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MINUTES OF MEETING
PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 23, 2021
************************************************************************
Planning Commission Members Present:  McAleer, Allen, Long, DeMarco, Bishop, 

Design and Construction Board of Review Members Present:	James Larsen, Chairman
		Jill Brandt
		Michael Tomsik  
Presence Noted:   Andrew Bemer, Law Director
	  Ray Reich, Building Commissioner
	  Kate Straub, Planning and Zoning Coordinator
	Michael O’Shea, Assistant Law Director
						
Council Member Present:    Christina Morris, At-Large Councilmember
		         John Shepherd, Ward 4 Councilmember
	James Moran, Ward 2 Councilmember and Council President
		 	 		        	  			  
************************************************************************

Chairman Bishop called to order the June 23, 2021 meeting of the Planning Commission at 4:30 P.M. in Council Chambers of Rocky River City Hall.  Mr. Bishop thanked the Design and Construction Board of Review for attending this meeting as a joint discussion session with the applicant for the multi-family apartment development on Hilliard Blvd.

Mr. Bishop asked if there are any corrections to the Planning Commission meeting minutes of May 18, 2021. Mr. Long moved to approve the minutes, as presented.  Mr. Allen seconded.

4 Ayes – 0 Nays – 1 Abstain (McAleer)
Passed

1.  RADIANT BRIDE - 19415 Detroit Rd. – PRE-PRELIMINARY REVIEW - New Commercial Retail Building in a Local Business Zoning District with a Restricted Parking Lot as a Conditional Use.  Mr. Scott McFadden, Business Owner, came forward with Architect, Tom Liggett of Arcus Group Architects.

Mr. Liggett reviewed what has changed since the last meeting when it was decided that they should revise the site plan to eliminate the proposed new curb cut on Detroit Rd. between this site and Dr. Kinsley’s building to the west.  They have created a courtyard in that location, which is depicted in some images.  Rather than rezone the adjacent residential property to the south on Prospect Avenue, they will be looking for approval of that property as a restricted parking lot as a conditional use, which was suggested by this Planning Commission.  They are currently in the process of designing the building’s floor plans, elevations and materials.  

The restricted parking lot use in a Single Family zoning district requires a 25’ landscape buffer along the southern property line and as Planning Commission suggested they will need a variance for a 15’ buffer there instead, which will still allow for a rich landscape buffer and a fence to separate the parking area from the single family residence to the south.  They have a U-shaped parking lot with a drop-off zone right behind the proposed building.  There will be 3 bridal suites on the first floor and 3 suites on the second floor of the building.  The main entrance of the building will be on the corner of Prospect Ave. and Detroit Rd.  Radiant Bride takes great pride in their large display window on the porch area of their current building on Detroit Rd. and they want to bring the ability to have a display window to this building, which unfortunately will project into the minimum requirement of a 10’ front setback.  They will need a variance for the display window to project into the setback a distance of 5’.

Mr. Bishop thanked the applicants and complimented them on following the Planning Commission’s guidance in laying out everything the way they had suggested.  He said that they will require 10’ variances for both the rear and side parking setbacks on the single-family lot that is part of this development.  If they are granted the variance, there will be a requirement for additional landscape buffering along the parking setback on Prospect.  He asked if they will be landscaping along the west property line and Mr. Liggett said that they intend to refine the landscaping plan to show a fence and a lot of landscaping along that line and they will landscape the island as well.  

Mr. DeMarco thanked the applicants for making the revisions to the site plan per their discussions.  He feels this plan works much better than any of the site plans they have seen prior to this.  Regarding the courtyard, at some point he would like to hear more about their intent for that space relating to whether it will be used exclusively for Radiant Bride or is it something that could be a community space during business off hours.  He asked about whether there will be a rear entry to the building.  Mr. Liggett responded that there will be an employee and delivery entrance in the rear of the building but customers will be directed to the main entrance on the front of the building.  Mr. DeMarco said that the square footages on the site plan do not coincide with what they are showing on the floor plan.  The first and second floor do not add up to 6,250 sq. ft. and he asked that they clarify that for future submissions.  Mr. DeMarco asked about whether there will be a berm to the south in addition to the landscaping planting that would be on top of that.  Mr. Liggett said that if need be, they can raise the landscaping up using a berm.  Mr. DeMarco said that they are proposing a fence and there is taller arborvitae there, so he thinks that what they are proposing is sufficient for landscape coverage. Mr. DeMarco said that the window display in the current Radiant Bride location is definitely an eye-catching piece and he likes to see how the contents of it changes throughout the seasons.  He asked if they have put any thought into putting more than 1 display window along Detroit Rd.  Mr. McFadden responded that his wife is in charge of designing and creating the window displays and just one window is a lot of work.  He said that there is a display window above the front door that his wife is looking forward to designing for the seasons, as well.  Mr. DeMarco said that the window is beautiful and since they will only have one, he would like it to be a focal point of the front elevation.

Mr. Long asked about whether there will be an entrance into the courtyard from Detroit Rd.  Mr. Liggett responded that the plan is to put a gate on Detroit Rd. and at the parking lot. They are just getting into the design and elevations so they are not 100% sure how that will work.  Mr. Long asked about whether they would be using Dr. Kinsley’s parking for overflow and Mr. Liggett responded that here is no access for parking on Dr. Kinsley’s property in this plan.  To clarify, Mr. DeMarco asked whether there is a parking connection with the property to the west is completely out of the picture and Mr. Liggett said that it is has been taken out of the picture. 

Mr. Allen asked how tall the fence on Detroit Rd. would be and Mr. Liggett responded that it will be a nice height and very decorative and they are still developing those design elements.  Mr. Allen asked the applicant to explain how the building becomes “unworkable” if they extend the building along Detroit Rd.  Mr. Liggett said that the building sits next to the parking very comfortably and if they had to move the parking up closer, then the building would get smaller and smaller.  Mr. Allen asked whether the building would become unworkable if they switched the bridal suites and the courtyard location.  Mr. Liggett said that the courtyard is meant to be a nice architectural and useful element for the building and the guests.  The bridal suites need to be private and back toward the parking lot is where they will place those because it is an optimal location for them.  There will be windows on the rear elevation.  Mr. Allen said that for what it is worth, he does not have an issue with the window projecting into the setback on Detroit Rd.

Mr. McAleer thanked the applicants and he is happy to see how his fellow Commission members guided the applicants to where they are now on the site because he feels this is a much better concept than where it began. He asked whether the courtyard will be locked after business hours.  Mr. Liggett said that they have mixed feelings on that but they are open to a discussion about how to use the courtyard.  Mr. McAleer asked whether there is a one-way in access and an exit only and Mr. Liggett responded that both curb cuts are for two-way traffic in and out of the site, which they feel is the best way to circulate traffic.

Mr. Bishop asked if they have determined whether or not they will need a dumpster and Mr. Liggett responded that they do not need a dumpster on the site.  Mr. Bishop said that he recommends that they bring this along to the point where they can do a pre-preliminary review with the Design Board and when most of the design details are worked out, then they can advance to the preliminary review phase, which will be the public hearing with Planning Commission.  Following that meeting, they would then move to the BZA for the variances and again to the Design Board for their final approval.

The applicants thanked the Planning Commission for their time and attention to this matter.



2.  RR HILLIARD PARTNERS LLC – 18615 Hilliard Blvd. – PPN 301-33-003 thru 006 – PRE-APPLICATION MEETING – Multi-family Apartment Development.  Mr. Andy Gray of MPG Architects, is present along with Mr. Jim Richardson representing the ownership/development team.

Mr. Bishop said that everyone is aware that there was a letter sent by the Hilroc Condominium Association.  He would like to recognize that letter and the concerns of the Homeowners Association and also respond with a prepared statement, which he read aloud.  The project that is before the Planning Commission is at its infancy stage for informal discussion and a formal application for a change of zoning or development plan for this project has not been submitted by the applicant.  He explained the two-step process for this project to move forward, beginning with an application for rezoning of some or all of the property. The Planning Commission and City Council are required to each hold at least one public hearing prior to a rezoning decision that will ultimately be made by City Council.  Written statements may be submitted as part of the public hearing process.  The second step that would deal with a project will require at least one public hearing at the preliminary stage of review by this Planning Commission and written statements may be submitted as part of that public hearing process.  Mr. Bishop concluded that our City Charter and Development Code have been written in a manner to engage the public as well as to provide an open and transparent process.  There will be adequate time and opportunity to address any and all issues that may come forth as the process moves forward.

Mr. Bishop said that he would like to have more of a philosophical discussion with the Planning Commission and Design Board members to explore thoughts on moving forward or not moving forward, based on what is being proposed.  He said that the prior project was granted a 9’ height variance which allowed for a building that was 45’ in height.  He said he would like to suggest that they consider zoning the entire site as R-5 and reducing the current zoning of the R-6 portion of the property to R-5 and increasing the R-4 portion of the site to R-5.  This would make the entire site R-5 zoning, which would require a minimum setback of 25’ but it would bring down the building height on the entire site.  Because the applicant would be giving up the R-6 zoning, he would be willing to leave the design of the building, including a blended height within the building to the purview of the Design Board to see if they can achieve something that makes sense in scale to the setback and to the site.  He gave an example of a building where 33% of it would stand at one height, 33% of it stands at another height, and with the remaining 33% at a different height.  The end result could being a building with a lower the height at the west end of it, but with a little more flexibility to the east end where the original R-6 exists.  He said he doesn’t want to get into a discussion about the color of bricks or materials at this point, but he would like to discuss the thought process of how this building could be designed to fit into the setbacks and the zoning and get to the point where the Planning Commission could recommend or not recommend a specific zoning for the site.

Mr. Bishop said he would like to begin with comments from the Planning Commission members and then move to the Design Board members for their comments.  Mr. DeMarco thanked the applicants for doing the extended drive but he still gets the feeling that people are going to want to park on that lane in the front, so he would suggest they look at that to verify how it could potentially work.  Regarding the drive lane, he said that they never really clarified the fact that they are going to have to drop down grade to get to that level and he is not in huge favor of that.  It seems to him that they can keep it still at grade or slightly above grade and come in on the second level (the level above ground level) where the apartments really are and not at the deck elevation.  He said that they are not showing a sidewalk within the right-of-way.  It is shown as greenspace on the site plan, which is misleading because it gives the impression that there could be more landscaping softening between the building and the street but that is not really the case because of the sidewalk running through there.  He said that if they are going to go down a road where the building will stay as close to the street as is being proposed, it needs to be softened as much as it can be.  He thinks that what Chairman Bishop said is probably something that is worth looking at.  He is still having trouble with the building massing and he thinks that Chairman Bishop’s suggestion of doing all R-5 but somehow working with the building massing to achieve a mean height of what is required in an R-5 district makes sense.  He feels that the building massing toward the west is still too heavy as it goes down to the R-4 properties.  He struggled with this layout more than the other two they submitted.  He thinks the first angular building that they submitted was his favorite and he is hoping they can get to a point where the massing concerns can be resolved.

Mr. Bishop said he would like to add that there is a bit of a disconnect between the Master Plan with trying to get parking in the rear and the Development Code that says the building should be parallel to Hilliard Blvd., which were contrary to the first design that was submitted.  He told the applicant that they are still short on parking and that is something that needs to be worked on, whether it is by a reduction in units or coming up with more parking.  He said that our Code is much more strict than the national standard for parking for apartments and there may be some leniency there.  We are in the process of re-doing the Development Code and we most likely will be reducing the parking requirement for 1 bedroom units from 2 spaces to somewhere nearer to 1.5 spaces, but they would still be a bit short on parking.  The building is also short on the storage areas that are required, which is 90 sq. ft. per unit, and they have about half of that number.  He said that storage space for an 800 sq. ft. unit is a very important aspect of how the units actually function.  Because they own or control the property to the west, Mr. Bishop asked if there are any plans for incorporating that into any part of this project.  The property owner responded that they just put a considerable amount of money into renovating that property and there are tenants that are just moving back into it.

Mr. Long said he has the same concerns as his fellow Commission members so far.  He has a hard time envisioning how this is really going to look and it just looks gigantic from the renderings.  He is not sure that is what we want here and it concerns him.  He is also a little bit concerned about the traffic going out onto Hilliard Blvd.  He is assuming that they have depicted the proper dimensions and spacing for that on the drawings that indicate that there is only one way into the property on the west end of the property when traveling eastbound.  If you travel westbound on Hilliard, the entry is on the far eastern side.  He is also concerned about emergency vehicle access and whether there is sufficient space for them to enter.

Mr. Allen asked why they removed the rooftop pool.  Mr. Gray said that the major decision was the height of the building, and the pool raises the height about 6 to 8 feet.  By removing that component, it brought down that side of the building by about 12 feet in height.  Mr. Allen asked about the slope in the front drive and what the purpose of it is.  Mr. Gray said he added the slope because the previous submittal had it.  Mr. Bishop said that the grade of the previous project was not nearly as low as this project is because they only had a single level parking garage while this project has a 2-level garage.  Mr. Bishop said that the previous project dropped about 4’ at the entrance and Mr. Gray said that this project drops 6’ at the entrance and when asked if he could come into the second level, Mr. Gray responded that he doesn’t see why not.  Mr. Allen said that the way Mr. Bishop suggested with making the entire site an R-5 makes what he was thinking needed to be done a lot easier.

Mr. McAleer said that he does not have any additional comments, except to say that he likes the R-5 idea that Mr. Bishop suggested could get this project to move forward in an appropriate manner.  He added that the proposed renderings do seem massive from the street.

Mr. Bishop reiterated that the previous project had a height variance to achieve a height of 45’ and what he is suggesting for this property would be the R-5 zoning, which would allow 50’ in height.  He said that this building is approximately 100’ wider than the previous one and the question is whether something like this can work in an R-5 zoning district and can it result in a product they all want to see here.

Mr. Larsen, Chairman of the Design Board thanked Mr. Bishop and began by saying that the Planning Commission deals in numbers and zoning districts, but the Design Board is very subjective.  He added that Law Director Bemer’s memo suggested that the purpose of this meeting is to create dialogue regarding setbacks, height, massing and impact on the neighborhood.  The Design Board is all about the feel-good and the appropriateness to the neighborhood and they will not review materials tonight.

Mrs. Brandt said that she appreciates that the applicant lowered the roofline quite a bit and thinks that is a good start.  It is difficult to talk about massing, scale and setbacks without talking a little bit about the aesthetics of a project.  One of the things that makes this building massive is that it is still fairly “blocky” and she think there is an opportunity in plan and in elevation to start articulating that façade and the parapet line and cornice to help break down the mass and reduce the perception of height.  The approach to this buildings relating to how this would fit into the neighborhood from the front as seen on Hilliard from both directions really matters.  She also noted a concern about the dipped entry and by doing that, it makes the entry door and canopy difficult to see from the street and does not seem like a pedestrian scale.  She would like to see that raised up.  In plan, the lobby looks more like a corridor and she feels it is a missed opportunity for the residents, for deliveries, and how it impacts the connection with the street.  The main entry in the back is important and it is unmarked and disregarded in plan with a lot of pavement.  She would like to see it treated more as an entry and part of the cohesive package.  Mrs. Brandt said that she feels the massing and height can be addressed by how it is articulated and what those materials are and how they are detailed.  She agrees that a lower overall height would get the building to where it is a better fit.

Mr. Tomsik asked for clarification about the building needing to be parallel to Hilliard and Mr. Bishop said that it is the Development Code that mandates that in the Design Guidelines.  Mr. Tomsik said that he does not feel comfortable with the length of the building that is parallel to Hilliard because it is a very urban wall that we would be seeing.  He does not feel comfortable that this new mass is acting as a good neighbor to the high similar mass to the east.  He said that the Hilroc has an angle to it and it is sitting away from Hilliard with a beautiful entry area.  There is relief of space from the street to the building with a plaza, a parking area and a circular entry and that is rather elegant for a building of its time.  He said that building will predominantly be seeing a rear corner of this new mass and he is not sure he is very comfortable with that.  The massing seems abrupt and strong for this neighborhood.  Between the massing, the sense of entry, and the pseudo entry on the front of the building on Hilliard, he is not very comfortable with what they are presenting.

Mr. Bishop said that he would like to go back to a couple of things he said previously.  He stated that there is a disconnect between the Master Plan and the Development Code but the applicants are also faced with a challenging site because of a scenic easement from the Metroparks, which cannot be built on.  He feels that by zoning this R-5, it will scale the building down to about 50’ when he believes that now they are showing about 75’ on the east side of the building.  He does not want to get trapped by the building that is in front of them today because with R-5 zoning, this building would have a long way to go.

Mr. Larsen, Chairman of the Design and Construction Board of Review read a previously prepared statement aloud.  This building is more than 50% longer than the previous project that  burned down.  In the previous iteration there was a house that buffered between this new proposed building and the Hilroc.  It appears now that the buffer has been replaced by a tall building mass.  He said that virtually all traffic to the units is being funneled through an access road that is less than 10’ off of the east property line and uncomfortably close to the new building mass.  The east-west mass of the building is forcing this aperture to be not much more than a service drive.  He is concerned about the car noise that will happen on the east end units of the building and toward the Hilroc.  The argument of saying that the parking needs to be behind the building may represent the perfect world, but the Hilroc has been parking in the front for 50 years and has set the precedent for this unique location.  He continued by saying that there is no apparent visual invitation as a guest to visit this building; the drop-off on Hilliard is just that.  Visitors first have to discover the actual narrow entrance drive and then go down a hill to a parking lot behind and below the building and people may see the parking lot of the Hilroc as an opportunity to park there in the hopes of not getting caught.  Mr. Larsen said that it feels to him like the building wants to be more “L” shaped, with the eastern wing heading south instead of east and opening up the eastern half to the idea of a signature entry and guest parking and to possibly give a nod and pay respects to the “L” shaped Hilroc.  This building will screen the Hilroc from view if it is allowed to stay a major mass on Hilliard Blvd.  This building feels more massive than the Hilroc for the proposed height because of the massive wall that will be set so close to the street edge.  He feels that this project looks more like an urban infill project than a project linked to the Hilroc as a gateway project to Rocky River and one that will set the tone for future development on Hilliard.  This project is seen as Code-guided and specific as if it is not being seen in the greater value of what the two properties, the Hilroc and this property, could represent.  The Hilroc is a landmark building, built in 1963 as a quality building with a beautiful, gracious entry drive and was high quality architecture in 1963, and he is not seeing the respect for that building in what is being proposed so far.  He suggested that they leave the house where it is and go back to the original design of the isolated building that burned down.

Mrs. Brandt said that she is not entirely sure that she agrees with the idea of parking in front and setting the building back on the site.  By placing the building forward on the site, it creates a vitality and interest along the street and they are limited where they can put a building on this site.  If it is going to be up front on the site like this then it has to be beautiful and to scale.  

Mr. DeMarco said he spoke about his struggles with this building, and feels that part of the struggle may be that they are holding it too closely to what the previous development was.  Perhaps there is some room for the applicant to discover a solution that departs from that design a little bit more.  He likes the gesture of leaning toward no parking on the front on the west part of the property but maybe it opens up more to the east with some more street front or visitor type parking on that side that is closer to the street.  He said that there is a heavy burden on the applicant to try to demonstrate a good way to accomplish the transition from the Hilroc site to this site.

Discussion was had about the first design that came before the Planning Commission and Mr. Bishop said that there were a lot more issues with the corridor spacing, the setbacks from the sidewalk, parking shortage, the ramp going into the garage, 18 surface parking spaces stretched along the front elevation, etc. Regarding guest parking, Mr. Bishop said that he does not think that they are opposed to some guest parking in front, but not 18 cars all lined up along Hilliard, which is not the intent of the Master Plan.  Mr. DeMarco said that it may be becoming clearer that now that the site has 100’ more frontage and an additional acre of property, it is a different scenario and maybe they shouldn’t try to hold it to the previous design.

Mr. Allen said that he does not want parking in front and he is not looking for 1963 architecture.  The Development Code needs to be evolved from that time period as well, and that is where the creativity comes into play.  The articulation of the building may be able to create space in the front to provide visitor parking.  He does not want to go back to the first design with that many parking spaces in front.  Those spaces along with the garage doors in the front were challenging for him to accept.

Mr. Larsen said that he is not looking to make this a 1963 building and he wants it the best of 2021.  He also wants a relationship and a conversation between the two properties, which he feels is fundamental.  The idea of trying to do something isolated on this property seems silly to him.  Mr. Tomsik pointed out that this property will be an apartment building while the building that burned was condominiums, which means that there is a different population of one that owns versus people who rent.  He doesn’t know if that impacts traffic, transiency of residents, etc.

Mrs. Brandt said that the applicant mentioned that they are not sure which direction they should go and whether this should be something urban that addresses the street or something different.  She does not think that anything that addresses the street is necessarily an urban project by default versus suburban or transitional.  She thinks you can have a building that is suburban that addresses the street in Rocky River that still has some pedestrian level massing and detailing that brings that down and makes it a little more in concert with the different scale of buildings in that neighborhood.

Mr. Bishop said that they wanted to have both Boards together because it is more about whether something of this scale can fit onto this site under an R-5 zoning, and wants to hear from the developer how R-5 zoning impacts their project.  He asked whether working with Design Board and the project receiving some relief to a strict height of 50’ as the building works its way toward an R-4 district can work for them.  Mr. Gray said that they would lose about 21 units.  Law Director Bemer suggested they do a “cascading” design where the back of the building would be higher and the front on the Hilliard side would be lower.  Mr. Gray made some suggestions using an angled building where a ramp leading down into the parking garage would not be necessary.  Mr. DeMarco said that if the parking in the front is absolutely needed, he wonders if visitor parking can occur more towards the east, which would keep the apartment block massing more toward the west and the eastern part of the property would open up more.  By pushing it to the east, it looks more congruous with the Hilroc because that is where they have their parking.  Mr. Bishop said that he feels the opposite because they would be putting more and more cars together, which makes the parking lot get bigger and is in conflict with the Master Plan.

Mr. McAleer said that he is in agreement with Mr. DeMarco because his idea seems a little more welcoming from the street.  He has to think that there is some median height they could come to an agreement on and hopefully not have to reduce the number of units so heavily.  Mr. DeMarco said that he would like to pay attention to the massing at this point and trying to make it work without being so stuck on the R-5 height aspect.  Mr. Tomsik said that Law Director Bemer’s idea of a cascading building could be a concept that would work.  This reminds him of the building that they finally approved at 700 Lake Rd., where the main view was the lake.  Here, the prime view is of the Metroparks, so this property should capitalize on that view while using the cascading idea.  Mr. Larsen agrees that the massing discussion should happen before the R-5 or R-4 discussion relating to height.  Mrs. Brandt said that if they go with a creative cascading design then there could be the potential for some parking spaces tucked into the corners.  Mr. Bishop wonders if they can have a 40’ tall building at the street, then 50’ as it goes back, with terraces or patio and ending with 60’ in the back and Mr. McAleer said that he likes that idea.  More discussion was had relating to ways to cascade the building and the Planning Commission agreed that if they can come up with a massing that may even go as high as 75’ at some point, but accomplishes the transition or blend from the Hilroc down to the R-4 properties to the west of this project.  Mr. Bishop said he wants to remind people that the idea of the R-5 zoning is to trade some of the R-6 that exists on the east side of the project area against some R-4 to the west in order to come up with some guide that takes the emphasis off of the massing and height for the entire project.  Mr. DeMarco said that if it ends up being 3 or 4 elevations, then he thinks it might create a really interesting destination and an articulated gateway piece rather than simply a slab on the street.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. Richardson said that the Hilroc and the single family parcel just to the west of it are currently zoned R-6 and this property is zoned R-4.  He wonders what the difference would be if they extended the R-6 zoning up against the R-4 like it is now.  Mr. Bishop said that it is the same thing as what is there now, but they only have 100’ of R-6 property.  The transition of the zonings should really work by stepping down from an R-6 to an R-5 and then to an R-4.  He said that if they think about it, it doesn’t really even make sense to have an R-6 zoning immediately drop to R-4 zoning.  He thinks they are talking about zoning the entire property R-5 with some deviation or flexibility in the roof design and having a mean average that works from a base point of an R-5.  In terms of the Code, R-6 permits a height to 100’ and it doesn’t make sense that the existing parcel is even zoned R-6.  The idea of keeping the building parallel along Hilliard Blvd. was to be more closely in line with the other existing buildings to the west to set the stage.  The last two Master Plans talks about Hilliard Blvd. from Joes Deli all of the way to the Hilroc, being a focus area for development and the idea would be to stimulate some investment along the remaining portion of Hilliard.  The board agrees that if the massing works, then they can decide what the appropriate zoning should be.  Law Director Bemer said that it may work out that a height variance for a portion of the lot(s) may be the direction they want to go rather than rezoning.  Mr. Larsen said he likes the idea of honoring the Hilroc parking side by keeping it more open.  He said that this has to be a massing project that at the end of the day says, “Welcome to Rocky River.”

The applicants thanked the Planning Commission for the discussion.

The meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m.


					            							
William Bishop, Chairman				Michael DeMarco, Member


Date:  					
