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MINUTES OF MEETING
PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 1, 2022
************************************************************************
Members Present:  McAleer, Capka, Allen, DeMarco, Bishop
			         
Presence Noted:   Ray Reich, Building Commissioner
	  Michael O’Shea, Law Director
	  Kate Straub, Planning and Zoning Coordinator

Council Members:  John Shepherd, Ward 4 Council Member
	     Jeanne Gallagher, Ward 3 Council Member
		  		        	  			  
************************************************************************

Chairman Bishop called to order the March 1, 2022 meeting of the Planning Commission at 6:30 P.M. in City Council Chambers of Rocky River City Hall.  He congratulated Trevor McAleer who was sworn in as a regular member of the Planning Commission.

1.   RR HILLIARD PARTNERS LLC	PUBLIC HEARING
18615 HILLIARD BLVD.	Preliminary Review
(PPN:  301-33-002 THRU 006)	Multi-Family Apartment Development

The applicants, Mr. Ryan Terrano, development team member came forward with Andy Gray, Architect.  Mr. Terrano said that they have been before the Planning Commission many times for pre-preliminary reviews.   After various changes and alterations to the plan, they think they have incorporated a lot of the useful feedback from their neighbors, the Metroparks and the Hilroc, and from this Planning Commission.  They are excited to present the preliminary plans for the project.

Mr. Gray thanked the Commission and the neighbors for their feedback and he feels they have come to a better result for the development.  He added that they had several meetings with the Metroparks and they think they have improved things to help satisfy some of their concerns.

Mr. Bishop asked what has occurred since the last time they were here for pre-preliminary review because he does not believe that a lot of changes have been made.  Mr. Gray said that the largest change is the shape to the rear side of the building.  The five-story portion of the building that is protruding back toward the rear previously used to wrap around the side but they have reshaped that portion to be more rectilinear rather than it splaying out and cantilevering over.  That was a primary concern relating to visibility of the rear side from the Metroparks so they reduced that exposure.  Previously, the rear façade was 137’ of total exposure from the corner to the part that was jutting out but they reduced it to 78’ – 9”, which is about a 42.5% reduction on the rear façade.  He said that making that change also helps the simplicity and constructability of the building.

Mr. Gray said that they made some minor modifications to the site based upon previous discussions.  They maintained the 10’ buffer between them and Hilroc and they made sure they had 8’ between the parking lot and the building to provide buffering there.  They are starting to indicate some of the signage on this proposal, but he is aware that signage will be a future submittal for separate approval.  He said that the canopy was simplified previously but they tried to integrate that into the design a little bit further.

Mr. Bishop said that he does not believe they have had formal approval from Design Board because it would be premature at this point.  Mr. Gray said that they had a lot of concerns but then got a lot of positive feedback with the revisions that they made.  The big push is to treat this as a gateway to Rocky River and they agree.  One of the pieces of feedback that really impacted the design was the stair tower.  They made it a lot simpler in form and design and added a lot more glass on that element than they previously had.  He is sure they will get some feedback on a few minor things from the Design Board.

Mr. Bishop asked if they have had the need to meet with the Hilroc following receipt of their letter of agreement or whether the Hilroc Board is satisfied as evidenced by their execution of the Memo of Understanding.  Mr. Terrano said that Mr. Bishop is correct in saying they have come to an agreement with the Hilroc.

Mr. Bishop said that he was hoping they would present a little more history of the project but they can bring that up later if it needs to be brought up at this meeting.  He said there are a couple of housekeeping matters.  On sheet SK-01, there are 72 units shown made up of 63 one-bedrooms and 9 two-bedrooms but on SK-03 there are 60 1-bedroom units and 9 2-bedrooms and the total reflected there is 72.  He asked that they fix that error.  He would like to verify that there are still 72 units and Mr. Gray said that he is correct and he will fix that error.  Mr. Bishop said that if this moves forward, it is important that they have a clean document.

Mr. Bishop said that if this project moves forward to final review, he would like the applicant to create a document that outlines all of the additional requirements, such as parking restrictions, etc.  He would like the applicant to extract that information from the minutes of the pre-preliminary reviews.  This Commission will review it but he thinks that this is a good way to be sure that they track things that have been spoken about so that they don’t forget.

Mr. Bishop asked if the applicant can tell them the percentage of the floor area that makes up the 11’ variance that will be required, as it relates to the entire footprint of the building.  In other words, what is the percentage of the 5th floor as it relates to the overall footprint of the building.  Mr. Gray said that he can give a rough percentage.  He thinks that it is about 30% of the building and the balance of the building is under the 50’.  He said that a portion of the building is still in the R-4 height requirement and asked what percentage of that portion is.  Mr. Gray said that it is roughly 35%.  Mr. Bishop said that two variances will be required to rezone this to R-5.  The first would be for the height of the section that is above 50’ tall and the second is for parking.  Rather than get into the parking, he does want to enter into these minutes the Planning Commission meeting from the Brighton Chase reviews, as well as the BZA minutes for the parking variance for Brighton Chase.  He said that he would also like to enter the minutes from the Planning Commission and the BZA minutes for the parking variance for the Krueger Group project on Center Ridge Rd.  He would also like to have the minutes of Astor Place from the Planning Commission and BZA made part of the record for this proposal.  Regarding parking, Mr. Bishop said that our Code is very antiquated and they are working with the County Planning Commission to revise the current Development Code.  They are recommending a substantial reduction and the City is pushing for something a little less than they are recommending.  The goal is to have 1.5 parking spaces for a 1-bedroom unit and 2 spaces for a 2-bedroom and 1 space per four units for guest parking.  They have achieved that and they are actually over parked for the visitor parking.  Mr. Gray said that they are at .32 for the guest parking.  For the 1-bedroom they are at 1.51 spaces and for the 2-bedrooms they are at exactly 2 spaces.  Mr. Bishop said that they are complying with the storage space requirements that other projects have received variances for.  Mr. Bishop said that the setbacks, coverage and impervious surface are all in compliance.

Mr. Bishop said that should this project move forward, they will require a much more detailed landscaping and lighting plan, as well as a detailed plan of the monument signage.  The Commission can either look at signage at that time or the applicant can choose to hold the signage and submit it as a separate application.  

Mr. Bishop asked if the rear triangular garage roof is being used as an amenity deck or whether it is just the roof because the elevation looks to show doors that are coming onto that roof.  Mr. Gray said that those are windows and not doors and it is not planned to be used as an amenity deck.  Mr. Bishop said that since there is no path in the rear of the building, there is really no real reason to have lighting back there.  Mr. Gray said that the only reason they would have any rear lighting is just at the balconies themselves for some small internal lighting.  They will provide a photometric that proves there is no light pollution past the property line or going into the Metroparks. 

Mr. Bishop said that they are showing they are replacing the fence along the Hilroc property line with a wood fence.  He asked if there has been any thought to installing a vinyl or trex style fence in a color that is compatible with the building versus wood.  Mr. Terrano said that they left that open and will collaborate with the Hilroc to determine what would be best. When asked, the building will have an internal trash chute and will not have a dumpster outside. 

Mr. DeMarco thanked the applicants for getting to this point in the plan.  He shares Mr. Bishop’s desire to see a detailed landscaping and site lighting plan.  He agrees that they can look at a monument sign at the Final Review or it can be submitted as a separate application.  He asked how the trash will be serviced.  He sees there is a trash room in the garage but wonders how the trash will come out of the garage.  Mr. Terrano said that a truck will back in to the trash chute, put the trash in the truck and drive out.  There is no issue with accessibility for the truck.  Mr. DeMarco said he would like to see a little more articulation on the south and the western exposed elevations and he will leave that up to the Design Board.  He thinks the applicants have done a very good job making the front and eastern elevations look very nice but he would like to see some of that on the back.  Regarding the ramps that go down into the garage that are shown on the site plan, Mr. DeMarco asked if they are anticipating a need for retaining walls at those locations.  Mr. Gray said that the thick grey lines represent retaining walls.  Regarding Mr. DeMarco’s question whether there will be any issue with the transition from the surface parking areas and then ramping down into the garden level entrance because it is -5’ there.  Mr. Gray said that they don’t have full civil engineering yet but the intent is that the parking lot will slope down from the road and when they get to the sub-grade entrance that is where it really ramps.  Mr. DeMarco asked them to provide more of a perspective view next time so they can see that elevation more head on, including the garage door style because they have really never seen that. 

Mr. Allen said that regarding the subgrade entrance, he cannot see it on either sheet SK-15 or SK-17.  Mr. Gray said that it is deceiving per the image.  It is simply that it slopes down and it is not visible.  Mr. Allen asked about the screening of mechanicals.  Mr. Gray said that the intent is to locate mechanicals as far away from the road visibility as possible, but still at a point that they cannot be seen from the Metroparks.  He pointed to a region on the fifth floor where they would be tucked away.  Mr. Bishop said that the Code requires that all mechanicals be screened so the applicant can determine if the parapet wall covers them.  They would like that to be solidified for a final presentation.  Mr. Gray said they can prove with sightline studies from different points whether or not it is visible and screen appropriately.  Mr. Allen asked about views from the road below in the Metroparks and Mr. Gray directed their attention to the images that are in front of them. Mr. Gray said that Hilroc is very highly visible, especially on the east side of it.  He showed an image that placed their proposed building on it.  You can roughly see the top floor of the 4-story portion, which is similar to the prior proposal that was approved, but the 5-story portion that goes north and south on the site will be more visible.  However, the site will be covered by trees for the majority of the year.  When all of the leaves are off there will be some visibility but not an extreme amount.  He created a document demonstrating the zones of visibility of the two buildings from the road below, which is 78’ – 9” down.

Mr. Capka asked if they would provide a south elevation so they can understand what it will be.  He asked if there was any unit impact as a result of their meeting with the Metroparks.  Mr. Terrano said that they started at 81 or 82 units and ended up with 74 units, so they reduced it.  They also had to reduce the number of two-bedroom units.  They had 4 meetings with the Metroparks and the meetings with the Hilroc provided good feedback mainly with the ingress/egress to the project and they actually changed the site plan as a result of their feedback.  Mr. Capka asked about the difference between the proposed worst case exposure and the current worst case.  Mr. Gray explained it while referring to one of the presentations he prepared.

Mr. McAleer said that he does not have any questions, but he would like to echo some of the comments of his fellow Commissioners.  He has been to a lot of the meetings as an alternate when this project was discussed and he thanked the applicants or their willingness to meet with the residents of the Hilroc and the Metroparks because this project has changed significantly from where they started.  

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

5 Ayes – 0 Nays
Passed

Mr. Bishop said that he wants to enter into the record 3 letters from the Metroparks dated 9-21-2021, 11-16-2021 and 3-1-22.  He also wants to enter into the record the Hilroc letter of understanding with the developer dated 10-29-21, as well as Ryan Terrano’s memo of 2-28-22 to the City of Rocky River.

There being no members of the public in desiring to speak to the project, Mr. Bishop moved to close the public hearing.  Mr. Capka seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays
Passed

Mr. McAleer said that he has worked a lot with the Metroparks and he appreciates the letter that they sent today.  However, there was a couple of things contained in the letter that he thinks should be on the record in terms of disagreement.  The tone put forth that the City didn’t provide a lot of opportunity for them to provide input into this project.  He said that they have a public hearing today and have had how many meetings on this project.  He thinks that the letter did not portray a fair picture in saying that the City has not provided opportunity to the Metroparks.

Mr. Bishop said that they have provided the applicants with things they request to be provided if the zoning is approved and they come back before this Commission.  He said that any preliminary approval tonight would be contingent upon the rezoning being approved by City Council.  

Mr. Bishop moved to grant preliminary approval to Rocky River Hilliard Partners, LLC for a Multi-Family Apartment Development at 18615 Hilliard Rd., subject to the rezoning be approved by City Council and subject to the other discussions that have been had and entered into the record via these minutes and other minutes as referenced.  Mr. Capka seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays
APPROVED

[bookmark: _GoBack]The meeting adjourned at 6:55 pm.
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