
 

 

 

MINUTES OF MEETING 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 18, 2017 

************************************************************************ 

Members Present:  Gustafson, Murphy, Long, DeMarco, Bishop 

            

Presence Noted:   Ray Reich, Building Commissioner 

   Andrew Bemer, Law Director 

 

City Council Members Present:   Christopher J. Klym, At-Large Councilmember 

    

 *********************************************************************** 

 

Chairman Bishop called to order the April 18, 2017 meeting of the Planning Commission 

at 7:00 P.M. in Council Chambers of Rocky River City Hall.   

 

Mr. Bishop asked the Commission members if there are any corrections, additions, or 

deletions to the March 21, 2017 meeting minutes.      

 

Mr. DeMarco moved to approve the minutes of the Planning Commission meeting as, 

presented.  Mr. Long seconded. 

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 

 

1. AT&T – In the right of way near 19525 Hilliard Blvd. – PUBLIC HEARING – 

Mandatory Referral:  To locate an above-ground cabinet in the right-of-way.  Mr. 

Mike Williams of AT&T came forward to present the proposal. 

 

Mr. Williams began by explaining that the dimensions of the cabinet are 4’ x 4’ x 18” and 

there will be fiber in and fiber out in order to service approximately 500 nearby 

customers.  The site will be landscaped as shown on the plan.  Mrs. Murphy said that 

there was communication suggesting it might be moved 75’ to 100’ in one direction.  Mr. 

Williams said that he would like to move it approximately 70’ to the north so the 

residents that are on Jameston Dr. will not have a view of it when looking at their front 

yard.  Mr. DeMarco asked what the disturbance would be to nearby landscaping or 

underground utilities relating to the installation of the cabinet.  Mr. Williams said that 

they are running conduit from the box and there is currently a duct run in the tree lawn 

that runs along Hilliard Blvd., where they will tie in two ducts.   Mr. Gustafson said that 

the main argument has always been the appearance of the boxes.  He has mentioned in 

the past that some communities paint the boxes with local scenes and he is aware of one 

municipality who developed a contest to paint their boxes.  In the previous conversation 

they were told that there is only one color that provides maximum heat transmission.  

Since that time he has seen more communities, including University Circle, who have 

very pleasant graphics on the boxes.  He wonders if Mr. Williams could discuss this with 

his superiors.  He asked why others are able to paint the boxes and Rocky River cannot.  

Mr. Williams responded that it has been brought up before.  The boxes have a special 

paint that is used on them and they should not be painted.  However, he will take this 

subject up with his superiors. 
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Mr. Bishop moved to open the public hearing.  Mr. Long seconded. 

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 

 

There being no members of the public who came forward to speak to this item, Mr. 

Bishop made a motion to close the public hearing.  Mr. Long seconded. 

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 

 

Mr. Demarco asked Mr. Williams what the proposed time frame for installation of the 

box is.  Mr. Williams responded that installation will take place in the next month or two.   

 

There being no further discussion, Mr. DeMarco moved to grant preliminary/final 

approval to AT&T, in the right of way near 19525 Hilliard Blvd.  Mr. Long seconded. 

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 

 

 

 

2.  TIDE DRY CLEANERS – 20950 Center Ridge Rd. – PUBLIC HEARING – 

Preliminary Review – New Retail/Service Building with a Drive-thru as a 

Conditional Use in a Local Business Zoning District.  Mr. David Budge of WXZ 

Development, General Contractor for the project, and Mr. Dave Swindell, President of 

WXZ Construction, came forward to present the project. 

 

Mr. Budge began by explaining that they have been before the Planning Commission 

twice before, and they have tried to incorporate the feedback they received into the plan 

that is before the Commission this evening.  He reviewed the major revisions since the 

last meeting, including reversing the flow of traffic, which will now travel eastbound 

through the site.  They have revised the landscape plan and the elevation in order to 

provide more screening for the service doors on the east side of the building.  They have 

also restricted access to Center Ridge Rd. with a right-in, right-out only.  Regarding the 

concern about exiting onto Wagar Rd. to go south, Mr. Budge said the traffic study 

supports the idea that a left turn out of the Wagar Rd. drive is not an unsafe movement.  It 

is not the same as the left turn out of Walgreen’s property because of the sight line and 

the fact that only one lane of traffic will be crossed when exiting this property onto 

Wagar Rd.   

 

Mr. Bishop said that they are only allowed to have one monument sign for this location 

and Mr. Budge said he understands that will require a separate approval.  They would 

prefer the monument sign to be on Center Ridge Rd.  Mr. Long said asked about signage 

that will be on the site.  Mr. Budge said that there is adequate striping and signage on the 
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site.  Mr. Bishop asked if the island section of the canopy was reduced in size and Mr. 

Budge responded that the size of the canopy was reduced. 

 

Mr. Bishop said that he thinks this plan has been substantially improved since the last 

time this was before them.  Mrs. Murphy agreed and said she likes how they addressed 

the visibility of the service door on the site.  Mr. Bishop added that the queuing on the 

site is well beyond what is required now. 

 

Mr. Bishop moved to open the public hearing.  Mrs. Murphy seconded. 

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 

 

There being no members of the public who came forward to speak to this proposal, Mr. 

Bishop made a motion to close the public hearing.  Mr. Long seconded. 

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 

 

Mrs. Murphy moved to grant preliminary approval to Tide Dry Cleaners, 20950 Center 

Ridge Rd. for a new retail/service building with a drive-thru as a Conditional Use in a 

Local Business Zoning District.  Mr. Long seconded. 

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 

 

 

 

3.  GREG MYLETT – 1229 Smith Ct. – (PPN 301-15-018) and 1219 Smith Ct. (PPN 

301-15-019).  Mr. Tom Ferry came forward to present the proposal. 

 

Mr. Ferry began by saying that they would like some feedback from the Planning 

Commission regarding the lot split of the Ingersoll Drive property.  They have entered 

into a purchase agreement with the trustee of the property, with the condition that they 

are able to split the lots off of the one main parcel in order to utilize them in a different 

way.  The ultimate plan is to create some mixed use properties consisting of some 

residential and retail.  The zoning of the parcel is currently Service Manufacturing, with 

an overlay of a mixed use potential, but he would like to learn more about that.  Mr. Ferry 

explained that they are under pressure from a timeline standpoint, and they understand 

that splitting the parcels from the main parcel will not meet the current lot size 

requirement of a minimum of 1 acre for each new parcel.  They are hoping to be able to 

execute the purchase agreement but they will need relief from Planning Commission on 

the 1 acre minimum lot size for the parcels.  He understands that the Commission is 

concerned about setting preceden,t but he is not sure that there is anything else like this in 

the City.  They are under a deadline as they are dealing with a trustee of the property 

owner and dealing with them has been difficult and arduous.  They may not be able to get 
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an extension on the deal very easily and they could potentially lose the deal and not be 

able to go through with their objective for the property.  Securing this property is critical 

to purchasing adjacent properties as they move forward.  They were hoping to be able to 

get permission to do the lot split now with the condition of receiving approval of the 

rezoning effort later. 

 

Mr. Ferry explained that there are three parcels, with the largest parcel ending in 012.  

That parcel consumes almost all of Ingersoll Dr.  They would like to split off a piece of 

the 012 property, which currently has a red brick building on it.  There is a small portion 

of parcel 012 that is on the Smith Court side of the property and two other parcels that 

end in 018 and 019.  Those parcels he just described make up parcels “A” and “C” which 

are shown on the proposed plat map.  They have attempted to purchase the parcel labeled 

as “B”, but the trustees are unwilling to do that at this time.  The deal needs to be 

finalized by the third week in May.  They have already had an extension from the 

owners’ trustee to provide more time for them to do their due diligence on the property.  

 

Mr. Bishop asked if the trust owns the property on the north side that is all one parcel and 

Mr. Ferry confirmed that they do own that property.  Mr. Bishop said that would be his 

first example about setting precedent if they were to split it.  The precedent goes to all 

zoning districts, which is why precedent is much bigger than just this zoning district or 

this parcel.  He said the same thing could happen across the street, which is a reason why 

they would not want to establish that precedent.  He asked if they would be able to 

purchase ¼ acre of parcel “B” as part of the transaction.  Mr. Ferry said that the attorneys 

for the trust have not been amenable to that yet, but they are trying.  Mr. Bishop said that 

the Linda St., at the end of Ingersoll Dr., is zoned office and Smith Ct. at the end of 

Ingersoll is zoned Office.  If Ingersoll was completely rezoned to Office, then there 

would be contiguous office all of the way through the entire area.  The Code allows much 

more flexibility in Office zoning. 

 

Mr. DeMarco asked if there will be some sort of right-of-way dedication or an extension 

of Ingersoll Dr. through there.  Mr. Ferry said that he believes that was taken into 

consideration for any of the frontage there, but he is not aware of an exact plan at this 

time.  He said that because it is private property now, then a cross easement would have 

to be created as they split the lots off.  Mrs. Murphy asked if they would have 

information about the potential purchase of ¼ acre of Parcel “B”.  Mr. Ferry responded 

that it has been a big struggle for them to get an answer from the trustees on anything. 

 

Mr. Bishop said that two of the three parcels that comprise parcel “C” are already zoned 

Office.  Mr. Ferry said that Mr. Bishop is correct and those two lots are not already 

consolidated.  Mr. Bishop asked what the 24’ easement on the west side of parcel “A” is.  

Mr. Ferry responded that he thinks it is just a parking access easement.  Mr. Bishop said 

that if there is enough land between the west border and the building that they are 

keeping, it would allow them to get closer to the 1 acre minimum lot size.  If that is the 

case, then he would encourage them to try and purchase that 40’ portion.  Mr. Bishop 

said that the rezoning would have to be final in order to split a lot that is under the 



Planning Commission       
Minutes of Meeting 

April 18, 2017 

Page 5 of 13 

 

minimum 1 acre in size.  However, he thinks they can be on the agenda together or they 

can make it a conditional lot split, subject to achieving the rezoning. 

 

Mr. Ferry thanked the Planning Commission for their time. 

 

 

 

5.  ORDINANCE No. 15-17 – PUBLIC HEARING – An ordinance to change the 

district classification of certain real property known as Auditor’s Permanent Parcel 

Nos. 302-01-007, 301-01-010 and 302-01-011, and located at 22700, 22662 and 22664 

Lake Rd., Rocky River, Ohio from their present classification of R-1 Single Family 

Residential to R-4 Multi-Family in their entirety.  Mr. John Carney and Mr. Andrew 

Brickman came forward to present the rezoning effort. 

 

Mr. Carney began by describing the location of the two additional properties on 

Breezevale Cove that are also part of the rezoning effort.  Their proposal is for a 

condominium building comprised of flats.  Mr. Bishop said that they are only going to 

talk about zoning this evening and not the product or architectural issues related to it.  

Mr. Carney said they have a letter from Mr. David Hartt that is a follow-up from when he 

appeared before the Planning Commission last year.  Mr. Bishop said that since the letter 

essentially reaffirms what was proposed to the Planning Commission members last year 

and the Planning Commission has the minutes of last year’s meeting, as well as David 

Hartt’s letter of last year in front of them, it is not necessary to read Mr. Hartt’s new letter 

aloud. 

 

Mr. Bishop said that they will be having a public hearing on this and he began to recount 

the history of this specific matter.  The applicant came before them approximately 1 year 

ago with a proposal to rezone the property to an R-5 Multi-Family zoning classification.  

They attempted to hold the public discussion to just the zoning issue and not the project 

itself.  However, as the meeting went on, they swayed in that direction.  The architectural 

aspect of the project was not before them, but their discussions lead people to form 

assumptions that were not valid.  The only thing that should have been relevant at that 

meeting was the issue of rezoning.  He asked that anyone who wishes to speak tonight 

keep their comments strictly to the topic of zoning.  If the zoning is changed, then the 

project will go through the scrutinization of the Planning Commission as do all 

commercial projects, as it relates to site plan, architectural issues, etc.   

 

Mr. Bishop said that there are 8 bullet points which they are solely to consider as they 

examine the rezoning.  These considerations are listed in Section 1135.21 of the 

Development Code, and Mr. Bishop read paragraphs (a) through (h) aloud. 

 

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

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 
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Mr. Richard Hahn, who resides on Frazier Dr., came forward and said that this is not 

consistent with the Master Plan.  If the broader area is going to be rezoned, as suggested 

in the Master Plan, he said that this should be rezoned along with the area.  This property 

should not be spot zoned and ad hoc spot zoning leaves property owners who have 

invested significantly in their properties with uncertainty.  The purpose of zoning is to 

allow for reasonable expectations, a solid basis for investment in the City and in his view 

this is spot zoning.  Bay Village requires a vote of the entire city and some cities require a 

vote of the ward.  It is unfair to neighboring property owners to rezone this property.  Mr. 

Bishop asked where Mr. Hahn believes that this proposal is not consistent with the 

Master Plan.  Mr. Hahn responded that the Master Plan calls for this area to be a single 

family residential neighborhood with traditional homes. 

 

Mr. Bishop asked Mr. Bemer to discuss spot zoning.  Mr. Bemer said that there will be a 

public meeting tomorrow evening at 6:30 at Memorial Hall regarding the update of the 

Master Plan and he urged anyone who is interested to please come to that meeting.  

Regarding spot zoning, it is his conclusive opinion that this is not spot zoning.  He went 

on to summarize the different zonings in the area near the subject properties.  Mr. Bemer 

explained that spot zoning is singling out an area that really doesn’t have a reasonable 

relationship to health safety and welfare, and used the example of a grocery store 

property in the middle of a residential neighborhood.  The complexion of this area will 

still be residential and spot zoning does not come into play at all. 

 

Mrs. Mary Wood, 22740 Lake Rd., the property just to the west of the Lake Road 

property.  This rezoning is not consistent with the master plan because this area has not 

been identified as a focus area in the current Master Plan or in the updated version they 

are working on.  She submitted a legal opinion from her attorney and his opinion is that 

this is spot zoning.  She does not want to destroy the lake front with rezoning this 

property because of the developer’s greed.  Mr. Bishop asked Mrs. Wood if she is still 

not opposed to R-3 zoning when R-5 was what was on the table last year because that is 

what she stated.  Mrs. Wood responded that the topo shows that the properties are best 

suited for single family homes.  They will have to bring a lot of fill in and walls will need 

to be built to stabilize the land.  She said she never was in favor of R-3 zoning and still is 

not in favor of it. 

 

Mr. Bishop said he would like to clarify one point, since two or three of the Commission 

members worked on the Master Plan.  The focus areas are target areas that have been 

identified by the City, but it does not mean that the rest of the City is to be ignored just 

because it wasn’t named as a focus area.  He said he would like to clarify the different 

zoning districts.  Side setbacks in an R-1 Single Family zoning district are 8’ on each 

side, the dwellings can cover 28% of the property, and have a maximum height of 25’.  

Cluster housing is permitted in an R-1 Single Family zoning district without a rezoning.  

Cluster development side yard setbacks are 20’ from the adjoining properties.  The 

dwellings can cover 30% of the lot and have a height restriction of 25’.  In an R-3 Single 

Family Attached zoning district, the side yard setbacks are 20’, with 30% coverage on the 

lot and a height of 36’ maximum.  However, it has to be lowered to 30’ if it abuts an R-1 
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district.  Side yards in an R-4 Multi-Family district, the side yard setbacks must be a 

minimum of 30’, coverage can be 40%, with a maximum height of 36’.   

 

Ms. B.J. Alexander, a resident on Breezevale Cove came forward and said that she has 

been opposed to the rezoning since this effort began a year ago.  The developer is 

including two Breezevale Cove lots and there are only eight houses on the street.  She can 

picture what the large multifamily building will look like and it’s not a pretty picture.  If 

this is not spot zoning, then it is unfair zoning.  This condo complex will destroy a 

neighborhood for no good reason, other than to make a lot of money for a developer.  She 

urged them to keep the zoning as single family.  Mr. Bishop asked Ms. Alexander what 

has changed her mind because when she testified last year, she said she was not opposed 

to R-3 zoning.  Ms. Alexander said that she prefers R-1 but she is certainly opposed to R-

4 and R-5.  She is ambivalent about R-3 zoning.  She would like it to stay the way it is.   

 

Ms. Ruth Stafford, 20860 Avalon Dr., came forward and said she is here to express that 

she is against the rezoning and she believes that she represents a lot of people who are 

also not in favor of it.  She said that she is not sure what the purpose of zoning is if it can 

be changed so easily at the whim of a developer.  It seems that there is no protection for 

the people who live there and for the citizens of Rocky River.  The wishes of the 

developer seem to be a lot more important than the wishes of the residents who are 

already living here.  She is not sure there is any benefit to people being here tonight 

because it was overwhelmingly approved last year.  You can’t treat the whole area the 

same and the area north of Lake Rd. should be judged differently because it is unique 

lakefront property.  She does not think it’s relevant that there are other residential zoning 

for the area because those are totally different areas.  Mr. Bishop said he would like to 

clarify that they did not approve anything last year.  What was presented last year was 

townhomes in the front and a building in the back of the property.  There was discussion 

about R-3 and even the idea of splitting zoning on the parcel, but the Law Director was 

not in favor of that.  They recommended R-4 zoning because they thought it was stricter 

than R-3 in that the 30’ side yard is further from the residents than 20’ minimum side 

setback for townhomes.  When their recommendation went back to City Council, they 

changed the plan and eliminated the townhomes.  He is not sure that they would have 

recommended R-4 zoning with a single building and no townhomes on it.  This is a new 

proposal and they really want to keep the topic on zoning and not discuss architectural 

details.    

 

Ms. Gloria Hardington of Beachcliff Blvd. came forward and said that the Planning 

Commission and citizens have a responsibility to put the land to its highest and best use 

and this project does not do that.  It is not consistent or compatible and it has very 

adverse effects on the area.  Part of the issue is they don’t know what will actually end up 

being built there because they are dealing with one excellent developer and one not so 

excellent developer.  She believes that this is a dangerous thing to do to the last bit of 

developable lake front property in Rocky River. 

 

Ms. Nancy Spellman of Frazier Dr., came forward and stated that she thinks Breezevale 

Cove is one of the most charming streets in Rocky River and it is the single family homes 
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that make it charming.  She does not understand from the points Mr. Bishop read why it 

needs to change and she does not want to have this happen to Breezevale Cove or any 

other street.  She urges them to maintain the existing integrity of the neighborhood. 

 

Ms. Antoinette Horn, 22664 Lake Rd., came forward and said she is in support of the 

project because more people need access to the lake and to have the benefit of being able 

to live on the lake and enjoy it.  Development and growth improves the other homes in 

Rocky River.  When she looks to the greater good, this is a good thing for the City.  She 

remembers that Ms. Alexander said that she was opposed to the condo project to the east 

of Breezevale Cove and she got used to it and it caused no issues.   She understands that 

the person to the west of the property may have wanted to be bought out and have their 

property be part of the project, but maybe that didn’t happen.  Residents of Rocky River 

will benefit because more of them will have access to living on the lake.  The City will 

benefit because they will have a new building and one floor living for more residents.  

She hopes the Commission will consider the greater good and rezone this property. 

 

Mr. Gavin Blaha, 22660 Lake Rd., came forward and said he recently purchased Mike 

Hellebreker’s home in October and just completed an extensive renovation because this 

will be the home where he will raise his family.  He didn’t think anything of the rezoning 

effort earlier because it seemed like it was wishy washy and wouldn’t happen, but now 

they are here again.  Because of the location of the project adjacent to his home, it will 

devalue his home.  It feels like spot zoning and he asked them to consider whether they 

would want to live and raise a family there.  The development would ruin the integrity 

and true values of Rocky River.   

 

Mr. Tom Pavlick who resides in Hidden Valley, came forward and said that he is in 

opposition of the zoning change because the criteria that is set forth has not been met.  He 

asked if there were studies done about what affect this development would have on 

traffic, parking and the infrastructure at that location.  They moved to Rocky River 

because it was a residential community and we do not need another Gold Coast. 

 

Ms. Peg Crosley, a resident of the Beach House came forward and said her big concern is 

the traffic problem that exists there.  With multi-family housing, she questions what they 

would do with Lake Road because it is dangerous now. 

 

Ms. Maureen Harters came forward and said she is purchasing 22650 Lake Rd., which is 

on Breezevale Cove.  Now that the two houses that are across the street from her are part 

of the proposed development, it will change the whole feel of the beautiful little street.  

She had no idea when she purchased the home that this was going to happen.  She urged 

them to consider what this development would do to the feel of the unique little street. 

 

There being no other members of the public who came forward to speak to this item, Mr. 

Bishop moved to close the public hearing. Mr. Long seconded. 

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 
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Mr. Bishop said that he thinks there are clearly two issues here.  The one large property 

on Lake Road that is included in the rezoning, as well as the affect the other two smaller 

properties will have on Breezevale Cove.  Mrs. Murphy asked if the title work has been 

done on the two Breezevale Cove properties and whether there are any deed restrictions 

related to them.  Mr. Brickman said that the title work has been done and the restrictions 

are for access, but their access will be off of Lake Rd.  This relates to the 1945 Trust. 

 

Mr. Gustafson said that looking at the general objective of this committee, which is to 

ensure the orderly and harmonious development of Rocky River and forming a pleasing 

or consistent whole.  It can be argued both ways as far as the project is concerned and it is 

hard to form a judgment on that.  Secondly, a project must be free from disagreement or 

dissent and clearly there are things that they consider where the immediate neighbors 

have dissent.  Those things can be resolved by including buffer zones and landscaping in 

order to satisfy those neighbors.  In this case, they have a stack of letters from people 

who have written to express that they are against this.  He is not sure how they can 

resolve this for people such that they can say they are satisfied with it.  He has not heard 

anything tonight that can lead them in that direction. 

 

Mr. Bishop said that it seems inappropriate to rezone those two properties on Breezevale 

Cove because it is not fair to the people on Breezevale Cove, unless the whole street is 

bought up.  Even if those two properties were bought and left as green space, that would 

take away from what is there now.  Mrs. Murphy agreed and said that they expressed that 

during their preliminary discussions.  Mr. Bishop added that nothing can stop someone 

from removing the two homes and building two new homes on Breezevale, which would 

be out of the control of this Commission.  He recommends that they remove the two 

properties on Breezevale Cove from the rezoning until something changes there. 

 

Mr. Gustafson said that he has to imagine that the new plan has the same overall 

objective as the old plan.  The overall objective of this community is to accommodate a 

broad range of lifestyles and housing options.  This development would be consistent 

with that objective.  People are leaving the City and heading west because there is no 

single floor living in Rocky River and this project would keep them in the City.  Mrs. 

Murphy said it begs the question of whether you are accommodating a few residents at 

the expense of many residents. 

 

Mr. DeMarco referred to some of the preliminary documents from the Master Plan update 

process.  The values from the 2005 Master Plan have been carried over to the current 

update with some minor revisions and providing a diverse housing stock is still one of the 

values of the Master Plan.  The 2005 Master Plan does not specifically exclude this area 

as a focus area because the Master Plan is a general document that applies to the whole 

City.  It is a document that evolves over time as the characteristics of a neighborhood and 

the City change.  He thinks that these types of developments are precisely what they need 

to be considering in order to maintain the diversity in the housing stock because of the 

lack of developable land in the City.   
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Mr. Bishop said that the only long term initiative listed in the Master Plan is to promote 

the continued creation of high quality senior and empty nester residential offerings to 

retain this important segment of the population. The real question is what an appropriate 

rezoning would be if there is one at all.  Mr. DeMarco said that their original 

conversation regarding Breezevale Cove was that it was an all or nothing deal.  It was to 

provide contiguous multi-family zoning up to the Beach House and they still don’t have 

that here.  Mr. Long agreed with Mr. DeMarco. 

 

Mr. Bishop said that it is appropriate to remove the two Breezevale Cove properties from 

this rezoning effort and the Commission members and the applicants agreed to do that.  

Mr. Bishop asked what the square footage of the Lake Road lot is.  Mr. Brickman 

responded that it is 2.1 acres.  He said they have 17 reservation now and they are all for 

single floor living.  They have no reservations to date for multi-story living.  Mr. Bishop 

said that he wants the audience to understand that the Code would permit eight cluster 

homes on this site right now, so the idea that the only option is two single family homes 

on the site is not accurate.  Regarding traffic, Mr. Carney said that the study shows that 

there would be no impact on traffic for up to as many as 50 units at this location.   

 

Mrs. Murphy said that there has been a considerable increase in the number of residents 

that they have heard from since the first rezoning effort.  Mr. Bishop said that their real 

focus is to consider the eight points that he read earlier.  Law Director Bemer said that 

they should always look for the specific language or provision over the general provision 

and it is the specific criteria and standards that they should apply.  The Master Plan is a 

guide for long term goals and aspirations and it is appropriate to consider that here.  The 

overall values of the Master Plan apply to the City as a whole.  Mr. Bishop added that the 

focus areas are target areas that were identified because seem to need more investment 

than other areas.  Mr. DeMarco said that there is a designation in the neighborhood 

mapping in the Master Plan that refers to this specific corner of the City a multi-family 

node.  It takes into account the existing zoning and is in the working documents for the 

Master Plan update.  Outside of the focus areas, they have to fall back on the 

generalizations that are set forth in the Master Plan, which are providing for quality 

housing and diverse housing stock.  He said that there are other areas in the Master Plan 

that say we shouldn’t be considering our City in isolation, but rather in context with the 

surrounding communities. 

 

Mr. Bishop moved to exclude the two Breezevale Cove properties and recommend that 

they remain at their current zoning of R-1 Single Family.  Mrs. Murphy seconded. 

 

5 Ayes – 0 Nays 

Passed 

 

Mr. Carney said that there are eight homes in Breezevale Cove.  At this time, five of the 

eight property owners are supporting their project, which is a majority.  Mr. Bishop said 

that two of the five property owners are selling to them, which is an important point to 

acknowledge. 
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Mr. Bishop said that the question is what is appropriate here.  There is the option of eight 

cluster homes, which they can do if it stays R-1 zoning.  R-3 zoning, would permit 

twenty town homes and R-4 zoning would permit an unknown amount of units, because 

they are not limited to the number of units in an R-4 classification.  Law Director Bemer 

said that Breezevale Cove is identical to a cluster development before cluster 

development was known in the law.  Mr. Bishop agreed and said that if Breezevale Cove 

were created today, it would violate density in the current Code because there is one too 

many units.  Mr. Bishop said that if one very large single family home was built on this 

property, they could place the home with only 8’ side yard setbacks.  If a cluster 

development or townhomes were placed on the lot, they would be required to maintain 

20’ side yard setbacks.  The intent of the person who originally bought the two 

properties, which are now consolidated, was to build one very large house there that 

could have gone all the way up to the 8’ side yard setbacks.  The greater the side yards, it 

can be argued, the less impactful a development would be and the views to the Lake 

would be much more open. 

 

Discussion was had regarding the required rear setback from the lake and Mr. Bishop 

explained how the required setback is determined.  He said the purpose of this method of 

determining the rear setback is to protect all of the people with a lake view, because 

people were starting to build way behind the house next door and they felt that this was 

not fair. 

 

Mr. Bishop moved to recommend the Lake Road parcel only, be rezoned as an R3 Single 

Family Attached zoning district, excluding the Breezevale Cove properties, as they are 

recommended to remain R-1 Single Family zoning. 

 

3 Ayes – 2 Nays (Murphy, Gustafson) 

Passed 

 

 

 

5.  BRENT ZIMMERMAN – 18501 Hilliard Blvd. – Pre-Preliminary Review – 

Townhouse Development.  Mr. Brent Zimmerman, Developer and Mr. David Maison, 

Architect, came forward to present the project. 

 

Mr. Maison began by saying that they were before the Planning Commission last month 

and they presented fourteen units that were too close together and density was too high.  

They made the units a little bit bigger now, and separated them by a greater distance.  

They also removed two units.  They are still over on the number of units, given the 

acreage that they have for the project.  They are asking for relief in order to have two 

more units than allowed based on density.  Mr. Bishop asked if there is any chance 

regarding acquiring the house next door to the project area.  Mr. Zimmerman said that if 

they acquired that property it would be oddly shaped and they have not had any 

conversation with that property owner.  The frontage on Hilliard Blvd. was discussed and 

it they guess it is about 230’ wide.   
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Mr. Bishop said that the by Code, it is preferable that the front doors of the units face the 

public right-of-way and ask if they studied that.  The garages would be front facing and 

they would probably have to put a lane in because they could not have ten or eleven curb 

cuts.  There would be screening in the front and the residents would have the back yard 

space and the units would be focused to the back.  Mrs. Murphy said that the Master Plan 

addresses this specific area and includes a picture.  Mr. Maison said that the property 

owner would have to sell this for a quarter of what he is selling it for and this plan in 

front of the Commission works financially.  Mr. Zimmerman said that if they line them 

all up, it would give them a 1-acre yard, which would be a high maintenance cost.  Mr. 

Bishop said that mowing is very inexpensive.   The width of the lot is 230’ and the width 

of the townhomes is 22’.  The other points with the yard space and the view are valid.  If 

they lined them up, he asked how many there would be and whether their view would 

change.  Mr. Maison responded that with side yards and an access drive, they would only 

be able to do ten townhomes, even if they were allowed to develop all the way to the side 

property lines.  Mr. Bishop asked where the front doors are.  Mr. Zimmerman said that 

the front doors face the Metroparks because the front of the development will not 

accommodate the front door.  Mr. Bishop said that he is concerned what this would 

ultimately look like and asked what is located behind the garages on the floor plan.  Mr. 

Maison said that mechanical space or maybe a small office will be located behind the 

garage.  At this point they are planning a deck on the second level and a small roof deck.  

 

Mr. Bishop said that his reaction is that they are still stretching it and one of the units 

appears to be pretty tight.  He is not sure a car could get in and out of the unit he is 

referring to.  Mr. DeMarco asked what their reasoning is for not doing a multi-story 

building.  Mr. Zimmerman said that each parking spot costs $30,000, so he would have to 

spend $1M, just to park cars.  Mr. Bishop said that the real problem is that they are 

buying an R-4 and paying an R-4 price, when they want to do an R-3.   Mr. Maison said 

that if they could get relief on the height of an R-4 building, then a multi-family building 

makes sense. 

 

Mr. Zimmerman said that if he could only do ten units, then the starting price for them 

would have to be $770,000 and he would not be able to sell them.  Mr. Bishop asked if 

they are paying too much for the land.  Mr. Zimmerman said that they are dealing with a 

property owner who has never done a development analysis of the site.  The only way he 

could do a multi-family building would be to be able to get to five floors.  He wants the 

units to top out at around $600,000.  Mr. Bishop said that they also have two curb cuts 

going into the site and that should be reduced to one curb cut.  He asked what other 

layouts they have studied.  Mr. Zimmerman said that parking kills the deal on multi-story 

building.  Mr. Bishop said that the angle across the west section makes this a difficult 

site.  He said that they should also move the parking spaces out of the setback, but he 

doesn’t know if they can.  He said that he still thinks they have one unit too many.  They 

are basically two units over the Code and he thinks it will depend on how they make the 

development look.  It should not look like some of the other things that have been built in 

other communities.  He said that our Code is fairly lenient for townhouse developments 

and a lot of other communities would only allow six to eight units on this site. 
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Mr. Zimmerman asked what the chances are that they could get relief on the height to 

develop an R-5 building.  Mr. Bemer said that if they tiered a single structure, then the 

height will be averaged.  Mr. Bishop said that the height is determined at the mean of the 

roof. 

 

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

 

 

 

The meeting adjourned at 9:20 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

                         

William Bishop, Chairman    Michael DeMarco, Member 

 

 

 

Date:  _________________________ 


