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APRIL 20, 2021
************************************************************************
Members Present:  Capka, Allen, Long, DeMarco, Bishop, 
		         
Presence Noted:   Andrew Bemer, Law Director
	  Ray Reich, Building Commissioner
	  Kate Straub, Planning and Zoning Coordinator

Council Member Present:    Christina Morris, At-Large Council Member
	 	  		        	  			  
************************************************************************

Chairman Bishop called to order the April 20, 2021 meeting of the Planning Commission at 6:00 P.M. via ZOOM.  Mr. Bishop asked if there are any corrections to the meeting minutes of March 16, 2021. Mr. Long moved to approve the minutes, as presented.  Mr. Capka seconded.

5 Ayes – 0 Nays
Passed

1.  PANERA BREAD – 19705 Center Ridge Rd. –Preliminary Review –  PUBLIC HEARING - To operate a drive-thru as a permitted use for an existing restaurant.  Mr. Kim Phillips, Architect, is in attendance to discuss the proposal.

Mr. Bishop said that in the last meeting, the applicant stated that some of the deliveries are at night and asked what the hours of those deliveries are because they are giving up their dedicated loading space.  Mr. Phillips said that typically, the larger 18-wheeler truck makes deliveries up 2 times per week, at slightly after 12:00 midnight.  There is also a fresh dough delivery truck, which is an 18’ long truck, that delivers every morning at around 4:00 a.m. but that may vary from midnight to 5:00 a.m. because they have a lot of deliveries to do.

Mr. Bishop asked what Panera will be doing with the curbside pickup because those are dedicated spaces.  Mr. Phillips said that he is not exactly sure which spaces are for curbside pickup, but they typically want them to be close to the entrance.  He can only assume they are the parking spaces along the west side of the building.  Mr. Bishop asked if Panera is planning to utilize curbside pickup once the pandemic is over because they have eliminated 10 spaces and there are times the lot is full.  Mr. Phillips responded that he thinks that it will probably still remain an option but he cannot answer that question with any certainty.

Mr. DeMarco asked if the exterior elevations that is included in the packets is shown as the new addition to match existing or whether they determined they would have to re-do the entire color scheme of the building.  Mr. Phillips said that the color scheme is up-to-date and appears to be in good condition.  When they actually do the addition they will repaint the entire building if it becomes necessary in order to match everything.  Mr. DeMarco thanked Mr. Phillips for the landscaping plan, including the addition of the rock and the boulders that will keep people from jumping the curb and destroying all of the plantings.  He said they are currently showing 3 Arborvitae across from the order board and asked if they are willing to add 2 more arborvitae for more flanking, taller greenery between the order board and the residences to the east.  In addition, there is a boulder and rock section and asked if the grade slopes as much as is reflected on the plan or whether it is more of a flat transition.  Mr. Phillips said that the landscaper is the one used for the entire center and for other properties in Rocky River.  The landscaper visited the site independently and he does not have the topographic survey to adequately address that.  He assumes that with the rocks and the hill, there should be a grade difference there that the landscaper is attempting to address.  Regarding the elevations, Mr. DeMarco asked the Building Department how the signage for the drive-thru will be addressed and whether it will be part of the overall sign square footage.  Ms. Straub responded that they are considered directional signs with their own standards, but they are typically submitted under a separate application.  Mr. DeMarco asked if the sign on the west elevation, shown on, “Detail 1” is necessary because it seems like it would be hidden around the corner of the building.  Mr. Phillips said he is in agreement that the sign Mr. DeMarco is referring to can be eliminated.

Mr. Long asked about whether the trucks that deliver at night keep their engines running and Mr. Phillips responded that he assumes they do because they are refrigerated trucks.  Mr. Bishop asked whether the Building Department has received any complaints and Building Commissioner Reich responded that they have not received any complaints about the trucks idling.  Mr. Long asked what other Panera sites have a drive-thru and Mr. Phillips said he can have that information for the Planning Commission for the next meeting.  Mr. Long said that he would like to go look at another site and see how the drive-thru operates.  Mr. Long said that he is interested in making sure the mounding they are proposing remains, even if the topography isn’t naturally as shown on the plan.  He would also like a couple of more Arborvitae to the south of the existing ones.

Mr. Capka wants to confirm that there is no sound barrier wall being proposed and the landscaping will be installed in lieu of the wall.  Mr. Phillips said that Mr. Capka is correct and the idea is to heavily plant that area with landscaping and to remove the previously proposed sound barrier wall.  Regarding placing a sound barrier wall on top of the mounding, Mr. Bishop said that he feels the sound barrier would serve no purpose because once you elevate the mound and add the trees, there is not a need for a wall.  Mr. Phillips said that the deed restriction for the buffer area prohibits them from building anything within the 50’ buffer area anyway.

Mr. Phillips said that in response to one of the neighbors who sent concerns regarding the drive-thru noise levels, the drive-thru is a very low decibel level relative to what they have been living with and it won’t change that situation.  He said that the garbage trucks are what make a lot of noise when they bang the dumpsters and he offered to raise the perimeter wall of the dumpster enclosure to as high as 10’ in order to try and alleviate that noise level from the garbage trucks.  Building Commissioner Reich said that the dumpsters cannot be emptied and deliveries are not to be made between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.  Mr. Bishop said that he is not sure if a 10’ wall will help and it won’t be aesthetically appealing.

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

5 Ayes – 0 Nays
Passed

Mr. Thomas Scully, 3190 Goldengate Ave., lives directly behind the Panera dumpsters.  He said that he complained to the Panera manager about 4 years ago about the non-stop trucks leaving their engines on all through the night and about the dumpster noise, but he was ignored.  The drive-thru will create a lot more noise and traffic for those right on top of Panera like he is.  Panera will survive without a drive-thru and he is tired of trucks pulling in at 1:00 a.m. on Sunday mornings and leaving their engines running.  The trucks are noisier as the weather gets colder.  Law Director Bemer said that if delivery trucks are coming or if dumpsters are being emptied between the hours of 9:00 pm and 7:00 am, then it is a police matter and the residents should call the police when this happens.

Mr. DeMarco asked if it makes sense to relocate the loading zone to in the drive lane between the nail salon and Panera, but Mr. Phillips said that the back door enters directly into the walk-in cooler and kitchen area.  He said that locating it where Mr. DeMarco is referring to would cause a lot more congestion and parking problems. Mr. Bishop said that the hours the deliveries are being made is not allowed and that the neighbors would probably feel differently about deliveries if they were being made during the day when they are allowed.  Mr. Phillips said that he will work with the store owner to modify the delivery and garbage schedules to hours that comply with the Code. 

Ms. Lisa Heine, 3141 Goldengate Ave., said that she lives in proximity to Panera.  The delivery hours and dumpster noise are a concern for her and she is happy to know there is an ordinance to address those things.  She said that the store does not seem to want to listen when they call and complain.  She is concerned about the potential of 10 cars idling in the drive-thru and the carbon monoxide buildup, and asked how long it takes for a car to get through the drive-thru because Panera is not fast food. She asked if they did an EPA study about the potential for carbon monoxide build-up with 10 cars idling through a drive-thru for more than 2 or 3 minutes. Regarding the sound barrier, she asked about whether the foliage as presented is enough to provide a sound barrier in the winter.

Ms. Lisa Stevens, 3148 Goldengate Ave., said that she has been an employee at Panera for over 5 years.  They only use 3 parking spaces for curbside pick-up.  Their deliveries are made on Monday night at 8:30 pm and Thursday night at 8:30 p.m. and they get the headlights from the trucks making the delivery.  The dumpster company comes in the morning before noon about 2 or 3 days per week. She has not seen the plans for the drive-thru, but she wonders if there will only be 1 lane for it, where it will exit and if it will cause traffic issues based on the exit location and traffic pattern.   

Ms. Beth Anne Force, 3212 Goldengate Ave. said that her backyard backs up to the dumpster and Panera employee parking lot.  She and her husband have many concerns, including those mentioned such as carbon monoxide, excessive noise and added noise from bluetooth devices in cars as people are waiting in the drive-thru line.  There are a lot of new babies on the street who nap during the day and go to bed early and she has already had to call Panera numerous times because of noise, specifically from an employee who was sitting in the parking lot blasting music on his breaks last year.  With additional cars, the music and noise pollution, as well as exhaust will be a disruption.  She added that the hours are currently 6:30 a.m. until 9:00 p.m. 6 days a week and that is a lot of drive-thru traffic that will create a lot of noise and carbon monoxide for them.  She said that they are completely against the drive-thru plan.

Mr. Chris Diehl, 3131 Goldengate Ave. has the same concerns as his neighbors have stated and said that Panera is not following their own guidelines of not facing speakers toward the residences and not relying solely on vegetation to limit sound.  Noise, pollution and complications that happen because of a single-lane drive-thru are all concerns to him.  He said that they note on the plan to only suggest mounding but he said he wants to be sure the mounding does occur if this project has to be approved.  He prefers a year-round buffer because the neighbors directly to the east have a direct line of sight to the addition and pick-up window.

There being no further public comment, Mr. Bishop moved to close the public hearing.  Mr. Capka seconded.  
5 Ayes – 0 Nays
Passed

Mr. Bishop asked Mr. Phillips if the drive-thru uses the full menu and how people move through the drive-thru in a timely manner.  Mr. Phillips said that they have the full menu in the drive-thru and they average about 3 minutes to 3 minutes and 20 second to get through the drive-thru.  There is a separate team preparing strictly drive-thru orders.  He does not have a good answer for the carbon monoxide buildup and they have not done an EPA study on that.  At lunch time or heavy traffic time, the count is somewhere between 30 and 45 cars per hour moving through the drive-thru.  He said that they will try to approach the buffering of sound and visuals in the drive-thru the best way they can and the large 50’ buffer easement area affords them the ability to do some substantial mounding and 12-month per year evergreens.  He added that from what the neighbor, Ms. Stevens said, they are working within the current time constraints for deliveries and garbage.

Mr. Bishop said that the ordinances read that the drive-thru cannot open until 7:00 a.m.  There is an opportunity to enhance the buffering area with plantings and trees that have foliage year round and hearty greenery for the visual and sound obstruction of the drive-thru in the winter.  Mr. DeMarco said that the 50’ buffer easement is a large area that he does not think Panera is afforded on other sites. He said that they will have to increase the proposed landscaping in order to fill it in.  Mr. Phillips agreed to do some aggressive mounding for the sound with dense evergreens to address the visual and sound concerns.  Mr. Long urged the residents who are present to call the police when there is a noise issue anywhere in the parking lot areas because there are limits to allowable sound levels.

Mr. Capka said that he agrees wholeheartedly with the necessity of enhancing the buffering for noise and visual screening.  Regarding the queuing and how many cars might be in the drive-thru line, he asked if there is a way to limit the number of cars in the queuing line to prevent them from backing up in the parking area and causing a very big problem there.  Mr. Phillips responded that there are 10 spaces in the queuing line from the pick-up window on this site and that Panera only requires a minimum of 6 spaces based on historical data, so the possibility of the queuing backing up into the parking area is minimal.  Mr. Bishop said that as a Panera customer, it is not his experience that he gets out of the restaurant with his order in 3.5 minutes.  Mr. Phillips responded that he is able to send historical data from other drive-thrus that shows the historical data of the per-hour count and the time frame relative to those orders.  Mr. Bishop said that the best type of comparison would be from a store that is comparable in sales to this one.

Mr. Allen said that the exit of the drive-thru is at the northern edge of the building as normally would take place and circulation of the drive-thru is around the building itself and not directly out onto the road.  Mr. DeMarco addressed the mounding and year round buffering with evergreens and Mr. Allen said that he would suggest including additional mounding to the south to the dumpster area, which would also help address some of the headlights coming in that direction.  He believes they have covered everything else.

Mr. Bishop asked the Commission if they feel they need to table this in order to see a revised plan.  Mr. DeMarco said that he is not sure that any type of topographical survey is included in the scope of this project.  He agrees with Mr. Allen in wanting the mounding to extend in length and it would be important to see what that looks like and judge the effectiveness of it.  He likes the idea of going further south with it because there are more residences and he would feel more comfortable if they can see that before giving approval.  The other Commission members agree that they would like to see the complete package that includes a more detailed landscaping plan.  If they table this approval tonight, it would not have to include another public hearing next time because they have already closed the public hearing.

Mr. Bishop moved to table this project with the idea that the next meeting could potentially include a preliminary and final approval of the project if all of the concerns are adequately addressed.  Mr. Long seconded.

Mr. Bishop said that he recommends that the Landscape Architect have a site visit with the few homeowners who were in attendance this evening.

5 Ayes - 0 Nays
TABLED



2.  THE KRUEGER GROUP – 22591 Center Ridge Rd. and PPN: 303-26-005 (vacant lot) – Pre-Preliminary Review – Multi-Family Apartment Development.  Mr. Bobby Krueger and Jack Doheny of the Krueger Group who are the property owners of the vacant lot and David Craun and Larissa Burlij, of Bialosky, the Architects for the project are present.  Also present is Bill Christensen, property owner of 22591 Center Ridge Rd.

Mr. Bishop began by saying that our Code does not allow for studio apartments so it is something they need to consider in the design of the units.  The required parking is 223 spaces and they are proposing 159 spaces, which is quite a large deficit.  Most importantly, the indoor parking requirement of 1 space per unit is not being met by their proposal of 24 enclosed parking spaces.  He said that deficit in enclosed parking is resulting in a large sea of parking lot which is not in keeping with the Master Plan or with the Code.  These things are the challenges he sees and with a different type of study he thinks they can make things work but it will be quite different than what they are proposing.  A project like this will be a collaboration with the Design Board also because of the scale of the project.

Mr. DeMarco said he echoes Mr. Bishop’s concern about the sea of parking.  There are flanking multi-story buildings to the east and the west of this project.  The one to the east has a substantial amount of parking in front and the one to the west has a limited amount of asphalt for some parking out in front.  He is not advocating for that here, but he wants to point out that there is very little to no parking behind the buildings and he thinks the fact that they are abutting an R-1 residential district, they want to try to minimize the amount of parking that is facing the rear of the property, which will result in a bit of a planning challenge.  He recommends that they consider going below grade to consider a parking deck to eliminate the large amount of surface parking.  He agrees that this will be a collaborative project between the Planning Commission, Design Board and the development team, so he would like to see a very well developed landscaping plan and he would like that plan to indicate the mature trees that will remain on the site.  He would also like to see the site lighting plan.  If they get down the road and they have to have a large amount of surface parking, he would like to see it broken up by some landscaping island in the parking lanes.  He does not want to see 35 continuous parking stalls without it being broken up with landscaping.  Mr. DeMarco thanked the applicants for the isometric plan they submitted but he would like to see the proposed building on it as well to understand how it aligns with the context to the east and to the west.  He thinks the buildings that are on that stretch of Center Ridge Rd. are not street-fronted, which he thinks is fine, but he wants to see how this proposal relates to those properties.  He does not want this to be way too up front on the street so it creates an imposing edifice along the street, but he does not necessarily think it needs to be as far back as the other apartment buildings.  He suggested that they may need a traffic impact study for this because they are talking about the potential for a couple hundred cars to be traveling out of the site.  He said that he requested the TLCI study from the City that was done for the eastern part of Center Ridge Rd. but he thinks that was more concentrated on the business district portion.  He thinks the architecture is nice but wonders if the Design Board will have some comments about how to bridge the gap between the Riviera West and the Carrollton condominiums that are to the east.

Mr. Long said he is also concerned about the parking and how it will fit in with the other properties that are there so that it doesn’t look air-dropped into the site just because the space was available. 

Mr. Allen said that he likes the project because it is consistent with the uses to the left and the right.  He would like to echo the concern about the 223 required parking spaces versus the 159 spaces that are provided.  He said that Mr. DeMarco covered some of the streetscape comments he has.  He went back and forth between streetscape and hiding the parking.  It is a challenge to figure out the right solution to address the residential behind this property in relation to the parking, but also the streetscape in front, which leads him to the need for the garage being submerged underground.

Mr. Capka said he appreciates the orientation of the building and the “L” shape of it that seems to reduce the Center Ridge Rd. presence.  He echoes the comments on the parking and the landscaping plan will be very important so that it is detailed to show significant landscaping is provided to buffer the single-family district behind this.  He would also appreciate commentary from the applicant to provide information on the target market for the residents who might be living there.

The applicant said that they commissioned a market feasibility study last year when they acquired the first parcel.  That study informed them about Rocky River, Brighton Chase and some additional urban sites.  They have studio apartments, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom units and they may also have some junior suites.  They are trying to capture a broad range of tenants here, whether it is empty nesters looking for a 2-bedroom in Rocky River, a growing family that wants to take advantage of the Rocky River school system, or college graduates moving back to be near family but not necessarily to live with the family.  They intend to have many different offerings in this building and that is reflected in the unit count, floor plan and unit mix.  Mr. Capka said that the impact this will have on Center Ridge because it narrows in some places and traffic is different at different times of the day.  He is not sure that necessitates a traffic study but he is interested in the traffic flow details through that stretch of Center Ridge Rd.

Mr. Bishop said that Brighton Chase had an interesting concept on how to handle the enclosed parking requirement and this site may not really be as challenging as it may sound.  The detached garages at Brighton Chase comply with the Code and they may not have the cost burden that it would if these were all enclosed in the building.  He said that the studio apartments they have are not missing the 1-bedroom mark by much.  Mr. Craun said that their studios are actually bigger than the studios at Brighton Chase.  They studied the feasibility to be sure they align with the market.

Mr. Bishop said that he would like this project to come back for 2 or 3 pre-preliminary reviews to work out some of these issues.  Mr. DeMarco said that he really appreciates the zoning research due diligence the applicant did for this project.  Mr. Bishop said that this Commission focuses mainly on the site plan in the initial stages but if they have a real architectural concept, they will definitely want to involve the Design Board early on so there are no surprises in the end by the time they get to that Board.

There being no further comment, the applicants thanked the Planning Commission for their input on the project.

3.  RR HILLIARD PARTNERS LLC – 18615 Hilliard Blvd. – PPN 301-33-003 thru 006 – Pre-Preliminary Review – Multi-family Apartment Development.  Mr. Andy Gray of MPG Architects, is present along with Mr. Jim Richardson, Mr. Ryan Torrano and Mr. Lance Osborn, representing the ownership/development team.

Mr. Bishop began by saying that there is no need for the applicant to introduce the project because the Commission members have had the opportunity to review the materials that were submitted.  He said that the first hurdle is that they are looking to rezone the R-4 portion of the property to R-6 zoning.  The single family residence to the east is already zoned R-6.  Mr. Richardson said they have the single-family home under contract.  Mr. Bishop said that he would not be supportive of an R-6, but he would be supportive of an R-5 that would be sort of a transitional zoning from going from R-6 down to R-4.  Because of the scale and massing of the project and the site itself, he feels it would be difficult to get zoning of R-6.  He would not be supportive of the ramps and the garage doors at the front elevation and as he looks along Hilliard, aside from the Hilroc, there is really no parking in front for any of the smaller buildings.  The previously approved project had an entrance/drop off lane in the front which the Design Board spent a good amount of time creating with them.  He is pretty confident they had their entrance to the parking coming in from the rear.  It took a while to get to that and something more along those lines would be more appropriate to this site.  

Mr. DeMarco said that he will want to see a very good landscaping and site lighting plan like he mentioned for the last project.  He agrees with Mr. Bishop regarding the driving circulation around the site.  There is precedent here for what they are looking at versus what they looked at in the past and they worked very comprehensively with the previous applicants.  He is not saying that it has to be exactly like that, but he thinks there is an idea in everyone’s head about what this is going to be and what end use will be best served on this property.  He does not know if he would support the parking in front, but he does like the idea of some sort of drop off lane for a building of this scale.  On paper, it is confusing to try to figure out how traffic will move into the ramp and down to an underground garage while right next to it there is a grade entry.  He would like to see some refinement on the site circulation.  They had conversations with the previous applicant about the limitations of access for the western most curb cuts, so they will have to take that into account and perhaps they will find that the westernmost curb cuts need to be right-in/right-out.  He echoes Mr. Bishop’s comments about the previous application with the garage entry from the rear.  There is a shift in the building mass that creates the corner in the back and he wonders if they can bring a drive lane along that on the east side and then back along the rear of the eastern block and into a parking garage.  He is not a fan of the parking stalls along the south of the property and he doesn’t think the Metroparks will be either.  He wonders if eliminating the parking stalls in the back would allow them to get more amenity space on the back side of the building.  Regarding the rezoning, he would be somewhat supportive of an R-6, but said that Mr. Bishop’s comment about transitioning down from an R-6 to an R-4 is more appropriate.  However, he wonders how that affects their proforma for what they are proposing with a 6-story building with a rooftop amenity deck.

Mr. Long said he is not a fan of the front parking and he is also concerned about the south end of the property and what will abut the Metroparks because they spent a lot of time addressing the needs and demands of the Metroparks on property owners. He said that the renderings appear to be massive, but renderings don’t always depict what will be the reality. He wants to see more information to determine how to handle the zoning of the property.

Mr. Allen said that the context from the last project on this site were very helpful.  He was not on the Planning Commission at that time, but he thinks that context of how they got there and reasons why are very helpful on this particular site.  Parking has been a theme throughout the night but he would call particular attention to what Mr. DeMarco indicated on the south parking spots.  The impervious surface coverage has not come up yet and he is not a fan of reducing that allotment so he would really want attention on the impervious surface piece. 

Mr. Capka said he agrees with Mr. Allen on the impervious surface concern and if they are considering rezoning, the building height will drive out the lot coverage.  He would support a rezoning but not to R-6 all of the way through.  An R-5 or an R-4, depending on the eventual plan is probably something he can support.  He said that any driving around the back on this site would be important to look at as well.  The size and the scale of the building is important, as well as the impervious surface concern that was stated.

Mr. Bishop discussed the practicality of the eastern portion of the building having more stories than the western portion of the building, with an amenity deck on the lower roof area.  A building that steps down would be a blend between an R-6 and an R-5.  Mr. Gray said that the parcel that is zoned R-6 is so small that they would only have a few thousand square feet of buildable area on that portion so if they were to step it down, there wouldn’t be much usable area over there.  Mr. Bishop said that he is not suggesting that they limit the height just on the existing R-6 parcel, but that they bring down the mass by blending it to the R-4.  Mr. Gray said that even if it were the two forms, that certainly has more possibility.  Since they are planning some sort of rooftop amenity, then stepping down could have some functionality.  From the development standpoint, Mr. Gray said that it is obviously a calculation of what they can fit within a site and what density is allowable.  He said that it is difficult to have a dense arrangement with no parking in the front or the back because that basically means all of the parking must be within the building, which is a concern.  Mr. Richardson said that they can look at the step-down proposal.  Regarding the parking in front, Mr. Richardson said that they can look at more landscaping and there is talk about the buffer area on the road where Hilliard might be changed and new streetscape will be done. Those are some of the things they want to take a look at.  He said that numbers are driving this project and they are tight on parking now.  If they have to incorporate more parking into the building, it will obviously take away from the number of units.  With R-5 zoning, their unit count will be reduced and they need to look at how that matches up with their proforma.  He agrees with the comments on the site circulation and they will take a good look at it. 

Regarding the impervious area, Mr. Gray said that based upon the current plan, they are at 61.3% and the maximum allowable is 60%.  He asked if permeable pavers in parking areas would be an acceptable solution.  Mr. Allen said that he very much likes the idea of permeable pavers.  Mr. Gray said that the unknown is the future development of Hilliard Blvd. and in their initial discussions with a few people in the City the plan would essentially increase the front area of their site and he wonders if that could count toward some of their calculations.  Mr. Bishop responded that he would study the plan that was approved for this site because they were already pretty close to Hilliard Blvd.  Mr. Richardson said that they had heard that maybe 12’ to 15’ might be added back to the property owners along Hilliard via an easement.  Mr. Bishop said that he doesn’t have a timetable for anything like that.  They also didn’t consider it in the other project because it was an unknown.

Mr. Gray agreed that the ramp confusion is a little hard to comprehend what is going on there.  He said that this site is about trying to fit as much parking as possible in a small area and the difficult thing is that they are really limited to 2 levels of parking because based upon that size of an area, there is no way to ramp up and have crossing ramps in different slopes within the building and still have a usable area above that.  It would be a relatively simple venture to have 1 subgrade level of parking that could be ramped down to on each side of the building and circulate in and out through that. The surface grade parking entrance would be right next to that so that there is two flat levels of parking within the building; one level would be subgrade and one would be at ground level.  Mr. Bishop said that he thinks they all understand that, but the concern is because it is at the front elevation versus at the rear elevation.  Mr. Bishop said that the Design Board will have a lot of input regarding garage doors and ramps at the front of the building, among other things.

Mr. Gray said that they are under the required parking count of 2.25 spaces per unit.  He asked if this Commission would ever approve something below that.  He said that not every unit will have 2 cars, plus .25 car per visitor.  Their thought is that they have 139 total spaces on this plan, which is roughly 1.78 spots per unit.  He said that their logic is that the 2 bedroom units would all have 2 spaces and half of the 1 bedroom units would all have 2 spaces, and the other 20 remaining 1 bedroom units will have 1.15 spaces.  Mr. Bishop said that he is personally more focused on the 1 enclosed parking space per unit, which was also a problem with the previous applicant.  The more enclosed spaces they have means there are less spaces outside and it sort of helps with impervious surfaces, as well.  He said that they have to look at the whole picture.  Mr. Gray said that Rocky River has a parking aisle requirement of 27’ for 90 degree parking but they are used to seeing 24’ throughout most jurisdictions.  Mr. Bishop said that they are used to allowing 24’ drive aisle width.  Mr. Gray asked about lot coverage overage and asked if the City ever takes into consideration a green roof as an alternative to reduce that requirement.  Mr. Bishop said that they have to look at the project as a whole instead of taking each piece one at a time.  They have to keep the big picture in front of them and they know that every site has different challenges.  He thinks there is flexibility in every specific number but they need to look at the entire picture.  Mr. Bishop said that the biggest challenge is the R-6 zoning and the mass of the building.  This Commission does not make the ultimate decision and that is a separate challenge with City Council.  

The applicants thanked the Planning Commission for their input and ideas.

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m.


					            							
William Bishop, Chairman				Michael DeMarco, Member


Date:  					



