
 



Ms. Salay asked if there was enough right-of-way, or if any additional right-of-way would be needed in 
the future for additional bike facilities.  
 
Claudia Husak said this has the right-of-way the Thoroughfare Plan projected for the road already in 
place.  
 
Mr. Zimmerman verified that Deer Run was south of this neighborhood and had 100-foot setbacks. 
 
Mr. Hardt said like Mr. Taylor, he was not pleased with the way this application came before the 
Commission. He said it is very frustrating to deal with a problem after it has come into existence. He said 
in any other context, he would probably not be supportive based on that reason alone. He said if he 
asked himself how he would feel about the request if there were no house, and no development already 
on the lot, he said that based on the fact that the additional setback seems to have been intended for a 
bike path that the City has no plans to build, and there are consistent setbacks to the north and south, he 
said he thought he could probably support this request. 
 
Ms. Salay said with the consistency of the 40-foot setbacks, there is no point in having 50 feet here, so 
she agreed with Mr. Hardt. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said housekeeping issues like this are done frequently when inconsistencies are 
found to ensure setbacks are being applied appropriately. She concluded there was no further comment 
on this application. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Kramb moved, Amy Salay seconded, to approve the Final Plat. The vote was as follows: Mr. Hardt, 
yes; Mr. Taylor, no; Mr. Zimmerman, no; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes. 
(Approved 4 – 2) 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said the next step will be City Council review of the Final Plat. 

 
 

2. Perimeter Center PUD, Subarea E – Chase Bank – Sign Modifications 
                                              6271 Perimeter Drive  

 14-023AFDP                                       Amended Final Development Plan 
 
The Chair, Chris Amorose Groomes, introduced this application for a request for the replacement of two 
existing ground signs for the Chase Bank at the southeast corner of Perimeter Drive and Avery-Muirfield 
Drive. She said the Commission is the final authority on this application. 
 
The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission on this case. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes stated this case was on the Consent Agenda with no conditions; therefore, a 
presentation was not needed.  
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Kramb moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to approve this Amended Final Development Plan with no 
conditions.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes invited public comment to speak with respect to this application. [Hearing none.] 
The vote was as follows: Mr. Taylor, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. 
Zimmerman, yes; and Ms. Kramb, yes. (Approved 6 – 0) 
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5. Perimeter Center PUD, Subarea E – Chase Bank – Sign Modifications 

14-023AFDP        6271 Perimeter Drive 
              Amended Final Development Plan 
 
Chris Amorose Groomes introduced the application for a request for the replacement of two existing 
ground signs for the Chase Bank located at the southeast corner of Perimeter Drive and Avery-Muirfield 
Drive. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in witnesses that intended to address the commission on this case. 
 
Jennifer Rauch said this proposal is for modifications to two existing ground sign cabinets for Chase Bank.   
She noted the existing sign locations and bases will remain. She said the first ground sign is located 
adjacent to this private drive off of Perimeter Drive and the second ground sign is along the Avery-
Muirfield Drive frontage, about halfway down, behind the bike path. She said Code permits two signs for 
lots with two frontages with a total of 66.5 square feet for sign area and a maximum height of 9 feet as 
measured from the curb. She said typically, sign modifications can be made at a staff level but those 
modifications are limited to a sign face change that does not alter the height or the area which the total 
of this proposal does.  
 
Ms. Rauch presented the sign along the Avery-Muirfield Drive frontage showing the existing sign on the 
left side of the screen and the right side showed the proposed sign image. She explained for both of the 
signs proposed, the brick base would remain and the internally illuminated cabinets with black aluminum 
face with white push through letters will be altered. She said the sign height will be increased from 5 
feet, 9 inches to 7 feet, 5 inches and the square footage will be increased from 26 square feet to 41 
square feet with the 3-foot tall brick base. She noted both signs are located on a mound and this first 
sign being discussed has a mound of about 1.5 feet, which brings the total height of close to 9 feet. She 
said this proposed sign includes secondary images at 5 percent of the proposed sign face. She presented 
the second sign, located on Perimeter Drive, to show the cabinet will be extended to meet the brick base 
removing an existing 4-inch gap between the sign cabinet and the base. She noted the square footage 
remains at 24-square-feet, and 4 feet, 10 inches in height. She said this was located on a more 
significant mound, which is about 3.5 feet but also under that 9 foot height requirement as measured 
from the curb. She said the proposed sign includes secondary images and lettering at 18 percent of the 
proposed sign face that include a line, logo, and text that reads Chase Private Client. 
 
Ms. Rauch said Planning is recommending approval as it meets criteria for an Amended Final 
Development Plan, with conditions. She said the applicant is present to answer any questions. 
 
Victoria Newell questioned the approved development text of 9 feet or 8 feet. 
 
Ms. Rauch said they included the general requirements which are at the beginning of the document, 
which stipulate an eight foot height requirement but when you scroll through to Subarea E, there are 
more specific sign requirements which permit 9 feet above grade and referred her to the 10th page of her 
overview, starting with the word “graphics”.  
 
Ms. Newell said the only reason she asked her to pull this case from the consent agenda was she thought 
the sign was too high but is more comfortable with the sign now and consistent with the surrounding 
properties. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes asked Amy Kramb if she had any comments while she sorted through her notes 
and Ms. Kramb responded that she did not.  
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John Hardt confirmed if old cabinets were being replaced. He referred to a note on page 5 about painting 
the existing sign cabinets and requested clarification. He said on the previous case he had commented on 
the sign connecting to the base. He said the new cabinets being proposed are high quality and he was 
appreciative of that. He said he is willing to grant a little bit of latitude of dimension by a couple of inches 
to get those cabinets to sit on the base properly. He asked if the new signs are to be internally 
illuminated with LED lights and are they currently.  
 
Jim Hartley with Signcom, Inc., 527 W. Bridge St., confirmed they are internally illuminated and the light 
fixture in the photo must be leftover for signs prior to the existing cabinets as they were non-illuminated 
cabinets with external illumination.   
Mr. Hardt said at a minimum, those external flood lights are not active and would prefer that they are 
removed.  
 
Richard Taylor noted the basic concept of these signs is similar to the previous case, in that we have a 
large slab.  He said unlike the previous case, where we have a simple sign that was not successful, this 
proposal is an example of a simple sign that is successful as it is clean, simple, straightforward. He said 
the cabinet details are still important, the edges where things come together. He said if it looks like one 
giant chunk of black granite, then he would give it a “thumbs up”.  
 
Mr. Hardt said the existing sign on Avery is pretty good. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes requested to see the slide with the sign that had all of the text on it. She reported 
that she spent some time on the Private Client website today and it clearly states at the bottom of their 
website that they are an affiliate of Chase but they are not part of Chase and none of these funds are 
FDIC insured and clearly a separate business venture. She said this is an investment group and is 
uncomfortable adding the text of the Chase Private Client on the bottom of this sign. She said per the 
website and you click on the locations of their Private Client group, they also list different locations and 
anticipate we will get sign change requests at all those other locations, too, as this is a relatively new 
launch for Chase. She noted in the development text, it states where more than one tenant occupies the 
building, there should be one sign identifying the name of the building only. She is concerned if we get 
multiple business ventures, it is similar to our grocery stores with adding Starbucks and other businesses 
inside them of everyone wanting a piece of the sign on the outside. She said she cannot support this sign 
as she believes this does not meet the text. She said the website clearly states this is a different 
operation from Chase Bank. 
 
Ms. Rauch said that was not her impression. Mr. Hartley said he did not know all the legalities of it and 
asked if he could produce something that proved they were an entity of Chase, and not a separate 
tenant, would that satisfy the Commission. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said they are an affiliate for sure but what constitutes an affiliate and what 
constitutes a tenant. She said Starbucks could probably say they are an affiliate of Kroger but admitted 
that was probably not the best example but emphasized she thought they were treading on a slippery 
slope.  
 
Ms. Kramb said the Fifth Third on Rt. 161 offers four different services.  
 
Mr. Hartley said it would be similar to saying Photo inside of Kroger and not Starbucks. He said it is 
expressing one of the entities in there, not a separate entity. 
 
Ms. Newell said Huntington’s name directly across the street has a similar condition whereas they have a 
reference to personal investment but cannot remember what that exact phrase is but she knows it is 
subtext below the Huntington sign. 
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Mr. Hartley said he understands the concern about listing tenants and respects the Code and if we felt 
that was a tenant, he would not list it.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes reiterated that was her issue and did not know if anyone agrees with her. 
 
Mr. Taylor said that maybe the situation Ms. Newell mentioned, it may be more of a service provided by 
that company, but was uncertain. 
 
Ms. Newell said when she reviewed this prior to the meeting, she had thought of Huntington across the 
street and thought if it was permitted there, she would not have an objection to it. 
Mr. Taylor said that had not occurred to him but now that the issue is out there, he would like to find out 
more about this Private Client and move this to another meeting. 
 
Ms. Husak said at the Huntington, they are the only tenant.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said they do not do banking operations at that location.  
 
Ms. Husak said there are two Huntington Banks, one at this northern site that is just a bank facility and 
then at the very end of that building, they provide only financial services. 
 
Mr. Taylor said he likes the signs a lot and Ms. Amorose Groomes said she did not dislike the sign at all. 
Mr. Taylor invited a legal opinion so not to set a bad precedent.  
 
Mr. Hartley said he thought the second line was just a way for Chase to advertise their investment entity 
but not a separate entity, but whatever pleases the Board. 
 
Jennifer Readler suggested a condition where we look into to ensure there is not a separate tenant 
situation.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said she is pretty sure they are separate and is not real comfortable with a 
condition. 
 
Mr. Harley said if it is found to be separate, he could do a different design of the sign. 
 
Ms. Kramb asked if a condition would be put on it as long as Chase Private Client was not a tenant or do 
they need to come back.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said she could not vote for a sign when she does not know what the text is going 
to look like.  
 
Ms. Kramb said they would have to come back for a new sign if it turns out there is some type of 
corporate agreement between them.  
 
Mr. Taylor said he would rather not condition it and would like the situation reviewed and brought back.  
 
Ms. Rauch said she would like to investigate as there are other buildings that have multi-tenant signs in 
the area. She said they have two different signs on the same base but is not clear what subarea they are 
in. 
 
Mr. Hartley said they have been updating this sign all over Columbus with this tagline so it is possible 
that other branches will be updated. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said, according to the Private Client website, there are four additional locations. 
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Ms. Rauch said the development requirements for those locations may be different based on their zoning. 
 
Mr. Harley asked for this case to be tabled. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes invited public comment at this time as the case was heard somewhat out of order. 
[Hearing none.] 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Hardt seconded, to table this case. The vote was as follows:  Ms. Amorose 
Groomes, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 
Communications 
Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were any communications to be relayed and discussed. [There were 
none.]  Ms. Newell asked if Amy Salay was the new Commissioner. Claudia Husak said it was announced 
Monday night that as an elected Council representative, she was appointed to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. Ms. Husak said that in the past, this has greatly improved communication between the two 
bodies.  
 
Ms. Husak said Mr. Budde will be out at the next meeting and asked the Commission how they would like 
to schedule the election of officers. Ms. Amorose Groomes stated that the Rules require they do it in the 
month of April or as soon as feasible. She requested that it was removed from tonight's agenda as there 
were two folks absent. She said Ms. Salay had indicated tonight was the only meeting she had a conflict 
in the near future. Ms. Amorose Groomes proposed that they wait until Mr. Budde is back as it is an 
important decision and everyone should have a vote. Jennifer Readler said it was within the Chair’s 
discretion. Ms. Newell agreed it was a courtesy to other members to wait until everyone was in 
attendance.  
 
Commission Roundtable Discussion 
Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were any items for a roundtable discussion. Ms. Newell noted the 
Appearance Code and the Home Occupation sections, which needed to be discussed and asked that it be 
moved to the forefront and not put off for too much longer. Ms. Amorose Groomes agreed it was long 
overdue and there have been significant changes in materials, etc. She asked if a target date could be 
set. Ms. Husak asked if they could have time to discuss. Steve Langworthy asked if the Appearance Code 
would just be addressed. Ms. Amorose Groomes said yes, generally speaking, a wide scope. Ms. Husak 
proposed the first meeting in June to start a discussion. Mr. Taylor said there is an industry in town that 
will be dramatically affected so he recommended they have enough meetings that we include a 
representative from the building industry. Ms. Husak said the chief building official is an architect and has 
been engaged on Tartan Ridge architectural issues.  
 
Mr. Hardt referred to a communication received earlier today that the ART had approved an OU sign. He 
asked to see the graphics. Ms. Husak said the PZC agenda for May 1 would go out tomorrow. She said 
there are two things these signs entail that require action by the PZC and you will have that information 
for your next meeting. Mr. Hardt said he would wait for the packet information. He said he was a little 
confused about which parts the ART approved and what action is needed from the PZC but understood 
that would all be discussed later. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 
 
 
As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on May 15, 2014. 
 

richma
Cross-Out



Minutes of Meeting March 8 1990

Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission

Page 12

8 Development Plan Bank One Perimeter Center

Ms Clarke presented slides of the site and surrounding area as well as

information contained in the Staff Report dated March 8 1990 The site

contains 13 acres located at the southeast corner of Avery Road and

Perimeter Drive within Subarea E Services Zone of Perimeter Center

The bank is to be a brick onestory structure containing 4661 square

feet a portion of which is in the basement There is an area shown on

the plan along the north side of the building which is slated for later

building expansion The applicant has selected Scheme A for outparcels
the building is to appear residential in color form treatment and

scale Two access points are shown from the parking lot to the shared

northsouth driveway and parking for 41 cars is provided which is well

in excess of the Code requirement A drivethru facility with five

lanes one of which is for an automated teller machine and an outside

bypass lane will be located on the south side of the structure

Stacking is provided for 28 cars behind the teller stations Two signs
are proposed one on Avery Road and one at the driveway entrance and

both will need to be of the uniform type that will be used for all

outparcels The landscape plan generally complies with Code but will

need to be tightly coordinated with other outparcel sites Staff

recommended approval of the Development Plan with several conditions

listed in the Staff Report

Mr Terry Andrews of Planned Communities Inc the applicant presented
a master plan board

Mr Noel Blank of Myers NBD the architect for the project presented
several slides demonstrating the proposed elevations future area of

expansion and a rendering of the building with Scheme A exterior

materials

Mr Ken Bradke representing Bank One addressed Commission questions
regarding bank services number of drivethru lanes hours of business

bikepath location signage etc Mr Bradke requested that the

automated teller machine be identified by a 9 x 20 Jubilee sign over

that drivethru lane Ms Clarke stated that Staff will need to work

with the applicant regarding this sign because as proposed it would be

visible from Avery Road Mr Blank agreed that the sign could be moved

to a lower elevation

Mr Amorose suggested that the site be sodded instead of seeded and

asked that the white pines white flowering dogwood and rhododendron on

the plan be replaced with something more hardy

Mr Clarke asked if the site will be irrigated Mr Bradke stated that

the Bank One sites generally are irrigated but it has not been

determined as yet for this site

Mr Berlin moved to approve the Development Plan for Bank One subject to

several conditions as follows

1 Landscape plan to be revised to include Avery Road buffer evergreen

screening and materials of other outparcels
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2 Site plan to be revised to reflect angled setback at the

intersection

3 Signs to be in strict compliance with intentions of zoning and

absolutely consistent with other outparcels
4 Bypass lane to be increased to satisfaction of Fire Department
5 Lighting fixture and lighting plan to be consistent with other

outparcels
6 Materials and colors to be identified in writing as demonstrated at

meeting
7 Drainage design to be as per Perimeter Center criteria and approved

by City Engineer and

8 Substitution of plant materials to satisfaction of Staff

Mr Leffler seconded the motion and the vote was as follows Mr

Berlin yes Mrs Melvin yes Mr Kranstuber yes Mr Manus yes Mr

Leffler yes Mr Amorose abstain Approved 5yes1abstention

The applicant had been notified that Dublin is currently under a sewer

connection ban imposed by the Ohio EPA and approval of this development
plan does not include approval to tap into the sewer

Other Business

Ms Clarke handed out information to Commission members pertaining to

the Special Meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission to be held on

March 21 1990 regarding a proposed rezoning in the northeast quadrant

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at

approximately 1100 pm

Respectfully submitted

Tamra S Bray Administrative Secretary

Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
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