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MINUTES OF MEETING

PLANNING COMMISSION

DECEMBER 13, 2016
************************************************************************

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

Presence Noted:   Ray Reich, Building Commissioner


  Andrew Bemer, Law Director

City Council Members Present:  John Shepherd, Christopher Klym

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

Chairman Bishop called to order the December 13, 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 October 18, 2016 meeting minutes.     

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

4 Ayes – 0 Nays – 1 Abstain (Capka)
Passed
1.  SEAN GORMLEY – 19500 Center Ridge Rd. – Final Review of a Tavern.  Mr. Sean Gormley, Property and Business Owner came forward to present the plan.  

Mr. Bishop said that he recalls that the only real issue left for this project is the parking layout and number of spaces.  Mr. Gormley responded that he worked with his Architect to design his parking lot expansion that will be developed.  He also has a shared parking agreement with the owner of the Karate Studio that is located directly to the east of his property.  Mr. Bishop asked what Mr. Gormley’s plans are for developing the parking area.  Mr. Gormley said that they have space at the back of both properties, where a garage and a large grassy area currently exist, and the architect has designed additional parking spots using those areas.  He has spoken with contractors for bids and he hopes to get that done in a good time span, which will be as soon as they can.  

Mr. Bishop asked how many of the 4 chairs they are using in the barber shop at present.  Mr. Gormley said that they typically use 2 at a time, but they rarely use 3 or 4.  The shop is designed to always have 2 chairs going at one time.   Mr. Bishop said that it seems like the formula is hurting him somewhat because if they are not using all of the chairs, they are still required to have the parking spaces that are required for them.  He said it is important to know whether Mr. Gormley is using them, or not.
Mr. Bishop asked if he has a formal parking agreement with the neighbor.  Mr. Gormley responded that he has met with Mr. Rifko, the owner of the Karate School and the property, and they have a strong verbal agreement that he can use up to 9 parking spots on his lot at any time.  The agreement is verbal and his neighbor is very willing and understanding of his parking need.  His neighbor likes what they are doing on the property, so he has his neighbor’s full support and cooperation.
Mr. Gustafson said that there was a problem with guaranteeing these spaces for 20 years, and the way it was left was what happens if one of the retailers moves and the new retailer does not want to give him the spaces any longer.  He recalls that it will be up to Mr. Gormley to shrink his capacity in order to shrink the number of parking spaces that are required.  Mr. Bishop said he recalls that Mr. Gormley had hoped to make an arrangement with the property to the west, which is not in play at this point.  He said that the Karate School has an excess of 9 or 10 spaces, based on the formula.  Mr. DeMarco asked Mr. Gormley if he will be seeking any kind of parking arrangement with the owner of Strawberry Plaza, which is located directly to the west.  Mr. Gormley said that they have full access to that parking lot in the evening, which is 24 to 27 parking spots.  He said that he is willing to have something in writing with him, as well.  

Mr. Bishop said that if he does not use the 2 barber chairs, Mr. Gormley’s parking requirement would be satisfied without the need for any spaces on the adjoining properties.  If he uses the 4 chairs and the parking became a problem, then theoretically, they would have to reduce the table space at the pub in order to comply.  Mr. Gormley agreed and said that there is more than enough evening parking available at Strawberry Plaza, and the barber shop business will be closed at that time, as well.  If the ability to park on the adjacent lots is removed by those property owners, then there will be the need for a reduction of 2 chairs or the reduction of some seating area to make the difference up.  Mr. Capka asked if he is correct in assuming that the barber chairs are used during the day and the pub is mainly used at night.  Mr. Gormley confirmed that and said that the barber shop closes at 6:00 p.m. or earlier, and it is closed on Sundays.  He is not pushing food, so there will not be a large lunch crowd at the pub.
Mr. Bishop moved to grant final approval to Sean Gormley, 19500 Center Ridge Rd. for a tavern, with the condition that additional parking be added within 2 years and in the event that overflow parking becomes a problem, then 2 chairs will be removed from the barber shop and/or the seating space at the pub would be reduced to meet the parking requirement.  Mr. Long seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

APPROVED

2.  STORAGE ZONE – 20001 Center Ridge Rd. – PUBLIC HEARING – PRELIMINARY REVIEW – Permission to occupy an existing building located in a General Business Zoning District, as an indoor self-storage facility, as a Conditional Use.  Mr. Alan Charnas of Storage Zone, and Mr. Kevin Oliver, Architect, came forward to present the project. Also present is Ron Fisher, property owner.
Mr. Charnas began by that they would like to occupy the remainder of the vacant target facility as an indoor self-storage facility. Mr. Bishop said that knowing the market, it seems like an excellent use for the property.  The fact that it needs minimum parking means the use will generate minimal traffic. He wants to point out that the Commission has recognized that Fitworks is not complying with the dumpster requirements.  There is also some storage behind the building that should be tidied up.  In addition, Piada has a dumpster that is in compliance, but then there is an additional dumpster just sitting out in the parking lot.  There is such a large investment in the property, but when one drives through there, they see a dumpster randomly sitting out. He said that he would like to get those issues taken care of as part of this process.  Mr. Fisher said that they will certainly address those issues.
Mr. Bishop asked for information about the fire door that is located at the Brighton Chase parking area.  He said that he thinks that access by the Fire Department was overlooked when the apartments when in.  Mr. Charnas said that they don’t plan to change any of the fire doors and that they would still be used as fire exit doors.  Mr. Bishop said that the fire access issue will be addressed as part of the permit process.  He said that the way the parking lot is configured, there is maybe a 6’ sidewalk there.  He would like it reviewed to be sure there is adequate access for the Fire Department at that location.  Mr. Charney said that there is an additional fire door in the back and Mr. Bishop confirmed that he does not see that door as posing a problem.  His concern is about the fact that there are cars parked in the apartment lot at the location of the fire access door for this building.  Mr. Charney said that the facility will attract 5 to 10 cars at most on average over an entire year and on some days there could be as few as 2 cars.

Mr. Bishop asked about the access at the main entrance for unloading and loading versus the retail aspect of the business.  Mr. Charney responded that they have split the main entrance in 2 ways.  It is their retail sales office entrance, which will be used by someone who is renting a storage unit.  They will meet with the property manager in the sales office and they will also be selling moving and packing supplies.  When customers come for that purpose, they will generally park in the regular parking spot and enter like they would any other retail store.  When someone is coming in to unload, they have designated a loading and unloading area.  The customer will park their vehicle next to the sidewalk and there will be a separate area for existing tenants to access with a key code and enter into the loading area to carry their boxes/furniture to their storage unit.  The entrance is basically a staging area for someone who doesn’t want to leave their items in their car or doesn’t want to make as many trips.  They are reconfiguring the opening at its current location on the existing Target building.
Mr. Bishop asked about the single door on the front between the two access points.  Mr. Charnas responded that the door Mr. Bishop is referring to is strictly a fire door and it would not be used for customer or tenant exit or entry.  Mr. DeMarco said that since the loading door is secured by a key code, he wonders if only people who are renting storage units can access that, and whether there is any other identification between the loading door and office door to avoid customer confusion at the entry.  Mr. Charnas responded that they are open during the office hours, which are Monday through Saturday from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., and there will be a door that closes off the loading area from the management office during hours that they are closed.  The only access when the facility is closed will be into the loading area and then to the storage units.  

Mr. Bishop commented that when he looks at the front elevation, it looks like retail, but the two loading doors that are located next to the office area take away from the retail look.  He asked if there is a way that all of the loading and unloading can be done from the double door or whether there is a reason why it is located at the office.  Mr. Charnas responded that the doors are separated well because the inside of the facility is fairly large.  People who are storing on the western side of the building will have a shorter distance to walk with their belongings.  Some of the units will actually be as big as a 1-car garage and if there are a lot of belongings, it is better to have less distance to travel.  Mr. Charnas said that they will try to make the loading/unloading doors similar to a retail look with a nice glass front.  Mr. Oliver said that the loading door will be exactly like any retail aluminum and glass sliding storefront door, and it will be treated as a retail door that just happens to be used for loading and unloading.  It will help with access and visibility.  Mr. Bishop said that perhaps the drawing depicts the door like a warehouse door next to a glass door.  Mr. Charnas assured Mr. Bishop that the door will not resemble a warehouse door and that they will both look almost identical, except that one door will be a regular opening door and the other will be a sliding glass door.  They will match in appearance and material.
Mr. DeMarco asked if the eastern door will be a new door and whether the door that is existing in that location is not any sort of storefront entry.  Mr. Charnas said that the eastern door is a solid metal door and they will replace it with a similar sliding glass door for the same retail type of look as the other doors.  They will be adding a canopy over that door for whether protection.

Mr. Bishop said that the narrative the applicant submitted implies that the individual tenants would not have access after 11:00 p.m.   Mr. Charney responded that after the office closes at 6:00 p.m., the existing tenants would have access until 10:00 p.m.  They will not have access using their code after 10:00 p.m.  Regarding security, they will have on-site video recording 24/7.
Mr. DeMarco asked what the peak hours of business are expected to be and whether there is the potential of having 15 to 20 cars lined up with people loading and unloading.  Mr. Charnas said that they have 20 other locations and their average daily volume is anywhere from 5 to 10 cars and that it is very much spread out throughout the week.  They very rarely have a rush of demand, even on Saturdays.  

Mr. Gustafson asked if any of their other locations are enclosed like this one is and how the market is for this use.  Mr. Charas responded that they are enclosed and that the consumer has gotten more sophisticated and is looking for this kind of interior storage.  They have a similar site in Solon, which was a vacant warehouse building right on the street level.  They also occupy another one in Warrensville Heights that is all interior.  The tenant rates can be very similar between enclosed and unenclosed storage facilities, depending on the size and location of the unit.  Tenants are charged a little bit less when their units sit farther away from the door.  Of their 20 facilities, 16 of them are standard drive-up storage facilities and the rest of the sites are situated in enclosed buildings like this one.

Mr. Capka asked if there are any items in the requirements for the Conditional Use permit for this use which they feel they would not be able to comply with because that is the purpose of this review.  Mr. Charnas responded that they comply with all of the requirements listed in the Code for this Conditional Use.  Mr. Bishop asked if they will have a need for a dumpster and reminded them that it must be enclosed.  Mr. Charnas said that they need a dumpster and it will be enclosed.
Mr. Bishop moved to open the public hearing.  Mr. DeMarco seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

There being nobody from the public present to speak to this project, Mr. Bishop moved to close the public hearing.  Mr. Long seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

There being no further discussion, Mr. DeMarco moved to grant Preliminary and Final Approval for Permission to occupy an existing building located in a General Business Zoning District, as an indoor self-storage facility as a conditional use, for Storage Zone, 20001 Center Ridge Rd.  Mr. Long seconded.
5 Ayes – 0 Nays

APPROVED

6. SEAN KENNEDY – 19933 Lake Rd. – PRELIMINARY REVIEW – PUBLIC HEARING – NEW OFFICE BUILDING.    Mr. Patrick Thorton and Ms. Hanna Cohen from Sixmo Architects, came forward to present the project.  Also present is Sean Kennedy, property owner.
Mr. Thorton said that they have submitted a revised plan and conceptual site drawings to the Planning Commission.  They believe that they are down to two areas where they request relief.  One is for height and one is for the parking setback.  They believe everything else is in compliance.

Mr. Bishop asked if the Bearden’s back property has been consolidated into this property.  His concern is because they have to be sure that Bearden’s has the required parking in order to be able to separate the amount of land.  He does not see where Bearden’s parking calculation has been submitted.  Mr. Thorton responded that the Surveyor has completed the lot consolidation.  He said that they can provide the evidence regarding required parking for Bearden’s when they submit for the final review.  They used that calculation to determine where the line of demarcation would be.  In addition, there is a written agreement for shared parking with Bearden’s.  He apologized for not providing that information regarding required parking for Bearden’s in this package. 

Mr. Gustafson asked what the affect would be if they limited this structure to 2 stories.  Mr. Thorton said that it would not be financially feasible to develop this project if they are limited to just 2 stories.  They were originally looking for a 30,000 sq. ft. building but they needed to reduce it to 28,000 and bring the setback issue up.  The need for the height as presented is based on having marketable Class A type space with more headroom, which is what drove the need to drive up the height of the building.  A 2-story building does not work for the applicant’s business model and it would be too small to make financial sense.  They are asking for a 40’ height, which may actually be a little bit under that once they get into the structural design phase. 

Mr. Bishop pointed out that the existing R-3 zoning on 2 sides of this property allows a maximum height of 36’ and zoning for this property limits the height to a maximum of 35’.  Mr. Thorton said that they did a study, and the effective roof height will be lower than most of the surrounding buildings.  He said that they also developed a streetscape elevation that gives them a sense of this building relating to Astor Place.  Mr. Bishop said that he believes Astor Place is over 50’ high.  He said that they are shorter than Astor Place and just slightly higher than the building to the east.  The building at Lake and Linda is actually at about 40’, which is the same height as they are proposing.  They are not totally out of character with the height.

Mr. Bishop asked for more detail regarding the buffering and landscaping, as well as the parking lot requirements that are contained in the Zoning Code.  Mr. Thorton said that they did an in-depth review of the parking lot requirements relating to landscaping today.  Based on their number of spaces, they will need 19 or 20 trees and they think they can bank those in some areas, and have at least 1 in each island or peninsula.  They will add as much greenery as possible, while still maintaining the functionality.  The buffer between Bearden’s former parking lot is one of the areas where they will ease into the setback with the design.  In reality, they are actually giving back 3’ or 4’ of green space because the parking currently goes right up to the property line.  Even though they are easing into the setback, they are actually improving the existing condition.  Mr. Long asked how many parking spaces they will acquire with the purchase of the Bearden’s property.  Mr. Thorton responded that it is difficult to say because they have blended the original property with that property, but there are probably 20 to 30 spaces that they are acquiring by purchasing that property.  He said that they will add some buffering to the existing buffering for Astor Place where they can.

Mr. Bishop said that there is a concern for landscaping where the existing lane for the adjoining Beachcliff Row dead ends, which happens to be the most open area.  Mr. Thorton said that they have discussed about potentially coming up with a way to share that existing lane, but today they are proposing traffic only going to the buildings in the back and perhaps allowing Beachcliff Row to reclaim that strip of land.  Mr. Bishop said that there is an existing access easement through there now.  He asked if the arborvitae in the front are on this property.  Mr. Thorton said that there was some sort of verbal agreement with the prior owner of this property and they are adding as much green as they can.  Mr. Bishop said that the survey suggests that those arborvitae will be eliminated, so that line cannot be continued to buffer the dead-end spot, and Mr. Thorton confirmed that.

Mr. Bishop asked what size the parking spaces will be.  Ms. Cohen said the dimensions will be 9’ x 18’ for the parking spaces and a few will be 9’ x 15’.  In response to Mr. Capka’s question regarding building design, Mr. Thorton said that the concept behind the top floor stepping back is to reduce the presence on the street level.  There will be roof space for HVAC systems and a potential roof patio.  It does not step back all of the way across the building.  The front elevation has slight projections off of the front of the building which will be about 8” to 1” in depth in order to break up the plain of the front façade, but they will not intrude into the required setback.  They designed it this way to replicate some of the changes in façade and structure on the surrounding properties.  The third level on the north side is set back 15’ from the front of the building’s first 2 levels and it is set back 26’ on the east and west sides to minimize the visual impact of the extra height.  The south façade is flush all of the way up.  The first 2 floors are approximately 10,250 sq. ft. and the top floor is a very usable 8,000 sq. ft.  One elevator and 2 stairwells will provide access to all three levels.  The mechanical units will be located in an area that will be shielded from view on the flat roof of the second story.  They are also considering green shielding to serve as a live fence up there.

Regarding ingress and egress from Bearden’s driveway, Mr. Bishop asked if they have a cross-access easement with them.  Mr. Kennedy said that his tenants will use their own driveway for ingress and egress but a shared parking agreement gives Bearden’s access from their driveway back to this driveway if they need more spaces.  Their intention is to have two-way access on the east side of their proposed building, and Bearden’s has been very involved since they initiated the design concept of the proposed building.
The parking requirement for the proposed office building was discussed.  Mr. Bishop said that they appear to have 4 spaces more than the requirement.  They have a café planned for the ground level, with coffee machines and refrigerators, and there will be a patio on the top floor and on the ground level.  

Mr. Bishop moved to open the public hearing.  Mr. Long seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

Mr. Rex Gilliland, owner of the property at 19915 Lake Ave, came forward.  He would like to clarify the way the easement works on their Drive.  Beachcliff Row owns that property, but they and the American Legion own an easement through it, for one-way in and out.  It has to remain open for them and it cannot be claimed or taken over by landscaping.  It is not available to be shared and the buffer between Beachcliff Row and the subject property has nothing to do with the easement.
There being no other members of the public wishing to speak to this project, Mr. Bishop moved to close the public hearing.  

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

Mr. Bishop said that his biggest concerns are making sure Bearden’s is left with the proper amount of parking spaces, and still addressing the buffering line along the property.  He is assuming the easement drive is zoned R-3.  Mr. DeMarco said that he thinks the challenge will be to make sure it is signed properly or it is delineated in a way where the office building tenants are not driving up the access easement and vice versa.  

Mr. Capka said that he appreciates the fact that the top floor is set back a bit from the side of the building.  Mr. DeMarco said that the exhibits presented do a better job of describing the mass of the building and he thinks it relates well to the surrounding structures.  He knows they are providing more on the south side, but he would like to see some sort of fencing or something a little more structured along the property line where they are asking for parking setback relief.  The evergreens that exist there are pretty substantial and matured, but he would like to see the addition of something along there.
There being no further discussion, Mr. Bishop moved to grant preliminary approval to Sean Kennedy, 19933 Lake Road, for a new office building.  Mr. Long seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

7.  ORDINANCE NO. 74-16 – PUBLIC HEARING – 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).  Mr. Dave Maddux, of Arcus Group Architects came forward to present the rezoning request.
Mr. Maddux began by saying that he has a video to show the Planning Commission, as well as boards to show to the public, which reflect what they have in their packets.  He said he believes that most of the public in attendance have already seen the video.  Mr. Maddux represents Rockcliff Estates, a partnership of architects, designers and builders who have purchased 3 parcels on the south side of Rockcliff Drive.  They are pursuing a zoning change from R-1 Single Family to R-3 Single Family Attached.  The parcels do not include the brick double that is adjacent to Ferris Steak House, which is zoned Commercial.  Mr. Maddux said that the property on the south side of Rockcliff Dr. merges with the Commercial properties on Wooster Rd., namely the office buildings, Ferris Steak House, and the brick double.  The subject parcels are east of the brick double and they are zoned Single Family and they are proposing a townhouse project on these parcels.  Mr. Maddux explained the mix of properties, from apartments, doubles, and commercial properties that surround this pocket of residential dwellings.  He said that the intent of Section 1155 of the Zoning Code is to regulate density within the City and promote desirable uses in accordance with the City’s Master Plan.  The Master Plan promotes creating an entrance gateway piece to the Metroparks where this Wooster Rd./Rockcliff Dr. intersection and these properties are located.   Another intent of Section 1155 is to enable the development of single family dwelling units in appropriate locations, and they believe this is an appropriate location for single family attached dwelling units because it is along the edge of the City, abutting the Metroparks.  The intent is to allow Single Family Attached dwellings where they can be appropriately intermingled with other types of housing. This property is ideal for that, because it makes a bridge from single family to the doubles and other higher density structures on the north side of Hilliard Blvd. and down Wooster Rd.   
Mr. Maddux said that they realize that examination of the proposed structures is not part of this rezoning process, but they went through the preliminary design steps in order to understand whether or not these parcels will work in accordance with the densities that are required without overwhelming the neighborhood.  He said that they meet all of the lot regulation criteria for attached single family homes on this ¾ acre site.  They are proposing 6 units but if they followed the maximum density requirements, they can fit 7 units.  They are at 22% lot coverage, but are allowed 30% lot coverage.  Their total impervious surfaces is allowed to be 50% and they are at 30%.  He said that this is one of the City’s spectacular sites because it is situated adjacent to the Metroparks and it could be a showplace type piece if it is developed properly.
Mr. Maddux said that the cliff behind the property is very steep and has some movement on it, so they understand the challenges it poses.  They are in communication with the engineers that are working on the project in the Metroparks below this site, and they have proposals for those engineers to look at what they will do to maintain their property.  This site presents some interesting opportunities but there are some fairly heavy land development costs that accompany it, so they will have a fairly high sales price on these units.  Their team’s partnership includes ownership, design and development of these properties and they have put a lot of thought into how they will make this quality development happen.  

The project will include attached single family residences with 2-car garages and parking in front of each unit that will hold at least 2 cars.  The units toward the western end of the parcels will be stepped back and the streetscape along Rockcliff Dr. will be eased in order to be sensitive to how this development will affect the residence along there.  They have had a couple of town hall type meetings at Ferris Steakhouse and interaction back and forth with the residents in the form of emails.  They understand that the residents are sensitive to change and they want to be as up front and transparent with them as possible.  One of the major concerns of the residents is the parking on the south side of the road, They are concerned about overflow parking for Ferris and if Joe’s Deli can’t handle the parking.  Cars currently line up on their street, so they don’t have room for their guests to be able to park if they take away these spaces.  There will be a net loss of 4 street parking spaces with this project.  They intend to meet with the Public Safety Service Director to see if there is an opportunity to switch parking to the north side of the street if it is deemed that 4 lost parking spaces is too many.  They will have to consider doing a traffic study to see how it would be impacted by this project.
Mr. Maddux showed a “fly-through” video, which he said represents their preliminary vision for this project, from exterior materials and design through the interior of the structures.  He introduced it by saying that part of the residents’ concern is what has been done in some of the neighboring communities, with modern design, which are not what they are proposing here.  This project will have a more modern design but they feel that good modern architecture is the key so it will be constructed appropriately, with great materials and appropriate massing.  Their intention is to design and create a beautiful streetscape, so it makes for a beautiful drive as the introduction to the Metroparks.  They will be using contemporary forms but with traditional materials and will provide enough greenery to soften the development.  Mr. Maddux described the floor plans and unit amenities during the presentation of the video.
Mr. Bishop said that he would like to clarify that there are actually 4 parcels that are zoned Single Family, which make up the development.  Mr. Maddux confirmed that and said that 3 parcels currently make up 1 property.  Mr. Bishop said that since these parcels are not “Z’d” together, it means that they are 3 separate parcels.  Mr. Maddux said that they actually own those 3 parcels, and have a purchase agreement in place on the fourth parcel.  Mr. Bishop asked if there is currently a time limit on the parking on the south side of Rockcliff Dr.  Mr. Maddux said that he believes that there is a 2-hour time limit on street parking there.  There are at least 4 or 5 parking spaces that will still remain to the east, across the open green space on the proposed site.
Mr. DeMarco asked what other comments or concerns were brought up by the residents.  Mr. Maddux said that the comments were mainly about the things that have happened on that street before.  A lot of it had to do with when Joe’s expanded their restaurant and parking lot.  He said that many residents felt they were not listened to and that there was landscaping that hasn’t been done quite like what was promised.  They feel like the entrance to their neighborhood was diminished by that, and much of the discussion was about what they can do to make sure that they handle the streetscape on the south side appropriately, in order to make it a beautiful spot.
Mr. Bishop moved to open the public hearing.  Mr. Long seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

Mrs. Marie McCormick, 19110 Rockcliff Dr., came forward and said that they have lived in their home for approximately 30 years and she opposes changing the residential to the condo zoning.  It will not conform or mix well with the existing houses on Rockcliff Dr. and, therefore, it would devalue the homes that currently exist there.  She said that it is very different and it does not mingle with those existing residences.  In addition, the parking on the street is terrible now, and if parking is allowed on both sides of the street, they would not be able to go up and down the street.  Mrs. McCormick said that many of the people on the street are also opposed to it, but they will not come forward to say that.    Mr. Bishop asked if Mrs. McCormick’s concern is with townhomes or with the drawings that were shown.  Mrs. McCormick said that she is concerned about both points.  She thinks it should stay as single family residences and not be condos.  They are only doing 4 units, so this little cluster will not mix well with the existing single family homes.  They will stick out like a sore thumb in the neighborhood.
Retired Colonel Frank McCormick, 19110 Rockcliff Dr., came forward and said that he is Marie’s husband.  He said that his wife is really saying that if you drive or walk down Rockcliff Dr., what is being proposed directly across the street from the existing Circa 1940 houses there will be Circa 2020 condos facing them on the other side.  They don’t fit at all with the existing neighborhood.  When he bought his property in 1982, he wanted to be able to retire here in Rocky River.  Since that time, the Metroparks and the City have destroyed a good part of that neighborhood.  The street used to have beautiful tall 60-year old trees that were admired by everyone.  Then all of the sudden the Metroparks decided to put I-480 right across from his house, going into the Metroparks for no good reason.  It does not make sense to him to change things, just to change them.  Colonel McCormick said that he blames the Planning Commission because they picked up a lot of comments that he considers to be lies.  They talked about parking and he remembers when Ferris told them that there would be no problem with parking.  However, they started a valet service that brings cars onto their street, and when their children come in for the holidays, they have no place to park.  It feels as if their neighborhood is being taken away from them.  With all of the trees being removed by Joe’s Deli they have damaged the street. He suggests the Planning Commission drive down Rockcliff Dr. to see what he is talking about before they make a decision.  It is not the same neighborhood he wanted to retire in.  He is not against change, but the blend of the new development with the existing homes is not appropriate and not what the neighborhood was meant to be.
There being no other members from the public wishing to speak to this item, Mr. Bishop moved to close the public hearing.  Mr. Capka seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

Mr. DeMarco asked Mr. Maddux if there is any conversation that they have had, or need to have, with the Metroparks and whether they are concerned about erosion or water quality issues with the River below.  Mr. Maddux said that they will have to involve the Metroparks when they begin their engineering studies along the site.  There is a top erosion issue, as well as slope stability issues that will be studied.  Mr. DeMarco asked if the Metroparks has any sort of long term plan for Rockcliff Dr., as it goes down into the valley.  Mr. Maddux said that their conversations with the engineers did not go into any future development plans, but they will reach out to the Metroparks to find out where their involvement stops and where Rocky River’s involvement begins.   Mr. Capka asked if the home that they have the purchase option on is owner occupied.  Mr. Maddux replied that it is owner occupied and the owners are in attendance tonight.  Both units in the two-family home on the end are rentals.  

Mr. Bishop said that they could theoretically build 4 single family dwellings on these 4 parcels without coming before the Planning Commission.  He asked Law Director Bemer if there is anything that would prohibit the applicants from building 4 single family modern dwellings.  Law Director Bemer said that there is nothing that would prohibit a modern design for single family homes.

Regarding property values in the neighborhood, Mr. Bishop asked if the expert is in the room who can speak to that.  Mr. Maddux said that they are working with Kim Crane, but she is not in attendance tonight.  Mr. Maddux said that they have done their market studies and the unit sizes will range from 2,800 to 3,500 sq. ft., and the market rates that they are looking at will be $650,000 to $850,000 per unit.  That price is consistent with how much the units are getting for a similar style in somewhat similar locations.  Their site far exceeds any of the comparison sites.  Mr. Maddux said that he thinks that a cut-rate development could have an adverse effect on the neighboring property owners.  However, he will not be developing a cut-rate product.  
Mr. Gustafson said that for him, this is the most extreme development of its kind that this Commission has seen.  It is much more important how the existing residents feel about this project, but they have only heard from 1 family.  The applicant has indicated that they talked to quite a few neighbors and asked Mr. Maddux if he plans on making any changes that would win certain residents over.  Mr. Maddux said that a lot of the talk was what happened when Joe’s went in and how it tore up the streetscape by tearing out all of the trees.  This affected how the neighbors feel when they drive onto their street every day.  Much of the conversation was how important it is for them to make an effort to take care of the streetscape by making it a pretty drive and being sure they buffer the front of these houses.  He understands that this is a different type of home, but it is a different piece of land, as well.  They will make every effort to use materials that recall some of the existing construction in the neighborhood.  It is 2016 and they are not being asked by their clients to rebuild homes from the 1940s.  Buyers want open floor plans with rooms that are open to each other and have better glass with views out the back.  That market demand is what they are responding to in these units.  Mr. Maddux said that there is certain bad modern architecture that exists in places, but there are bad traditional architecture homes, as well.  Good architecture is good architecture and this will be a beautiful piece of work.  
Mr. Capka said that there is a transition between Ferris Steakhouse with a 2-family home next to it.  He appreciates the comments and realizes the City has a Design and Construction Board of Review that will consider the design.  They are here to consider the matter of the zoning change.  Mr. Bishop agreed with Mr. Capka and said that they are only here to consider the zoning change.  Mr. Maddux said that he appreciates that, but they are trying to demonstrate that they are being transparent with the residents to convey what their intent is with this property.  
Mr. DeMarco said that it sounds like streetscape has been a very important conversation with the neighbors and he suggested that as the project moves forward, a more intense scrutiny with plantings and tree canopies needs to happen from a streetscape perspective.  He struggled with the density issue, but in all reality, what they are proposing is not a huge increase from what could be done on those 4 properties without the rezoning.  He feels that this is an appropriate solution.

There being no further discussion, Mr. DeMarco moved to recommend Ordinance No. 74-16, 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).  Mr. Long seconded.
5 Ayes – 0 Nays

Passed

The meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m.
William Bishop, Chairman



Michael DeMarco, Member
Date:  _________________________


