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MINUTES OF MEETING

PLANNING COMMISSION

OCTOBER 18, 2016
************************************************************************

Members Present:  Gustafson, Murphy, Long, DeMarco, Bishop

Presence Noted:   Ray Reich, Building Commissioner


  Andrew Bemer, Law Director

 ***********************************************************************

Chairman Bishop called to order the October 18, 2016 meeting of the Planning Commission at 7:00 P.M. in Council Chambers of Rocky River City Hall.  
Mr. Bishop asked the Commission members if there are any corrections, additions, or deletions to the August 23, 2016 meeting minutes.     

Mrs. Murphy moved to approve the minutes of the Planning Commission meeting as presented.  Mr. Long seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed
1.  JIM AND KAREN DOYLE AND TIM AND ALICE O’DONNELL – 423 Riverdale Dr. – FINAL REVIEW – Detached Single Family Grouped Dwelling Development.  Mr. Tom Liggett of Arcus Group Architects, came forward to present the project.  Also present are Jim Doyle and Tim and Alice O’Donnell, Applicants.
Mr. Liggett began by explaining some of the changes they have made to the property since the last meeting.  The parking agreement between the property owners and Marcel Mylen has been negotiated, but is not in writing yet.  They also needed to deal with the storm easement and the actual placement of the storm sewer.  In order to keep the first home 7’ from the centerline of the pipe, an easement was created to keep that home parallel with that pipe.  The northern property of unit number 1 has a 10’ setback because that is also the width of the access easement that was sold as part of the existing residence just north of unit number 1.  They have maintained that setback by altering each of the proposed new units so that unit number 2 is 7’ off of the storm easement.  They are proposing to change the distance between the units from 10’ to 8’, which is 4’ from each one of the property lines.  The designs of the 2 homes have not really changed, except they needed to reduce the width of each one of the units by 4” in order to make this new configuration.  The only place where there will be an actual 8’ distance is right at the corners of unit number 2.  This new configuration will allow them to keep off of the storm sewer the required distance and create that storm easement, per the City Engineer.
Mr. Liggett continued by saying that there is a water vault that was not identified before on the plans, which is located just outside of the new garage for unit number 2, and the drive and the parking has been altered slightly in order to make it all work.  The drive is still 18’ wide and there are 8 parking spaces.  The agreement with Mr. Mylen includes 2 parking spaces and 4 spaces are dedicated to the existing unit which was recently sold.  

Mr. Bishop asked if 6 parking spaces were promised to the new owner of the existing home.  Mr. Liggett responded that only 4 spaces were promised to that new owner.  Mr. Bishop asked if there is an agreement regarding the location of the 2 spaces for Mr. Mylen.  Mr. Liggett responded that they have agreed to the location of the 2 dedicated spaces for Mr. Mylen.  

Mr. DeMarco asked if there are any issues with foundations for unit number 2 extending into the storm easement.  Mr. Liggett responded that they are not building into the storm easement, which will be right next to unit number 2 and that there will be no basement beneath that unit.  Mrs. Murphy asked if all of the permitting has been completed with ODOT in order to relocate the storm sewer.  Mr. Liggett said that they are still in the permitting process and ODOT has to agree to give the easement to the City in order to complete this proposed reconfiguration.  The Civil Engineers have produced drawings for the actual pipe reconfiguration and color coded it for ODOT, and they have agreed to it.  Once they receive final approval from ODOT, then the easement will be given to the City.
Mr. Gustafson asked where the guest parking will be located for the area labeled as, “Future Development”.  Mr. Liggett said that the future unit would require 2 spaces, with 1 of them enclosed and that the spaces labeled on the plans for the units are permanent.  Mr. Bishop said that his biggest concern are the 2 parallel spaces located directly across the street from the driveway because it is really tight there.  Mr. Liggett said that those spaces are for the 2 units and will probably be temporary.  Mr. Bishop asked if they feel they really need those spaces because they are not required.  Mrs. Murphy agreed that she wouldn’t mind seeing those 2 spaces eliminated, because of the need for fire access.  Mr. Bishop said that eliminating them would give them the chance to put the future unit over to the south where those 2 spaces are, instead of the location that is indicated on the plans.  Mr. Liggett said that there is an existing fire hydrant that will remain which is located right next to those 2 spaces, which will remain.  He added that they planned to locate the future house where the foundation of the house that was demolished is, because it is reasonably priced to locate it there.  Mr. Bishop reminded Mr. Liggett that the Code requires a certain distance from the parking spaces to the dwelling, so that configuration would not comply with the Code.  If they eliminate the 2 spaces that are not required, then they will have the flexibility to do something different in the future.  Mr. Bishop said he assumes that the residents will police themselves regarding parking on the private drive because it was a big concern of the Fire Department and Mr. Liggett agreed that they would police themselves.
Mr. Bishop said that the parking agreement must be finalized in writing before any development can begin because the Law Director expressed that in the previous meeting.  Mr. Liggett agreed and said that it will be finalized in writing very soon.

There being no further discussion, Mr. DeMarco moved to grant Final Approval of the Detached Single Family Grouped Dwelling Development for Jim and Karen Doyle and Tim and Alice O’Donnell, 423 Riverdale Dr. with the contingency that the parking agreement between all parties be finalized in writing prior to construction permitting.  Mr. Long seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

APPROVED

2.  SEAN GORMLEY – 19500 Center Ridge Rd. – PUBLIC HEARING – Preliminary/Final Review of a Tavern.  Mr. Sean Gormley, Property and Business Owner came forward to present the plan.  Also present is Attorney Tom O’Donnell who represents Mr. Gormley.

Mr. Gormley began by explaining that he is the owner of the Irish Barber Shop and the proposed Irish Pub.  He has been in business for 15 years at the Barber Shop on the corner of Center Ridge Rd. and Wooster Rd. and he started a small Irish Pub in the shop approximately 7 years ago so his customers could have a pint while they waited for their haircuts.  They have a liquor license on the premises and over the years he has rented out the building to the west of the shop but he has now outgrown all of the space, between the size of the barber shop and the opportunity to have the pub.  He feels that the recent growth on Center Ridge Rd. with the new businesses and the luxury apartments, presents the opportunity for him to successfully expand.  He owns both properties, and he feels it is unique to be his own 100% tenant on both properties.  He has relocated the barber shop to the building at 19512 Center Ridge Rd. and did a complete remodel there and he would like to renovate the old barber shop and locate his Irish pub there.  
Mr. Bishop asked if the deck that is shown on the plans is existing.  Mr. Gormley said that the deck does not currently exist and they would like to bring it up to the same level as the floor.  It would also serve as his handicap accessible ramp.  There would also be some seating outside on that deck, as well as on the existing deck on that is on the second level.  Mr. Bishop asked Mr. Gormley if he is going to serve food.  Mr. Gormley said that it will not be a full restaurant, but that they will serve pub food.  Mr. Bishop said that the garage in the back is considered an accessory building and that outdoor dining is considered an accessory use.  He asked what the plan for the garage is.  Mr. Gormley said that his plan is to remove the garage and expand the parking lot.  There is a large grassy area in the back of the other lot, which can be used for additional parking.  However, because it is getting close to winter and the expense of expanding parking will be about $30,000, he said that it would have to happen sometime in the future.  

Mr. Bishop said that an accessory use and accessory structure are not actually one in the same, but he asked the Law Director if there is only 1 permitted, per site.  Law Director Bemer said that the Code addresses outdoor dining as it relates to sidewalks and rights-of-way relating to pedestrian passage, etc., and a deck as part of the actual structure would not be an accessory use.  
Mr. DeMarco asked what else will be newly constructed in the existing building.  Mr. Gormley responded that they will replace the siding and the roof in the spring.  The only new construction will be the deck on the side and the new railing on the second story deck.  Restrooms will be cosmetically updated and he has an ADA bathroom on the first floor.  There are 3 bathrooms in total.  The kitchen will be located in the basement and there is no need for a hood because there will be no open flame.  They will simply be serving toasted panini press sandwiches and soup.

Mrs. Murphy asked what the hours of operation will be.  Mr. Gormley said that they are considering opening at 11:00 or 11:30 a.m. because there is a lot of lunch traffic on Center Ridge Rd. and that they would like to stay opened until 2:00 a.m.  They only have a beer and wine license at this time, and they are waiting to TREX in a D-3 license, which includes liquor.  That TREX will determine when they can open the pub.  He is hoping to open near the holidays.

Mr. Gustafson said that he stopped in to the barber shop when Mr. Gormley was not there.  He spoke with the employees who said that the shared parking at Strawberry Plaza would be available after 7:00 p.m.  His concern is the crowd during the happy hour, which would bring in a lot of customers and he asked if the parking would be sufficient.  Mr. Gormley responded that he just missed meeting Mr. Gustafson when he visited the shop.  He said that the barber shop closes at 6:00 p.m. and he has a verbal agreement with the owner of the karate studio to the east of the barber shop to share their parking.  If there is overflow, the owner of the karate studio is agreeable to provide overflow parking in the afternoon and the evening until they have full access to the parking lot to the west.  
Mr. Bishop asked how many chairs are in the barber shop because they are required to have 2 parking spaces for each chair.  Mr. Gormley responded that there are 4 chairs in the barber shop.  Mr. Bishop said that because there are 4 chairs, the barber shop would require 8 spaces and there are 14 spaces total in the 2 lots.  They are required to have 24 or 25 spaces for the pub, which means they are required to have 32 spaces, which are available at all times for both buildings, so they are short 19 spaces.  The Code requires a minimum of 20 years for a parking agreement, so that person would have to be in agreement to allow you to use at least 19 spaces for 20 years.  Mr. Gormley said he spoke to George Shiekh, the owner of Strawberry Plaza to the west, and he is very comfortable with this agreement.  Mr. Bishop said that the Strawberry Plaza requires it’s own parking at all times and he would only be able to share the spaces that are above that requirement.  He said that if there is an overlap of hours, then a discount applies.   Mr. Gormley said that many of the customers who are in the barber shop will also go over to the pub and he does not think that lunch time will be that busy at the pub.  Discussion was had about the hours of operation for the karate studio and Mr. Gormley said that the owner of the studio does not have a problem sharing spaces with him.  
Mr. Bishop asked how important the second floor is to the pub business because if they eliminated the use of it, then it would cut the parking requirement in half.  Mr. Gormley said that because of the deck upstairs and the nature of the space, would be reserved for overflow seating and a possible small private party area or for office meetings.  Mr. Bishop said that the formula for parking is based on the size of the space and that is what is driving his requirement up.  He said that Mr. Gormley still may want to pursue the 20-year agreement and find out what the requirements are for the space at the plaza.  Mr. DeMarco said that it is important to look at all 3 properties, including the applicant’s lots, Strawberry Plaza, and the karate studio to be sure that the capacity of all parking lots is not maxed out.  
Mrs. Murphy asked if Mr. Gormley could open the second floor after 7:00 p.m. when the abutting properties are closed and the parking lots are empty.  Mr. Bishop said that the parking requirements change as new tenants come in, depending on the type of business.  There are only 23 spaces in George’s parking lot and Mr. Gormley is in need of 19 additional spaces, so that would leave George only 4 spots.  

Mr. Gustafson asked how shared parking is managed and whether signage is the way to control it.  Mr. Bishop said that the shared parking was originally begun because church parking lots are empty much of the time, and not to regulate the hours of businesses.  Mr. Gormley said he has a great relationship with his neighbors and this area of Center Ridge is very quiet at 7:00 or 7:30 p.m., so parking is available everywhere.  Mr. Bishop said that it looks like the martial arts studio may have more spaces than are required for them, but that Strawberry Plaza might be short spaces.  

Mr. Bishop suggested that the calculations for required parking should be run for all 3 properties and then a parking agreement from whomever has spaces available to share should be drawn up.  Then he should figure out how much more parking can be acquired on the Gormley property to see how close he can get to the requirement on his own lots.  Mr. Gormley asked how many spots they would be short if they held off opening the second floor of the pub.  Mr. Bishop said that he is short 8 parking spots without the second floor and to open the second floor would require 10 or 11 more spaces.  He may find out that the martial arts studio only needs 7 spaces based on their square footage, so there would be 10 available to share.  Employees can park off site, even across the street on Center Ridge Rd., which would help the parking numbers.  Mr. DeMarco said that it is pretty obvious to see that after 6:00 p.m., there are nearly 100 parking spaces nearby, within walking distance.  The point of the discussion is that from 7:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m., they are not as concerned about parking.  It is the hours before 6:00 or 7:00 p.m. that they are concerned about because all 3 of the properties need to maintain their required parking.  He said that working with the Building Commissioner on parking calculations as well as making the second floor part of Phase 2 of the project would be helpful in allowing Mr. Gormley to open.  Employees parking across the street would also help.  The key is whether they will commit to a 20-year Parking Agreement.  Mr. Gustafson said that he can’t imagine that the owner of Strawberry Plaza would want to give up spaces for 20 years because his tenants and parking needs may change.  Mr. Bishop asked Mr. Gormley if he needs the second floor space in order to open.  Mr. Gormley said that they do not need that space in order to open and they could just keep business to the first floor for now.
Mr. Bishop moved to open the public hearing.  Mr. DeMarco seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

Mr. Tom O’Donnell, Attorney for the Applicant, came forward and said that the way he interpreted the Code, it is an either/or type of thing.  If an owner of one of the uses actually owns the parking spot, then no 20-year agreement is necessary if one of the owners agrees to share them with Mr. Gormley.  The word “or” is in subsection (c) of that ordinance.  For example, if George allows Sean to use some of the parking spaces at Strawberry Plaza, then there is no need for a 20-year agreement to exist.  Mr. Bishop said that the idea of a 20-year lease is that if somehow those parking spaces are not available anymore to Sean, then Sean would not meet his parking requirement and he would have to close his business.

Mr. Bishop moved to close the public hearing.  Mrs. Murphy seconded.
5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

Mr. Bishop moved to grant Preliminary Approval to Sean Gormley for a tavern to be located at 19500 Center Ridge Rd.  Final approval is contingent upon the applicant’s ability to acquire the required amount of parking spaces.  Mr. Long seconded.
5 Ayes – 0 Nays

APPROVED

3.  SEAN KENNEDY – 19933 Lake Rd. – PRE-PRELIMINARY REVIEW – New Office Building.  Ms. Hanna Cohan of Sixmo Architects, came forward to present the plan.
Ms. Cohan said that they are here for a pre-preliminary review tonight in order to get some feedback from the Planning Commission while they are early in their design process.  The general intent is to construct a 3-story office building with the main frontage to the north of the property on Lake Road.  The general aesthetics are meant to fit into the neighborhood, with a façade that is made up of brick and glass on the north side, and with possibly some alternative materials that are more cost effective at the rear of the property.  Their intent is to complement the existing architecture in the neighborhood.  She said that they would like to utilize the existing parking lot and some of her questions for the Planning Commission relate to what they can do with the existing lot, versus what they need to think of as a new build.  The building was originally designed to be 3,000 sq. ft., with 12,000 sq. ft. on the first 2 levels and 6,000 sq. ft. on the third level.  She presented a revised plan to the Planning Commission regarding parking because they originally misinterpreted the parking requirement calculations.  They are now looking at a rectangular building that has been reduced to 28,000 sq. ft. so that they can fit more parking.
Mr. Bishop asked how many parking spaces they were able to design.  Ms. Cohen said that with the revised building at 28,000 sq. ft., they were able to design 87 parking spaces, and they are required to have 84 spaces, which includes the 5 street parking spots on Lake Rd.  Mr. Bishop said that there is no place to cut the parking spaces in on the street.  Ms. Cohen said that the spaces will be behind the right-of-way, similar to where Danny Boy’s Restaurant located further east on Lake Rd. and they are not proposing the 5 parking spaces to be in the street.  Mr. Bishop said that the Code discourages parking in the required setback space and that they are only showing 10’ setback.  Ms. Cohen said that they are going to be tight on parking for this project and in order for it to be economically viable for her client, they reduced the building down to 28,000 sq. ft.  If it needs to be much smaller than that then it won’t be a viable project for him.

Mr. Bishop asked why they are losing so much square footage on the third floor of the building.  Ms. Cohen said that they would like to have a roof deck on the third floor and that the mechanical equipment will be housed up there.  Most of the loss is in the outdoor space.  They don’t have a need for a lot of space for the tenant who will be occupy the third floor.  Mr. Gustafson asked what hardship is causing the need to go to 40’ and not the maximum of 35’ in height.  Ms. Cohen said that they are considering a height variance for the building, but that they would like the Planning Commission’s guidance.  The concept of the first 2 levels is a co-working incubator space, which is shared work space and is meant to be a very open loft type field, which would require 11’ ceilings on the 3 levels and 2’ for mechanicals.  This design would take them to 39’ but with the roof framing they think they might get to 40’ tall.  The building will have a flat roof with a parapet.  Mr. Bishop said that if they had a shingle roof then it would work in their favor regarding height.  Ms. Cohen responded that they are starting with a flat roof because of the aesthetic they are looking for.  Mr. Bishop said that a shingle roof would make it a more residential feel because there is so much new residential there.  However, he understands that they are looking for more of an urban feel that blends in.  Ms. Cohen said that they like what they did with the front of Whole Foods, which is contextual but it has a little more contemporary feel.  Regarding the height, the third level has a smaller footprint and they will push it back from Lake Rd., so it is set in toward the south of the building and be less visible from the street.  The neighbors to the south will be able to see it because it is banked up against the south wall.

Mr. Bishop said that the building potentially has some retail space on the first floor.  Ms. Cohen said that she is not sure it will absolutely be retail space, but there will be some sort of café space for the people inside the building, which they want to flow to the outdoors with some seating.  She is not sure exactly how the tenant agreement will work out yet for that space, but they want some sort of cafeteria space.  There is the option that this café space may be open to the public, but it is not entirely worked out yet.  If there is something that would sway it either way, then they can certainly work that into the tenant agreement.

Mr. Bishop asked if the building’s office space will be owner occupied.  Ms. Cohen said that the third level will likely be owner occupied.  Mr. Gustafson asked what effect 8’ ceilings would have on the potential tenants.  Ms. Cohen said that they are not sure they will be able to attract the tenant they are looking for now and that the open loft feel is important to the communal shared workspace environment, which is becoming a popular movement now.  They have a potential tenant for the first 2 levels.

Mr. DeMarco asked Ms. Cohen to describe TruWest’s operations.  Ms. Cohen said that TruWest has a number of business entities such as Technology Recovery Group, which repairs electrical devices such as the readers that a person signs on to receive a UPS package.  They have an investment business and a number of other businesses and the family is based in Rocky River.  One of the TruWest Companies will likely occupy the third floor.  Regarding the retail space, if the intended tenant occupies all of the first 2 levels, which they are likely going to do, then it wouldn’t be retail space, except for the possible café.  Mr. DeMarco asked if the 28,000 sq. ft. includes the patio space on the rooftop. Ms. Cohen said that the building will be 10,000 sq. ft. on the first 2 levels and 8,000 sq. ft. on the third level.  The frontage on Lake Rd. will be 136’ in that configuration, so the majority of their frontage is on Lake Rd.  Mr. Bishop asked if the third level is actually built out at 8,000 sq. ft. and Mrs. Cohen responded that it is built out which caused the patio to get much smaller.  That is what they traded in order to get closer to getting the required number of parking spaces.

Mr. DeMarco asked if the client has spoken with any of the neighboring property owners.  Ms. Cohen said that they have been in touch with Bearden’s and Beachcliff Row.  Bearden’s is supportive of the project and part of the lot in the back which is owned by Bearden’s, will be split off in order to provide more parking for this site.  Mr. DeMarco asked what the potential tenant’s business hours will be and whether they will be running a 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. operation.  Ms. Cohen said that Mr. DeMarco is correct in that they will be using the building during those daytime working hours.  Mrs. Murphy asked about the neighbors across the street from the property.  Ms. Cohen responded that they have not been in contact with any of the residents across the street yet.

Mr. Bishop asked what the height of Beachcliff Row is and said that Astor Place is probably 50’ tall to the ridge.  Ms. Cohen said she is not sure what the height of Beachcliff Row is.  Mrs. Murphy said that the second phase of Beachcliff Row is lower than the first phase.  Mr. Bishop said he thinks that the second phase is well under the 30’ height.  
Mr. Bishop asked Ms. Cohen what her questions were regarding parking.  Ms. Cohen said that most of the lot is paved now and that they don’t have a survey at this time to show exactly where the edge of the asphalt is yet.  They believe it is well into the parking setbacks for the property but because it is existing parking, they wonder whether they could utilize that or whether they are required to be into the new parking setbacks.  Mr. Bishop said that they are into the new requirements, but that they can always ask for relief.  Ms. Cohen said they may have to explore relief for the parking setbacks.  Mr. Bishop said that they should look at the landscaping requirements for parking areas because they have changed quite a bit in the last few years.  The Code basically says that there can’t be any parking in the front setback.  Ms. Cohen said that they will look into that and if they don’t need the spaces in the street parking, then they can eliminate them.  Mr. Bishop said that he thinks it would take quite a bit away from the building with the cars parked that close to the building with no landscaping.  There is a lot of pedestrian traffic along Lake Rd. there.  Ms. Cohen said that they definitely want to incorporate as much landscaping as they can for the parking areas and the footprint of the building.  They thought the street parking would be nice because if the café is open to the public, then people could pull in and quickly run into the café.  
Mr. DeMarco said he does not mind the street parking arrangement as it is shown, provided it complies with the requirements of the Code.  H thinks that if they get retail tenants on the first floor, such as a café that is open to the public, it would encourage street interaction.  Since it is a pedestrian heavy area, there is the potential for people who are walking along Lake Rd. from the other shops to visit the café.  Ms. Cohen said that she believes they are back 15’ from the street curb for the building.  There is a 9’ street parking space, a 6’ walk, and then the building, with the cars being right at the edge of the right-of-way.  Mr. DeMarco said that another important factor is what is going on across the Lake Rd. because of the residential.  Further west along Lake Rd. where parking is configured this way, there is a school across the street and not residential use.  He would think that if they pursue this, then there would be some kind of buffer consideration and it may prohibit them from doing what they have planned.  Mr. Bishop said that this configuration does not provide for a drive and there is no way to parallel park without one, so it actually does not work.  
Mr. DeMarco said that they are proposing a drive on the east side, which is adjacent to the residential properties, and asked if they considered putting the drive closer to the Bearden’s property, which is a commercial use.  Ms. Cohen said that locating the drive on the east side helps them maximize the amount of parking spaces they can achieve.  They have considered the idea of talking to Beachcliff Row about a shared drive because their existing drive is very close to where their proposed drive is, but they don’t know how receptive they would be to that.  Mr. Bishop said that the Beachcliff Row drive is also an easement to the Gilliland property in the back and he also thinks that the American Legion has access there.  He remembers that there was some discussion about paving it for the American Legion and he does not recall the result of that discussion.  Law Director Bemer said that the American Legion has access off of Linda Street and he thinks that Gilliland is the only one who has an access easement in order to get back to his property.  Ms. Cohen said that one of the considerations with the location of the drive was that it is closer to Argyle Rd.  If there ever was the need for a future traffic light, they would like to locate it as close to an intersection as they can.
Ms. Cohen said that regarding the 5’ height variance, she asked if that is something that can be approved by the Planning Commission and Mr. Bishop responded that it can be approved by them.  They can also provide relief regarding the required parking setback.

Mr. Bishop said that he thinks they can make the plan work without the 5 street parking spaces and Ms. Cohen said that it will be their goal so they do not cause complications in the front of the building.  They are more interested in getting the number of spaces in order to make the building work.  Mr. Bishop said that this Planning Commission’s interest will be in the blending of the elevations of the building with the existing architecture, as well as the streetscape.  This will be a statement building in this location, so it is important that it fits into the neighborhood well.
Ms. Cohen thanked the Planning Commission for their guidance and said that they will be back with the aesthetic portion of the building, once they have the site planning wrapped up.

4.  ROCKCLIFF ESTATES, LLC – Discussion with the Planning Commission – A proposal to change the District Classification of certain real property known as 19215 Rockcliff Dr. (PPN: 301-32-099, 100 and 101) and 19223 Rockcliff Dr. (301-32-102) from their present classification of Single Family (R-1) to Single Family Attached (R-3), per R.R.C.O. 1135.05(a).  Mr. Dave Maddux of Arcus Group Architects, came forward to discuss the project.

Mr. Maddox began by explaining that they have an LLC who has purchased property along the south side of Rockcliff Dr.  Ferris Steakhouse is on the corner of Rockcliff Dr. and Wooster Rd., which is zoned Local Business, and there is a duplex abutting Ferris that is also zoned Local Business.  Moving to the east, there are 2 single family residences, which encompass 4 lots that are zoned single family.  There are a total of 4 parcels shown on the plans, and they own the eastern most 3 parcels.  They have a purchase option in place on the fourth parcel.  Right across from there is the driveway for Joe’s Deli and their parking lot.  The last property before the Metroparks entrance backs up to the cliff on the River’s bend below, which makes it a spectacular piece of land.  There is an existing house that sits on 3 sublots, which has aged and is in need of a lot of work.  They inquired about purchasing the duplex that abuts Ferris, but the homeowner is not interested in selling to them.  Their intent is to rezone the properties on the south side of Rockcliff Dr. just east of the duplex, in order to do an R-3 development.  The land is very interesting in that it has a small segment of single family residential on the north side, and it seems to them that this portion of property on the south side would be an ideal spot for townhouses, and they are proposing to locate 6 townhouse units on these properties.  

Mr. Maddux continued by saying that they understand the sensitivity of rezoning single family into townhouse properties. They have studied the Master Plan and looked at the Hilliard-Wooster corridor and how that area is designated in it.  Part of the intent of the Master Plan is to create some nice housing and an entrance piece to lead into the Metroparks and they feel this goes a long way toward that direction.  Aesthetically, the project they will propose will have a more modern edge to it than a tudor row house kind of feel.
Mr. Gustafson said that he does not think the units they are proposing fit in with the existing residential units because they are vastly different.  Mr. Maddux said that he understands Mr. Gustafson’s point and that the Planning Commission is looking at one of the approaches that they would consider.  He understands they would have to work extensively with Planning Commission on the development and will also have to satisfy the Design Board.  Mr. Bishop said that he is not sure that there is any coherent architecture on the north side of Rockcliff Dr.  Most of those houses were built at all different times, which has resulted in a mix of architecture.  He added that some of the rehabilitation done on those homes has been more modern.  Mr. Maddux said that there is a break point on this side of the street and there is nothing architecturally strong with Ferris and the duplex, so he is not sure that the 2 sides of the street are necessarily coherent.  They are just at their starting point, but have received market feedback regarding what people are really looking for in a townhouse.  The more modern aesthetic is very popular now and it enables them to do some interesting things with the units.  In addition, the views at the bend of the river from this property are spectacular, and there are no other parcels like this in Rocky River.  Their anticipated price point is between $650,000 and $800,000 and they are between 2,800 and 3,500 sq. ft.  They do not intend to build on the parcel closest to the entrance of the Metro Parks because it is very difficult portion to build on, but it is also the corner that is most exposed to the houses across the street. They are trying to pull the development as close as they can to the existing duplex and Ferris so that they can leave the end closest to the Metroparks entrance, open.  

Mr. DeMarco said that in addition to the contextual issue of these blending into the neighborhood, one of the big things they ran into with Joe’s on Rockcliff Drive was the traffic concern.  However, at that time they said there was not going to be additional traffic with the Joe’s development.  Mr. Maddux agreed and said that they could potentially build single family houses on these parcels, which would also create traffic.  They would be increasing that density by 2 units with this plan.  Mr. DeMarco said that he imagines that the residents on Rockcliff Dr. will be very vocal about the amount of traffic this would add.  Mr. Maddux responded that most of the traffic would be generated coming from Wooster Rd. to get to these units and not from the Metroparks.  

Mr. Bishop said that he imagines that this would be an empty-nester product because there would not be a lot of rear yard.  Ms. Murphy said that these would be 3-story homes and she doesn’t think that is what empty nesters are looking for.  Mr. Maddux said that there is still a very strong market trend with the 3-story empty-nester.  Mr. Bishop agreed and said that the last 2 units at Eleven River sold for $1.5M.  

Mr. Gustafson said that at first glance, it reminds him of the units at Eleven River, but there was no problem with those because they are located all by themselves and not in a neighborhood.  He said that there is no place in Rocky River where you would find something this modern in a present residential area surrounded by older homes.  Mr. Bishop said that there is a brand new house on Frazier Dr. that is more modern.  Mr. Maddux said that this is a one of the unique streets in Rocky River and if this was located in the middle of Tangletown or Beachcliff I, it would be a different story.  This location, on the edge of the Metroparks, does not back up to a neighborhood and weave into the fabric of a neighborhood because it is on the edge.  Mrs. Murphy said that she sees a distinction between this rezoning proposal and the Lake Rd. rezoning that they recently reviewed.  That location had the golden age, Breezevale Cove and the multi-family Harbor Village.  Mr. Maddux said that he believes that the single family homes on Rockcliff Dr. are more of an aberration in this location because they are sandwiched in between Wooster Road and Local Business zoning.  Mrs. Murphy said that she understands Mr. Maddux’s point in that they are in the middle of some local business.  Mr. Bishop said he looks at this differently because this location is a gateway to the Metroparks, so it ties into the nature part of it.  Mr. Maddux agreed and said that it is more of an extension of the Local Business zoning and what exists on Wooster Rd., and townhouses serve as the bridge between the commercial mix on Wooster.  He added that they will be having a discussion with the residents on Rockcliff Dr. in the near future to get their feedback.
Mr. DeMarco said he agrees that the Master Plan sets a precedent for multi-family along this corridor but he also agrees that there will be a lot of heated discussions.  He thinks that a benefit is that they are not pushing too far into the single family residential.  Ms. Murphy said that she thinks that the Master Plan calls for it to be more of a public gateway into the Metroparks in order to take advantage of the access to it.  Mr. Maddux said that the western edge that abuts the duplex and Ferris has more depth to work with and they are open to discussions about creating more of a public space in front, leaving the openness at the portion closest to the entrance to serve as a bridge to the Metroparks, and incorporating the ideas of the Master Plan along the front and eastern edge of the development.  He does not see townhouses as being a heavy commercial use and he thinks that part of the discussion in the Code is to integrate multi-family and single family together in neighborhoods.  R-3 zoning encourages incorporating a mixed use of housing together, and this part of Rockcliff Dr. is the perfect location for this type of housing.  The home they purchased first, located on the edge of the bluff, sat on the market for a long time because it is not a desirable single family house for families with children.  He does not think that maintaining the single family homes along there is the best use of the property and this plan invigorates the residential use along there.  Mr. DeMarco said that going north on Wooster Rd. toward Detroit Rd. is lined with multi-family, but as you spoke off of that to the east and west, there are single family streets.  He does not see that this is much different than that because it is sort of on a fringe district because it backs up to the Metro Parks.  However, at the same time, there is an existing rhythm set for that.  Mr. Maddux said that he thinks that I-90 and Hilliard Blvd. completely separate this area from the area more north on Wooster Rd.  This seems like a logical extension of either a commercial zoning or townhouse zoning as a segway between residential, and he feels that this location is ripe for this type of development.  Mr. Bishop agreed that this area is not as black and white as what exists more to the north on Wooster Rd.  

Mr. Bishop said that if you look at the Master Plan, this is actually what it strives for.  Mr. Gustafson said that seems to be the only one who has said anything negative about this, but he is not opposed to multi-family at all. He just wants it to fit into our community aesthetically.  They are discussing the R-3 zoning tonight and they can review and manage the aesthetics of the project later.

Law Director Bemer said that this does not qualify as spot zoning because of the residential use.  This is a business area with multi-family backing up on Hilliard Blvd. and they are proposing a residential development.  It would be different if they wanted to propose a gas station or some business use.  The number of single family lots in that area are in the minority, just as they are in an extreme sense around the Lake Rd. rezoning area that is being proposed.  Even though this is very consistent with the Master Plan because we need to evolve our properties to the best use, change is very difficult for many people.  They will have to get the residents across the street to understand that it will not change the density, traffic, and certainly their property values and the use of their properties.   Regarding public comment, Mr. Bishop said that valid points of the neighbors are a consideration to them.  Public comment can present difficulties but public comment matters when it has validity.  Emotion, non-factual statements and conjecture from nearby residents do not.  Mrs. Murphy urged Mr. Maddux to meet with the neighbors to get their opinions and input.
Mr. Maddux thanked the Planning Commission for their input regarding their rezoning effort.

The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m.
William Bishop, Chairman



Michael DeMarco, Member
Date:  _________________________

