
 
 
 

Agenda 
March 9, 2022 

7:00 P.M.  
 
 

1. Call to Order 
 
2. Election of Officers 
 
3. Roll Call 
 
4. Guests and Residents 
 
5. Old Business 
 
6. New Business 
 

a. Application for Certificate of Approval: Permanent Signage for 
Rapid Title located at the Crain-Conklin House 9463 Montgomery 
Road  

 
7. Staff Report 
 
8. Council Report 
 
9. Approval of Minutes – December 8th, 2021 
 
10. Other 
 
11. Adjournment 
 

 

 



                       

   

City of Montgomery 
10101 Montgomery Road, Montgomery, Ohio 45242 • montgomeryohio.org • 513-891-2424 

 
Landmarks Commission 

 
Application for Certificate of Approval 

Permanent Signage for Rapid Title 
Crain-Conklin House 

9463 Montgomery Road 
 

March 9, 2022 

APPLICANT:   Rapid Title 
    9463 Montgomery Road 
    Montgomery, Ohio 45242 
 

PROPERTY OWNER: Galerie Four LLC 
    9467 Montgomery Road 
    Montgomery, Ohio 45242 
    

Nature of Request:   

Applicant is requesting approval of a new wall sign on the east building elevation.   

Zoning: 

The building located at 9463 Montgomery Road is a Landmark building, the Crain 
Conklin House, and zoned ‘OM’ Core Old Montgomery.  The property is located within 
the Heritage District and the design of the permanent signage is guided by the 
Heritage District Design Guidelines.  Per Section 151.3008 each business is permitted 
up to 1.5 square feet of signage per linear foot of frontage with a cap at 60 square feet 
and each business is entitled to three signs.      

Staff Findings: 

1. The applicant is proposing an 8.5 square foot sign to be mounted on the east 
elevation of the building.   
 

2. The sign is proposed to be an aluminum sign with grey and red flat cut lettering.   
 

3. The sign is proposed to be non-illuminated.   
 



City of Montgomery • 10101 Montgomery Road, Montgomery, Ohio 45242 • (513) 891-2424 

4. The sign has no more than three lines of letters and is in compliance with 
Chapter 151.14. The corporate logo is being utilized with the appropriateness to 
be determined by the Commission in accordance with 151.1405(G)(4).   
 

5. The proposed square footage of the sign is in compliance with Chapter 151.30.  
 

6. The location of the wall sign is in compliance with the regulations of the Zoning 
Code. 

Staff Comments: 

The design of the sign is simple and appropriate for the building.  The colors and 
materials are in compliance with the regulations and the proposed square footage of 
the signs is in compliance with Chapter 151.30 and Chapter 151.14 of the Zoning Code.  
Should the Landmarks Commission be in support of the application, Staff would 
recommend a condition that the paint be a satin or matte finish.   





















60"

26"
SPECIFICATIONS

• QTY: 1 Dimentional Wall Sign
• 1/4in Flat Cut Aluminum Logo & Letters Painted Grey
• 1/4in Flat Cut Aluminum Letters Painted Red (RAPID)
• Overall size: 26" x 60"= 10.8 SQFT
• Oval SQFT: 8.5
• 1/8in White Aluminum Backer w/ Black Boarder
• Stud Mounted

3/8”

1090 West Eads Parkway | Lawrenceburg, IN 47025
Phone 812.537.5516 | Fax 812.537.5518

www.signarama-lawrenceburg.com

3” X 1/4” Aluminum Studs
              w/ Adhesive 

Date: 3/1/2022
Drawn by: CM 32758_1.4
Order #: 32758

Rapid Title
9463 Montgomery Rd
Cincinnati,  OH 45242

SIDE

VIEW

7”

7”
40”

16’

Wall Material
-Brick

13’

MP24846 Rally Red

MP11464 Cosmopolitan Grey

* Shadow E�ect will be Caused by the letters
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CITY OF MONTGOMERY 1 
LANDMARKS COMMISSION MEETING 2 

City Hall, 10101 Montgomery Road, Montgomery, OH  45242 3 
 4 

December 8, 2021 5 
 6 

PRESENT 
 

                                      GUESTS & RESIDENTS                                                                                          STAFF 
 

Lee Ann Bissmeyer 
Vice Mayor 
Montgomery City Council 

Kelly Kolar 
President & Founder 
Kolar Design 
807 Broadway, 5th Floor 
Cincinnati, OH  45202 

 Tracy Henao, Assistant City Manager 
 
Kevin Chesar 
Community Development Director 
 
Karen Bouldin, Secretary 
 
ALL COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Larry Schwartz, Chairman 
Brett Macht 
Steve Schmidlin 
Kevin Smith 
Mark Stella, Vice Chairman 
 
COMMISSION MEMBERS NOT PRESENT 
Bob Bammann 
Jane Garfield 
 
CONSULTANTS PRESENT 
John Grier, John Grier Architects 
Beth Sullebarger, Sullebarger Assoc. 

   
Blake Kishler 
Senior Designer 
Kolar Design 
807 Broadway, 5th Floor 
Cincinnati, OH  45202 
 

  

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

 7 
Call to Order 8 
Vice Chairman Stella called the meeting to order at 7:02pm, as Chairman Schwartz was running 9 
late. 10 
 11 
Roll Call 12 
 13 
The roll was called and showed the following response: 14 
 15 

PRESENT:   Mr. Schmidlin, Mr. Smith, Mr. Stella, Mr. Macht    (4) 16 
  ABSENT:  Ms. Garfield, Mr. Bammann, Larry Schwartz     (3) 17 
 18 
All in attendance introduced themselves. 19 
 20 
It was decided to rearrange tonight’s agenda, until Chairman Schwartz arrived. 21 
 22 
Staff Report 23 
Ms. Henao stated that she has been working with an applicant who lives at 7960 Remington Road 24 
who is looking to tear down an existing single-family and replace it with a new single-family 25 
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attached unit.  It is in the Heritage District, so this application will come before the Landmarks 26 
Commission for design review, at some point.  The application is scheduled to go before Planning 27 
Commission on December 20, 2021.  This application will require one side-yard variance, as there 28 
is a small triangular piece of the structure that does not meet the setback.  This application will go 29 
before BZA first, then Landmarks. 30 
 31 
“Build Cincinnati” will be moving into a new building at 7777 Ted Gregory Lane.  Wentz Design 32 
will stay in the building; Evolo Kitchen and Bath Design is moving and Stir may be closing.  Build 33 
Cincinnati is interested in painting a mural on one of the blank walls on the building.  Staff has held 34 
some preliminary discussions with them, but it would come before the Commission for comment, if 35 
it moves forward.   36 
 37 
Ms. Henao stated that we did receive approval from the Planning, Zoning and Landmarks 38 
Committee for the Historic Preservation Matching Grant for a two-year period.  This will move 39 
forward to the Community Improvement Corporation (CIC) next week, for consideration.  The 40 
request from Montgomery Inn (from the November 2021 Landmarks Meeting) will also be on the 41 
CIC agenda next week. 42 
 43 
Minutes 44 
Mr. Schmidlin moved to approve the Landmarks Commission minutes of November 10, 2021, as 45 
amended.  Mr. Smith seconded the motion.  The Commission unanimously approved the minutes.   46 
 47 
Larry Schwartz joined the meeting at 7:20 p.m. and took his seat as Chairman.   48 
 49 
Guests and Residents 50 
Chairman Schwartz asked if there were any guests or residents who wished to speak about items 51 
that were not on the agenda. There were none. 52 
 53 
Chairman Schwartz reviewed the process for this evening’s meeting, stating that after Ms. Henao 54 
reviews the Staff Report, the Commission will ask any questions of Staff.  Then the applicant will 55 
speak, and again Commissioners will ask questions of the applicant.  After that, we will open the 56 
floor to all guests and residents who wish to speak.  After the guests and residents have spoken, the 57 
meeting will be closed to the public, and the remaining time will be spent on discussion between the 58 
Commission, the consultants, and the applicant.  There will be no more comments or questions 59 
taken from the public.  Then, finally, the Landmarks Commission will decide to table, approve, or 60 
deny the application.  He asked if there were any comments or questions from anyone about this 61 
process.  There were none.   62 
 63 
New Business 64 
There was no new business to discuss. 65 
 66 
Old Business  67 
Discussion of text amendments to Chapter 151.30 Sign Code and 151.15 Old Montgomery 68 
Gateway District Regulations.  69 
 70 
 71 
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Staff Update 72 
Ms. Henao gave a summary of the discussion held at the Landmarks Commission November 10, 73 
2021 meeting.  She stated that much of the information requested by Landmarks at the November 74 
2021 meeting, regarding illumination, will be presented by Kolar this evening. 75 
 76 
Chairman Schwartz also wanted to continue discussions from the November 2021 meeting on 77 
whether we have different sign regulations for 3-story buildings than those for 2-story buildings.  78 
He was interested to see what Kolar has proposed. 79 
 80 
Kelly Kolar, President & Founder, Kolar Design, 807 Broadway, 5th Floor, Cincinnati, OH  81 
45202 began by showing her presentation on the wide screen to all in attendance. She noted that the 82 
size of signage was determined and agreed upon at last month’s meeting and that the size increases 83 
were in proportion to the buildings.   84 
 85 
Regarding the lighting, she showed signage depicting what was currently allowed by the Code – 86 
examples of a day-lit sign, gooseneck lighting, and external illumination.  With external 87 
illumination, the entire square footage is lit, not just the lettering, but also the area around the sign 88 
itself.  There are no real limits to the illumination or the amount of illumination.   89 
   90 
She then showed an example of a back-lit or halo-lit signs.  Chairman Schwartz asked why you 91 
would choose side illumination versus halo illumination.  Ms. Kolar stated that it was a style, 92 
mostly part of the brand.  There was not really any benefit to it being brighter, it was a “look” – 93 
purely aesthetic.  Mr. Kishler felt that it made it look a bit “crisper”.  He cited Stone Creek 94 
restaurant as an example of lighting on the side of their letters.  Ms. Kolar stated that it gave a little 95 
bit more of a “punch” to each letter.   96 
 97 
Mr. Grier noted that signs illuminated from above from lights physically on the building is what 98 
was done historically to illuminate signs.  Halo lighting was something that has just recently been 99 
introduced to signage on buildings.   100 
 101 
Chairman Schwartz recalled the example of a type of signage lighting we do not want to see, and 102 
noted Christ Hospital, as an example.  He asked what type of lighting they had.  Ms. Henao 103 
explained that their entire icon was illuminated, but the letters were individually lit.  Chairman 104 
Schwartz felt that was a slippery slope, in terms of other companies doing the same thing.   105 
Ms. Henao stated that this is currently permitted by Code, in all business districts except for the 106 
Heritage District and the Old Montgomery Gateway District, including the Vintage Club.  It is 107 
permitted to have internal illumination on letters and logos; but you cannot illuminate the entire 108 
background of a sign.  She spoke of GE Credit Union, as an example of the logo being lit, and then 109 
the individual letters were lit.  Mr. Grier pointed out that if your sign was on a box panel sign, then 110 
the background would have to be opaque. 111 
 112 
Chairman Schwartz was concerned with the brightness of the lights. 113 
 114 
Blake Kishler, Senior Designer, Kolar Design, 807 Broadway, 5th Floor, Cincinnati, OH  45202 115 
stated that there can be limitations on the number of lumens or the brightness of the light.   116 
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He stated that if you strike the right balance on a sign, it is not overwhelming to look at, but it is 117 
legible; it maximizes legibility. 118 
 119 
Mr. Stella had concerns that some businesses that would want lighted signage to easily see, if you 120 
were driving on the street versus walking by, but he did not want them to be too bright.   121 
 122 
Ms. Henao understood and pointed out brightness levels were not currently regulated, but if the 123 
Commission felt that the lumens, or the level, was very important, it could be regulated in the code.   124 
Mr. Stella stated that he would want to be able to see the sign but did not want to see it from a mile 125 
away.  Mr. Kishler stated that if it was too bright, you wouldn’t see it very well (not legible).   126 
 127 
Chairman Schwartz felt that it you had an overall limit, then very large signs might be too dim 128 
because they would have to spread it among all that footage, but, if you allow lumens per letter, 129 
then if you have signs with lots of letters and logo space, they would be way too bright.  He was not 130 
sure this could be balanced.  Mr. Kishler stated that you would still have the same square footage, 131 
whether it was 20 letters or 5.  He noted that the “face” square footage of the letter would still fit 132 
within the maximum.  He also felt the LED quantity would be relatively the same.  It would not be 133 
like 5 LEDs per letter.  He felt that we should list a maximum.   134 
 135 
Chairman Schwartz was concerned less about the letters; it was more about the logos because 136 
someone could make a logo that filled the entire space, and that entire sign could be lit up.   137 
Ms. Henao understood, noting that similar situation with the GE Credit Union.  She stated that if 138 
this was a big concern, we might say, “only lettering may be lit at night” and not allow logos to be 139 
internally illuminated.   140 
 141 
Mr. Stella asked how we determined the actual verbiage – how do we know what is just the right 142 
amount of light/LED/lumens.  Ms. Kolar stated that there is a measurement called foot candles, and 143 
there is a measurement of the amount of lumens – the actual diodes of the lights themselves – how 144 
much light they put out.  She stated that she could get a chart and submit to Staff.  Ms. Kolar 145 
recommended that we match the face-illuminated to the side and back-illuminated to prevent one 146 
sign being brighter than the other. Then, we could establish the overall lighting scheme.  Ms. Henao 147 
stated that you could use color temperature, as well.  148 
 149 
Ms. Kolar would like to submit a chart to Staff, to match what is currently allowed with the foot 150 
candles, the diodes’ strength, and the Kelvin warm-to-cool lighting.  She would like to establish a 151 
range – we don’t want the bright blue or the hot white. 152 
 153 
Ms. Henao reported that this was something that Staff was currently working on --for the entire 154 
development itself.  They want all the color temperatures to be in the same color family.   155 
 156 
Chairman Schwartz pointed out that another concern that was brought up in November:  for the 157 
higher signs, should there be more limitations because it would look bad to have brighter lights on 158 
the lower portion of the building and dimmer lights higher.  Ms. Kolar felt they could let the high 159 
and the low lighting be the same type, but be designed within these ranges, so you didn’t have that 160 
overly bright light. 161 
 162 
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Mr. Stella was concerned with street lighting, post lighting, and all lights – he did not want it to be 163 
overly lit.  Ms. Henao agreed and reiterated that they were during a photometric plan for the entire 164 
development.  She was working with the Development Team on the building lighting also, to be 165 
sure that it was all within a range.  She noted that it would be slightly brighter than the Heritage 166 
District, purposefully, so that it did not look exactly like the Heritage District, but still very 167 
complimentary.  She explained that the lumen measure we are looking for is 2700.  It is a warm, 168 
yellowish color, and will be used throughout the entire development.  There will not be the bright 169 
LED lighting that is used for a hospital or for a gas station, for example. 170 
 171 
Chairman Schwartz understood the elegance of having uniformity in the code concerning the 172 
lighting, but he had concerns with these 2 to 3-story buildings overlooking residential on Cooper 173 
Road and having a 3-story sign shining on Landmark homes.  Mr. Stella stated that the buildings 174 
behind his house on Cooper Road were tall.  Ms. Henao reminded the Commission that the 175 
buildings directly abutting Cooper Road were apartment buildings that would not have signage on 176 
the back.  Mr. Stella was concerned that the hotel could possibly be seen from the residential area. 177 
 178 
Mr. Kishler noted that in the master sign plan, there is currently no signage proposed for the 179 
“second floor and higher” tenants on the Cooper Road side.  This was done on purpose, to eliminate 180 
high signs facing directly into the Heritage District.   181 
 182 
Ms. Henao showed actual photos from Cleveland, Ohio, of illuminated signage in the evening, 183 
noting what they did not want, and confirming that the number of lumens and temperature can 184 
affect the ability the legibility of the sign.  These were pin-mounted letters, face lit, taken from a 185 
pedestrian eye level. 186 
 187 
Ms. Sullebarger asked Staff if she felt that the face illuminated sign was like the internally 188 
illuminated signage – that is permitted now in other districts.  Ms. Henao confirmed that internally 189 
illuminated signage was permitted in every other business district in the City; however, only 190 
external or halo-lit signs are permitted in the Old Montgomery Gateway District and only external 191 
illumination permitted lighting is permitted in the Heritage District.   192 
 193 
Ms. Sullebarger noted that the difference with the face illuminated sign is that it has a flatness to it, 194 
it is just the face; whereas the side illuminated sign looks more 3-dimensional. 195 
 196 
Chairman Schwartz was also concerned with putting on limits because it still is un-enforceable.  197 
What if they decided to put in brighter bulbs, what would we do?  Ms. Henao stated that it was 198 
actually very easy to enforce – it would have to be on the application, and it would be made a 199 
condition upon approval of the permit.  If the tenant made a minor change, for instance changing the 200 
color temperature from 2700 to 2800, if might be difficult to notice and enforce.  However, if it was 201 
a big change to bright white light of 4000 Kelvin for instance, if it was easily determined by the 202 
naked eye, it would be enforced. 203 
 204 
Mr. Stella was concerned that when a new tenant moved in, the signage lighting would then again 205 
need to be enforced.  Ms. Henao stated that this would be controlled through the sign-permitting 206 
process, which is how things issues are handled now. 207 
 208 
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Chairman Schwartz had another concern with logos, and the brightness they would allow.   209 
 210 
Mr. Macht suggested that if you prohibited logos – that would be the simplest and cleanest 211 
approach.  The tenant would then have to apply for a variance, and then we tell them they must stay 212 
within the lighting parameters.  They can either come and say we can use the logo in compliance 213 
with the lighting parameters or we can’t.  He felt the City has required logos to fit into color 214 
guidelines before, for instance with the CVS color.  Having requirements about lighting for logos is 215 
very similar.  Chairman Schwartz said that the Commission did the same thing with the Starbucks 216 
logo. 217 
 218 
Ms. Kolar referred to the rendering on the screen, noting that there was no building lighting yet – 219 
and the Development Team was working with the designer.   220 
 221 
For the signage, Ms. Kolar noted that there would be layers of light.  On the left side, where the 222 
trees were, there would be gooseneck lighting – all the way down the street – and that would 223 
connect with the Heritage District.  The recommended locations of the tenant signage will be tied to 224 
the datums of the building; there will not be random locations.  Chairman Schwartz felt it would 225 
look messy if you had one tenant come in with back-lit signage, and another tenant come in with 226 
front light, another with gooseneck.  Ms. Kolar stated that all of those were currently permitted, but 227 
she felt that the chart would control the amount, color, and the foot candles for the distance of the 228 
light, and it would give an overall uniformity and illumination consistency across the facade.  She 229 
believed this would not look messy but allowed for more creativity and character to the building. 230 
 231 
Ms. Sullebarger agreed with the halo lighting, the face illuminated, and the side illuminated, but she 232 
felt that the externally lit casts a light over a larger area – and that would be different.  Ms. Kolar 233 
agreed. 234 
 235 
Chairman Schwartz agreed, noting that the people who owned the building would have some say in 236 
the signage.  Ms. Kolar stated she was proposing that signs were not to be permitted in the top cap 237 
of the building; they would have to apply for a variance.  Their proposal recommends that the signs 238 
stay within the frame of the architecture, suggesting that they be placed near the focal points on the 239 
corner of the buildings, and on stairwells.  Mr. Kishler agreed – stating it gave a consistent place for 240 
those logos to be. 241 
 242 
Chairman Schwartz asked how they might accommodate 5 tenants on that facade.  Ms. Kolar felt 243 
that because of square footage permitted, they may not all be allowed to have signs.  She noted that 244 
there is a square footage limit per facade.  There was more discussion, as Chairman Schwartz still 245 
felt it was possible.   246 
 247 
Mr. Stella asked if they proposed naming the buildings, so people would know where some tenants 248 
were located.  He asked if this will naturally occur, or how this will happen.  Ms. Kolar stated that it 249 
was called folksonomy and people create their own names for the buildings.  She stated that in this 250 
situation, the buildings will only have street addresses; we are not proposing building names (i.e., 251 
the Chrysler Building). 252 
 253 
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Mr. Schmidlin suggested that we let Ms. Kolar review her entire presentation first, and then have 254 
Landmarks ask questions afterward.  He felt that we were caught up in the minutia and needed to 255 
see the big picture first.  He felt that if we saw the big picture, then we discuss the details and ask 256 
questions.  Ms. Kolar agreed. 257 
 258 
Mr. Kishler showed a rendering with external illumination for the ground level and the third level 259 
tenants, using the gooseneck lights.  He felt that gooseneck lighting was very effective, at a 260 
pedestrian scale.  It was not as effective when you get to higher levels; and so, expanding to permit 261 
tenants to have internal illumination could help make the signs crisper.  He noted that you would 262 
see a combination of lighting.  He felt that by allowing those higher-level tenants to have the 263 
legibility, but still controlling the temperature and brightness, was a good solution. 264 
 265 
Chairman Schwartz asked if there needed to be slightly brighter lighting on the upper levels to be 266 
seen.  Mr. Kishler stated that you would not, because brightness did not equal legibility; in some 267 
cases, it could hurt it. 268 
 269 
Mr. Stella asked if the development would still have a circular bench, that they had seen in earlier 270 
drawings.  Ms. Henao stated they would not, that Planning Commission and City Council did not 271 
approve them because it was too modern for the development.  The Development Team has not yet 272 
come back with a new, proposed bench type.  Staff stated that they were thinking of a true wood 273 
teak bench or keeping it in that black powder-coated aluminum type that is used throughout the city.   274 
 275 
Chairman Schwartz asked if there would be any signs visible to the residential area on Cooper.   276 
Mr. Kishler showed a building rendering of the Cooper-facing side, facing the north.  He pointed 277 
out that high signage would not be allowed, only lower signs that would likely not be visible; 278 
however, it was possible that someone could apply for a variance.  Ms. Kolar reminded all that they 279 
were proposing the signage be on the corners, along Montgomery Road, and that the residential 280 
buildings have no signs on them. 281 
 282 
Mr. Stella pointed out that there would be signs on the back of the building of parking garage 1 that 283 
would face north.  Ms. Kolar did not think you would see the signs from the residential, as they 284 
were so deep in the middle of it.  Mr. Stella thought that considerable light would come from the 285 
parking lot -- which would have to be lit up, for safety reasons.  Ms. Kolar agreed that the parking 286 
garage would be lit.   287 
  288 
Ms. Kolar stated that in just looking at signage lighting, she felt it would be helpful to create a chart 289 
that showed a range of lumens, the foot candles and the color acceptable to Landmarks.  This could 290 
be given to Planning Commission, in addition to the proposed building signage locations, as a 291 
recommendation from Landmarks. 292 
 293 
Chairman Schwartz asked how the Commission could really understand what this would look like 294 
on a building, even if they gave parameters.  He stated that Ms. Kolar may intuitively know what 295 
that would look like on a building, but the Landmarks members probably would not.  Ms. Kolar 296 
stated that she would provide renderings to show the brightness of each foot candle, etc.   297 
Chairman Schwartz did not feel that this showed well enough on a PowerPoint.  Ms. Kolar stated 298 
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that she could find actual examples / photos, as Ms. Henao did this evening, with her examples from 299 
Cleveland.  She could also include the spec sheet / chart. 300 
 301 
Ms. Henao suggested that this Commission could request Staff to develop those parameters, 302 
because she could work with the expert lighting consultant, who is currently helping to design the 303 
overall development lighting.  Ms. Henao stated that the International Sign Code Council does this 304 
type of work and may have suggestions.   305 
 306 
Staff explained that the Planning Commission has a bit more experience in dealing with lumens and 307 
foot candles and color temperature because they get those applications quite frequently – regarding 308 
site development.  If Landmarks would like, you could also recommend that the Planning 309 
Commission, in concert with Staff and the applicant, come up with maximum foot candles, lumens 310 
and color temperature, to incorporate into the proposed text amendments.  311 
  312 
Chairman Schwartz stated that with all due respect to the Planning Commission, he did not feel they 313 
would think of how to build a Historic District if it was appropriate or not appropriate – on the same 314 
level as Landmarks would.  Ms. Henao stated that Staff/City wants the same outcome that the 315 
Landmarks does regarding lighting.  She reiterated that there was an expert lighting consultant at 316 
work on the entire development and she would like to have the ability to work with the expert to 317 
ensure the overall development lighting is in line with the signage.   318 
 319 
Mr. Schmidlin asked if it would be wise to suggest a maximum number of lumens, something that 320 
would make us all comfortable.  Ms. Kolar stated that she would use the Historic District examples 321 
as a benchmark.  Ms. Henao stated that you could use the same foot candles that we already use, in 322 
terms of light trespass.  This would match up with the rest of the lighting regulations currently in 323 
place now.  The City has already established a color temperature for the Old Montgomery Gateway 324 
District to be in the 2700 range of Kelvins.  Ms. Henao stated that those factors could help establish 325 
the regulations. 326 
 327 
Chairman Schwartz stated that if the current measurement is based on how bright it is, five feet 328 
from the property line, it would seem that it would become problematic for face-lit signs because 329 
they sign away from the building.  Ms. Henao stated that it should not be an issue.  There is a 330 
difference between something being visible beyond a property line and light trespass.  Light 331 
trespass is light spilling onto the property.  It doesn’t mean that you won’t see the light, but that the 332 
light is not actually spilling on the ground.     333 
 334 
Chairman Schwartz would like to see, with whatever guidelines we propose, how those guidelines 335 
would work for a logo sign.  Ms. Henao stated that can be part of the discussion.  She asked for 336 
clarification.  Would the Commission prefer to prohibit internally lit logos or allow them to be lit 337 
under certain conditions, such as being in line with lettering.  Mr. Kishler stated that would offer 338 
some protection against just having a large lit logo.   339 
 340 
Mr. Grier pointed out that when a logo is so big, it will compete with the architecture, in general. 341 
Ms. Henao gave an example – the GE logo sign with the airplane had to have an opaque 342 
background and only the airplane was permitted to be illuminated.  She reiterated that they could 343 
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write in that logos could only match the size of the lettering, and must be in line with the lettering, 344 
and still match with the square footage.   345 
 346 
Mr. Stella stated that he still felt that the GE sign was too bright. Ms. Henao explained that was 347 
because there were no temperature colors discussed or limited on that sign.   Chairman Schwartz 348 
felt it was very difficult to write regulations that would cover all logo types and that some would be 349 
subject to interpretation.  Ms. Kolar reminded all that these signs still were controlled by square 350 
footage.   351 
 352 
Ms. Henao stated that writing up that logos could not be lit was the cleanest way.  Then, they could 353 
have their logo, but only the channel lettering could be internally illuminated.   354 
 355 
Mr. Schmidt asked Ms. Kolar what she thought.  Ms. Kolar stated that it all goes back to the size of 356 
the blue box – how much can be illuminated inside there.  If someone wants to put their logo button 357 
in there, she felt they should be more consistently placed within the limits of the blue box.  It would 358 
look worse if you had internally illuminated, and then face lit for the logo.   359 
 360 
Ms. Henao reminded the Commission that the proposed text amendments prohibit having two types 361 
of lighting on the same sign is not permitted.  Mr. Schmidlin felt that the recommendation could be 362 
that we stop trying to control that, and let it just be controlled by the square footage, and the lumens 363 
and the color.  364 
 365 
Mr. Smith felt that the third-floor person would struggle with their signage because they may want 366 
their logo, but it couldn’t be lit.  They will have to make a difficult decision.  Ms. Henao agreed, 367 
stating that is where legibility comes in – that internally illuminated or face-lit are much crisper and 368 
more legible.  The external lighting on the halo lighting is very difficult to see. 369 
 370 
Chairman Schwartz suggested language saying that it may be allowed, if it is deemed to be 371 
compatible, and not extreme, to give us a leverage, if needed.  Ms. Henao added that the Code could 372 
say that internally illuminated logos shall be approved by the Landmarks Commission, specifically, 373 
so it would be required to come here, and get the stamp of approval from this Commission.  This 374 
could be written in, instead of outright banning it -- this would be another approach.  This could 375 
address any extreme situations that may arise.   376 
 377 
Mr. Macht wanted to clarify, in the locations identified on Kolar’s proposed sign location chart, that 378 
the signs shown depicted the maximum width and height of the sign.  Mr. Kishler confirmed, noting 379 
that the logo would also be limited to that height.  These are the permissible footprints of signage.  380 
They could not go on a metal surface, a column, or other windows.  Ms. Kolar stated that this will 381 
be what we want the landlords to use, to give to the tenants; we do not want any variances. 382 
 383 
Mr. Macht thought that we should keep it controlled and consistent and put maximums on the color 384 
of the light.  He was not in favor of a bright blue sign and a warm yellow sign being side-by-side. 385 
 386 
Mr. Smith envisioned the first building on the right, when travelling from the roundabout, having 3 387 
signs lit up, on all 3 levels, in a row, as the entrance to our city.  He felt that many tenants would 388 
want their signs right there. It’s not the amount of light, it is the look, the first thing you see when 389 
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you come into Montgomery.  He questioned if that fit within our brand and had concerns.  He felt 390 
the spacing needed to be adjusted, rather than all 3 in a row.   391 
 392 
There was more discussion about the view, when entering the City.   393 
 394 
Chairman Schwartz was not suggesting that we require small signage for the first level but had 395 
concerns with those tenants who would want to put in a big logo.  Ms. Henao suggested some 396 
language to keep this in check:  logos may be permitted to be illuminated, if they are appropriate to 397 
the scale and architecture of the building and approved by Landmarks Commission.   398 
 399 
Ms. Henao showed the Commission actual building examples in Montgomery of current signage on 400 
second floors.  She also pointed out that a lot of businesses did not have signage on the second 401 
floor.  A lot of that is regulated by the building owners, who offer some tenants signage, and do not 402 
permit it for others. 403 
 404 
Mr. Smith was concerned with too much light and clutter/business coming from 3 signs on all 3 405 
floors in that corner.  Mr. Stella was glad that there would not be a lot of ground signs here.   406 
Ms. Henao stated that the zoning code allowed for ground signs in the district, but these buildings 407 
are not conducive to ground signs, because they are right on the setback and there was not enough 408 
space. 409 
 410 
Mr. Grier suggested that we include some verbiage to cover the fact that some logos are just not 411 
appropriate with the architecture.  Ms. Henao offered suggested verbiage:  Logos may be internally 412 
illuminated, if appropriate to the architecture, scale, and massing of the building, and approved by 413 
the Landmarks Commission. This is like what is already written for signs in the Heritage District. 414 
 415 
Mr. Stella suggested that we make tight rules now; that it would be easier to loosen them later, than 416 
to do the reverse.  There was more discussion.   417 
 418 
The Commission all agreed that controls for brightness and color temperature were appropriate. 419 
 420 
Ms. Sullebarger was in favor of keeping the logo in line with the size of the lettering. 421 
 422 
Mr. Stella had concerns with it being too flashy and distracting, full of lighted signs, once you come 423 
off the roundabout and enter Montgomery.   424 
 425 
Mr. Smith stated that he had researched internally lit letters, and looked at six historic towns and 426 
cities, all having limitations on internally lit signage.  These cities also allowed halo lighting.  The 427 
difference was that they were all one and two-story buildings.  So, the argument that a third story 428 
needed internally illuminated signage made sense to him.  However, he reiterated his earlier 429 
concern of seeing 3 signs in a row, vertically, on a building --it didn’t look like our brand.  He was 430 
not concerned with the safety issue, as Mr. Stella voiced, he was concerned with the look and feel 431 
that it brings.  Mr. Smith suggested that we should make some controls around not allowing 3 432 
lighted signs in a row, vertically, on 3 levels.   433 
 434 
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Ms. Henao suggested that, as we were differentiating the allowable size for the first two levels, we 435 
might say that below three stories, only halo and external lighting be permitted; three stories and 436 
above, the signs were permitted to be internal.  Mr. Smith felt that internal lighting would be ok for 437 
all stories and clarified that his point was concern with the placement of 3 in a row.  Mr. Grier 438 
agreed with Mr. Smith.  There was more discussion among the Commission. 439 
 440 
Mr. Smith suggested taking the second proposed sign out on the stack and that would alleviate his 441 
concern. 442 
 443 
Ms. Sullebarger stated that she would like to see a mock-up of this, and how it compares, before we 444 
made that change.  She was not sure that when we saw it, we would really like it better.  She 445 
pointed out that we are not talking about the historic Heritage District.  What we are talking about is 446 
a completely new development, and it is not necessarily appropriate for a completely new 447 
development to look like the Heritage District.  She also pointed out that the buildings that will be 448 
closest to the Montgomery Gateway District are two-story.  The three-story buildings are at the 449 
south end, then you step down to two story, like the rest of Montgomery.  So you will not see this 450 
juxtaposed to the Heritage District.  She felt that what the Commission members were saying is 451 
most appropriate for the Heritage District, not the Old Montgomery Gateway District. 452 
 453 
Ms. Henao added that differentiating between the Heritage District and the Old Montgomery 454 
Gateway District isn’t necessarily a bad thing.  This new area was never intended to replicate the 455 
Heritage District.  In fact, in her opinion, different lighting regulations makes the Heritage District 456 
stand out. 457 
 458 
Mr. Schmidlin felt that we needed to allow the experts to come in and tell us what will look best, 459 
and then we tweak it from there.  There was more discussion about signage and lighting. 460 
 461 
Chairman Schwartz stated that we could ask Planning Commission, Staff and Kolar to create some 462 
guardrail recommendations.  Ms. Henao restated the suggestions she heard at the meeting:  463 
 464 

1) Staying with the light trespass guideline that is already established,  465 
of .01 foot candles, five feet from the property line.  466 
  467 

2) Creating a temperature range for signage.   468 
 469 
3) Creating a brightness level using information on lumens and diodes. 470 

   471 
4) Additional language stating that logos may be permitted to be internally illuminated, 472 

if appropriate to the architecture, and in line with lettering, and approved by the 473 
Landmarks Commission.  474 

  475 
Ms. Henao stated that this would be giving guidance to Planning Commission on how to proceed.  476 
Staff would also provide the Planning Commission with the minutes from the December meeting, as 477 
well as the November meeting.  Staff will also work with Kolar to establish what we feel is an 478 
appropriate lumens range, based on this conversation.   479 
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Ms. Henao explained the judicial process:  Landmarks recommends to Planning Commission, 480 
Planning Commission would then make a recommendation to City Council.  Ultimately, City 481 
Council will decide on these changes.   482 
 483 
Ms. Sullebarger asked for a rendering of these elevations with real sample signs, including logos, 484 
instead of just light blue sign areas, as shown tonight.  She would like it to show a life-like 485 
rendering for the entire elevation.  She suggested taking the rendering of 2A and placing signs in 486 
place of the blue boxes, so that the Commission could see a sample of all face illuminated, or a mix 487 
of lighting, so we could see what it would look like, and compare. 488 
 489 
Ms. Kolar asked if the internal illumination, with the constraints described earlier would also be 490 
allowed.  Ms. Henao confirmed.  Ms. Kolar stated that she would provide two renderings:  one to 491 
show the actual lettering examples inside the blue box areas, to share with the Planning 492 
Commission.  She would create another rendering to show the range of photos that show the Kelvin, 493 
the warmth and coolness of the lighting – to show the range of that spectrum. 494 
 495 
Mr. Stella asked if she would show the second-floor signs in different places, and an example of all 496 
3 signs in a row, vertically – for the tower.  Mr. Grier suggested showing it with 3 on the tower – 497 
and then show it with one sign on the top and one sign on the bottom, to compare. 498 
 499 
Ms. Kolar asked if she needed to prepare those renderings for discussion to share with Planning 500 
Commission, or to bring back to Landmarks.  Much discussion ensued regarding whether to make a 501 
recommendation with changes by staff or if the applicant should come back to the Commission. 502 
 503 
Ms. Sullebarger liked the current proposed zoning chart, showing all the recommended locations of 504 
possible signage.  She felt it would look very balanced, and stated that, with a building that large, it 505 
was not a bad thing to emphasize a corner.  She felt that if we could see a rendering, it would help.  506 
She also noted that this was a very upscale development and felt that the tenants and signage would 507 
follow this trend. 508 
 509 
There was more discussion.  Chairman Schwartz still held concerns regarding the signage lighting 510 
and language changes.  He felt that there was a lot of information / missing pieces that needed to be 511 
known and addressed before this Commission made a motion and a vote. 512 
 513 
Ms. Henao asked the applicant if she was in favor of tabling this application, or if she wanted to call 514 
for a vote.  Ms. Kolar requested that the vote be taken. 515 
 516 
Ms. Kolar wanted to address Mr. Smith’s point about the elevations.  She noted that while they are 517 
recommending the locations on their zone chart, they do not have to be in that location, they could 518 
move around on level 2.   519 
 520 
Chairman Schwartz felt there were a lot of items that we didn’t know about; he would like to see 521 
renderings to see what it would look like in the day and the night.  He was not ready to make a 522 
recommendation to Planning Commission and wished to table this request. 523 
 524 
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Ms. Henao stated the applicant has the right to call a vote.  If that is what they choose to do, the 525 
Landmarks Commission vote along with the minutes would be forwarded to the Planning 526 
Commission and the applicant would need to provide the additional requested information to the 527 
Planning Commission (PC).  Ms. Henao suggested that the Commission could list in your motion 528 
what recommended changes the Commission would like to see.  Since the applicant is calling for a 529 
vote, Staff felt it would be wise to craft a motion that reflects something close to what the 530 
Commission would recommend. 531 
 532 
Mr. Smith reiterated that the 3 stacked signs was the only real issue for him and he felt that PC 533 
would make a proficient decision about this issue. 534 
 535 
Mr. Stella asked Ms. Kolar if she had a certain urgency in obtaining this vote.  Ms. Kolar stated that 536 
she has already missed the next Planning Commission’s agenda and will now need to go into 537 
January.  They have long lead times for creating and receiving materials for signage; long lead 538 
times for receiving diodes coming out of China; her costs were going up 30%, and the lead times 539 
have gone from a 12-16 week to a 16-20 week lead time.   540 
 541 
Ms. Kolar stated that she has already shown the Commission a rendering of what this will look like.  542 
Chairman Schwartz stated that he was not concerned about the locations, the size or scale of 543 
anything.  He just had no idea what the signage would look like, based on what the foot candle 544 
recommendation will look like, especially on a building.   545 
 546 
Mr. Schmidlin asked if Chairman Schwartz would be comfortable with Ms. Henao making these 547 
decisions to recommend to PC.  Ms. Henao suggested she could consult with the 2 Landmark 548 
consultants on the brightness issue when making a recommendation to PC and City Council. 549 
 550 
Ms. Henao described the timeline and process: the proposed amendments will move forward to the 551 
PC, then on to City Council for consideration.  Since this was an ordinance change, there is a much 552 
longer process as it requires 3 readings of Council and an additional month referendum period 553 
before going into effect.  Even if there is a positive from the Landmarks Commission 554 
recommendation today, it is still a six-month process until the changes would be effective.  The first 555 
tenants are planning a May move-in date, which is where Staff believe the real concern with tabling 556 
the application stems.   557 
 558 
Mr. Schmidlin proposed that we make a motion tonight, based on Staff’s suggestion of working 559 
with the Landmarks consultants to help establish brightness levels.  Ms. Henao stated that she 560 
would craft language, in concert with Mr. Chesar, and the applicant.  That language will be in the 561 
text amendments, and she will send to Mr. Grier and Ms. Sullebarger, for consideration.  This 562 
would all be worked out before taking it to PC in January 2022.   563 
 564 
Mr. Grier also pointed out that it would be extremely helpful if Ms. Kolar could show the two 565 
tenants’ signs that will be moving in, in May, on one of her renderings. Ms. Kolar stated that these 566 
two tenants were following these meetings, and were waiting for the PC meeting, as well, before 567 
they actually submitted their applications. 568 
 569 
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Ms. Sullebarger pointed out that there were five opportunities for any member of the public to 570 
comment on this, before City Council made their decision:  next Planning Commission meeting on 571 
January 10; public hearing at City Council, and then 3 reads at City Council.  There is also an 572 
opportunity for referendum, as well.  So, there were lots of other opportunities to make comment, 573 
and make a change if there were additional concerns raised.   574 
 575 
There was more discussion; Chairman Schwartz was very concerned with not having enough 576 
information to make a good decision.  Other members felt differently, and wanted to move this 577 
application forward, allowing Staff, the consultants, and the applicant to present this to Planning 578 
Commission. 579 
 580 
There was discussion about determining the proper number of lumens permitted, and the maximum.  581 
Ms. Sullebarger suggested that it be comparable and in line with those used in the Old Montgomery 582 
Gateway District.  Ms. Henao suggested that the temperature and the lumens be in line with what is 583 
being planned throughout the entire new development.  She would also consult with the Landmark 584 
consultants and the lighting expert already working on the Montgomery Quarter.  There would be a 585 
cap established on all. 586 
 587 
Most of the Commission recommend approval of the text amendments with the additions of 588 
establishing requirements for light trespass, lumens and color temperature, as well as the addition of 589 
regulation stating that logos may be permitted to be internally illuminated and appropriate to the 590 
architecture of the building and approved by Landmarks Commission.  Logos may be permitted to 591 
be internally illuminated, if in line with lettering, and appropriate. 592 
 593 
Mr. Macht suggested that we didn’t exceed the lumens that were defined for the overall site.  Mr. 594 
Schmidlin agreed, but also deferred to the consultants. Ms. Kolar also liked this idea. 595 
 596 
Ms. Kolar stated that she could include a photographic example of the Cleveland sign “Whimsy 597 
Willow”– which is an example of what we do not want. She can also include a sign example of the 598 
nighttime rendering of the west elevation.  She can obtain a lumens number from that rendering, so 599 
if that is the right look, she can use that, as the basis / benchmark, and let the consultants offer the 600 
range.  Ms. Kolar noted that the range of brightness depended upon how many diodes that were 601 
placed inside each letter.  If it is an individual letter, and you put in 100 light bulbs, it would be very 602 
bright; 50% would be must less bright.  That is why Mr. Macht’s suggestion keeps this in check. 603 
 604 
Chairman Schwartz requested the applicant to bring the renderings back to the Landmarks 605 
Commission before the Planning Commission meeting.  606 
 607 
Ms. Henao stated that the applicant was hoping to attend the PC meeting on January 10.   She stated 608 
that if the applicant was agreeable to tabling the request, the Landmarks Commission could hold a 609 
special meeting prior to the Planning Commission meeting.   610 
 611 
There was discussion about holding a special meeting, and it was determined that it was not feasible 612 
because of the judicial process timeline and because the applicant would not have enough time to 613 
turn around the requested renderings.  More importantly, the applicant did not agree to tabling the 614 
request asked for a vote tonight, with the additional constraints included in the motion. 615 
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 616 
Ms. Henao explained that we would need a majority of the members present to approve this, which 617 
would be 3 members.  If it was not approved, it would still go on to the Planning Commission, but 618 
with a negative recommendation.  619 
 620 
Ms. Sullebarger asked Chairman Schwartz and the Commission if there were any signs in the 621 
Gateway District that they felt were too bright. It was agreed that the GE and the Christ Hospital 622 
signs were examples of signs that were too bright although they are not in the Old Montgomery 623 
Gateway District.  Ms. Henao pointed out that there were no internally illuminated signs in the 624 
Gateway District because it was currently not permitted.   625 
 626 
Mr. Schmidlin moved that Landmarks Commission make a recommendation to the Planning 627 
Commission to approve the application for text amendments to Chapter 151.30 Sign Code and 628 
Chapter 151.15 Old Montgomery Gateway District Regulations, with the addition of: 629 
 630 

1) establishing maximum foot candles to be no more than 0.01 foot candles from the 631 
property line 632 

2) creating a temperature color range  633 
3) establishing a maximum lumen level, consistent with the existing District  634 

(Old Montgomery Gateway), utilizing a lighting expert and final approval of the  635 
Landmarks Commission consultants, Ms. Sullebarger and Mr. Grier 636 

4) add the language that logos may be permitted to be internally illuminated, if appropriate 637 
to the architecture, scale and massing of the building, and approved by the  638 
Landmarks Commission 639 

5) In all cases, logos shall be in line with the lettering size 640 
6) Ask that the experts look at the two corners, 3 over 3 signs vertically stacked, and take 641 

their recommendation, if a limit is needed 642 
 643 
As detailed in the Staff Report to Landmarks Commission dated December 3, 2021. 644 
 645 
Mr. Macht seconded the motion.   646 
 647 
The roll was called and showed the following vote: 648 
 649 
    AYE:  Mr. Smith, Mr. Stella, Mr. Macht, Mr. Schmidlin      (4) 650 
   NAY: Chairman Schwartz           (1) 651 
   ABSENT:  Ms. Garfield, Mr. Bammann        (2) 652 
  ABSTAINED:           (0) 653 
 654 
This motion is approved. 655 
 656 
Staff Report (additional) 657 
Ms. Henao stated that Mr. Bammann will be resigning from the Commission due to a work conflict.  658 
Commission members had Mr. Bammann’s email in their packet.  Ms. Henao stated that they will 659 
advertise in the Montgomery Bulletin to fill the vacancy. 660 
 661 
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Mr. Stella stated that he will also be leaving, and his family will be moving from Montgomery 662 
within the next year.  He stated that he will resign from the Commission in January 2022.   663 
 664 
Council Report 665 
Vice Mayor Lee Ann Bissmeyer stated that she will now be the liaison to the Landmarks 666 
Commission, as Mr. Margolis has been appointed mayor.  She thanked the Commission for their 667 
tedious, thoughtful work this evening.  She assured the Commission that all of the Council members 668 
read their minutes and discuss items and rely heavily on the Landmarks’ comments and expertise to 669 
make their decisions.   670 
       671 
Ms. Bissmeyer stated that Council was looking into options on how to move forward (only for 672 
2022) with the MCLA (Montgomery Citizens Leadership Academy) program in this COVID 673 
environment.  She stated that many of the Montgomery companies were concerned with this new 674 
COVID variant and were not willing to commit to being a host. 675 
 676 
She asked for any questions. 677 
 678 
Mr. Stella asked if we were selling any of the Christmas ornaments this year.  Ms. Henao confirmed 679 
that we were. 680 
 681 
Chairman Schwartz stated that he sent Ms. Henao a recommendation for new DORA (Designated 682 
Outdoor Refreshment Area) cups, with the idea of putting Landmark buildings on the cups.   683 
Ms. Henao stated that there is an upcoming meeting regarding the DORA program, because they 684 
were at the point where they needed to purchase more cups.  Their first order of 5,000 cups was 685 
very close to the end.  It was suggested to put the Sage Tavern and the Yost Tavern on the cups.   686 
She will bring up Chairman Schwartz’s idea at this meeting. 687 
 688 
Ms. Bissmeyer stated that Council approved Montgomery Quarter to be an Entertainment District, 689 
which will allow liquor licenses for the new development. 690 
 691 
Other 692 
There was no other information to report.   693 
 694 
Adjournment 695 
Mr. Stella moved to adjourn.  Mr. Smith seconded the motion.   696 
The meeting adjourned at 10:25 p.m. 697 
 698 
 699 
 700 
              701 
Karen Bouldin, Clerk     Larry Schwartz, Chairman                 Date 702 
 703 
/ksb 704 
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