August 6, 2020 
Page 11 of 20 
 
 
4. 4012 W. Dublin-Granville Road, 20-119CP, Concept Plan 
Ms. Call stated that this is a request for approval of the construction of a two-story, ±11,000-square-foot, 
multi-tenant building for a restaurant and medical office on a 1.1-acre vacant site. The site is northeast of 
the intersection of W. Dublin-Granville Road and David Road and zoned BSD – Bridge Street District Office. 
 
Case Presentation 
Site 
Ms. Husak stated that this is a request for review and approval of a Concept Plan for a new, approximately 
11,000 square-foot, multi-tenant building located at the northeast corner of the intersection of David Road 
and W. Dublin-Granville Road. This site is located opposite the Primrose School site discussed in the previous 
case. The site also has frontage on Banker Drive on the north side and David Road on the west. The site 
consists of two parcels. The eastern parcel has a heavily wooded tree stand. The western parcel is vacant 
of vegetation. There is an AEP easement along the eastern property line and a gas easement along the 
southern property line. The Bridge Street Code provides a hierarchy of requirements for establishing a 
gridded street network, and the proposed site has two of the street types in the Street Network Map: a 
Corridor Connector Street (W. Dublin-Granville Road) and two Neighborhood Streets (David Road and Banker 
Drive).  
 
Proposal 
The proposal is for a commercial building, a Loft Building Type, which is a permitted Building Type in the 
BSD-Office zoning district. As a multi-tenant building, it will house medical office space and a restaurant. 
The medical office use is a permitted use in the Bridge Street District, Office District. The proposed restaurant 
use is permitted, but is limited in size to 5,000 square feet of the gross floor area, or 20 percent of the gross 
floor area of the ground floor of the principal structure, whichever is smaller, unless otherwise permitted as 
a conditional use. In this case, the restaurant use requires review and approval of a Conditional Use 
application due to its proposed size in comparison with the rest of the building. There are no additional use-
specific standards for a medical office use in the Bridge Street District, Office District. The proposal meets 
setback requirements, however, it provides only 53 of the 58 required parking spaces. There is opportunity 
to add additional parking spaces in the natural drainage area, as noted on the Site Plan, if needed. The 
applicant is proposing open space at the southwest corner of the building, closest to the intersection of W. 
Dublin-Granville Road with David Road.  Those details will be finalized in the Preliminary Development Plan. 
Per Code, buildings are required to meet the minimum number of stories for the associated Building Type. 
The minimum number of stories required for Loft buildings is two. The applicant is proposing a primarily 
single-story building, with a portion of the building consisting of a two-story tower element, as well as a 
second story rooftop patio. While the majority of the building is proposed at one story, the single-story 
portion consists of floor heights significantly taller than is typical, giving the shorter portion the appearance 
of a 1.5-2 story building. If the two stories cannot be occupied, a waiver will be required. The Penzone 
Building, also within the BSD, is also a building that was required to be two stories, but received a waiver 
for a tall one-story, which permitted them to create a mezzanine area. The applicant has provided character 
images for the intended architecture of the building. The images consist of a variety of materials including 
wood, stone, masonry and metal paneling. The buildings are contemporary in design, utilizing significant 
glazing across the facades. Staff has reviewed the application against the applicable criteria and recommends 
approval with six conditions.  
 
Applicant Presentation 
Russell Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development Partners, 6640 Riverside Drive, Dublin, OH, stated that they 
already have a tenant for the 7,000-square-foot medical office space and are working with them. For 
purposes of calculating the parking spaces, the additional 4,000 square feet is tentatively identified as 
Restaurant. The prospective medical office tenant has indicated a desire for the covered rooftop patio as 
event space, and particularly on the David Road corner to engage with the open space.  A rooftop patio 
requires an elevator and stairs, which is the purpose of the two-story mass on the corner. From there, the 
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roof planes are stepped back toward the east. With the proposed layout, they will be close to meeting the 
parking requirements. They would not have been able to do so with a two-story building, as required in the 
District.  They have attempted to meet the intent of the Code with the elevated story and parapet heights. 
Due to the existing site constraints, including the electrical easement to the east, a stormwater easement 
to the west, and a gas easement to the south, the building site is restricted. 
 
Commission Questions 
Mr. Supelak inquired if the parking space calculation is inclusive of the Restaurant Use. 
Ms. Husak responded affirmatively.  
 
Ms. Fox stated that in the Bridge Street District, there is the flexibility to approve changes to achieve the 
best architectural design. Even though a two-story building is required in the District, the advantages here 
in massing, design, use, unique architecture and vitality are reasons for permitting a Waiver. In the Bridge 
Street District (BSD), we are looking primarily for an objective. 
Ms. Husak responded that is the reason the Waiver provision was included in the BSD Code, subject to 
review and approval by the Commission, contingent upon meeting the criteria. The AC Marriott is an example 
of a successful, innovative project, and it received the greatest number of waivers that have been granted.  
Ms. Fox stated that this Concept Plan provides the creativity desired, and she is hopeful that the Preliminary 
Development Plan further develops the images provided. 
 
Mr. Schneier inquired if the rooftop patio would be limited to the Medical Office tenant, not the Restaurant 
use. 
Mr. Hunter responded that it is a higher-end Medical Office tenant that will have a retail use. They have a 
specific idea in mind for the building architecture and design. The patio is intended to be an event space for 
that tenant. 
 
Commission Discussion 
Commission members expressed approval of the proposed design and concept. 
Ms. Fox requested clarification of the location of the proposed restaurant space. 
Mr. Hunter responded that it is the space to the east of the two-story mass and middle section, which are 
part of the Medical Office Use. Currently, that space is depicted only as a box structure; as the project 
develops, that space will have more design focus, including whether it will include outdoor dining. AEP is 
currently working in that easement, so the easement size is increasing slightly on this site. At this point, he 
is unsure if the existing vegetation under the lines will be removed. The location of any potential outdoor 
dining component would be determined, based upon what is occurring with the easement.  
Ms. Fox inquired if the one-story mass could shift to the north and give them more street frontage. Doing 
so would give them better use of the open space. She would be in favor of granting a setback waiver for 
that purpose. They would be able to have greater energy there on the street front with some outdoor dining, 
for instance. She would encourage repeating the transparency feature of this building in the one-story 
section, as well. With the development occurring, there will be greater energy along Banker Drive. Is it 
possible to include a water feature, or something imaginative in the stormwater easement on that corner? 
Mr. Hunter responded that the project has not yet been designed, but the intent is to do something 
substantial enough that it can be experienced from the rooftop. It could be more lush or taller plantings, 
including trees, or a water feature. This early in the process, he prefers not to commit to those items in 
order to permit the flexibility needed in the design phase. 
Ms. Fox stated that we are trying to look holistically at the public realm experience with these projects. She, 
again, would encourage him to consider ways to duplicate the energy that is present on the west corner, on 
the east corner frontage. They also should attempt to enhance the public realm experience on the David 
Road and Banker Drive corner. 
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Mr. Hunter requested clarification of her suggestion. Is she suggesting that the 4,000-square-foot, one-story 
restaurant be shifted north, away from SR161 sufficiently to create some outdoor space between it and the 
road?  
Ms. Fox responded affirmatively. 
Mr. Hunter responded that if the stormwater facility is run underground, that would be possible.  The parking 
lot will be 120 feet with two bays. If the structure is shifted to the north, they will have more flexibility. 
  
Ms. Call stated that the Commission is looking for the “WOW” factor. We would like the next applicant to be 
able to use this building as an inspiration for their project. The Commission likes the concept and is 
anticipating the next phase. 
Mr. Fishman stated that he has no issue with the one story and the roof step-downs.  He agrees with the 
suggestion to push the building back. At this point, the details cannot be discussed, but he would be in favor 
of waivers to achieve the type of creativity that has been proposed. 
 
Public Comment 
No public comment was received.  
 
Discussion occurred regarding the street wall and landscaping requirements along David Road.  
Ms. Husak noted that, due to its location, the building is required to have more frontage on the David Road 
side. One way to do so is with a street wall. 
 
Mr. Supelak moved, Mr. Schneier seconded approval of the Concept Plan with the following six conditions:  

1) That the applicant continue to work with Planning and Engineering staff on appropriate stormwater 
management facilities to ensure compliance with Code; 

2) That the applicant coordinate with staff and investigate ways to address the street wall requirement 
along David Road; 

3) That the applicant continue to work with staff on addressing the parking shortage on the site; 
4) That the applicant continue to work with staff to ensure the intent of the Bridge Street District Code 

is met with regard to minimum building height requirements; 
5) That the applicant continue to work with staff to finalize the details of the open space to meet the 

requirements of the Bridge Street District Code; and 
6) That the applicant continue to work with staff to finalize the building type analysis prior to the 

submission of the Preliminary Development Plan. 
Vote:   Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Call, 
yes; Ms. Fox, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 

 
6. Chase Bank, 6515 Sawmill Road, 20-106PDP/FDP/CU/WR, Preliminary & Final 

Development Plans/Conditional Use/Waivers 

7. Chase Bank, 6515 Sawmill Road, 20-107MSP, Master Sign Plan 

Ms. Call stated that there are two cases on tonight’s agenda involving the construction of a ±4,100-square-
foot, one-story bank with a drive-thru ATM on a 0.85-acre site. The first application is a request for review 
and approval of Preliminary and Final Development Plans with a Parking Plan, a Conditional Use, and two 
Waivers. The second application is for a Master Sign Plan that includes three wall signs and a window sign. 
The site is northwest of the intersection of Sawmill Road with Banker Drive and zoned Bridge Street District 
Sawmill Center Neighborhood. Both cases will be heard together. 
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Case Presentation 
Mr. Hounshell stated that this is a request for review and approval of a Preliminary Development Plan/Final 
Development Plan, a Conditional Use, two Waivers and a Master Sign Plan for the construction of a new bank 
at 6515 Sawmill Road, a ±0.84-acre site located within the Bridge Street District (BSD), west of Sawmill Road 
and northwest of the intersection with Banker Drive. On May 21, 2020, the Commission approved a Concept 
Plan for this project, and the plan proceeded to Step 2, the Preliminary Development Plan. In rare cases, the 
Planning Director has the authority to combine Steps 2 and 3, both the Preliminary and the Final Development 
Plans, and for this application, the Planning Director has permitted the combination of both steps 2 and 3. 
 
Site 
The site is located west of Sawmill Road, northwest of the intersection with Banker Drive. The site was 
originally occupied by Boston Market, but has since become vacant. The applicant will be developing the 
entirety of the site. No roadway improvements will be necessary for this development. Sawmill Road is a 
Principal Frontage Street. Principal Streets are designed to align with continuous pedestrian-oriented blocks, 
and to eliminate conflicts between pedestrian spaces and vehicular access spaces. Because this site is located 
within the Sawmill Center Neighborhood, there are specific neighborhood requirements and standards that 
this site must meet. The site is next to a potential gateway location. 
 
Proposal 
A few changes have been made to the site since the Concept Plan approval. The applicant has worked with 
staff to relocate the proposed open space to the corner of the site, resulting in the movement of the proposed 
building north of its original location. This relocation allows more space for a creation of a pocket plaza at 
the intersection of Sawmill Road and Banker Drive, as a Gateway Feature. The applicant is proposing to 
modify the size of the vehicular access point on Sawmill Road and move the access point to the west of the 
existing location to align with the Piada access point to the south of the site. The applicant is proposing a 
parking plan for the site. Per Code, the proposed building requires a minimum of 11 parking spaces and a 
maximum of 14 parking spaces. The applicant is currently proposing 30 parking spaces. The applicant 
anticipates this amount of parking will be necessary for the proposed Chase Bank model and due to the 
consolidation of area branches on this site. The applicant is proposing a drive thru ATM located west of the 
building. The ATM has two lanes for access with four stacking spaces each. The vehicular canopy is 12 feet, 
10 inches in height. Since the ATM access lanes are facing a non-principal frontage street to the south, the 
applicant is proposing a 3-foot, 6-inch tall street wall between the access lanes and the street to screen the 
ATM area. Bridge Street Code allows for a maximum of 3 feet in height for street walls. 
 
Architecture 
The architecture of the building has not been changed since the Concept Plan, although minor adjustments 
have been made. The applicant has revised the color of the storefront systems. Originally, a clear aluminum 
was proposed; now a black, anodized aluminum is proposed. The originally blue column to the left of the 
east elevation has been changed to a Cloud White column. The building incorporates parapet roofs 
throughout the building that are four to six inches taller than the six feet permitted by Code. Staff is 
recommending that the applicant revise the parapet roofs to meet the 6-foot maximum height. The applicant 
is requesting two waivers in regard to the building elevations. The ATM materials complement the building. 
 
Waivers 
A minimum of 50% storefront transparency is required on parking lots facing facades of new buildings. The 
applicant is requesting waivers for the transparency requirement on the north and west elevations due to 
the privacy needed in those portions of the building, as they are sensitive to the operations of the bank. Also 
requested is a waiver to the blank wall requirement for the west elevation. Code requires that no horizontal 
distance on any story greater than 15 feet can be windowless; the applicant is proposing a blank wall area 
of approximately 23 feet towards the north end of the west elevation, due to the sensitivity of the bank 
operations within that space. 
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Landscaping 
A large variety of landscaping is proposed across the site. Several existing protected trees are proposed for 
preservation in the northwest corner of the site. Ornamental and evergreen plants are proposed for the 
required foundation landscaping. Evergreens are proposed around the screening wall on the southwest 
portion of the site. Ornamental shrubs and perennials are proposed around the pocket park and around the 
gateway feature on the south side of the building.  
 
Gateway Feature 
In May, the Commission discussed the entryway feature possibilities for the site. The applicant has made 
adjustments to the site layout to incorporate a gateway feature at this intersection by locating a pocket plaza 
on the southeast corner of the site. The applicant has also provided an art option. The art is to be included 
in the northern portion of the pocket plaza along the building. The determination of a specific art installation 
will not be approved by the Commission, only its location. Chase Bank will work with the Dublin Arts Council 
to interview local artists who would design and create art that is unique to Dublin and its culture. 
 
Master Sign Plan 
The applicant is proposing three wall signs and a window sign on the building. The three wall signs are 
identical and are 36.9-square-foot wall signs. The wall signs will have white halo-illuminated aluminum 
channel letters with a Chase blue, octagonal logo. The window sign is 4.95 square feet in size, occupying 
approximately 51% of the transom window above the rear west entrance. The window sign will be made of 
white vinyl letters and the Chase blue octagonal logo.   
 
Staff has reviewed the application against all the applicable criteria and recommends the following: approval 
of the Waiver for the parking lot ground-story transparency and the waiver for the Blank Wall limitation; 
approval of the Conditional Use with no conditions; and approval of a Preliminary and Final Development 
Plan and Parking Plan with five conditions; and disapproval of the Master Sign Plan.  
 
Tim Meseck, The Architects Partnership, 200 South Michigan Avenue, Suite 1020, Chicago, Illinois 60604, 
stated that the plan was been revised to reflect the direction provided by the Commission during the previous 
discussion.  In the revised plan, the “back of the house” elements, such as the cash safe and safety deposit 
vault have located on the north side of the building. This has allowed them to provide more transparency on 
the storefront of the building, south and east along Sawmill Road and Banker Drive, and connect visually to 
the proposed art element. They have also modified the site elements, including the landscaping.  At the 
curbcut off Sawmill Road, they have added additional visual interest. They have tied the open space, pocket 
park, into the south corner of the site. They attempted to meet the required 25-ft. setback, by locating the 
building farther to the north. That allows the artwork element to exist north of the existing electrical 
easement. The building design has been tied in with the pocket park and artwork element on that corner. 
Other conditions exist on that corner, however, including a traffic signal boxes and light poles. The proposed 
design locates the seating area away from the hard corner. The type of artwork selected will determine the 
seating layout. They will be working with the local artist to create a cohesive area.  
 
Jessica Regensburger, JP Morgan Chase, Interior Space Design, 383 Madison Avenue, New York City, NY 
10179, stated that for over 60+ years, JP Morgan Chase has supported emerging artists, believing that art 
is a catalyst for connection.  Over the past 1.5 years, Chase has been building a community art program. 
One of the primary principles is that a local artist or arts education group is selected to create a dynamic 
composition that reflects the community and Chase’s brand message. Art that is included at a branch site 
should be organic and not prescriptive. They do provide guidance to the artist regarding certain topics to 
avoid and the need to emphasize the positive in their branding message. With the very prominent location 
at the intersection of Sawmill Road and Banker Drive, the prime location for an art installation would be the 
southeastern corner with the open seating area. Due to the electrical easement, parameters regarding the 
foundation and installation will be established for any potential sculpture. There is also the potential for a 
mural on the building, which would not impede with the building signage in any way. The southeastern 
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corner of the building has a glass projection of the building, behind which is meeting space.  Framing that 
area are panels that could serve as the canvas for the artist.  At this time, a list of approved local artists has 
not been completed, but that evaluation is in process. As the project proceeds, they will share the selected 
artist’s portfolio with staff. [Images shown of previous art selections, including several murals.] 
 
Ms. Call inquired if Mr. Meseck wished to respond specifically to staff’s recommendation for disapproval of 
the Master Sign Plan proposal. 
Mr. Meseck stated that the intent of the Master Sign Plan they submitted was to be consistent with the City’s 
Sign Code and the Bridge Street Guidelines in regard to the quantity and type of signs. They have worked 
with staff on how to treat signage in the redevelopment of this site. One of their goals was to de-emphasize 
the signage and allow the Gateway art element to be the focus. The package created allows for their branding 
and the wayfinding, but does not detract from other site elements.   
 
Jennifer Carr, Chase Bank, regional signage lead, 1111 Polaris Parkway, 2A, Columbus, Ohio 43240, stated 
that the three wall signs with halo-illuminated channel letters are unique to the Chase brand. Normally, 
internal illuminated LED letters are used. Three wall signs were used instead of two ground signs and two 
wall signs. A ground sign would have detracted from the public art concept and the proposed landscaping 
plan.  
 
Commission Questions 
Ms. Kennedy requested clarification of the Code requirements regarding signs. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that the applicant is permitted two ground signs and two wall signs, since the site 
is located at the intersection of two road frontages. The size of a wall sign is permitted to be half the length 
of the façade, i.e., a wall that is 100 feet long is permitted a 50-square-foot sign.   
 
Mr. Schneier inquired if the type or the size of the sign was the reason for a recommendation for disapproval. 
Mr. Hounshell stated that staff agreed with the applicant that ground signs would not be the right direction 
for this site. The reason for the recommendation is that the MSP is not consistent with the Community Plan, 
The Bridge Street District (BSD) Special Area Plan, the BSD Design Guidelines, and other City policies. In 
addition, the intent of a MSP is that with the greater flexibility, something more creative is offered in return. 
Although all three wall signs are halo illuminated, they are all the same. There was a lack of diversity in the 
proposal. There is an opportunity to do something with awnings on the Sawmill façade, which Piada has 
done. The opportunity should have been explored to add diversity between the three wall signs. 
 
Commission Discussion   
Ms. Fox stated that she is concerned that with the reduction in the canopies, transparency and windows, the 
building is beginning to look a little too conservative. The projections, variations in facades and larger 
transparencies create a more interesting view from the street. 
Mr. Meseck responded that the intent was to focus the energy on the hard corner of the two road frontages, 
making it as open, airy and lively as possible. They have moved much of the fenestration and the clear glass 
storefront to the Sawmill and Banker sides and maximized the transparency on those sides. Essentially, they 
have wrapped the south half of the building in glass. That will create a “living room” meeting space, providing 
a consultation rather than a transaction center. The focus is less on tellers and ATMs and more on one-on-
one meetings with individuals, and accordingly, they have created spaces inside for different uses. On either 
side of the main entrance off Sawmill Road or the parking lot, either side of the entry is significantly glass. 
There is a view into the south half of the building, into and through the offices divided by glass partitions. 
The waiver that has been requested will permit them to open up the south half of the building, and relocate 
the back of house functions into the northern area where more security and less fenestration is needed. 
 
Ms. Fox inquired if there would be opportunity to provide an element on the front façade, such as a canopy, 
that could be utilized to provide a more interesting sign. She would like to see something a little more edgy 
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on the Sawmill Road façade. The applicant has been asked to lower the parapets and shorten the canopies, 
and that has impacted the interest of the façade.  
 
Ms. Kennedy stated that the team has done an excellent job with the revisions brought forward today. She 
is excited about the art feature. What would be the approving body for the artpiece? 
Mr. Hounshell responded that the Commission would not approve the art selection, which could be construed 
as determining content that can be displayed. The selection would be made by a third party art group, such 
as the Dublin Arts Council. 
Ms. Kennedy stated the applicant has indicated that their goal was to de-emphasize the signage; however, 
staff indicates a need for more diversity in the signage. These are potentially opposing views. She has no 
issue with the Master Sign Plan and would support it as proposed. 
 
Mr. Schneier commented that he stated previously, as is reflected in the record, that he believes the amount 
of parking is excessive. He is supportive of the Master Sign Plan as it is. There is a time and place for exciting 
signage, but consistency in branding is important in an institution such as a bank. In regard to the proposed 
waivers, has the transparency requirement previously been waived, based on the use? 
Mr. Hounshell responded that the approval of waivers is based on factors specific to the individual application. 
Waivers in transparency requirements have been granted in Bridge Park. 
Ms. Husak stated that she does not recall a waiver for security purposes, but they have been granted for 
restaurant uses, where the kitchen areas needed to have less transparency. 
Mr. Schneier stated that because waivers have previously been granted based on use, he would have no 
objection to the requested waivers. 
Ms. Kennedy stated that the applicant has indicated that a waiver of the transparency requirement has been 
requested for the purpose of safety and security. Based on that argument, she believes the waiver is justified. 
 
Ms. Fox requested clarification of the transparency requirement for non-street facing facades. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that the requirement is 50% for non-street facing facades.  
Ms. Fox inquired if this application meets the requirement for street-facing facades. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that they meet and exceed the requirement on both the east and south facades. 
 
Ms. Fox stated that staff rarely recommends disapproval of a MSP proposal. Because they have, she believes 
that discussion with staff needs to continue. She agrees with Mr. Schneier on the amount of parking proposed 
and doubts all of it would be used. This site is also surrounded by a sea of parking, which is one of the main 
points of dissatisfaction with the Sawmill Road corridor. However, the intensity of the landscape, as indicated 
in the proposal, will, hopefully, mitigate that issue. If they can create an inviting parking lot that does not 
look like one, she has no objection to that number of spaces. Currently, the surrounding space is an asphalt 
jungle that no one wants to visit, walk past, or even park therein. She has no issue with granting the 
transparency waivers.  She is very interested in the lighting that will be provided to the bank. The difference 
between the bank’s lighting and Piada’s lighting might be significant. The gateway feature will be impacted 
by the ambient lighting emanating from the bank. The bank’s lighting could make the entire corner inviting, 
or it could be similar to gas station lighting, ruining the entire effect of the gateway feature. The evening 
lighting on this site is very important. 
 
Mr. Supelak inquired about the six-inch reduction in the parapet height – would that be off the tallest 
elements? 
Mr. Hounshell responded that the reduction would be made only to the tallest elements. The other elements 
meet Code requirements. 
 
Mr. Supelak stated the length of the canopy was reduced on one side. Was that a stipulation from staff? 
Mr. Hounshell responded that it was not a direction provided by staff; the applicant made that decision. 
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Mr. Supelak responded that he is not concerned with the reduction in parapet height; six inches is minimal. 
He is supportive of the transparency waiver. There is always a “back of the house” in the types of businesses. 
They have done a good job in clustering those operations. Even though there will be some blank walls, 
interest is being provided with vegetation that will have height.  In regard to the MSP, he has no objection 
to the lack of diversity. However, on the two building ends, the signs seem overscale/disproportionate to the 
façade. He really liked the longer canopy originally proposed on the west side. It was probably reduced in 
value engineering, but there could be merit to putting it back in the plan. It was a very nice element and 
added interest to that façade, which is lacking in transparency. He compliments the applicant on their plans 
for including an art piece. However, with art, context matters. Just hanging an art panel on this building 
would not make much sense. He would prefer the art be more spatial and can be experienced, such as a 
sculpture. 
 
Mr. Fishman inquired what the Sign Code permits for this site. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that if the applicant had not pursued a Master Sign Plan, and was restricted by the 
Sign Code, they would be permitted two wall signs, which would be located on the Sawmill Road and Banker 
Drive frontages. They also would be permitted to have two ground signs on the same frontages. The square 
footage of the wall sign would be half the length of that elevation, up to 50 square feet. The ground signs 
could be a maximum of 24 square feet. The height of the wall signs is a maximum of 15 feet. The sign on 
the east elevation is permitted to be slightly taller due to the design of the elevation. 
Mr. Fishman inquired if the plan does not meet Code because of the size. 
Mr. Hounshell responded that it does not meet Code because the applicant has proposed a sign on the north 
elevation. A sign on that elevation is not permitted; they have already exceeded the permitted square footage 
on the other two elevations.  
Mr. Fishman stated that he believes sign proposals need to be consistent with Code to the extent possible. 
The reason signs are occasionally permitted to vary from Code is due to hardship, such as the building cannot 
be seen. That is not the case with this site. Therefore, he believes the signs should be smaller and meet 
Code. He does not object to varying from Code due to hardship, however, and for that reason, he is 
supportive of the transparency waiver. Concerning the MSP, he concurs with Mr. Supelak regarding hanging 
murals on the building. Dublin is not a mural type of town. There is risk involved with murals, as reflected in 
other communities; amateur artists sometimes are tempted to alter murals.  He is supportive of including an 
artpiece in this project, but it should be thought through thoroughly. He would prefer a sculpture or 
something that energizes the corner. Finally, he would like to point out that staff, the Commission and City 
Council spent years developing the Codes. Now, many applicants are requesting waivers. When it is possible 
to do so, applicants should be required to meet Code.  
 
Mr. Grimes stated that he is supportive of the requested waivers. The applicant has made the changes 
requested. He is supportive of the Conditional Use and the Preliminary and Final Development Plans with 
conditions. He is supportive of the Master Sign Plan (MSP), although he concurs with Ms. Fox’s desire for a 
sign with more interest. He understands the need to maintain a consistent brand for them, but perhaps there 
is opportunity to improve the interest of the sign on the Gateway-facing façade. Regardless, he would be 
supportive of the MSP as proposed. 
 
Ms. Call stated that she concurs with fellow Commission members’ comments on the revised plan; it is well 
done. In regard to the MSP, she shares Mr. Fishman’s concerns.  The Code restricts the site to two wall signs 
and two ground signs. If there were three street-facing facades, she might have a different opinion. She 
does not see the need for a wall sign on the north façade, which faces the parking lot. There is a Chase 
name or logo on every side of the building. Due to its visibility, Chase Bank will be easily recognized. She 
concurs with staff’s recommendation to disapprove the MSP. Due to the quorum that would be needed for 
approval, would the applicant be willing to eliminate the sign on the north façade, or would they prefer to 
proceed with a vote on the MSP as it is? 
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Ms. Carr responded that they had looked at the square footage allowed, and the 115 total square footage of 
the three wall signs is less than the total amount permitted. With two wall signs and two ground signs, they 
would be permitted a total of 120 square feet. Some identity on the north side of the building is needed for 
the right in/right out traffic from Sawmill Road. If a wall sign is not permitted, they would need to have a 
ground sign on that corner. 
 
Ms. Call requested Commissioners’ thoughts. 
Mr. Fishman stated that he would have no objection, if it is consistent with Code. The applicant has not 
displayed a hardship reason for having a third wall sign. 
 
Ms. Fox disagreed with the suggestion. No additional ground signs are needed along Sawmill Road; there is 
already so much clutter. Adding a ground sign to this contemporary building is not to its advantage.  A Master 
Sign Plan (MSP) is intended to provide some unique energy in its design. She believes the applicant could 
work with staff and come up with a way in which to make that frontage more interesting. She would have 
no objection to a larger sign, if it created more energy on the street with something more unique than 
proposed.  Perhaps it would be possible to use a logo, rather than a sign, on the north façade. 
 
Ms. Call inquired if the applicant preferred that the Commission proceed with consideration of the MSP as it 
is. 
Ms. Carr inquired if the MSP were tabled at this time, could they bring it back at the next meeting. 
Ms. Call responded affirmatively. 
 
Ms. Carr noted that, earlier, Ms. Fox referred to the Piada sign on which the letters sit on a rim. She had 
considered that opportunity for the canopy over the doorway on the north façade, but because there would 
be glazing behind the white letters, they would not be visible. 
Ms. Fox noted that she likes the halo lighting, which adds a premium look.  
Ms. Carr inquired if the Commission would consider architectural lighting added to the brand. 
Ms. Fox requested clarification. 
Ms. Carr inquired if blue lighting were added along some of the canopies or the building to provide a blue 
glow, would the halo-illuminated letters remain acceptable? They could provide a night rendering depicting 
that effect. 
Ms. Fox responded that she has seen other Chase Bank sites that have used that effect, and it does provide 
a nice, not gaudy, evening look. 
Commissioners expressed support of the suggestion. 
 
Mr. Fishman stated that when the MSP returns, it should be consistent with Code. 
Ms. Call responded that the MSP avenue is available for the purpose of allowing flexibility if the package 
offers a trade-off that the Commission believes would add value to the City, i.e. three great wall signs instead 
of two wall signs and two ground signs.  As he previously pointed out, there has to be a reason for doing so.  
Such an argument was given for another sign on this building. The sign on the east elevation will be placed 
at a height of 16 feet-3 inches, exceeding the height of 15 feet prescribed by Code, due to the window 
immediately below it.  
Mr. Fishman stated that he agrees. However, a smaller sign often can be as effective as a larger sign. He 
has no objection to changing the configuration of the sign. 
 
Ms. Carr requested that the MSP consideration be tabled. 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Supelak seconded to approve the following two waivers: 

1. Waiver to Zoning Code Section 153.062 — Building Types (O)(7)(D)(2) Parking Lot Ground Story 
Transparency to Permit 23% Transparency on the North Elevation and 33% Transparency on the 
West Elevation. 
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2. Waiver to Zoning Code Section 153.062 — Building Types (O)(7)(D)(2) Blank Wall Limitations to 
Permit a Blank Wall Distance of Approximately 23 Feet on the North End of the West Elevation. 
 

Vote:   Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; 
Mr. Grimes, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Ms. Kennedy seconded to approve the Conditional Use with no conditions. 
Vote:   Mr. Grimes, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Schneier, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, 
yes; Ms. Call, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 
 
Mr. Grimes moved, Mr. Supelak seconded to approve the Preliminary and Final Development Plans with a 
Parking Plan and the following five Conditions: 

1) That the applicant continue to work with Engineering to provide stormwater management facilities 
that comply with the City of Dublin’s Chapter 53 Stormwater Management and Stream Protection 
Code, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 

2) That the applicant revise the parapet roofs to meet the 6-foot maximum height; 
3) That the applicant revise the street wall design to meet the maximum height; 
4) That the applicant revise the colors of the protective bollards surrounding the ATM to be painted 

platinum to match the brick pillars; and 
5) That the applicant continue to work with staff to determine the final location of plantings in 

coordination with the art installation. 
 

Vote:   Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; 
Mr. Schneier, yes. 
[Motion passed 7-0] 

 
The Master Sign Plan was tabled at the Applicant’s request.  
  
COMMUNICATIONS 

 Ms. Husak reported that the next regularly scheduled PZC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, August 
20 at 6:30 p.m. The agenda will consist only of administrative cases, the Property Maintenance Code, 
the Temporary Sign Code update; and a discussion regarding intensity versus density in residential 
developments. 

 Due to the Chair’s absence, the Vice Chair will preside at the Thursday, September 3 PZC meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m. 
 
Rebecca Call           
Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission 
 
 
Judith K. Beal                
Deputy Clerk of Council 
 


