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Johanna Schwarz

From: Brian Meng <bmeng@bialosky.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 7, 2024 10:59 AM
To: Johanna Schwarz; Amanda L. Cramer; David Baas
Cc: Ian Andrews; amyjhaney@gmail.com
Subject: FW: Agenda: BBS/ABR/Sign Review

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening 
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

Johanna, Amanda, and Dave, 
 
On behalf of LakewoodAlive we wanted to provide comments and observations to the projects on the current 
Lakewood ABR agenda for the 08/08/2024 meeting. 
 
Additionally, we weren’t able to make it to the joint meeting yesterday for the downtown development due to the 
storm.  Could you let us know if yesterday’s meeting took place.  If so, will there be minutes or a recording available?  If 
not, do you know when it will be rescheduled? 
 
 
Comments to Lakewood ABR agenda for the 08/08/2024 meeting: 
 

 Docket 06-58-24  Donald and Thoreau Development 
o We appreciate the sidewalk connecƟons to Donald and Thoreau avenues and the uniqueness of the site. 
o No addiƟonal comments to the updates made from the June ARB meeƟng submiƩal. 

 
 Docket 08-69-24 St James Corporate College. 

o We suggest the Board and Applicant discuss the locaƟon of the sign to confirm there are no sight line 
issues when vehicles are exiƟng the parking lot. 

o Will the verƟcal address leƩering be located on both side elevaƟons? 
o Will there be any landscaping around or behind the sign? 

 
 Docket 08-70-24  RISE Dispensary 

o No Comment 
 

 Docket 08-71-24  1464 Riverside Dr. 
o No Comment assuming the property is zoned to allow the duplex and the proposed design does not 

exceed lot coverage requirements. 
 

 Docket 08-72-24  874 Beach. 
o No Comment 

 
 Docket 08-73-24 2358 Northland. 

o No Comment 
 

 Docket 08-74-24  HunƟngton Bank. 
o Does this drive-through meet the city’s stacking requirements?  
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o Can AddiƟonal landscaping in the rear grassy area including trees that can be of a significant size be 
added? 

o Consider increased landscaping on the façade and western entryway off of Detroit. 
o Can the applicant provide informaƟon on the trash enclosure materials since it will have a line of sight to 

Detroit. 
 

We truly appreciate the opportunity to share our thoughts with you on these applications.  If you have any 
questions on our comments, please let us know and we would be happy to discuss further.  It is exciting to see 
so many developments occurring in Lakewood. 

  
Thank you, 
 
 

BRIAN MENG RA, LEED AP 
Principal | Architect 

BIALOSKY Always By Design. 

P 216-767-2023 

 

From: Ian Andrews <iandrews@lakewoodalive.org>  
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2024 7:09 AM 
To: Amy Haney <amyjhaney@gmail.com>; Brian Meng <bmeng@bialosky.com> 
Subject: Fw: Agenda: BBS/ABR/Sign Review 
 
 

Ian Andrews 
Executive Director 
LakewoodAlive 
12815 Detroit Avenue 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
216-521-0655 

 

  

Support Us: 

Our mission is to foster and sustain vibrant neighborhoods; your support empowers us to achieve our goals. Donate 
Now  
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Did you know that you can leave your own Lakewood legacy that will have a lasting impact? Support LakewoodAlive 
for years to come by making a planned gift!  

  

Upcoming Events: 

7/26 – Front Porch Concert Series: S.Y.S. 

8/8 – Knowing Your Home: Floor Refinishing   

  

 

  

From: Johanna Schwarz <Johanna.Schwarz@lakewoodoh.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2024 10:55 AM 
To: Johanna Schwarz <Johanna.Schwarz@lakewoodoh.gov> 
Subject: Agenda: BBS/ABR/Sign Review  
  
Good morning, 
  
Please click on the link to view the August 8, 2024 BBS/ABR/Sign Review meeting.  The pre-review meeting will be 
held Tuesday, July 2, 2024 in the East Conference Room at 4:00 p.m. 
  
https://www.lakewoodoh.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/BBSARBAgenda_080824.pdf 
  
Thank you. 
  
  

Johanna Schwarz 

Administrative Assistant II 
  
City of Lakewood 
Department of Planning and Development 
12650 Detroit Avenue 
Lakewood, Ohio 44107 
  
(216)529-6630 main 
(216)529-6631 office 
  
www.lakewoodoh.gov 
  
Sign up for the City’s e-Newsletter 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Benjamin Kroeck <kroeckbw@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2024 5:57 PM
To: Planning Dept
Cc: Cindy A. Marx
Subject: 06-58-24 - Irene/Donald Development

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening 
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

I'm writing to submit a comment for Docket No. 06-58-24 for the upcoming ABR meeting. My name is Ben 
Kroeck, homeowner and resident at 1237 Thoreau Rd, Lakewood, OH 44107, along with my wife and two 
children under the age of five. We have lived here since 2015. 
 
Our concern with the plans as proposed are simple, we feel the building zone as it stands at R-2 is why 
we moved into this neighborhood and specifically this street. We see no reason for this property to be 
rezoned to Planned Development. We chose to live in our residential neighborhood and expect that the 
zoning code will be enforced.  
 
We walk everyday to Cove Park entering across the street at the proposed exit. Traffic on this street is 
already a safety concern. After meeting with Councilwoman Marx to discuss this project, I understand if 
rezoned then the Planned Development would also have to hire their own refuse removal and snow 
removal leading to additional traffic since it will be a private drive. Ten units total would likely mean a 
minimum of an additional twenty cars, plus all of the additional traffic of deliveries, visitors, etc. Our 
street is already a busy thoroughfare for fire/rescue with the Fire Department behind us on Clifton and 
Police reporting to their station on Detroit. We do not need additional traffic as there are many young 
families that live here like us and walk everyday to Cove Park entering off Thoreau. 
 
I understand that this parcel has every right to be developed, but I think it should be done within our 
existing code. Please do not rezone these parcels. Allow as many single family homes as can reasonably 
fit, but building townhomes in this residential community does not take into consideration us as existing 
neighbors. 
 
Perhaps the private drive should also run along the railroad tracks to take into account the existing 
neighbors? Look forward to additional engagement as this process continues. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Kroeck 
1237 Thoreau Road 
Lakewood, Ohio 44107 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Dave Kermode <dwkermode@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2024 9:19 AM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: Planning Commission Docket No. 06-21-24
Attachments: Docket No. 06-21-24 - Kermode Adjacent Property Comment (8-1-2024 Meeting).pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening 
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

Good Morning, 
I'm writing to submit a comment for Docket No. 06-21-24 for the upcoming August 1, 2024 meeting of the 
Lakewood Planning Commission. My comments and concerns regarding the updated proposal can be 
found in the attached pdf.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
Dave Kermode 
1286 Thoreau Road 
Lakewood, OH 



Dave Kermode 
1286 Thoreau Road 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
August 1, 2024 
 
City of Lakewood Planning Commission 
12650 Detroit Avenue 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
Re: Docket No: 06-21-24 
 
Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
I am writing in response to the upcoming second conceptual review of the proposed development intended 
for parcel 312-26-102. I reside at 1286 Thoreau Road in Lakewood and am the owner of the adjacent parcels 
immediately to the north of the proposed development, 312-26-122 and 312-26-123. 
 
Based on the submitted plans, I have several new and remaining concerns regarding the updated conceptual 
plan for the proposed development: 
 

- The updated plans continue to offer no acknowledgement of the existing site topography, which slopes 
downward from southeast to northwest. The site plan offers no indication of any necessary retention 
walls to support the proposed 20’ roadway, other necessary grading or planned site drainage. Lack of 
detail regarding necessary retention walls, site grading and drainage makes any fuller assessment of 
resulting impact to adjacent properties impossible as presented. 

 
Examples of the lack of grading consideration as presented in the developer’s own conceptual plans: 
 

 
 
Per the following developer-submitted townhouse floor plan, the south-facing entry door would be on 
the same level as the garage bay on the northern side. As rendered, the view from the west shows a 

The white line represents the 
garage floor per the developer 

plans, while the rendering 
shows continuation of a 

foundation wall well beneath 
what would be the required 

entry of the garage bay 



meaningful site drop off at what would be the level of the garage bay with no indication of planned 
grading or retention walls to make this feasible. A sample of the proposed ground floor townhouse 
plan is below. 

 

 
 

- The proposed five foot grass strip along the northern property line adjacent to the proposed 20’ wide 
through roadway is wholly inadequate for any meaningful screening. Further, the plans as presented 
appear to lack any planned landscaping apart from a four foot fence and grass seed for the strip 
between the proposed roadway and the northern property line. A four foot fence won’t serve as any 
impactful screening from north facing building lighting, HVAC units located outside the ground floor 
doors on the north, headlights and taillights from the 11 north facing garage bays, and general vehicle 
traffic from a new east/west 20’ wide through roadway from Donald Avenue to Thoreau Road. 

 

 
 



The limited setback and close proximity of the proposed roadway needlessly places the onus of any 
required screening on adjacent property owners. With the introduction of vehicle access for 11 new 
residences, including waste removal and service/seasonal plowing vehicles, introduces wintertime 
road salt to already installed landscaping by adjacent owners that would require seasonal protection 
such as burlap wrapping to protect against detrimental impacts of road salt not currently necessary. 
 

- The proposed maximum building height of 40’ 8” feet is 5’ 8” feet over the current height limit for an 
R-2 district. Further, without acknowledgement of necessary grading or retention walls the full impact 
of the proposed height variance request is likely meaningfully greater for property owners along the 
northern parcel boundary. 
 

- The proposed development appears to run counter to the reported intent of the Planned Development 
guidelines from the City of Lakewood Planning and Zoning Code, which states (emphasis mine): 

 
1156.01 Purpose - (a) Planned Development (PD) zoning is intended to encourage orderly 
development and redevelopment of property, while allowing more flexibility and creativity in design to 
achieve high quality, integrated site planning not otherwise possible under the constraints of normal 
zoning requirements without detriment to neighboring properties. 
 
1156.02 Location of Planned Developments - (c)   Grouping of uses permitted in other districts to 
create developments of compatible and mutually supportive activities is encouraged provided there 
are adequate buffers to adjacent properties of other uses and designs to promote compatibility and 
transitions to adjacent properties. 

 
For the above reasons I remain strongly opposed to the second conceptual plan for the proposed development 
as presented. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dave Kermode 
 



Dave Kermode 
1286 Thoreau Road 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
August 7, 2024 
 
City of Lakewood Board of Building Standards, Architectural Review Board, and Sign Review Board 
12650 Detroit Avenue 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
Re: Docket No: 06-58-24 
 
Members of the Board of Building Standards, Architectural Review Board, and Sign Review Board: 
 
I am writing in response to the upcoming conceptual review of the proposed development intended for parcel 
312-26-102. I reside at 1286 Thoreau Road in Lakewood and am the owner of the adjacent parcels 
immediately to the north of the proposed development, 312-26-122 and 312-26-123.  
 
These parcels combined share approximately 186 linear feet of site boundary with the proposed development, 
so the potential impact is substantial, especially given the amount of zoning relief sought versus the current 
R-2 zoning on the site. This zoning was in place both when I purchased the house in 2015 along with the 
completion of extensive renovations in 2023. Both decisions were made with the assumption that while 
something could be built on the parcel south, its form would at least conform to the existing zoning, including 
setbacks, height, and density. 
 
General Context/Feedback for Consideration (Specific design critique of current plan starting on following 
page) 
For context, I plan to continue objecting to the site plan and general concept as proposed at the future Planning 
Commission meeting when final approval is sought. The initial preliminary approval on August 1st struck me 
as very premature given the extensive number of design elements still being worked out and general objection 
to the plan as presented by adjacent and nearby property owners 
 
I would prefer to see the road set along the railroad tracks, ending east of to the main sewer line. The design 
team indicated that it was suggested (?) to be a through road 20’ in length. The following (extremely rough) 
mockup shows a potential option that would be a far better starting point. 
 

 



A lot of the specific design critiques following regarding mainly pertain to adjacent property owners being 
placed next to the service access drive, which includes 11 two-car garage bays, a 20’ wide asphalt driveway, 
placement of HVAC units, placement of higher and more intensive commercial driveway lighting, among other 
detrimental elements. If these were to be flipped, with these uses along a dead end driveway (ending short of 
the sewer line that descends to Donald Avenue) on the south site, my design complaints would be mitigated 
to a good degree.  
 
Examples of recently constructed infill townhouse projects that function with a dead-end driveway with one 
ingress-egress point. 
 
Clifton Pointe (Sloane Avenue/Sloane Subway) 

- 11 units without other street frontage (six additional units with Sloane Subway frontage not considered 
in the comparison) 

- 22’ access lane with one ingress-egress point 
- Limited turnaround area 

 
Fry Court/Knez Infill  

- Four rear units without other street frontage (five additional with Fry Avenue frontage not considered 
in the comparison) 

- 18’ access lane with one ingress-egress point 
- No turnaround area 

 
I believe that these examples serve as a functional point of comparison as to why a dead-end drive should be 
entertained for the site given prior precedent. Further, the reduction in pavement to both construct and 
maintain improve both the development financials and future association costs for maintenance and upkeep. 
 
The northern placement of the proposed pathway could be used to make a distinctive design element along 
the northern frontage that would embrace, rather than combat the site topography with townhouse steps 
descending to the trail and porch facades overlooking the trail. This would lend itself to a potentially really 
unique development that may offer some marketing upside to the development team. 
 
Design Comments for the Current Plans (Assumes the current building positioning as presented) 
Specific to the current the submitted building plans, I have a number of concerns regarding the appearance 
and function of the proposed development: 
 

- The rear frontage places the most minimally detailed and bland portion of the façade against the only 
existing homes, instead offering the more highly detailed façade facing a freight railroad track 

o This would typically be placed internal to a slip-style townhouse development, or the very least 
least along less desirable lot frontage such as freight rail tracks 

- The site plan as rendered does not allow for any plantings with height (five feet of grass strip with the 
rest being pavement up to the building face), leaving the under detailed façade exposed in near 
perpetuity 

- The placement and number of rear-facing balconies eradicate any and all privacy for neighboring 
property owners without any requisite mitigation from the development team making this necessary 
in the first place. I would recommend elimination of this element if its on the north side.  

- I would recommend both masonry for the lowest level and at least fiber cement equivalent for the 
upper floors. 

o Vinyl siding looks quite bad when it needs to be used for more extensive runs of length such 
as the 72’ feet of rear façade 



o Board and batten is a needlessly trendy material choice for the ground level that isn’t 
prominent or heavily seen in Lakewood apart from a handful of infill homes constructed when 
the modern farmhouse look was in style 

- I would push for no windows on the garage doors to minimize light pollution 
- I would recommend solid first floor rear doors to minimize light pollution 
- Any rear lighting should be only downward facing. This is a further reason to eliminate the second floor 

balconies from the rear side since even downward-facing lighting would be clearly visible from adjacent 
yards set lower than the development as outlined 

 
For the above reasons I am strongly opposed to proposed development as presented and would implore the 
board to either deny or defer any preliminary approval of the plans as presented until substantial and 
meaningful revisions are made for further review. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dave Kermode 
 
 



1

Johanna Schwarz

From: Lawren Neeley <lawrenneeley@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2024 10:02 AM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: 06-58-24 Docket

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening 
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

Good morning,  
 
We are residents of 1247 Thoreau Road. We are writing to oppose the re-zoning proposal that would add 
Townhomes to a beutiful green space that our children love. While development is good, we feel stronger 
that we should preserve green space as it is limited. There are many other vacant places around the city 
that could be repurposed for townhouse development.  Additionally.. who wants to live 20 feet from a 
roaring train at all hours of the day. Let's use some common sense here.  
 
Thank you,  
Lawren and Rachel Maxwell  
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Johanna Schwarz
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2024 12:19 PM
To: Benjamin Kroeck
Cc: Amanda L. Cramer; Marx, Cindy
Subject: RE: 06-58-24 - Irene/Donald Development

TrackingTracking: Recipient Delivery

Benjamin Kroeck

Amanda L. Cramer Delivered: 8/8/2024 12:19 PM

Marx, Cindy

Good afternoon, 
 
The email address is planning@lakewoodoh.gov.  Your concerns will be forwarded to the board secretary and 
the board members for this evening’s meeting. 
 
Thank you. 
 

Johanna Schwarz 
Administrative Assistant II 
 
City of Lakewood 
Department of Planning and Development 
12650 Detroit Avenue 
Lakewood, Ohio 44107 
 
(216)529-6630 main 
(216)529-6631 office 
 
www.lakewoodoh.gov 
 
Sign up for the City’s e-Newsletter 
 

 
 

From: Benjamin Kroeck <kroeckbw@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2024 11:22 AM 
To: Planning Dept <planning@lakewoodoh.gov>; Planning Dept <planning@lakewoodoh.net>; Cindy A. Marx 
<cindy.marx@lakewoodoh.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: 06-58-24 - Irene/Donald Development 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening 
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 
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Please confirm receipt of this email.  
 
I noticed two different email addresses. One in the printed letter requesting public comment for 
planning@lakewoodoh.gov and one listed on the web site for planning@lakewoodoh.net.  
 
Can you also confirm if the ABR will meet tonight in light of the ongoing emergency situation? 
 
Kind Regards, 
Ben Kroeck 
1237 Thoreau Rd, Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Benjamin Kroeck <kroeckbw@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Aug 5, 2024 at 5:57 PM 
Subject: 06-58-24 - Irene/Donald Development 
To: <planning@lakewoodoh.gov> 
CC: Cindy A. Marx <cindy.marx@lakewoodoh.gov> 
 

I'm writing to submit a comment for Docket No. 06-58-24 for the upcoming ABR meeting. My name is Ben 
Kroeck, homeowner and resident at 1237 Thoreau Rd, Lakewood, OH 44107, along with my wife and two 
children under the age of five. We have lived here since 2015. 
 
Our concern with the plans as proposed are simple, we feel the building zone as it stands at R-2 is why 
we moved into this neighborhood and specifically this street. We see no reason for this property to be 
rezoned to Planned Development. We chose to live in our residential neighborhood and expect that the 
zoning code will be enforced.  
 
We walk everyday to Cove Park entering across the street at the proposed exit. Traffic on this street is 
already a safety concern. After meeting with Councilwoman Marx to discuss this project, I understand if 
rezoned then the Planned Development would also have to hire their own refuse removal and snow 
removal leading to additional traffic since it will be a private drive. Ten units total would likely mean a 
minimum of an additional twenty cars, plus all of the additional traffic of deliveries, visitors, etc. Our 
street is already a busy thoroughfare for fire/rescue with the Fire Department behind us on Clifton and 
Police reporting to their station on Detroit. We do not need additional traffic as there are many young 
families that live here like us and walk everyday to Cove Park entering off Thoreau. 
 
I understand that this parcel has every right to be developed, but I think it should be done within our 
existing code. Please do not rezone these parcels. Allow as many single family homes as can reasonably 
fit, but building townhomes in this residential community does not take into consideration us as existing 
neighbors. 
 
Perhaps the private drive should also run along the railroad tracks to take into account the existing 
neighbors? Look forward to additional engagement as this process continues. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Kroeck 
1237 Thoreau Road 
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Lakewood, Ohio 44107 



Re: Docket 06-21-24 

Members of Planning Commission and Architectural Review Board: 

I am a resident at 1280 Thoreau. I am writing to express my concerns and opposition regarding the 
proposed townhome development at Donald/Thoreau (Docket 06-21-24). Though there are many, the 
primary concern is the overall requirement to re-zone the parcel for the purpose of density in a 
historically low-density neighborhood with predominantly single-family homes.  

Additionally, I would like for council/commission to help residents understand more about Hilane 
Realty, the developer’s credentials and ability to build the proposed product that is of lasting quality. 
The company’s website (www.hilanerealty.com) is fairly generic and shows no previous development 
portfolio work to indicate its proven track record. Instead, the company website shows only that it 
owns one multi-family property in Shaker Heights, which was only acquired in July 2024 under a 
different LLC formed in 2017. Beyond that, the out-of-state developer appears to have more interest 
in return on in investment rather than community development, which is evidenced by an overly 
dense proposal with architectural features that are uncharacteristic of the surrounding 
neighborhood. This is further exemplified with their website tagline of “Opportunistic Real Estate 
Investors.” The website also reads their model is “Seeking value-add multifamily, stabilized 
multifamily with strong cash on cash returns, covered land / short term sale-leasebacks, and 
development land throughout Chicago, Cleveland, Wisconsin, Salt Lake City, and other midwestern 
markets.”  

More importantly, I echo the thoughtful critique of this project’s design, density, and required site 
modifications provided by Mr. Kermode on June 3rd. Since, I also don’t believe the second iteration 
of the development has significantly improved with the addition of the pedestrian path. Rather, it has 
shifted the driveway to my neighbor and I’s shared viewshed/experiential livability including resident 
and service-vehicle traffic, trash cans, air conditioning noises, and general aesthetic. In closing, my 
primary concern and goal with this formal submission is to reinforce that the general consensus 
among my neighbors is not such that no development shall occur, rather it should be complementary 
to the surrounding neighborhood character. This proposed project is an overreach and undermines 
current zoning of the parcel in order to provide the density/scale the developer needs to satisfy their 
proforma/returns. 

 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Donny Davis 

1280 Thoreau Road 

330-807-3046  
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Johanna Schwarz

From: William Fadely <willfade3@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2024 11:57 AM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: Development proposals between Thoreau RD & Donald Rd

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening 
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

     Hello, my name is William Fadely a Lakewood resident at 1288 Thoreau for almost 13 years. I would 
like to share my thoughts on this proposal from a renters perspective. If we pile as many people as 
possible into this small space it’s only going to cause more congestion and problems on our street, 
parking and otherwise. An extension to Cove park in that area would be amazing, room for a bigger 
community garden for example.  
 
     We all enjoy watching the deer frolicking in that space and is a big appeal to our little area. At the end 
of the day we are not against the idea of new neighbors if need be, just the proposal ive seen is borderline 
grotesque and will really ruin our area in many ways. It will definitely make me reconsider living in a place 
I love and thought Id never leave. Thanks for your time and consideration.  
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Megan O'Connor-Martin <moconnormartin@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2024 11:58 AM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: Irene and Donald Ave Project Proposal

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or 
clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 
 
Hello, 
 
I’m writing as a resident in a home on Thoreau Rd. I’ve received information from a fellow neighbor regarding 
the proposed residential project near the railroad tracks. I’m having trouble pulling up the proposal, so I’m very 
interested in seeing the logistics of how that would work. My biggest concern is parking congestion on our 
street. We already have little parking due to the numerous apartment buildings located nearby on Clifton blvd. 
I’m also concerned about the increasing loss of green space within the city. One of the things that attracted 
my husband and I to Lakewood was the green space and tree canopy on our street, both of which are 
diminishing throughout the nine years we have so far lived here.  
 
Thank you,  
Megan Martin 
440-228-8624 
moconnormartin@gmail.com 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Debbie Marshall <debomarshall@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2024 12:08 PM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: Docket No. 06-58-24

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening 
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

Hello,  
My name is Debbie Marshall and as a long-time resident (8 years in December) of 1281 Thoreau Rd, I am 
very concerned about the ramifications of the proposed development of lot between Thoreau and 
Donald and would like to submit a comment for Docket No. 06-58-24 for the upcoming ABR meeting.  
 
Thoreau is already congested in terms of traffic and parking capacity. Adding 10 units would make this 
neighborhood untenable in terms of navigation and habitation. Prior to the finished townhomes, the 
development and construction leading up to the finished townhomes will only add to this congestion and 
the frustrations and inconvenience of the existing neighborhood residents who previously chose to 
reside on and invest in Thoreau without these complications.  
 
In addition to the safety concerns posed by traffic, this many units would add a considerable amount to 
the population of Thoreau Rd which is another safety concern and drain on the resources of the 
neighborhood.    
 
If development is to move forward, please consider allowing single-family homes, not building 
townhomes as this does not take into consideration us as existing neighbors. Also the private drive could 
run along the railroad tracks to take into account the existing neighbors. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Debbie Marshall 
1281 Thoreau Rd Resident 
 





























Architectural Board of Review
August 2024



Architectural Board of Review
Pre-Review Meeting: August 1st, 4 pm (East Conf Rm)

Regular Meeting: August 8th, 5:30 pm (Auditorium)

Members
David Maniet (2024 Chair)

Hanna Cohan Plessner (2024 Vice-Chair)
Jeremy Smith

Chris Egervary
Nick Slaughterbeck

Staff
Board Secretary: Amanda Cramer, Sophia Jones

Assistant Building Commissioner: William Wagner



Architectural Board of Review
August Agenda

1. Roll call

2. Approve minutes – July 2024 meeting

3. Opening Remarks

4. Old Business

5. Sign Review

6. New Business

7. Adjourn



Architectural Board of Review
Old Business – August 2024



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald Ave)
Planned Development

Susan Broadwater

Applicant proposes a planned development.
City Notes:
Approved for Preliminary Planned Development Review with the following conditions:
• Continue to refine/develop the northern buffer – including communication with adjacent 

property owners.
• Continue to study/refine the private access drive – recommendation is for resident 

access to be from Thoreau with restricted access/egress (Fire Dept.) from Donald side.
• Continue to study/coordinate easement or other method to dedicate sidewalk for public 

use.



1156.01 – Purpose (Planned Development)

 Promote development that is: 

• Innovative;

• Integrated with surrounding uses; and 

• Shows sensitivity to cultural, environmental, and economic considerations  

 Development which is consistent with the Community Vision including:

• More compact development

• Pedestrian-friendly site design

• Urban street character

• Energy-efficient design

• Industry best practices

Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Docket No. 6-58-24 (Irene and Donald)



Architectural Board of Review
Sign Review – August 2024



Docket No. 8-69-24 (17514 Detroit)
New Signage – St. James Corporate Campus

Mark Hannah

Applicant proposes blade sign and window graphics for new business.
City Notes:
 Applicant proposes new monument sign 38.5 sq ft
 Max allowed square footage for monument sign: 40 sq ft
 Total proposed square footage: 38.5 sq ft
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Docket No. 8-70-24 (11818 Madison)
New Signage – Rise Dispensary

Iliana Kazandziev

Applicant proposes new signage.
City Notes:
 Applicant proposes 2 new wall signs (32 sq ft and 32 sq ft) and 1 blade sign (1 sq ft).
 Max allowed square footage 100 sq ft
 Total proposed square footage: 65 sq ft + any existing signage
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Docket No. 8-71-24 (1464 Riverside)
Residential New Construction

Gary Fischer

Applicant proposes the construction of a new home on a vacant lot. 
City Notes:
 Will need BZA review.
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Docket No. 8-72-24 (874 Beach)
Residential Façade Renovation

Dan Margulies

Applicant proposes changes to the façade of a residence in the Lagoon district.
City Notes:
 N/A
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Docket No. 8-73-24 (2358 Northland)
Residential Detached Garage and Demo

Diane Bija

Applicant proposes a detached garage and alterations to residential structure, including 
partial demo, in the R1H district.
City Notes:
 N/A
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Docket No. 8-74-24 (16003 Detroit)
New Construction – Huntington Bank

Joshua Gonsalves

Applicant proposes the demolition and build of a retail bank.
City Notes:
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