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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 
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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 
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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 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.  
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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 
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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.  
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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.  
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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 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; 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) 
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Ms. Newell said there is potential with the limitation of the height of the graphics in terms of placement 

on the buildings.  She said the point of the deviation is to get creativity in exchange for the larger sign 

and suggested they do more presentation work showing how the height of the sign will fit within the area 
on the buildings. 

 
Mr. Starr said they will bring more dimensions of signs and images from other places that will help show 

the appropriateness on the buildings. 
 

Ms. Mitchell said people learn and recognize brands and not based on the size of the logo or sign but by 

the distinctiveness and certain elements that are creative.  She said the size is not the determining factor 
of what makes a great sign and they should find a way to think about other dimensions other than just 

size that would be very helpful. 
 

Mr. Stidhem said they should keep the signs at 50 square feet and then if they go outside the 50 square 

foot they would come back for further approval. 
 

Ms. Husak said the Bridge Street District provisions were conservative on purpose.  She said they are not 
here asking for a sign plan for bigger signs they are required to come to the Commission with a sign plan 

because the Code has built that into the Shopping Corridor that has been designated for their location.  

She said the 50 square foot they were being conservative to the sign provisions knowing that there are 
certain areas it was too conservative and knew that there was another layer of scrutiny added to those 

provisions. 
 

Ms. Newell asked what action the applicant would like them to do with the application. 
 

Mr. Starr asked to table the application and come back with information to address the questions that 

have been brought forth. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Stidhem seconded, to table this Master Sign Plan application at the request of the 

applicant. The vote was as follows: Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; 

Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Tabled 7 – 0) 
 

 
3. MAG PUD and Perimeter Center, Subarea D – MAG, Land Rover, Jaguar, Porsche 
 15-113Z/PDP                       6335 Perimeter Loop Road 
                                                       Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 
 

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for a Rezoning for approximately 30 
acres from Planned Unit Development District (Midwestern Auto Group plan) and PCD (Perimeter Center, 

Subarea D) to PUD for the expansion of the Midwestern Auto Group (MAG) campus to incorporate an 
additional 5.4 acres into the PUD to accommodate the construction of a combined showroom for the 

Jaguar and Land Rover brands. She said this is a request for review and recommendation of approval to 

City Council for a rezoning with preliminary development plan under the provisions of Zoning Code 
Section 153.050. 

 
Ms. Husak said she could do a presentation but it seemed there might be a few questions that would not 

require a full presentation. 

 
Ms. Salay said she wanted to talk about architecture. 

 
Ms. Husak said this is a rezoning and preliminary development stage and they are looking at an entire 

site that is now 30 acres by trying to incorporate 5.5 acres of vacant land on the eastern side of the 
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campus.  She said when the applicant was here in October with the concept plan which is a requirement 

of the rezoning to the PUD for this particular application, they had presented the Porsche development in 

the northern portion of the site to take the place of the existing Land Rover building to the north and 
expanding the main campus building across the pond for their Lamborghini franchise and specifically to 

talk about Jaguar and Land Rover on the vacant parcel.  She said there were conversations of shifting 
some of the buildings around and looking at switching Porsche with Land Rover or Jaguar building and 

they talked about it after and they were concerned with the lack of size that the Porsche building would 
have on that particular parcel and the applicant has more information on why they chose that locations 

are they are presenting.  She said the application is ahead of the programing schedule for Jaguar and 

Land Rover and Porsche is lagging behind in programing.   
 

Ms. Husak said Subarea A and B are existing and creating a third Subarea C for the additional five acres 
which is currently an office subarea within Perimeter Center and would take it out of and incorporate it 

into the MAG PUD which the applicant has been asked to do to create one large PUD for MAG specifically.  

She said the Community Plan shows this parcel as proposed as well as Subarea B more as an office and 
Intuitional District and less of a Commercial District. She said they have had conversations at the 

Commission and City Council on the merits of having a more commercially oriented use on this site and in 
the Planning Report they gave more detailed analysis as to why the applicant thought it made sense here 

and staff thought it was an appropriate land use on that site.  She said office is always a permitted in the 

PUD for MAG so if anything were to happen for redevelopment that would still be an option. 
 

Ms. Husak said the details show a continuation of car display with the finger like arrangement, which is 
unique to MAG.  She said there are two storm water retention ponds that are wet ponds on site.  She 

said access is shared with Nationwide Children’s Hospital in the top which was a requirement when 
Children’s Hospital went in and the easement for cross access was already in place.  She said the main 

change is that they have made the service area at a lower level because of the concerns of the overhead 

doors being visible from US33/161. She said the landscaping is in line with what exists today with a lower 
screening along the highway but having trees in a symmetrical pattern along the are display. 

 
Ms. Husak said the architecture has not changed significantly from the concept plan except for changes 

to the side elevations.  She said the architecture is very modern and simple in terms of the form and the 

elevations show how recessed the doors are and how the angles are created with the windows and how 
it flows with the campus as a modern and innovative design using a lot of metal and grey color schemes 

like the remainder of the campus.  
 

Ms. Husak said there are some allowances in the proposed development text for the signs essentially 
allowing wall signs which the Commission had approved for Audi as well as for BMW and Mini along the 

US33 frontage and the applicant is requesting an overall allowance of 100 square feet to be divided 

between the two signs where one is proposed to be larger than 50 square feet, but the other is smaller 
so together they are still at 100.  She said the other signs being proposed are in line with what is 

approved on the campus in terms of a campus identification sign on Venture Drive at the access point 
and the smaller lower brand signs that they have now and are visible for the users of site as they are 

driving in to make sure they know where to go for service.  She said they are not requiring logos to 

adhere to logo size requirements. She said the height is at 20 feet across those buildings, where the 
Commission held steady at 15-foot requirement for BMW, Mini and Audi.   

 
Ms. Husak said there are some conditions for the storm water management requirements and the 

applicant has been working with Engineering to make sure that they have all the information needed and 

there is more information to come at the final development plan, which is required to be reviewed by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission.  She said the traffic study there are comments as the expansion of the 

site on vacant land there is a traffic study component required and they had some comments the 
applicant is to address prior to Council review.   
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Ms. Husak said they are recommending approval to City Council with the following nine conditions: 

1)  That the applicant work with Staff to ensure replacement trees are not counted to fulfill other 

requirements; 
2)  That the applicant work with staff to relocate as many newly planted trees as possible and to find 

appropriate locations for replacement trees on site; 
3)  That the Traffic Impact Study be updated to address Engineering comments, subject to approval 

by Engineering, prior to introduction of this rezoning Ordinance at City Council; 4) That the 
applicant update the proposed plans to accurately indicate the required setbacks along the 

southern property line; 

5)  That the proposed development text be revised to address the sign allowances in Subarea A to 
more accurately reflect the sign needs for the single brand building anticipated; 

6)  That any site modifications to Subarea A include the analysis and any necessary modifications to 
the current storm water management plan to ensure storm water requirements as defined in 

Chapter 53 are satisfied; 

7)  That the applicant work with staff prior to the Final Development Plan stage to identify and 
incorporate appropriate safety measures along the south side of the proposed western retention 

basin to protect vehicles traveling on westbound US33/SR 161; 
8) That all technical comments associated with storm water management and civil plans are 

addressed prior to filing a Final Development Plan application, and; 

9)  That the applicant submit additional information and details for the proposed retaining wall along 
the eastern retention basin as part of the Final Development Plan. 

 
Ms. Newell wanted a clarification for what is envisioned for the safe barrier along SR161 and the 

retention pond. 
 

Ms. Husak said for the BMW and Mini site, there is a pond that is not a storm water management pond 

and is close to the roadway and with the unfortunate incidents where vehicles have driven off the road in 
other areas of town, they have been working with Engineering to provide a barrier that is aesthetically 

pleasing and cannot be seen because it blends in and will not be noticed. 
 

Mr. Miller said the entrance to Children’s Hospital space between the entrance to MAG and to the road is 

only about 20 feet and asked if it could be moved farther from the main road because he witnessed a fire 
truck accessing the drive and was surprised by the speed of traffic along the roadway making the 

maneuver into MAG unsafe.  He asked that Engineering take a look at it to make the access safer. 
 

Ms. Husak said Venture Drive is not considered a front door for the MAG campus and ideally it is not 
where patrons will enter the site and she will have Engineering take a look at it. 

 

Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance, said Jaguar and Land Rover National decided to change their 
prototype and they were 90 percent complete on construction documents ready to submit to start the 

building that was approved last year. He said they turned off 40 projects across the country and that is 
why they are back. He said during this process with Audi, BMW and Mini coming online MAG’s business 

has grown substantially. He has the opportunity to master plan some of the other brands that are 

available with Porsche that they did within the Volvo addition and now that is growing into their own 
facility being proposed for the north side of the campus.  He said in the Land Rover deal he is able to get 

Jaguar as a new brand to Dublin. He said the question last time was could the buildings be flipped and 
after that meeting he did a site plan and because of the scale of the buildings Audi is such a small gem 

between two larger building that are close enough that it works, where this site is a bit removed from the 

BMW because of the display fingers. He said they felt the scale of this building needed to be larger to 
accommodate the displays.  He said the area behind become the employee and overflow inventory lot for 

the MAG campus, with a larger building on this site it would take away from the operational side of MAG 
and is why they didn’t want to have that inventory employee lot along the SR161 corridor and kept it 

confined to the Venture Drive side which is not the main entrance to the campus. 
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Mr. Parish said this is a new prototype for Jaguar and Land Rover and they are very excited about 

bringing this to the market with the hope that this location to be one of the first in the United States for 
this prototype.  He said MAG is very excited about the opportunity to bring this online.   

 
Mr. Parish said the concerns from last review was that service drive was on the side which is 

uncharacteristic MAG campus and he redesigned with the sunk in service drive, two tiered much the 
same experience that exists which was not approved by Jaguar/Land Rover National and he had to 

redesign it with it in the middle of the building and tucked it around the side much like the Audi facility 

and removed the service sign that was above.  He said the other concern was that the front elevation 
was a flat elevation and they tried to do additional moves and design ideas on the front elevation and 

being that this is their first new prototype going nationally across America they wanted to stay with the 
current design and could not give leeway on their first facility that they are building in North America.    

 

Mr. Parish said they did allow to drop the signage down from the second panel from the top which 
exceeding current conditions on campus.  He said the two proposed signs go to 20 feet and is a matter of 

the proportion of the building.  He said the prototype has six blocks as a base and six blocks as a top.  He 
said if they shrink the building it would be by two bands across but the building becomes smaller against 

the context on the corridor, so BMW and Audi buildings are over 30 feet tall and with taking two bands 

away they would be the stepchild to those buildings at 24 feet.  He said in an effort to give the scale of 
the front elevation it is flat with beveled display window on the first floor, to give a scale that is equal to 

the Audi they did the entrance in the center has been recessed back an additional five feet from where it 
was to create two jewel boxes that have the cars aligned in the front.  He said it was an opportunity that 

with speaking with Jaguar/Land Rover that they were willing to compromise on setting it back and 
dropping the elevation and getting the service drive around and keep the new prototype as a flat 

elevation.   

 
Mr. Parish said they removed the car wash component from this building to reduce it down and removed 

one of the display fingers to handle the placement of the pond for retention and they are working with 
Engineering with final civil requirements.  He said he will be back for the Lamborghini and Porsche in the 

next coming months with further details on those two buildings. 

 
Mr. Brown asked what the building materials are. 

 
Mr. Parish said composite panel with a closed system with metal in the back and is a dark mat gray finish 

and will bring samples at the final development plan.      
 

Mr. Brown said the service drive has a large expanse of blank wall and in that evaluation there is showing 

many trees in front of it, though he does not have a problem with it, the view from SR161 and angle of 
the service drive exposes the wall.  He said it is the angle and the way they enter the service drive it will 

not effectively screen from SR161 because the trees will not be layered in front and if they bring the 
service drive parallel then they could put trees in front.   

 

Ms. Husak said they had asked that they break up that elevation somehow. 
 

Mr. Parish said they are doing further articulation on the service area blank wall and is happy to 
accommodate that with sliding it over to get it less down the middle of the finger. 

 

Ms. Salay said the architecture is a prototype and they do not want to change it because it is the first one 
out of the box and so they are getting the plainest vanilla of the buildings that will be built because they 

are the first and going forward they may be willing to deviate, but this is what they will roll out for the 
initial example that will be shared with everyone across the country.  She said she is concerned that this 
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is not going to be as spectacular as the rest of the campus and not in keeping with what they have done 

out there.  She said this is the entrance as they drive east to west. 

 
Mr. Parish said the discussions with them they were steadfast on the sloped roof, the green color and 

they feel they have gotten rid of those things that was not preferred and created it more about the 
vehicles and less about the architecture so that this can be a jewel box much like the competitors.  He 

said they are going to be more steadfast on this is the prototype and this is what they are keeping 
because they are not asking for a lot of the out of the box elements such as towers etc., they are just 

keeping the architecture simple and the only deviations are if the service is on the side or in the middle of 

the building.   
 

Ms. Newell asked if anyone from the public would like to address the Commission. [Hearing none.]   
 

Ms. Newell said she is fine with the architecture of the building and it is going to be their out of the box 

prototype but the finishes on the building with the overall campus she likes this proposal better than the 
previous applications that were submitted for the architecture with the building.  She said the plainness 

and simpleness of this can complement everything else that is on the campus.  She said in whole 
congress with this campus is probably one of the finest designs auto dealership she has ever seen 

anywhere that she has traveled.  She said they have done a fantastic job.  She said it will look nice when 

it’s done and she would have liked to see more play with the two front jewel boxes so that there was a 
bigger recess or maybe a little wider separation but she still likes the architecture of the building.   

 
Ms. Newell said the proportion of the buildings are not going to look right if they squash down the glass 

or building so have the signage at that location and the deviation in height it fits the architecture of these 
buildings.  She said she would like to see the condition of where the sum of the signs to the 100 square 

foot, because they could have a potential 100 foot sign and they need to limit one of the signs at the 

maximum of 55 square foot and the condition needs to include that no sign can exceed the 55 square 
feet.   

 
Ms. Newell asked Ms. Husak to revise the conditions and read them into the record. 

 

Ms. Husak said there are two additional conditions added requesting approval with 11 conditions as 
follows: 

1)  That the applicant work with Staff to ensure replacement trees are not counted to fulfill other 
requirements; 

2)  That the applicant work with staff to relocate as many newly planted trees as possible and to find 
appropriate locations for replacement trees on site; 

3)  That the Traffic Impact Study be updated to address Engineering comments, subject to approval 

by Engineering, prior to introduction of this rezoning Ordinance at City Council; 4) That the 
applicant update the proposed plans to accurately indicate the required setbacks along the 

southern property line; 
5)  That the proposed development text be revised to address the sign allowances in Subarea A to 

more accurately reflect the sign needs for the single brand building anticipated; 

6)  That any site modifications to Subarea A include the analysis and any necessary modifications to 
the current storm water management plan to ensure storm water requirements as defined in 

Chapter 53 are satisfied; 
7)  That the applicant work with staff prior to the Final Development Plan stage to identify and 

incorporate appropriate safety measures along the south side of the proposed western retention 

basin to protect vehicles traveling on westbound US33/SR 161; 
8) That all technical comments associated with storm water management and civil plans are 

addressed prior to filing a Final Development Plan application; 
9)  That the applicant submit additional information and details for the proposed retaining wall along 

the eastern retention basin as part of the Final Development Plan; 
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10) That the applicant work with staff to provide either additional articulation, landscaping or layout 

changes for the service drive for the southern elevation of the service area at the final 

development plan stage, and;  
11) That the text be revised to limit the sign size of a single wall sign in Subarea C to 55 square feet. 

 
Mr. Parish agreed to the revised conditions. 

 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to recommend approval to City Council for a 

Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan with 11 conditions. The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. 
Stidhem, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; and Mr. Brown, yes. 

(Approved 7 – 0) 
 

 

4. BSC SCN – Bridge Park, Block A                                        Riverside Drive and SR 161 
 15-117PP/FP                                                            Preliminary Plat/Final Plat     
       
The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for a Preliminary and Final Plat for a 

development of approximately 3.75 acres into four lots, one reserve and associated easements for the 

future development of a hotel, parking garage, office building and event center as part of the Bridge Park 
development. This site is located northeast of the intersection of Riverside Drive and SR 161.  This is a 

request for review and recommendation of approval to City Council for a Preliminary and Final Plat under 
the provisions of Subdivision Regulations. 

 
Ms. Downie presented the Preliminary and Final Plat for Block A of the Bridge Park development.  She 

said the Development Plan and Site Plan have been submitted and are beginning the Administrative 

Review Team process.  She said the area identified on the Acura site for future Mooney Way will require 
separate easements. 

 
Ms. Downie said approval is recommended with two conditions. 

1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 

City Council submittal. 
2) The final plat will require a note to address the ownership and maintenance of the proposed 

Reserve A. 
   

Russ Hunter, Crawford Hoying Development, said they wanted to share what had been presented to City 
Council.  He noted that these are not the final renderings nor what will be submitted for their final 

submittal. 

 
Mr. Hunter presented slides showing the overall development including Longshore Drive, the hotel 

building, event center, parking garage and future office building along Riverside Drive.   
 

Mr. Hunter said the event center, parking garage, and hotel will be a part of the Development Plan and 

Site Plan that the Planning Commission will be reviewing in February.  He said the office building will be 
submitted separately. He said the intention is that these three buildings will be constructed and 

operational by the Memorial Tournament 2017. 
 

Mr. Hunter said the differences from what was presented to City Council is that the parking garage has 

been reduced by one story due to conversations with Staff that they are over parked.  He said they also 
modified the roof structure on the event center to be angled instead of flat to make it appear taller next 

to the eight hotel.   He said this is a jewel building and it made sense to be creative with the shape and 
massing.  He said they lifted a side up and added a clear story providing some natural light into the event 
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2. MAG PUD – Jaguar, Land Rover, Porsche Expansion             6335 Perimeter Loop Road 

 15-091CP                                                             Concept Plan     
       

Ms. Newell said the following application is a request for an expansion to the Midwestern Auto Group 

(MAG) campus to incorporate an additional 5.4 acres into the PUD for a showroom for the Jaguar and 
Land Rover franchises, the demolition of the existing Land Rover showroom and the construction of a 

new showroom for the Porsche brand, and the addition of an elevated showroom addition to the main 
building for the Lamborghini franchise and all associated site improvements. She said this is a request for 

review and informal, non-binding feedback for a Concept Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code 
Section 153.050.  

 

Claudia Husak said this is a concept plan for MAG. She said the campus is approximately 30 acres north 
of US33 and south of Perimeter Drive with Venture Drive wrapping around the northern portion of the 

site to the east. She said approximately 24 acres is currently developed with the MAG campus.  
 

Ms. Husak said the Planned Unit Development process consists of three steps, the first is Concept Plan 

review and are required when the site is over 25 acres and when the proposal does not meet the 
Community Plan as is the case with the application tonight. She said since the applicant is requesting 

feedback on an expansion of five acres, the Community Plan is determining the review by the Planning 
and Zoning Commission. She said the comments and feedback as part of this application is non-binding 

and very similar to an informal application. 
 

Ms. Husak said the applicant is able to take a concept plan application to City Council for their feedback 

as well. She said the next step would be a Rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan with more 
details and a development text with the applicable development standards. She explained that the third 

and last step is the Final Development Plan.  
 

Ms. Husak said the proposal includes the two existing subareas, Subarea A is the largest of the subareas 

and includes the main MAG building which is the first building built for the campus and houses the 
majority of the automotive brands sold by MAG. She said, in 2010, the applicant had an expansion 

approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council to add the Volvo dealership which 
was a new dealership to the MAG campus. She said Porsche is currently in the rear of the Volvo portion 

of the main building, which also includes the penthouse suite. She said Subarea A also includes the 

7,300-square-foot Land Rover/Range Rover building, which was approved to be demolished in 2014 with 
a new building to house Jaguar and Land Rover in its place. She said it included a sky bridge connection 

between the main building to the new building, which as part of tonight’s proposal is no longer a 
complete bridge connection but rather the elevated showroom for the Lamborghini brand. 

 
Ms. Husak said Subarea B is in the center of the site, which was included into the MAG campus in 2012 to 

move BMW and Mini from Post Road to this campus. She said at that time there was a reluctance to any 

additional expansion of the campus specifically concerning car dealership land use and the view of cars 
along US33 and the applicant mentioned that the BMW/Mini expansion as their last. She said any kind of 

expansion of this campus would have to go through all of the approval processes. She said during the 
approval of Subarea B with the BMW/Mini building, the Audi brand made a plea for their own free-

standing, 11,000-square-foot building which was then incorporated into the campus expansion as part of 

Subarea B.  
 

Ms. Husak said that Subarea C would be created if approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission and 
City Council. She said it is currently a vacant 5.5-acre site owned by the applicant. She said the adjacent 

neighbor to the east is Nationwide Children’s Hospital. She said there is currently a large stormwater 
management pond on the western edge of the site that handles stormwater management for the 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
October 1, 2015 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 8 of 13 

neighboring sites. Ms. Husak pointed out that this pond is eliminated as part of this proposal and 

stormwater management will need to be addressed in more detail to the satisfaction of Engineering if this 
case moves forward.  

 
Ms. Husak said the expansion of the campus and creation of Subarea C is being driven by Land Rover 

and Jaguar requesting a new building creating a new showroom and with Jaguar a new brand at the 

dealership. 
 

Ms. Husak showed the Future Land Use Map from the Community Plan which was approved in 2013. She 
said the Subarea A portion of the site is designated as General Commercial on the map and the 

remainder is a Standard Office Institutional District which the proposal would not adhere to with Subarea 
B or C.  

 

Ms. Husak said MAG has always been great in working with staff and figuring out creative ways to create 
architecture and interest on the campus with landscape screening and site layout. She requested 

feedback from the Commissions regarding the Future Land Use designation and the applicant’s wish to 
expand the campus farther east. She said in all the subareas office is a permitted use, however, the 

office areas within each of the showrooms are small. 

 
Ms. Husak said the proposed access point conflicts with the existing Nationwide Children’s Hospital access 

point off Venture Drive and being immediately adjacent to this access is not something that would be 
supported by Engineering. She said in the northern portion of the site, the Land Rover building will 

replaced with the Porsche building, which is slightly larger than the existing building. She said there is 
currently a test track for Range Rovers that will be eliminated creating more display area. 

 

Ms. Husak said the main building does not have wall signs and the Land Rover building has a sign on the 
green panel and three walls signs were approved at heights higher than 15 feet stipulating that the green 

panel would be eliminated. She said the applicant is proposing one wall sign above 15 feet.  
 

Ms. Husak said the sky bridge was approved in 2014 in a similar design, but this proposal eliminates the 

connection between the two buildings and only includes the elevated showroom.  
 

Ms. Husak said Subarea C includes a proposal for a 29,000-square-foot building for Jaguar and Land 
Rover to be set in the center of the site at an angle and taking advantage of the views that might be 

provided from this location traveling along US33. She said the applicant has continued the “fingers” 

design of display spaces within the campus and provided landscape screening. She said the Code allows 
for a lower screening for vehicle display areas as opposed to parking lots where the screening has to be 

higher. She said there are display areas near the building as well as visitor and employee parking spaces. 
She said the building would include a non-retail car wash to the rear and there is a portion of the building 

that includes vehicle service areas that front onto US33. She said MAG has done a good job in lowering 
those types of uses or placing them along the sides of the building and this is a different design with 

having them in the front.  

 
Ms. Husak said the building incorporates both brands with a main entry door in the center and the details 

related to height and size of the signs has not yet been submitted. She said the Planning and Zoning 
Commission allowed wall signs for the BMW, Mini, and the Audi dealerships but required them to be at 

the 15-foot height that Code would require. She said in the northern portion of the site the Planning and 

Zoning Commission did allow taller signs and staff has requested feedback related to those details. She 
said there are two signs proposed in addition to the brand identifications, one says “Dublin” over the 

central door and then there is a “service” sign. She said that service signs have typically been low to the 
ground and not required permits. She said the Service and Dublin wall signs seem unnecessary in this 

particular instance.  
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Ms. Husak read the proposed discussion questions: 

1. Is the proposed land use appropriate? 
2. Is the proposed layout sensitive to the previous concerns? 

3. Does the Commission support the proposed architectural concepts? 
4. What sign allowances would the Commission consider appropriate for the proposal? 

5. Other considerations by the Commission. 

 
Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance, said he has been the architect for MAG for several years. He said they 

were here back in 2014 and asked for approval of the Jaguar and Land Rover on the north side of the 
campus. He said they were working on construction documents with hopes of breaking ground in August 

when Jaguar and Land Rover stopped 40 projects countrywide because they redesigned their image and 
brand to be more competitive in the US market. He said the building design being proposed is their new 

prototype that will be rolling across the country soon and it is MAG’s goal to be the first of this prototype 

of 2017 Jaguar/Land Rover line of cars. He said it is that motivation for MAG to be the first to get the 
dealership done. He said he comes before the Commission humbly because he knows the history of the 

last five acres. He said it is important to Mark Brettlinger and MAG that his business keeps growing and 
he is seeing the growth potential with adding Jaguar to MAG by an immediate impact to his business 

being able to sell Jaguars having two years to build the facility. He said through this process he wants to 

look at the high line brands with Rolls-Royce, Bentley, Porsche, and Lamborghini and try to grow those 
within the Dublin market as well. He said this master plans takes all the cars and brands and shuffles 

them up and gives them a new home and identity so that he can grow his business. 
 

Mr. Parish said the high line would all be interior modifications without any exterior modifications. He said 
the new architecture of the Jaguar prototype fits the style that is consistent along the corridor with BMW 

and Mini as well as Audi with a clean line, modern, and innovative with glass and metal. He said they 

began by orienting the building to give a three-quarter view to the building adding interest and help with 
the internal workings of the showroom to work better with the finger design that is common to the MAG 

campus. He said it was an artful way of creating display space. He said they are proposing some 
additional ponding in the front to handle some of the storm water and does have other means working 

through the engineers to provide details. 

 
Mr. Parish said the curb cut conflict has been resolved by finding the shared access agreement with 

Nationwide Childrens Hospital that is in place and they tie into the existing drive and clean up the 
elevations. He said they will continue with the grove of trees along SR 33 to create a nice campus. He 

said the architecture is consistent across the frontage and the display fingers. 

 
Mr. Parish said they proposing to tear down the existing Land Rover and slide the Porsche facility to be 

more on center with middle finger display and create more displays. He said they chose to put Porsche 
on the northern edge to continue with the curved edges of the front façade with the keyhole slot that 

plays nicely with the existing MAG massing where there is the concourse spin going down the center, 
which made Porsche a better fit. He said he does not know the exactly heights but would like to conform 

to Code.  

 
Mr. Parish said he has changed the Lamborghini because of the concourse spin which is a CMU wall that 

is curved is going to continue on past to create an adult version of a Match Box car display as seen in the 
grocery store where there are Lamborghini’s hanging out over the water. He said instead of creating the 

back concourse area that connect downward, he wanted to create a showroom and cut behind the wall 

that he created off the concourse wall that is a cantilevered elevated showroom with some structural post 
underneath. He said they are creating an outdoor vestibule space that will host Lamborghini events 

where the customer can go in and outside during the events creating a unique space.  
 

Mr. Parish said he would like to get feedback on the staff questions, specifically on the remaining 5.4 
acres and adding the Jaguar franchise to the MAG campus. 
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Ms. Newell asked if they are re-working in the test track. 
 

Mr. Parish said it is not a requirement any longer and they have opted not to do it. 
 

Ms. Newell asked if there were anyone from the public that would like to speak to this application. [There 

were none.] 
 

Ms. Newell said she likes the design of the elevated “Match Box” design of the building and it will be a 
spectacular part of the campus. She said she is not concerned about the extension of the campus and 

knows that City Council may have different priorities, but from a planning stand point if the same level of 
architectural detail continues through the site and it remains well developed and unified across the whole 

site she is comfortable with expanding the territory to provide new business opportunities and to expand 

the business operations that are here.  
 

Ms. Newell said she agrees with the curve of the building for Porsche, but when she looks at the mass of 
the plan she would like to reverse the two buildings because of the size difference. She said because the 

Porsche building is smaller in scale, it could potentially be more palatable on that smaller area of the site. 

She said because the retention ponds are squashed in around the fingers and not well integrated into the 
design, having a smaller building on that location could provide more opportunity. 

 
Ms. Newell said the east elevation of the Porsche as the drive through area returns around at the east 

side of the elevation it abrupts short and with the massing of the building she would want to extend that 
element further across that particular façade. 

 

Ms. Newell said regarding the height of the signs, the previous concession allowing a change in height 
worked with the architecture of the building which is why they allowed the higher signs and in exchange 

for getting away from the green which was out of place given the whole campus grey, white and black 
scheme that goes on with all the architectural elements. She said when she looks at all the elevations of 

the new signs it does not hurt the building to lower them to a 15-foot height. She said keeping the 

aesthetic appearance of how the signage works on the façade will be important. 
 

Ms. Newell asked for the Land Rover building service entrance to be explained. 
 

Mr. Parish said at the backside of the Audi dealership there is a service drive around the corner with the 

high-speed doors that open and close quickly. He said this will be a service reception and is a single story 
building so that the customer could exit their car at the service drive and enter immediately into the 

showroom and enjoy the shopping experience where the existing MAG campus they enter below and 
have to climb steps which is problematic for ADA requirements. He said they tried to provide some 

screening for the western view and there is an opportunity at the fingers to provide additional landscape 
screening against the overhead doors. 

 

Ms. Newell said they are using the space similarly to new car delivery. She said the adjacent site 
(Crowne) has a similar arrangement on their site with glass doors with some screening, where the doors 

appear to be windows on the building and asked what MAG is proposing for the opening for the doors. 
 

Mr. Parish said the new service reception is typically tiled and finished almost like a showroom finish 

when done. He said the doors proposing are “Rytec” high-speed doors that are two seconds up and two 
seconds down. He said they are the same doors on the Audi building with a full vision panel that are 

approximately four inches.  
 

Ms. Newell said she agrees with staff on the signage of the service that is proposed over top, that it can 
be handled more discreetly. She said the elevations of the building with the materials that are being 
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proposed do match within the campus. She said she is struck with the flatness across the front of the 

building and would like to see more play in the elevation.  
 

Mr. Brown said it is appropriate on the proposed site stating that is what the area is and their buildings 
are superior to any other along that road. He said there is a certain vocabulary that goes on with the 

established block and it works. He said he assumes the panels are a dry joint rain screen, nice crisp, 

clean panels. He said he shares Ms. Newell’s notion that it appears flat with nothing dynamic going on. 
He said in the Mini/BMW building there is the two opposing colors that is dynamic and striking and then 

the Audi after that is a wonderful presentation. He said he would hate to see anything that does not live 
up to the standard. He asked for the color of the panels. 

 
Mr. Parish said the darker panels are a dark grey material with a dry joint with a more contemporary 

linear fashion and the other is a bone color that demarks the entrance to the facility. He said the inside is 

a different color grey that looks chiseled back to the butt joint glass system with mullions behind the 
glass similar to Audi. He said so that it looks like a clean sheet of glass. 

 
Mr. Brown said he shares the opinion of staff and Ms. Newell about the service area. He said there is a 

certain signage vocabulary on this site that has a nice rhythm on this campus and this would be different 

and progressive in logic to the signage and they should maintain that as best you can as they have with 
the layout. He said he loves the Lamborghini site.  

 
Mr. Brown said he appreciates the nice manicured screening being provided along US33 and he said the 

Porsche building and the signage fits the vocabulary of the rest of the campus and integrates well with 
the rest of the campus. 

 

Mr. Brown agreed that they have to figure out the pond issues. 
 

Mr. Miller said he agrees with the land use. He said if they move the Porsche building over to where the 
Land Rover building is it would soften the impact on Children’s Hospital by making it smaller and would 

provide a transition into the building. He said the campus is awesome. He said he agrees the building on 

the Land Rover is too flat. He said to soften the signs and he asked if the Porsche building were moved 
would the Land Rover building fit on the Porsche site on the plan. 

 
Mr. Parish said the reason they chose this site for Porsche was to provide some employee/overflow 

parking in the corner towards the back away from US33 and they like to have the pool of parking in the 

back because the vegetation has heavily grown. He said from a site strategy it does make sense to move 
the buildings but they lose the parking function if moved. 

 
Mr. Miller said it would be easier to gain his full support if the building sites were switched.  

 
Ms. De Rosa said she loves this campus and likes to drive by and loves the Audi building as it is her 

favorite. She said they have done a nice job on the campus so an additional five acres to this is more 

attractive than an office building. She said she is a huge Jaguar fan and is glad it is coming to Dublin. She 
said driving down into a service area and walking into a showroom is a nice experience and there has 

been a nice job done interior that makes people want to look at the new cars and she thought it works 
well. She said she agrees that the building looks a little less interesting then the other ones but may be 

hard to see on a rendering. She said she is supportive of the land use and looks forward to what they 

bring back. 
 

Mr. Stidhem said he is in support of the land use and is a great fit on the land and he does not have a 
problem with the building locations. He said the signage and all the discussion is surprising since the cars 

are their advertising and he knows where the Porsches are because they are there and he does not need 
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to see a sign to know they are there and he does not understand the issue with the signage. He said he 

is in complete support of the building and the campus. 
 

Mr. Brown asked if the Land Rover and Jaguar rollout is the unified building. 
 

Mr. Parish said they have had a prototype on that for years with Jaguar and Land Rover, but they had 

two sacred items of the slopped roof and the green pylon was Land Rover and Jaguar had a round 
rotunda, which was collaborated in the last design. He said the signage is not a problem while on the 

campus. He said it is the 70 mph traffic getting to the campus from US33 to pull them in that says there 
is a Porsche or Jaguar showroom to the interior.  

 
Ms. Newell said the presentation that is being shown went through several times to get it down to the 

version that was approved. She said she has worked for car dealerships before and car manufacturers 

love their signage and branding and always they always what they want presented to a Commission first 
before they will yield to something else. 

 
Mr. Brown said he has seen plenty of dealerships and looking at the Porsche sign is to scale and 

appropriate with the building. He said it is interesting about the branding about the Jaguar and the Land 

Rover because next to the other buildings, it is flat and they are trying to do something with the glass 
and the jewel box will look cool but those are dynamic buildings that are next to it. He said the returns 

and terminates on the ends have been handled gracefully on campus by a taller wall or something to 
demark the front elevation or the presentation how it returns to the service. He said there has always 

been isolation as they catching different elevations there is not an abrupt transition from the clean sleek 
panels to stucco or block or corrugated panels, it is always an important concern especially how the 

building are rotated slightly off axis.  

 
Ms. Newell asked if there were any more questions for the Commission and if they had provided enough 

direction. 
 

Mr. Parish said it has been a great dialog and he hopes to have a similar dialog at City Council. He said it 

has been an ongoing process of the MAG campus and it has evolved and is bigger than they had 
envisioned through the years. He thanked the Commission for their comments. 

 
 

3. NE Quad PUD, Subareas 5A and 5B, Kroger Marketplace and Northstar Retail Centers 

 15-093AFDP             Sawmill and Hard Roads 
                                                                                          Amended Final Development Plan 

 
Ms. Newell said the following application is to modify a previously approved final development plan to 

include black as an approved awning color for retail centers located at the northwest corner of Sawmill 
and Hard Roads, east of Emerald Parkway. This is a request for review and approval of an Amended Final 

Development Plan under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050. The Commission is the final 

authority on this application and we will need to swear-in. She swore in those who intended on 
addressing the Commission. 

 
Ms. Newell said this is on the consent agenda and did not need a formal presentation. 

 

Ms. Newell asked if there were anyone from the public that would like to speak to this application. [There 
were none.] 

 
Motion and Vote 

Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to approve this Amended Final Development Plan because the 
proposal complies with the applicable review criteria and the existing development standards.  
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1. MAG PUD, Land Rover/Range Rover/Jaguar/Lamborghini  
         6325 Perimeter Loop Road 
 14-046AFDP      Amended Final Development Plan 
 

Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this application for a request for demolition of the Land 

Rover showroom and the construction of a new 30,000-square-foot showroom for the Land Rover, 
Range Rover and Jaguar franchises; a sky bridge connecting the proposed building to the main 

MAG building; and associated site improvements at the southeast corner of the intersection of 
Perimeter Loop Road with Perimeter Drive with a text modification to decrease the pavement 

setbacks. The Commission is the final authority on this application. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in anyone who intends to address the Commission on this case. 
 

Claudia Husak said this application will require the Commission to make two motions. She said there 
are three Minor Development Text Modifications proposed for this application. She provided a quick 
overview of what has since changed since the Commission last reviewed this application informally in 
June. 
 

Ms. Husak explained the site was rezoned in 2010 to incorporate the entire MAG campus. She said 
it accommodates a multitude of auto franchises within the City. She said the zoning district is divided 

into two subareas, where Subarea B was created specifically for Audi and BMW/Mini and Subarea A 
on the west side includes the Lane Dealership building with several automotive brands such as 

Saab, Aston Martin, Bentley, Porsche, Volkswagen, and Volvo. She noted the existing Land Rover 

and Range Rover building to the north on the subarea map, which is about 7,500 square feet. 
She said within that Development Text, it was written to take that building as it existed into account. 
 

Ms. Husak said the proposal includes the demolition of the existing 7,335-square-foot Land Rover 

building and replace it with a new 34,000-square-foot building to house the Land Rover, Range Rover, 
and Jaguar franchises and provide the connection between the new building and the existing 

main dealership building via a sky bridge across the pond. She said the sky bridge is intended as a 
showroom for the Lamborghini brand. 
 

Ms. Husak reported Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) is working with its design consultant 

and the City of Dublin to complete the plan design on the US33/I-270 interchange upgrade. She 

explained that ODOT is in the process of acquiring rights-of-way to align pavement setback 
requirements which will decrease due to the right-of-way takes. She said there are a lot of parcels 

within the City that will be impacted and MAG is included going as far west as the Crowne Kia site. 
She said Staff has been working with ODOT in determining zoning impact compliance of right-of-

way takes in terms of sign location, setbacks, landscaping, and tree removal, etc. She said MAG has 

been informed that required right-of-way takes impact compliance with the pavement setbacks required 
in the development text. 
 

Ms. Husak reported the taking of right-of-way will make the site non-compliant and Planning 
suggested the applicant request a minor modification to the development text that slightly decreases 
the pavement setback requirement from 60 feet to 50 feet to ensure zoning compliance. She added 
that ODOT has said the setback encroachment will be less than four feet but 10 feet is suggested 
to allow ODOT some flexibility but is concerned that 50 feet might not be enough so she now 
recommends 45 feet. She said one area impacted is in front of Volvo where the vehicle display area is 
designed with a unique finger-like arrangement along US33 at the southern boundary and the other 
is on the very eastern portion of the campus where again there is vehicle display fingers for BMW 
and Mini. She pointed out the black line to illustrate the existing right-of-way and the red line is the 
new right-of-way. 
 

Amy Salay asked if there was a condition attached to that, which would state they are not allowed 
to change anything basically ODOT is doing the changing but MAG is not, now or in the future. 
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Ms. Husak clarified as in the site remains as approved and offered to tighten up the language for the 
text modification. 
 

Ms. Husak said the pond that is located along the Perimeter Loop frontage is decreasing in size, 

which was discussed in June. She said the pond is increasing in depth to manage stormwater. She 

said the applicant at the building permit stage will also be required to demonstrate they area meeting 
quality and quantity for stormwater management. She reported the building increase in square footage 

would require some removal of parking. She said in June, the Commission was generally 
supportive of allowing a development text modification that provides less parking. She 

recommended the applicant provide parking spaces at a ratio of one space per service bay in 

Subarea A as opposed to requiring an overall number for the site. 
 

Ms. Husak said there was a lot of discussion in June about the elevations to evoke more of the 
MAG style/character, where the development text requires striking and modern architecture. She said 

building materials were discussed providing what is on the remainder of the campus, creating 
angles, sharp edges, and points of interest within the elevation. She reported that overall, the 

applicant has changed rooflines to create more of these angles; increased the glass along the 
front elevation to provide transparency; provided some horizontal metal accents; diminished the 

overall beige material originally proposed and only focusing that on the Jaguar entrance; and the 

stone water table is only one of the more rugged pieces within the Land Rover and Range Rover 
portion of the building. She presented some perspective drawings to show what that would look like. 
 

Ms. Husak said the applicant is proposing a lot of glass and metal for the sky bridge which serves as 

a showroom, suspended over the pond which requires concrete and metal support legs that extend to 
the ground. She presented an illustration which showed more industrial and modern materials for the 

front façade with floor to ceiling windows, corrugated metal and light and dark grey stucco for the 

rear, and a fiber cement rain screen with visible fasteners to provide a connecting element between 
the two portions and is the material used on the Audi service write-up area. 
 

Ms. Husak said the proposal includes three wall signs on the north elevation. She explained 

the development text did not anticipate this new building and sky bridge and currently only permits 
one wall sign identifying a single brand on the north façade of the northernmost building in 

this Subarea, permitted at a height of 25 feet. She stated this proposal requests a 33.5-square-foot 
wall sign of the Land Rover oval logo and a 21.65-square-foot wall sign for the Range Rover franchise. 

She explained text limits the size of wall signs to 35 square feet. She reported that both signs are 

proposed along the metal accent band on the north elevation at a height of 23.2 feet. She said a third 
sign was proposed for above the entrance to the Jaguar showroom which has chrome letters and the 

chrome Jaguar logo, 35 square feet in size and at a height of 24 feet. 
 

Ms. Husak said the proposed signs would require a development text modification. She said 
Planning suggests the applicant eliminate one of the three proposed wall signs and supports a 

development text modification to permit one additional wall sign at a size of 35 square feet and a 

height of 25 feet. She presented some images of the campus as it is proposed. She said the 
applicant is allowed a brand identification sign which is shown at most of the entrances to most of 

the dealership buildings but should be limited to 40 square feet. She said the plans call out a green 
metal material in this area near the Jaguar entrance but believes that is a mistake. 
 

Ms. Husak stated the plans show the removal of 354 inches of healthy trees about six inches in 
diameter and 224.5 inches are shown to be replaced. She said Planning recommends additional areas 
where trees could be replaced, particularly in the detention basin. 
 

Ms. Husak summarized the conditions for this proposal to be approved. 
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The Chair invited the applicant to state his name and address for the record. 
 

Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance, 165 N. 5th Street, set up samples for the Commission and 
thanked them for the opportunity to speak on behalf of MAG. He indicated that Jack Reynolds was also 
present to assist. 
 

Mr. Parish said since the June meeting, he has tried to make Jaguar and Land Rover understand MAG 

as a campus and be given the opportunity to mold their prototype building into something 
significant on MAG’s campus. He indicated he sent the June meeting minutes to them to review 

the Commission’s comments and they gave him the opportunity to come up with something creative, 

thinking outside the box. However, he said, there are three sacred cows that must be adhered to: 1) 
Land Rover tower with the sloped roof; 2) Jaguar portico; and 3) the associated signs on each of those 

elements. 
 

Mr. Parish started with the Land Rover sloped roof and tower as this was the most foreign element to 
the campus, creating a vernacular form in a contemporary way. He explained the long showroom 

body is a long bar with a low sloped pitched roof providing a very thin profile, much like BMW. He 

added he went from grade to roof with storefront, allowing heavy beam trusses to be visible, 
marrying the traditional and contemporary element from inside out. He said this gave purpose and 

scale to the Land Rover tower on the building elevation. He explained the Jaguar portico is the 
hinge-point to the three fragmented boxes that contain the new car delivery, the showroom, and 

the service reception area, providing organization and purpose on the site. 
 

Mr. Parish addressed the comments from the June meeting, which spoke to the service area on 
the backside of the building and provided a design reminiscent of the original MAG building 

and also addressed comments made about the sky bridge. He explained that corrugated metal was 

used throughout the campus: as equipment screening up on the roof adjacent to the sky bridge; 
above each of the entrances into each one of the diamonds; and on the sky bridge. He explained his 

design for the ramp, windows and back elevation. He provided a story about how he was 
inspired to create the Lamborghini suspended showroom, based on a matchbox car display in a 

store. From a site standpoint, he addressed issues with the test track. He said he would like to 

relocate the one that exists, creating more of a forest around it, so the test drive was redesigned to 
simulate going through a rocky mountain which enhances the experience. He said this will also help 

screen the overhead doors on the service write-up, too. 
 

Mr. Parish recalled a phone conversation with the owner of MAG (Jaguar/Land Rover) and he told him 
the history of when Land Rover came to Dublin when the tower and emblem were a hot button in 

1997. Mr. Parish indicated that without that tower and emblem, Land Rover would have never come 
to Dublin. He said it has been discussed as to who can have wall signs and who cannot and 

explained that they have three brands, much like BMW and Mini. He said they want the right to be 

competitive in the market, being that BMW/Mini/Audi are of the same. Mr. Parish said he had told 
MAG that there is a difference between Subarea A and Subarea B for signs but MAG wanted Mr. 

Parish to show all three signs proposed and as they exist today per their corporate branding globally. 
He conveyed that each brand dealer must have a sign to be an authorized dealer for Jaguar, Land 

Rover, and Range Rover. 
 

Mr. Parish said he reduced the text for the Jaguar sign so it was fall within the conformity of the 

square footage requirement. He said Jaguar is new to the campus and is expected to bring in $20 
million in annual revenue for a total between these two franchises of $36 million annual revenue to the 

City and 10 additional employees. He said this design is more expensive but MAG believes this is an 
investment back into Dublin. 
 
The Chair asked if anyone was present from the public that would like to comment with respect to 
this application. [Hearing none.] 
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Victoria Newell asked what color materials are proposed for Jaguar cylinder and confirmed the only 
green on the building is the Land Rover tower. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if the Jaguar portion was stucco or manufactured panels. Mr. Parish 

said they do have an option for EIFS. 
 

Ms. Newell said she appreciated all the effort Mr. Parish had put into the design of this building. She 

said she has always liked the sky bridge as it is really creative and a welcome addition to the 
building. She stated she is struggling with the Range Rover green element and requests for 

signage. She said she perceives that whole column, being highlighted in green, as the whole sign. 
She indicated she understands that is what the dealership is looking for but it stands out more than 

everything else on the campus that is a nice neutral gray palette. She said she finds the overhang 

awkward in proportion to the rest of the scale of the building. She indicated she was a lot 
more comfortable with the Jaguar component and the way that it is presented this time. She said 

she has not completely studied the test track but would appreciate an attempt at making it more 
integrated into the design of the building. She indicated she still struggles with the signs proposed. 
 

Amy Kramb said she was ok with changing the setback because of the ODOT takes and agrees that 

a condition be written whereas MAG cannot alter the layout and extend their pavement 10 feet 
closer in those areas. Ms. Kramb indicated she was still supportive of the reduction in parking. She 

agreed that the Land Rover sign with the green looks like the whole space is the sign. She said she 

understands that is the color they want and would be more apt to give the applicant a sign for Land 
Rover and one for Range Rover if that whole tower was not green. She said she would prefer a 

brushed metal or something different. She asked that the Land Rover and Range Rover signs were 
reduced so combined, they would meet the 35-square-foot requirement and noted there is a 

smaller version in the ground sign. She indicated the height is what the text allows. She said she 

could be persuaded if the applicant wanted to change the text and remove the ground sign to have 
three wall signs; otherwise, two wall signs would be the limit. She believes there are options available 

to the applicant to achieve their logos, just smaller. She said the architecture looks better than the 
original proposal. She suggested if that green had to be used, she would prefer it be repeated 

somewhere else. She stated she likes the sky bridge over the water that is allowed to go right up to 
the building. She concluded her biggest concern was signage. 
 

Todd Zimmerman asked about the Jaguar sign. Mr. Parish explained the individual letters would 

stand off. Mr. Zimmerman said he could live with the way the signs are now. He asked if Lamborghini 

would be coming in for a sign for the sky box. Mr. Parish reported that Lamborghini provided a 
proposal that was turned down. Mr. Zimmerman said he likes the architecture and understands how 

the test track can be better integrated to hide the doors, which would be an improvement he could 
support. He indicated he understands the setback is more for ODOT and is fine with a minor text 

modification. He said he can see how this proposal will blend into the existing buildings and campus. 
 

Richard Taylor said he appreciated Mr. Parish’s efforts trying to design a building where every occupant 

is an individual client. He said this proposal is better than the previous design and said the long low 
pitched slope roof better integrates into the building. He indicated he does not have a problem with 

parking or setbacks. He said the only thing that bothers him about that elevation is that 
symmetrically placed entryway, but that is his personal preference. He said the number or placement 

of the signs on the entire campus is not unattractive or inappropriate, but reviewing this in the 

context of all the other businesses in the City and especially the ones across the street from this 
that are also car dealerships and are restricted on signs for multiple brands. He stated he would be 

in support of two signs but not three as he has to consider other applicants that come in and hard to 
explain why MAG would get all the signs when someone else does not. 
 

John Hardt said he is appreciative and sympathetic to the work Mr. Parish has done. He stated he had 

no trouble at all with the test track, especially if it is integrated into the landscape. He said the display 
by the 
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front door is out of place, effectively becoming a sign when they park cars on it, elevated into the air. 
He said there are no other dealerships in town that the Commission gives that courtesy. Mr. Hardt 

requested clarification when Mr. Parish was speaking of a new location. 
 

Mr. Parish explained that both still exist in the new proposal. He said the test track is relocated but 
there is a Jaguar and a Land Rover display, and if there is a six-inch grade difference; it is like sitting 
up on a curb but would be happy to minimize it. 
 

Mr. Hardt said he was ok with it as long as the height is measured in inches, less than 12 inches. He 

said the current one is every bit as tall as he is, which he has an issue with. He recalled a lot of 

discussion about the treatment of the edge of the pond the last time. He said with the current 
proposal, it seems to be primarily a concrete edge/the retaining wall. He asked if there was a 

system proposed/or already there today to maintain that water level both up and down. 
 

Mr. Parish explained the current pond is regulated by a well in that area and there is a proposed fill 
way so it can and will keep it at a constant level. He said it obviously has to handle the stormwater 
and will bump up to handle that and if it exceeds, it goes over the spillway. 
 

Mr. Hardt said this is obviously a PUD and there is development text that is agreed upon that allows 

for certain things to occur that often times are outside the bounds of Code but there are tradeoffs to 
allow for that. He said Code is the underlying foundation on any given site. He noted in this case, 

Code allows the wall signs, typically facing the highway, which gave him a comfort level for approving 

the BMW and Mini signs. Conversely, he said, Perimeter Drive has no wall signs anywhere. He stated 
the only way he would support this application would be if there was a holistic look of the campus. 

He said when the original project was approved, there was a very well done Master Sign Plan that 
described the collection of signs with high quality and purpose. He said since then, another building 

was added and the request for a sign was reasoned to be because this building was not anticipated at 
the time the Master Sign Plan was created. He indicated now there is a sky bridge and a third building 

we did not anticipate. He said in each case, the solution was to add more signs. He said that is a 

trend he grows increasingly uncomfortable with. He said if there was an attempt to go back and take 
a fresh look at everything, and anticipate, not only this project but what is coming next based on 

what we know today as compared to 1990. Mr. Hardt said Mr. Taylor referenced the “neighbors” 
across the street, he had the same concerns but is also concerned about this property and not 

altogether convinced, a year from now, Volvo or Porsche is not going to say we want a sign on our 

showroom, too. 
 

Mr. Hardt summarized that the architecture and building is great, and fundamentally he does not have 
a problem with the project but signage he is not comfortable with. 
 
Mr. Parish said the Code we are talking about was done in 2009, during the Volvo project. He said 
prior to any knowledge of BMW, Mini, Audi, rezoning that site developing new text for that site. He 
reported that he and Ms. Husak took pictures of all the signs and wrote the text to conform to the 
signs that were there. He said the text was written based on existing conditions. 
 

Mr. Hardt said that was his point. He said we have existing conditions that evolve from individual 
projects and individual needs and continually revising the text to allow for those conditions to continue 
to exist. 
 

Mr. Parish said the adjacent property is a PCD, part of the Commerce area, so it has stricter 

guidelines than what our PUD has, which is a fundamental difference. He said in 2004, when he first 
came with the first sign for Jaguar and Land Rover, Volvo was part of the brand, that building was 

approved with this signage (with a larger Jaguar leaper). He said revisions were made in 2010 and now 

we have a new body in 2014 but what has fundamentally changed in the Code that disallows this 
proposal. 
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Mr. Hardt said he believes it is time to create a careful, thoughtful, and comprehensive Master Sign 
Plan for the whole campus. He said it is not just the proposal in front of us that is of concern, it 

is the unknown of what comes next. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said we have heard “we are done on this property”, no less than three times.  

 
Mr. Hardt suggested a conversation with all the brands on the campus. 

 
Mr. Parish said he would be happy to do that but where does that leave us today with this 

application and moving forward with this project. 
 

Ms. Salay said she likes the changes. She said the “pile of rocks” does not belong and is happy the 

test track is going to be a drive through a forest. She said one thing that has not been said is in 
Dublin, it is more about identification and not advertising. She said signs are needed to find the 

dealership and there is a balance between a certain look with the leaper and the green for Land 
Rover, however, we balance that with our community standards. She agrees there is probably not a 

better location in Central Ohio for these dealerships. She indicated she is comfortable with Land 
Rover and Range Rover but if the green could be removed and back it with stone or something that 

matches would be preferable. She said great work has been done on this impressive, modern, 

architecture but all of the green comprises the sign. She noted when you look at the boards here it is 
easy to see ‘what does not belong’. She said a lot of times there is a choice between wall signs and 

ground signs, ground signs being much more directional in nature versus advertising. She indicated 
there is way more good here than bad and appreciates all the changes and material boards but she is 

just not comfortable with the green tower. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the architecture is fantastic, outstanding, and impressive. She is 

really impressed with the way the water treatment is up against the building. She believes this will 
be really cool at night with fantastic lighting options and is thrilled. She said her only concern is with 

the sign and not particularly the Jaguar sign. She said the ground sign graphics and colors were 
appropriate. She indicated she could get comfortable with both Land Rover and Range Rover being 

on there but the way this sign is treated with this small portion in green and then these letters 
mounted on this much muted color, if the tower were of a muted color, and these were imposed 

here, she could probably support this application tonight. She said she really appreciated how Mr. 

Parish integrated this element that they had to have, exceptionally well done. She said she likes the 
rooflines, glass, Lamborghini showplace but the only thing she is not thrilled about is this green tower 

as it stands in isolation. She noted she would not want to see any more green on this building. She 
said just as your client has pointed to the others, everyone else is going to point to you that comes in 

here after you and we have to have a good reason to defend the position that we took here this 

evening. She said what we see before us does not give us a very sound perspective to defend our 
decision. 
 

Mr. Parish said the color green is very important to the brand. 
 
The Chair said the green within the sign is probably palatable to the Commission but the green tower 
is not. 
 

Mr. Parish said in this proposal the green element is a climax between the contemporary and 
the traditional design and heightens that experience. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the applicant could defend this all day from an architectural perspective 

and would probably be right because he an architect but to the Commission it is a sign. 
 

Mr. Parish said the client is committed to bringing Jaguar to this campus and he is willing to 
remove existing signs on-site to get these wall signs specifically at the curb cut entrance on Bencher 

Drive and Perimeter Loop. He said he is willing to remove a 15-foot pylon sign that has every brand 
indicated along with MAG to get these brands here in Dublin. 
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said maybe it is appropriate to do an inventory and a vision of what we want 
to pass. She asked the applicant to look back and forward and come holistically with that. The Chair 

said she believes he could walk out of here tonight with approval on the building with no problem 

and the only exception she has heard strongly is this green tower and the only part of that is the 
greenness of the tower and not the signs themselves. 
 
Mr. Parish said we are committed to our new brands coming out in 2016 so the clock is ticking on 
our side to make that happen. 
 

Mr. Hardt said it is not uncommon at all for the Commission to review a project for its architecture 
and site layout approval that with a condition the signs have to come back later for approval. 
 

Mr. Parish said the project does not move forward unless the signs are approved. He asked if there 

were additional compromises were could make here to get additional signs onsite. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the Commission will give you the signs we just will not give you 
that architectural feature behind the signs. 
 

Ms. Salay said for this proposal that is honestly a compromise. 
 

Mr. Parish said he would like to pull the signs from the application for the Commission to vote on 
the building itself and will come back. He said there would have to be a caveat about the “greenness” 
of the building. 
 

Ms. Newell said she loved the architecture of the building; it has a distinct color palette, and green is 
not one of those elements. She said she would not support the architecture of the building from the 

viewpoint of having green on the façade.  
 

Ms. Salay said it belongs on the sign and not on the building like that. 
 

Mr. Hardt said he could not guarantee any outcome but suggested the applicant ask for approval 
tonight of the architecture and the signs, minus the green; realizing that is a sacred cow, it potentially 

allows the applicant to get going. He explained there are a lot of weeks of construction and things 

that have to happen before that material goes on the building. He suggested the applicant use that 
time to come back with a revised Master Sign Plan after looking at the site holistically. He said at that 

point, it would just be an issue of materials. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes interjected the color of the materials would be the issue. 
 

Mr. Parish asked if the color green was pulled from the proposal, could a straw poll be taken. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said to have a condition that the green is not there to then come back with 
a Master Sign Plan, later. 
 

Ms. Kramb suggested Mr. Parish could return to the client in the meantime and say that he 

successfully obtained three signs. 
 

Mr. Hardt said his suggestion is predicated on the assumption that the applicant wants to put shovels 
in the ground. 

 
Mr. Taylor said to be clear, according to Ms. Amorose Groomes, the applicant would still retain the 
green background in the oval. 
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Mr. Parish clarified the materials. Ms. Amorose Groomes said it could be the same materials, just 
a different finish; she said the commission is really talking about a color change. 
 

Mr. Zimmerman said, as a non-architect, he offered the suggestion of lowering the sign for Land 

Rover and Range Rover, to the size that the green is a base. 
 

The Chair said she wanted to see what the applicant comes back with. 
 

The Chair told the applicant she thought he could get an approval with the exception of the 
background color of this particular architectural element. She recommended that the applicant return 
with a Master Sign Plan to request approval. The applicant, Mr. Parish agreed. 
 

While Ms. Husak was rewriting the conditions, Mr. Parish asked for clarification on the ground sign to 

be 40-inches as in the development text. 
 

Ms. Husak clarified three wall signs have been requested. Ms. Amorose Groomes noted as proposed 

in the application. 
 

Ms. Husak said she changed the first development text modification to state the following: 
 

1) Decrease the pavement setback to 45 feet along US33/SR161 for the display areas impacted by 
ODOT right-of-way takes as part of the US33/I-270 interchange project; 

2) Provide parking at a ratio of one space per service bay in Subarea A; and 
3) Permitting three wall signs in Subarea A as proposed as part of the Amended Final Development 

Plan (14-046AFDP). 
 
Ms. Kramb requested that the applicant not be allowed to increase parking to meet the new setback 
or do anything different than what is on the Final Development Plan. 
 

Jack Reynolds, Smith and Hale said nobody can change it without first coming back to the PZC 

and requesting it so this appropriately reflects that. Ms. Kramb agreed. 
 

Ms. Husak said the change to the conditions for the Amended Final Development Plan are as follows: 
 

1) That the plans be revised to address building material inconsistencies on sheet 4.01; 
2) That the applicant work with Planning to identify additional areas for replacement trees, prior to 

submitting for a building permit; 
3) That the size of the brand identification sign be reduced to 40 inches; and 
4) That the applicant revise the application to remove the green building materials from the 

application and replace the material with a material and color reflecting existing characteristics 
on campus. 

 

The Chair called for two motions and two votes. 
 

Ms. Newell asked for height limitations before voting. Ms. Husak responded, 24 feet is the height limit.   
 

Ms. Newell asked what the standard height that is proposed in the City of Dublin. Ms. Husak 

responded,15 feet. 
 

Ms. Newell clarified that the development text was being modified where the limit is one sign at the 
23 foot height and three signs are being proposed. She said she thought it was only fair for other 

businesses that are limited to 15 feet for height and is sorry for being a stick in the mud for signs for an 
otherwise beautiful project. 
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The Chair said when the applicant returns with the Master Sign Plan, all of those things would be up for 
discussion. 
 

Ms. Newell clarified the text actually said they were allowed one wall sign so these two items are actually 
together in that because the applicant is asking for more signs, which she is willing to support but not 
willing to support going above that 15-foot sign regulation that the Commission is enforcing citywide. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she was willing to let that go until the Commission sees the Master Sign Plan. 

Mr. Hardt said he remains uncomfortable with the signs. 

The Chair asked the applicant if he agreed to the three conditions as written. Mr. Parish said he did. 

 

Ms. Husak said most of the Commission is ok with the signs as they are proposed today if the green goes 

away. She said she did not catch the ‘coming back for a Master Sign Plan’ portion of the discussion. 
 

Mr. Hardt said he suggested if the applicant wanted to get the green back, they could come back and 
make an argument for a Master Sign Plan but there is nothing that says the applicant has to come back 

with a Master Sign Plan, although that is what he would like to see. He said if the client decides they can 

live without the green, it can be built as approved. 
 

Mr. Parish said not necessarily because he still needs to submit material for the green. 
 

Ms. Husak said the condition was written that the applicant select a material already existing on campus 
and it stands approved. 
 

The Chair said she needed to take a quick straw poll. She said she was comfortable with what Ms. Husak 
stated. Mr. Hardt said he was not and the irony here is he is suggesting an approach that he does not 
support but he believes gets the votes. Ms. Kramb said she was ok with that because the whole tower 
will not appear as being the sign. 
 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to recommend approval of the Minor Text Review with 

three conditions: 

 
1) Decrease the pavement setback to 45 feet along US33/SR161 for the display areas impacted by 

ODOT right-of-way takes as part of the US33/I-270 interchange project; 
2) Provide paring at a ratio of one space per service bay in Subarea A; and 

3) Permitting three wall signs in Subarea A as proposed as part of the Amended Final Development 

Plan (14-046AFDP). 
 

Brad Parish agreed to the conditions earlier. The vote was as follows: Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Hardt, no; Ms. 

Newell, no; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. 
(Approved 5 – 2) 
 
The Chair asked the applicant if he agreed to the modified conditions for the Amended Final Development 
Plan. Brad Parish agreed to the conditions. 
 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to recommend approval of the Amended Final 

Development Plan with four conditions: 

 

1) That the plans be revised to address building material inconsistencies on sheet 4.01; 
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2) That the applicant work with Planning to identify additional areas for replacement trees, prior 

to submitting for a building permit; 

3) That the size of the brand identification sign be reduced to 40 inches; and 

4) That the applicant revise the application to remove the green building materials from the 

application and replace the material with a material and color reflecting existing characteristics on 

campus. 
 

The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Hardt, no; Ms. Newell, yes; 
Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 6 – 1) 
 

2.  Deer Run PUD, Subarea C-Cortona       Dublin Road and Memorial Drive 

 14-062FDP/FP        Final Development Plan/Final 
Plat 
 
The Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this application for a request to plat and develop 37 

single-family, cluster lots with 7.3 acres of open space and associated site improvements for Subarea C 

within the Deer Run Planned Unit Development, at the northeast corner of the intersection of Dublin 
Road and Memorial Drive. Three motions are required, one for the Development Text Modification, one 

for the Final Development Plan and one for the Final Plat. The Commission will forward their 
recommendation to City Council for the Final Plat.  

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in anyone who intended to address the Commission on this case.  
 

Marie Downie pointed out that there were some public comments that were provided to the 
Commission, prior to the meeting.  

 

Ms. Downie presented the site and said the Rezoning, Preliminary Development Plan, and Preliminary 
Plat were approved by PZC and City Council in 2011, including a tree waiver due to the large number of 

trees planted by the owner. She said Subareas A and B have both been approved for Estate Lots. She 
said Subarea C was approved for cluster lots and is the first subarea in the Deer Run site to continue 

with the Final Development Plan and Final Plat.  
Ms. Downie reported the applicant did arrange a public meeting with the surrounding Amberleigh 

neighbors a few weeks ago, however, there was zero attendance.  

 
Ms. Downie stated the site is approximately 17.6 acres at Dublin Road and Memorial Drive, surrounded 

by PUD residential areas as well as the Amberleigh Community Park to the south. She said the proposed 
Final Development Plan includes 37 single-family lots, clustered behind two main tree preservation areas 

along Memorial Drive and Dublin Road to preserve the surrounding trees. She said there are 7.3 acres of 

open space proposed that will be owned and maintained by the Homeowner’s Association. She explained 
that access is provided from Memorial Drive by Sapri Boulevard, a gated private drive aligned with the 

intersection of Autumnwood Way. She said the streets are all proposed to be private drives which was 
previously approved by City Council at the time of the rezoning. She said there were no internal 

sidewalks proposed, which was also approved at the time of the rezoning, however, there is a five-foot 
sidewalk proposed to the north of Memorial Drive and a four-foot path that connects Pesaro Way to the 

Amberleigh Community Park.  

 
Ms. Downie reported that the text has specific requirements for each lot. She said there are four lots 

that are not meeting the minimum 120-foot lot depth or the 60-foot minimum lot width requirements 
and there is a text modification included in this application for those lots. She explained the minimum 

width and depth requirements are to ensure that houses will be able to fit on these lots, while providing 

space for other amenities. She reported the applicant has provided examples of lot configurations in 
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main building to accommodate Volvo on this site and there was a subsequent rezoning to create Subarea 
B to allow for the BMW/Mini building and the Audi building to be constructed.  
 
Ms. Husak said the Land Rover building to the north of the site is 7,335-square-feet and includes a test 
track and display area along the Perimeter Road frontage. She said main dealership building which 
accommodates a majority of the franchises for the MAG campus is about 111,000-square-feet. She said 
there are approximately 96,000 square feet of display area on the campus within Subarea A which is 
generally located in the fingers in the northwest and southwest corners of the site. She said the site also 
has 472 parking spaces for employees and visitors. She said the evergreen screening to the east of the 
pond that has grown substantially since the inception of the campus. She said there is a detention basin 
in the northwest corner of the site with mature landscaping all around the pond, street trees, as well as 
vehicular screening trees and landscaping along US 33.  
 
Ms. Husak said the proposed site plan calls for the demolition of the existing Land Rover building and in 
its place the construction of a new building that is approximately 30,000 square feet and to connect the 
new building to the existing building with a 6,000-square-foot sky bridge. She said a similar proposal was 
approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission in 2005 and actually went through building permitting 
as well but was never constructed. She said with the rezoning of the site, the creation of the MAG PUD 
specifically, those approvals have become invalid. She said the development text doe not have a limit on 
square footage for buildings for this site and the intensity is regulated by setbacks, lot coverage, and 
parking and landscaping requirements. 
 
Ms. Husak said the display area is proposed at 82,000 square feet with this plan and provides 405 
parking spaces which is less spaces than currently on site. She said the approval of this plan would 
require the Planning and Zoning Commission to make a minor modification to the development text to 
decrease required parking for the site. She said the owner wrote a statement regarding inventory 
requirements and customer behavior as far as how many people are really shopping on site. She said 
they have discussed with the applicant is the amount of parking spaces required for the amount of 
displays spaces on-site which is 83 parking spaces. She said the existing pond will be shortened in the 
area where the Land Rover building will be with increasing depth of the basin as part of the stormwater 
management which will require some removal of substantial trees.  
 
Ms. Husak said the proposed building is to accommodate the Land Rover, Range Rover, and Jaguar 
franchises with the sky bridge as a connection between the two buildings on the second floor of the main 
building which will go to grade at the new building and include a showroom for the Lamborghini brand 
that will hover over the pond. She said the building materials are EIFS and glass with stone proposed at 
the bottom of the building that is beige or natural color tone. She said the portico for Jaguar is beige 
EIFS and she would like feedback if the proposed architecture of the mass and scale of the building as 
well as the materials are complementary to what exists on the campus and also meets the development 
text which calls for modern striking and innovative architecture.     
 
Ms. Husak said the applicant is proposing four wall signs for this portion of the site. She said the 
development text was written with the existing Land Rover building in mind so it permits one wall sign, 
which is essentially the existing wall sign, a 35-square-foot wall sign at a height at 24 feet. She said the 
front elevation of the building that faces north proposes two wall signs for the Land Rover/Range Rover 
portion of the building located on the green metal accent panel and the Jaguar entrance on the portico 
shows a sign with the Jaguar copy and the logo which is three-dimensional and affixed to the entrance at 
a height of 24 feet. She said there is a fourth sign proposed which is the sign for Lamborghini on the sky 
bridge which is also exceeding the size and height requirements. She said the signs as proposed would 
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require a few development text modifications from the Planning and Zoning Commission, one for the 
number of signs, height, and size of proposed signs. 
 
Ms. Husak reviewed the discussion items as follows: 
1) Are the proposed architectural elevations consistent with the rest of the MAG campus?  
2)  Are the proposed building materials complementary to the campus?  
3)  Does the Commission support the proposed signs for the franchises and the required text 

modifications?  
4)  Would the Commission support a reduction in the required amount of parking spaces for this 

site?  
5)  Other considerations by the Commission? 
 
Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance, 165 North 5th Street, said he is joined with Andy English from Plan-It 
Studio to expand upon some of the landscape question that they have. He said they are proposing a 
33,000-square-foot multi-brand facility that will include Land Rover, Range Rover, and recently acquired 
Jaguar franchise. He said the new brand will bring about 20 million dollars annual revenue to the City and 
create 10 additional employees. He said in 2005 they presented an 18,000-square-foot addition to the 
existing facility plus the connector bridge from the main building, they received approval, pushed through 
construction documents, received a permit and they were one week away from putting a shovel in the 
ground and they has internal problems with the Ford Company and the project stopped. He said in 2008 
Jaguar and Land Rover were sold. He said MAG signed an LOI at the beginning of 2014 with Jaguar and 
Land Rover and they have committed to open a show room before the fall of 2015 and hoped to break 
ground early fall of this year and hopefully open 12 months later. 
 
Mr. Parish said his goals are to present the project, identify concerns, and focus on the sky bridge and he 
said he is looking for some feedback. He said since they are not adding to the existing facility, it allowed 
him to adjust where the building is located in relationship to the site and he centered on the display 
fingers which allowed them reduce the length of the bridge and create a shorter connection between the 
two and allowed for some additional parking on the northeast corner of the site. He said the Jaguar/ 
Land Rover building design continues the curb service area. He said the front of the building depicts 
elements that are important to the multi-brand facility which are the Jaguar portico, the multi-brand entry 
at the center part, and the Land Rover landmark tower and sloped roof.  
 
Mr. Parish said the sky bridge is planned to be the Lamborghini showroom on the campus and the design 
was intended to create a glass showroom elevated over the current pond. He said behind the showroom 
the floor drops down toward the grade and is designed to slowly reveal a glass box showroom where cars 
would be displayed as it went down toward the Jaguar/Land Rover facility. He said the sky bridge is really 
a collaboration of all the materials found across the campus. He said his goal is create one last signature 
piece for the MAG to set them off from other dealers in town. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were anyone from the general public that would like to speak to this 
application. [There were none.] 
 
Mr. Hardt said he is thrilled that MAG continues to grow and congratulated the architect for being able to 
create another example of dynamic contemporary architecture. He said the landscaping replacement of 
trees should be per Code. He said the only concern is design in landscaping for underneath the sky 
bridge. He said he does not have an issue with parking as proposed and as a customer of the business he 
has never had a hard time finding a place to park. He said this is a unique business with a unique need 
that does not fit into a Code box and would refer to the owner on that issue.  
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Mr. Hardt said as the campus has evolved they have reached the proliferation of signs significantly and 
they need to pay some attention to signs. He said he cannot support the new wall signs on the elevations 
as proposed although there are signs along US33, which is different in character and of a much different 
nature than the side facing Perimeter Drive. He said there was no information about the proposed height 
of the signs and it was mentioned heights of 24 to 25 feet but in the text is limited to 15 feet. 
 
Ms. Husak said in Subarea A there is an allowance for a wall sign to be at 24 feet, which is what exists 
and was written specifically for the existing sign. 
 
Mr. Hardt said the Jaguar sign does not appear to be measured per Code in the proposal. He said the 
text limits it to 40 inches in height and he would not be supportive of the ground sign. 
 
Ms. Husak said that was written for the brand identification signs that they have at the entrances. 
 
Mr. Hardt said the quantity of signs that are providing wayfinding guidance to doors and entrances, and 
the main building has four showrooms that house different brands that do not have this kind of 
identification that is being proposed. He said it causes significant concern with the quantity and the 
location of those signs.  
 
Mr. Hardt said the architecture is generally pretty good and they have done a nice job on the campus 
with the recent buildings and the original building. He said there is concerns with the underside of the 
roof overhang, EIFS is a material proposed but the original building was completed with stucco which is a 
better material of higher quality with more character, he said he will reserve judgment of the block being 
used under the sky bridge along with the landscaping choices for the underside, and the broader 
architectural themes with the two entry porticos for Land Rover and Jaguar although he is sure of the 
brand standards and prototypes, they are the weakest part of this proposal and the whole campus. He 
said branding the entrances based on what is on the inside is a foreign approach to the campus and feels 
not cohesive with the other buildings. He said he agreed with the concerns of staff comment in the 
planning report of the beige Jaguar entry while the rest of the campus is grey which contributes to the 
concern. 
 
Mr. Hardt said he would be very cautious of the materials on the campus, with an eloquent existing 
building with simple clean lines and contemporary materials and expanded nicely which is running the 
risk of adding more materials to the campus and encouraged them to simplify the palette.  
 
Mr. Taylor agreed with Mr. Hardt’s critique. He said he appreciates the 3D elevations in the packet. He 
said the two existing signs have room for additional branding and would like focus on those areas and 
not on signs on the building.  
 
Mr. Taylor said he likes the sky bridge and the two towers of the building are the weakest part of the 
building. He felt the Jaguar tower could be resolved with the colors but the Land Rover is out of place 
and is a traditional architecture stuck on a modern building. He said the stone base does not exist 
anywhere else on the campus and is out of place.            
 
Mr. Taylor said the signs of the Jaguar and Land Rover work against the building and for the existing 
buildings the architecture speaks louder than the signs do and it reminds him too much of the Porsche 
addition that no one liked that was proposed a few years ago which seemed stuck on as entrance pieces. 
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Mr. Taylor said that the building on the Perimeter side needs to be a signature building at a different 
scale and the end of the building falls apart and he would be thrilled to make a stronger statement with 
the building that does not need the signage. 
 
Mr. Budde said he agrees with the comments as stated and complimented Mr. Parish on the great work 
and quality of the proposal. He said he thought the parking plan made sense and would agree with the 
proposal. 
 
Ms. Kramb said she agrees with the parking plan with fewer spaces but would like to determine a ratio 
rather than stating in the text a number of spaces. She said she likes the sky bridge and is concerned 
with the footing and landing near the pond and the landscaping on the underside. She is supportive of 
not replacing the pine trees because of the bridge and the reason they were planted in that location but 
would want others replaced by Code. 
 
Ms. Kramb said she would like to see the placement of the bridge and the building so as not to reduce 
the existing pond size because she would rather see the wet pond over a dry detention. 
 
Ms. Kramb said she is okay with adding new brand signs but not the way they are being added and 
would not exceed the height code. 
 
Ms. Kramb thought the entrances would be more appropriate if they mimicked the main building. 
 
Ms. Kramb agreed with the architectural comments already stated and thought the rear was boring and 
she would like to break out with texture and colors matching the other buildings. 
 
Ms. Salay said the sky bridge needs to have something better than the black block and could be more 
interesting. She said to stay consistent with the rest of the campus architecture this proposal needs to be 
brought up into the existing standards of the existing campus. She disagreed with the proposed stone. 
She said the signage that will be on the inside of the Lamborghini showroom is still a sign and should be 
regulated with a more creative way for all the branding. 
 
Ms. Salay agreed with the parking proposal and felt it was a business decision but agreed with a ratio 
requirement.  
 
Ms. Newell said the sky bridge is unique and she said she loves this campus and the design of the 
existing buildings. She said she would like to know more about the retention pond and the design of the 
edges related to the building. 
 
Mr. Parish said there will be a more natural edge with the use of stone with an interesting modern look 
and would be bringing back renderings at the next review. 
 
Ms. Newell said the colors of the building should stay within the grey scheme and the features for the 
Jaguar and Land Rover are used for signage and are not integrated well within the overall building as 
proposed with the width and proportions being very thin and the ends should be wider across the end of 
the building and not used as signage elements. 
 
Ms. Newell understands dealerships desire to brand their buildings and have their names on them but 
this wall signage is not appropriate along Perimeter because other existing buildings have been held to 
monument signs. She said the heights of the signs are limited to 15 feet height elevation and the 24 foot 
height is only remaining because of an existing sign and should be consistent with the other areas. 
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2. Midwestern Auto Group PUD – MAG Audi                                   5875 Venture Drive  

 13-035AFDP                            Amended Final Development Plan 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes introduced this Amended Final Development Plan application requesting review 

and approval for a modification to the approved building materials for the service reception area of the 
approved Audi showroom building for the Midwestern Auto Group dealership campus. She said the site is 

located on the south side of Venture Drive, north of US33/SR161. She said that Commission is the final 
authority on this application.   

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes swore in those intending to speak in regards to this application, including the 
applicant Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance, (165 N. 5th Street, Columbus, Ohio) and City representatives. 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes confirmed that the Commissioners did not need to hear Claudia Husak present the 

Planning Report for this previously consented application. She asked if the Commissioners had any 

questions or comments. 
 

John Hardt said that they only thing that caused him hesitation about the previous building was the fact 
that the entire campus was made up of a variety of materials and forms and this was a pristine view. He 

said he thought this was an improvement because it brings the building more in concert with the rest of 

the campus. He said he appreciated the applicant’s consideration. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes confirmed that there were no comments or questions from the public or any 
additional ones from the Commissioners regarding this application.  

 
Motion and Vote 

Mr. Taylor moved, and Mr. Hardt seconded, to approve this Amended Final Development Plan application 

because the proposal complies with the development text, the amended final development plan criteria, 
and existing development in the area. 

 
The vote was as follows:  Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Kramb, 

yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes,  (Approved 7 – 0.) 
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Mr. Hale agreed to the conditions. 

 

The vote was as follows:  Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; 
Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes.  (Approved 6 – 0.) 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said she looked forward to seeing the buildings being built. 

 
Mr. Hardt thanked the applicant for providing the information the Commission requested last time. 

 

 
Commission Roundtable 

Mr. Langworthy announced that Eugenia Martin, after 12 years with the City, was leaving on November 
2nd to pursue her own landscape architecture business. Ms. Amorose Groomes said that Ms. Martin 

would be missed. 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were other comments. [There were none.]  She adjourned the 

meeting at 7:16 p.m. 
 

 

As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on December 6, 2012. 
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signs when it was thought there would be one building in the Subarea with two vehicle brands, BMW and 

Mini.   
 

Ms. Husak said the second text modification would be for a 50-square-foot sign that is only a logo.  She 
said typically, the Code or the development text would allow a logo 20 percent of the sign area or ten 

square feet in this case. She said by using just the Audi rings as their sign, it would require a text 

modification to that particular stipulation. Ms. Husak said their sign is proposed at a height of 26 feet, 
four inches on that elevation and the development text limits the height of signs, as does the Zoning 

Code, to 15 feet.  She said the sign would require three text modifications. 
 

Ms. Husak said the 4.5-square foot sign proposed on the east elevation by the front door could be 
considered as part of the signs permitted in the development text as a Brand sign, but Brand signs are 

identified as ground signs.  She said therefore, it would require a text modification to allow a wall sign to 

be a Brand sign.  Ms. Husak said the signs are limited to a height of three feet, three inches and the 
proposal is for eight feet, six inches.  Ms. Husak said another discussion point is what the Commission 

thinks about these proposed signs. She reiterated the discussion questions: 
 

1) Has the applicant made sufficient architectural modifications to address the Commission’s 

concerns regarding development text requirements? 
2) Are the proposed architectural elevations consistent with the remainder of the MAG campus?  

3) What architectural details should the applicant consider to address screening requirements? 
4) Does the Commission support the proposed signs for the Audi building and the required text 

modifications? 
 

Ben W. Hale, Jr., Smith and Hale, (37 West Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio) said they had heard what the 

Commission said last time, and their architect has addressed the issue. 
 

Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance, 165 North Fifth Street, Columbus, Ohio) explained the typology of the 
architecture and from where it was derived. He said this facility in the Audi brand is known as the Audi 

terminal which was a special prototype originally from the iconic imagery of a 1930’s racetrack in 

Germany. He said it became the DNA behind the typology of this architecture for the showroom.  He said 
instead of a single building type which is sized to fit the program, the Audi terminal concept is based 

upon a clear defined car presentation area so every car is allotted a certain square footage, has to be 
space exactly away from each other, and oriented into a racetrack or a roadway.  Mr. Parish said the car 

presentation area is reminiscent of the racetrack image shown. He said the arrangement of the 

presentation is site specific, so it depends on where the showroom is located and its relation to its major 
thoroughfare.   

 
Mr. Parish said not one Audi terminal building is the same. He presented diagrams showing the different 

relationships of the raceway and how it cuts the mass and creates the roadway. Mr. Parish said the 
raceway is unique because it slices the back wall of the showroom.  He said what begins to happen is the 

floor of the showroom is now rolled up to create the back wall of the showroom and sort of get to the 

embankment of a racetrack.  He said it really starts at the entry piece at the slash on the front elevation 
which is the side of an Audi R8.  Mr. Parish said it creates a high-end showroom where cars are arranged 

in a linear fashion along the curved back wall.  He said that the interior of this facility really impacts what 
the exterior of the building looks like.   

 

Mr. Parish said typically, in an Audi facility, there are three defining volumes the showroom room, the 
service write-up, and the sales area, but in this case, there is no service area since it is handled in the 

other building. He said that each distinct volume is clattered with different materials.  He said the first 
material used is the honeycomb perforated metal proposed with a two part system. The ancillary 

windows for interior offices begin to disappear during the daytime and the perforated material continues 
past.  He said the second material that defines the other volume is the fiber cement board.  He said the 
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product is not part of the Audi prototype, but it is something they would approve.  He said he was trying 

to match the cast concrete on the site, but with a pristine look.  He presented daytime and nighttime 
images of this building in concept with the MAG campus.  He said the intention of the cuts and voids in 

the glass are to start to dematerialize the box building and give it the character of what MAG is about.  
He said they extended the parapets higher to interiorize them, knowing that MAG has a lot of dynamic 

rooflines.  He said the building takes on another element in the night versus during the day.  He said it 

was really a three-quarter view building. 
 

Mr. Parish said given the building type, it seemed fitting not to have signs on the glass.  He said they 
simplified the sign by removing ‘Dublin’ and ‘Audi’ and just having the Audi rings mounted on the 

perforated metal.  He said it was simple, clean, and elegant.  He said a modification on the sign height 
would be necessary because there was not a location on the building elevation. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes invited public comments in regards to this informal case.  [There was none.] 
 

Richard Taylor said he loved the building.  He asked about bird nests being built on the building. 
 

Mr. Parish said that Audi stated they had no problems with them the other terminal facilities.  He said it 

would be Audi’s first terminal building in Ohio. 
 

Mr. Taylor said with his first impression of the building, he was struck with the automotive detailing.  He 
said he loved the small reveal that to him was a gasket on a car between two body parts.  He said the 

building is the design issue which is good and bad.  Mr. Taylor asked if Audi decides not to sell cars in 
this building, what will happen to it.  He said he really liked the iconography of the ring as opposed to the 

name on the sign. 

 
John Hardt said he liked the building, but it was different and not what he thought the expectation was 

when the development text was written. He said if Audi has done research regarding bird nests, he would 
like to see it.  He said as mentioned in the Planning Report, he was also concerned about the rooftop 

mechanicals at the top, and how they are screened. He said the way the signs with the rings were done 

was interesting. He said he was not comfortable with the sign height. He said it was something that they 
had been firm on for this campus and throughout the City. He suggested they solve the sign height issue 

some way. He said regarding materials, he would like to see the colors, fit, and finish on the panel, about 
the joints and whether the fasteners are concealed or visible. He said that information needs to be 

included in the packet when the final development plan comes back for review. 

 
Amy Kramb said that she liked this much better than last time. She said she would like to see information 

how it will be maintained, especially with snow and ice melting.  She said she liked just having the Audi 
rings on the sign, but the sign was too high. She said they needed to be specific how the text is worded 

because she did not want to change the entire area to allow wall signs that are 8 feet, 6 inches high.  
She would only want the logo and Audi underneath on the sign. She said she might agree to a slightly 

higher logo, but that 26.5 feet high in the air would not work. 

 
Warren Fishman complimented Mr. Parish’s presentation. He agreed that they should stay within the 

Code as much as possible. He said the building concept was exciting.   
 

Joe Budde said that this was ‘way cool,’ and he liked it.  He said this was a really cool sign and addressed 

the Commissioners request for something unique and different for signs. 
 

Victoria Newell said that she appreciated that the applicant listened to the Commission. She said what 
she saw was much improved. She was also concerned how the honeycomb material and glass will be 

maintained.  She said with the automotive details, the whole building is one big Audi sign.  She said she 
felt that this was the top drawer that Audi was putting on the street.  She said she was okay with the 
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1. Midwestern Auto Group PUD – MAG Audi, BMW & Mini             

                                                                  5875 Venture Drive and 5825 Venture Drive  
 12-032AFDP                                Amended Final Development Plan  

 
Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this application for review and approval for a revision of an 

approved final development plan and minor text revisions to accommodate an approximately 7,900-
square-foot car dealership for the Audi franchise and all associated site improvements for an existing car 

dealership campus located on the south side of Venture Drive, approximately 750 feet south of the 

intersection with Perimeter Drive.  She said that the application contains two components and therefore, 
two motions were necessary.  She swore in those intending to address the Commission regarding this 

case, including, the applicants, Jackson B. Reynolds, III and Ben W. Hale, Jr., Smith and Hale, LLC, (37 
West Broad Street, Columbus), and Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance (165 North Fifth Street, Columbus), 

and City representatives.  She noted that this application was a consent case, but she had received 

requests for additional information from the Commissioners.    
 

Claudia Husak said that the Commission and City Council approved a rezoning for this approximately 24-
acre site earlier this year, which allowed a consolidated campus of vehicular, car dealership, and service 

uses which included two existing buildings.  She explained that the subject site on the eastern portion of 

the campus was most recently incorporated into the campus for the BMW and Mini Dealership being 
moved from Post Road.  She presented a drawing showing the two Subareas. 

 
Ms. Husak said the plan approved as part of the rezoning with the final development plan included the 

BMW and Mini building in the center of the site and the display fingers on the eastern portion of the site 
to finish the campus as it was on the west side.  She said it was built out at 44,000-square-foot building 

for BMW and Mini, which included the showroom for both franchises on each end of the building, as well 

as the service component for them to the north, and a car wash along the Venture Drive frontage to the 
north.  She said the plan had a larger parking area in the eastern portion of the site and included 57,000-

square-feet of vehicle display with lot coverage of 59.5 percent. 
 

Ms. Husak said the applicant was almost ready to pull building permits for the development when they 

were approached by Audi to make changes to their operations.  She said they decided to accommodate 
Audi’s needs and revise the final development plan, which is before the Commission tonight.  She said 

the applicant is creating a free-standing 7,900-square-foot showroom for the Audi franchise and moving 
the previously approved BMW and Mini building east, moving the parking on the eastern portion of that 

site, more around the site instead of having it in one centralized area, continuing with the fingers and 
display approved in the plaza areas. Ms. Husak said each of the three franchises now has a plaza area 

and there is the previously approved display for Porsche. She said the applicant has flipped the previously 

approved BMW and Mini building. Ms. Husak explained that the retention pond to the east has gotten 
thinner, but all of the changes have been accommodated within the confines of Subarea B. 

 
Ms. Husak said that what was before the Commission was a 45,000-square-foot showroom and service 

building for BMW and Mini with a 7,900-square-foot showroom for Audi.  She said that Audi does not 

have a service area proposed in this building.  She said that the applicant has chosen to eliminate the car 
wash to provide extra room.  She said there are now 233 parking spaces, and 56,000-square-feet of 

slightly smaller vehicle displays.  She said the lot coverage is now 61.1 percent. 
 

Ms. Husak said that the development text does not cap density, development is regulated by lot 

coverage, and 70 percent would be the maximum. She explained that it is also regulated by how much 
parking has to be provided for the uses and display, and how much landscaping has to be provided.  She 

said the proposal is within all requirements. 
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Ms. Husak said that a traffic study was submitted when this site was rezoned to be incorporated into the 

MAG campus, which had a density cap on it from a traffic impact point of view that has not been 
exceeded with this plan.    

 
Ms. Husak presented the proposed elevation approved by the Commission earlier this year for the BMW 

and Mini building and the proposed south elevation, showing the changed locations of the showrooms 
with many of the same building elements.  She said all of the other elevations have glass, metal, and 

stucco as the primary building materials.  Ms. Husak said the Audi building was simpler with glass and 

metal building materials.  Ms. Husak explained that Planning had concerns about the north elevation, and 
asked the applicant to add a little more interest.  She said the applicant has recently provided an 

elevation showing windows on the north elevation. 
 

Ms. Husak said the applicant is proposing to add ‘of Dublin’ text to the BMW and Mini wall signs which 

meet the size and height requirements previously approved with the sign now facing what is on the 
southern wall facing SR 161.  She said the ‘MAG Mini of Dublin’ sign is on the western elevation, facing 

the Volvo building.   
 

Ms. Husak explained that the proposed Audi sign on the south elevation is the subject of the text 

modification required as part of this application to approve the sign. She said when the text was originally 
written for BMW and Mini, it was for one BMW and Mini building with their sign needs in mind.  She said 

the text allows two wall signs in the Subarea, and with Audi, a third wall sign would be introduced which 
is a text modification requested by the applicant and Planning is supportive of allowing it.  Ms. Husak said 

the proposed Audi sign is approximately 21 square feet, well within any wall sign size requirements and 
the 15-foot height requirement. 

 

Ms. Husak said this plan shows the existing dealership sign removed from Subarea A and the MAG 
dealership identification sign, as it was earlier this year proposed in the pond, and the campus 

identification sign on the Venture Drive curb cut. 
 

Ms. Husak said there were some changes on the landscape plan, but the applicant has moved forward 

with the 3½-foot mounding on the eastern portion of the site where the fingers are and the orchard-like 
arrangement of trees are located.  She said that Planning was concerned about three areas of interior 

landscaping the applicant was counting as their vehicular use area interior landscaping.  Ms. Husak said 
that Planning would like to work with the applicant to find other areas not being counted that could be 

used instead of those. She said another area of concern was the removal of a shrub row and trees on the 
demolition plan. The landscaping needs to be shown as being replaced to not create a gap along the 

drive aisle. 

 
Ms. Husak said that Planning is recommending approval of the minor text modification to allow one 

additional wall sign within Subarea B for the Audi building. 
 

She said Planning is also recommending approval of the Final Development Plan with the following four 

conditions as listed in the Planning Report:       
 

1) That the plans be revised to incorporate a curtain wall system on the north elevation of the Audi 
building similar to what is shown on the west or east elevations; 

2) That the applicant work with Planning to decrease the number and/or intensity of the fixtures to 

avoid light glare and irregular lighting; 
3) That more interior landscape islands totaling 1,050 square feet and containing deciduous trees be 

incorporated to break up the large parking lot north of the proposed Audi building; and 
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4) That the row of shrubs and trees removed in front of the Volvo display plaza be replaced and 

continued to meet the first display finger to the west. 

 
Ben W. Hale, Jr., Smith and Hale, representing the applicant, said the finish along US 33 is probably 

better with this revised plan than the old plan because the employee and car storage lot was relocated 
behind the buildings.   

 
Brad Parish, Architectural Alliance, said that they received a letter from Audi stating that their current 

facility did not meet their prototype standards and that in 2013, if MAG did not sign a letter of intent with 

Audi to create a new stand-alone facility, they would lose their incentives for future years.  He said they 
re-evaluated the BMW development and fit the Audi showroom onto this site.  He said knowing that the 

Commission and City Council did not want them to go any farther east towards Children’s Hospital, they 
explored how to efficiently design the BMW site to fit the additional square footage as well meet the 

parking requirements for Audi.   

 
He explained that they mirrored the BMW and Mini building because for the Audi building design, he 

wanted to create a pure cube between the two complex buildings backing over on the Porsche area as 
well as BMW and Mini. Mr. Parish said from the standpoint of Mini, looking at the BMW to the Mini 

building, the Mini scale matches more proportionally to the Audi showroom design.  He said it seemed to 

have a better rhythm across the site.  He said also like the existing building and the Land Rover building, 
there was always a nice relationship between the inventory and the showrooms.  He explained that the 

previous plan the Commission reviewed had a disconnect between the two showrooms and the fingers.  
He said that this proposed plan gives a better relationship to the inventory for sales representatives to 

look from inside the showroom out to the fingers.   
 

Mr. Parish said the original design had 225 striped parking spaces, not including areas that were indicated 

with tan on the plan.  He said if that 56,000-square-foot area was included, it could hold another 250 
average sized cars on those plazas and in the display area.  Mr. Parish said the total number of parking 

spaces for the site is close to 550 medium-sized cars.  He said for each of the three manufacturers’ there 
were requirements for parking, guidelines on required inventory, storage, service component, customer 

parking, and demonstration areas.  He said MAG allotted around 500 cars a year for each of the brands, 

which brings approximately 1,600 cars per year to this site, or if divided by 12, 125 cars inventory on the 
site.  He said they obviously have much more storage for inventory than what they require.   

 
Mr. Parish said that Audi’s operations do not require as many vehicles for sale at one time as it is typical 

for other brands. Mr. Parish said from the operational standpoint, MAG feels that there is a sufficient 
amount of plaza space on either side to handle new car delivery and the new and certified pre-owned 

vehicle sales.  Mr. Parish said they are maxed on this site as it is and they know they will not be 

developing past this development to the east due to parking requirements. 
 

Amy Kramb said her questions about parking and adding additional islands had been answered by Mr. 
Parish.  She was concerned that if islands were added, they would lose parking spaces.  She asked what 

size the islands should be if trees were placed in them, noting that trees placed in the islands would be 

near the vehicles for sale.   
 

Ms. Husak explained that Planning would like to see an island located along the Audi expanse of 
customer parking as well as somewhere along in front of the large row of parking in front of the BMW 

Mini building. She explained that the vehicular use area interior landscaping is intended to break up large 

areas of asphalt, and the Code does not say that the display areas cannot be used.  She said that 
Planning felt the need to add islands along the customer parking areas in front of the proposed buildings.  

She said there is a little extra parking on the site and so they are not concerned about taking away a 
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couple of spaces.  Ms. Husak said there are also other areas on the site that could potentially be counted 

as vehicular use area interior landscaping, if they have the right trees in them.  She said that was 

something Planning wanted to explore more with the applicant’s landscape architect and the City 
Landscape Inspector.  She said it was preferred to have the islands located in the parking areas instead 

of the vehicular use area. 
 

Ms. Kramb asked if they were being asked to locate parking islands north of the new building. 
 

Ms. Husak said that they were not.  She clarified that the condition was that Planning needed to figure 

out the location with the applicant, without specifications.  She said there were several ways that the 
condition can be fulfilled and she was confident that the Planning can figure it out to meet Code. 

 
Ms. Kramb asked if Planning was confident that no more buildings can be added to the site, or did there 

need to be something included in the text stating that there could not be any more buildings on this site.  

She pointed out that they were allowed to have a car wash, and they took it away, but the development 
text still said they can have a car wash, and she did not want them to come back. 

 
Ms. Husak clarified that the text said they could have a car wash, but it did not say they had to have one.  

She explained that basically, the text can be changed to say they cannot have any more buildings, but if 

they wanted more buildings, they would have to come before the Commission to modify the text anyway 
because there was no way they could meet parking or lot coverage.   

 
Ms. Kramb said she liked the new circulation pattern with two entrances onto Venture  

Drive because she thought that would help with the truck deliveries of vehicles.  She said she did not 
think the buildings looked as nice as they looked on the previous design which had more shadow lines 

and roof overhangs.   

 
Ms. Kramb said the proposed wall sign looked randomly placed on the building at 15 feet because it was 

as high as it could go.  She asked how it would be mounted and if it was above a door. 
 

Mr. Parish said the entrance to Audi on the east elevation had a portal element and the mullion line 

above that was striped around the front of the building, and that was really how it was set.  He said there 
was an eight-foot door and it was ten feet to the top of the portal required by Audi.  He said there was a 

mullion line on top of that and then the sign.  He explained that instead of centering the sign, they book-
ended it so that it was away from the other dealerships. 

 
Warren Fishman said his concern was where the cars would be loaded and unloaded because there did 

not seem to be any room for that. 

 
Mr. Parish explained that vehicle loading and unloading would take place on the heavy-duty pavement 

which leads to the dock area and in the current area behind the existing facility. 
 

Ms. Husak said that on this revised plan the circulation was opened up through both of the Venture Drive 

curb cuts. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked what the pavement distance was? 
 

Mr. Parish said it was 24 feet. 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said that was a tight radius for a semi to turn. 
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Mr. Parish said that in the application, they provided an AutoTURN using a semi, which demonstrated 

that they could meet that.  

 
Mr. Fishman asked what would prevent the semi truck drivers from taking the shortest distance to unload 

the vehicles.  He said he had seen them unload on the road because there was no one directing them 
otherwise. 

 
Mr. Parish asked if MAG vehicles had been seen delivered on the road. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that she had verbally confirmed it with the drivers.  She said that it probably 
was not a huge problem now, but there is a lot of undeveloped land nearby and they have to make plans 

for it to be built out and to be functioning at full capacity on the roadways hopefully soon. 
 

Mr. Parish demonstrated how the delivery trucks would circulate on the heavy-duty pavement, turn, and 

go back up in a giant loop.  He said it was an operational standpoint that MAG will have to work on with 
their drivers.  He said MAG’s regular drivers have been trained how and where to drive. 

 
Mr. Fishman said he had seen all makes of vehicles being delivered by trucks everywhere.  He said it was 

dangerous and he would like a solution. 

 
Mr. Fishman noted that the detention pond size had been reduced. 

 
Mr. Parish said it was longer and skinnier.  He said it still holds the same quantity of water.  He explained 

that was because at the highest water level, the pond had to be located on the site instead of splitting a 
property line. 

 

Mr. Fishman asked if there was a way to landscape the pond to make it more attractive. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she did not see the depth listed for the pond. 
 

Mr. Parish said the ponds are connected and supplied by a drilled well on site.  He said that they wanted 

it to be a visible full pond. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she was talking in terms of a living eco-system versus water storage. 
 

[Victoria Newell arrived.] 
 

Ms. Husak said the water elevation was at 903, and the last contour was 896.   

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes calculated that the pond at its deepest point was roughly 8 feet deep. 

 
Mr. Fishman asked if the applicant could be required to install more than one sprayer or fountain.  He 

reiterated that long ago, they agreed that they were to be a very attractive focal point when this property 

developed.  He said that from what he had experienced with detention ponds all over Dublin, it will not 
be. 

 
Ms. Husak said that both ponds are to have an aerator. 

 

Mr. Fishman said he thought it should be required to be designed with approval of the Landscape 
Architect and that it has three or four fountains in the long skinny pond, and be something that is an 

amenity. 
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Ms. Amorose Groomes said the pond to the east would require a lot of aerification to have a chance of it 

being a living system. 
 

Mr. Hale said that they would agree to a condition saying they will work with staff to adequately aerate 
the ponds.  He said he understood they had two in each today, and if there needs to be more, they 

would be happy to do that. 
 

Mr. Fishman said he would like the condition to say that this will be a landscaped amenity to the both 

properties.  
 

Steve Langworthy said what constitutes an amenity will be the difficult interpretation for Planning to 
design. 

 

Mr. Fishman asked Ms. Amorose Groomes for a suggestion. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she would say that they need to be designed and function as a living 
ecosystem, and as long as it was a living ecosystem that would control the vegetative growth within the 

water itself so that it could sustain aquatic life. 

 
Mr. Fishman asked how many fountains would the skinny pond need. 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said it depended on the fountain size and the volume of water that it would push 

through.  She said what needed to happen was a calculation of how many cubic feet of water needs to 
be aerated per hour, and then the pump size would be set to that calculation.  

 

Mr. Fishman said he would like the applicants to bring it back to the Commission to show what they have 
designed. 

 
Mr. Langworthy agreed to bring it back to the Commission like an Administrative item. 

 

Mr. Parish said the current pond was stocked with Koi.  He said a maintenance program exists on site at 
the MAG site.  He said the proposed pond would not be an eyesore.   

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if the water intake for the irrigation system was in the eastern pond. 

 
Mr. Parish confirmed that the irrigation system was in the pond to the east. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked what would happen when the land is sold where the pond is located. 
 

Mr. Parish said there would be a written easement.  He said they currently owned all the land including to 
the east.  He reiterated that if it was ever sold, there would be an easement put in place.  

 

Ms. Newell asked if the easement should be put in place now. 
 

Mr. Parish said they could not because it was the same owner and an easement cannot be granted to 
yourself. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes clarified that technically, it had not been divided, and it was considered one 
parcel. 
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Mr. Hale explained that if you owned land and buy the land next door with an easement on it, the 

easement gets extinguished automatically. 

Mr. Fishman said he did not care if there were fish in the pond, because he could not see them from the 
road.  He reiterated that for 20 years, the City has been thinking both the ponds were going to be a 

pretty amenity, so that was what he wanted to see. 
 

Mr. Hale agreed they would work with Planning and bring the ponds back to the Commission. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said they were looking for what the bank treatments would be, and how they 

intend to establish the bank and hold it.  She said she guessed that now that it has been narrowed, the 
banks are going to be compromised, and suggested that they probably will need to do some stone 

outcropping or something to hold them in place. 
 

Mr. Fishman suggested pretty stone walls or something that was an amenity.   

 
Mr. Fishman asked if there would be an Audi service area. 

 
Mr. Hale said Audi had an onsite service area, not at this building, but in the main building. 

 

Mr. Fishman said his minor concern was that they might add an addition to the Audi building someday. 
 

Mr. Hale said the requirement on this lot is 70 percent occupancy which includes the building, parking, 
walkways, and anything that is hard surfaced.  He said they are at 64 percent and have 36 percent green 

on the lot.  He said it was not a crowded lot in terms of providing the required green space. 
 

Mr. Hale said that the road is public and they do not control it, but if the City feels the parking of the 

delivery trucks is causing a concern, it has the absolute right to ban any parking on it. 
 

Jennifer Readler said that parking could be enforced through Dublin's Police regulations.  She said it was 
just a matter of getting enforcement and sending notification.   

 

John Hardt said he agreed that the site, circulation, citing of the building and presentation to US 33 was 
better.  He said his only concern was the delivery of vehicles.  He said whether or not a driver can get 

into the site does not necessarily mean that they will.  He said if it is too difficult, they will not do it until 
someone makes them.  Mr. Hardt said his only concern was the external radii on the two curb cuts.  He 

said he would like to see them on the inside so that not only could a truck get in, but also that a truck 
could get through with ease.  He said the architecture of the Mini and BMW building was consistent with 

last time and he thought it was still a striking building even though it was flipped. 

 
Mr. Hardt said he did not feel that the architecture of the Audi building was consistent with the quality of 

the rest of the buildings on the campus.  He said looking at the original building, the recent addition, and 
the proposed Mini and BMW building, although they are all striking modern architecture, they all have 

things in common.  He said they all make use of a variety of materials, and have various different 

massing elements put together such as overhangs, shadow lines and creative use of window mullion 
patterns that add visual interest.  He said the Audi building to his eye, did none of that.   

 
Mr. Hardt said he was fine with the sign proposal with one exception.  He said the Mini and BMW signs 

are detailed and mounted on the building with certain elegance with the tube on the bottom and the 

extension sticking upwards.  He said the Audi sign, in contrast appeared to be just stuck to the face of 
building.  Mr. Hardt said that it just did not seem to be of a quality that is consistent with the rest of the 

campus.   
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He said in both the current and proposed development texts, under Architecture, ‘New facilities shall have 

a high quality of finish consistent with the architectural style and materials found throughout the area’ is 
discussed.  He said he did not think they were there with this building.  He said in spite of the 

impressions he had with the overall application, he thought the architecture of the Audi building was 
something he could not get past tonight. 

 
Richard Taylor referred to the two new display areas proposed at the front entrance and asked how 

many cars would be displayed. 

 
Mr. Parish said both displays are about 1,000 square feet so there would be about five cars displayed.  

He said they were within the display window along Venture Drive. 
 

Mr. Taylor said he liked the new site plan, the overall circulation flow, and the stronger entranceway.  He 

said regarding the ponds, he did not see anything he did not like, but there was not much detail shown.  
He said his impression looking at it was what appeared to be turf grass down to the water’s edge, a fair 

amount of trees and landscaping, and he guessed the intent of the pond is to be pristine.  He said he 
would expect that it would have a sharp edge at the water.  He said that Mr. Brentlinger would more 

likely to sterilize the pond than he would be to have it alive, which visually might be very clean and sharp 

which probably was not a good thing.  Mr. Taylor said he did not see anything that would make it look 
unattractive assuming it stayed full of water.  He said that given the quality of the rest of the 

development, he would be surprised if it ever got bad. 
 

Mr. Taylor said he wondered if another 1,000 square feet of landscape area was needed.  He said that he 
was amazed that they were that close on landscaping on this large a site.  He said that was a compliment 

to the designers and their ability to use literally every square foot of the site. 

 
Mr. Taylor said if there was any way through radii and maybe other pavement and curb issues to visually 

encourage drivers to get their trucks back there, he was in favor of that.  He said he thought they had 
provided ways for trucks to use the site properly, if they do not, someone will have to get onto MAG’s 

case and make them do it.  He said other than enforcement; he did not think there was another way to 

do that. 
 

Victoria Newell said she was disappointed in what the overall elevations looked like of the Audi building, 
especially the south elevation along Venture Drive.  She said even with Planning’s condition that windows 

or a curtain wall assembly be provided; it is mostly storage/janitorial spaces, so they will end up with 
spandrel glazing.  She said the building does not have the same mix of materials that are on the other 

structures.  Ms. Newell said a better solution might be incorporating some of those to create different 

plays of materials within the building to take away the blank façade. 
 

Ms. Newell apologized for being late and said that although the Commission had already discussed it 
tonight, she had a question about the Mini and BMW elevation on Venture Drive.  She noted that she did 

not see on the elevations any roof mounted mechanical units proposed.  She said she saw the potential 

where they could be there and not screened and she was concerned about that. 
 

Ms. Newell said she was not in love with the Audi sign.  She said she did not think it was as integrated 
with the building as on the BMW Mini building where the sign fits better.  She said she was not crazy 

about the red line on the Audi sign because it really stood out a lot in comparison to the other signs.   

 
Ms. Newell asked since the retention pond is off site, what in the future will make them put the easement 

in place if they try to develop that property differently. 
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Ms. Husak said the issue really was shared stormwater management across different ownerships. 

 
Kristin Yorko said the applicant has already been asked to provide the legal description of what that 

easement would look like for the future.  She said they needed to finalize it a little more because some 
things have been changed.  She said it was onerous on the both property owners and not a City of Dublin 

issue.  
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if an easement granted rights to the water that is in the pond and asked 

Ms. Readler to speak to who owned the water in the pond and if an easement will grant them the ability 
to take the water out of the pond. 

 
Jennifer Reader said if it was a stormwater issue, easements can be described to encompass many 

different things beyond just the physical use of the land. 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said to make sure that they do not lose their water source if that is where they 

are going to locate their wet well and all of their expensive equipment on someone else’s property. 
 

Mr. Hardt said he understood that although they are drawing water out of the pond for irrigation, they 

are also replenishing it with a well on MAG’s site. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said it would be interesting to see what happens if the neighbor wants to use the 
water too and then MAG will have to make up water out of their well also.  She said it was an unusual 

circumstance that she had not encountered.  She said how MAG gets water for their irrigation was their 
problem. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked to see the Audi building elevations.  She said she thought this was a 
beautiful campus; however, she was not excited about the architecture of this building.  She said she 

thought one of the hallmarks for her of this campus is the way that the drives are lowered to the service 
bays.  She said that feel is lost with the Audi building and she did not like it.  Ms. Amorose Groomes said 

she was convinced that they will have to put a ‘Service’ sign with an arrow on the corner of the Audi 

building because every other brand that you drive through, the service bay presented itself.  She said she 
thought it did not match in with the balance of the facilities without having the feel of the varying 

elevations which were very significant on the other buildings.  She said she was not excited about the 
proposed sign placement.  She said it was difficult to find an entrance door on this facility.  She said on 

the east elevation where it was outlined in white looked like it might just be for cars but she did not see 
another obvious entrance.   

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she did not like putting the garage on the back of the building.  She noted 
that none of the other buildings had a garage on the back where vehicles could be pulled directly through 

and if the doors were open on either side, you could see right through them.  She said she did not think 
it matches with the quality in the balance of it. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she had truck circulation concerns as well.  She said would rather Dublin’s 
Police to address other problems in the City than where the delivery trucks for the car dealership are 

going to park. She said she thought the BMW and Mini building is very nice and she agreed that the site 
is better for the placement of the building. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she appreciated Planning’s comments about the missing components of 
landscaping and she was sure that they would be addressed those through the conditions.  
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Ms. Newell asked again if rooftop mechanical units were being proposed and what size would they be. 

 

Mr. Parish said she had forwarded Ms. Husak roof plans for both of the buildings showing where they 
were locating the screening.  He said on the Audi building, the showroom area has a 20-foot ceiling 

height and past the glass, the ceiling drops down to 10 feet, so there is a 6 to 7-foot well behind from 
the glass line back where the rooftop units can be hidden.  Mr. Parish said they were five-ton units, 

between the 4 and 5-foot range, and in the curve, another 6 to 12 inches. 
 

Ms. Newell asked how deep the well was. 

 
Mr. Parish said the parapet height was 127 around, so 27 feet up and you are at 20, so you have 7 feet 

on the Audi building.  He said that in the BMW section of the building, there is an element that occurs on 
the front, the blade and cantilever.  He said no rooftop units will be on the higher roof.  He said all the 

rooftop units will be on the service area.  He said they have carried the screen wall all the way across the 

backside and there is a three-foot opening for service to get to the units, so they have located four ten- 
ton units, plus the exhaust system for the service area.  He said for Mini, there are no units shown, but a 

14-inch exhaust system unit will be painted white, consistent with what was done for the Volvo addition, 
and there are two screen walls for the three units with an opening. 

 

Ms. Newell referred to the Venture Drive elevation where she was concerned that the rooftop units did 
not look to be screened. 

 
Mr. Parish said 75 to 90 percent of the units were covered.  He said they were pulled away from the 

screen wall. 
 

Ms. Newell said there was a point where if you were far enough away from a building that rooftop units 

could be seen when they were only partially screened. 
 

Mr. Parish said they made their best attempt to provide screening for the units on site. 
 

Ms. Newell said that she realized the control of unloading vehicles is not always within the applicant’s 

control as the owner, but she thought it was important, no matter what is done on the site, that the 
provisions are provided in a clear way to get trucks in and out of the site and really plan for it.  She said 

looking at the proposed plan, she was not sure that it had been planned for in its entirety. 
 

Mr. Parish said they had discussed having a lowered service drive to be consistent with the other 
facilities, but there would need to be an elevator for ADA access and in order to keep the cost down for 

this small building, so they consciously made it one-story to avoid the high cost of an elevator.  He said 

they made the attempt to locate the service doors on the backside and provide heavy screening to block 
the entrances of it.  He said they had included in the packets with the brand signs a service center sign 

with an arrow to be located on the corner.     
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if they thought another sign was needed. 

 
Mr. Parish said they could use an internal directional sign. 

 
Mr. Hardt asked if Audi owners would drop their car off at the Audi building but it would be serviced 

elsewhere. 

 
Mr. Parish explained that according to Audi regulations, the service drop-off and write-up area had to be 

adjacent to the showroom. 
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Ms. Amorose Groomes asked where the 30 Audi vehicles would be displayed. 

 
Mr. Parish said the new car inventory would be displayed on the plaza.  He said to the north, by Jaguar, 

those fingers are used for the overflow inventory for all of the brands.  He said those fingers were never 
really full.            

 
Mr. Budde referred to the north side of the building where a piece jutted out on Architectural drawing 

3.0.1 - Detailing with six cars shown.  He said the printing was too small to read.  He asked if that was 

where the car wash would be located.   
 

Mr. Parish said that area is where the vehicles are hand-dried after being in the carwash installed in the 
Volvo building. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked Mr. Hale after hearing the Commission comments, what the applicant would 
like to do regarding this application. 

 
Mr. Hale said that they understood that they needed to have a conversation with Audi which they were 

happy to do.  He said regarding the concern about truck deliveries, they would be happy to meet with 

Engineering and to the extent needed, round the drives as a condition, and bring back both the design 
and signage on Audi, not just as an Administrative Review, but a review and hearing by the Commission.  

He said because they would like to begin designing the site to meet the schedule, they would like to have 
this application bifurcated so that they could bring the building back and to have the leverage they 

needed to meet with Audi to tell them that they have no choice but to make these changes. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she understood Mr. Hale was saying that he would like to get movement on 

the BMW Mini portion of this application.  She asked if he was requesting a tabling of the Audi portion of 
this application. 

 
Mr. Parish said he understood from the Commissioners’ comments that the design of the Audi facility 

needed to be explored a little further.  He said they held up BMW to add the Audi facility to the site and 

they cannot be held up any longer.  Mr. Parish said that he would like to have the site plan, as well as the 
BMW building approved this evening and then he would bring back the Audi building applications and the 

sign plan. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if legally, that could be done. 
 

Ms. Readler said they had done that similarly in the past, but it was not ideal.  She said that they 

especially do not to do that when there is significant impact to the site.  She said if they can distill this so 
that the only thing that is coming back for the Commission’s approval is the Audi building alone and the 

architecture and footprint would not substantially change, she thought the Commission had the capacity 
to do that. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked what Ms. Readler meant by ‘…the footprint would not substantially change.’    
 

Ms. Readler said the applicant cannot be made to come back with a completely different sized building 
that impacts the entire site or when they come back for approval because the rest of the site plan is 

going… 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said she did not want to paint the Commission into a corner in that they had to 

approve a building that looked just like this because that was what they said they would do. 
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Ms. Readler explained that the architecture of the building would be up for complete review and the 

square footage could not be changed because of the other impacts, it would be practically impossible. 
 

Mr. Fishman asked if there were problems with the truck access and the widening of the drives. 
 

Ms. Readler said they could be conditioned for Administrative approval. 
 

Ms. Newell said regarding the changing of the building footprint, a concern that the Commissioners had 

in regards to the architecture of the building was that it was very, very flat, so if they are going to do 
overhangs, canopy structures, or something as they would determine that would aesthetically improve 

the appearance of the building, that equally can change the footprint associated with it. 
 

Ms. Readler suggested a better way to say that was ‘the square footage.’  She said her main concern was 

when pieces of an application are approved and things are taken out to come back for a subsequent 
approval they do not want to have something happen with that subsequent approval that impacts what 

the Commission had already approved.  She said it needed to be cut out as clean as possible. 
 

Mr. Hardt asked if it was possible to vote on this application with the condition that the Audi building be 

removed and then they could come back for an amended final development plan and put it back. 
 

Ms. Readler said it could be done and it would be clean that way.  She said it would just take them 
longer. 

 
Mr. Hale said that would be okay because they needed time meet with Audi and to prepare for the 

meeting after next. 

 
Ms. Husak explained that July 19th was the application deadline for the August 9th meeting.  She said that 

would not be ideal for Planning and it was too concerning if the application were split. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if it was Planning’s pleasure that that this application be approved with the 

Audi building removed from it. 
 

Ms. Husak said that it was preferred that the complete application be tabled. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she did not think tabling it completely was on the table. 
 

Mr. Hale said that they were okay if the Audi building was removed completely from this application.  He 

said they would file an application for the Audi building that the Commission would approve. 
 

Mr. Parish said he would need these meeting minutes to explain to Audi that their prototype would not 
work in Dublin. 

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said that Mr. Fishman had asked that they look at the ponds to the east.  She 
asked if Audi could be pulled from the application and they could ask for the details for the east pond. 

 
Ms. Kramb said she thought there was a condition that staff would look at the east pond details and then 

it would be brought back to the Commission as an Administrative Approval. 

 
Mr. Fishman said he did not want the pond in ten years to be a stepchild that no one had maintained. 
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Mr. Hale said that he was not worried about that.  He said he thought it was more about giving comfort 

than what is actually going to happen here and that was okay. 

Ms. Kramb noted that Condition 1 should be deleted since they were removing the Audi building and 
removing the reference to it in Condition 3. 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes invited public comments regarding this application.  [There were none.] 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said the first motion was for minor text modifications, and she thought with 

removing the Audi building, those text modifications would be null and void.  She asked if it was 

procedurally best to table the text modifications and vote on the amended final development plan with 
the conditions, one of them being the removal of the Audi building.    

 
Ms. Husak said it could be tabled if it was coming back, so she suggested disapproval.  She suggested 

that if the Commission would be comfortable approving a text modification to allow three signs in this 

subarea in general without having specific locations. 
 

Motion #1 and Vote – Minor Text Modification 

Mr. Taylor moved to disapprove this Minor Text Modification to allow an additional wall sign for the Audi 

building within Subarea B to allow the applicant to refine and revise the architecture for the proposed 

building prior to the review of an additional wall sign.  Ms. Kramb seconded the motion.   

 

The vote was as follows:  Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; 
Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes.  (Disapproved 7 – 0.) 

 
Motion #2 and Vote – Amended Final Development Plan 

Mr. Taylor moved to approve this Amended Final Development Plan application because the proposal 

complies with the development text, the amended final development plan criteria and existing 
development in the area, with five conditions: 

 
1) That the applicant work with Planning to reduce the lighting levels in the vehicle display areas 

along the southern portion of the site; 

2) That the row of shrubs and trees removed in front of the Volvo display plaza be replaced and 
continued to meet the first display finger to the west; 

3) That the applicant work with Planning to design the stormwater retention pond as living eco-
system , subject to approval to Planning 

4) That the applicant work with Engineering to increase the interior turning radii in the parking lot, 
subject to staff approval; and 

5) That the applicant remove the Audi building from the amended final development plan to allow 

the applicant to explore revised architecture for this building to better complement the existing 
architectural style of the campus. 

 
Ben W. Hale, Jr., representing the applicant agreed to the five conditions. 

 

Mr. Hardt seconded the motion.  The vote was as follows:  Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Newell, 
yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Hardt, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes.   

(Approved 7 – 0.) 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes called a short recess at 7:59 p.m.  She reconvened the meeting at 8:02 p.m. 

   

 















































































































PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

WORKSESSION

RECORD OF DISCUSSION

CITY OF DUI3LINM
JULY i0, 2008

land Use and '. -

loop Range Planning
5800 Shier-Rings Road

Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 '

Phone/TDD:614-4I0-4600
Fax: 614-410-4747

Web Site: WWw.dublin.oh.us

Creating a Legacy

The Planning and Zoning Commission took tha following action at this meeting:

4. Perimeter Center, Subarea J - MAG -Porsche 6325 Perimeter Loop

08-059INF
Informal

Proposal: External building modifications of a portion of an existing
automobile sales and service building located within Subarea J of

the Perimeter Center Planned Commerce District, located on the

east side of Perimeter Loop Road, at the intersection with

Mercedes Drive. ' .

Request: This is a request for informal review of architectural modifications.

Applicant: Tim G~lli, Midwestern Auta Group; represented by Smith and

Hale LLC.

Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak,, AICP, Planner II.

Contact Information: (614 410-4675, chusak@dulilin.oh.us

RESULT: The Commission reviewed this informal request for architectural modifications

and a new sign for a portion of the~existing 1VIAG automobile dealership. The Commission did

not support the proposed box-like building and metal panels replacing the glass store fronts,

stating that changing the shape and making this portion of the building larger would destroy the

character of the buildings. The Ct~mmissiori did not support the proposed wall sign on the

building main elevation.

STAFF CERTIFICATION

Q~~~
Claudia D. Husak, AICP

Planner II
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4. Perimeter Center, Subarea J – MAG – Porsche                         6325 Perimeter Loop 
 08-059INF                                                                        Informal     
                    WORK SESSION 
Claudia Husak presented this informal request by the Midwestern Auto Group (MAG) to discuss 
changes to the architecture and a sign for a portion of their existing dealership, located in the 
Perimeter Center PUD, Subarea J.  Ms. Husak said there are two buildings on this site, the 
northern building contains the Land Rover brand vehicles and the southern 57,000-square-foot 
building has a variety of automobile brands.  She said this proposal is to modify the angled 
portion of the northern building by replacing the front façade with more of a curved design 
which increases the width and height of the showroom.   
 
Ms. Husak said the MAG development text identifies the need for noteworthy, innovative 
architecture and does not permit a box design.  She stated that Planning’s evaluation of the 
proposal finds it reminiscent of a box design.  
 
Ms. Husak said the proposed Porsche building includes a wall sign.  She said no other wall signs 
exist along the main building, but there are ground signs at the entrances.  She said a wall sign 
was approved for the Land Rover building, but the other main franchisees do not have any wall 
signs along this building. 
 
Ms. Husak introduced two discussion points for the Commissioners’ input.  [The italicized 
discussion points are followed by the Commissioners’ comments.] 
 
Ben W. Hale, Jr., Smith and Hale, representing MAG said a new final development plan was 
approved, but it had not been built.  He said that plan has been updated and SAAB has been 
added to the dealership.  He explained that Porsche requested that the Commission be shown 
what they would like to have done on the site.  He said they are also requesting an informal vote, 
although this is an informal application so they can see how the Commission feels about these 
changes. 
 
John Oney, Architectural Alliance, said the Porsche brand has implemented a facility program, 
where dealers must comply with the image in order to qualify for an allotment inventory 
program where they will have access to a 20 percent reserve of vehicles which would put other 
dealerships at a competitive advantage.  He said there are interior and exterior compliance 
requirements.  He said he introduced options to Porsche that were sensitive to the existing 
architecture, and their position was that all their image requirements need to be met.   Mr. Oney 
said when he presented the proposed architecture to Planning he did not feel they supported it.  
He said he was guided by Planning to go forward with this informal submittal. 
 
Mr. Zimmerman invited those in the audience who wished to speak regarding this application to 
come forward.  [There was no response.] 
 
Discussion is requested regarding the appropriateness of the proposed sign for Porsche as a 
separate identity, contrary to the development text.  
Mr. Zimmerman said the Porsche sign is on the top of the MAG marquee development, in the 
number one slot on top of the sign.   Mr. Zimmerman and Mr. Walter were not supportive of a 
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separate Porsche wall sign as proposed.   Mr. Fishman said the Porsche sign would have to meet 
Code. 
 
Does the Commission agree with the “box-like” assessment? If so, is the Commission concerned 
that the proposal is inconsistent with the overall character of the MAG campus in terms of the 
individualized building element and its impact on the overall architectural style and character?  
 
Richard Taylor noted that the existing building was of an extremely high quality in its design, 
materials, and its execution, and he had no doubt that this addition would also meet those 
standards.  He said the addition shown is an interesting piece of work and by itself, on its own 
property might be a nice addition to Dublin, but he did not think it should replace one of the 
triangular pods on the existing building.  He said the character of the existing building was 
consistent from end to end with the three identical pods, which made the building work.  He said 
making one larger with a different shape, materials, and height would destroy the character of the 
existing building.   
 
Kevin Walter said this was his favorite building in Dublin because the architecture was exquisite, 
and displays cars in a way that makes someone want to buy a car.  He said changing the style of 
this pod will cause the other dealers to want to change their portion of the building and destroy 
the design of the building.  Mr. Walter said he was not inclined to provide a vote as requested in 
this non-binding situation; but specifically, his feedback was that he was not supportive of this 
proposed application. 
 
Chris Amorose Groomes agreed with the comments made by the other Commissioners and she 
would not be supportive of changing this specific pod. 
 
Mr. Zimmerman referred to the 1997 minutes where the architect spoke compassionately about 
the building they were proposing.  Mr. Zimmerman said the building architecture is a great 
innovative look, which fits well as it is, and he cannot support changing it.   
 
Mr. Fishman said this was not his favorite Dublin building, but he thought in another location, he 
would consider it.   
 
Mr. Zimmerman ended this Work Session confirming that enough input had been provided for 
the applicant. 
      

 



















PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
RECORD OF ACTION 

JUNE 16, 2005 
 

6. Amended Final Development Plan – 04-145FDP – Perimeter Center PCD, 
Subarea D –  Midwestern Auto Group (MAG) –  6355 Perimeter Loop Road 
(Continued) 
 
6) That existing landscape plans be brought into compliance with the 

approved plan; 
7) The site stormwater management is in compliance with the current 

Stormwater Regulations, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; and 
8) That overhead doors utilize either partially opaque or dark tinted glass to 

further screen the interior service uses. 
 
*   Christopher Cline, Blaugrund, Herbert, and Martin, Inc. agreed to the above 
conditions.   
 
VOTE: 5 - 0 
RESULT:   This Amended Final Development Plan application was approved. 
 
      STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 
 
      ______________________________ 
      Jamie E. Adkins, Planner 
      Land Use and Long Range Planning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 
Christopher Cline, Attorney, responded that this requirement was in the original conditions.  
To his knowledge that landowner never put any additional deed restrictions on the land.  
MAG does own an additional 10 acres along State Route 161/U.S. 33.   
 
Ms. Boring asked if Mr. Cline knew what the acreage included. 
 
Mr. Cline answered no.  The land was not originally zoned for auto dealerships.  If we rezone 
more land, Council and the Commission will have to approve the change.  
 
Ms. Boring stated she did know there was considerable concern about Route 33 appearing 
like an automall. 
 
Mr. Cline explained that MAG owns an additional 10 acres east of the site.  Eventually we 
may ask for this to be expanded with another pod, so it will be addressed at that time.   
 
Mr. Gerber stated that this was not an issue tonight. 
 
Mr. Cline clarified that there is not a deed restriction that prohibits it. 
 
Ms. Boring repeated that there are no deed restrictions, as was required by City Council. 
 
Ms. Adkins described the proposed site plan for the expansion.   
1)The existing Land Rover Building is just over 7,000 square feet and with the addition is 
18,000 square feet.  The rear of the building will enclose the service bays and the southwest 
portion of the building will have additional interior display, and the proposed sky bridge, the 
elevations which you have in your packet.  There are minor modifications to the front along 
the main drive, and to the storage parking in the rear.  The Land Rover sign will remain 
unchanged.  The overhead service entrance will be enclosed with an overhead door.  There is 
another central entrance proposed and a western entrance with a Jaguar sign.  Materials and 
colors will be to match the existing building, including the dark tinted glass, and stucco.   
2)The proposed sky walk will be elevated above the ground and extend out over the lake, 
beginning at the first floor elevation of the proposed addition, and finishing at the second 
floor elevation of the existing buildng.  The applicant is proposing similar materials to the 
addition, and dark tinted glass.   
3)The existing Land Rover sign will be resurfaced with the addition.  There is a proposed 
sign for the center entrance with MAG lettering over the doors.  Staff has conditioned that 
this sign be removed.  The third proposed sign is for the Jaguar entrance.  Staff has also 
conditioned that the proposed statue be removed.  Renderings of the proposed addition were 
shown.  Staff is recommending approval of this application, with the conditions noted in the 
Staff Report.  There are Amended Conditions.  Condition 3 was amended to include the word 
“exterior” in terms of color, lenses, and the lighting, and Condition 6 was stricken. 
 
Mr. Gerber clarified Condition 6 was stricken because it is a Code issue.   
 
Ms. Adkins agreed and stated that it is a Code Enforcement issue. 



 
Mr. Gerber asked Steven Smith if this was correct. 
 
Mr. Smith confirmed this was correct.  He indicated they had reviewed the project related to 
what was originally built.  The current proposal may comply with Code.  There is a 
landscape height issue, but it is a Code Enforcement issue that will be addressed. 
 
Mr. Gerber restated that the Commission does not have to concern itself with that particular 
landscape issue. 
 
Mr. Smith agreed. 
 
Ms. Boring asked why that was. 
 
Mr. Smith, replied that this site has interesting conditions placed on it by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission originally.  It was clear that because of the unique design, the 
landscaping requirements of the Code would not apply.  City Council, at the rezoning, 
dictated the landscape plan.  The applicant has met all of the requirements. 
 
Ms. Boring disagreed with that assessment.   
 
Mr. Smith stated that the landscape plan was submitted to Council as part of the text and has 
the plants labeled.  
 
Ms. Boring replied that it says we would not see all the cars on those fingers, that we would 
only see the cars at the top of the fingers. 
 
Mr. Smith said when you listen to the minutes, I don’t know that it’s that clear.  The plant 
material was specifically named and written in and that is the plant material that they have 
out there. 
 
Mr. Gerber clarified that new landscaping will be reviewed tonight.  With respect to existing 
landscaping, that’s a Code issue.  This situation is no different from other applications.  
Maybe Dann [Bird] can report back to us at a subsequent meeting as to the progress. 
 
Mr. Smith added that the site is between 85% and 90% in compliance, and 10% of the plant 
material has been trimmed down.  That is a Code Enforcement matter that we will address.   
 
Mr. Gerber agreed. 
 
Ms. Boring asked again, about the expansion rule in the Landscape Code. 
 
Mr. Smith said the Code does provide requirements if the expansion is more than 25%, 
however, the site adheres to the text of the Planned District. 
 



Ms. Adkins responded that staff had discussed this matter and determined that if there is an 
expansion of 25% or more, the entire site must be brought into compliance with Code.  
However, this site had a specifically approved landscape plan at the rezoning that they have 
followed, and we wanted to bring them back into compliance with that plan, and that has 
become a Code Enforcement issue. 
 
Ms. Boring said the Commissioners had not reviewed the minutes and the history.  She was 
interested in seeing the original landscaping plan presented to the Commission to compare it 
with what was planted.  She said it was a problem if it did not meet Code. 
 
Mr. Smith responded that the landscaping will be brought into compliance. 
 
Mr. Gerber asked Mr. Smith why Condition 6 should not be a part of this application. 
 
Mr. Smith replied that Condition 6 requires a revised landscaping plan to be submitted.  He 
said the landscaping is already in compliance with what Council specifically directed them to 
use.  He suggested the condition state:  That the existing landscaping material meet Code. 
 
Mr. Gerber agreed with Mr. Hale’s suggested Condition 6.  That existing landscape plans be 
brought into compliance with approved plan, subject to staff approval. 
 
Ms. Boring asked for clarification about the difference between the Landscaping section of 
the report and this condition.  She wanted to ensure that the requirements of the Code were 
being met. 
 
Mr. Gerber said he believed the new condition discussed will address all that. 
 
Ms. Boring asked if that included the uplighting to comply with the intent of Code and to 
improve the appearance.   
 
Ms. Adkins responded yes.  With the display lighting, the issue is that it is still visible.  That 
would be part of the Code compliance staff would remedy at a later date, to make sure that 
the lighting is screened. 
 
Ms. Boring asked what the language should reflect. 
 
Mr. Gerber responded that the existing landscape plans should be brought into compliance. 
 
Mr. Smith stated that the existing landscape, at the direction of staff, be brought into 
compliance with the original text. 
 
Ms. Boring inquired about the plant height within the approved vehicular display area. 
 
Mr. Gerber wanted the language to be broad enough to cover all. 
 



Mr. Smith stated that the plants that Council directed them to plant, are never going to grow 
to the desired height. 
 
Ms. Boring added that it would help if they weren’t trimmed. 
 
Mr. Smith noted that that is a Code Enforcement matter.  It’s only in certain areas that  they 
are not tall enough.  It does match what was directed as part of their text. 
 
Mr. Gerber repeated that if they let the plants grow it will be in compliance. 
 
Ms. Boring asked Mr. Smith what was the problem with leaving the condition in for plant 
height. 
 
Mr. Smith explained that the plants are not going to meet the 1-1/2-foot tall height required 
by Code.  They are though, the plants approved by City Council as a part of the text. 
 
Ms. Jones noted that the report talks about replacing missing trees.  She wanted to know 
where those trees are going to be replaced on the site.   
 
Mr. Bird said the existing landacape pretty broadly complies with the approved plan. 
 
Mr. Gerber suggested the lanuguage “The existing landscape, at staff’s direction, be brought 
into compliance with the original text.”  We’ll just make that Condition 6. 
 
Ms. Boring added that she was part of prior Council and knows what the idea was that was 
presented, and what we thought we were getting.   
 
Mr. Gerber asked Ms. Boring if the language that Dann Bird just read was acceptable. 
 
Mr. Bird restated, “That the existing landscaping be brought into compliance with the 
approved plan.” 
 
Ms. Boring agreed. 
 
Mr. Christopher Cline asked if the Commission would like a complete presentation, or 
questions only. 
 
Mr. Gerber polled the Commission and they decided to ask questions in the areas of concern 
and interest and through that process the presentation will be made. 
 
Mr. Cline represented the applicant, with Dick Pryor and Tim Galley, from MAG;  also, John 
Oney and Ed Parish from Architectural Alliance.   
 
Mr. Cline noted that when this campus was zoned in 1997, it was after changes took place in 
Perimeter Center.  That was going to be an enclosed mall, and it turned into a different 
vision.  The Council’s direction was that the Commission considered the rezoning, developed 



the rezoning text and approved it.  It also considered all parts of the development plan, 
including the landscaping plan, the architecture, and the grading.  Only after the Planning and 
Zoning Commission had approved both the rezoning and the development plan did it go to 
Council for action on the rezoning.  It went before Council twice and issues were added to 
the text.  Council got involved in specifying particular cultivars of some of the plants, and 
having a landscape drawing that they incorporated into the revised text.  The original text 
included a requirement that we would create “A striking, noteworthy and innovative 
architecture and site design.” 
 
Mr. Oney, architect, asked the Commission if they had any questions.  He could describe the 
total project, including the review of our reasons and the design, and the specifics of the plan.  
The booklets and a  powerpoint presentation encompass some specific detail, along with 
overviews of the model, and renderings. 
 
Mr. Gerber indicated they would go to specific questions.  He suggested that they start with 
the overall layout and design, and address those issues and questions.  The other issues, like 
the signs, staff has addressed.  I understand that the applicant has agreed to those changes. 
 
Ms. Reiss had a question regarding the bridge connection between the two sections of the 
campus and why it needed to be elevated at the existing building.  
 
Mr. Oney responded that the main building second floor elevation is at 12 feet, and the 
showroom pods that are existing are at 12 feet, which is the main corridor level.  When we go 
to the Land Rover building, that showroom elevation is at grade.  The only way to connect 
this from the main showroom level on the concourse, is at the 12-foot level.  It is the same 
height as the existing showrooms. 
 
Ms. Reiss asked if the reason for the sky bridge was to connect showroom to showroom.   
 
Mr. Oney agreed.  The lower level in the main building is a Rolls-Royce showroom. The 
main emphasis and what MAG is trying to achieve is to sell you something you don’t need.  
They’re expensive products and in a very unusual setting, and to do that, they’ve created an 
environment that really is unmatched in the auto industry and pretty unique.  The intent is, 
when you get to these showrooms and go through this concourse, you can embark and be 
encouraged through, this connectivity to go from that retail environment to all 15 marquis.   
 
Ms. Reiss confirmed that because the showrooms in the existing facility are on the second 
floor, the elevation of the bridge changes. 
 
Mr. Oney agreed. 
 
Ms. Reiss replied that was fine, and it explained why there’s an elevation change, and what 
she needed to know.  She had one other question for staff.  The Staff Report states that the 
applicant is going to sufficiently screen the overhead service doors.  However, staff would 
also like to see partially opaque, or dark tinted glass.  She believed this should be 
conditioned. 



 
Ms. Adkins responded that it should be a condition. 
 
Ms. Reiss said she felt it should be a condition.  The overhead doors in the service area either 
use partially opaque or dark tinted glass to further screen the interior surface uses. 
 
Mr. Oney stated they were in agreement with that and plan to use the dark tinted glass, which 
is existing in the Land Rover facility.  We’ve reduced the service doors from nine to five, and 
used the dark tinted glass.  We have some visual contact to a customer out in the reception 
doors.  The service doors are screened to Code.  There are currently seven doors that view 
directly into the heavy-duty lifts that service the heavy-duty vehicles, and we have eliminated 
those seven doors.  Now we have two entrance points that go to an aisleway and tinted the 
glass.  We’ve done additional screening as well.  
 
Ms. Reiss asked if that’s what staff wanted to see done. 
 
Ms. Adkins agreed. 
 
Mr. Gerber stated that they needed  a condition. 
 
Mr. Cline said that when the Land Rover building was done it was the second part of the 
project and the design was largely dictated by Land Rover.  Land Rover has been acquired by 
Ford Motor Company, which also owns Astin-Martin and Jaguar, and they are integrating 
that building into the overall look of the complex. 
 
Mr. Zimmerman said he really liked the plan.  It’s unique in the marketing of a lot of 
different brands.    It’s a beautiful layout, and they’ve done a really nice job.   
 
Mr. Oney responded that they had 250 feet from building-to-building, plus a corridor behind 
the administrative wing to begin the swooping curving path with three visual cues.  
 
Mr. Zimmerman stated that each brand would have a space.  He stated the internal/external 
setup is nice. 
 
Mr. Gerber asked about the landscaping.  In this model there are a lot of trees.  In time there 
would be a nice canopy all though there, so I know what Cathy’s talking about because in 
part you do see an awful lot right now.  That’s in some respects unfortunate, but over time 
that’s going to cure itself with these trees as they grow.  I would image that’s the whole 
intent of the landscaping package that’s before us. 
 
Ms. Adkins stated that the landscaping for the site was installed in 1997-98.  Over time it will 
mature.   
 
Mr. Oney added they will be relocating pine trees and will be adding 52 evergreens as 
screening.  We’ll also be adding six shade trees, 10 evergreen trees and 10 replacement trees.   
 



Ms. Boring asked about the replacement of 23 inches of trees on the site.  These trees screen 
the storage parking area and the applicant has added a row of evergreen shrubs to meet this 
requirement.  This may be a problem of replacing trees with shrubs. 
 
Ms. Adkins responded that the Code requires 3-1/3 feet in height of screening.  The original 
Development Plan included the larger trees.   When they are removed, to comply with Code, 
they added shrubs.   
 
Mr. Oney added that the replacement trees are located in the interior and are designated on 
the plan.   
 
Ms. Boring asked if the trees that they are planting in the parking area are required.  
 
Ms. Adkins replied those are required as replacement trees.   
 
Ms. Boring noted that the plan is removing parking places.  She thought there are a lot of 
filled parking places.  I assume the applicants and staff are comfortable with the removing of 
those parking places.   
 
Mr. Oney stated that approximately 98 parking spaces would be removed, but that parking 
would not be a problem.   
 
Mr. Gerber inquired about staff’s solutions if a parking problem exists in the future. 
 
Ms. Adkins indicated that this situation would be a Code Enforcement issue and if staff noted 
a parking problem, the applicant would be requested to add parking in the future. 
 
Mr. Cline noted that the parking spaces are typically used for storage, not customers. 
 
Ms. Boring asked about the location of the evergreen shrubs screening the storage parking 
area.   
 
Ms. Adkins indicated that additional evergreens will be planted underneath the skywalk to 
screen the parking area.   

 
Ms. Boring asked about the changes to the pond. 
 
Mr. Oney indicated that the pond will stay intact,   but that some of the caissons will extend 
into the pond requiring minor pond adjustments. 
 
Ms. Boring said the landscaping on site looks gorgeous and has matured well in the short 
time it has been there.   
 
Mr. Gerber reiterated that the applicant had agreed to removing the proposed Jaguar statue 
and MAG wall sign.  He asked if there were other signage questions. 
 



Ms. Boring inquired if the Land Rover sign would be modified. 
 
Mr. Cline replied that this sign would undergo a refacing, but that the color, size and height 
would remain the same.  He stated that if Land Rover was no longer the tenant of that 
structure, that green color would be removed from the sign. 
 
Mr. Oney also noted that the Land Rover sign would undergo a refacing. 
 
Mr. Gerber asked if the applicant agrees to the conditions including the elimination of the 
Jaguar statue. 
 
Mr. Oney agreed, saying that they will remove the MAG sign, and the “Leaper,” the chrome 
ornament. 
 
Ms. Jones commented that the sky walk really unifies the campus, and it seems to be 
consistent with the look.  She had no further questions. 
 
Mr. Gerber determined there were no other questions from the Commissioners.  He stated 
that the text required this development to be “something noteworthy, striking and 
innovative,” and the proposal meets those requirements. 
 
Ms. Boring asked for a recap of the actual approval.   
 
Ms. Adkins explained that the proposed MAG sign and the Jaguar statue sign will be 
removed, leaving only the JAGUAR copy on the building.  So what will remain is the glass-
enclosed entrance.  This is the middle entrance – no sign.  The second part of our condition 
asks that the statue above the Jaguar sign be removed so that all there will be is the Jaguar 
lettering above the door.   
 
Ms. Boring inquired about the size of this sign. 
 
Ms. Adkins replied that the sign measures 22 square feet. 
 
Ms. Boring requested the removal of the phrase “subject to staff approval” from Condition 2. 
 
Mr. Gerber agreed.  He asked if any of the Commissioners had additional questions.  Hearing 
none, he asked if the applicant agreed with the eight condtions. 
 
Mr. Cline asked for a recap of the additional conditions. 
 
Mr. Gerber replied with respect to condition 2, it was modified to eliminate the phrase 
“subject to staff approval.”  Condition 6 was amended to read “That existing landscape plans 
be brought into compliance with approved plan;”  and that Condition 7 remains the same. 
 
Ms. Reiss stated Condition 8 should read “Service doors need to be partially opaque or dark 
tinted glass to further screen interior service uses.” 



 
Mr. Gerber thanked Ms. Reiss and asked Mr. Cline if the conditions were acceptable. 
 
Mr. Cline responded yes, we agree to them. 
 
Mr. Gerber made a motion To approve this Amended Final Development Plan because the 
proposed addition generally meets the text and PUD requirements, the applicant has worked 
with staff to address issues related to the addition and, the proposal will allow for the 
expansion of a successful business with the addition of high quality architecture and site 
design, with eight conditions: 

1) That additional information be submitted regarding proposed lighting for the 
skywalk to ensure compliance with the Dublin Exterior Lighting Guidelines, 
subject to staff approval; 

2) That the proposed Jaguar statue and MAG wall sign be eliminated from the plans 
and elevations; 

3) That no colored lenses be used for any exterior lighting on site; 
4) That all utility connections and/or extensions meet or exceed the requirements and 

standards of the Engineering Division;  
5) That the applicant indicate text compliance for parking should staff determine 

there is a parking problem on site, subject to staff approval; 
6) That existing landscape plans be brought into compliance with the approved plan; 
7) The site stormwater management is in compliance with the current Stormwater 

Regulations, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; and 
8) That overhead doors utilize either partially opaque or dark tinted glass to further 

screen the interior service uses. 
 
Mr. Zimmerman seconded the motion, and the vote was as follows:  Ms. Reiss, yes; Ms. 
Jones, yes; Ms. Boring, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; Mr. Gerber, yes.  (Approved 5-0.) 
 

Meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 
 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
      Lois Willard 
      Clerical Specialist II 
      Land Use and Long Range Planning 
 
 
 



 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

 
RECORD OF ACTION 

 
MARCH 4, 2004 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 
 
3. Revised Development Plan 04-029RDP – MAG Rolls Royce Auto Dealership 

– 6335 Perimeter Loop Road 
Location:  14.79 acres located on the southeast corner of Perimeter Drive and 
Perimeter Loop Road. 
Existing Zoning:  PCD, Planned Commerce District (Perimeter Center plan). 
Request:  Review and approval of a revised development plan under the PCD 
provisions of Section 153.058. 
Proposed Use:  Exterior architectural and site modifications to an existing 
dealership for a Rolls Royce sales area.   
Applicant: Midwestern Auto Group, c/o Brentlinger Enterprises, 6355 Perimeter 
Loop Road, Dublin, Ohio 43017; represented by John Oney, Architectural 
Alliance, 165 North Fifth Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215. 
Staff Contact: Jamie E. Adkins, Planner. 
 

MOTION:  To approve this revised development plan because it conforms to the existing 
Subarea J text and complies with the PCD provisions of Section 153.058, providing for 
the expansion and update of a successful Dublin business with seven conditions: 
 

1) That vehicular display be prohibited on the proposed path and be noted as 
such on all plans, subject to staff approval; 

2) That no colored lenses be used for any lighting on site; 
3) That the proposed modifications comply with applicable Stormwater 

Regulations, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 
4) That revised plans be submitted if a second door is required, subject to 

staff approval;  
5) That proposed new signage be submitted that is directional in nature, 

subject to staff approval;  
6) That relocated trees be replaced on an inch-per-inch basis if they die 

within five years, subject to staff approval; and 
 
 

Page 1 of 2 



PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
RECORD OF ACTION 

MARCH 4, 2004 
 
 
3. Revised Development Plan 04-029RDP – MAG Rolls Royce Auto Dealership 

– 6335 Perimeter Loop Road (Continued) 
 

7) That the applicant utilize a rock that is more aesthetically suitable, subject 
to staff approval. 

 
*  John Oney  agreed to the above conditions. 
 
VOTE:  6-0. 
 
RESULT:  This development plan was approved. 
 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 

  
______________________ 
Frank A. Ciarochi   

 Acting Planning Director 
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Perimeter Center is located to the west.  The site is zoned PCD, Planned Commerce 
District in Subarea J of the Perimeter Center plan.  All adjacent properties are zoned 
PCD.   
 
The area to be modified is at the main entrance of the site on Perimeter Loop Road.  
Proposed changes are minor and include a pedestrian pathway and modifications to the 
doors and windows on the north elevation.  A small retaining wall will also be added to 
the existing pond, and a couple of trees will be relocated because of the pathway.  The 
replacement door will be closed except when vehicles are driven inside the building. 
 
Ms. Adkins said the applicant would like to have the ability to switch out a second 
window with the same type of door if maneuvering problems arise.  The north side of the 
building will be modified.   
 
Ms. Adkins said staff is recommending approval of this development plan with six 
conditions as listed in the staff report, adding a seventh condition: 
1) That vehicular display be prohibited on the proposed path and be noted as such on all 

plans, subject to staff approval; 
2) That no colored lenses be used for any lighting on site; 
3) That the proposed modifications comply with applicable Stormwater Regulations, to 

the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 
4) That revised plans be submitted if a second door is required, subject to staff approval;  
5) That proposed new signage be submitted that is directional in nature, subject to staff 

approval;  
6) That relocated trees be replaced on an inch-per-inch basis if they die within five 

years, subject to staff approval; and 
7) That the applicant utilize a rock that is more aesthetically suitable, subject to staff 

approval. 
 
Mr. Gerber said this is a request to revise a previously approved development plan in the 
PCD.  Because the type of uses and other general development are not proposed to 
change, the previously approved composite plan remains valid.  The previously approved 
development plan is being revised to address exterior architectural and site modifications 
to an existing car dealership sales area.  The Commission is to base approval on 
conformity to the approved composite plan. 
 
Christopher T. Cline, Jr., representing the applicant, said he wanted the Commission to be 
aware of the contribution that MAG makes to Dublin’s economy.  Through City income 
taxes, personal property taxes, and real property taxes in 2003, MAG contributed 
approximately $741,000 to the community.  They are a significant corporate citizen of 
Dublin.  He said when this campus was built, it was the sponsor of a ten-year TIF that 
made area improvements such as Venture Drive.  He said the original improvements were 
paid off in six years.  The TIF is not being reused to provide improvements outside the 
initial area.   
 



Mr. Cline said this would be the only Rolls Royce dealership in Ohio.  It is now owned 
by BMW, and the Phantom model retails for approximately $325,000.  The clientele is 
very exclusive and expects to have a high quality environment when purchasing a car.  
The showroom must be exclusive for Rolls Royce.   
 
John Oney, Architectural Alliance, architect for this project, briefly described the 
modifications.  He said there will be only one or two vehicles on site at any time.  One 
will be in the showroom and the other in the shop area for test drives.  Interior alterations 
will be made to make an exclusive showroom.   
 
Mr. Oney showed drawings of the proposed modifications.  He said a pedestrian 
walkway in front would follow the natural slope of the pond.  The grade change is 
approximately 30 inches.  They will use stamped concrete in a scalloped fashion as was 
used at the BMW showroom.  There are three ballasters to provide an accent feature.  A 
conforming directional sign will identify the Rolls Royce showroom entrance.   
 
He said the Phantom model is 19½ feet long.  They have also provided vehicle access to 
the showroom from the rear inventory lot using enough room to maneuver the large 
vehicle.  Two existing pines and two deciduous trees will be relocated in front.  The only 
proposed modification to the exterior elevation is to change the eight-foot door to a ten-
foot opening to allow the large vehicle to be placed in the showroom.  The glazing and 
mullions will match the glass.  They propose to introduce horizontal mullions to match.   
 
Mr. Oney said it might be necessary to come back to the Commission if modifications 
need to be made to provide access for a second vehicle.   He agreed with the seven 
conditions listed above. 
 
Ms. Boring said a Code revision was necessary to avoid having to go through this process 
for such a minor modification. 
 
Mr. Gerber asked why the Commission had to hear this application instead of it being 
handled administratively. 
 
Ms. Adkins said the reason staff thought it should be brought to the Commission is 
because the modification will be made at the main entrance of the site where it will be 
visible from the public right-of-way, and it is a PCD.    
 
Mr. Gerber agreed, but said only because of the visibility the Commission should review 
it. 
 
Gary Gunderman clarified that if changes to the Code had been adopted to consolidate 
the PCD with the PUD, this would not be before the Commission.  Mr. Gerber 
understood. 
 
Mr. Saneholtz made a motion to approve this revised development plan because it 
conforms to the existing Subarea J text and complies with the PCD provisions of Section 



153.058, providing for the expansion and update of a successful Dublin business with 
seven conditions: 
1) That vehicular display be prohibited on the proposed path and be noted as such on all 

plans, subject to staff approval; 
2) That no colored lenses be used for any lighting on site; 
3) That the proposed modifications comply with applicable Stormwater Regulations, to 

the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 
4) That revised plans be submitted if a second door is required, subject to staff approval;  
5) That proposed new signage be submitted that is directional in nature, subject to staff 

approval;  
6) That relocated trees be replaced on an inch-per-inch basis if they die within five 

years, subject to staff approval; and 
7) That the applicant utilize a rock that is more aesthetically suitable, subject to staff 

approval. 
 
Mr. Gerber seconded the motion.  Mr. Cline agreed to the conditions as listed above.  The 
vote was as follows:  Mr. Messineo, yes; Ms. Reiss, yes; Ms. Boring, yes; Mr. 
Zimmerman, yes; Mr. Saneholtz, yes; and Mr. Gerber, yes.  (Approved 6-0.) 
  
      
4. Rezoning/Revised Preliminary Development Plan 03-045Z – NE Quad PUD 

Retail, Subareas 5A and 5B – Kroger Center – Sawmill Road 
Mr. Gerber noted this was a very large application.  He said a Commission meeting was 
scheduled for March 18, but there are no applications currently ready to review.  Instead 
of canceling the meeting, it made sense to hear this case then.   
 
Ben W. Hale, Jr., representing the applicant, agreed to request a tabling in order to hear 
this application in its entirety at the next meeting.  He said they were ready to go tonight 
and that they would not change anything in the next two weeks. 
 
Mr. Gerber made a motion to table this case and made a motion.  Ms. Reiss seconded the 
motion, and the vote was as follows:  Mr. Messineo, yes; Mr. Saneholtz, yes; Mr. 
Zimmerman, yes; Ms. Reiss, yes; and Mr. Gerber, yes.  [Ms. Boring had left the room 
temporarily.]  (Tabled 5-0)        
 
 
 
5. Informal 03-139I – Avondale Woods of Dublin – 5215 Avery Road 
Mr. Gerber said this is an informal review of development options in order to address the 
objectives of the recently enacted Conservation Design Resolution.  The discussion will 
be limited to thirty minutes.   
 
Mark Zuppo said the applicant has filed for a rezoning application to request a change in 
zoning to PLR, Planned Low Density Residential District, but wanted to discuss the issue 
of Conservation design prior to moving forward with the application.  He said the 




