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MINUTES OF MEETING
PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 21, 2021
************************************************************************
Planning Commission Members Present:  Capka, Long, DeMarco, Bishop, 

Presence Noted:   Andrew Bemer, Law Director
	 Michael O’Shea, Assistant Law Director
Ray Reich, Building Commissioner
	Kate Straub, Planning and Zoning Coordinator
		
Council Member Present:    James Moran, Council President
Christina Morris, At-Large Councilmember
John Shepard, Ward 4 Councilmember      
		 	 		        	  			  
************************************************************************

Chairman Bishop called to order the September 19, 2021 meeting of the Planning Commission at 6:30 P.M. in Council Chambers of Rocky River City Hall. 

Mr. Bishop moved to approve the minutes of the August 17, 2021 and the August 24, 2021 Planning Commission meetings.  Mr. Long seconded.

4 Ayes – 0 Nays
Passed

1.  RADIANT BRIDE – 19415 Detroit Rd. – FINAL REVIEW – New Commercial retail Building in a Local Business Zoning District with a Restricted Parking Lot as a Conditional Use.  Mr. Tom Liggett, Architect, came forward to present the project.

Mr. Liggett explained that they received approval for the variances on the parcel that will be the restricted parking lot.  There will be curbing around the whole parking lot and there will be a fence that will close off more of Dr. Kinsley’s property.  The Design Board has given their final approval to the exterior architecture.  It was explained that the lighting will consist of decorative poles and wall sconces and masonry piers near the courtyard.  Lighting will be used to accent the building, which is shown in the packet as up-lighting and a wash of light over the awnings.  Wall sconces and decorative pole lights will be the only type of lighting on the rear of the building facing the residential neighborhood.  

Regarding signage, they have shown 3 signs on the building, including above the main entrance on the corner, above the display case on Detroit Rd. and on the courtyard side of the building.  They are putting a sign on the service entry in the back, which is more plaque oriented to label the rear entrance.  They realize that because the building sits on a corner lot, they can have a sign on two street elevations but they are requesting a third sign.

It was confirmed that Design Board has given final approval to the exterior, including the lighting plan.  Regarding the amount of signage, Mr. Bishop said that given the amount of frontage and the fact that they are providing a courtyard, he thinks the signage can be approved as part of the development plan, but he would like to look at the Code to be sure they are interpreting it properly.  He asked whether the landscape buffer to the south of the residential property is mounded and Mr. Liggett said it is slightly mounded and there is a 6’ high fence going along the property line.  Regarding the proposed white vinyl fence, Mr. Bishop said that if the landscaping is sufficient to buffer and the mounding is high enough to help that as well, he wonders if it would be worth eliminating the southern fence section.  He said it is pretty visible when you are heading north toward Detroit.  He said that the color of the building is more of an off-white and they also make a vinyl fencing in tan that would match that color, rather than just using the white fencing.  Mr. Liggett said that they have no problem changing the fence to a color that more closely matches the building, but Dr. Kinsley already has a section of white vinyl fencing along the boundary that separates their properties and they would like to match that existing fence.  Mr. Bishop asked if they feel a need for the fence on the southern border.  Mr. Liggett said that they are doing it for the buffering in favor of the neighbor next door.  Mr. Bishop suggested they pull the fence back more from the sidewalk so it ends at the corner of the house and so they can see the landscaping as they are approaching from the north rather than seeing the fence.

Mr. DeMarco said he likes the idea of having the fence there for the neighbor because it is a nice gesture and supports the idea of pulling the fence back to the northeast corner of the house.  He likes the lighting plan and is glad the Design Board approves of it as well.  He would like the light posts in the parking lot to be no taller than about 8’ in overall height so that they maintain a lower scale.  Mr. Long clarified the lighting that will be on the back of the building with the applicant and there will not be any security-style lighting proposed at this point. He briefly discussed the proposed courtyard that is on the plan and the fact that it will definitely be installed.  However, depending on where it fits in the budget, it could be done as a Phase II of the project.  There will be a gate at the courtyard at the parking lot and on Detroit Rd.  They have not decided whether they will keep the courtyard open for the public to use.

Mr. Capka said that he supports the request for additional signage because of the amount of frontage along Detroit Rd. and the fact that it is a corner lot.  He confirmed with the applicant that there will not be a dumpster and the parking spaces are sufficient for this use.  In addition, the driveway has no restrictions relating to two-way traffic, but they are willing to add exit-only signs if necessary.

Relating to signage, Mr. DeMarco said that he is in support of allowing a third wall sign that faces the courtyard, with the removal of the sign over the rear entrance, which could be replaced by small signage on an awning over the rear service door.

Mr. Bishop moved to grant final approval of a new commercial retail building in a Local Business zoning district with a restricted Parking Lot as a Conditional Use for Radiant Bride, 19415 Detroit Rd.  Approval includes the three wall signs and the applicant agrees to remove the signage at the rear service entrance and reapply with a modification that is consistent with our Code.  The vinyl fencing at the south property line is to be changed to a tan color and will be pulled back to be in line with the corner of the house to the south.  Mr. DeMarco seconded.

4 Ayes – 0 Nays
APPROVED

2.  ROCKY RIVER HISTORICAL SOCIETY MUSEUM – Northeast Corner of City Hall Campus – Pre-Preliminary Review – New Museum Building.  Mr. Jeffrey Grusenmeyer, Architect, came forward to discuss the project.

Mr. Grusenmeyer reviewed the changes made to the plan based on feedback at the last Planning Commission meeting.  There was a concern about the amount of setback to the north and a request was made to move the building to the south to minimize the variance request.  The northwest corner of the building is now at a 20’ setback and the northeast corner sits at 54’ from the property line to the north.  The size of the building is longer and skinnier than was first proposed and is situated parallel to the parking lot.  They have provided additional fenestration on the building, as well as landscaping around it.

Mr. Bishop asked if the applicant was able to meet with the adjoining neighbor to the north and Mr. Grusenmeyer replied that he does not know if they have had a chance to meet.  Mr. Erml is the contact with the Historical Society for this project and he was not able to attend this meeting.  Mr. Bishop said that he is disappointed by the fact that this is still a very “vanilla” building, and they are still very far away from the required setback on the northwest corner. He asked if they have explored the possibility with the City regarding eliminating the parking spaces across the front, which would pull the building more to the southwest.  Mr. Grusenmeyer responded that they have attempted to maintain the parking as it is.  Mr. Bishop said that they suggested at the last meeting that they try to be more creative with the footprint based on the interior floor plan, in trying to fill in the areas where the setback can be alleviated.  This would create a building that isn’t simply a rectangle, but provides some offsets and reduces the necessary variance.  Mr. Grusenmeyer said that that they are working with the requests of their client.  They did discuss those options, but the one they have been requested to present is what is before the Planning Commission tonight.

Mr. Bishop said that he does not think it is beneficial for the client to spend a lot of dollars on elevations or landscaping at this point because what they really need to focus on is an acceptable site plan.  He is not in favor of a variance of 55’ to the northern neighbor and he is disappointed that nobody is here to represent that they have at least discussed what they are proposing with the neighbor.  He said that it is a huge variance and he does not believe that there is any precedent for anywhere near that percentage.  He cannot see how they could even demonstrate any practical difficulties to justify the granting of that variance.  He believes there are more creative opportunities to explore for other ways to get them quite a bit away from the neighboring property by not designing a simple rectangular building.

Mr. DeMarco said he agrees with the concern about the amount of the variance, which puts the mean setback at about 37’ when the requirement is a 75’setback.  He would like more discussion on the development team’s part to explore other options they might have in situating the building.  He wonders if it would be a possibility to attach this building to the Senior Center.  At this point it looks like this is simply a rotation of the building since last month and he is not sold on the site plan yet.  He thinks that this proposal provides too close of a distance between the drive to the garden and the corner of the building.  He urged them to keep the renderings consistent with the site plan because it looks like they are still looking at the old building site versus the new one.  Mr. Grusenmeyer said that there was discussion in the past regarding locating the building adjacent to the Senior Center but there was some resistance from the Senior Center about that proposal.

Mr. Long asked if the building has to be this shape and Mr. Grusenmeyer said that it does not have to be this shape, however, this is a client request.  He has spoken to them and he will speak to them again.  Mr. Long said that it looks like the building was just air-dropped onto the site and it does not look very inviting.

Mr. Capka said he echoes the comments made by the other members and said that it is important to know whether they actually need the 6 or 7 parking spots in the front.  An overall parking assessment may be helpful in determining if those spaces are needed.  Mr. Bishop agreed and suggested they meet with the City to see if they feel like those spaces are really needed.  Creativity with the building angles and footprint of the building along with where the parking is located can make this achievable. It is also imperative that they discuss any proposal with the neighbor to the north.

Mr. Grusenmeyer thanked the Planning Commission for their input.


3.  THE KRUEGER GROUP – PPN 303-26-005 vacant lot ONLY adjacent to 22591 Center Ridge Rd. – PRE-PRELIMNARY REVIEW – New Multi-family Apartment Development.  Present to discuss the project are Jack Doheny of The Krueger Group and Paul Glowacky, of Dimit Architects. 

Mr. Doheny said that they have addressed comments from last month regarding their submittal.  They cleaned up some of the Code items and clarified the square footage of some of the units.  They have added building elevations and how they relate to the surrounding neighbors and to provide context with the general area.  They have also added buffers to the parking lot.  They have engaged a Landscape Architect that will provide a landscaping package for the Preliminary Review.

Mr. Bishop requested that the clean up some of the details where they talk about the deck parking because in a sense, they are counting that as garage parking.  They talked about storage requirement for the units last time and he does not see that information.  Mr. Glowacky said that they would like clarification on that in respect to whether that requirement is in addition to walk-in closets or storage closets that are internal to the units.  Mr. Bishop said that the requirement is for designated storage space that is not calculated within the square footage of the unit.  He sees an opportunity to provide the storage spaces on the lowest level, but he doesn’t know if it works financially.  Storage does not have to be included on every floor, but it just has to be provided somewhere in the building.  Locating it on the lowest level can make sense because of bikes, etc. that people want to store, but that can be easily brought in and out.

Mr. Bishop said that over the last two years they have been working internally on a lot of details in bringing together a revised Development Code.  He said that nationally, storage is now broken up more by bedroom tiers, which means that one-bedroom units are requiring less storage than two-bedroom units.  They are doing that with parking, as well.  It hasn’t been determined yet if 90 sq. ft. is the right number for a two-bedroom versus a one-bedroom unit.  He said that nobody has ever requested a variance to the amount of storage space.  Mr. Glowacky explained that they feel the 90 sq. ft. per unit is a substantial requirement for a two-bedroom unit because their floor area of the units are above the minimum requirement.  Mr. Bishop said that based on our Code, they are light on parking, but based on the study for the new Development Code, and the national model of 1.5 spaces for a one-bedroom and 2 spaces for a two bedroom unit.  Our guest parking requirement is more stringent than the new national standard as well, which is 1 space per five units versus our requirement of 1 space per four units.  Using the new standard, the parking complies on this site.  One of the problems with our Code is that it is outdated when it comes to some of these requirements because they blanket all types of units, rather than designating a different requirement depending on whether they are one, two or three-bedroom units.  Mr. Bishop said that they are showing a total of 6 junior one-bedroom units, which are not calculated in our current Code because, again, it is outdated and the new national model has a lot more studios being built.

Mr. Bishop said that based on the minutes of the Design Board, it seems like they are pretty far along with approval.  Mr. Glowacky said that they had comments about the articulation of the parapet and requested more variation to help break up some of the brutalist nature of the design.  Mr. Bishop said that lot coverage and setbacks are Code compliant and he feels like their next step would be to do one more visit with Design Board to wrap up some of the details.  For the preliminary review, this Commission would like to see the full package with the landscape plan and the few details ironed out that they are discussing tonight.  

Mr. DeMarco said that he would like to confirm that the elevations in this package do not reflect the changes made based on the Design Board’s comments and Mr. Glowacky responded that the plans do not reflect those changes.  Mr. DeMarco said he echoes the Design Board’s comments about the bulk at the top of the building and would like to see a way to break that up.  He is not a huge fan of the color palette but he will let Design Board work that out with the applicant.  He would like the applicant to think about how they can make this building design feel more dynamic because it looks to him like boxes sitting on top of boxes.  There is a very nice amenity space on the first floor and he wonders if they can demonstrate what the “wow” factor is that would make people want to live there when they drive past.  Regarding landscaping, Mr. DeMarco said he would like to see more enhanced landscaping abutting the residential district to the south.  He would also like to see any site lighting as part of the preliminary package.

Mr. Long asked where the handicap parking will be placed.  Mr. Glowacky said where they will be located on the inside and outside.  Mr. Long asked about how they will light the building at night and Mr. Glowacky said that the lighting will be on the building façade and there will be no pole lighting in the parking area.  They typically locate sconces next to the patio doors, which is programmed with light sensors so they all go on at the same time.  The 1.5 story community area will be lit internally as well as with wall sconces.  There will be low-level landscape lighting included in the sunk-down landscape area in front of the building.

Mr. Capka said that he would like to echo the comments on the parapet and the Design Board’s comments.  He appreciates the flexibility of the applicant in working through parking, storage space and studio apartment spaces and the potential need for variances for those things.  He will be interested in seeing enhanced buffering to the south and the connection of this property with properties to the north on Center Ridge Rd.

Mr. Bishop requested that the applicant brings these details together and goes before Design Board one more time before the Public Hearing.

The applicants thanked the Planning Commission.


4. RR HILLIARD PARTNERS LLC – 18615 Hilliard Blvd. – PPN 301-33-003 thru 006 Discussion with Planning Commission - Multi-Family Apartment Development.  Mr. Ryan Terrano of RR Hilliard Partners LLC and Andy Gray, Architect, came forward to discuss the proposal.

Mr. Terrano began by explaining that this is the third time they are presenting on an informal basis to be sure they get everybody on the same page.  The plans presented today are a reflection of the fact that they have definitely heard everyone’s concern and they are here to compromise and be sure this is a gateway project for the City of Rocky River.  They own the building to the west of the land and they have redeveloped it into something very special with 13 very happy tenants living there.  

Changes they are presenting reduce the length of the building by 90’.  They turned the visitor parking and reduced the building height and put it in a stacking format where the front of the building is now 44’ tall as measured from grade.  He said that this building is very much designed to be a luxury product with a number of amenities that will be offered.  There will be a rooftop sundeck coming off of the 5th floor, onsite storage, balconies, a leasing office, mailroom and fitness center.  They are very focused on making sure the views of the park are accentuated on the back side of the building because that is a huge amenity.  

Mr. Gray said that they are proposing a completely different approach based on all of the input they have received.  The previous proposal had a much higher structure running right along Hilliard Blvd.  It was a combination of 4 and 5 stories.  The new approach is more of a wedding cake, tiered design, where the building along the road is 3 stories and steps up to 4 stories in the back, and then there is a portion in the very back corner that is 5 stories tall.  He said that the back portion, even including the 4-story portion is almost completely invisible from the north side of Hilliard Blvd.  He said that as you drive past the building on Hilliard Blvd., it will appear as a 3-story building.  They have responded to the concern of some people who don’t want a tall building in this location.  He feels it transitions well between the Hilroc, which is 6 to 6 ½ stories tall, down to what they are proposing, which has the elevator tower at 5 stories, but really what you are perceiving is 3 stories tall.  The building just to the west is 2 stories tall.  They are trying to maximize the west portion of the site and also create the visitor parking and a low-ground buffer between this property and the Hilroc to further address their concerns that they don’t want a giant building right next to them.  The distance between the building and the east property line in their previous proposal was 30’ and they are now at 120’, which is a decrease of 90’ to the front elevation of the building.

Mr. Gray explained that the redesign of the parking actually improved the parking arrangement within the garage, which is now a very simple circular garage and will function very well.  The garage has 2 levels, with the first level being below grade so only half of the first level is exposed at street level, similar to the first development.  Mr. Gray said that they meet all of the storage requirements now which is 90 sq. ft. per unit.  It is situated toward the center of the space where there is no access to natural daylight and the actual dwelling units are along the perimeter of the building.  There is a light well going through the entire 5-story portion of the building in the back to bring natural daylight into that hallway, which will be a very nice feature.  He added that the sundeck coming off of the fifth floor could even have some natural materials on it to soften its appearance, however, most of it won’t be very visible from the road.

Regarding the design, Mr. Gray said that they have changed it to accommodate the different size and scale of the building and they worked hard to make it appear architecturally smaller.  He discussed the balconies and the incorporation of minor vertical elements along the windows to provide a rhythm and make it more interesting than just punched openings.  He explained the design of the stair/elevator tower which they feel pays homage to the mid-century design with different vertical patterns and shapes and creates solid elements to reduce visibility within it.  The only element that you can see through is the horizontal eye level element and everything else is private and shielded.  Mr. Gray walked through the items that demonstrate differences in height compared to the neighbors.  The previous submission had the peak of the building at 78’ – 4” and the main façade had a combination of 5 and 4 stories, where the 5-story portion was 74’ and the 4-story portion was roughly 58’.  Now they have gone from somewhere between 73’ and 57’ down to 44’ at the street level, which is pretty significant.  They listened to input and want to be sure it fits within the context of the surroundings.  Mr. Bishop asked how far the fourth floor is set back from the 44’ height and Mr. Gray said it is about 30 – 35’ back.  Mr. Bishop said that the sight line basically loses it if you are standing on the sidewalk and Mr. Gray agreed and said that is the point of providing this rendering.

Mr. Bishop said that they received a lot of input at the last meeting and it looks like they have responded with a project that addresses potentially 90% of what was discussed.  Mr. Bishop said he would like to know what the land area of the R-6 zoning and the land area of the R-4 zoning are for the next meeting.  It was determined that the project currently has just over ¼ of an acre of R-6 zoning, and 1 acre that is currently zoned R-4.  The total project area is 57,000 sq. ft.
Mr. Bishop said that they are light on parking by Code, but are more or less following the national standards and hopefully what our new Development Code will reflect.  They are really close to the parking requirement and based on the national standard they are about 4 to 6 parking spaces short.  Mr. Gray said that they have 2 spaces for the larger units and 1.43 spaces for the 1 bedroom units and they have all of the required visitor parking.  Mr. Bishop said that if they look at the new model, they would need 15 or 16 guest parking spaces and asked if they intend to designate the exterior parking for visitor parking only.  Mr. Gray said that it makes logical sense to have guest parking in the outdoor parking spaces because they won’t have access to the garage.

Mr. Bishop said that the site profile is helpful but it needs to be expanded a little bit.  They have shown the height of the Hilroc, the building being proposed, and the adjacent R-4 building to the west but what they don’t have is the actual grade elevations to demonstrate a really true perspective of grades.  He would like a more precise cutaway working off of actual grades to show the relationship between the way the proposed building and the Hilroc are positioned so they can see the relationship between the two buildings.  Based on grades, there could be a deviation of 6’ or 8’ in height of the actual buildings.  Mr. Bishop said that he would like Design Board to see this as a next step because they had quite a bit to say about their vision for this project.  He hopes that they will be able to demonstrate it more precisely because he feels the front elevation as shown is doing them a disservice because it not really painting the true picture.

Mr. DeMarco thanked the applicants for all of the work they have done and he feels they are much closer than they were before regarding the massing in relation to the properties on either side.  They are no longer looking at a 5-story block situated right on the street.  Instead, they are looking at a much lower street scale type building that fits a lot better with the context to the east and the west.  He would like to see more on the entry tower block, which is independent of what Design Board will tell them.  He agrees with Mr. Bishop with the request to provide some additional site contours, including even a cross one to show how close they are to the Metroparks and how that drops away.  He really likes the site plan arrangement of the driveway now because it provides an opportunity for some nice landscaping in front and to dress the front of the building up.  Mr. Gray agreed and said they have over 25’ of greenspace available to do something special with landscaping.  Site lighting and building lighting will be necessary farther down the road, as will monument signage proposals.  He agrees that he would like feedback from Design Board on this much improved proposal.

Mr. Long thanked the applicants and said that he feels much better about this proposal than the previous proposals.  He asked if there is any requirement from the Metroparks regarding what can be seen when driving along Valley Parkway down there.  Mr. Gray responded that they don’t have a height restriction imposed on this project by the Metroparks, but they have a setback requirement from the property line.  Mr. Gray said that they intend to meet with the Metroparks and discuss the project.  Discussion was had how they will monitor whether residents will park in the outdoor parking because those spaces are required per Code for guests.  The applicant said they are willing to provide stickers to each resident for their windshield, so they can easily monitor the onsite parking and reserve it for visitors.  It will also be in the lease.

Mr. Capka said that he feels that the perspective requested by Mr. Bishop relating to SK-09 will be helpful because the view of the elevation gives the impression that it looks bigger than it actually is.  He asked if the rendering of the building elevation facing the Hilroc has balconies and Mr. Gray confirmed that they have the same recessed balconies on that elevation that are on the front elevation.  Mr. Capka said that some additional perspective regarding the depth of where the 5 stories is would be helpful, as well as the length of the 68’ along the front façade.  He said that anything they can provide to present the height of the building in a more visually precise way would be very helpful.  He thanked the applicants for the big changes they made since the previous submittal.

Mr. Bishop said that he recommends that they meet with the Hilroc residents at some point.  Mr. Gray said that they also want some input from them before they go too far, and that time is approaching.

The applicants thanked the Planning Commission for their input.

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m.
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