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MONTGOMERY LANDMARKS COMMISSION

A CHARMING PAST. A GLOWING FUTURE. 10101 Montgomery Road « Montgomery, Chio 45242 « (513) 891-2424

Agenda
October 1, 2020
SPECIAL SESSION
7:00 P.M.

Due to the Stay at Home Order issued by Governor Dewine, this meeting
will be a video webinar on Zoom. In order to attend the meeting, visit
https://usO2web.zoom.us/j/82571720560 or dial 1-646-558-8656 and use
Webinar ID: 847 2088 9901.

1. Call to Order

2. Roll Call

3. Guests and Residents

4. Old Business

a. Application for Certificate of Approval: Revised architecture,

building materials and colors for apartments in Phase | of the
Montgomery Quarter

5. New Business

6. Staff Report

7. Council Report

8. Approval of Minutes - August 12, 2020

o. Other

10. Adjournment


https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82571720560
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Landmarks Commission

Review of Revised Architecture and Building Materials
Montgomery Quarter - Phase 3 - Apartments

September 25, 2020

Applicant: Casto
250 Civic Center Drive, Ste 500
Columbus, OH 43215

Moody Nolan
300 Spruce Street, Ste 300
Columbus, OH 43215

Property Owner: City of Montgomery
10101 Montgomery Road
Montgomery, Ohio 45242

Nature of Request:

The Landmarks Commission recommended approval of the architecture and building
materials for Phase 3 of the Montgomery Quarter on April 15, 2020 (see included
minutes). At the Planning Commission meeting on July 20, 2020 the Commission
voted to table the application to give the applicant time to react to concerns raised by
the Commission and adjacent property owners (see included draft minutes). The
proposed changes to the buildings led to changes in the architecture that require
review by the Landmarks Commission. The applicant is seeking a recommendation to
the Planning Commission on the massing and architecture as well as the building
material and colors for the apartments (Buildings |, J, K and L) at Montgomery Quarter.

Project Update:

There are two changes to the project since the Landmarks Commission reviewed the
architecture of the buildings in April. The first change is the height of buildings | and
J. Both buildings were proposed at a height of 50.5’ with a roof deck. This proposed
height was in compliance with the Zoning Code for Building | as the Zoning Code
would allow the building to a maximum of 60’ in height or an elevation of 850;
however, due to the proximity to the Heritage District Building J is not permitted to
exceed 40’ in height. Therefore, the proposed building height for Building J was 10.5’
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over the maximum permitted height for Building J and the Planning Commission
indicated that the building needed to be brought into compliance with the Zoning
Code. The applicant is now proposing smaller scale buildings for Buildings | and J
which are approximately 36’ in height in compliance with the Zoning Code. Due to the
change in the buildings and the product type, the architecture of these two buildings
is significantly different in that they are smaller scale and more traditional in design.

The second major change is to the height of the podium buildings L and K. In the
original plan Buildings | and J had larger units with outdoor space on the roof that
would be marketed towards the empty-nester market; however, with the change in
building type for Buildings | and J, this product type was eliminated. To create
additional options for empty nesters with outdoor roof space, the development team
has added an additional floor to the podium buildings L and K. Per Section
151.1513(A)(5) buildings L and K shall not exceed 60’ or an elevation of 850. Both
buildings are below elevation 850 and therefore are in compliance with the Zoning
Code.

Staff, the design team and the Architectural and Historical Consultant for the
Landmarks Commission met to discuss the proposed modifications to the architecture.
The consultants had several suggestions on the architecture, which the design team
has incorporated into the proposed design.

Architecture, Exterior Construction Materials and Colors:

The architecture of Buildings | and J is significantly different than what was reviewed
previously by the Landmarks Commission in that the buildings are smaller scale and of
a more traditional design. During the previous submittal, Staff had some concerns that
the architecture was a bit too modern for the proximity to the Heritage District. Staff
believes that the redesign of these buildings with a smaller scale and more traditional
design elements, such as walk-ups and a traditional cornice is a better fit for the
proximity to the Heritage District and Landmark homes. The design team has also
done a very nice job utilizing setback variances and variations in materials to break up
the horizontal massing to give the building verticality, establish a human scale and
provide visual rhythm and interest.

While the design of Buildings | and J have changed, the primary building materials and
colors remain the same as the original submission. The elevations show the use of
brick and fiber cement board as the primary building materials with cast stone headers
and sills. The applicant is proposing to use Glen Gary Canyon blend for the brick and
Sherwin Williams 7020 Black Fox for the fiber cement board. The cast stone is
proposed to be Rockfast Charlotte Tan and the cornice is Sherwin Williams Mindful

Grey.

The overall height of Buildings L and K has increased due to the addition of another
level; however, the overall architectural design remains similar to the previous
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submittal. The intent of the Old Montgomery Gateway District is to allow an increase
in height and density in order to promote a pedestrian-friendly environment while
breaking up horizontally oriented buildings through the use of setback variations and
architectural treatments, which Staff believes the design team has done effectively.
The applicant has stepped back the top floor of Buildings K and L so that it will not be
as visible from the street level and keeps the building at a human scale at street level.

The design team has also incorporated an additional lighter gray color for the fiber
cement on the top floor and added railings and which helps lighten the building and
keeps the top floor from feeling heavy. The horizontal massing of the buildings is
broken up with the use of setback variations, recesses, balconies, staircases and
variation in materials.

The building materials for Buildings L and K remain the same with a change in the color
of the fiber cement board. The applicant is proposing to use Brick Bowerston Sante
Fe Wire Cut for the brick, which is what was previously proposed. The fiber cement
board is now proposed to be in two colors, Sherwin Williams 7059 Unusual Gray and
Sherwin Williams 7057 Silver Strand. Staff believes that the lighter gray siding and the
use of two different colors helps soften the overall look of the buildings and breaks up
the massing.

Staff Comments:

The applicant is requesting a recommendation to the Planning Commission on the
revised architecture due to a change in the building type for Buildings | and J as well
as the addition of a floor to Buildings K and L. Staff appreciates that the applicant
listened to concerns from the Planning Commission, residents and Staff regarding the
overall building height of Building J and has brought this building into compliance with
the Zoning Code. Staff believes that the redesign of Buildings | and J helps create a
smaller scale environment with more traditional architecture, which is appropriate
given the proximity to the Heritage District and the Landmark homes on Cooper Road.

Staff believes that the design team has done a good job at modifying Buildings L and
K to allow for an additional story without losing the architectural integrity of the
building. The additional floor is stepped back so that it will not be as visible from the
street level and keeps the building at a human scale at street level. The lighter gray
color of the fiber cement board and the additional color also helps lighten the overall
look and feel of the buildings. The horizontal massing of the buildings is broken up
with the use of setback variations and different building materials. Staff believes that
the applicant has done a very good job in utilizing recesses, balconies, variation in
materials and staircases to break up the horizontal massing of Buildings L and K.

The primary building materials for all the buildings are brick and fiber cement siding,
which is appropriate for the district and meets the regulations in the Zoning Code for
primary building materials. Staff believes that the choice of brick for the buildings is
very nice and meets the intent of Section 151.1515 (A)(2) which states that “the color
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of brick is encouraged to be in the red-orange range with the color being more uniform
than mottled”. The choice of cast stone is also appropriate for the District and
complementary to the design of the building. Staff believes that the choice for the
fiber cement board is appropriate for the buildings and the District.

Should the Commission be in support of the revised building design as submitted, Staff
would suggest the following conditions:

e Final approval of the architecture by the Planning Commission;
e Final approval of the window selection by the Landmarks Commission;
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APPLICATION FORM

_andmarks

Meeting (Circle): Board of Zoning Appeals Planning Commission

Commission

Project Address (Location): 9260 and 9292 Montgomery Road, Montgomery, OH

Project Name (if applicable): Montgomery Quarter

Auditors Parcel Number: _603-0004-0058 and 603-0004-0063

Gross Acres: 9.485Ac [ ots/Units_TBD /118 Commercial Square Footage 216,255 GSF

Additional Information: Lots to be determined after record plat is prepared.

Contact Brent Sobczak

PROPERTY OWNER(S) _Casto

Phone: (614) 744-2028

Address 250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 500

Zip 43215

City _Columbus State OH

E-mail address BSobczak@Castolnfo.com

Contact _Yanitza Brongers-Marrero

APPLICANT__Moody Nolan

Address 300 Spruce Street, Suite 300 Phone: (614) 280-3226

City Columbus State _OH Zip 43215

E-mail address YBrongers-Marrero@moodynolan.com

| certify that | am the applicant and that the information submitted with this application is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and
belief. I understand the City is not responsible for inaccuracies in information presented, and that inaccuracies, false information or incomplete
application may cause the application to be rejected. | further certify that | am the gwner or purchaser (or option holder) of the property
involved in this application, or the lessee or agent fully authorized by the owner to mi;k/e/thls submission, as indicated by the owner's signature

below. / /
. g /.//'//
Property Owner Signature \/ _’;/‘;'?’ﬁ
= FOR DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
— } - o }, . -
Print Name ) ) Meeting Date: {1} | A
rent  Soberak Total Fee: € ! _
Date 09/04/2020 Date Received: @ (" &\ 6
Received By: _
XY

P:'513.891,2424 « F:'513,891,2498 « www.montgomeryohio.org

IMontgomery Road - iMontgomery, Ohio 45242 ¢
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CONSENT OF OWNER(S) TO INSPECT PREMISES

To:  City of Montgomery Landmarks Commission and Staff
City Hall
10101 Montgomery Road
Montgomery, Ohio 45242

Re: Review Subject Site

Dear Members and Staff:

As owner(s) of the property located at 9260 and 9292 Montgomery Road, Montgomery, OH
we hereby grant permission to Members of the Landmarks Commission and City of
Montgomery Staff to enter the property for visual inspection of the exterior
premises. The purpose of said inspection is to review the existing conditions of the
subject site as they relate to the application as fijed to the Landmarks Commission.

— —Z ; ///’
—]

Property Owner(s) Signature ] TP //r/’

!

Print Name Bre.t Sebesa {

Landmarks Commission Members:

David Clark

Jane Garfield
Deborah Hutchins
Brett Macht
Stephen Schmidlin -
Larry Schwartz
Mark Stella

« Www.montgomeryohio.ord

110101 /Mohtgomery Road « {Montgomery, (Ohio 45242 « 1P:513,891.2424 ~ IF:513,891.2498
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Landmatk Commission Application for Cettificate of Approval

Owner Name: Brent Sobczak

Address: 250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 500, Columbus, OH 43215

Owner Phone Number;_(614) 744-2028

Business Name (if applicable); Casto

Business Owner & Phone Number;_Casto (Brent Sobczak) / (614) 744-2028

Landmark Building: Yes No_ X

Heritage District: Yes No_ X

Proposed Work:

Construction of two 5-story apartment buildings over garages, including site work and

landscaping. Two apartment buildings (K and L) have a total of 128 living units, and a total

of 83 covered parking spaces. Building K includes resident amenity spaces

(cafe/gym/pool/meeting). A parking lot behind Building L provides 51 additional parking

spaces. Major exterior cladding materials used include brick, cast stone accents and fiber

cement horizontal siding and panels.

/]

4

Date: 09/04/2020

V4
r
i IS,
4 ,(/)
' , \) s '// o
Owner's Signature: k :) /[r
/ / =

10101 Montgomery Road ~ IMontgomery, ‘Ohio 45242 - [P:/513.891.2424 » |F:’513/891,2498 www.’montgomerjohlo.’org
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COOPER ROAD & BLOCK 1 SECTION- ORIGINAL JULY 20, 2020
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COOPER ROAD SECTION- ORIGINAL JULY 20,2020
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COOPER ROAD & BLOCK 1 SECTION- UPDATE AUGUST 27,2020
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COOPER ROAD SECTION- UPDATE AUGUST 27,2020
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COOPER ROAD SECTION & BLOCK 1
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LEVEL 01 —————

LEVEL 00  r=——tem—m

MOODY MOLAR

LAMDMARKS COMMISSION FINAL SUBMISSION SLPILMBLR 23 2020 4



0,

a

BUILDING K LEVEL 02-05

LEVEL 05

MOQDY NOLAN

LANDMARKS COMMISSION EINAL SUBMISSION

SLPILIABLR 23 20320

‘ —

LEVEL 02-04 r=——r=m



BUILDINQ L LEVEL 00-01

LEVELO1  rF=—tr=m

2337

LEVEL 00 r=—tmr=um

3

e

MOODY NOLARM LANDIMARKS COMMISSION FINAL SUBRISSION BLR 23 2020 it



BUILDING L LEVEL 02-05

LEVEL 05  re——tr=—ym

A v i 17836 103

LEVEL 02-04 F——t—r=m

(3

MOODY NOLAN LAMDMARKS COMMISSION FINAL SUBMISSION

SLPILMBLR 23 2020 12



BUILDING | LEVEL 01-ROOF

MOODY NOLAR

ROOF PLAN Pty

LEVEL 03 T tr=w

LANDMARKS COMMISSION FINAL SUBMISSION

LEVEL 02 Tt

LEVEL 01 Tty

SLPILMBLR 23 2020



BUILDING J LEVEL 01 -ROOF

,._\ ! ]
N4

GEE O

ROOF PLAN Tt

LEVEL 03 Tt

MOODY NOLAN LANDMARKS COMMISSION FINAL SUBMISSION

LEVEL 02 1=ty

Izt 233y

LEVEL 01 Tty

SLPILMBLR 23 2020



BUILDING L ELEVATIONS

FIBERGLASS CORNICE

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE HEIGHT 850"

BER CEMLNI CAP

ILR CLMILNT BOARD SIDING
LR CLMLNI IRIM

UMINUM OR COMPOSIIL
NDOW W: CASI SIONL
ADLR & SILL

NCK VLNLLR
INTLD WOOD/-IBLRGLASS

YNING Wi SIANDING SLAM
<IAL ROOF

_TAL CANGPY

STSIONL

EAST ELEVATION M=y

FIBER CLMUN| CAP

AINTLD MLIAL GUARDRAIL

3ER CEMLNI BOARD SIDING
3ER CEMUNT TRIM

UMINUM OR COMPOSH L
NDOW Wi CAST SIONL

SADLR & SILL
ICK VENLLR
ASI SIONL
WEST ELEVATION Tty
MOODY NOLAN

LANDMARKS COMMISSION FINAL SUBMISSION

MAXLMUM ALLOWABLE HEIGHT 850"

FIBLR CLAERT BOATRD SIDIR

FIBLR CLMLE TRIA

ALUMINUM OR COMPOSITL
WINDOW W CAST S100E
HLEADLR & SILL

CASTSITONL
BRICK VLNELR

MLIAL GUARLRAIL

SOUTH ELEVATION 7™ temr=y

FIBLR CLMENT BOARL SIDING &= 1TV (S

PAINIED FIZLR CLiaLN L

BRICK VLMLLPE

ALUNINUNM QR COMPOSITL
WINDOW W CASI S1OML SILL

CAS1 S1OML

ALUMIMUM SIORLFRONI|
SYILM

NORTH ELEVATION T

SLPILMBLR 23 2020 14



BUILDING K ELEVATIONS

IBER CEMLNI CAP
FIBERGLASS CORNICE

MAXIMUM ALLOWARLE HEIGHY 850"
b

AINILD FIBLR CEMLNI
SLR CLMLNI BOARD SIDING
BLR CLMLNI IRIM
UMINUM OR COMPOSII L
INDOW W/ CASI SIONL
“ADLR & SILL
ACK VENLLR
AINTLD WOOUD/ FIBLRGLASS

NVNING W/ STANDING SLAM
LIAL ROOF

ASISIONL

EAST ELEVATION 7=ty

BLR CLMLNI CAP

AUNTLD FIBLR CLMENI
AINTLD METAL GUARDRAIL

BLR CLMENT BOARD SIDING

BER CEMLNI IRIM

AINTLED FIBER CLMLNT
UMINUM OR COMPOSITL
INDOW W: CASI STONL:
-ADLR & SILL

UCK VLNELR:

1S1 SIONE

UMINUM SIORLFRONT
STLM/GARAGL DOOR

WEST ELEVATION 7™t

MOOCDY NOLAN LAMDRMARKS COMMISSION FINAL SUBAAISSION

MAXIAUM ALLOWABLE HEIGHT

FIBLR CLAMLNI BOARD SIDING

FIBLR CLMLM! IR

ALUMINUR OR COMPOSITL
WINDOW Wi CAST S1OML
HEADER & SILL I

PAINICD FIBLR CLmLil —

CAS) SIOML
MLLR
A STORCFRONIT

MLIAL CUARDRAIL

SOUTH ELEVATION Tty

b BOARD SIGIN

FIBLR CLMLNI IRIA

ALV OR COMPOSIIL
WINDGW % CASI S1OML
HEADLR & SILL

BRICKYLNLLR

CASIS1OML

ARCHIILC 1UR
CONCRLIL

NORTH ELEVATION T ="

SCPILMELR 23 2620 16



BUILDING | ELEVATIONS
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VIEW TOWARD ROOSA STREET AND CAMERON LANE INTERSECTION
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VIEW LOOKING NORTH ALONG CAMERON LANE
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VIEW LOOKING SOUTH ALONG CAMERON LANE
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VIEW OF POOL DECK AT BUILDING K
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MATERIAL BOARD BUILDING L & K
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MATERIAL BOARD BUILDING | & J
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ILLUMINATION PLANS FOR PARKING AND POOL
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PROPOSED LIGHTING FIXTURE PARKING LOT

NV-2

AREA LIGHTING

FORM AND FUNCTION
« Slezk, low piofile hou
« Spre grade perforna
- Engineered for optimum thermal managament
2cislion rale

=
<
<

d hxtures per proect
em dasigned for

- Parking Lots

- Auli Dealerships

- General Area Lighting
CONSTRUCTION
« Die Gast Aluminum
« External cooling i
designzd
Corrasion rasi

“ivte Element Analysie (FEA)

mal hardware
kel ensures IF

35 seal for

Giztics Plate” mounting silicone Micrs Oplics
ne iiere Jptic system ensuros 1967
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LISTINGS

- Cerltfied {0 UL 1568
)

tivin® (DLC)
= Designlighte Cencoriium Fremu:
- IPB5/IFGT R

WARRANTY
Five-year limited warranty for deivers and L€

LED WATTAGE CHART

700 milllamps 16Ew e
1050 milllamps 203w A A09x
Project Name: Type:

Catz UghtDist.  No.of LEDs Milliampe  Kelvin Volts Mounting Color Options

00 : B060
™ @K

fype s

Y (0L) -
(12) i :

i (96L) *

ST G

Dircet Pale

type 5 10s3 C 4000
{13) ) (oK)
Typed 1/ Yl
(T4) 0" Neights
Helghts
Iype s
(15)

ELECTRICAL 3
« 120-277 Volts (UNV) or 347-480 Volts (HV) ; e - =
= 0-10V dimming driver by Philips Advance
+ Driver power factor at maximum load is = .95, THD maximum loadis 15%
« Allinternal wiring UL certified for 600 VAC and 105°C 18"
« All drivers, controls, and sensors housed in enclosed |P-65 compartment
« Lumileds Luxeon MX LED's
= CRI>70
« Color temperatures: 3000K, 4000K, 5000K %{
OPTIONS 24417 —>]
* BIRD DETERRANT (BD)—offers effective and humane deterrent for larger t
417 [ it}
bird species and provides cast-effective | g-t solution to 3 C =

bird infestations and protect your property.

MARINE GRADE FINISH (MGF)—A multi-step process creating protactive
finishing coat against harsh environments. RPA4 / RPAS 5

+ Chemically washed in a 5 stage cleaning system.

* Pre-baked

+ Powder coated 3-5 mils of Zinc Rich Super Durable Polyester Znmcy,

+ 1-2 feet inside pole coverage top and bollom.

* Oven Baked, c

+ Finished Powder Coating of Super Durable Polyester Powder i _— nﬂu‘

mil thickness. teow LB N L
* SHIELDS (HSS, AHS)—House Side Shield (HSS) is designed for il v PR
property line cut-off, Automotive House Side Shield (AHS) is a sing
shield allowing partial cut-off on either side or front of luminaire. AUTOMOTIVE
ROUND POLE ADAPTER (RPA)- When using round poles, specify saund HOUSE SIDE SHIELD HOUSE SIDE SHIELD
Pole Adapter (RPA). Specify RPA4 when installing on 34" round gales. and
RPAS when installing on 56" round poles.

CONTROLS

« FSP-211 (FSP-X)—Passive infrared (PIR) sensor providing multitevel
control based on motian/daylight contribution.

* All control p: j via wireless ior: retnote
storing and transmitting sensor profiles.
. . FSP-211
- FSP-20 mounting heights 9-20 feet
* FSP-40 mounting heights 21-40 feel.
* Includes § dimming event cycles, 0-10V dimming with motion
sensing, reprogrammable in the field.
« NEMA 7-PIN RECEPTACLE (PE7)—An ANSI C136.41-2013 receptacle
provides electrical and mechanical interconnection between photo control
cell and luminaire. Dimming receptacle available two or four dimming
conlacts supports 0-10 VDC dimming methods or Digital Addressable
Lighting Interface (DALI), iding reliable power i

OPTICS

Silicone optics high photothermal stability and light output provides higher
powered LEDs with minimized lumen depreciation LED life. UV and thermal
stability with scratch resistance increases exterior application durability.

PR 9@
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PROPOSED LIGHTING FIXTURE PARKING LOT

OPTICAL CONFIGURATIONS
Rotatable Optics (ROR) Rotated Right, (ROL) Rotated Left options available, Optics field and factory rotatable.
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MOUNTING OPTIONS

i
“Arts lengthis muay vary depeuding n

TRUNNION MOUNT (TM)

eliton mounting far
wall” 2 mazirmum uphit o* SO e
“Unpainted stainless steelis standard

OPTIONAL

Oplional Cast Aluminum Bracket, Quick Mount Bracket (QMB)
and Retrofit Quick Mount Bracket (RQMB), designed for quick
mounting on Direct Square or Round Poles. Cleat mounts
direclly to pole for easily hung fixiures,

o Tennis Arm Spec Seed for del
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PROPOSED LIGHTING FIXTURE POOL AREA

CAMBRIA

ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING

Tha Cambria 2dds & touch of class and elegance to any
Muricipal or Residential project. Architectural form by day {
and efiicient by night. The Cambria is the perfect low glarg i
solutien for any Roadway, Streel. Residential or Pathway
aroject

tented SIAH
10 3 hare minimum

Ulitizing the atest LU techinalngy - 1
POWER™ Optical System keeps of

Oplical System: Pa
with an outer Inj
Distributic
SO00K CCT

2nted STAR POWER™ Oplical System,
molded refractor available in 1IES
Offerizd in 3000K, 4000%, and

Mounting: Tha Cambria Past Top fits 501 (PT3) and 2-3/8"
0D (PT2) teriens, Stamless Steel Set are prowded by
factory to secure the Cambria 1o tha pole tenon.

Controls / Options: The Cambria is available wilh optional
Phatacall (PC), 10KV Surge Pretector (10K), House Side Shield
(HSS). FNIA -7 PIM recptacie: (PE7) and Phate Receptacle and
Shorting Cap (PER).

LISTINGS

« Geriified to UL 1593

+ ULB730

+ CSAC2I2 Mo 2500

« 1285 Rated

« 3G Vibration Raled par ANSI G128 31-2070

-0

LED WATTAGE CHART

350 mittlamps 3 ot
530 millfamps. W Sy
700 milliamps. 33a Trw 104y
Project Mame | Type:

PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS

Housing: Cast and spun Aluminum
LED: Lumileds Luxeon MX. CRI 70
Optics: Star Pawer T2, T3 and T5

Driver. 0-10V Dimming driver as standard by Philips Advance, THD @
Max Load < 15%, Power Factor @ Max Load < 0.95

Kelvin: 3000, 4000 or 5000
Watts: 17-136 Finish: 5 mils Powder Coat
L70: 483,000 Hours Warranty: Standard Warranty is 5 years for Driver and LEDs
Listing: Certified to UL 1598

PRODUCT DIMENSIONS '/ OPTIONS

CAMBRIA LUMEN DATA CHART

o w

T3 hel s
PARTNUMBER | \umens | LM | Lumtens

CAM-1-16L-35-30K | 1598 | 94 | 1632 | 86 | 17
CAM-1-161-3540K | 1643 | 97 | 1700 | 100 | 17
CAM-I-16L-35-50K | 1717 | 101 | 1768 | 104 | 17
CAM-1-16L-53-30K | 2444 | 94 | 2436 | 96 | 26 1
CAM-1-16L-53-40K 2522 97 2600 100 26
CAM-1-16L-53-50K | 2626 | 101 | 2704 | 104 | 26
CAM-1-16L-7-30K 3102 94 3168 96 33
CAM-I-T6L740K_| 3201 | o7 | 3300 | 100 | 33 A
CAM-1-16L-7-50K_| 3333 | 101 | 343z | 104 | 33 /’
CAM-1-320-35-30K | 3196 | 94 | 3264 | 86 | 34

CAM-1-32L-3540K | 3298 | 97 | 3400 | 100 | 34
CAM-1-32L3550K | 3434 | 101 | 3536 | 104 | 34
CAM-1-32L-53-30K | 5076 | o4 | 5iea | 96 | 54
CAM-1-32L-6340K | 5238 | 97 | 5400 | 100 | &4
CAM-1-32L53-50K | 5454 | 101 | 5616 | 104 | 54
CAM-1-32L7-30K | 6674 | 94 | a8i6 | 9 | 71
CAMA-32L740k_| 6887 | 97 | 7100 | to0 | 7
CAMA-32L750K_| 71| 101 | 7384 | 104 | 7
CAM-1-48L-35-30K | 4982 | 94 | so0s8 | 96 | 3
CAM-1-48L-35-40K 5141 97 5300 100 53
CAM-1-46L-35-50K | 5353 | 101 | 5512 | 104 | 53 DIMENSION | CAMBRIA
CAM-1-46L-53-30K | 7520 | 94 | 7660 | 6 | 80 i
CAM-1-46L-5340K | 7760 | 97 | @ooo | 100 | 8o
CAM-1-46L-53-50K | og0 | 101 | e320 | 104 | 80
CAM-1-48L-7-30K | 9776 | 94 | 9984 | 96 | 04
CAM-1-46L-7-40K_| 10088 | 97 | 10400 | 100 | 104
CAM-1-48L7-50K_| 10504 | 101 | 10816 | 104 | 104
CAM-1-64L-3530K | 6204 | 94 | 6336 | 96 | 66
CAM-1-641-3540K | 640z | o7 | s600 | 100 | %s
CAM-1-64L-35-50K | 6666 | 101 | 6864 | 108 | 66
CAM-1-64L-53-30K | o5e8 | 94 | 9792 | 96 | 10z
CAM-1-64L-53-40K | 9894 | 97 | 10200 | 100 | 102
CAM-1-64L-53-50K | 10302 | 101 | 10608 | 10 | 102
CAM-1-64L-7-30K_| 12784 | 94 | 13086 | 96 | 136
CAM-1-64L7-40K | 13192 | 97 | 13800 | 00 | 136
CAM-1-64L-7-50K_| 13736 | 101 | 14144 | 104 | 136

AE) Windott for Twistlock Plotocell
3 fl"’/} Starda T g

1 T-PIM Rezept,

Cat# I LightDist © No.ofteps : Milliamps @ * 'Kelvin Volts © i Mounting - Color Options
Cambna i5 363 2000k 320277 i Fginoei
(CAM-1) (sL) @35 . (@K (UNV) (8R2) (PC)
52 539 AR 301400 i
@) (53) | (40K) v) () Surgs Praiecton
. Libeor (10K)
48 700 o0 (SVR) . .
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These Landmarks Commission Minutes are a draft. They do not represent the official record
of proceedings until formally adopted by the Landmarks Commission.
Formal adoption is noted by signature of the Clerk within the Minutes.

CITY OF MONTGOMERY

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

April 15,2020
PRESENT
GUESTS & RESIDENTS STAFF
Tracy Roblero, Assistant City
Cindy & Matt Amyx Matt Grever Manager / Acting Community
7941 Cooper Road, 45242 V.P, Leasing & Development Development Director
Brandicorp Karen Bouldin, Secretary

45 Fairfield Ave, Suite 4
Bellevue, KY 41073

Clete Benken, Principal
MKSK

1818 Race Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Justin Jones, Project Mgr.
KZF Design Inc.

700 Broadway Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Michael Brandy, President
Brandicorp

45 Fairfield Ave., Suite 200
Bellevue, KY 41073

Dan Neyer

Neyer Properties

2135 Dana Avenue #200
Cincinnati, OH 45207

Yanitza Brongers
Casto Communities
250 Civic Center Drive
Suite 500

Columbus, OH 43215

Dave Ross

Design Director

KZF Design

700 Broadway Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Scott Csendes

KZF Design

700 Broadway Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Steve Silverman
7504 Golf Green Dr, 45242

Michael Doty

Director of Construction
Brandicorp

45 Fairfield Ave, Suite 4
Bellevue, KY 41073

Brent Sobczak, President
Casto Communities

250 Civic Center Drive
Suite 500

Columbus, OH 43215

Miguel Gonzalez
Senior Associate
Moody Nolan, Inc.
300 Spruce St #300
Columbus, OH 43215
(614-457-6104)

Kolby Turnock, VP
Casto Communities
250 Civic Center Drive
Suite 500

Columbus, OH 43215

BOARD MEMBERS

Larry Schwartz, Chairman
Jane Garfield

Deborah Hutchins

Brett Macht

Steve Schmidlin

Mark Stella, Vice Chairman

BOARD MEMBERS NOT PRESENT
David Clark

CONSULTANTS PRESENT

John Grier, John Grier Architects
Beth Sullebarger, Sullebarger
Assoc.
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These Landmarks Commission Minutes are a draft. They do not represent the official record
of proceedings until formally adopted by the Landmarks Commission.
Formal adoption is noted by signature of the Clerk within the Minutes.

Landmarks Commission Meeting
April 15, 2020

Call to Order
Chairman Schwartz called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.

Roll Call
The roll was called and showed the following vote:

PRESENT: Ms. Hutchins, Ms. Garfield, Mr. Schmidlin, Mr. Stella, Mr. Macht,

Chairman Schwartz (6)
ABSENT: Mpy. Clark (1)

Guests and Residents

Chairman Schwartz asked if there were any guests or residents who wished to speak about items
that were not on the agenda. There were none.

Old Business
Chairman Schwartz decided to move this item of business to the end of the agenda, to speed the

meeting along. All members agreed.

Chairman Schwartz stated that an Application for Certificate of Approval for Architecture for
Buildings 2A-1, 2B, 2C, 1F, 1G and 1H had come before this Commission on February 12, 2020.
While he was not present at that meeting, he felt that, in addition to looking at each application for
each building individually, the Commission needed to also look at the development as an aggregate
to make sure that it was compatible with the Heritage District.

Chairman Schwartz asked members to keep the following points in mind, relative to the Old
Montgomery Gateway (OMG) District Code regulations. He felt that these could be referred to
while the Commission reviewed this application.

e 151.1512: ...Building design for the gateway should be of a high quality with attention to
the creation of a human scale environment that ties into the historic architectural character of

the Heritage District.

e 151.1513: ...Buildings in the Old Montgomery Gateway District should respect the historic
architectural character of the adjacent Heritage District in scale and massing.

e 151.1514: ...Buildings shall be designed with an architectural style that respects the historic
character of the Heritage District but adequately accommodates the intended modern uses.

(A) Roof type. The roof types of buildings in the OMG shall be designed in conformance

with the following regulations:
(1) For approximately every front 60 feet of building facade a variation of roof type is

encouraged to reduce visual monotony and assist in development of a human scale
environment.
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These Landmarks Commission Minutes are a draft. They do not represent the official record
of proceedings until formally adopted by the Landmarks Commission.
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Landmarks Commission Meeting
April 15, 2020

(2) Gabled roofs are encouraged; however, other roof types may be approved by the
Planning Commission on a case-by-case basis.

(3) When gabled roofs are used, the design of the roof pitch may vary, but should not
be less than one-quarter of the building height as measured from the grade line to the gutter.

(4) When flat roofs are used, decorative cornices and parapet roof lines shall be

incorporated.

e 151.1514: ...Buildings shall be designed with an architectural style that respects the historic
character of the Heritage District but adequately accommodates the intended modern uses.

(B) Building entrances. The building entrances in the OMG shall be designed in
conformance with the following regulations:

(B) (2) When a residential building has frontage on Montgomery Road or Main Street, the
first floor entrances should be located facing onto Montgomery Road or Main Street when
feasible. Access to upper stories from Main Street and Montgomery Roads is strongly
encouraged.

e 151.1515: Exterior Construction Materials.

(B) Prohibited materials. Exterior covering materials that are prohibited include vinyl,
aluminum, or steel siding, standard concrete masonry units, or tilt-up concrete.

(A) (3) Other materials that are not listed as prohibited may be approved by the Landmarks
Commission on a case-by-case basis as a primary or accent building material.

Ms. Roblero welcomed all to the City’s first virtual Landmarks Commission meeting.

She explained tonight’s process to all attendees, noting that this will be held in the same format as
when held in person. Ms. Roblero will review the Staff Report and the Commission will ask her
questions. The applicant will then speak to his/her case and answer any questions from the
Commission. Comments/questions from the guests and residents will then be permitted.

New Business (a)
Application for Certificate of Approval for final building materials and colors for Buildings 2A-1,
2B, 2C, 1F, 1G and 1H of Montgomery Quarter.

Mr. Stella recused himself noting that he lived within 300 feet of this property.

Staff Update
Ms. Roblero reviewed the Staff Report dated April 9, 2020, “Building Materials Review for

Montgomery Quarter for Phase 1 for Block 1 and 2.”

Chairman Schwartz asked what percentage of metal panel was on the building. Ms. Roblero
deferred to the applicant.

Chairman Schwartz stated that the Code encouraged use of gabled roofs, and then pointed out that,

of the 16 buildings in Phase 1, none of them had a gabled roof. He felt that overall, it looked very

industrial, and not at all compatible with the Heritage District. Chairman Schwartz acknowledged
Page 3 of 18
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Landmarks Commission Meeting
April 15,2020

that a recommendation on architecture had already been made by the Commission; however, he
suggested that, in addition to looking at materials for these buildings, the Commission may need to
revisit the recommendation to the Planning Commission on accepting the flat roofs, particularly on
Buildings 1F, 1G, and J. Chairman Schwartz stated that he recommended that those buildings have
gabled roofs, at a minimum. He asked for the applicant’s thoughts.

Michael Brandy, Brandicorp, 45 Fairfield Ave, Suite 200, Bellevue, KY 41073 appreciated all
in attendance tonight and was glad the meeting could occur. He stated his team would answer the
question regarding the percentage of metal panel on the facade and then address the gabled roofs
and the design.

Michael Doty, Brandicorp, 45 Fairfield Ave, Suite 4, Bellevue, KY 41073 noted that
Justin Jones with KZF Design would discuss the percentage of the building utilizing metal panel.
Mr. Doty believed they were under 15%, but asked Justin to confirm this.

Justin Jones, Project Mgr., KZF Design Inc., 700 Broadway Street, Cincinnati, OH 45202
stated that the largest percentage of metal panel was on the west end of Building 2B. This elevation
had approximately 12% in metal panel and every other fagade was lower than 12%.

Chairman Schwartz referred to the fiber cement board panel. He stated that the guidelines require
that the exterior be brick, stone, natural wood clapboard, wood board and batten, wood shingles, or
modern manufactured materials that create the appearance of materials listed above. He asked what
kind of material that the fiber cement board was supposed to simulate. Ms. Roblero stated fiber
cement is HardiPlank, which has the appearance of wood.

Dave Ross, KZF Design, 700 Broadway Street, Cincinnati, OH 45202 asked if Chairman
Schwartz’s gabled roof question referred to Block 1. Chairman Schwartz confirmed, specifically
the buildings on the north end of Montgomery Road: 1F, 1G and J.

Mr. Ross stated that the gabled buildings were closest to the Heritage District: Building 1G on the
west elevation. He pointed out that there was verbiage in the code that allowed for use of cornice in
lieu of gables, so they did that, especially on the corner elements. He noted that they also had a
tower element with a sloping roof, which they placed on the corner to reflect the tower across the

street on Montgomery Road.

Mr. Ross addressed the metal panel on the office buildings: 2A, 1, and 2B. He stated that it started
in that building with the mullions of the windows — they were the same color. To help break down
the mass/scale of the building, they used the elements on the corners, and the ones in the middle of
the longer facade. He pointed out that the metal was never used in very large areas. He also stated
that this is quality metal panel that is very clean and concise. It was intended to make the area
recede and allow the brick to be the dominant material in those buildings.

Mr. Ross believed that the Commission was happy with how it helped to break down the scale of
the building. He stated that it was only being used as an accent and as an entry point into the
building. He noted that it was not an uncommon element in a historic building; it is very common
to see a metal material used as a spandrel panel or as canopies at entry points.
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Mr. Ross stated that the siding was intended to give a clapboard look, using a more durable material
that will last longer than the wood.

Mr. Schmidlin asked Mr. Ross about HVAC rooftop screening and how it applied to the gable.
He didn’t want the building to be approved with this issue not being addressed.

Mr. Ross stated that they certainly will address this, but he recalled Ms. Roblero stating that the
issue would be discussed with the Planning Commission, not Landmarks. He stated that this was
currently in their design development process; but you could see some of the screening on 1H and
1F. The HVAC units were held to the backs of the buildings, as far as possible, so that the screen is
closer to the midpoint of the roof with the units behind them and the screen wraps around. Mr. Ross
stated that they worked hard to keep the HVAC off the front facade, so that from a normal, eye-
level view, they do not think you will ever be able to see the screen, let alone the mechanical
equipment. Their intention is to make the screen architectural in nature and of quality material.

Mr. Macht wanted to reiterate Mr. Schmidlin’s point. He felt that when you were farther north on
Montgomery Road, and since the elevation of these buildings was considerably lower, you might be
able to see the HVAC. He asked what it would look like one or two blocks north — if you were
walking up and down Historic Montgomery. He asked if they were able to take a quick snapshot of
what that might look like.

Mr. Ross apologized, stating that he was not aware that this would be a topic for this submittal and
meeting, so he was not prepared with details. Mr. Ross stated that their intention is that you would
not be able to see the HVAC equipment, especially from Montgomery Road. He noted that they
will do the study to confirm that statement.

Chairman Schwartz asked if Building J was visible from Main Street. Mr. Ross stated that he was
not working on that building, so he could not say for sure. Chairman Schwartz pointed out that it
was a smaller scale building and could accommodate a gable roof.

John Grier stated that Building J was an apartment or townhouse that had roof gardens and
stairways that project up through the top floor, creating another floor, in actuality. He explained
that even though it was not another floor, it was called that in the Ohio Building Code. He noted
that each homeowner had the base as a floor where the garage was, and then 3 floors above that, and
then the roof garden. He pointed out that because of the roof garden, Building J would not be a
candidate for a gable.

Ms. Roblero stated that the next applicant would address Building J. She showed the building
rendering on the shared screen.

Michael Doty stated he had just accessed the Google Earth program on his computer, and you don’t
capture a view of the site until you get almost to the Triangle building. There is a small gap where
the buildings in question are visible, but other than that you cannot see the buildings until you get to
the intersection of Montgomery Road and Roosa Streets. He noted that they will do the line-of-
sight studies for the roof top equipment.
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Chairman Schwartz asked the Commission, and there were no more questions for the applicants.
He asked if there were any guests or residents who had questions or comments.

Steve Silverman, 7504 Golf Green Drive, Montgomery, OH 45242 commended Chairman
Schwartz and the entire team for doing a great job this evening. He agreed with pursuing the gabled
roofs.

Mark Stella, 7919 Cooper Road, Montgomery, OH 45242 agreed with the desire to see more
gabled roofs, and would like to see some more variation, to make it look like it was not just all one
building. He stated it was like looking at a shopping mall. He had concerns with this felt it all
looked too lined up, that all of these buildings looked too identical; he wanted it to look more

historic and unique.

Cindy & Matt Amyx, 7941 Cooper Road, Montgomery, OH 45242 stated that their property
was very close to the new development. Cindy stated that they really liked the drawings and
sketches. She felt that the buildings were differentiated by the color of brick and the materials, so it
may not look as uniform as it looked on paper because there will be different materials and
elements. She felt that the rooftops were clean and did tie into some elements in Montgomery.
Regarding the facades and different rooftops, she felt that sometimes when you try to create a
facade or a fake rooftop, it takes away from just the natural, clean look of a newer building. They
both felt that the development should look more modern and liked the black windows. The Amyxes
felt this was good for the community, and that it looked beautiful.

There were no other questions from guests or residents.

Chairman Schwartz agreed that this was a very nice plan, and the buildings looked very nice, but his
concern, and the responsibility of the Landmarks Commission was about the compatibility with the
District. He felt that they needed to be sensitive to the transition into the Historic District, so it
didn’t appear like a jarring change.

Chairman Schwartz asked the consultants for their opinions on: 1) metal panels, and 2) flat roof
design, and 3) Building 1G gable roof being the only one, and how they would regard that with
meeting the Code in relation to the entire development.

Ms. Sullebarger stated that this was a major addition to Montgomery, so it was good to be
conscientious in their approach. She noted that the Staff Report stated that the architecture for these
buildings was already recommended for approval by the Landmarks Commission on February 12,
2020 and that tonight was about the focus on the materials and the colors. Chairman Schwartz
understood, but felt there was a problem with approving all of these buildings on an individual
basis, because now, when you see it as an aggregate with the addition of the apartment buildings, it
doesn’t make sense. He felt it needed to be altered.

Ms. Sullebarger stated that it seemed in character with the buildings across the street, that had
previously been added to the OMG District — in terms of the massing of the buildings. With regard
to the buildings that we are looking at on the screen, which are 1F and 1G and 1H, she thought that
looking at it on a flat elevation drawing would not give the full picture, the full effect of what it
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would look like when you were on the ground. She indicated that the architects had broken up the
massing, as the guidelines required, with different setbacks and different colors and materials; yet it
looked unified. Ms. Sullebarger felt that it addressed the street with the corner tower with the gable
roof. She thought it was a well-thought-out design and the materials were fine. She confirmed that
metal was used historically, and in this application, as an accent, it met the Code and looked good.
She stated that the colors were very tasteful and appropriate. She suggested that the fiber cement
siding have a smooth surface, not an exaggerated wood grain, because historically wood siding was
plain and smooth and did not have an exaggerated wood grain, as shown.

Ms. Sullebarger was concerned with the facade on Montgomery Road of Building 1G. She felt that
all of the other elevations seemed to have more variety, but 1G looked more like a conventional
strip mall. It was all one color, and while it did have gables of different sizes, she would like to see
the same variety of the other facades applied to 1G.

Ms. Sullebarger noted that there was a rhythm there of one large gable and then 3 storefront bays,
and then the gabled entrance and then another storefront bay. Overall, on the right side, you could
take a smaller gabled entrance and a bay on either side, and make that one color. The next 2 bays to
the left, adjacent to the larger gabled bay, could possibly be a different material or color.

Ms. Sullebarger felt that the roofscape was a legitimate concern and would like to see it addressed
in the future.

Chairman Schwartz did not believe that the Code allowed for steel siding to be an accent material.
He read from the code: Materials that are not prohibited may be used either as accent or primary
material. Chairman Schwartz agreed that it looked nice, but it did not meet the Code.

Ms. Sullebarger stated that the prohibition against vinyl siding and aluminum and steel siding was
more an objection to the use of those materials to imitate wood siding; rather than the way it is
being used here. She believed the metal siding was acceptable.

Chairman Schwartz asked Mr. Grier to also comment about the variance of the heights of the
rooftops.

John Grier agreed with Chairman Schwartz and Staff. He sympathized with the fact that the
developers were trying to make buildings unify themselves, but still have the look of separate
buildings. He thought they had done a good job of this.

Mr. Grier felt it may be difficult to do things like the Triangle Building, with windows of different
heights and false windows, especially for larger office buildings. Mr. Grier felt that these buildings
were very beautifully designed and aesthetically designed to be very inviting, but they obviously did
not have many gables. Sometimes if you force a gable in, it may not be very attractive. He didn’t
have any suggestions, but asked if something more could be done on that. He wished there was a
way to get more gables and changes in roof height.

Regarding the metal panel, Mr. Grier stated that when the prohibited materials section was
originally written, and since been modified, the intent was to eliminate vinyl, aluminum and steel
siding and concrete block. The intent was not to eliminate the Pack Plaid siding that is a beautiful,
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smooth metal. He would not interpret what is proposed for this building as prohibited; perhaps the
wording of the Code might need to be adjusted.

Chairman Schwartz stated that the Code was softened to say that flat roofs are permitted if you used
decorative cornices and parapets. He was not sure if the intent of the Code was to have all the
buildings to have flat roofs. He agreed with anything that might be done to break it up.

Mr. Grier referred to the page showing the Block 1 Building Elevation and asked Mr. Ross if there
was another rendering looking down the street, versus the straight-on shot, of 1G. David Ross
stated that they could provide the view that he is asking for, but they did not have it in their packet,
at this time.

Regarding materials, Mr. Ross agreed with previous statements made about using more than one
color of the siding on building 1G and that would be easy to accommodate.

Beth Sullebarger asked about the roofs and the feasibility of having gabled roofs on buildings of
this depth. She inquired if it would be possible to vary the parapet lines or use a step parapet.

David Ross stated that he would look at it, but would like it to appear as authentic as possible, not
fake or arbitrary. Mr. Schmidlin stated that the goal was to make it look like they were being built
in sections, as a town were being built up, versus one big mass.

Mr. Schmidlin referred to Ms. Sullebarger’s comments about 1G and asked for Mr. Ross’ thoughts
on how to make it look less like a strip center. Mr. Ross stated that the way the massing worked,
they were providing a pathway between those two buildings. The door you see is the way to get
straight back into the garage in the middle of that block or you can come straight out onto Main
Street. He also pointed out that there was a lot of variety in the Heritage District — several
individual small buildings and a handful of larger ones. He thought that was an opportunity to have
a larger building.

Regarding Building 1G, Ms. Hutchins liked Beth’s suggestions of having the second and third bay
be a different color, and perhaps they could even use the siding, instead of the brick. She liked the
symmetry around the second gable with the brick. She felt it would do a lot to break up the
appearance of that building. She clarified that she was speaking about the first 2 bays on the left to
be the different color. The gable that was on the right of this building has two bays on either side
that are symmetrical, and so the other 2 bays could be in a different color, perhaps done in siding,
which would create a visual difference.

Mr. Schmidlin suggested they could also just break up the center bay; he felt there were various
ways to break up the massing, with a goal to give it a bit more punch.

Mr. Grier stated that the 4 bays all matched, perhaps you could give the 2 gable portions a different
color of brick. He felt that David Ross would have great ideas and know how to accomplish their
intent. Mr. Grier pointed out that the apartments would all look like they were built at the same
time — you can’t get away from that; but you can with Building 1G.
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Ms. Roblero stated that Michal Doty, Brandicorp, had just sent her, a different rendering, which she
showed to all on the shared screen. It showed two shades of the gray siding color — a medium and a
lighter color of gray.

Mr. Grier asked if they could add a bit of change in roof height, from a standpoint of a parapet

going up above the roof, perhaps on the buildings with the light gray siding or the ones that were
the darker brown.

Ms. Garfield agreed with all comments. She liked the idea of using a second color — it made it

much more interesting with the lighter gray in between the two golden colored buildings. To Mr.
Stella’s previous comment, she suggested raising the window cornice on one of the buildings, for
two of the windows. She wondered if that would be too difficult. She felt that would give it
enough variety to keep it from looking like a strip mall.

Mr. Ross stated that they would look into it; he believed they were very close, within a foot or so, of
the maximum building height. Ms. Garfield was not asking for a change in building height, but in
the window height - perhaps 18 inches higher. She saw a straight line all across the windows, and
believed a change to that would bring interest.

Mr. Schmidlin asked if they could double the height of the header above it. Mr. Macht agreed,
stating that they could change the treatment around the window, but keep the windows aligned like
had been done on the Triangle building. On the Triangle building, some windows had stone and
others had brick headers, but they kept the same gutter line and sill.

Ms. Garfield could see that Mr. Ross had tried that as well, with a white header on some windows,
but not all of them. She suggested that it be beefed up a little bit to make them look different.

David Ross stated that it was intended for office space and was an authentic second floor. If you
want it to work from the inside, you want some uniformity. In reality, even though we understand
the intent, aesthetically on the exterior to break it up and make it appear like it is multiple buildings,
we all know it is not.

Ms. Garfield understood and suggested they double the height of the lentil to give a bit of variety.
Mr. Ross had some ideas he would apply and still stay within the guidelines.

Chairman Schwartz pointed out that the rooflines were very broken up, very different on the
Triangle Building. Perhaps adjusting that would make a difference on this building.

David Ross wanted to speak again about Building 1G. He stated that part of the reason they left it
looking like a free-standing building was because it was a singular entity. If, for example a
restaurant came in, it would read as that entity. He wondered if it made sense to artificially make it
look like several smaller structures. Chairman Schwartz pointed out some of the buildings in the
Heritage District housed a single tenant, but were two different looking buildings. Mr. Macht
agreed with Mr. Ross, given the size of this building, he liked having it look more uniform. Mr.
Schmidlin agreed with Mr. Ross that you could keep it looking like one building, with a little bit of
differential.
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There was more discussion about the corner. Mr. Ross felt strongly about not doing a false, free-
standing gable. He noted that it was an authentic gable that ran the entire north elevation of that

building.

On the shared screen, they looked at the Block 1 Building Elevation, showing the view coming out
at Cameron Lane, up to Main Street. Mr. Grier felt that if we saw that building in a 3-dimensional
drawing, it would make it look a lot more acceptable, as opposed to seeing these 2 dimensional
drawings. Mr. Ross stated that they will do more 3-D views in the future.

Chairman Schwartz believed that the Commission agreed that the use of the steel panels would be
acceptable, based on the interpretation that the Code referred the use of steel siding to simulate
wood siding as prohibited. He felt that the materials and siding colors were good. He would
summarize that the Commission would like to see Building G have an additional color on the
second and third bays and something to break up the roof line. Ms. Sullebarger added that they use
a fiber cement board with a smooth surface.

Mr. Schmidlin felt that the brick on the three-story office was too dark. He admired the
architecture. Mr. Grier agreed, and suggested a lighter color, since the building was so large.

On the shared screen, they looked at the 3-D view of the Block 2 Building Elevation. Ms. Roblero
had an actual brick sample, which she showed to all members on the shared screen. She noted that
the color obviously looked different in a small sample in office light versus on a building in natural

sunlight.

David Ross stated that the color seemed to feel right on this building, noting that it was hard to
simulate the color of the actual brick, on paper. The Commission liked the color on the Block 2
Building rendering. Mr. Schmidlin liked the color that was shown on the screen — as that coloring
looked better than the color of it on the paper he had.

Michael Doty presented some actual photos of sample materials that would be used, so that
members could see all of the materials and how their colors looked together.

Mr. Schmidlin asked if they would be using a standard color mortar on all of them. Mr. Ross
confirmed. The Commission agreed with using the standard natural color mortar.

If they wished to move forward, Ms. Roblero stated that Landmarks could go ahead with
recommending approval with conditions. Planning Commission will then review everything,
including building materials. Regarding their suggestions on seeing a lighter brick, Planning
Commission would be able to look at that, if the Commission was comfortable with that approach.

Mr. Schmidlin moved to recommend that Planning Commission approve the Application for
Certificate of Approval for the final building materials and colors for buildings 2A-1, 2B, 2C, IF,
1G and 1H of the Montgomery Quarter submitted by Gateway Partners Montgomery, LLC,

45 Fairfield Avenue, Bellevue, Kentucky 41073, per the conditions of the Staff Report dated
April 9, 2020, with the following additional conditions:

1) Hardieboard should be smooth finish, not striated
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2) The use of different material and colors on Bays 2 and 3 of Building 1G

3) Look at ways to break-up of the rooflines of Building 1G using different cornice heights
4) Look at the use of a variety of lentils or other window treatments for Building 1G

Ms. Garfield seconded the motion.
The roll was called and showed the following vote:

AYE: Ms. Hutchins, Mr. Schmidlin, Ms. Garfield, Mr. Macht, Chairman Schwart; (5)

NAY: (0)
ABSENT: My, Clark (1)
ABSTAINED: My. Stella 1)

This motion is approved.
Some attendees left the meeting.
New Business (b)

Application for Certificate of Approval for architecture, building materials and colors for
apartments in Phase 1 of Montgomery Quarter.

Staff Update
Ms. Roblero reviewed the Staff Report dated April 10, 2020, “Architectural and Building Material

Review for Montgomery Quarter for Phase 1 — Apartments.”

Chairman Schwartz asked if there were any visuals to show what Building J would look like from
the homes on Cooper Road. He imagined that Building J would be towering over some of the
homes on Cooper Road, and that the residents might have concerns about people sitting on the roof
gardens, looking down in their backyards, and into their second story windows.

Ms. Roblero stated that Planning Commission has looked at the site lines showing where the roof
lines were. She stated that we purposely made the height of Building J to be a maximum of

40 feet. She explained that the maximum height for the residential district was 35 feet. She wanted
to get some feedback from the Commission on the proposed building height, as a variance would
need to be reviewed by the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA), if this should move forward. She felt
that feedback from the Landmarks Commission on the proposed building height would be helpful.

Mr. Schmidlin asked about process: if a variance was requested, and the residents opposed it, was it
still possible to be granted. Ms. Roblero confirmed that it was possible. The applicant would have
to show that there was a practical difficulty or unique hardship as to why they could not meet the
regulations in the Zoning Code. Ms. Roblero stated that there have been cases where residents
opposed a variance, but a variance was granted due to an undue hardship or special circumstance

and vice versa.

Ms. Roblero explained that another option would be to grant an equivalency, where Planning
Commission would recommend an option, and then it would go before City Council for final
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approval. She explained that the applicant did not have to prove that there was a practical difficulty
or undue hardship for the approval of an equivalency; however, they would need to provide
something that was equivalent to and/or better than what the Code required. She stated that
generally this was used for items like impervious surface coverage, and the applicant would provide
storm water best management practices. It might be hard to say how to suggest an equivalency for
height.

Chairman Schwartz did not feel that there was an opportunity to provide more screening because
the driveway is there.

Chairman Schwartz asked to hear from the applicant.

Miguel Gonzalez, Senior Associate, Moody Nolan, Inc., 300 Spruce St #300 Columbus, OH
43215 Regarding the podium buildings, Mr. Gonzalez stated that they tried to incorporate the
flavor and character of the Heritage District, while keeping these buildings within the character of
the development as well. They used brick as the major material, painted wood, and fiberglass
awnings at the entries with standing seam roof.

He noted that there were heavy cornices at the tops, with varied rooftop heights. Some of the
parapets would help to screen the HVAC equipment, which would be located centrally on the roofs,
away from street viewpoints. They also incorporated walk-ups to all entries along Cameron Lane,
clad with brick, cast stone and metal railings.

Regarding the rear of Building K, Mr. Gonzalez noted that it fell in line with the front design. The
rear also had some open garage areas, which were screened with landscape and tree lines, so that
they would obscured from view. There was also an amenity deck with the pool. Building K had the
amenity spaces for the residential buildings: there was a small café, multi-purpose room, pool
changing rooms, and more. This area was secluded, surrounded by trees, and had a nice location
behind these buildings.

Mr. Gonzalez noted that as you traveled down Cameron Lane toward the southeast, the grade
dropped. The roofs had overhangs to break up the roofline and provide more character.

Mr. Gonzalez noted that the townhouse design had been changed to incorporate ideas from the
Commission’s feedback during the concept plan review. The buildings were now three stories, plus
the additional rooftop level. Entry is at-grade and they have used the same walk-up concept, but
with slight elevation changes to the entries along Cameron. He highlighted some of the features:
accents in the brick, the use of fiber cement to simulate board and batten, double-hung windows
with a three over four pattern. They were using more traditional materials — brick, cast stone trim

and accents.

Mr. Gonzalez stated that the feel the roof gardens would provide a luxurious amenity to offer great
views. They are separated by a privacy screen. He mentioned that these are not easily seen from
street level, unless you walked back into the development quite a bit. The penthouse roofs were
sloping, as opposed to the flat roof of the main building. Mr. Gonzalez explained that the parapet
itself was the guard rail so it extended about 3 foot six inches around the entire building.
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Mr. Gonzalez stated that Building J was about 190 feet from the Heritage District and sat about 8
feet below the nearest house across on Cooper Road. To give an idea of the height difference, the
house on Cooper is approximately 30 feet in height, including the gabled roof.

Chairman Schwartz asked if there were any renderings of the view from the back of the building.
Mr. Gonzalez stated that there were not. Chairman Schwartz asked if the drop in elevation was
taken into account when the Planning Commission defined the maximum height.

Mr. Gonzalez shared his screen with all, to show the rendering that depicted the sight-line that had
been presented to the Planning Commission on October 7, 2019. As compared to the current
renderings, he noted that the building shape and height has been changed a bit.

There was discussion about the penthouse roof and how the staircase fit in there. Mr. Grier pointed
out that the head-height of the staircase was very low - as low as it could be. Mr. Gonzalez stated
that to get a true gable feel up there, they used the minimum height required at the landing, to keep
the roof height down as much as possible. He stated that the garden does step back from the edge of
the building. From the rear, they were 8.5 feet from the building wall, and from the front, they were
sitting about 15 feet back. Mr. Gonzalez stated that the side units sat back about

18 feet. Mr. Grier asked if these were the minimum size mass that you could use to get up to the
roof. Mr. Gonzalez stated that they were very close — he thought they might be able to shave off
another foot, but was not sure.

Mr. Schmidlin asked if there would be a screen wall going up to the edge that would separate the
two building units. Mr. Gonzalez showed a rendering to all, stating that a screen wall separated the
two units; there will be screen walls between the two doors coming out of the stairs, at the top, and
to the back wall. Mr. Schmidlin stated that he did not see the screening on the roof plans.

Mr. Gonzalez stated that they were still in development.

Mr. Grier asked what type of material would be used for the roof garden, i.e. pavers,trex, etc. Mr.
Gonzalez stated that this level of decisions has not yet been determined. They had looked at the
trex deck as a good option. He explained that it was an artificial wood board, very durable and it
held up well in the elements.

Mr. Grier stated that the elevation renderings they were looking at now, made the stairways that pop
up from the roof look like they were very imposing on the design of the building, whereas, being
actually set back, you would hardly see them. Mr. Gonzalez stated that they had worked hard to
obtain that perception from the street level.

Mr. Grier asked if this would require a height variance for Building J. Ms. Roblero confirmed,
noting that they would not need a variance for Building I because it was not abutting residential use
outside of the Heritage District. Building I met the code, in terms of height.

Ms. Sullebarger asked for clarity on the height and how it related to the Code. She understood that
the front elevation was 37 % feet high, but the Staff Report stated that it was 50 2 feet. There was a
difference of 13 feet — she asked if this was the penthouse. Mr. Gonzalez stated that Building J had
a height of 50 foot 6 inches to the top of the penthouse. To the top of the wall, the height was
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approximately 40’ to the highest point on the building, including the parapet. The Code requires
Building J height to be a maximum of 40 feet in height. Chairman Schwartz asked if you did not
have the stairwell to the roof, would you be within the Code requirements. Ms. Roblero confirmed.

Chairman Schwartz asked if the homes on Cooper Road would be visible to the new Buildings.
Ms. Roblero stated that the buildings would be visible from the rear yards of the houses on Cooper
Road but would not be visible from the road. She noted that there is a significant amount of
separation from the homes on Cooper. :

Ms. Sullebarger felt that there was a lot of tree cover. Mr. Schmidlin stated that you might be able
to see through the branches in the winter.

Ms. Roblero explained that the issue of height would be required to go to the BZA for a variance
and did not need to be voted on by the Landmarks Commission; however, stated that the applicant
simply wanted to get feedback from Landmarks the design to determine if they want to move
forward with requesting a variance from BZA.

Chairman Schwartz asked to see a rendering of the back of Building J and what the people who
lived on Cooper Road would see. Ms. Roblero stated that they would require that drawing for the
Board of Zoning Appeals meeting; however, they did not have that drawing this evening.

Chairman Schwartz asked if any guests or residents would like to speak.

Mark Stella, 7919 Cooper Road, Montgomery, OH 45242 was concerned about the height of
this building. He stated that the height was previously stated at 37 V% feet, and he was told that was
not a problem. Now they are saying that it will be 50 feet, -- 13 feet taller, and it is still not a
problem. He struggled with the fact that this building was very tall. He noted that some of his
neighbors will be impacted more than him. He felt it would be very oversized and was not in favor
of this. He worried the residents would be able to look into his back yard and see him grilling.

Chairman Schwartz asked for Ms. Sullebarger’s comments with regard to the height.

Ms. Sullebarger felt that this was the most challenging site in the entire project because it had to
look good with the rest of the development and with the houses behind it. She felt that it needed to
be 3 stories so that it would be in proportion to buildings with Building I, K, and L. She felt that if
there were an opportunity for a gable roof, this would be the best candidate; however, it would still
be 50 feet high. Ms. Sullebarger agreed that the main concern was the impact on the neighbors
behind it. She was not sure she could recommend including the penthouses and roof decks,
considering Mr. Stella’s comments and the impact on the neighbors behind it.

In terms of whether it looked modern or not, Ms. Sullebarger stated that if you looked at the
elevation drawings, it gave the effect of the penthouse and a modern look: however, when you saw
it in a rendering, the effect was very different. From the street view, the 3 story brick building was
in proportion to other buildings in Montgomery and did not look too modern.
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Regarding Building I, K and L, Ms. Sullebarger felt that they looked fine, in terms of design
materials and colors. She was concerned with the contrast between the brick and the siding in the
renderings that she had, but she thought the actual materials would be less contrasting.

Mr. Grier liked the rendering of Building J, and the darker color for the HardiPlank and the colors
that accented it. He asked if these units would be for sale or rental. Mr. Gonzalez stated that they
would be rentals. Mr. Grier felt that the people who would be renting would want the roof deck, but
he did not feel it was fair to have people on this deck looking down onto the homes on Cooper
Road. He really likes the idea of the roof deck and believed it would add a lot of value to the units.
Mr. Grier stated that you would not see the people or the stairways unless you were on Cooper
Road. He pointed out that they would use the roof garden mostly in the summer and the trees might
prevent you from seeing the yards on Cooper Road.

As far as Buildings L and K, Mr. Grier liked the design of L and K and the walk-up steps. He felt
that the colors were too dark and they needed to be a lighter color — that it was overloading the
brick. Ms. Sullebarger agreed. Mr. Gonzalez stated that they would review the color again.

Chairman Schwartz asked for the height of the north corner of Building K. Mr. Gonzalez stated that
the tallest point of Buildings K and L was 51 feet, 4 inches, measured from the top of the garage
podium. Chairman Schwartz asked if Building K also looked over backyards. Ms. Roblero stated
there was an open space property to the rear of the property that separated if from residential.

Mr. Schmidlin asked if they could put a roof hatch instead of a set of stairs on Building J, to keep
the height in compliance. Mr. Grier stated that you would have to press a button for the roof hatch
to open to get up the stairs on the roof and it would be cumbersome.

Ms. Roblero stated that if this Commission felt that it was desirable to have the deck, the applicant
could file for a variance and allow the Board of Zoning Appeals to consider the case. She reiterated
that this Commission did not have to make a decision on the building height, only provide feedback.

Ms. Sullebarger suggested a gabled roof on these buildings, with a cut-away for a roof garden, as is
done in Over the Rhine. She explained that, from the sides, you would see a gabled roof, but there
would be a cut-way on the front or back or both. She noted that it would look like a gabled roof,
instead of a roof top garden that sticks up. She acknowledged that you would still be at 50 feet.

Chairman Schwartz agreed with Ms. Sullebarger. Mr. Schmidlin didn’t have a problem with
allowing this application to go to the BZA for a variance. He saw both sides of this situation.

Mr. Macht stated that there would be a parapet of 3 % feet. Given that the average person is 5 or 6
feet in height, if they were at the end of the parapet, they would still be looking down on someone’s
home. If there was a variance, perhaps there could be more screening on the rear of the roof, so that
there was much more screening to keep folks from looking over and down on the homes on Cooper
Road. Perhaps the parapet on the back could be 7 feet tall so that people could not look over it.

Mr. Gonzalez wanted to clarify that, from the staircase, you are coming out the back, and whatever
decking there is, takes you to the front of the building, so people could not walk to the edge of the
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roof at the rear of the biding. It is important to know that it is not very likely that somebody will be
standing out there because there is simply no deck there to stand on. Mr. Gonzalez pulled up the
roof plan showing this on the shared screen to all. He showed them when you come out of the
stairs, you are at least 10 feet away from the parapet. The entertainment area was in the front of the

building, away from Cooper Road.

Mr. Macht stated that if the applicant were to pursue the variance, he suggested that they thoroughly
study and showcase what the roof deck looks like to be able to answer any questions and address
concerns. As far as the general composition and materials, Mr. Macht liked Buildings I and J. He
felt that Buildings L and K could have more variation and color. He wondered what other members
thought about Buildings L and K regarding colors and variations.

Chairman Schwartz was less concerned with them because they were so far set back and not visible
from Montgomery Road or Main Street.

Mr. Grier felt it would be too busy if you started changing colors on these buildings. There was so
much going on for Buildings L and K — they were so complex with all the articulation - that if you
started making other changes, like colors, it would get too busy.

Mr. Schmidlin asked if Mr. Grier felt that the dark was too dark. Mr. Grier confirmed. Mr.
Schmidlin agreed — it felt heavy.

Ms. Hutchins liked the articulation on Buildings K and L. She agreed with Mr. Schmidlin and
Mr. Grier that the dark was too dark. She felt that the discussion on Building J and how you enter
onto that rooftop was important to understand. She did not realize that from reading the materials.

Ms. Garfield noted that she worked in a building that had a similar roof style where there were areas
that you could walk and areas you could not walk. She stated that the problem is that people will
still walk on the areas that are designed not to be walked on. She suggested that the applicant
include something in the design to keep people from doing walking on that side, such as a nice
railing.

Ms. Garfield asked about the west side of Building J, if there were windows looking over the
photographer’s office which is adjacent to it. Mr. Gonzalez stated that they had a limited number of
windows on that side and they were narrow and small. Ms. Garfield expressed concerns that they
may be looking into someone’s bedroom. Mr. Gonzalez stated that they have thought about adding
trees in this location. He noted that the landscaping ideas was not developed fully, but it was in
process. Ms. Garfield suggested the tall, fast-growing Yews could provide more visual privacy to
the people in that unit. She agreed with other members about the dark color needing to be
lightened.

Mr. Schmidlin asked if it was possible to make the rooftop stairs run the other way on Building J.
That would force people up to the deck, and take the entire back end of the house out of the
equation. Mr. Gonzalez stated that it would be very difficult because they were taking advantage of
the fact that the garage was behind the building so the stairs actually rise towards the garage; it
certainly wouldn’t allow for a 2-car garage concept.
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Ms. Sullebarger noted that if the stairs were reversed, the penthouse would be more visible from the
front.

Chairman Schwartz summarized the Commission’s comments:

1) the colors on Buildings L& K were too dark; lighter color suggested

2) Building J was as well designed as you could make it, given what you have to work with in
that area. He felt there was a general consensus that if it was acceptable to the Cooper Road
residents, the Commission would not have objection to it. The Commission felt that the
BZA should make the decision on if a variance was warrented.

3) no comments on Building I

Mr. Schmidlin moved to recommend that the Planning Commission approve the Application for
Certificate of Approval for architecture, building materials and colors for apartments in Phase 1
of Montgomery Quarter, submitted by Casto Communities, 250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 500,
Columbus, OH 43215 and Moody Nolan, 300 Spruce Street, Suite 300, Columbus, OH 43215,
per the conditions of the Staff Report dated April 10, 2010, with the following additional
condition:

1) Use a lighter color for the Hardieplank on Buildings L& K.

Mpr. Macht seconded the motion.

The roll was called and showed the following vote:

AYE: Ms. Garfield, Mr. Macht, Ms. Hutchins, Mr. Schmidlin, Chairman Schwartz )
NAY: )
ABSENT: Mr. Clark 1)
ABSTAINED: )

This motion is approved.
Mr. Stella rejoined his seat on the Commission.

Old Business
There was no old business to report.

Staff Report
Ms. Roblero stated that they were still moving forward on the roundabout; the temporary signals

were due to be operational the week of April 20.

Council Report
There was no Council Report.

Other
There was no other business to report.
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Minutes
Ms. Garfield moved to approve the minutes of March 11, 2020, as amended.
Mr. Stella seconded the motion. The Commission unanimously approved the minutes.

Adjournment
Ms. Garfield moved to adjourn. Ms. Hutchins seconded the motion.

The meeting adjourned at 10:15 p.m.

Karen Bouldin, Clerk Larry Schwartz, Chairman Date

/ksb
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GUESTS & RESIDENTS PRESENT (CONTINUED)

Tammy Ernest
7913 Cooper Road

Dave Ross

Design Director

KZF Design

700 Broadway Street Cincinnati,
OH 45202

Matt Grever

Brandicorp LLC

45 Fairfield Avenue Suite
200

Bellevue, KY 41073

Brent Sobczak, President
Casto Communities

250 Civic Center Drive, Ste 500
Columbus, OH 43215

Miguel Gonzalez
Senior Associate
Moody Nolan, Inc.
300 Spruce St #300
Columbus, OH 43215

Mark Stella
7919 Cooper Road
Montgomery, OH 45242

Lynn Gottschalk
7933 Cooper Rd., 45242

Kolby Turnock, VP

Casto Communities

250 Civic Center Drive, Ste 500
Columbus, OH 43215

Call to Order

Chairman Harbison called the meeting to order at 7:39 p.m. He stated that, due to the Stay at
Home Order issued by Governor DeWine, this meeting was being held as a videoconference via
Zoom Video Conferencing, as well as in-person at City Hall. Chairman Harbison explained that
guests or residents could find the webinar information on the City of Montgomery website that
was needed to either call-in or join-in the meeting via Zoom. He reminded all guests and
residents at City Hall to sign in and turn off their cell phones.

Roll Call

The roll was called and showed the following attendance:

AYE: Mpr. Stull, Ms. Steinebrey, Mr. Matre, Mr. Dong, Chairman Harbison

NAY:

ABSENT: Mr. Hirotsu, Mr. Leibson

ABSTAINED:

Guests and Residents

()
©)
2)
©)

Chairman Harbison asked if there were any guests or residents who wished to speak about items
that were not on the agenda. There were none.
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Old Business
An application from Gateway Partners Montgomery, LLC for Final Development Plan
Approval for Phase 2 of the Montgomery Quarter.

Mr. Matre moved to take this application off of the table.
Mpr. Dong seconded the motion.
All members unanimously approved.

Chairman Harbison explained the process for this evening’s meeting to all guests and residents:
“Ms. Roblero reviews her Staff Report, and the Commission asks any questions they might
have. The applicant presents their application, and the Commission then asks any questions.
The floor is opened to all residents for comments. If a resident agrees with a comment that
was previously stated, they could simply concur, instead of restating the entire comment to
save time. The Commission discusses the application, and residents are not permitted to
comment or question during this discussion. The Commission will then decide to table,
approve or deny the application.”

Staff Report
Ms. Roblero reviewed the Staff Report dated July 17, 2020, “Final Development Plan Approval

for Montgomery Quarter Phase 2”.

Mr. Dong recalled that at the last meeting, he had asked for the specific percentages of multi-use
— the retail, the restaurants, the offices and residential. He asked if Staff had that summary
tonight. Ms. Roblero stated that she would supply it shortly.

Chairman Harbison reminded the Commission that this application was strictly for the
commercial garages, as opposed to the residential garages. The apartment garages would be a
separate session and would be covered under the New Business agenda item tonight.

Michael Doty, Director of Construction, Brandicorp LLC, 45 Fairfield Ave, Suite 200,
Bellevue, KY 41073 stated that they had listened to all of the Commission’s comments at the
past meeting, and felt that they had addressed all of them. He noted that all members should
have a copy of the supplemental letter addressing each prior concern which was in their packets.
He asked Clete Benken to review their PowerPoint presentation, while reviewing the points that
were of concern and addressed in the supplemental letter.

Clete Benken, Principal, MKSK, 1818 Race Street, Cincinnati, OH 45202 invited
Commission members to ask questions or give comment, throughout his presentation. He noted
that he would address the items that had been advanced / changed, to address the comments
provided by Commission members at the last Planning Commission (PC) meeting.
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Landscaping and Buffering for the North Wall of Garage 1: Mr. Benken stated that there had
been a request for a rendering that would show what the view of the corner would look like. He
showed a drawing portraying this, stating that there will be quite a few trees planted to soften the
view into that corner as well as a fairly substantial amount of understory plantings. They were
trying to create a garden effect. He noted that this was an area that a resident could walk their
pet. With the doggy bags that will be made available in the neighborhood, they should have a
pet friendly environment.

Mr. Benken noted that the City agreed to placing trees in the curb lawn. Originally, there was
some concern about putting tress in the curb lawn posing a problem for the water line; however,
the City has been very accommodating and is allowing trees in this area. Now that there will be
street trees in the curb lawn, they can really do a good job of screening the garage.

Chairman Harbison still had concerns about the exposed corner on the right-hand side. In the
Staff Report, it talks about planters being placed on the second level of the garage. He about the
vertical columns. Mr. Doty stated there was a faux column that they added to break up that
horizontal look. Chairman Harbison liked it. He suggested hanging planters from the wall on
the second level bays (not the street-side) to also help screen that corner. He felt that it would
attract your sight to that, instead of continuing to look up to see the underside of the roof of the
garage. Mr. Doty felt that could be done.

Lighting: Mr. Dong asked how much of the lighting would shine through the open spaces of the
garage. Mr. Doty stated that they were obligated to abide by the light nuisance regulations in the
Zoning Code. They will have to meet the foot candle levels that are stated in the Zoning Code.

Mr. Dong assumed that it would look like a window in your home — you would see a bright light
from the open spaces. Mr. Doty confirmed that, like most parking garages, there is a visible
fixture on the roof.

Mr. Dong asked if the light would go off or dim when it gets late into the night, or if it would
remain on, and at the same brightness all night. Mr. Doty stated that because it was a public
garage, it would be a 24/7 operation. Mr. Doty stated that for safety and security reasons, there
are minimal foot candle levels that must be maintained.

Mr. Dong wondered if more trees could be put in instead of the planters suggested by Chairman
Harbison, to offset the light shining through. Mr. Doty stated that they had discussed putting a
more vertical element there, with Staff and the City Arborist, but from the back of the sidewalk
to the face of garage, there is only a 5-foot strip. This makes it problematic to have a larger tree
in that space. He pointed out that they will replace the street trees with a bigger “canopy-type
tree”, as opposed to an ornamental tree that will help filter the light from the garage.

Mr. Benken stated that they could look at closing the spacing of those trees, to tighten them up a
bit. He stated that he would work with Staff on the spacing. He felt that the combination of the
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tree spacing, adding trees in the curb lawn and adding the planters would help to screen the
daytime views.

Screening: Pat Stull asked about the screening in the winter time, when the trees would have no
leaves. He asked if they had considered bricking up the side of the building, so that it was
basically brick along the entire side. Mr. Doty stated that the garage was engineered as an open-
air garage, which did not need mechanical ventilation. He stated that they already had buildings
on the Main Street side and the Roosa Street side. If they enclosed that face of the garage, or any
more faces of the garage, it would not be open air. The Code requires it to be 50% open-air.

Mr. Stull compared this with the Bethesda North garage, further up on Montgomery Road,
noting that although it was landscaped. You could still see the garage, but there were no homes
right there. In this case, from your home, you looked right across the street at the garage.

Mr. Benken referred to a different drawing in the PowerPoint presentation. He showed a small
portion of the Town Home Building that was directly across from the garage, but mostly that
commercial parking lot along Cameron Lane and Main Street. He stated that they would do a
pretty good job of screening for the residents, and he noted that there was also a buffer on the
north side of Cameron Lane. He believed that buffer could be planted with substantial plantings.

Mr. Benken stated that they could look into placing a dimmer system in the garage, so that in the
wee hours of the morning, they could bring the light level down.

Lighting: Mr. Doty stated that they had talked a little bit about the lighting for the Garage Plaza,
including the pole heights, the fixture and photometric plan — which have all be submitted to
Staff. Staff pointed out the fixture they would be using — the 3 LED Fixture.

Screening of Mechanicals: David Ross, Design Director, KZF Design, 800 Broadway,
Cincinnati, 45202 showed a plan on the presentation for members detailing views you would
see, as you were coming down Montgomery Road. It showed how much you would see of the
mechanical screens. He stated that on the top of the office buildings, you would rarely see the
screens at all. He explained that they were intentionally trying to push all of the mechanical
equipment more toward the garage, so it would be less visible on the public streets. He showed
different views and explained each one to the Commission.

He stated that they have purchased a product that has the look of horizontal boards (similar to
clapboard siding), with vertical trim pieces on corners. He noted that they could choose any color
they wanted — perhaps a neutral gray to blend with the buildings.

Mr. Dong asked if the screening also helped with noise. Mr. Doty stated that when they package
the rooftop units on the Block 1 Building, there will be a cooling tower on the two office
buildings. The newer technologies and the compressors are fairly quiet. Mr. Ross did note that
the units on Bock 1 were smaller than those on top of the office buildings. The smaller units
allowed each of the tenants to have more control. He also stated that the office buildings were
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higher, so he did not feel you would hear much from the office buildings. Mr. Doty stated that
they would be very sensitive to this fact, also, because there would be residents living underneath

them.

Window on Tower: Mr. Doty addressed Ms. Steinebrey’s question from the previous meeting
about the window on the tower looking awkward. He showed a tentative model with signage,
explaining that if there were signage at the top of the tower --that was why that window was set
lower on the building. Mr. Doty stated that they were keeping that placeholder right now as they
were trying to strategize on locations for potential signature elements. Ms. Steinebrey liked the
rendering, and felt it stood high enough that it would be noticeable from a distance, and it had a

nice feel to it.

Site Lines from Cooper Road: Mr. Dong wanted to discuss what the Cooper residents will see.
Mr. Benken showed a few renderings to the Commission. He stated that the long view was not
taller, from the perspective of a Cooper Road resident.. He stated that the grade actually dropped
away from the homes. He stated that with the combination of the vegetative buffer and the way
that the grade dropped off, the buildings were nestled down into a terrain of Block 1.

Mr. Ross stated that they were proposing a Juniper hedge row, or a Viburnum Juniper — either of
which could get 6 to 8 feet tall, depending on the variety. They would also line in some trees.
He stated that they would provide more detail on this, but wanted to show the direction the

development was heading.

Mr. Dong asked about the drawing, and asked what it meant: “optional” for the 6 foot tall board-
on-board screen fence. He did not understand why it was optional. Mr. Doty stated that they
would work with the immediate, adjacent neighbors to see if they wanted the fence or vegetation.
Mr. Doty stated that is why it is listed as optional because some people may want it; others may
not. He was willing to work with the residents to provide the best solution for their view,
depending on what they chose, based on the buffering code.

Mr. Dong was concerned with noise and light, and thought maybe the 6 foot fence might help
with both of those.

Ms. Roblero asked Mr. Doty to explain the height and length of the retaining wall. Mr. Doty
stated that this was covered in more detail in Casto’s part of this project, but he would address it.
Mr. Doty stated that as you entered the driveway, (the curb cut off of Cameron on the west side
of Building J), and approached the rear property, you would turn east and head downhill
underneath the parking for Building K. He noted that they share that property line with
Children’s United, and they must meet the grade there — the grade cannot be lowered.

Chairman Harbison asked if there were any more questions from the Commission. There were
none. Chairman Harbison asked if there were any questions/comments from guests or residents.
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Mark Stella, 7919 Cooper Road, Montgomery, OH 45242 voiced the same concerns he had at the
previous meeting. He asked if they could shield the mechanicals. He stated that he will also see
right into the parking lot and will see a lot of light. He was in favor of dimmers and would love
to have something that would shield his home from the night light, as he did not think they
would turn the lights off. He felt it would be like looking at a lit football field.

Mr. Doty stated that the far north side (the first 3 bays of the parking garage) from Cameron
Lane the parking stalls, the drive lane and there are another 8 parking stalls — are all one flat
surface. That will be the highest point of the garage. It starts sloping back down, as you go
traverse back towards Roosa, and then there is another flat surface that lines up with a second
story floor line of the Building 1F-H. He stated that is where the handi-cap parking will be — it is
a flat surface. As you travel back down, it is approximately 5-1/2 feet each slope / ramp.

Mr. Stella was not concerned with what was level and not level, his concern was the overall
height. When he looks out from his first floor, he sees right over it.

Chairman Harbison asked about the northern part that was flat, the highest point. He asked if the
light bulbs will be higher than Mr. Stella’s house, or the same height. Chairman Harbison did
not see any rendering that would show that. He asked, from Cooper Road, what is the sight line.

Mr. Doty stated that there were 3-LED lights on top of the parking garage. Mr. Doty stated that if
you followed the dotted line at 800, that lined up with the resident’s second story at 7893

Cooper. He was not sure if that was Mr. Stella’s home. Mr. Doty stated that once Building J
was built, you would have just peeks of it. If you were standing in the backyard, you are blocked
by the corner; your line-of-sight will be blocked by Building J. In between Building J and
Building K, there was only a 20-foot vantage point/pinch point that you would see through.

Mr. Stella stated that his house is 7919, not 7893. He stated that right now, even with the
construction site here, he can see right over that. He stated that he will see right through the 20-
foot vantage point perfectly, that is his line of sight — from his first floor. From his second floor,
he will look over the parking garage, and all of the mechanicals. Building J doesn’t block
anything for him. He also feels that Building J is too high. It looks right into his kitchen and
onto their kitchen table. Mr. Doty understood, and stated that with that there is a 30’ Duke
Energy easement, he was not even sure how he could buffer it — it must be open.

Mr. Roblero asked where the point was, that the utilities would be placed underground.

Mr. Doty showed the location to everyone on the widescreen — it was right in the green space on
the other side of the drive. There will be a new pole relocated there, and then it will transfer
underground. Ms. Roblero stated that in Phase 3, it will be very important to understand the
landscaping for that “pinch point”. She noted that this was Casto’s piece of the development,
and she asked the Development Team to take Mr. Stella’s concerns into consideration when they
get to this piece, moving forward. Mr. Stella did not see any good way to buffer, and was
disappointed.
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Lynn Gottschalk, 7933 Cooper Rd., 45242 asked how many light poles would be on top of
Garage 1 and how tall they would be. Mr. Doty deferred to the photometric drawing, stating that
the poles would be 18 feet high from the garage deck. He stated there were only 3 parking light
poles and 5 fixtures on Block 1 Garage. Ms. Gottschalk referred to Mr. Stella’s concern that he
could see the top of the garage, and then to have an 18’ light pole on top of that, she believed it
would be bright. She asked again if there was any way to screen that. Mr. Doty stated that they
may be able to place a shroud on some of the fixtures, if it became a major concern — he noted
that in other parts of Montgomery they have them. Ms. Roblero stated that there were shrouds
on very similar light poles at Bethesda North Hospital. She stated that they were custom, and
they helped immensely to keep the LED light from bleeding out.

Ms. Gottschalk also took issue with the screening, noting that in the winter, there would be no
vegetation of any type and no blocking anything, they will see everything. She stated that she
can see the construction site now, and they are full-on in the middle of summer. She stated that
when all of the leaves were gone, they will see everything. She did not know of a solution — she
welcomed the option of the shrouds for the lights. She stated that she owns apartments
downtown and they have a parking lot with light poles nearby. She indicated that the first thing
the tenants ask for is room darkening curtains because it was just so bright, and there is nothing
you can do.

Kerry Hull, 7893 Cooper Road, 45242 was concerned about the landscaping behind Building J.
She noted that it was stated earlier that it was heavily forested, but that was not true. She stated
that there is one line of trees left, and most of them were deciduous. There are Balsam Cypresses,
which may look like they are evergreen trees, but they do shed their needles. She stated that she
can see all the way to the 126 Ramp right now. So, the thought of only having a 6-foot buffer
between a privacy fence and some pretty flowering bushes will not cut it. This is a major
concern for her and her neighbors who could not join this evening.

Ms. Roblero pointed out that the landscaping plan for Phase 3 has not been finalized yet, but this
is good feedback, and they welcome all residents’ comments.

Ronald Goodman, 9121 Hoffman Farm Lane, 45242 thought this meeting was primarily
about the apartments. He asked about the size of each unit and the number of units. Ms. Roblero
stated that the apartments will be discussed on the next agenda item.

Mark Stella, 7919 Cooper Road, Montgomery, OH 45242 was very concerned about the trees that
were cut. One tree that was cut very heavily was his Elm tree. Prior to this, he had an arborist do
some work on the Elm because it is one of the very few Elm trees of that size, due to the Dutch
Elm disease. He understood that you were not supposed to cut it in the spring or the summer --
and it was cut in the summer (trimmed for the electric line by Duke). M. Stella asked what he

should do, if that tree dies.

Ms. Roblero suggested that he should contact Terry Willenbrink, the City Arborist, to come out
and look at the tree. Ms. Roblero will help them both to connect sometime this week.
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As there were no more questions or comments from guests and residents, Chairman Harbison
closed the meeting to the public for comment. He asked for discussion among the Commission.

Mr. Dong felt very supportive of this project, but still had concerns about the screening,
landscaping and parking. He was unsure how to approve one without the other, because they
were so integrated, given that the parking issue would be discussed with the apartments on the

next agenda item.

Chairman Harbison agreed that they were integrated, but stated that they had to keep the
commercial properties separate from the residential parking issues.

Mr. Dong asked about the parking, stating that the parking analysis did include residential.
He asked how you would consider the parking assessment separately, if the analysis included the
residential. He noted that the table showed all elements of the project.

Ms. Roblero stated that the apartments will have private parking, but they were relying on some
of the overflow to utilize the commercial parking garage. The parking will be provided mostly
by the private parking in the parking garages, or on-street parking on Cameron Lane; and the
overflow will go into the public parking garages. This is primarily the overnight timeframe,
when the offices are not in use. Mr. Dong stated that in the “Gateway Redevelopment Area
Parking Analysis Table”, dated March, it showed that the overflow for residential parking
needed on weekdays was 153 spaces for the residents, and 21 for the resident’s guests.

Ms. Roblero asked if the private parking and the on-street parking made up the 1.5, and then the
overflow was covered by the public garage, or was it 1.32, and then the .2 was covered by the
overflow in the garage. Mr. Doty confirmed the latter. He stated that the .18 was the shared
parking analysis part of it — that is the requirement they needed in the public parking garages for
the evening hours, when no office users are present, and the spaces were plentiful.

Ms. Roblero restated that 1.32 parking spaces was either reserved or on-street, and the .2 of the
overflow would be covered by the public parking garaged. Mr. Doty confirmed.

Mr. Dong asked if the residents should need more parking spaces for whatever reason, would it
be possible to have the employees of the commercial area park offsite, in the other areas.
He stated that there were a lot of employee parking spaces, especially for the hotel.

Mr. Doty showed a parking area on the wide screen to all, pointing out that the .18 spaces in the
green highlighted area, depicted the spaces. He stated, that out of 120 apartments, there were
only 21.6 parking spaces in the evening hours that they would need for the overflow in the public
garage. Mr. Doty stated that there would be 24 1-bedroom apartments. Most of those folks may
not even have car and some will probably only have one car. So, with that extra .5 parking
spaces for those 24 apartments that we have already accounted for, we think there is more than

enough parking.
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He stated that Casto will discuss this later. Mr. Doty stated that he provided this information in
his cover letter to Ms. Roblero, showing that this parking analysis works at the other facilities
that Casto currently manages and owns.

Ms. Steinebrey stated that this was an issue for the next agenda item tonight, under New
Business. She felt that we might lose our focus on this agenda item, by discussing the parking
spaces now. She believed that we could make a decision on this Final Development Plan and the
public garages now, but if we mixed it up with the apartment parking spaces, it would be very
confusing.

Mr. Dong stated that his point was that they were using the overflow to go into these public
garages from the apartments. If they needed a higher number of residential parking, we would
need to understand the overflow that they wanted to bring into Garages 1 and 2 --and if that
made sense, and if there was enough.

Mr. Dong asked if the Zoning Code required 2 parking spaces. He wondered if this would
require a variance.

Ms. Roblero stated that the Planning Commission and/or City Council has the authority to
approve a shared parking analysis for this development. This has been done before at the
Vintage Club (a Planned Development Unit), and at Twin Lakes (straight zoning) and several
other locations. It was approved at 1.5 spaces for the condominiums at the Vintage Club.
She explained that our code did not make a differentiation between multi-family and single-
family units. It just required 2 parking spaces per unit.

Mr. Stull agreed with Ms. Steinebrey about the decision and discussion for this application.
He stated that they were not discussing the idea of making this garage any bigger to
accommodate the apartments and the condos. He felt that this was simply about if the Garage
met the code, and if they approved the screening on the garage. He suggested that they should
deal with the apartments and condos and their parking spaces during the next agenda item.

Mr. Stull felt that they did a good job on the additional landscaping and he liked Chairman
Harbison’s suggestion of adding planters. There was more discussion about making a decision
about the parking spaces in the next application.

Mr. Doty stated that the .18 spaces were reserved for the resident’s units, in the evening hours,
when they come home from work, when the offices are vacated, and there is no one there. If you
look at the parking analysis, there is a 6 p.m. or 7 p.m. page that showed that there were over 160
parking stalls vacant. He felt there was much more than the surplus amount of the 21.6 spaces
that were calculated into the apartment code, to accommodate the 1.5 parking space total per
unit. Mr. Stull pointed out that the Commission still needs to agree to that, and we have not done

that yet.
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Ms. Roblero summarized that some of the Commission members would like to discuss the 1.5
parking space allotment in the next application, under New Business, this evening; and would
like to move forward with the vote for the garages. She asked if everyone was in agreement with
that.

Chairman Harbison agreed with this, noting that we should decide on the garages — the lighting,
the screening — and if it met the code.

Mr. Matre stated that there was an article in the paper recently pointing out that work-from-home
might become the “norm”; which questions if there will even be a need for office space. On the
radio, he had heard a piece stating that car sales dropped when the COVID pandemic began,
because you didn’t really need one when you were staying at home. Now, they feel that car sales
will increase, partly due to the fear that people will not use public transportation, Uber or Lyft.
He felt that we were trying to make predictions for the future, when we really don’t know what it

will be.

Ms. Roblero stated that these buildings and apartments would not be available for a couple of
years. She felt that making decisions based on COVID-19 which is a temporary situation would
not be prudent. She suggested that the Commission look at the pre-COVID trends of parking
and the industry market analysis conditions. She did not feel members should make a permanent
decision based on a temporary problem.

Ms. Steinebrey felt that the Development Team had listened to the earlier concerns of the
Commission, and was in favor of this application.

Mr. Stull had no additional comments.

Chairman Harbison thought that the Development Team did a great job of listening to the
residents, and did hard work on the commercial garages, as far as landscaping. He would like to
see some additional conditions put on:

* planters on the second level of the garage on the northeast corner wall, with final
approval by Staff and City Arborist;

* shrouds placed on the parking lot lights on the top level of Garage 1; and

* the installation of occupancy sensors that could shut off some of the lights with final
approval by Staff.

Myr. Matre made a motion to approve an application from Gateway Partners Montgomery,
LLC for Final Development Plan Approval for Phase 2 of the Montgomery Quarter, which
includes Block 1 and 2 Commercial-only Parking Garages, and Buildings 2A and 2B-C and
1F-H, with the conditions as stipulated in the Staff Report dated July 17, 2020, and the
Jollowing additional conditions:
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1. planters installed on the second level of the Block 1 Gdrage on the northeast corner
wall, with final approval by Staff and City Arborist

2. shrouds placed on the parking lot lights on the top level of Garage 1.

3. Investigate lighting options for the Block 1 Garage to either dim or reduce the
lighting in the overnight hours, with final approval by Staff.

Ms. Steinebrey seconded the motion.

The roll was called and showed the following vote:

AYE: Mr. Stull, Ms. Steinebrey, Mr. Matre, Mr. Dong, Chairman Harbison (5)
NAY: (0)
ABSENT: Mr. Hirotsu, Mr. Leibson )
ABSTAINED: 0)

This motion is approved.
At 9:35 p.m., Chairman Harbison called for a 5-minute break.
At 9:40 p.m., Chairman Harbison resumed the meeting back to order.

New Business
Application from Casto for Final Development Plan Approval for Phase 3 of the Montgomery

Quarter.

Staff Report
Ms. Roblero reviewed the Staff Report dated July 17, 2020, “Final Development Plan Approval

for Montgomery Quarter Phase 3 — Apartments”. She noted an error on page 11 of her Staff
Report in the 3™ paragraph; it should read: “Staff is in support of the Final Development Plan
approval for Buildings I, J, K and L, with the following conditions”.

Mr. Stull asked about the parking situation and did not see any conditions regarding that. Ms.
Roblero stated that he was correct, the Commission should discuss and add conditions should

they choose to.

Mr. Dong wanted to understand the building height situation, requiring that Building J needed to
be below 40 feet. He asked how Buildings K and L were defined. Ms. Roblero explained that
the code was specific to any buildings abutting residences in the Heritage District; and the
residences that Building K and L abut are not in the Heritage District.

Chairman Harbison asked if the Development Team would like to speak.
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Miguel Gonzalez, Senior Associate, Moody Nolan, Inc., 300 Spruce St #300, Columbus, OH
43215 reviewed their presentation on the widescreen, inviting comments and discussion from
the Commissioners and residents. He showed the site plan for Buildings I, J, K and L and the
green areas, parking, pool deck and access drives that serve these buildings. Mr. Gonzalez
showed an overview of all of the areas that they will provide landscape screening. He felt that
they have proposed sufficient screening to the dumpster enclosures, so that they are well hidden
from adjacent properties, as well as from Cameron Lane. He explained that the dumpsters were
fully encased in a vertical cedar plank-type of trash enclosure, in addition to the landscape
screening. He stated that they could also discuss the screening they were proposing for the south
property line, especially behind Building J. He asked Kevin Dicke to provide the details on all
of this.

Kevin Dicke, Landscape Architect, MKSK, 1818 Race Street, Cincinnati, OH 45202 stated
that there would be standard foundation planting, to establish character. From what he has heard
tonight, he understood that the focus was to be on the screening between the property and the
backyards of the homes on Cooper Road. He stated there was 8 between the retaining wall,
which ranged from being at grade to 7’ in height. He pointed out that 8 was a minimal space,
and that they had initially suggested a hedge row of viburnum and juniper, allowing for some
underlying height, and then coming up through that with a series of deciduous trees, to provide
an overhead canopy. He suggested a change to possibly oak trees --they would hold their leaves
longer through the year, after listening to the residents’ concerns about no screening in the
winter, due to the foliage being gone. He stated that they had initially considered evergreens,
however, due to the space limitation, it didn’t seem feasible. He explained that they had looked
at an Arborvitae, but felt it was a very utilitarian type of plant material. He noted that there
would also be a 6-foot board-on-board optional privacy fence. Where it opens up, Mr. Dicke
showed the location for larger evergreen trees — noting that there were some utilities and
easements that they needed to take into account, which may move these trees around a bit.

Behind Building K, they relied on the established canopy of the greenbelt. They proposed it to
look more like a lawn behind the building itself. The screening will pick up again, to the left of
the pool. Mr. Dicke stated that behind Building L, there will be more of a native planting,
emphasizing the greenbelt to the east property line. He stated that there were some ornamental
plantings and screening in-between Buildings J and K — between the pool and the parking lot.

Mr. Dong asked about the parking, specifically the headlights from the cars shining into the
resident’s homes on Cooper Road. He asked about screening for that. Mr. Dicke pointed out a
retaining wall, but stated that for the most part, they were relying on the established greenbelt to
provide that buffering.

Mr. Dong was aware of the greenbelt behind Buildings L and K, but he was concerned with the
homes in the Heritage District, and the driveway at Building J. He asked if there was screening
to ensure there were no headlights entering the backyards of those residents. Mr. Dicke stated

that there was limited space there; they have proposed a 5 to 6-foot high hedgerow, and also the
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6 foot fence to help address that. He also pointed out that there were utilities up in that corner, as
well, that they have to work with. He stated that they were open to suggestions and comments.

Mr. Dong wanted to give the comment / feedback for them to make sure that the headlights do
not enter into the resident’s backyards, from the driveway next to Building J.

Chairman Harbison asked about the width of the driveway behind Building J. He felt that it
looked pretty wide. He wondered if they narrowed the driveway, perhaps they could add more
screening. Mr. Gonzalez stated that part of the width was to allow the cars to be able to enter
and exit from the garages of Building J, because you would need a little extra width for turning
purposes. He stated that they will look into this, to see what might be possible.

Mr. Gonzalez stated that the throat of the driveway was about 22 feet wide, and the overage in
that width was to allow for some maneuverability for those entering and exiting the garage.
Perhaps there was some wiggle room. Chairman Harbison stated that the wider it gets, the more
tendency you will have for cars parking there and that was a concern.

Richard Arnold, Vice President, Land Development, MSP Design (McGill Smith Punshon),
3700 Park 42 Drive, Suite 190B, Sharonville, OH 45241 stated that you need to have two-way
traffic to get to the garage and Building K, but at the same time, you need to be able to make a
turn, in order to enter the garage in Building J. That is why the width is that size. They were
trying to achieve an average level of service so that you are not driving back and forth in order to

enter the garage.

Mr. Gonzalez showed more screens depicting the screening detail behind Building J, as it related
to the homes at 7893 and 7903 Cooper. For 7903, you can see there is bit of a grade drop in the
driveway, as it moves toward Building K. Mr. Dicke stated that they had also considered using a
larger evergreen, but in the small amount of room they have, it would potentially encroach the
neighboring properties. He noted that they were trying to work within the limited space they
had.

Mr. Gonzalez briefly reviewed the site plans for the town homes in Building I, and the roof
decks on Building J. He stated that they will lighten the colors on Building L and K. He stated
that they tried to make the entry ways to these units very inviting with canopies that can be a
painted wood material, and the use of highly detailed windows. The pool deck was at the back
of Building K. He showed many different views and site lines.

Brent Sobczak, President, Casto Communities, 250 Civic Center Drive, Ste 500, Columbus,
OH 43215 wanted to explain their thought process on parking. He stated that parking was the
number one driver for all of their projects. It is where they start when putting together capacity
studies and figuring out how many units the site can lay out. This is a little bit indicative of
location, but previous projects will show that people park at 1.5 spaces. He stated that they have
done projects at less than that, in more urban environments, but based on their history, they feel
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that this parking ratio needs to be 1.5 because it is the number one amenity for them. They
provide safe, secure, convenient parking.

Mr. Sobczak stated that they have a total of 116 units in total, in this project. There are 52 one-
bedroom, and the remainder (64) are two-bedrooms. Buildings I and J come with 2-car attached
garages. Buildings L and K are the podium buildings, so they have parking underneath the
buildings, and Building L has a surface lot behind the building, as well. He restated that, in their
opinion, 1.5 parking spaces per unit are what we would need here. Right now, they have 153
spaces to achieve that. Buildings K, L, I and J show about 20 spaces short. They feel that there
is more than enough on-street parking and overflow available in the public garages.

Mr. Sobczak stated that Buildings I and J will speak well to the empty nester market. In total,
there were 10 units, roughly 3,000 square feet/unit, with 2-car attached garages. They think that
the roof-top component adds a very unique amenity, and is very attractive to this market.

He believes that these will be unique in the Cincinnati market.

Back to the parking, Mr. Sobczak referred to a slide, showing past projects that have been
completed in the last 3-5 years, in either urban or suburban locations. He compared Bridge Park
in Dublin, Ohio, where they built a 420 unit project, completed in 2018, and they provided just
under 1.5 spaces, and the on-street public parking was included in their parking count.

He spoke of German Village in Columbus, Ohio, just outside of downtown, and they allotted 1.5
parking spaces. Another Cincinnati project at the Baldwin Piano Factory was a similar urban
product, also with 1.5 parking spaces per unit.

The parking ratio was based on demographics and the prospective residents. Buildings I and J
were considered an empty nester product, with a 2-car attached garage. Buildings L and K were
geared towards the young professional, or young couples. What Casto has seen from these 3 past
projects, was the resident base that they were drawing this proposed 1.5 parking ratio from.

Another Casto project that has just completed Phase 1, in New Albany, Ohio, was using a
parking ratio of 1.5. This is a heavy, young professional market, and the parking ratio works

very well there, as well.

Another comparison Mr. Sobczak spoke of, was a project just outside of downtown Columbus,
which counter-parks with commercial space. They have 30,000 square feet of commercial space
in this project. It is heavy, young professional — there are many car-sharing, and without cars.

Mr. Sobczak felt that their proposed parking ratio for Montgomery Quarter made sense, when
compared with the parking trends over the past several decades. The 21 spaces that fell into the
overflow category, they believed made sense from an economic standpoint, when you look at the
cost of those garages and the utilization of those garage.
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He showed all on the widescreen a National Apartment Association Parking Study that was
recently published, showing the parking trends over the last several decades, and the average
parking ratio for multi-family, which is consistent with what is being proposed.

Chairman Harbison asked if there were any questions from the Commission.

Ms. Steinebrey stated that in Building K, there were 36 parking spaces in the parking garage
beneath it. In Building L, it appeared that there were only 46 parking spaces in the parking
garage beneath it, for the 54 units; is that an overage of 24? She asked if they would have
designated parking for them in the residential surface lot that is behind Building L.

Mr. Sobczak stated that they would have reserved spaces in the surface lot behind Building L.
Ms. Steinebrey asked how they determined who got the parking spaces in the garage, versus the
surface lot spaces. Mr. Sobczak replied that was usually based on pricing. There will probably
be some specific units on the top floors, on the corner, that would come with a parking space in
the garage. Then it would be up to the residents to choose if they wanted a covered parking
space in the garage, which would come at a cost; or they could take parking in the surface lot.

He noted that in their experience, the covered spots were in high demand. Ms. Steinebrey asked
about the premium for a parking spot, and Mr. Sobczak stated they would probably be from $125

- $150 per month for parking.

Mr. Dong asked if the resident had one space, and they had a second car, would they be
permitted to park in the public Garages 1 and 2. Mr. Sobczak stated that, in theory, Garages 1
and 2 were public parking spaces, so they could just be like any other Montgomery resident, and
park in the public garage.

Mr. Dong asked if there was any control over the spaces; he wondered if they parked there, and
didn’t move their car, would that take space away from the office building’s parking spaces
during the day. Mr. Sobczak stated that the management of the garage would control their
monthly parking. He stated that Casto was not part of the office component; he deferred to

Mr. Doty for that piece. He believed that the management of the garage would probably tie the
garage leases to the office leases, to be sure there was sufficient parking for their office tenants.

Ms. Roblero stated that there have also been discussions about charging for the garage during the
day in order to ensure that other users doesn’t monopolize the office parking spaces; however
City Council wants to maintain free public parking during the evening, holidays and special
events.

Mr. Dong felt that would be hard to manage. Ms. Roblero stated that the management of the
garage comes under Brandicorp. Mr. Doty stated that the garage operator will address those
situations. They were also looking at the potential of implementing garage equipment controls —
which are the gate arms, so they can police the number of vehicles, and when they go in and out.
He stated that they are currently working through these processes.
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Mr. Dong asked about paying for parking during the day, for people wanting to go to restaurants
or to shop. Ms. Roblero stated that they could do validation. Mr. Doty stated that they were still
in discussion, working through the operation and maintenance; they were working through this
process now. Mr. Stull noted that this was the first they have heard that it would be paid parking
in the public garage; it didn’t sit well with him.

Ms. Roblero stated that Staff has been working with City Council on this issue for quite a while.
She pointed out that it is important to understand that some people will take advantage of free
public parking, if it is available. She stated that they have clarified with the Development Team
that nights, weekends, holidays and public events will have free parking. They have talked about
validation, and are still in the process of detailing this garage process.

Mr. Stull summarized that 1) we don’t have enough parking spaces beneath the apartments and
2) the parking spaces in the garage for the apartment tenants will be policed. Where will the
apartment owners move their cars to; he did not understand how the crossover parking could
work. Mr. Sobczak stated that this condition exists a lot in many different projects, with
crossover parking between residential and commercial.

Mr. Dong stated that this was not a standard in the City of Montgomery. Ms. Stull did not want
that to happen in Montgomery. Chairman Harbison was not in favor of this, either.

Chairman Harbison referred to page 1 of the letter from Moody Nolan dated July 6, 2020 from
Yanitza Brongers-Marrero. He read the second bullet on the page, noting that this letter did not
include enough information that would generate a finding for equivalency for higher quality. He
pointed out that Building J exceeds the code for height.

Chairman Harbison did not agree with the third bullet, noting that there was a negative impact to
those residents along Cooper Road — they are “the community”. He did not see any equivalency
provided by the applicant. Chairman Harbison stated that the Commission’s job was to protect

the residents.

Chairman Harbison was not in favor of the 1.5 parking ratio for the city of Montgomery. He did
not want to see residents have their cars towed, or have to run out late at night to move their car,
especially at the price point the applicant was asking for renting the apartments.

Regarding the equivalency, Mr. Gonzalez stated that they have tried to address the height
concerns and the visual impact of the height in several ways:
1) the stepback of the roof penthouse itself, from the main parapet of the building — which
was below the required height.
2) the tree line screening
3) minimize any impact through activity (noise from residents on the roof deck), by placing
the allocated rooftop area on the development side, rather than facing out towards Cooper

Road.
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Mr. Gonzalez noted that the penthouse elements did not run the entire width of the building,
which helped to minimize the impact of that elevation. Chairman Harbison felt that this was just
mitigating or lessening the impact; that did not provide an equivalency for higher quality.

Mr. Gonzalez pointed out, for higher quality, he could offer: the quality of the materials they
were proposing, the amenity that the roof deck provided for the residents in Buildings J and 1.
He stated that this would be a high quality development that people will want to enjoy and visit.
They have addressed the streetscapes, by making it a very walkable community.

Chairman Harbison still did not feel that was an equivalent for a higher quality than what could
be achieved through meeting the zoning requirements. He suggested they put the roof deck at
the required height. He stated that the roof top amenity only applied to those living there; what
about the current residents. Chairman Harbison also felt there would be adverse impact to those
people on Cooper Road.

Mr. Matre did not feel that people on the roof deck would create an adverse impact to the Cooper
Road residents because their deck area was confined to the other side of the roof, unseen, and
away from Cooper Road. Mr. Matre explained that he had worked on 2 condominiums in
downtown Cincinnati, that were commercial buildings that were converted -- and both have quite
expensive roof decks. He noted that Mount Adams has many. Mr. Matre felt it was an amenity
that added quality to the project. He agreed that there was a small bit of adverse effect, but there
were noise ordinances in place, if it got too loud. Mr. Matre did not feel that the adverse effect
to the residents in the Heritage District was that great.

Chairman Harbison pointed out the drawings of the proposed site lines, noting that the roof deck
was taller than their houses. The people would be up there, and even though the applicant will
attempt to lessen the noise by placing the relegated area further away, he was still concerned,
because noise travels.

Mr. Harbison explained that we have already raised the height limit significantly from the
original code, and now, the applicant is asking to raise it again. Mr. Gonzalez stated that
Building J was a very limited mass — it was only a 4-unit townhome; its impact, if any, will be
limited to a small area. He felt that some of the existing tree line between the properties would
also greatly help to minimize the visual impact. He noted that there were some evergreens back
there that will provide a buffer.

Chairman Harbison was still not convinced that the applicant had provided an equivalency for
higher quality. He explained that the applicant must show how increasing the height and
allowing this to take place was an equivalent for higher quality than if it wasn’t there.

Mr. Dong asked about the pool area, the open/close times, and if there was a limit to how many
people would be in that area. Mr. Sobczak stated that pool hours were 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.,
and it would be available to all apartment and townhouse residents, not just that building. He
stated that it was a very small deck, so he didn’t expect the capacity to be high. Mr. Dong asked
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if there would be management in place to maintain the numbers. Mr. Sobczak confirmed,
pointing out that the pool was more of a marketing tool than actual utilization. He stated that at
most of their communities, there are typically not more than 20 people there on the fourth of
July. Mr. Dong was concerned with the noise that may be attributed to the number of people.

Mr. Stull shared the concerns about the equivalency, and agreed with Chairman Harbison on
establishing an equivalency. He felt that the Commission already gave the “give and take” when
they changed the code. He was not in favor of the higher buildings, or granting an equivalency
at this time.

Chairman Harbison opened questions to guests and residents.

Mark Stella, 7919 Cooper Road, Montgomery, OH 45242 was very concerned with the height,
originally making exceptions, starting at 40 feet, and now all of sudden it was taller. He felt this
was very much centered around the development. While he was in favor of this new
development, he also felt that the Historic District right next door needed to be considered. He
stated that people on that roof will be looking down on him.

Mr. Stella stated that what they are calling a “driveway”, he would call a 3-lane highway because
it is 30-some feet wide, and in some places, close to 40 feet. He noted that people will be driving
in, and as they enter, their headlights will be shining directly into the neighborhood. He stated
that the development is providing a buffer of about 8.5°. He did not know how you shielded
headlights at night with 8.5” of buffer. Mr. Stella stated that the applicant referred to the
resident’s trees as a buffer, but Mr. Stella stated that the fact is, the developer has knocked down
a lot of their trees — they are gone. He stated that his yard has one tree; there are not acres of
land, he has %2 of an acre. He does not have 15 trees between him and this “driveway”. He felt
that this road was too wide, and there was not enough of a buffer, especially with cars driving in
and out all night long. It won’t be 2 or 3 cars, it could be 80 or 90 cars. This is not a driveway, it
isaroad. With a 30-foot wide road, he was not comfortable with 8 of buffer for them to put a
rhododendron and a viburnum.

Mr. Stella stated that his specific home has a power line adjacent to his property, and they need
30’ for that easement. He stated that he had no protection. And it is the same problem, as with
the parking garage — there is no shield for him from it.

Mr. Stella stated that the dumpster (for about 100 people), needed a new location, as it was about
15° from his yard. Mr. Stella was also concerned about the pool being closer to his home than it
was to half of the people in Building L with the accompanying noise and lights.

Mr. Stella believed there were many elements that needed to be worked on. He suggested much
better, and more landscaping, and more room for landscaping. He suggested a better plan on
how they will protect the Heritage District residents from the lights. He felt there should be
more than landscaping because there would be lots of cars there. He pointed out that the current
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plan held all benefits for the residents of the apartments and condominiums, and not for the
current residents. This did not feel neighborly to Mr. Stella.

Mr. Matre referred to an issue that came up many years ago, when they wanted to change the
side yards to allow for side entry garages in the Vintage Club. He recalled that, in order to have
a side entry garage, you needed 28 feet behind it in order to be able to pull in and out of the
garage safely. In his opinion, 28 feet was almost the minimum amount of pavement that was
needed in order to accommodate the garages.

Chairman Harbison asked if Ms. Roblero could research this for the Commission. Ms. Roblero
stated that there is a “turning” analysis that the developer can provide, to see if that driveway
width can be changed to make more room for landscaping.

Dr. Bradley Hull, 7893 Cooper Road, 45242 stated that lives in the Cameron-Feinthel
landmark building. He sees himself as a steward of this property. He agreed with Mr. Stella that
the driveway behind Building J is more like a road and will bring 120 vehicles going past his
house on a daily basis. This is not a good situation for the safety of his family. He was
concerned because the driveway was shown in another location on the General Development
Plan.

He felt that the City should be providing for the ongoing protection of Landmarks properties, but
felt that Building J will decrease the property value of his home. Two homes just sold in the last
week, sold at a significant loss due to this project. He indicated that the Zoning Code states this
building cannot exceed 40’ in height unless there is a practical difficulty. He did not feel a deck
was a practical difficulty. He challenged anyone to stand in his backyard, and there is no amount
of coverage to remove the presence of that building. Even if the building met the 40’
requirement, it would be taller than his house. He felt this was inappropriate as the previous
building at been 25° tall.

Mr. Hull stated that the Zoning Code called for a brick or stone wall for screening, not a board
on board 6’ fence. He felt that the plans for the planting were not enough and that the comment
that it is heavily forested is a lie.

Kerry Hull, 7893 Cooper Road, 45242 stated that she was supportive of a project, but was
concerned with the lack of screening and the height of the buildings.

Lynn Gottschalk, 7933 Cooper Rd., 45242 agreed with Mr. Stella, in that the dumpster was
located in a terrible location. She assumed that there would be a service that takes the residents’
trash to the dumpsters, instead of them schlepping to the dumpsters. She also felt the service that
will empty the dumpsters will be loud at odd hours of the day — 5:30 a.m. to 7 a.m., possibly
every morning. She stated that this entire concept of the location and noise of the dumpster was
very intrusive. She was concerned with the lighting and noise from the pool, and stated that it
would be loud. She works in Corporate Housing, and has much experience with many apartment
communities in Cincinnati. She pointed out that they will probably have their own community
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events and pool parties, especially if it is a young professional market. She did not believe
people would be out there tanning and quiet, especially on the weekends.

Ms. Gottschalk also took issue with the lighting and the height of the buildings. She felt that it
would be much more intrusive than everyone else believes.

She wanted to comment on the balconies and the roof top decks in Mt. Adams and downtown
Cincinnati — she did not feel that was an apple-to-apple comparison, it was apples and oranges.
There will be people looking out over on neighbors, and that doesn’t happen downtown — there
isn’t an historic district and people with children who need to get to bed at 8:00 p.m. at night, and
need quiet and peace of mind that they thought they were getting when they purchased their
home.

Robert Bass, 9760 Bunker Hill Lane, Tollgate Condominiums, Montgomery, OH 45242

asked about the parking spaces, and agreed with others that 1.5 would not work. He stated that
where he lived, many people have 2 cars, and those 2 cars may be in their spots for 2 or 3 days.
He did not feel that they should count on using overflow or excess spaces in the public garages.

He asked if the pool and deck was large enough for all of the residents that lived there. Mr.
Sobczak stated that it was; that Casto owned and managed almost 6,000 apartment units, and
they felt that it was appropriate for the market.

Mr. Bass did not agree with the 1.5 parking ratio.

Judy Kellerman, 9121 Hoffman Farm Lane, Montgomery, OH 45242 stated that she was
Ronald's Goodman’s daughter. They appreciated the Commission’s attention to the details
regarding the noise, garbage location, odor drift, light and excessive height of buildings that will
impact the residential areas. People bought their property for peace and quiet and peace of mind,
as well as the security. She was concerned with the noise, especially from the pool, as the units
were very close to their homes. She stated that there was a valley between Cooper and Hoffman
Farm, where it just echoes; having a pool there will make it echo through the valley and sound

even worse.

Chairman Harbison closed the meeting to public comment, and asked for Commissioner’s
comments.

Mr. Dong was not going to repeat his previous comments — they were all still concerns. He also
took issue with the driveway that was around Building J, especially for noise and light. He
would like to see an analysis on the amount of traffic expected in and out of that parking lot. He
was also concerned with the noise and the light from the swimming pool. He pointed out that the
builder has stated that not that many people use it, and he wondered, then why do we have it.

Mr. Dong was not in favor of more than 40 feet for the building height; he felt they made enough
adjustment when they changed it from the original requirement to 40 feet. He agreed with the
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others that there was a sufficient equivalent offered. He asked what would be for the betterment
of the people of Montgomery, not necessarily the development. He would like to see what they
have done to improve the environment for the residents of Montgomery.

Mr. Dong addressed the parking, and didn’t realize it would be paid parking. He believed this
would be very difficult for the retail and commercial. He did not believe there was paid parking
anywhere else in Montgomery and did not want it here. He felt that this was a sign that there
was not enough parking if we needed to have people pay for parking.

Ms. Steinebrey’s biggest concern was with the parking situation, not only there, but also in
thinking of the public parking lot that is now across from Montgomery Inn. She recalled a past
situation, where the school children parked in public parking, and then walked to class. She
understood that you would need some control over that parking lot. She has seen firsthand that
situation with the school parking; and she felt that could be a big negative.

Ms. Steinebrey agreed with Mr. Matre about the roof deck. She did not believe that a tenant who
was paying the price for a dwelling here, would be a teenager, or people who are partying
through the night. She believed it will add something to the City, to have that kind of
availability, for only 10 units. She was not concerned with that noise.

Ms. Steinebrey felt that the pool would bring some noise, but liked it as an amenity. She liked
the idea of keeping the pool. She was concerned with the lights, for the residents. nfortunately,
we live in a neighborhood, a city — and people need to go places and do things. She felt that the
landscaping needed to be fairly heavy.

Mr. Matre agreed with Ms. Steinebrey’s comments, and had already expressed his opinion about
the equivalency. He was conflicted with the parking, but he had to trust the developer on the
ratio of 1.5. He felt that the people who rented there, would know this up front and would have
to live with it — or not. As for the concerns with the neighbors, Mr. Matre did not know what we
could do, other than make it a nice beautiful greenspace, that would not affect somebody in some

adverse way.

Mr. Stull felt that we spent a great deal of time laying out a complete set of regulations for this
area. Now, we hear that it wasn’t good enough — and they want variations on height, parking,
setback and more. Regarding the parking, he felt we should comply with the regulations, and he
did not agree that there were enough spaces. The pool was very close to the property line; he
noted that he would not be happy if he owned one of those homes near it.

Regarding the building height, Mr. Stull reminded everyone that the Commission spent many
hours deliberating on the building along Montgomery Road, and now this is right in somebody’s
backyard. He was not in favor of this; he suggested the developer revise the plan so that it meets
the zoning requirements.
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Regarding the equivalency, Chairman Harbison stated that the job of the Planning Commission
for the City of Montgomery, was to protect the residents, especially those in the Heritage District
homes. He felt that this request for equivalency was not neighborly, and they did not
demonstrate anything that could be a finding to send to on to City Council.

Chairman Harbison stated that there was departure from the prior approval of the General
Development Plan, depicting the driveway behind Building J.

Regarding parking, Chairman Harbison stated that the Vintage Club was a Planned
Development, and there was less density there, so the negative impact was reduced. In this area,
we have already had retailers hire a public company to tow people because there was not enough
parking. When it comes to residential, Chairman Harbison noted that the City’s analysis has
planned for 2, per residential unit. He felt that we needed to maintain standards; and just because

others do it, doesn’t mean we want it here.

Chairman Harbison asked the Development Team if they wished to table this application or to
move forward with a motion. Mr. Sobczak stated that they would like to table this motion; they
will move forward with the feedback from this evening, and return to Planning Commission.

Chairman Harbison asked if the Development Team had enough information. Mr. Sobczak
confirmed.

Ms. Steinebrey made a motion to table the application from Casto for Final Development Plan
Approval for Phase 3 of the Montgomery Quarter.

Mpr. Dong seconded the motion.

The roll was called and showed the following vote:

AYE: Ms. Steinebrey, Mr. Matre, Mr. Dong, Mr. Stull, Chairman Harbison (5)
NAY: 0)
ABSENT: Mr. Hirotsu, Mr. Leibson 2)
ABSTAINED: 0)

This motion is tabled.

Staff Update
Ms. Roblero stated that this Wednesday, July 22, there will be a public hearing at 6:30 p.m.,

prior to the City Council meeting to discuss the DORA (Designated Outdoor Refreshment Area)
which is proposed to take place at the Market Place of Montgomery, and downtown in the Olde
Montgomery Gateway District.
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Ms. Roblero stated that the City has received preliminary communication from NAPA Kitchen
and Bar, for potential outdoor dining along Cooper Road, and possibly a few tables along
Montgomery Road. This would go before the Landmarks Commission for approval.

Ms. Roblero has a conditional-use permit agenda item for the PC’s August 3 meeting for an
esthetician at 10700 Montgomery Road — for a beauty school.

Staff stated that she, the Public Works Director, the Fire Chief and the City Engineer have a pre-
application meeting this Wednesday with Sycamore Schools and their architect. They have
recently passed a large levy for capital improvements, and they are looking to put an addition on
E.H. Greene Intermediate School, as well as a complete rebuild of the Junior High School.

Council Report
Mr. Margolis thanked the Commission for their attention and involvement regarding the

Montgomery Quarter project.

Mr. Margolis was excited about the DORA. He explained that the idea entailed taking a cup
from a participating restaurant and being able to walk around outside in that area with your
beverage. There would be specific hours and age requirements. Many of the restaurants were in
support of this project. He pointed out that this would not change the underlying legality of
drinking and driving or disorderly public displays. He stated that DORAs were already taking
place in Wyoming, Mason and Milford.

Mr. Dong noted that Loveland also has one near the Loveland Bike Trail, and it was very
successful. He was in support of a DORA for Montgomery.

Other
There was no other business to report.

Minutes
Mr. Dong moved to approve the minutes of July 6, 2020, as written.
Mr. Matre seconded the motion. The Commission unanimously approved the minutes.

Adjournment
Mr. Matre moved to adjourn. Mr. Dong seconded the motion.

The Commission unanimously approved. The meeting adjourned at 12:05 a.m.

Karen Bouldin, Clerk Michael Harbison, Chairman Date

/ksb
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CITY OF MONTGOMERY
LANDMARKS COMMISSION MEETING

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

August 12, 2020

PRESENT
GUESTS & RESIDENTS STAFF
Tracy Roblero, Assistant City
Jason Friedman Manager / Acting Community
Ohio CBD Guy Development Director
9520 Montgomery Rd., 45242 Karen Bouldin, Secretary
Craig Maraolis COMMISSION MEMB_ERS
\/i(:(EE}J,\/I(,jl)/cjgJ Larry Schwartz, Chairman
Montgomery City Council Jartm)e G"’r‘]rf'eld i
8270 Mellon Drive, 45242 Reborah Hutchiny
Brett Macht
Tim Rollins Steve Schmidlin
NAPA Kitchen & Bar
COMMISSION MEMBERS NOT PRESENT
9386 Montgomery Rd., 45242 David Clark
Mark Stella, Vice Chairman
CONSULTANTS PRESENT
John Grier, John Grier Architects
Beth Sullebarger, Sullebarger Assoc.

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

Roll Call
The roll was called and showed the following vote:

PRESENT: Ms. Garfield, Ms. Hutchins, Mr. Macht, Mr. Schmidlin, Chairman Schwartz  (7)
ABSENT: Mr. Clark, Mr. Stella (0)]

Guests and Residents
Chairman Schwartz asked if there were any guests or residents who wished to speak about items
that were not on the agenda. There were none.

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

New Business (1)
Application for Certificate of Approval for a sign package for Ohio CBD Guy at
9520 Montgomery Road.
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Staff Update
Ms. Roblero reviewed the Staff Report dated August 7, 2020, “Application for Certificate of

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

Chairman Schwartz asked about the actual size of the proposed sign. Ms. Roblero stated it was 60
inches x 60 inches. She felt that the rendering was close to being accurate in terms of proportion.

Ms. Hutchins asked if that was the exact location, or if was there some play. Ms. Roblero stated
that was the proposed location and deferred to the applicant for their flexibility in terms of location.

Jason Friedman, Ohio CBD Guy, 9520 Montgomery Rd., 45242 stated that he was the owner of
Ohio CBD Guy. He stated that he owned three retail locations in Covington, East Walnut Hills and
here in Montgomery. He explained they sell safe and natural products, pointing out that they do not
sell marijuana products at his stores.

He referred to Ms. Hutchins’ question of sign location and asked if the Commission had a
preference. Mr. Schmidlin suggested that it be equidistant from the top of the building to the
bottom. He felt it looked slightly off, with the window being adjacent to it.

Mr. Friedman stated that originally, he had placed the sign lower. He agreed that it might look
better if it was placed a little lower with the bottom of the circle just slightly above where the
window was. Mr. Schmidlin agreed, but also pointed out that if a car was parked there, it might
block the sign. Mr. Schmidlin then suggested that they move it up slightly and center on the head of
the window. Mr. Friedman preferred the lower position, even though a car may potentially obstruct
it. He pointed out that his logo was on the awning, which offered more visibility.

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

John Grier read into the record his report, dated August 11, 2020. Mr. Grier asked if there was a
visible address. Mr. Friedman stated that the address was listed on the window of the door.

Mr. Grier felt it would be a reasonable look to move the sign down, aligned with the window or as
Mr. Schmidlin suggested above the window. He felt the sign was overpowering and too large and
would like to see the sign be a little smaller. Mr. Grier noted that the window was approximately 5
feet high. Chairman Schwartz suggested that the sign be slightly smaller, and the top and bottom of
the sign match the height of the window. Mr. Grier agreed.

Ms. Hutchins presented a sketch showing the circular part of the sign complementing the basic
rectangularity of the building. She noted that this was just her idea and certainly a mandate of any
kind. She noted that you might then have to have the sign located above the window. Mr.
Freidman liked the concept and thought it looked fantastic.

He explained his original intent for the sign, stating that there were limited options as far as signage
given the proximity to the sidewalk and other structures. He was trying to be as compact as
possible, yet still grab people’s attention with the logo. His only hesitation would be that he would
have to go back to the drawing board to redesign the logo.
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He stated that, if the Commission would approve moving the sign a little lower - to the window
level - this would be his preference, so that they could get the sign up soon. He stated that he could
then revisit in the future to see if there was another opportunity for signage.

Mr. Grier stated that you could make the sign smaller, and center the circle on the square window,
and then have the rectangular sign to the left of that.

Mr. Macht liked the circle design. He suggested that the proposed sign be lined up with the head
and sill of the window and centered between the shutters and the end of the building. He would like
to see the sign be as close as possible to the same height as the window. Mr. Grier agreed with that
thought, if the sign was the same size as the glass.

Mr. Friedman asked Staff to show on the computer screen a photo of the large windows on his East
Walnut Hills Store, noting that they have this exact signage on the window. This was also the same
as the Covington store. He noted that they were trying to be as consistent as possible.

Ms. Garfield agreed that the sign would look nice centered with the window. She had no issue with
the circle. She also liked Ms. Hutchins’ idea. She felt if the sign came down a tad and was centered
it would look more symmetrical on the building.

Chairman Schwartz stated that he heard a consensus that for the vertical positioning, the center of
the circle should align with the center of the window. What about the question of height — should
the height of the sign match the height of the window.

Mr. Macht felt that the sign should just be centered on the window, for the vertical positioning.
Ms. Garfield and Mr. Schmidlin agreed.

Ms. Sullebarger agreed with centering the logo on the window vertically. She agreed that the
proposed size was overwhelming. She thought it would look more balanced if the sign were the
same height as the window. As to the depth of the sign, she did not feel that the shallow depth was
an issue because historically, many signs were painted right on the buildings and had no depth. She
did not think a thicker sign was necessary.

Chairman Schwartz agreed with Ms. Sullebarger that the size was overwhelming for the building,
and if it matched the height of the adjacent window, it would not look overwhelming. He stated
that the guidelines do say that “the sign shall respect the overall architectural composition of the
building and its scale, while not overwhelming the facade”.

Chairman Schwartz asked if the applicant would have an issue with making it match the height of
the adjacent window. Mr. Friedman stated that he liked the Commission’s comments, clarifying
that the logo be moved down to align aesthetically with the window. As far as the sign size, his
preference would be to keep the size of the proposed sign; but if the Commission wanted it to be
smaller, he will respect that.

Mr. Macht talked about the other sides of the building. He noted that the window head was the
same height as the main entrance door. He asked if there were additional windows, on the other
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sides of the building, at that same height. Mr. Friedman stated not that it was just all a brick wall.
He was thinking of a future meeting to discuss a mural idea that he had for that brick wall.

After seeing a different view of the building on the wide screen, the Commission was able to
comment more. Ms. Garfield agreed with Mr. Macht, about it matching the header on the door, and
she was fine if there was a consistent line all the way across the building. She felt that the sign
would stand out more if it were 6 inches above and 6 inches below the adjacent window. Mr. Grier
and Mr. Schmidlin agreed.

Mr. Grier asked if the applicant was open to removing the shutters. He stated that it was not a
colonial building, and the shutters did not cover the window. He felt it would improve the look of
the building if the shutters were removed. Chairman Schwartz agreed that the shutters did not
enhance the look of the building. Mr. Friedman was not in favor of removing the shutters because
he was not sure what was behind them. He was concerned that it might leave a residue, or he might
encounter another problem. He pointed out a spot the top of the building, where you could see a
white residue on the building. He thought, perhaps there had been a sign there and it did not look
good at all.

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

Mr. Grier stated that the shutters were meant to imitate the fact that they could be fully closed to
cover the windows. These shutters were little decorative plastic pieces that really did not add to the
building. If something does not add to or complement a building, then it is best to remove it. This
style of a building did not require or was not complemented by the shutters. Ms. Sullebarger
completely agreed. She was not in favor of vinyl shutters, noting that they were used on double-
hung or casement windows, but not on store fronts. They were also not in proportion to the window
openings. Shutters were applied to add interest or color to a facade. She agreed with the idea of
painting the building, she thought it would look great. Mr. Friedman stated that he would
investigate removing the shutters.

Mr. Schmidlin did not feel there would be residue behind it. He felt that you could just wash it and
it would look fine. Mr. Friedman agreed to remove the shutters. He stated that they had talked
about painting the building white. Mr. Grier thought that would look very good.

Mr. Friedman asked for initial thoughts /opinions about a mural that would be painted on the other
side of the building. Ms. Sullebarger did not think there was any guidance in the zoning
requirements. She stated that art was different than a sign.

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

We have considered trademark images as identification signage, but in terms of true artwork, there
were no regulations. She did not believe that Landmarks had ever had a request for a mural in the
Heritage District.

Mr. Friedman stated it would be true art versus anything to do with his business logo. He stated that
he would advise the Commission before he entertained that idea.

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

Ms. Garfield moved to approve the application submitted by Pamela Quinn of Ohio CBD Guy, for
a new wall sign and awning at 9520 Montgomery Road, based upon the information dated
July 3, 2020.

This approval is based upon the findings that the application substantially conforms to
Section 151.1405 “Design Review Criteria” items:
(d) Design Review Criterion #4 MATERIALS:
Ensure the use of construction materials appropriate to the District, the era and the
architecture of the building.
(e) Design Review Criterion #5 COLORS: Use paint colors appropriate to the District.
(9) Design Review Criterion #7 SIGNS: Use sign design appropriate to the District.
of the current Montgomery Zoning Code.

As detailed in the Staff Report to Landmarks Commission dated August 7, 2020 and the
“Consultant Report” to Landmarks Commission dated August 12, 2020 by John R. Grier, the
Landmarks Consultant.

This approval is contingent upon the following modifications:

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

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

3) Shutters to be removed.

Mr. Schmidt seconded the motion.

The roll was called and showed the following vote:

AYE: Ms. Hutchins, Mr. Macht, Mr. Schmidlin, Ms. Garfield, Chairman Schwartz (5)
NAY: (0)
ABSENT: Mr. Clark, Mr. Stella (2
ABSTAINED: (0)

This motion is approved.

New Business (2)
Application for Certificate of Approval for outdoor dining for NAPA Kitchen and Bar at
9386 Montgomery Road.

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

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

Chairman Schwartz asked for clarification on if there would be tables on Cooper and Montgomery
Roads or just on Cooper Road.
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Tim Rollins, NAPA Kitchen & Bar, 9386 Montgomery Rd., 45242 stated that they would like to
try the outside seating along Cooper Road first and see how it worked. He felt that Cooper Road
would be more conducive to outdoor dining, with less traffic than Montgomery Road. It also
provided a flatter surface.

Ms. Hutchins asked if they would be including the tables of 6 that were on either side of the entry.
Mr. Rollins stated that they decided to put a round 4-top there on Cooper Road only. In addition,
there would be 7 tables along Cooper Road for a total of 28 seats. He did not have plans for adding
the tables on the Montgomery side.

Mr. Schmidlin liked the plan better without any tables on Montgomery Road because it would not
obstruct foot traffic. He suggested that they also had the potential to bring the tables around on
Main Street. Mr. Rollins felt it was too far to get the food to that area in the time necessary.

John Grier stated that he met Chris Galinari, General Manager when he visited the site. Mr. Grier
read into the record his report dated August 12, 2020. He stated that the 9° umbrellas would project
because you have about 9’ from the building to the center line of the trees. Mr. Rollins stated that
they were now going to use a 7.5’ umbrella instead of the 9 foot. The 4-top tables were 60” wide,
so part of the umbrella would extend into the 42” walk aisle, but it was less than if it would have
been for a 9’ umbrella. Mr. Grier felt that you would still have to walk underneath the umbrellas.
Mr. Rollins confirmed, noting that the bottom edge of the umbrella was about 7’ in height.

Ms. Hutchins stated that for the 9* umbrella, the specification stated that it was 8.5” in height,
probably at the point of the canopy. Mr. Grier was in favor of the 7.5’ umbrella.

Chairman Schwartz asked for Ms. Sullebarger’s comments. She stated that all the elements were
appropriate to the District and very tasteful. She felt it would be an asset to the District and to the
business.

Mr. Schmidlin was in favor of this application.

Ms. Hutchins was also in favor of the application. She had wondered about the social distancing
between the tables, but felt it was already addressed by Mr. Grier.

Ms. Garfield asked if the base of the umbrella was loaded with water or sand to keep it from
tipping. Mr. Rollins stated it was heavy, it was an 80 pound, 2-foot flat square base; he felt they
were very substantial. Ms. Garfield asked if the weight of the table and chairs were also heavy
enough so that a good strong wind would not carry them away. Mr. Rollins stated that they were.
He also indicated that there are perforations in the backs of the chairs and in the mesh tabletops,
which eliminated pooling water.

Mr. Macht thought it all looked great. He wanted to triple-check that when the umbrella was open,
it was over 6” 8” inches off the finished sidewalk. If it were lower than that, it could potentially be
a head-room clearance for anyone visually impaired. He stated that the ADA guidelines say that it
must be 80” high, so that anyone with a cane doesn’t risk bumping their head. Mr. Rollins will
check it.
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Chairman Schwartz felt this was well thought-out, well designed, and would be a great addition to
the Heritage District.

Ms. Garfield felt this was a great opportunity for the applicant and she felt that it would encourage
people who were not currently interested in dining in enclosed spaces due to the COVID pandemic.
Mr. Rollins stated that they have already put it on social media and have gotten good response.

Chairman Schwartz asked if there were any guests or residents who wished to speak. There were
none.

Mr. Macht moved to approve the application submitted by Tim Rollins for Certificate of Approval
for outdoor dining for NAPA Kitchen and Bar at 9386 Montgomery Road, based upon the
information dated July 27, 2020, provided by the applicant.

This approval is based upon the findings that the application substantially conforms to
Section 151.1405 “Design Review Criteria” items:

(f) Design Review Criterion #6 LANDSCAPE:
Use landscape elements and street furniture appropriate to the District.
of the current Montgomery Zoning Code.

As detailed in the Staff Report to Landmarks Commission dated August 7, 2020 and the
“Consultant Report” to Landmarks Commission dated August 12, 2020 by John R. Grier, the
Landmarks Consultant.

This approval is contingent upon the following modification:
1) Umbrellas shall have 7.5’ canopies.

This approval is further contingent upon the following being submitted to, and approved by this
Commission prior installation:

1) Final table layout plans to be approved by Staff.
Ms. Hutchins seconded the motion.

The roll was called and showed the following vote:

AYE: Ms. Garfield, Mr. Schmidlin, Ms. Hutchins, Mr. Macht, Chairman Schwartz (5)
NAY: (0)
ABSENT: Mr. Clark, Mr. Stella (2)
ABSTAINED: (0)

This motion is approved.
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Staff Report
Ms. Roblero reported that the Planning Commission (PC) has approved the Final Development Plan

for Phase 11 of the Montgomery Quarter, primarily the commercial buildings that the Landmarks
Commission had reviewed for Block 1 and 2.

She stated that an application for the apartments went before the PC for Final Development
Approval, however it was tabled. The Development Team was working on responses to the
comments received from Planning Commission and adjacent property owners about building height,
screening, and overall landscaping. She stated that the rooftop deck and the height of Building J
caused significant concern. The development team was planning to meet with the adjacent
homeowners along Cooper Road to understand their concerns. The building height issue may or
may not result in changes in the architecture that would require the application to come back to the
Landmarks Commission.

City Council approved the DORA (Designated Outdoor Refreshment Area) in downtown as well as
in the MarketPlace. The City has sent the application to the State to consideration. Staff is also
working on designs for signage, window clings and cups. There has been significant interest from
eligible businesses to participate.

Staff stated that they met with Community Improvement Corporation (CIC) last week to discuss the
Historic Preservation matching grant for the Clarity House Bakery and Tea Room (Jonathan Crain
House Landmark) at 9441 Main Street, Montgomery, OH 45242. The CIC approved a matching
grant of $15,000.

Mr. Schmidlin asked about the status of the bridge and the roadwork for Montgomery Quarter.
Staff stated that the bridge was taken down and construction was going well. Phase Il was
projected to last about 5-6 months and was a bit ahead of schedule. The roundabout was anticipated
to be completed by spring of next year.

Chairman Schwartz asked about the logo selections. Staff stated that they met the Government
Affairs Committee of Council on Monday to discuss the logo selections and they have approved
what the Commission has seen. She stated that there was a conversation about Chairman
Schwartz’s logo suggestion, however, the Committee decided not to move in that direction because
they felt that it competed with the City’s logo and wanted they wanted the Board and Commission
logos to be a subset of the City’s logo.

Council Report

Vice Mayor Margolis stated that the Landmarks Commission was doing a great job. He appreciated
how they maintained the interest of the small business community, and yet their decisions were
long-term.

Vice Mayor Margolis stated that he was pleased that Council approved the DORA and reiterated
that Council has received tremendous feedback. Mr. Schmidlin asked when DORA will go into
effect. Mr. Margolis stated that they were going through a process in Columbus, and as soon as it
was approved there, it will be implemented — perhaps in September or November.
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He wanted to mention some of the issues that PC was going through with the Montgomery Quarter.
Their challenge was how to maintain that balance of meeting the needs of the homeowners on
Cooper Road, as well as those of the new project. They needed to consider keeping the property
values of those historic homes and maintain the economic value of the new apartments that were
going up. He noted that this was a tough challenge.

Old Business
There was no old business to report.

Other
There was no other business to discuss.

Minutes
Ms. Hutchins moved to approve the minutes of July 8, 2020, as amended.
Mr. Macht seconded the motion. The Commission unanimously approved the minutes.

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

The meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m.

Karen Bouldin, Clerk Larry Schwartz, Chairman Date
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