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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

MEETING MINUTES

APRIL 21, 2016

AGENDA

1. Perimeter West, PCD, Subarea 1 – Poet’s Walk – Senior Housing


16-022INF







6700 Perimeter Drive









 Informal Review (Discussion Only)

2. Avery Road Car Wash






       5740 Avery Road


16-023INF





 Informal Review (Discussion Only)

3. MAG, Subarea C – Land Rover/Jaguar Expansion

   6335 Perimeter Loop Road


16-017FDP




   Final Development Plan (Approved 7 – 0)
4. Riviera, Subareas A & B, Section 1 (Lots 1 – 40) and Section 2 (Lots 41 – 85)


15-109FDP/FP





                           Avery Road








   Final Development Plan (Approved 7 – 0)










   Final Plat (Approved 7 – 0)
The Chair, Victoria Newell, called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. Other Commission members present were: Chris Brown, Amy Salay, Robert Miller, Cathy De Rosa, Deborah Mitchell, and Stephen Stidhem. City representatives present were: Jenny Rauch, Claudia Husak, Philip Hartmann, Logan Stang, JM Rayburn, and Laurie Wright.
Administrative Business

Motion and Vote

Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 - 0)
Motion and Vote

Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve the March 10th and March 24th meeting minutes. The vote was as follows: Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7- 0)
The Chair briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission. She said certain cases on tonight’s agenda may be approved by consent. She stated Case 4 – Riviera is eligible for consent tonight. She asked if anyone from the public intended to speak with regard to Case 4. [Hearing none.] She said two motions were required for that case.
She said the rest of the cases would be heard in the published order from the agenda but all cases would be recorded in the minutes in the order as presented in the agenda.
1.
Perimeter West, PCD, Subarea 1 – Poet’s Walk – Senior Housing


16-022INF







6700 Perimeter Drive











        Informal Review

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a proposal for the construction of a 44,000-square-foot assisted-living and memory care facility in Subarea 1 of the Perimeter West PCD on the north side of Perimeter Drive, west of Avery-Muirfield Drive. She said this is a request for an informal review and non-binding feedback for a proposed senior housing facility on a 3.28-acre site prior to a future formal application. She stated the Commission will not take a vote on this case this evening.

JM Rayburn said the proposal is for a currently vacant site with 170 feet of frontage on Perimeter Drive and adjoins other properties within the Perimeter West Planned Commerce District on the east, north, and west sides. He said internal circulation is provided to the parcels within this Planned District. He said there is mounding, landscaping, and sidewalks located along the southern site boundary and no natural features exist on this site. He presented the existing street view of the property facing northwest and the proposed site layout consisting of a single-story assisted-living and memory care building oriented in the north/south direction with the front of the building facing west to the private access road. He said an associated parking lot is located west of the building. He noted the site plan indicates a covered drop-off area along the front elevation with pavement extending toward the building. He said existing curb cuts along Perimeter Drive will be used to access the internal private drives; two access points to the site are shown, which do not align with adjacent driveways. He said the site plan indicates a service area for the dumpster in the southeast portion of the site facing Perimeter Drive to be accessed from the internal eastern drive.

Mr. Rayburn presented architectural considerations. At the Informal Review stage, he said, the applicant has not finalized architecture for this proposal but they have an example of an existing facility from another community and three other images of architectural examples of buildings currently surrounding the site on Perimeter Drive.
Mr. Rayburn said Planning recommends the Commission consider this proposal with respect to the site layout, site access, circulation, and architecture.

The Chair invited the applicant to come forward. 

Aaron Underhill, Underhill Yaross, LLC, said he was an attorney representing the applicant – Silver Companies. He said this facility has a significant medical component. He reported the typical resident will be in their mid-eighties and could have serious health problems; the average stay is two to three years. He said the facility accommodates early onset dementia patients who are generally in their 60’s – 70’s and their stay tends to be longer. He said there will be a full-time nurse and a number of care aids on staff and there is a general physician on-site but specialty doctors will visit patients such as Podiatrists, Neurologists, and Rheumatologists. He said there is Rehabilitation offered as a component open about 30 hours per week. He said there is a lot of synergy here with the hospital down the road and other medical offices in the area. 

Mr. Underhill said this is a relatively low intensity use with the nature of the residents here as they do not have cars so the traffic will be limited to visitors, which do not visit frequently. He said there will be 50 – 55 full-time employees with shifts of 20 – 25 people at the most. He said peak hour traffic is about 12 – 15 trips as opposed to an office use. He indicated 43 parking spaces would be requested whereas a nursing home would require 37 spaces and a hospital-type use is 200 spaces. 

Mr. Underhill indicated the conceptual architecture was submitted to provide an idea of design elements, size, scale, and character, which they plan to alter to Dublin standards. He said the applicant is from Florida and has done a number of these facilities throughout the country but every community has their own unique style. He said small offices surround this property as well as Dublin Springs to the east. He explained the site circulation is to prevent the cut across the private street and there will be a lot of pick-up/drop-offs in the canopy area in the front; the circulation is better by having the two access points. He stated the building is oriented to mirror what is happening to the west he said and the building fits best in this manner. 

Mark Ambach, Silver Companies, said he is the president of Silver Capital Development Company, a real estate development company that is a family business that has been around since the late 60s. He noted the sample architecture picture is from their Virginia style facility. He explained there is one operating model that works very well on the inside and they blend the outside into the local character. He reported there are 15 facilities that are in the development or planning stage, currently. 

Mr. Ambach said there are two internal courtyards that are open to the inside and one outside. He said there is one central kitchen, two dining rooms, and four “neighborhoods”. He said the facility is a total locked facility to prevent wandering and there are lots of cameras throughout but it looks and feels more like a home or country club as opposed to a sterile environment. 

Mr. Ambach concluded they are before the Commission to obtain goals and objectives to create something befitting to the area. 

Victoria Newell asked how the determination was made to identify this use as a hospital as opposed to a nursing care facility. 

Mr. Rayburn answered staff compared the definitions in the Code and hospital seemed most appropriate as it included surgery, rehabilitation, and medical treatment. Given the scope of the activities that will occur in this facility, he said they felt comfortable with that definition. 

Ms. Newell requested the definition for a nursing care facility. 

Claudia Husak stated that use is not listed anywhere in the Zoning Code as being permitted in any district. She said the closest use they could find was the hospital use. Ms. Newell clarified that for any of Dublin’s nursing care facilities, there is no definition. 

Ms. Newell inquired about revising the text to make it a permitted use. She explained she did not have a problem with the use, but identifying it as a hospital is a very specific use and from a building standpoint, this would never qualify as a hospital. 

Mr. Underhill said the Dublin Code refers to the SIC Code and there are a number of subsets of uses under hospitals. He said this facility may not look like a “hospital” but fits under the sub-categories.

Ms. Newell restated she has a problem identifying this as a hospital due to the license operation of the facility under state regulations. 

Jennifer Rauch said senior housing and how the various pieces are classified is part of a larger topic that staff is looking into at City Council’s request. She said based on the current Code and Development Text, this is how staff has consistently addressed this. She brought up the Vrable development as an example of a facility with a mix of uses but also uses the hospital definition, knowing this is not comparing apples to apples. 

Amy Salay asked the status of the study for long-term care. Ms. Husak said it resides with the Administration at this point and they have not yet determined a date for this moving forward but she anticipates it will be scheduled for one of Council’s work sessions later in the year. 

Ms. Salay said she also has an issue with the use. She said this district is intended to be used as a unified, high-quality office park. She indicated this is a bad location for this type of use as it would be in the middle of an office park and it would be out of step with the area. 

Steve Stidhem said there are a lot of doctor’s offices in that space to which Ms. Salay agreed along with dental as well. 

Chris Brown said some of the people might drive to the facility whereas the people are usually brought to the facility and then they stay. 

Deborah Mitchell agreed the length of stay is different. 

Mr. Brown stated his dad will be 90, has dementia, and he lives in one of these type of facilities. He said he is not going anywhere and occasionally a doctor and nurses come to see him. Other than employees, he indicated there might be four or five visitor cars at a time – a minimal impact. 

Mr. Brown said the area is becoming medical mixed-use with doctor’s offices, etc. He said he is more bothered by the building orientation proposed with the porte cochere facing west that should face Perimeter Drive to start to build that edge and improve this area. 

Mr. Miller said he thought this proposal looks like an existing footprint was placed on this site instead of designing the building for this site. 

Mr. Ambach said the applicant builds the same footprint for operational necessity wherever they go. He said they were drawn to this area because of all the medical uses and demographics as well as the residential make-up. 

Ms. Mitchell asked if this is a medical facility or a residence. 

Mr. Brown said the use is for long-term care, at least the memory portion of the business. 

Mr. Ambach confirmed that people live there but they receive a lot of care from the doctors. He said it is a synergy thing that works for both sides. He said most of the time they use the hospital in the closest proximity and they become the physician group for that facility. He said specialty doctors are also engaged for the various residents’ needs. 

Cathy De Rosa inquired about the outdoor space. Mr. Ambach said there are two interior courtyards and one exterior courtyard. He explained they are open to the outside and have landscaping. He indicated sometimes they will do a butterfly garden, another will be a bird house area, and there is music provided out there but in the wintertime it is closed off. He pointed out where there will be a bigger fenced-in courtyard that will have a walking area, sitting area, and water fountains. 

Ms. De Rosa asked if there was sufficient space to do that. 

Ms. Husak said this is not the formal stage so all that is provided is the outline of the building. 

Ms. De Rosa said one street over there are several facilities all up and down there. She said even though some of these patients are not going to be fully mobile, they still have an opportunity to be outside and feel the nature with lovely backdrops. 

Mr. Ambach said the courtyards are quite extensive. He said these residents are not able to be out in non-monitored spaces because they wander so it has to be enclosed. 

Mr. Brown said Dublin is very stringent on adhering to setback lines so he encouraged the applicant to fit those courtyards within the property. 

Ms. De Rosa said the facility one street over with the hospital in close proximity, fits that neighborhood and the setting is quite nice. With this proposal, she said she is concerned with how it is going to feel and fit within its boundaries. She stated the close proximity to the hospital is fantastic.

Ms. Newell said the other nursing care facilities along Post Road are butting up against residential property as well. She indicated she is not completely uncomfortable with this location for a nursing care facility. She said she is concerned with how this facility is positioned on the site because she wants the front entrance to face Perimeter Road. She added the circulation is not great and the curb cuts contribute to that. She stated she did not like the access to the trash enclosure and it needs to be back off the parking area, well-screened. She noted the nursing care facilities on Post Road and encouraged the applicant to look at those because they have outdoor seating areas that are extensively screened. 

Mr. Ambach said the two internal courtyards will not be visible as the building surrounds them. 

Ms. Newell indicated the Code does not permit outdoor music for that external courtyard. Mr. Ambach said if the Code does not permit music there will not be any music played out there. 

Ms. Husak indicated there was not anything in the Code that would prevent music. 

Mr. Brown said when this application is reviewed again, the following would be discussed: screening of the dumpster, making the south elevation towards Perimeter Drive, and engaging the streetscape with the face of Dublin. He indicated this is the type of business Dublin would like. He asked if there would be enough room for the external courtyard to fit within the setback lines as the Commission is strict about that. He concluded it is a big building on a little site for what is being described. 

Ms. Newell noted all the surrounding buildings are brick and stone and she liked that appearance. 

Mr. Miller agreed the site orientation is an issue and encouraged the applicant to consider the next owner of this building. He said the intent is providing a long-term facility but the Commission has to look at it in terms of what happens when an applicant vacates this space. He said limiting the parking spaces will make it a challenge to convert it to an office building. He agreed with all his fellow Commissioners in that the building is huge for that space and the front of the building has to be on Perimeter Drive. He concluded that details will be required at the next review for the patio at the north especially as it pertains to the fence.

Mr. Ambach said the facility is 38,000 square feet so it is a 35% coverage ratio. He offered to go to one drive-way to match up with the other one, which makes the circulation harder and pointed out the shared access easements. He said they understand how important the streetscape orientation has to look. 

Both Mr. Brown and Ms. Newell said navigation through the complex is challenging. 

Mr. Stidhem reported that when he walked the site and reviewed the pictures, he thought the building was massive but had not known about the internal open spaces. He agreed it is an awkward place and a challenge to find anything around in there due to the sign restrictions. He referred to a citizen survey from a few years back where everybody liked almost everything about Dublin but the downside was it is not a place to retire and part of that is due to the weather. He said this type of facility would be a welcome addition to the City. 

Ms. Newell said when this application is reviewed again a topic of discussion is about the fenced in outdoor area and how it would be screened. 

Ms. Mitchell asked the applicant for a forecast of the percentage of people that would require memory care. Mr. Ambach answered this is all memory care, which is different from the independent living, assisted living, and memory care combined facilities. He said they specialize just with memory care.

Ms. De Rosa asked about the origin of the name, Poet’s Walk.

Mr. Ambach said as you go through life, you have great experiences but those with memory loss only have experiences in the moment. He said in each of the hallways they have a theme, poems, and sayings on the walls for those that are living in the moment as well as for those caring for them to treat them with dignity and care. 

2.
Avery Road Car Wash






       5740 Avery Road


16-023INF







        Informal Review

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a proposal for an expansion and associated site improvements to an existing car wash on a 3.08-acre site on the east side of Avery Road, approximately 350 feet south of the intersection with Woerner-Temple Road. She said this is an informal review and feedback prior to a future formal plan application. She stated the Commission will not take a vote tonight.
Logan Stang presented the aerial view of the site, which is part of the Balgriffin PCD; a carwash use, whether it be self-serve, automated, or full-service, is permitted in this PCD. He said it is adjacent to Balgriffin Park to the north along Woerner-Temple, The Crossings at Avery apartment complex to the east, and the Dublin Prep Academy to the south.
Mr. Stang said the approved plan for the carwash consisted of 5 self-serve carwash bays and 2 automated carwash bays on the north end. He said the site has a single point of access off of Avery Road and contains 5 parking spaces on the west side along with designated stacking lanes for the Code that requires 12 spaces per carwash bay for a total of 72 spaces. He presented the proposed Site Plan. He said the site has a single direction of travel with a thru-lane along the perimeter to bypass the carwash bays. He said mature landscaping and mounding exists along the perimeter to provide a buffer between the facility and the neighboring properties.
Mr. Stang said the proposal includes a number of architectural and site modifications, which he highlighted. He explained the first is the conversion of an automated bay to a full-service tunnel along with the addition of a lobby and equipment area on the north side of the facility. He noted the second is the removal of 2 self-serve bays and conversion of 1 self-serve bay to an automated carwash; these proposed changes will result in 2 self-serve, 2 automated, and 1 full service carwash facility. He said the third is the expansion of pavement for added parking for customers and employees; this addition increases the impervious area to 50% of the site, which is still within the permitted 70% maximum. Lastly, he noted the proposal for a new vacuum area and associated drive near the southern end of the facility. 
Mr. Stang indicated that Staff is concerned with the safety of customers as the proposed circulation for this area creates a conflict point at the single entrance to the site; this circulation pattern is opposite of the remaining site and may not be the most suitable option.
Mr. Stang presented an image of the existing facility that provides the architectural character. He pointed out the bay shown on the far right along with the landscape island is the proposed location for the full-service tunnel and lobby area. He also presented a close-up of the proposed full-service tunnel. 

Mr. Stang presented the proposed elevations that are consistent with the architectural character of the area. He stated the west elevation will face Avery Road while the east elevation faces the apartment complex. He indicated special attention will need to be paid to the north elevation as that elevation has the largest impact from the proposed addition and modifications.
Mr. Stang presented an aerial view of the existing landscaping, which has a mature buffer along the perimeter of the property. With the proposed modifications, he said additional screening may be required and it is important to determine what is appropriate given the area. Should the applicant choose to move forward with an application, he indicated that they will be required to address any landscaping issues that may exist.
Mr. Stang presented discussion questions:

1. Is the proposed layout and circulation suitable for this site?

2. What combination of screening is appropriate for the proposed expansion?

3. Are there other considerations by the Commission?

Bob Miller asked about the safety concern in regards to the circulation. He asked if Staff was concerned about the bay that is near another set of vacuums. He questioned if it is too close to Avery Road. Mr. Stang clarified that area is for the full-service use so the intent is the employees will drive the cars to that area.

Steve Stidhem asked how much traffic is generated today from this business. He said he has lived here for 22 years and did not even know this business existed. Mr. Stang agreed that it is very well hidden off of Avery Road. He indicated the full-service use would draw more attention than just the automated and self-serve uses. He said the self-serve bays are not used as much anymore; additionally, there is not a full-service use anywhere in Dublin. 

Mr. Stang said the applicant has to provide enough room to stack 12 cars per Code and it is very unlikely that every single bay would have that many cars waiting at one time. 

The Chair invited the applicant forward. 

Jeanne Cabral, 2939 Bexley Park Road, Columbus, Ohio, 43209, said she is the architect working for the client who is buying the property because the previous owners said it is not financially feasible. She agreed the property is well-hidden. She said the applicants are seasoned carwash operators and owned Touch of Class before it was demolished for the redevelopment project and they own the Shell Station on Avery Road near the Giant Eagle, as well as other sites around Dayton and Columbus, Ohio. She pointed out that this has 5 self-serve coin bays and nobody uses those much anymore. She said what is nice about the tunnel wash is that cars can be run through much faster (50 – 60 cars an hour), uses less water, and the same amount of money can be made. Conversely, she said, in an automatic wash, the car sits and the equipment goes around it to clean it and they can take 6 – 10 minutes per car depending how they are staged. She said when the Touch of Class was removed, there was no self-serve car wash where a car can be swept out and cleaned on the interior, which is the intent of that little portion of the building to the northwest. She said there would be attended bays where currently no bays are tended. 

Ms. Cabral indicated she does not anticipate a traffic problem for the attendants because there are not going to be a lot of people that will circle the whole site without going through a wash first. She explained it is really an escape lane to the north. She said the trends in carwashes is that people want free vacuums so if you do not require the customers to get a wash first and either get a code or a token, everybody and their brother comes and vacuums their cars out for free and the machines get warn out and people are occupying the site that are not paying customers. She explained the operation and noted the grassy median so traffic will not be crossing and there will be enough room with those two bays coming off. 
Ms. Cabral said the lot coverage pervious surface is going to increase 1.68% as they are taking away two bays and replacing some grass. She said the applicant could probably do 8 – 10 vacuums instead of 12 and increase the grass area. She indicated the applicant could get the pervious surface down to 1%, depending on the parking required including 1 ADA compliant space. 

Ms. Cabral said there are so many apartments that could use this service and they are not penetrating the curb on the east or south sides next to the apartments. She offered to do more landscaping but it is heavily treed on the east side. She said they would like to be more visible from Avery Road. She said the massing of the building from Avery is going to pick up in the back. She said due to the short timing of the tunnel, long lines will not form. She indicated the applicant plans to restripe the pavement. She said a little lobby will be accessible for people that want to get out of their car and have it taken through and cleaned by an attendant, exiting the lobby to the west where the car will be returned to them. 

Cathy De Rosa inquired about the noise. Ms. Cabral said the noise would not increase and explained the self-contained tunnel will not start up until someone is entering the wash. 

Ms. De Rosa inquired about the hours of operation. Ms. Cabral said she did not know but thought daylight hours and it will not be used during inclement weather so it will not be used daily during the winter. 

Ms. De Rosa clarified the coverage along the east side will not be disturbed but she inquired about the intent for visibility. Ms. Cabral said the trees have grown to be a large size so only the peaks of the building are visible. She stressed the applicant would meet the Code and would do something pretty. She said right now it looks like an office building. She summarized the applicant is seeking to keep the two automatics, reduce the coins, and do one tunnel, full-service wash so the landscaping has not been explored thoroughly yet. 

Amy Salay recalled when this car wash was approved it was part of a development text of the neighborhood surrounding the area. She said a car wash at the time was viewed as a negative use to the neighborhood. She said because it was permitted, the PZC stipulated it can go there but it needs to look like an office building and needs to be heavily screened. She indicated that car washes by their nature have open bays and are not all that attractive. She said she would hate to see any landscaping removed. 

Ms. Cabral said the landscaping could be trimmed up and cleaned up. She said the previous business did not do well because nobody knew they were there and this owner is also proposing better amenities.

Ms. Salay said she was concerned about the noise of the vacuums given the school to the south and asked if they were aware of this proposal. 

Ms. Cabral said she is proposing to add 6 vacuums to the two right now that are a lot quieter than they used to be and there will be a nice buffer there.

Ms. Salay asked if reversing the circulation would resolve staff’s concerns with circulation. Mr. Stang said it would definitely help with the circulation but there are a lot of ‘what if’ scenarios. 

Ms. Cabral offered signage, painting bold directional arrows on the pavement, and widening the grassy median. 

Chris Brown said he is not as concerned about the vacuum area but is surprised at the amount of real estate used for it. He questioned if that many vacuums were needed. 

Victoria Newell said the same thing. She asked what the doors would be proposed for the wash bay as she assumed the applicant will need an overhead door. Ms. Cabral answered the applicant had not explored that yet but she would recommend an aesthetically pleasing door that the PZC could approve. 

Ms. Newell said the Code requires so much back up space. She asked if the applicant can provide a plan that reduces the number of parking spaces. She said she does not like to add asphalt in an area that is not going to get used. She said she understands the circulation from an operational standpoint. Ms. Cabral indicated the number of parking spaces could be reduced as the employees will not need that many. 

Ms. Cabral stated that she threw everything in this proposal just to see what could be attained as this is just an Informal Review. 

Deborah Mitchell said she is very excited about a car wash as she loves them. She said she agreed with Ms. Salay about the landscaping; landscaping should not be removed. She indicated that if this car wash is not being used it is not because it is hidden behind landscaping it is a marketing problem. She said people will find it if they know it exists. She suggested digital tools can be used to get the word out. She stated there was definitely a use for this in Dublin and should be in high demand. She encouraged the applicant to rethink their model by making it more of an assembly line. 

Ms. Cabral said the tunnel will take a lot of cars through fast. She said she always advises her clients, from a number of different kinds of businesses, to call the Postal Service and sign up for the route-by-route postcard campaign for a lot less than the cost of postcard stamps. 
Ms. Mitchell said her bottom line is that the applicant can have a very successful business model with a low impact on the neighborhood to which Ms. Cabral agreed. 

Mr. Brown said he knows what the Code says but encouraged the applicant to apply for a modification so they can get a good stack up on the tunnel and semi-automatic and to also do more landscaping. 

3.
MAG, Subarea C – Land Rover/Jaguar Expansion

   6335 Perimeter Loop Road


16-017FDP






        Final Development Plan

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a proposal for an approximately 30,000-square-foot showroom, service area, non-retail car wash and all associated site improvements for the Land Rover and Jaguar brands within the MAG Planned Unit Development on the north side of US 33/SR 161 and the south side of Venture Drive approximately 600 feet south of the intersection with Perimeter Drive. She said this is a request for review and approval of a Final Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. She stated the Commission is the final authority and anyone intending to address the Commission will need to be sworn-in.
The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission regarding this case.

Logan Stang presented an aerial view of the site and a graphic showing the third and final phase of the PUD process. He said the campus, with the addition of Subarea C, was reviewed by the Planning and Zoning Commission in October of last year for a Concept Plan. After receiving feedback, he said the applicant applied for the rezoning of the entire campus along with the Preliminary Development Plan which received approval from the Commission in January and City Council’s approval in February 2016.
Mr. Stang said the campus consists of three subareas marked A thru C, which he highlighted. He presented the Proposed Subarea C Site Plan and explained the proposal is for a 30,000-square-foot showroom and service center for the Jaguar and Land Rover manufacturers along with the creation and reconfiguring of a retention basin that services this site, Subarea B, and the finger like display areas that are common throughout the campus. He said part of this application includes a minor text modification with regard to pavement setbacks from US 33. Due to right-of-way takes for the 270/33 interchange project, he said a number of properties including MAG required revisions to their respective development standards. At the time of rezoning the development standards, he said Subarea C mirrored Subarea B to the west, which included this text modification from a previous application. He stated the right-of-way impacts for Subarea C were much greater than in the other two subareas and therefore a text modification is required to address this issue by decreasing the pavement setback from 45 feet to 40 feet. He concluded this will create a consistent setback and treatment along the US 33 frontage.
Mr. Stang presented the proposed elevations. He said the proposed architecture for the building compliments the contemporary look of the existing campus. He noted the south elevation on the top of the slide is the front of the showroom, which faces US 33, similar to buildings located in Subarea B. He stated the primary materials consist of glass, metal, and concrete masonry units that wrap various portions of the building and the architecture provides a number of recessed windows and entrances, which enhance the aesthetics of the site and provide a visually appealing gateway to the campus. He presented additional renderings that showed the changes in material and potential viewpoints when traveling through the site. He noted the top image is a view for the entrance to the service center looking northwest; the bottom is looking northeast from the parking area.
Mr. Stang presented the Proposed Landscape Plan. He said the applicant has provided a tree preservation plan as part of this application, which indicates that all existing trees, with the exception of 3, will be transplanted throughout the site as part of the proposed landscape plans. He indicated the existing retention basin and landscaping were counted for previous Code requirements; the transplanted trees cannot be counted for requirements with this application. He stated the applicant will be required to pay a fee-in-lieu of replacement for 79 trees and to add deciduous trees along the eastern property line adjacent to Nationwide Children’s Hospital, as part of this approval.
Mr. Stang presented the Proposed Signs. He explained the proposal includes five signs chosen from the five different sign types permitted in the MAG development text. He noted there are two wall signs and two brand signs (which are monument signs) one for each manufacturer and one campus identification sign. He said the first wall sign is the Jaguar sign that sits in the upper left corner of the south elevation fronting US 33. He said the second wall sign is for Land Rover and sits in the upper right corner of the south elevation. During the rezoning application, he said a condition was added that permitted one wall sign up to 55 square feet as long as all wall signs do not exceed 100 square feet. He said this proposal meets this and all other applicable standards. He said the next proposal is for the brand signs, which are located at the service drive entrance. He stated the applicant is proposing two brand signs next to one another due to the development text regulating only one manufacturer is permitted on a brand sign. He said the last sign is a campus identification sign that is permitted along Venture Drive and is located near the shared access with Nationwide Children’s Hospital. This sign he said is identical to the existing campus identification signs. He concluded the entire sign proposal meets the standards outlined in the development text, however during City Council’s review of the Preliminary Development Plan, concerns were brought up regarding the number of permitted signs for the entire campus. He said Council added a condition that the applicant provide a Master Sign Plan for the campus subject to review and approval by the Commission and City Council and this proposal will be included as part of the Master Sign Plan approval.
Mr. Stang presented a Stormwater Management graphic. He explained the site currently contains a retention basin for the campus that is being moved and modified to service this proposal as well as portions of the existing campus. He said the proposed retention basin is located near the shared access with Children’s Hospital. He indicated staff is requesting that the applicant continue to work with Engineering in order to ensure all stormwater management regulations are met. He stated the City also requires that the slope of retention basins cannot exceed a 4:1 ratio; the applicant will need to meet this requirement and may need to install a retaining wall along the display and parking areas to address the grade change. If a retaining wall is needed then, he indicated the applicant will also need to provide the construction details and location for the retaining wall, subject to Staff approval. He said that during the Preliminary Development Plan Review, the applicant provided two options for the site with one containing a second retention pond along US 33. He said City Council had concerns with the second pond and requested that it be removed from the proposal; the applicant would like to discuss the second pond tonight as part of a future application.
Mr. Stang said Staff is recommending approval of a Minor Text Modification to decrease the pavement setback from 45 to 40 feet within Subarea C.
Mr. Stang said approval is recommended for the Final Development Plan with five conditions:
1) That the applicant pay a fee-in-lieu of tree replacement prior to filing for building permitting;
2) That the applicant revise the landscape plans to include deciduous trees every forty feet adjacent to the east property line, prior to filing for building permitting;
3) That the applicant provide a 4:1 maximum slope along the west edge of the proposed retention basin as well as a flat buffer zone between the drive aisle and top of bank of the retention basin;

4) That the applicant provide details for the proposed location and construction of the landscaping wall, in the event a retaining wall is required around the retention basin, subject to Staff approval; and
5) That the plans be revised to incorporate a retention pond along the southern boundary of Subarea C and that the applicant continue to work with Engineering to meet all stormwater management requirements outlined in Chapter 53.
Ms. Newell inquired about the Master Sign Plan. Claudia Husak explained City Council’s condition, which was that no sign permits could be issued until this MSP gets through PZC and City Council. From a Staff perspective, she indicated it is confusing as there is a Development Text in place which the applicant is meeting with this proposal. She clarified that the Commission is being asked to vote on the signs this evening but permitting cannot go forward until this sign plan has been through the process that Council requested. 
Ms. Newell asked about the two signs side by side. Mr. Stang explained, for the brand sign, the applicant is permitted to have one logo that displays the manufacturer on it but they can only have one manufacturer per brand sign so on some of the other portions of the site they have similar brand signs for the manufacturers that are placed next to each other because it can be considered one sign. He said the alternative would be to separate those and have two separate brand signs next to each other but not one sign specifically. 

Ms. Newell asked for the definition of a brand sign. Mr. Stang said it is a ground sign that is located on the service center. He said there are five permitted sign types for MAG’s campus. He said each subarea is permitted these five different sign types.
Amy Salay said given the City’s desire to have a sign plan for the entire campus due to the amount of different signs, she asked if it is possible for the PZC to delete the signs from this application and then have the applicant bring back the plan to then get the signs for this portion of the program. 

Ms. Husak said staff is struggling with the fact there is no sign plan requirement within the PUD. She explained there is a zoning text in place that has standards for sign types on the campus. 

Ms. Salay asked why this was not brought up at Council. Ms. Husak indicated it was discussed as far as the applicant bringing forward all the signs that were on the campus as a sign plan.
Ms. Salay asked for further clarification. 

Philip Hartmann said he is struggling - if information is in the text then there is an underlying right to the signs. He said it sounds like the applicant agreed to have an overall review by Council. 

Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance, 165 N. Fifth Street, said the discussion with City Council was that he needs to get the signs a part of this package approved but is willing to bring back a total Sign Plan for the site so we can make a cohesive sign package. He said even though we are approving the sign within the package, he is not able to build the sign but is able to go to the manufacturer and go to the next step with them because he would have this sign package approved. 
Mr. Parish said they are not going to break ground until September and it will take 10 - 12 months for construction so the sign process will align with the ending of this building. 
Mr. Parish emphasized the proposed wall signs are his biggest concern. He said Council’s concern was the hodgepodge of ground signs. 
Mr. Brown was contemplating approval for the wall signs tonight but asking the applicant to come back for the ground signs. 
The Chair asked the applicant if he had a presentation, which did not include signage.
Mr. Parish asked to have a brief conversation regarding the pond in the front along SR 161. He recalled the conversation of City Council was not that the applicant must remove the pond but more of work with Staff to explore removing it or not. He said they did that and approval tonight is important for that in order to meet their next steps with Jaguar. He asked if he could bring back the pond conversation when he brings back the Amended Final Development Plan for Porsche and Lamborghini. He indicated it is the desire of the owner of MAG to have that pond in front for a few reasons: 1) display windows at the tips of the “fingers” in Subarea A at 25% whether it was achieved that way or not; 2) Subarea B comments were about the execution of the “fingers” and MAG agreed to give up the vehicular display requirement for the pond in front 3) as the application is now we have a three-foot berm across the length of the site and part of the Zoning Code of Dublin, would at least allow a 25% display window for vehicles but they said they were going to block the display window and provide a window to the building over the pond. Mr. Parish wanted to know if the pond is appropriate or not. 
Ms. Newell said she has always liked the pond. She said she understands the 25%. She said this site has always had a very artistic display, nicely landscaped, and is attractive to look at down SR 161. She said she views the pond as a landscaping amenity. 

Ms. Salay said the conversation was mixed amongst Council members regarding the mounding and the pond. She inquired about the Honey Locust trees that appear to have been lopped off at the top. She said she is okay with the pond but would like to see all the trees on the plan as shown.
Ms. Salay said personally she was okay with the pond but did not know where City Council had landed.
Ms. Husak indicated she did not sense that the majority had a problem with the pond. She said staff left the condition loose and said “work with staff to the extent possible”. She said staff originally advised Mr. Parish to go without the pond and that is the plan they have reviewed and before the Commission tonight but he wanted to get feedback.

Mr. Brown said his impression is drives at US 33 currently sits with that big concrete divider going down the middle so #1 the building signs have to be that high in this case. He said coming the other direction, they are still doing that dedicated lane from I-270 so vehicles can exit on Avery Road. He indicated it is going to be a lot of cold, harsh concrete. He said the MAG campus as a composition has been terrific and anything that continues the current rhythm, scale, and composition of what is established is a bonus so having that pond there, if it is important to that rhythm of the trees, pond, fingers, and well-designed buildings it is a bonus. He said he leans towards the people that created this aesthetic that he enjoys and is one of the best looking car dealerships he has ever seen. 
Ms. De Rosa said she liked the pond and not quite sure why some do not as it really adds to the campus and continues the theme. She said she is in favor of the pond. 

Ms. Newell said there was a lot of discussion in past history in terms of nobody ever wanting to see an auto dealership on SR 161, period. She said it all started with the Mercedes dealership; it was heavily screened and still is. 

Ms. De Rosa said the MAG campus is the most interesting architecture in the City.

Ms. Newell inquired about the branding signs. She said it is awkward that the two are sitting right next to each other. Mr. Parish explained it is more about denoting the entrance to the service drive. He said he really does not care about those signs until they submit their sign plan. 

Ms. Newell recalled a very lengthy discussion last time and in agreement about the wall signs being proposed on the building and thought he brought back exactly what the Commission had agreed upon last time so she does not have any issues with the wall signs. 

Ms. Newell asked for staff’s recommendation on the sign package because she is not sure if the Commission should be voting on it or not. 
Mr. Parish asked if a condition can be included to add the pond in and work with staff so he does not have to bring it back.
Mr. Stang said Engineering would need to review the pond portion more thoroughly to ensure what is being proposed meets all the requirements since it is a new pond in addition to the underground storage. He said it would be a large element to condition. 

Mr. Parish emphasized it is Engineering versus the design side. He said he is prepared to accommodate any of the requirements. 

Michael Hendershot said if the pond is added back in, he would imagine that the underground storage proposed would be reduced. 

Mr. Parish restated it is Engineering versus aesthetics and desire.

Mr. Hendershot said from his standpoint he would need to be comfortable with it before he approves for permitting so he thought it could be conditioned. 
Mr. Parish said the applicant would not be pursuing permits for another two months so there is lots of time for discussion. 

Ms. Newell stated she was supportive of adding it as a condition if staff is comfortable and they can work it out as she has no doubt that staff will make the applicant’s engineering perform properly. She said this applicant has been before the Commission a number of times and if we can make this process go a little bit quicker for something we all pretty much agree that we are happy to see then we should do it. 

Mr. Parish emphasized he needed the wall signs approved. He said he has two years to build a building. He said Jaguar is coming May 9th and he has to walk away with a building with wall signs. 

Mr. Brown asked if there was a big objection to the wall signs as opposed to all the ground signs. Mr. Parish said it is just what they agreed upon. He said he is not building it tomorrow, but with his check box with the brand he needs to have that checked off. 

Ms. Salay said if the applicant were to get approval for just the wall signs tonight, Mr. Parish could go to his client and say he has approval but what if Council and PZC say they do not like wall signs when the Master Sign Plan is submitted. She said Mr. Parish might get what he needs this evening but not going forward. 

Mr. Parish indicated the discussion from Council about the sign package was more relevant to directional, interior, and signs as a collective thing. He said he even emphasized to Council that these wall signs are what he needs for the brand but other signs were up for play. 

Ms. Salay agreed with Mr. Parish but recalled the concern was for the amount of different signs overall and not the wall signs as being a problem. She also noted the internal signs that function as signage. 
The Chair asked if the Commission could approve only the wall signs. 

Mr. Hartmann said Council did not take away the right to approve signs separately; they just wanted to applicant to return with a cohesive package. He said what is awkward is Commission could approve this and Council could see the whole plan and feel strange because now they are taking away something that was recently granted. 

The Chair asked if it can be done in such a way as to not keep the applicant from moving forward but part of the issue is the full quantity of signage that this text permits for the applicant. She said she would be in favor of voting for the two wall signs with a condition that there is no other signage being permitted. If the applicant wants to come back and gain the other signs then they could with the whole package presented she said. 

Mr. Brown agreed. He said he cannot fathom Council or anyone else objecting to the wall signs, basically because all you have to do is drive east on US 33 and that is the only identification that is visible on the whole campus. 

Ms. Newell said she understands the text states that it is permitted but to move past that she is suggesting the two wall signs get approved and add an agreement that the Commission is not approving any other signs.

Ms. Rauch proposed condition 6 that states that only the wall signs would be approved but still part of the review by Council in the overall package. Mr. Parish agreed that made sense. 

Ms. Salay confirmed the applicant would not need to pull permits for two years. Mr. Parish added until the building is ready to go and they are not ready yet. He said getting the wall signs will satisfy the next step for him. 

Ms. De Rosa recalled the discussion about the size and height of the signs. She asked if those issues are contingent with his partnership with the manufacturer. Mr. Parish recalled it was more about the proportion of the building and noted the most appropriate location for the wall signs. 
Ms. Newell said technically this proposal is at a higher elevation than what is permitted and the Commission supported that because aesthetically, it makes sense to this building. Mr. Parish said if he had to lower the signs, he would have to lower the building to keep the scale proportionate. 

Ms. De Rosa said she thought the Commission agreed they like the proposed signs but asked that if this comes back as a problem as part of the whole package, if that would be a problem for the applicant.

Ms. Salay said height is always a discussion at Council. She said the community standard is for lower and smaller signs. She said she did not understand the proportions and aesthetics. Mr. Parish explained it to her as it related to this building. Ms. Newell, as an architect, agreed with the applicant and added if the sign were kept within the 12-foot requirement, the building would look worse and not better and the goal is to have a really attractive looking building so the signs should be properly integrated. She said it was important to keep it consistent with the other buildings. 
Mr. Brown said it is very evident with the concrete barrier heading east it is amazing you read that line of signs above the concrete wall. 

The Chair called for all six conditions to be placed on the screen for viewing. She noted there was not anyone from the public present this evening. She asked the applicant if he was comfortable with all six conditions of approval for the Final Development Plan. Mr. Parish agreed to the six conditions.

Mr. Stang recommended approval of the Minor Text Modification as the proposed pavement setback change is appropriate for the campus expansion:


“Decrease the pavement setback from SR 161/US 33 within Subarea C from 45 feet to 40 feet for the MAG Planned Unit Development District.”
Motion and Vote

Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve the Minor Text Modification. The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0)

Motion and Vote

Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve the Final Development Plan with six conditions:
1) That the applicant pay a fee-in-lieu of tree replacement prior to filing for building permitting;

2) That the applicant revise the landscape plans to include deciduous trees every forty feet adjacent to the east property line prior to filing for building permitting;

3) That the applicant provide a 4:1 maximum slope along the west edge of the proposed retention basin as well as a flat buffer zone between the drive aisle and top of bank of the retention basin;

4) That the applicant provide details for the proposed location and construction of the landscaping wall, in the event a retaining wall is required around the retention basin, subject to Staff approval; 

5) That the applicant continue to work with Engineering to meet all stormwater management requirements outlined in Chapter 53; and
6) That the approval of this Final Development Plan includes only the Jaguar and Land Rover wall signs and they be included for review in the future cohesive sign package and that no permits may be issued for these signs until the cohesive sign package is reviewed by the Commission and City Council.

The vote was as follows: Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0)

4.
Riviera, Subareas A & B, Section 1 (Lots 1 – 40) and Section 2 (Lots 41 – 85)
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   Final Development Plan (Approved 7 – 0)










   Final Plat (Approved 7 – 0)
The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a proposal for the subdivision and development of 85 single-family lots and associated open space, rights-of-way and landscaping as part of Subareas A and B in the Riviera Planned Unit Development District. She said the site is on the west side of Avery Road, north of the intersection with Memorial Drive. She said this is a request for review and approval of a Final Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050 and review and recommendation of approval to City Council of Final Plats under the provisions of the Subdivision Regulations. She stated anyone intending to address the Commission will need to be sworn-in.
The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission regarding this case.

Motion and Vote 

Ms. Newell moved, Ms. Mitchell seconded, to approve the Final Development Plan with the following condition:

1) That the applicant provide landscaping on either side of the path to buffer the area from Lots 55 and 56.

The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0)

Motion and Vote 

Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to recommended approval to City Council for a Final Plat with the following condition:

1) That the applicant ensure any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to City Council submittal.

The vote was as follows: Mr. Stidhem, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0)

Planning Items

Claudia Husak said a copy of the Bright Road Area Plan update memo that was sent to Council and the residents in the area was included in the packets. She said there have been requests for additional traffic studies and there is a delay. 
Ms. Husak said Staff has engaged Greg Dale again to provide training to the PZC and June 9, 2016 has been slated for that training. She said the idea is to have the ARB and BZA join the training that evening and possibly spending time prior to 6:30 with the Chairs and Vice Chairs of all of the boards and Commission to focus on certain topics. She said dinner would be provided. She asked if this would work for the Commission. 

Ms. Husak said May 16 is the joint work session with City Council. She said the tentative plan is for dinner at 5:30 pm in the Council planning room or bring it out here with an official start at 6 or 6:15 pm for the work session. She requested topics from Ms. Salay so Staff can be prepared. Ms. Husak said three things were sent to Council for the 11th, which were architecture, signs and the ART. 

Communications

Victoria Newell said she would not be able to attend the PZC on May 5th as she will be out of state. 
Christopher Brown said if Deer Run is on the agenda for May 5th, he will have to recuse himself from that case review. 

Cathy De Rosa said she would not be in attendance either as she will be out of the country.

It was determined that Bob Miller would chair the meeting for the portion Mr. Brown has to recuse himself.

Ms. Newell suggested the applicant be made aware that the full Commission will not be in attendance so the applicant would have the opportunity to table it to return for a full vote.

Ms. Husak said Marie Downie left Planning to move to Tennessee to be with her fiancé who is in the army down there. She said the Planner I vacancy was filled with Nichole Martin who has been our Planning Assistant. She noted Ms. Martin would be the one bringing the Master Sign Plan for Bridge Park for review on May 5th. 

Ms. Newell adjourned the meeting at 8:40 p.m.

As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on May 19, 2016.
Planning
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