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MINUTES OF MEETING
		PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 19, 2022
************************************************************************
Members Present:  Capka, DeMarco, Bishop
			         
Presence Noted:   Ray Reich, Building Commissioner
	  Michael O’Shea, Law Director
	  Kate Straub, Planning and Zoning Coordinator

Council Members:  Jeanne Gallagher, Ward 3 Councilmember
	  		        	  			  
************************************************************************

Chairman Bishop called to order the April 19, 2022 meeting of the Planning Commission at 6:30 P.M. in City Council Chambers of Rocky River City Hall.  He announced that the project at 19640 Center Ridge Rd. has been withdrawn from the agenda.  He said that there is not a requirement to have a preliminary review for Race Fuel because the request for the change of use was previously approved.

Mr. Bishop asked if there are any corrections to the meeting minutes of March 15, 2022.  Mr. DeMarco moved to approve the minutes as presented.  Mr. Capka seconded.

3 Ayes – 0 Nays 
Passed

[bookmark: _GoBack]1.  RACE FUEL – 20950 Center Ridge Rd. – PRELIMINARY REVIEW – Exterior Rebranding and Sign Package.  Mr. Aldo Dure of BeNext Design came forward with the property/business owner, Ibrahim Kamal

They are proposing canopies that will be replaced with new metal composite material paneling that will be wrapped with 3M vinyl.  The color choices are shown on the left side of the plans.  The existing monument sign will be refaced keeping the same colors all of the way around.  There are two signs on each canopy that are LED illuminated internally.  The pumps will be changed and the imaging will be included as shown on the plans.  The applicant has another location for Race Fuel on West 130th St. and everything is the same color scheme and branding as that location.

Mr. Bishop said he would like to cover 3 focus points, including what is happening with the building right now, addressing the canopies and also addressing the monument sign.  He said that the work being done on the building is not aligned with the conversation and what was approved.  The gable has a thin, warped material applied and then it was painted.  When the doors were removed as discussed and the T-111 was applied, it is not what they had in mind.  There are two different kinds of T-111 and there were some things patched in.  He said they were under the impression and understanding that the applicant was going to do a more professional finish to where the doors and air conditioner were removed on the south side of the building and in the gable over the front door area.  Regarding the outside vending machines, Mr. Kamal said that they will be outside in front of the building for about 1 month until they get the interior finished.  He said that they are not finished with the exterior finishes and the intent is to cover the material that was put in place of the doors with stucco.  The front gable will also have new stucco on it.  He stressed that the exterior finish is not complete yet.

Mr. Bishop said that their packet includes 3 different versions of the monument sign.  One photo shows no digital sign with manual price changes.  There is another photo of it as a digital sign with 1 price and then another example of the digital sign with 2 prices on it.  Mr. Dure clarified that they want the digital sign with 2 prices on it.  Mr. Bishop said that a permit was never issued for the digital sign that is currently in this location when they removed the manual price sign.  They will make that sign part of this package so that it receives formal approval.

Mr. Bishop said that Sunmart on Lake Rd. has an all-white canopy with their logo on it and it is not quite as “loud” as this canopy.  Mr. Dure said that Get-Go and Circle K have the same color scheme.  He said these colors and the logo is a trademark and they will be using it all around the state.  Mr. Bishop said that he would like to explore an easy way to tone the canopy down.  Mr. Bishop asked about the posts for the canopy and Mr. Dure said that they will remain brick as they are now.  What they are seeing in the presentation is the superimposed Google street view.   

Mr. Capka asked if there are pictures of their other store and Mr. Dure said that they can supply those photos.  Mr. Kamal showed photos of that location on his phone to the Commission members.  Mr. Bishop said that this will go to the Design and Construction Board of Review so they will defer the color scheme to them.  Mr. DeMarco asked about how some of the signage is classified.  He asked if the medallions and the wraps around the pumps are considered signage.  Ms. Straub said that the other signs are not specifically regulated in the Code but she will research it.  Mr. DeMarco said he would prefer the single price digital monument sign.  He thinks that they should update the sign package with actual photography instead of using the Google street view.

Mr. Kamal said that it is vital that he have two digital prices on the sign.  Credit is always more expensive and the credit card companies charge them high fees to accept credit.  They offer a lower cash price as well. Mr. DeMarco said that they should show the sign he wants to install in the sign package for next time.  He said to make sure the two digital boards are represented in the photos he submits.  It was determined that the same cabinet for the original Sunoco sign was used to create this sign and the previous sign received a variance.

Mr. Capka asked what will be illuminated on the canopies and Mr. Dure responded that just the circle logos will be illuminated.  The pumps signage is not illuminated.  The monument sign face has illuminated text and prices.  Mr. Bishop said he would like all of the pictures to be current and asked that they not bring any of the old pictures.

Mr. Bishop moved to grant preliminary approval to Race Fuel, 20960 Center Ridge Rd., subject to review by Design and Construction Board of Review.

3 Ayes – 0 Nays
Passed

2.  RR HILLIARD PARTNERS LLC – 18615 Hilliard Blvd. – PPN 301-33-002 thru 006) – FINAL REVIEW – Multi-Family Apartment Development.  Mr. Andy Gray, Architect, came forward to present the project.

Mr. Gray explained the changes since the last time the Planning Commission saw the project.  They have submitted the landscaping plan so they updated the renderings to be reflective of that.  On the building itself, they changed the railings on the balconies to a 2 x 2 tube frame with aircraft cable railing so it is very clean looking.  The Design Board said that the building looked a little too dark, so they tried to combat that by revising some of the horizontal siding on the building.  They flipped the darker and the lighter colors so that there is more of the lighter colored material than the dark, making the light a more dominant color with the dark as an accent.  They lowered the white frame around the balconies so that it broke the plane of the bottom tile base of the building to give it more interest as you move along the façade.  It was previously in complete alignment between the two.  On the rear side of the building they included the same box around the balconies that were not there previously to provide more rhythm and a more continuous design in relation to the front.  On the edges of the rear façade and the bottom floor of the 5-story portion they introduced a new material, which is a nichiha fiber cement panel system that are 18” x 6’ to anchor the building and provide more definition rather than just using siding on the rear of the building.  That same material was located at the 45 degree angle of the 5-story portion on the rear side and the railings were revised as well on the back side.  They included some HVAC sight line studies from the Hilroc parking lot and from Hilliard Blvd.  They defined exactly where the rooftop equipment would be but they don’t know exactly what HVAC system will be used at this point.  He said that the Design Board gave their approval yesterday with the contingency that the HVAC equipment is fully screened regardless of whether it can be seen from the road.  They included images from the sundeck on the roof and there was some discussion with Design Board regarding roof material so they are including ballasted roofs on the upper roofs.  They are showing optional solar panels on the roof, which they would like to do but are not sure they can commit to it at this moment.

Mr. Bishop said that the rezoning was approved and asked if anyone had any concerns at the Council meeting.  Mr. Terrano said that there were no concerns there.  Mr. Bishop asked if there were any concerns expressed by the Board of Zoning and Building Appeals.  Mr. Gray said that they discussed what would happen with moving trucks and whether that would block some of the spaces and impact the parking count on site.  He said that they did note that parking is allowable on the street, which appeased a couple of them.  Mr. Bishop asked if they have specific move-in hours.  Mr. Terrano said that they don’t have specific hours because it has never been an issue.  It is rare for them to have more than one move-in at a time.  Mr. Bishop said that if they are going to install solar panels, the Code limits the coverage for solar panels but they will have to come before Planning Commission for approval for them.  He said that they would also like to review the monument sign and they can be reviewed at the same time.

Discussion was had relating to the fencing on the east property line and where it should stop in relation to the building setback line.  Mr. Gray said that they have no problem bring it back about 10’ to the building setback line.  Mr. DeMarco said that the landscape plan shows some sort of a wire fence there and he thinks they were leaning toward wanting a vinyl fence.  Mr. Gray said that the intent is to have a 6’ tall wood fence so if that is not what is shown, it is an error.   Mr. Terrano said that they will discuss a vinyl fence rather than a wood fence with the Hilroc.

Mr. DeMarco asked if they would be amenable to putting landscaping on the east side but south of the driveway that goes down to the garage where there is about 50’ of building that doesn’t really have anything to soften it.  Regarding the vertical elements that Mr. DeMarco asked about, Mr. Gray said he was trying to give the front façade some rhythm, especially as you are driving down the road versus something that is too organized or rigid.  Mr. Gray said that the Design Board had disagreement on whether they like it as shown, but it was ultimately decided that maybe more of an aluminum color should be used. The material will be aluminum composite and they will run their final color choice by the Design Board when they make their decision.

Mr. Capka thanked the applicant for all of their communication with the neighbors.  He asked if there are any outstanding items with the Hilroc.  Mr. Terrano said that they have a Memorandum of Understanding with the Hilroc and they will keep them apprised as they move along.  He said that they have not had any communication with the Metroparks since they sent those letters.

Mr. Bishop moved to grant final approval to RR Hilliard Partners LLC – 18615 Hilliard Blvd. – PPN 301-33-002 thru 006) for a Multi-Family Apartment Development, conditioned upon the approval of the detail relating to the vertical bars, returning with the final monument sign and solar panels if the applicant elects to move forward with them.  It is also contingent upon adding additional landscaping in the southeast corner area as suggested by Mr. DeMarco.  Mr. DeMarco seconded.

3 Ayes – 0 Nays
APPROVED

3.  ORDINANCE 71-21 - Clarification of Planning Commission’s Recommendation to City Council regarding the following:  AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF ROCKY RIVER, SECTION 905.03 ENTITLED “DRIVEWAY LOCATION AND WIDTH”, SECTION 905.04 ENTITLED “DRIVEWAY APRON MATERIAL AND THICKNESS”, SECTION 1111.09 ENTITLED “PAVEMENT, CURBS AND SIDEWALKS”, SECTION 1153.15 ENTITLED “ACCESSORY USES AND STRUCTURES”, AND SECTION 1187.31 ENTITLED “REGULATIONS FOR ACCESS DRIVES”, AS FURTHER DESCRIBED IN THE ATTACHED EXHIBIT “A”

Building Commissioner Reich said that when the Planning Commission reviewed this last time, the recording did not work and they did not capture all of the changes that were discussed.

The following issues were discussed and agreed upon:

When there is a 3-car width, if the setback is less than 35’ then they can have the full 32’ wide driveway but if the setback exceeds 35’, the resident must follow the angle guidelines in the drawing.  That means the driveway should be 20’ wide at the right of way and they can open up to 32’ within 18’ of the garage door when the front setback is greater than 35’.  
They decided to eliminate the underlined suggestion to locate the driveway on the lowest side of the lot because it would depend on where the sewer line is, where the waterline connection is and the adjoining driveway.  Mr. Reich said that he moved that statement to this section from Chapter 1111.09(c).  Mr. Bishop said that what really is important is the proper grading of the property and not where the curb cut would be.  He said they should eliminate that requirement about the driveway being on the lowest side of the lot.  Mr. Bishop said that he thinks the better regulation would be to have a curb cut 3’ from an adjacent curb cut.

More discussion was had and Building Commissioner Reich said he will reflect all of these points in a final draft for next month.

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 pm.



					            							
William Bishop, Chairman				Michael DeMarco, Member
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