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CITY OF MONTGOMERY 1 

LANDMARKS COMMISSION MEETING 2 
 3 

Due to the Stay at Home Order issued by Governor DeWine,  4 
this meeting was held as a videoconference via Zoom Video Conferencing 5 

 6 

August 12, 2020 7 

 8 
                                                                                                PRESENT  

STAFF  

Tracy Roblero, Assistant City 

Manager / Acting Community 

Development Director 

Karen Bouldin, Secretary 

 
COMMISSION MEMBERS 

Larry Schwartz, Chairman 

Jane Garfield 

Deborah Hutchins 

Brett Macht 

Steve Schmidlin 

 

COMMISSION MEMBERS NOT PRESENT 

David Clark 

Mark Stella, Vice Chairman 

 

CONSULTANTS PRESENT 

John Grier, John Grier Architects 

Beth Sullebarger, Sullebarger Assoc. 

                                           GUESTS & RESIDENTS 

 
Jason Friedman 

Ohio CBD Guy 

9520 Montgomery Rd., 45242 

   

    
Craig Margolis 

Vice Mayor 

Montgomery City Council  

8270 Mellon Drive, 45242 

   

    
Tim Rollins 

NAPA Kitchen & Bar 

9386 Montgomery Rd., 45242 

   

    

    

    

    

    

 9 

Call to Order 10 

Chairman Schwartz called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.   11 

 12 

Roll Call 13 

 14 

The roll was called and showed the following vote: 15 

 16 

PRESENT:  Ms. Garfield, Ms. Hutchins, Mr. Macht, Mr. Schmidlin, Chairman Schwartz (7) 17 

  ABSENT:  Mr. Clark, Mr. Stella         (0) 18 

 19 

Guests and Residents 20 

Chairman Schwartz asked if there were any guests or residents who wished to speak about items 21 

that were not on the agenda. There were none. 22 

 23 

Chairman Schwartz moved the Old Business agenda item after the Council Report agenda item. 24 

 25 

New Business (1)  26 

Application for Certificate of Approval for a sign package for Ohio CBD Guy at  27 

9520 Montgomery Road.   28 

 29 
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Staff Update 30 

Ms. Roblero reviewed the Staff Report dated August 7, 2020, “Application for Certificate of 31 

Approval for Permanent Signage for Ohio CBD Guy at 9520 Montgomery Road.” 32 

 33 

Chairman Schwartz asked about the actual size of the proposed sign.  Ms. Roblero stated it was 60 34 

inches x 60 inches.  She felt that the rendering was close to being accurate in terms of proportion. 35 

 36 

Ms. Hutchins asked if that was the exact location, or if was there some play.  Ms. Roblero stated 37 

that was the proposed location and deferred to the applicant for their flexibility in terms of location. 38 

 39 

Jason Friedman, Ohio CBD Guy, 9520 Montgomery Rd., 45242 stated that he was the owner of 40 

Ohio CBD Guy.  He stated that he owned three retail locations in Covington, East Walnut Hills and 41 

here in Montgomery.  He explained they sell safe and natural products, pointing out that they do not 42 

sell marijuana products at his stores. 43 

 44 

He referred to Ms. Hutchins’ question of sign location and asked if the Commission had a 45 

preference.  Mr. Schmidlin suggested that it be equidistant from the top of the building to the 46 

bottom.  He felt it looked slightly off, with the window being adjacent to it. 47 

 48 

Mr. Friedman stated that originally, he had placed the sign lower.  He agreed that it might look 49 

better if it was placed a little lower with the bottom of the circle just slightly above where the 50 

window was.  Mr. Schmidlin agreed, but also pointed out that if a car was parked there, it might 51 

block the sign.  Mr. Schmidlin then suggested that they move it up slightly and center on the head of 52 

the window.  Mr. Friedman preferred the lower position, even though a car may potentially obstruct 53 

it.  He pointed out that his logo was on the awning, which offered more visibility. 54 

 55 

Chairman Schwartz asked for the Consultant’s thoughts on the proposed sign package. 56 

 57 

John Grier read into the record his report, dated August 11, 2020.  Mr. Grier asked if there was a 58 

visible address.  Mr. Friedman stated that the address was listed on the window of the door.   59 

Mr. Grier felt it would be a reasonable look to move the sign down, aligned with the window or as 60 

Mr. Schmidlin suggested above the window.  He felt the sign was overpowering and too large and 61 

would like to see the sign be a little smaller.  Mr. Grier noted that the window was approximately 5 62 

feet high.  Chairman Schwartz suggested that the sign be slightly smaller, and the top and bottom of 63 

the sign match the height of the window.  Mr. Grier agreed. 64 

 65 

Ms. Hutchins presented a sketch showing the circular part of the sign complementing the basic 66 

rectangularity of the building.  She noted that this was just her idea and certainly a mandate of any 67 

kind.  She noted that you might then have to have the sign located above the window.  Mr. 68 

Freidman liked the concept and thought it looked fantastic.   69 

 70 

He explained his original intent for the sign, stating that there were limited options as far as signage 71 

given the proximity to the sidewalk and other structures.  He was trying to be as compact as 72 

possible, yet still grab people’s attention with the logo.  His only hesitation would be that he would 73 

have to go back to the drawing board to redesign the logo.    74 

 75 
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He stated that, if the Commission would approve moving the sign a little lower - to the window 76 

level - this would be his preference, so that they could get the sign up soon.  He stated that he could 77 

then revisit in the future to see if there was another opportunity for signage.   78 

 79 

Mr. Grier stated that you could make the sign smaller, and center the circle on the square window, 80 

and then have the rectangular sign to the left of that.   81 

 82 

Mr. Macht liked the circle design.  He suggested that the proposed sign be lined up with the head 83 

and sill of the window and centered between the shutters and the end of the building.  He would like 84 

to see the sign be as close as possible to the same height as the window.  Mr. Grier agreed with that 85 

thought, if the sign was the same size as the glass. 86 

 87 

Mr. Friedman asked Staff to show on the computer screen a photo of the large windows on his East 88 

Walnut Hills Store, noting that they have this exact signage on the window.  This was also the same 89 

as the Covington store.  He noted that they were trying to be as consistent as possible.   90 

 91 

Ms. Garfield agreed that the sign would look nice centered with the window.  She had no issue with 92 

the circle.  She also liked Ms. Hutchins’ idea.  She felt if the sign came down a tad and was centered 93 

it would look more symmetrical on the building.  94 

 95 

Chairman Schwartz stated that he heard a consensus that for the vertical positioning, the center of 96 

the circle should align with the center of the window.  What about the question of height – should 97 

the height of the sign match the height of the window.   98 

 99 

Mr. Macht felt that the sign should just be centered on the window, for the vertical positioning.  100 

Ms. Garfield and Mr. Schmidlin agreed.   101 

 102 

Ms. Sullebarger agreed with centering the logo on the window vertically.  She agreed that the 103 

proposed size was overwhelming.  She thought it would look more balanced if the sign were the 104 

same height as the window.  As to the depth of the sign, she did not feel that the shallow depth was 105 

an issue because historically, many signs were painted right on the buildings and had no depth.  She 106 

did not think a thicker sign was necessary. 107 

 108 

Chairman Schwartz agreed with Ms. Sullebarger that the size was overwhelming for the building, 109 

and if it matched the height of the adjacent window, it would not look overwhelming.  He stated 110 

that the guidelines do say that “the sign shall respect the overall architectural composition of the 111 

building and its scale, while not overwhelming the facade”.   112 

 113 

Chairman Schwartz asked if the applicant would have an issue with making it match the height of 114 

the adjacent window.  Mr. Friedman stated that he liked the Commission’s comments, clarifying 115 

that the logo be moved down to align aesthetically with the window.  As far as the sign size, his 116 

preference would be to keep the size of the proposed sign; but if the Commission wanted it to be 117 

smaller, he will respect that. 118 

 119 

Mr. Macht talked about the other sides of the building.  He noted that the window head was the 120 

same height as the main entrance door.  He asked if there were additional windows, on the other 121 
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sides of the building, at that same height.  Mr. Friedman stated not that it was just all a brick wall.  122 

He was thinking of a future meeting to discuss a mural idea that he had for that brick wall. 123 

 124 

After seeing a different view of the building on the wide screen, the Commission was able to 125 

comment more.  Ms. Garfield agreed with Mr. Macht, about it matching the header on the door, and 126 

she was fine if there was a consistent line all the way across the building.  She felt that the sign 127 

would stand out more if it were 6 inches above and 6 inches below the adjacent window.  Mr. Grier 128 

and Mr. Schmidlin agreed. 129 

 130 

Mr. Grier asked if the applicant was open to removing the shutters.  He stated that it was not a 131 

colonial building, and the shutters did not cover the window.  He felt it would improve the look of 132 

the building if the shutters were removed.  Chairman Schwartz agreed that the shutters did not 133 

enhance the look of the building.  Mr. Friedman was not in favor of removing the shutters because 134 

he was not sure what was behind them.  He was concerned that it might leave a residue, or he might 135 

encounter another problem.  He pointed out a spot the top of the building, where you could see a 136 

white residue on the building.  He thought, perhaps there had been a sign there and it did not look 137 

good at all.   138 

 139 

Mr. Friedman asked why they felt that removing the shutters would improve the building.   140 

Mr. Grier stated that the shutters were meant to imitate the fact that they could be fully closed to 141 

cover the windows.  These shutters were little decorative plastic pieces that really did not add to the 142 

building.  If something does not add to or complement a building, then it is best to remove it.  This 143 

style of a building did not require or was not complemented by the shutters.  Ms. Sullebarger 144 

completely agreed.  She was not in favor of vinyl shutters, noting that they were used on double-145 

hung or casement windows, but not on store fronts.  They were also not in proportion to the window 146 

openings.  Shutters were applied to add interest or color to a facade.  She agreed with the idea of 147 

painting the building, she thought it would look great.  Mr. Friedman stated that he would 148 

investigate removing the shutters.   149 

 150 

Mr. Schmidlin did not feel there would be residue behind it.  He felt that you could just wash it and 151 

it would look fine.  Mr. Friedman agreed to remove the shutters.  He stated that they had talked 152 

about painting the building white.  Mr. Grier thought that would look very good. 153 

 154 

Mr. Friedman asked for initial thoughts /opinions about a mural that would be painted on the other 155 

side of the building.  Ms. Sullebarger did not think there was any guidance in the zoning 156 

requirements.  She stated that art was different than a sign. 157 

 158 

Staff stated that it would be considered signage if there was any identification of the business.   159 

We have considered trademark images as identification signage, but in terms of true artwork, there 160 

were no regulations.  She did not believe that Landmarks had ever had a request for a mural in the 161 

Heritage District. 162 

 163 

Mr. Friedman stated it would be true art versus anything to do with his business logo.  He stated that 164 

he would advise the Commission before he entertained that idea. 165 

 166 

There were no other comments from the Commission. 167 
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Chairman Schwartz asked if there were any comments from guests or residents.  There were none. 168 

 169 

Ms. Garfield moved to approve the application submitted by Pamela Quinn of Ohio CBD Guy, for 170 

a new wall sign and awning at 9520 Montgomery Road, based upon the information dated  171 

July 3, 2020. 172 

 173 

This approval is based upon the findings that the application substantially conforms to  174 

Section 151.1405 “Design Review Criteria” items: 175 

 (d) Design Review Criterion #4 MATERIALS: 176 

 Ensure the use of construction materials appropriate to the District, the era and the 177 

 architecture of the building. 178 

(e) Design Review Criterion #5 COLORS: Use paint colors appropriate to the District. 179 

(g) Design Review Criterion #7 SIGNS: Use sign design appropriate to the District. 180 

of the current Montgomery Zoning Code. 181 

 182 

As detailed in the Staff Report to Landmarks Commission dated August 7, 2020 and the 183 

“Consultant Report” to Landmarks Commission dated August 12, 2020 by John R. Grier, the 184 

Landmarks Consultant. 185 

 186 

This approval is contingent upon the following modifications: 187 

1) Paint colors shall have a matte or satin finish. 188 

2) Circular sign on the wall shall be centered vertically and horizontally to that of the  189 

    adjacent window. 190 

3) Shutters to be removed. 191 

 192 

Mr. Schmidt seconded the motion.   193 

 194 

The roll was called and showed the following vote: 195 

 196 

AYE:  Ms. Hutchins, Mr. Macht, Mr. Schmidlin, Ms. Garfield, Chairman Schwartz  (5) 197 

   NAY:            (0) 198 

  ABSENT:  Mr. Clark, Mr. Stella          (2) 199 

 ABSTAINED:           (0) 200 

 201 

This motion is approved. 202 

 203 

New Business (2)  204 

Application for Certificate of Approval for outdoor dining for NAPA Kitchen and Bar at  205 

9386 Montgomery Road. 206 

 207 

Staff Update 208 

Ms. Roblero reviewed the Staff Report dated August 7, 2020 “Application for Certificate of 209 

Approval for Outdoor Street Furnishings for NAPA Kitchen and Bar, 9386 Montgomery Road.”  210 

 211 

Chairman Schwartz asked for clarification on if there would be tables on Cooper and Montgomery 212 

Roads or just on Cooper Road. 213 
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Tim Rollins, NAPA Kitchen & Bar, 9386 Montgomery Rd., 45242 stated that they would like to 214 

try the outside seating along Cooper Road first and see how it worked.  He felt that Cooper Road 215 

would be more conducive to outdoor dining, with less traffic than Montgomery Road.  It also 216 

provided a flatter surface.   217 

 218 

Ms. Hutchins asked if they would be including the tables of 6 that were on either side of the entry.  219 

Mr. Rollins stated that they decided to put a round 4-top there on Cooper Road only.  In addition, 220 

there would be 7 tables along Cooper Road for a total of 28 seats.  He did not have plans for adding 221 

the tables on the Montgomery side.   222 

 223 

Mr. Schmidlin liked the plan better without any tables on Montgomery Road because it would not 224 

obstruct foot traffic.  He suggested that they also had the potential to bring the tables around on 225 

Main Street.  Mr. Rollins felt it was too far to get the food to that area in the time necessary.   226 

 227 

John Grier stated that he met Chris Galinari, General Manager when he visited the site.  Mr. Grier 228 

read into the record his report dated August 12, 2020.  He stated that the 9’ umbrellas would project 229 

because you have about 9’ from the building to the center line of the trees.  Mr. Rollins stated that 230 

they were now going to use a 7.5’ umbrella instead of the 9 foot.  The 4-top tables were 60” wide, 231 

so part of the umbrella would extend into the 42” walk aisle, but it was less than if it would have 232 

been for a 9’ umbrella.  Mr. Grier felt that you would still have to walk underneath the umbrellas.  233 

Mr. Rollins confirmed, noting that the bottom edge of the umbrella was about 7’ in height. 234 

 235 

Ms. Hutchins stated that for the 9’ umbrella, the specification stated that it was 8.5’ in height, 236 

probably at the point of the canopy.  Mr. Grier was in favor of the 7.5’ umbrella.   237 

 238 

Chairman Schwartz asked for Ms. Sullebarger’s comments.  She stated that all the elements were 239 

appropriate to the District and very tasteful.  She felt it would be an asset to the District and to the 240 

business. 241 

 242 

Mr. Schmidlin was in favor of this application. 243 

 244 

Ms. Hutchins was also in favor of the application.  She had wondered about the social distancing 245 

between the tables, but felt it was already addressed by Mr. Grier. 246 

 247 

Ms. Garfield asked if the base of the umbrella was loaded with water or sand to keep it from 248 

tipping.  Mr. Rollins stated it was heavy, it was an 80 pound, 2-foot flat square base; he felt they 249 

were very substantial.  Ms. Garfield asked if the weight of the table and chairs were also heavy 250 

enough so that a good strong wind would not carry them away.  Mr. Rollins stated that they were.  251 

He also indicated that there are perforations in the backs of the chairs and in the mesh tabletops, 252 

which eliminated pooling water. 253 

 254 

Mr. Macht thought it all looked great.  He wanted to triple-check that when the umbrella was open, 255 

it was over 6’ 8” inches off the finished sidewalk.  If it were lower than that, it could potentially be 256 

a head-room clearance for anyone visually impaired.  He stated that the ADA guidelines say that it 257 

must be 80” high, so that anyone with a cane doesn’t risk bumping their head.  Mr. Rollins will 258 

check it. 259 
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Chairman Schwartz felt this was well thought-out, well designed, and would be a great addition to 260 

the Heritage District. 261 

 262 

Ms. Garfield felt this was a great opportunity for the applicant and she felt that it would encourage 263 

people who were not currently interested in dining in enclosed spaces due to the COVID pandemic.  264 

Mr. Rollins stated that they have already put it on social media and have gotten good response. 265 

 266 

Chairman Schwartz asked if there were any guests or residents who wished to speak.  There were 267 

none. 268 

 269 

Mr. Macht moved to approve the application submitted by Tim Rollins for Certificate of Approval 270 

for outdoor dining for NAPA Kitchen and Bar at 9386 Montgomery Road, based upon the 271 

information dated July 27, 2020, provided by the applicant. 272 

 273 

This approval is based upon the findings that the application substantially conforms to  274 

Section 151.1405 “Design Review Criteria” items: 275 

 276 

 (f)  Design Review Criterion #6 LANDSCAPE:  277 

 Use landscape elements and street furniture appropriate to the District. 278 

of the current Montgomery Zoning Code. 279 

 280 

As detailed in the Staff Report to Landmarks Commission dated August 7, 2020 and the 281 

“Consultant Report” to Landmarks Commission dated August 12, 2020 by John R. Grier, the 282 

Landmarks Consultant. 283 

 284 

This approval is contingent upon the following modification: 285 

1) Umbrellas shall have 7.5’ canopies. 286 

 287 

This approval is further contingent upon the following being submitted to, and approved by this 288 

Commission prior installation: 289 

1) Final table layout plans to be approved by Staff. 290 

 291 

Ms. Hutchins seconded the motion.   292 

 293 

The roll was called and showed the following vote: 294 

 295 

AYE: Ms. Garfield, Mr. Schmidlin, Ms. Hutchins, Mr. Macht, Chairman Schwartz  (5) 296 

   NAY:            (0) 297 

  ABSENT:  Mr. Clark, Mr. Stella          (2) 298 

 ABSTAINED:           (0) 299 

 300 

This motion is approved. 301 

 302 

 303 

 304 

 305 
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Staff Report 306 

Ms. Roblero reported that the Planning Commission (PC) has approved the Final Development Plan 307 

for Phase II of the Montgomery Quarter, primarily the commercial buildings that the Landmarks 308 

Commission had reviewed for Block 1 and 2.   309 

 310 

She stated that an application for the apartments went before the PC for Final Development 311 

Approval, however it was tabled.  The Development Team was working on responses to the 312 

comments received from Planning Commission and adjacent property owners about building height, 313 

screening, and overall landscaping.  She stated that the rooftop deck and the height of Building J 314 

caused significant concern.  The development team was planning to meet with the adjacent 315 

homeowners along Cooper Road to understand their concerns.  The building height issue may or 316 

may not result in changes in the architecture that would require the application to come back to the 317 

Landmarks Commission. 318 

 319 

City Council approved the DORA (Designated Outdoor Refreshment Area) in downtown as well as 320 

in the MarketPlace.  The City has sent the application to the State to consideration.  Staff is also 321 

working on designs for signage, window clings and cups.  There has been significant interest from 322 

eligible businesses to participate.   323 

 324 

Staff stated that they met with Community Improvement Corporation (CIC) last week to discuss the 325 

Historic Preservation matching grant for the Clarity House Bakery and Tea Room (Jonathan Crain 326 

House Landmark) at 9441 Main Street, Montgomery, OH 45242.  The CIC approved a matching 327 

grant of $15,000. 328 

 329 

Mr. Schmidlin asked about the status of the bridge and the roadwork for Montgomery Quarter.  330 

Staff stated that the bridge was taken down and construction was going well.  Phase II was 331 

projected to last about 5-6 months and was a bit ahead of schedule.  The roundabout was anticipated 332 

to be completed by spring of next year. 333 

 334 

Chairman Schwartz asked about the logo selections.  Staff stated that they met the Government 335 

Affairs Committee of Council on Monday to discuss the logo selections and they have approved 336 

what the Commission has seen.  She stated that there was a conversation about Chairman 337 

Schwartz’s logo suggestion, however, the Committee decided not to move in that direction because 338 

they felt that it competed with the City’s logo and wanted they wanted the Board and Commission 339 

logos to be a subset of the City’s logo.   340 

 341 

Council Report 342 

Vice Mayor Margolis stated that the Landmarks Commission was doing a great job.  He appreciated 343 

how they maintained the interest of the small business community, and yet their decisions were 344 

long-term.   345 

 346 

Vice Mayor Margolis stated that he was pleased that Council approved the DORA and reiterated 347 

that Council has received tremendous feedback.  Mr. Schmidlin asked when DORA will go into 348 

effect.  Mr. Margolis stated that they were going through a process in Columbus, and as soon as it 349 

was approved there, it will be implemented – perhaps in September or November. 350 

 351 
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He wanted to mention some of the issues that PC was going through with the Montgomery Quarter.  352 

Their challenge was how to maintain that balance of meeting the needs of the homeowners on 353 

Cooper Road, as well as those of the new project.  They needed to consider keeping the property 354 

values of those historic homes and maintain the economic value of the new apartments that were 355 

going up.  He noted that this was a tough challenge.   356 

 357 

Old Business 358 

There was no old business to report. 359 

 360 

Other 361 

There was no other business to discuss. 362 

 363 

Minutes 364 

Ms. Hutchins moved to approve the minutes of July 8, 2020, as amended. 365 

Mr. Macht seconded the motion.  The Commission unanimously approved the minutes.   366 

 367 

Adjournment 368 

Ms. Garfield moved to adjourn.  Mr. Schmidlin seconded the motion.   369 

The meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 370 

 371 

 372 

              373 

Karen Bouldin, Clerk     Larry Schwartz, Chairman                 Date 374 

 375 

/ksb 376 
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