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Johanna Schwarz

From: Michelle Nochta
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2022 2:56 PM
To: Johanna Schwarz
Subject: FW: 1655 garage revised drawing

Expires: Thursday, November 24, 2022 12:00 AM

 
 

From: Chris Walling <realtorwalling@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2022 2:45 PM 
To: David Baas <David.Baas@lakewoodoh.net> 
Cc: Christopher Walling <1655roosevelt@gmail.com>; Mike Dow <mike.dow@lakewoodcityschools.org>; Michelle 
Nochta <Michelle.Nochta@lakewoodoh.net>; Christopher Parmelee <Christopher.Parmelee@lakewoodoh.net> 
Subject: Re: 1655 garage revised drawing 
 

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

David,  
I will be deferring my meeting with the Architectural Board this evening and applying to the Board of Zoning Appeals to 
see if they  
might approve the 4' height variance.  
 
On Thu, Nov 10, 2022 at 1:20 PM Chris Walling <realtorwalling@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hey David,  
 
If I compromise on the height based on what is code for a typical plot in Lakewood, I'd be wasting my money building 
something I don't want by losing the head room on the second floor.  
Do you suggest I cancel with the meeting tonight to move forward with the 4' variance with the Board of Zoning 
Appeals (BZA)? 
This is a unique parcel because it's 1. A corner lot 2. It's a multifamily home 3. It's elevated from the street level by at 
least 3' 
 
Touching on, “consider and take cognizance of the development of adjacent, contiguous and neighboring buildings 
and properties for the purpose of achieving safe, harmonious and integrated development of related properties.”  
When comparing this parcel's layout of buildings, yard space, and home, it is unique from the other multifamily 
properties. It has more room for something larger and I'm simply taking advantage of this fact.  
There are no impeding power lines, it wouldn't be impeding any of my neighbor's views of anything scenic except a 
view of my backyard, and overall I think this will add value for the subject property and increase the value of the 
surrounding properties.  
The other multifamily properties simply do not have space for a larger garage on their parcels, but I don't believe that 
should limit maximizing the value of this parcel.  
This is why I'm prepared to go through the motions of getting this variance approved however long that may take.  
 
Neighbors have stopped and talked to me continuously throughout the summer, sometimes even from their vehicle as 
they drove by, while I was having my 2 large trees cut down, knocking down my fence and retaining wall, tuck pointing 
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my foundation, repairing my brick and sandstone stairs, and sanding and painting my porch, giving me praise and 
encouragement to keep at it because this place looked terrible when I bought it.  
I believe adding this size of a garage will only fuel that encouragement and praised approval of what I'm trying to do 
here.   
The previous garage was about 18-19 feet tall and was ready to tip over, which is why I'm on this path today, rather 
than simply painting it, per the city's request. This garage will be a staple site of the neighborhood to view as neighbors 
walk their dogs/kids around. In the end, I believe neighbors will see this structure as a symbol of a community coming 
together that the high schoolers built and the city approved of.  
 
I've uploaded additional documents in the Citizen Portal including both neighboring properties signing off and the 
schematics for electrical and floor plans for the first and second floor (attached below as well).  
Please let me know if my meeting with the Architectural board is cancelled and we can move forward with a variance 
approval request from the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) for the 4'.  
 
Thank you.  
 
 
 
On Thu, Nov 10, 2022 at 11:21 AM David Baas <David.Baas@lakewoodoh.net> wrote: 

Chris, 

Just for your awareness – given that the updated height (due to the proposed size/scale of the second floor) for this 
garage is not something allowed by code, this item may be deferred by the ABR tonight until your height variance case 
is resolved with the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA).  With the number of docket items on the ABR slate that must be 
considered, it is often not productive for ABR (and everyone else) to spend time reviewing a proposal that may change 
based on the potential outcome(s) of variance request(s) – especially when there is a substantial variance request 
pending. 

  

Additionally – to better prepare your case for review by both Boards, two things: 

  

 It would be helpful if you could please provide basic first and second floor plans for the proposed 
structure.  These will be required for subsequent Building Department review – and would help fully illustrate 
your proposal for the Boards. 

  

 When reviewing proposals, ABR is tasked by code to “consider and take cognizance of the development of 
adjacent, contiguous and neighboring buildings and properties for the purpose of achieving safe, harmonious 
and integrated development of related properties.”  In presenting your case, the Board will want to know how 
you feel the design, size, and scale of this garage relates to the home and neighborhood/adjacent properties 
to achieve the required “harmonious and integrated” characteristic noted by the City Code.  This is highlighted 
because, given its prominent location at the intersection of Blossom Park/Cedarwood, the size/appearance of 
this proposed garage is not something commonly found in the neighborhood or similar areas of Lakewood. 

  

Thank you –  
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Sincerely, 

Dave 

  

Dave Baas, AICP 

Senior Planner 

LtCol, USMC (Retired) 

City of Lakewood 

12650 Detroit Avenue 

Lakewood, Ohio 44107 

(216) 529-6637 (work) 

(216) 372-8996 (cell) 

  

www.lakewoodoh.gov  

  

Sign up for the City's e-Newsletter 

  

 

  

  

From: Chris Walling <realtorwalling@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 9, 2022 9:20 AM 
To: David Baas <David.Baas@lakewoodoh.net> 
Cc: Christopher Walling <1655roosevelt@gmail.com>; Mike Dow <mike.dow@lakewoodcityschools.org> 
Subject: Re: 1655 garage revised drawing 

  

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

  

This is basically the build I'm going for (pics below). This cuts down on roofing material by not having the eave height 
sloping  

all the way down to the top of the first floor and it also keeps the head room in the second floor spacious.  

Also considering material and using 8' 2x4 for the walls, it just made sense to keep the whole board for both the first 
and second floor.  

  

Should I upload these photos to my portal to help depict my plans? 

  

I'd like to continue with this style, so if that means getting additional approvals then I can do that.  

The way I did the math on this is 8' per floor, plus the roof height at a 3:12 pitch (24' wide garage x 3" per 1' pitch = 6'). 

  

Given I get the 4' variance approved, would it help to just show these photos to the board so they can see the exact 
style?  

I don't have time to hire an architect and did my best with the new drawings to convey my plans.  

Considering the neighbors around me and factors like blocking sunlight and how it will look, I think it's not  

obstructing anything from any of the neighbors and this style will look pretty great in that location.  
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On Wed, Nov 9, 2022 at 8:18 AM David Baas <David.Baas@lakewoodoh.net> wrote: 

Chris, 

We appreciate the updated elevation – however, the mean height of this gable-roofed garage (22’ peak, 16’ eave 
height) would be calculated at 19’.  Since the maximum allowable height (per 1121.05) is 15’, this proposal would 
require a 4’ variance to be approved from the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA), which would be a substantial request. 
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In reviewing your last proposal (with a peak height of ~16’, eave height of ~8’), the Board had just asked to see an 
updated elevation with an accurate depiction of the roof pitch and resulting window size.  By now significantly 
increasing both the eave (added 8’) and peak height (added 6’) in this update, the proposal is moving in a direction 
that makes it difficult to conform to the code. 

  

Two options to consider at this point: 

  

     Continue with this proposal – which would require (1) additional discussion/justification to the 
Architectural Review Board since the resulting design/appearance of the garage is atypical/not common due 
to the proposed roof type/height; and (2) an additional application/approval by BZA for the 4’ height 
variance. 

  

     Adjust the proposal – bring the mean height down to 15’ to conform with code, adjusting the roof 
type/pitch to best accommodate the desired interior height.  If this is not possible and you feel justified in 
proposing a taller mean height, a variance of 10% (~1.5’) would likely be a less substantial ask for BZA to 
consider. 

  

Additionally – since the Board has purview over materials, it would be good to think through/provide examples of the 
proposed siding, trim, roofing materials as well (can be indicated as to match home – but you need to be prepared to 
walk the Board through what that will look like). 

  

To give you some additional time to consider/work this proposal – you can send me any updates up to 1pm 
tomorrow. 

  

Thank you –  

  

Sincerely, 

Dave 

  

Dave Baas, AICP 

Senior Planner 
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LtCol, USMC (Retired) 

City of Lakewood 

12650 Detroit Avenue 

Lakewood, Ohio 44107 

david.baas@lakewoodoh.net  

(216) 529-6637 (work) 

(216) 372-8996 (cell) 

  

www.lakewoodoh.gov  

  

Sign up for the City's e-Newsletter 

  

 

  

  

From: Christopher Walling <1655roosevelt@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 8, 2022 4:38 PM 
To: Chris Walling <realtorwalling@gmail.com>; Christopher Walling <1655roosevelt@gmail.com>; Mike Dow 
<mike.dow@lakewoodcityschools.org>; David Baas <David.Baas@lakewoodoh.net> 
Subject: 1655 garage revised drawing 

  

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

I'll be adding this sketch into my citizen portal. If height is an issue, I can compromise to whatever the city requires or 
what makes sense to build. Any suggestions are welcome.  

  

Thanks.  
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--  

  

  

 
 
--  

   
Chris Walling l Realtor® l 216.870.9204 

 

 
"The terms contained in this message shall not be deemed an offer, counteroffer, or acceptance." 

 
 
--  

   
Chris Walling l Realtor® l 216.870.9204 

 

 
"The terms contained in this message shall not be deemed an offer, counteroffer, or acceptance." 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: byoung@youngdesignstudiollc.com
Sent: Wednesday, November 9, 2022 6:15 PM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: ABR Docket No. 07-35-22 17853 Lake Rd. 

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

Good evening, 
In regards to Docket No. 07-35-22 17853 Lake Rd. I would like to voice my opposition to the demolition of the historic 
home at 17853 Lake Rd.  
 
I do not find the inspection report to justify the need for the demolition of this home. Being in the industry for quite 
some time, and having worked on historic homes of this nature, I can assure you that all home this old need new HVAC, 
have lead paint, and do not have energy efficient windows, etc. The goal of the ABR committee is to keep the historic 
character of the neighborhood and if and when new homes get built, they preserve that historic character. I do not 
believe that the new proposed home achieves this for the following reasons: 

 The small section of the home, near the foundation, being Brampton brick. This is not a quality product and is 
known to degrade over time. 

 There is little if any of the boral cultured stone. It is only shown on the chimneys. The stone veneer is not 
consistent and would look out of place. 

 The asphalt shingles are not of high quality and the fieldstone look looks tacky. 
 James hardie cement board siding is too prominent on the house. Will the trim band, fascia trim and soffit trim 

also be out of hardie board? Are there samples provided for these areas? 
 The railing design is more of a cottage look and would be foreign to the neighborhood. 
 Overall, architecturally speaking there are a mix of architectural styles and motives that do not make the home 

feel cohesive. 
I would recommend the board deny the proposal to demolish the existing home for the reasons mentioned above.  
Thanks, 
 
Brandon E. Young, RA 
 
 
Young Design Studio LLC 
1458 Clarence Ave. 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
330-620-3536 
www.youngdesignstudiollc.com 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Planning Dept
Sent: Tuesday, November 8, 2022 10:36 AM
To: David Baas
Subject: FW: Docket No 11-77-22

 
 

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: Brenda Pongracz <brendawepfer@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 8, 2022 10:24 AM 
To: Planning Dept <Planning@lakewoodoh.net> 
Cc: visual_1@ameritech.net; Andrew Pongracz <andrewpongracz@hotmail.com>; Cathe Step <ryancathe@yahoo.com>; 
Ann Koz <rkoz52157@aol.com>; John Litten <John.Litten@lakewoodoh.net>; Karen Forte <kforte@ameritech.net> 
Subject: Docket No 11-77-22 
 

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

Dear Architectural Board of Review Members 
 
While I already sent comments regarding Docket 11-29-22 to the Planning Commission for their meeting last 
week, I wanted to reiterate my concerns regarding the proposed construction and addition to New Life Church 
in advance of your meeting this Thursday, November 10, 2022.   
 
First, I am concerned that the project location is listed as, "1374 Manor Park Avenue, Lakewood New Life 
Church."  While the church does currently own this residence and rents it out, this is not the address for the 
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church.  The church has requested permission to separate this property from the main church building in 
order to sell it, which was the subject of Docket 11-29-22 reviewed by the Planning Commission.  Per their 
website, the church's address is 14224 Detroit Avenue.  This front address, which is zoned commercial, should 
be the main entrance to their location and should be the handicap accessible entrance.  Detroit Avenue 
already has the necessary crosswalk and handicap drop-off location for those attending the church.  Manor 
Park is not the correct location for this activity.   
 
With the state removal of the traffic light at Manor Park and Detroit, and the Architectural Boards approval of 
the shopping plaza across from New Life Church that includes Dominos and Orange Theory, turning off Manor 
Park in any direction is already very difficult.  The church does not have activity on Sundays alone, but 
consistently has events and activities throughout the week, adding to the traffic issues.  Without at light at the 
end of the street, patrons from both the Dominos ignore the "No Right Turn" law that was enacted for the 
location, creating traffic issues for all residents of Manor Park.   
 
In addition to these issues, New Life Church creates addition traffic issues for the residents of Manor Park 
Avenue.  Since they do not have a parking lot, the members frequently block the West side of the street, 
where there is no parking, as they drop off people and items to the side entrance of the church.  Those who 
park in the driveway block the sidewalk, and those that park on the east side of the street block driveways and 
other access.  We frequently have to call on the police as cars block our driveway.  In one instance, a church 
member parked her car on the west side of the street (no parking side) and "forgot" to turn on the emergency 
brake.  Her car rolled down the street into my yard, causing damage to my lot.  In another instance, we had to 
call the police as those attending a funeral at the church all parked on the west side of the street during the 
ceremony.  While parking is provided across the street at PNC bank and the front entrance on Detroit, 
members do not use this entrance.  Building a new, larger entrance on the East side of the church will only 
increase these issues and invite additional traffic violations and need for police intervention. 
  
The church is also next door to the Westerly, which houses many residents who have mobility issues.  These 
residents often risk their lives getting to Giant Eagle and other locations as church traffic has no regard for the 
cross-walk or sidewalk access.  These residents should all be consulted before any addition is allowed that 
could further influence their safety.  
 
I would like to formally state that my husband and I are vehemently opposed any addition to the current 
structure on the east or north sides of the church as these are the areas that already cause problems for 
residents on the street with access and parking and disregard for traffic laws and safety.  If this church feels 
they need additional space, they should find a non-residential location with ample parking that is not land-
locked by residential lots.  Any construction activity at this location will effectively eliminate our ability to 
travel south on Manor Park Avenue, as I am sure construction vehicles will block most of the street.   
  
If an ADA entrance is needed, it should be placed at the front of the church on Detroit Avenue, which should 
be used as the main entrance and is the primary address for the building. This would alleviate disruption to 
the residents of Manor Park.  If the proposed addition is allowed to proceed by this board, despite resident 
objections, I would suggest that construction activity must be relegated to the church property only, with no 
vehicles parked on Manor Park.  I would also request that Manor Park be designated as resident with permit 
parking only 24/7, rather than the current 8am-4pm weekdays.   
 
If you require clarification or additional information regarding my concerns, I would be happy to provide them.  
 
Thank you for your time and attention. 
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Brenda & Andrew Pongracz 
1377 Manor Park Avenue 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: rkoz52157@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2022 2:40 PM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: Docket No. 11-29-22 Lakewood New Life Church

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

I am writing in regard to the above approval of lot split.  As a resident on Manor Park, I do not like the idea of the northeast 
house being taken down for the church to add an addition.  I realize we are zoned somewhat commercial having the 
church and the building on the northwest corner.  As it stands our street is pretty much lined up with residential houses 
across from each other, the apartment building which sits across from the church is building to building, with the house 
next to it basically across from the house the church owns.  Having that church extend more into the residential line is out 
of line.  We value our properties and feel this will take away from the beauty of the street along with the value of OUR 
properties.  As it goes now there is no parking for functions at the church.  On Sundays and activity times the street is 
filled with cars attending whatever is going on in the church.  The cars park many times into our driveways making it 
difficult to enter and exit.  I have never complained about this, it's a great church and the people, for whatever reason they 
are there are very pleasant.  But to take away more residential property and add more congestion to the area is 
ridiculous.  I have lived on Manor Park for 35 years and have never complained about the commercial property at the top 
of our street, but to extend commercial property more into the neighborhood does not seem like something Lakewood 
would do years ago.  Our street is known for its beauty and that would without doubt put a damper on all of us south of the 
tracks and to Manor Park itself.  Once again, I feel it will also depreciate our property values.  Although I knew I purchased 
in a commercial/residential zone, I never thought you would take down houses on Manor Park for extend commercial 
property into a beautiful residential area.  
 
Thank you, 
Ann Koz 
1361 Manor Park 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Katelyn Milius
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2022 3:51 PM
To: Brenda Pongracz
Cc: Planning Dept; John Litten
Subject: RE: PPN 312-20-052

Brenda, 
 
Thank you for your note.  I apologize for the mistake on the meeting date.  Planning Commission meetings are always 
the first Thursday of the month, so the letter should read “November 3, 2022”.  We have reissued the letters. 
 
Your email will be shared with Planning Commission.  The item before Planning Commission is the lot split.  There will be 
a separate application to Architectural Board of Review for the addition.  The addition adds ADA access to the building 
and provides a gathering space for people before/after church with classrooms downstairs.  It does not increase the 
worship space.  The ABR agenda will be added to the website by next Wednesday. 
 
The church would have to comply with our noise ordinance like any other business, so if it is an issue for you the police 
would be the ones to enforce this law.   
 
Thank you again for providing your feedback. 
 
Katelyn 
 
Katelyn Milius, PE 
Assistant Director 
 
City of Lakewood, Department of Planning & Development 
12650 Detroit Avenue, Lakewood, OH  44107 
216-529-6634 (Direct), 216-529-6630 (P&D Main) 

Sign up for the City's e-Newsletter  

www.LakewoodOH.gov 

  
 

 
 
 
 

From: Brenda Pongracz <brendawepfer@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2022 9:59 AM 
To: Planning Dept <Planning@lakewoodoh.net>; John Litten <John.Litten@lakewoodoh.net> 
Cc: Andrew Pongracz <andrewpongracz@hotmail.com> 
Subject: PPN 312-20-052 
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking 
links, especially from unknown senders. 

Dear Ms. Milius 
 
Yesterday, I received a letter postmarked October 25, 2022 for a public hearing regarding PPN312-20-052 that 
occurred on October 6, 2022.  It is very difficult to attend a meeting or provide input to a proposal for my 
neighborhood when the notice is not sent prior to the hearing. 
 
In any case, I would like to request more details on this issue.  New Life Church is already a significant nuisance 
to the residents of Manor Park Avenue.  Since they do not have a parking lot, the members frequently block 
the West side of the street, where there is no parking, as they drop off people and items to the side entrance 
of the church.  Those who park in the driveway block the sidewalk, and those that park on the east side of the 
street block driveways and other access.  In one instance, a church member parked her car on the west side of 
the street (no parking side) and "forgot" to turn on the emergency brake.  Her car rolled down the street into 
my yard, causing damage to my lot.  In another instance, we had to call the police as those attending a funeral 
at the church all parked on the west side of the street during the ceremony.  While parking is provided across 
the street at PNC bank and the front entrance on Detroit is handicap accessible, members do not use this 
entrance.  In addition to parking, the church has hosted outdoor events with live music that is very loud and 
inconsiderate of those who live nearby.   
 
While I understand this hearing was in regards to selling the residential property, which I do not object to, it 
also mentions, "to support an addition on the east and north sides of the existing church,"  I would like to 
formally state that I am vehemently opposed to any addition to the current structure on the east or north 
sides of the church as these are the areas that already cause problems for residents on the street with access 
and parking.  If this church feels they need additional space, they should find a non-residential location with 
ample parking that is not land-locked by residential lots.   
 
The church is also next door to the Westerly, which houses many residents who have mobility issues.  These 
residents often risk their lives getting to Giant Eagle and other locations as church traffic has no regard for the 
cross-walk or sidewalk access.  These residents should all be consulted before any addition is allowed that 
could further influence their safety. 
 
I would be happy to attend future public hearings on this matter, provided I receive the information in 
advance of the meeting.  I would like additional information on what type of addition the church is proposing 
and when this will be up for public hearing and approval.   
 
Thank you. 
Brenda Pongracz 
1377 Manor Park Avenue 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: ryancathe <ryancathe@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 1, 2022 5:07 PM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: Project location: 14224 Detroit Avenue Lakewood New Life Church

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking 
links, especially from unknown senders. 
 
Good afternoon,  I am writing to express my displeasure in the plan for the church. I live on Manor Park and even though 
the church address is listed on the main road of Detroit most of it’s activity occurs on my street and in front of my home. 
I am not happy about a construction project that will further aggravate an already busy intersection. Church folks park 
poorly (overlapping my apron) on the street spaces on every day of the week not just Sunday. Their grounds crew 
regularly parks their large trailer across my driveway blocking me in. I’ve had to ask more than once for them to move so 
I can leave. One parishioner lost control of their car on Manor Park up my driveway and into my neighbors’ shrubs. 
Parishioners regularly stop their cars on the non parking side of the street pointing south on Manor Park with blinkers on 
causing potential accidents and actual ones. It’s bad enough the drive across the street for Domino’s turns right illegally 
onto Manor Park. Do we really want to add construction trailers to this already tenuous situation? A traffic study 
concluded a traffic light was not needed at Manor Park and Detroit but this plan will clearly render that a bad decision. 
Morning rush hour is very difficult at that intersection with our proximity to the high school, the Orange Theory 
members entering and exiting, Domino’s delivery trucks and general Lakewood traffic. Please consider the homeowners 
and property tax payers that live on Manor Park before you allow an tax exempt organization have free reign on our 
neighborhood.  
Sincerely, Catherine Step 
1373 Manor Park Avenue 
216-534-3930 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: visual_1@ameritech.net
Sent: Thursday, November 3, 2022 11:36 AM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: Reference - Docket No. 11-29-22; 14224 Detroit Ave - New Life Church

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

To whom it may concern, 
 
This email is in reference to Item #5 on the Planning Commission Agenda for November 3, 2022.   
My wife, Karen and I live at 1355 Manor Park Ave.  We are uncertain if we can attend this meeting in person, hence, we 
wanted to let our voices be heard thru this email. 
 
Proposal: Approval of a lot split (PPN 312-20-052).  
 
This proposal is an attempt to accomplish two (2) things: 

1. Split the lot, so the residential house has it’s own parcel and could be sold separately. 
a. We vote YES on this issue. 

2. “Support an addition on the east and north sides of the existing church” or per the proposed site plan; create an 
ADA entrance and add an addition to the Manor Park side of the church. 

a. We vote NO on this issue, for many reasons. 
i. We feel the addition and ADA entrance does not conform to the architectural feeling of the 

existing church. 
ii. An ADA entrance already exists at the front Detroit Road main entrance of the church. 

iii. An ADA side entrance does not need to be so large, if needed at all. 
iv. The church already cause MANY Manor Park traffic and sidewalk threats to the community, 

adding an additional side entrance and addition will only aggravate and increase that. 
v. Isn’t the church over 100 years old?  Aren’t there rules about changing historical buildings? 

vi. The current driveway causes many nuisances by blocking the sidewalk. 
vii. The current use of the side entrance, already causes many traffic liabilities and dangers, an 

incident occurred with one of our neighbors. 
viii. The church has hosted numerous excessively loud events. 

 
We feel this Proposal should be split so each request can be voted on separately.  
 
Lou Forte 
1355 Manor Park resident 
(216) 225-4177 
visual_1@ameritech.net 
 



Architectural Board of Review
November 2022



Architectural Board of Review
Pre-Review Meeting: 3 November, 4pm (East Conf Rm)
Regular Meeting: 10 November, 5:30 pm (Auditorium)

Members
2022 Chair: David Maniet

2022 Vice Chair: Brian Grambort
Rob Donaldson
Jeremy Smith

Hanna Cohan Plessner

Staff 
Board Secretary: David Baas

Building Commissioner: Chris Parmelee



Architectural Board of Review
November Agenda

1. Roll call

2. Approve minutes – October 2022 meetings

3. Opening Remarks

4. Summary Approval - Sign

5. Downtown Development

6. Old Business

7. New Business

8. Sign Review

9. Communication

10. Adjourn



Architectural Board of Review
Summary Sign Review – November 2022



Docket No. 11-83-22 (13731 Madison)
Sign – Doki Doki

Steven Foster

Applicant proposes new signage in C2 district.

City Notes:
 Storefront ~16 ft…maximum allowable sign area of ~24 ft2

 Proposed wall sign and projection/blade sign (~ 16 ft2 total).

Summary Approved



Docket No. 11-83-22 (13731 Madison)
Sign – Doki Doki



Architectural Board of Review
Downtown Development – November 2022



Docket No. 07-41-22 (14519 Detroit)
Downtown Development

CASTO

Applicant proposes a planned development.

City Notes:
 PC granted preliminary approval at the 29 June meeting.
 Preliminary Review under Chapter 1156 (Planned Development)

 Recommended Agenda – both items called together:

1. Update from City on Downtown Development (07-41-22) & Curtis Block COA (07-42-22).

2. CASTO Presentation.

3. Public Comment.

4. Board discussion, questions, recommendations.



Docket No. 07-41-22 (14519 Detroit)
Downtown Development

COMMUNITY PLANNING PROCESS

This is the beginning of a process with the Architectural Board of Review.

• Examples of upcoming meetings:

o Planning Commission and Architectural Board of Review meetings

o Meetings with the Neighborhood (July 21)

o Meetings with organizations like LakewoodAlive, Downtown Business Alliance, 
Chamber of Commerce, and Lakewood Heritage Advisory Board (July 21 & 28)

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL

1. Planning Commission reviews and approves plan for preliminary approval

2. Architectural Board of Review begins review (Site Plan/Elevations)

3. Planning Commission approves final development

4. Architectural Board of Review approves site plan, elevations and materials

5. City Council approves Final Planned Development 
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1156.01  PURPOSE [OF 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
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• A mixed-use development that meets community employment, shopping, and service needs, including 
opportunities for existing Lakewood businesses to grow.

• Creatively integrate visionary architecture sympathetic to surrounding character and quality of 
Lakewood’s building stock, including design elements of the original Hospital building.

• Relate to and activate the streetscape to generate street level activity and provide for a safe and inviting 
pedestrian experience.

• Be a catalytic economic development project for Lakewood.

• Incorporate a multi-functional outdoor community gathering space.

• Position the development to respond to shifting market conditions.

• Sensitivity to the directly adjacent single-family neighborhood.

• Support environmentally sustainable development practices, including innovative storm water 
management techniques and energy efficient building practices that go beyond code requirements.

• Promote creative partnership structures to achieve a catalyst development project that builds upon the 
real estate development momentum in Downtown Lakewood.

• Attract diverse businesses that provide residents with a wide range of options and services.

• Provide a variety of housing types that compliment available community housing options.

• Business terms that deliver tangible returns on public investments, including job creation, tax revenue, 
and property values.

• Recognize and restate the historical significance of the site for our community in built form.

DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES
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PLANNING COMMISSION (29 Jun) – Preliminary Approval w/Conditions.
A motion was made by Mr. Krewson, seconded by Mr. Reisz to APPROVE the request with the following conditions:

 Setbacks, heights, and uses are approved as depicted, subject to modification based on final development plan.

 The number of parking spaces shall be between the minimum and maximum set by code.

 Plat must include the private road as an easement or separate lot.

 Alterations to the Curtis Block building will be determined in accordance with Chapter 1134.

 The front porches facing any street must be a minimum of six (6) feet of clear space from the building.

 Buildings A, 1, 2, and the garage, shall be at least the minimum height as presented.

 There must be a dedicated pedestrian access along the southern product edge.
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1156.05 DESIGN PRINCIPLES.

The following Design Principles provide certain guidelines and requirements, as noted, 
in the design preparation of a Preliminary PD Plan.

(a) Building and Site Design.

(b) Building Materials.

(c) Vehicular Circulation and Access.

(d) Pedestrian Access and Circulation.

(e) Parking.

(f) Landscaping and Screening.

(g) Streetscape Improvements.

(h) Service Area and Mechanical Screening.

(i) Signage.

(j) Lighting.

(k) Fences.

(l) Urban Open Space.

(m) Amenities.
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1156.05 DESIGN PRINCIPLES.

(a) Building and Site Design.

(1) Wherever feasible, buildings shall be designed to provide massing configurations with a 
variety of different wall planes. Plain, monolithic structures with long walls and roof plane 
surfaces are discouraged.

(2) Building facades should incorporate design elements such as changes in color or texture; 
projections, recesses, and reveals; arcades or pergolas providing pedestrian interest; or equivalent 
elements that subdivide the wall into human scale proportions. Blank facades are highly 
discouraged, especially on walls facing streets or pedestrian ways.

(3) Commercial Building facades shall have highly visible customer entrances that feature 
canopies, overhangs, arcades, distinctive roof forms, arches, display windows, or landscaped 
features. Primary entrances should face streets on which they are located.

(4) Buildings shall have well defined rooflines with attention to architectural detail. Consideration 
should be given to the prevailing pattern of roofs in the area surrounding and within the PD.

(5) Sloping roofs, where used, shall have one (1) or more of the following architectural features: 
gables, hips, horizontal or vertical breaks, or other similar techniques that are to be integrated into 
the building architecture.
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1156.05 DESIGN PRINCIPLES.

(c) Vehicular Circulation and Access.

(1) Circulation systems shall be designed to efficiently facilitate traffic flow, yet designed to 
discourage speeds and volumes that impede pedestrian activity and safety.

(2) Street designs are encouraged to incorporate traffic calming devices and techniques.

(3) Common or shared access points are encouraged.

(4) To the maximum extent feasible, common or shared service and delivery access shall be 
provided between adjacent parcels or buildings, and provided to the rear of buildings.

(5) Safe and adequate site distances shall be provided at all intersections.

(6) Transit stops should be incorporated into site plans, where feasible.

(7) The developer as part of the site plan review process shall provide traffic impact studies.



Docket No. 07-41-22 (14519 Detroit)
Downtown Development

1156.05 DESIGN PRINCIPLES.

(d) Pedestrian Access and Circulation.

(1) A coordinated pedestrian system shall be provided throughout the PD, including connections 
between uses on the site, and between the site and adjacent properties and rights-of-way. Pedestrian 
connections shall be provided to properties across streets wherever feasible.

(2) The site shall be connected to adjacent properties and pedestrian facilities to the maximum 
extent feasible.

(3) Continuous sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities shall be provided between the primary 
entrances to buildings, all parking areas that serve the buildings, pedestrian facilities on adjacent 
properties that extend to the boundaries shared with the PD, any public sidewalk along perimeter 
streets, or other community amenities or gathering spaces.

(4) Decorative sidewalks, such as brick pavers, are encouraged at key intersections or streets.

(5) Street furniture or other amenities are encouraged, such as plazas, benches, and decorative 
pedestrian light fixtures.

(6) Open and public areas should be provided as a mixture of green space landscaping and 
hardscape pedestrian areas with a goal of twenty (20) percent of the site area.
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1156.05 DESIGN PRINCIPLES.

(e) Parking.

(1) Adequate parking shall be provided, but excessive parking is discouraged. The standards 
contained in Chapter 1143 shall be used as a guide, but those standards may be modified without the 
need for a variance based upon other considerations as determined by the Commission, and a 
finding by the Commission that the modified parking standards would comply with the provisions of 
the Code and the intent of the PD.

(2) The visual impact of parking shall be minimized through the use of interior landscaped 
islands and through dividing parking spaces into groupings.

(3) The edges of parking lots shall be screened through landscaping or other methods such as 
decorative fences.

(4) A minimum of one (1) off-street parking space shall be required behind each residential unit or 
garage. No garage openings shall be permitted onto public streets.
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1156.05 DESIGN PRINCIPLES.

(l) Urban Open Space.

(1) Common open space (whether dedicated to public use or owned and maintained in common 
by the owner or owners) shall be reserved for the leisure and recreational use of all the project's 
occupants and readily accessible thereto.

(2) The guideline for PD open space is twenty percent (20%) of the project area.

(3) Landscaping requirements can be incorporated into the open space requirement pursuant to 
subsection (f).

(4) The Commission in making this determination may consider the availability and nature of 
adjacent or nearby public open space and parkland.

(5) Common open space is land area of which at least fifty percent (50%) is not covered by 
buildings, structures or the building's parking spaces.

(6) Common open space shall be guaranteed by a restrictive covenant in the deed describing 
the open space and its uses, and requirements regarding maintenance, and improvement that run 
with the land for the benefit of occupants or the public.

(m) Amenities. All PD's with residential uses should provide on-site amenities within the site 
which contribute to the open space. These amenities may include but are not limited to: 
courtyards, a swimming pool, spa, clubhouse, tot lot with play equipment, picnic shelter/barbecue 
area, court game facilities such as tennis, basketball, or racquetball, or child day care facilities.
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July Notes
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July Notes
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Sept Notes



Site Plan

DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT
PRELIMINARY PLAN PACKET
6/29/2022

APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



Site Massing

March 24, 2022

SITE SUMMARY
- BUILDING A: 4 Story Offfice

- BUILDNIG 1: 5 Story Mixed Use - 82 Units

- BUILDNIG 2: 4 Story Residential - 78 Units

- GARDEN APTS: 3 Story Residential - 68 Units

- GARAGE LINER APTS: - 5 Units

- 7 or Sale To n o e s

TOTAL UNITS: +/- 239

PARKING GARAGE: 3-1/2 Story, 540 Spaces

BUILDING 1

GARDEN 
APTS.

GARDEN 
APTS.

BUILDING 2

BUILDING A

APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



Setback Plan

APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



Separation Width Plan

APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



Landscape Elements

FRONT YARD: 
3,000 SQFT

FRONT YARD: 
2,500 SQFT

MEWS: 
6,000 SQFT

PLAZA: 
20,000 SQFT

LANDSCAPED AREAS:

PRIMARY HARD SCAPE:
+/- 20,000 SQFT

HARDSCAPE / PLANTED MIX:
+/- 10,000 SQFT

PRIMARY PLANTED ARAE:
+/- 18,000 SQFT

PATIOS: 
5,000 SQFT

POOL: 
5,000 SQFT

FRONT YARD:
2,500 SQFTFRONT YARD:

7,000 SQFT

APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



Site Section 1: North / South looking West
Site Sections

689.5

700

710.5

691

701.5

712

722.5

734

687

- RES BLDG 2 LVL 1

- RES BLDG 2LOBBY

701.5 - RES BLDG 2LVL 2

677

679

689.5

700

710.5

737

692

703.5

715

726.5

679

701.5

712

722.5

734

738

701.5 - RES BLDG 2LVL 2

727323- BLDG A LVL 4

695

709

723

737

679

689.5

700

710.5

693

704.5

715

726.5

701 - LVL1

710.5 - LVL 2

722 - LVL3

733.5 - ROOF

677

700- PARKING

Site Section 2: East / West Looking North

Site Section 3: East / West Looking North

Site Section 4: East / West Looking North

737- BLDG A ROOF 738 - BLDG 1ROOF

726.5 - BLDG 1LVL 4

715 - BLDG 1LVL 3

703.5 -BLDG 1 LVL 2

722.5 - RES BLDG 2LVL 4

722.5 - RES BLDG 2LVL 4

692 - BLDG 1 LVL 2

679 - BLDG 1 LVL 1

687
691

696191- RES BLDG 2LVL 1

712 - RES BLDG 2 LVL 3

712- RES BLDG 2 LVL 3

734 - RES BLDG 2 ROOF

734- RES BLDG 2 ROOF

707909- BLDG A LVL 3

696595- BLDG A LVL 2

700- PARKING

700- PARKING

722

715- GARDEN APTS.

737- BLDG A ROOF

723- BLDG A LVL4

709- BLDG A LVL3

695- BLDG A LVL2

676799 - BLDG A LVL1 - OFFICE LOBBY

677- BLDG A LVL1 - RETAIL

693 - AMEINTY

689.5- PARKING

689.5 - PARKING

689.5- PARKING

710.5

710.5- PARKING

710.5 - PARKING

710.5- PARKING

733.5

726.5- ROOF

704.5- GARDEN APTS.

677- BLDG A LVL 1

676979- PARKING

679- PARKING

679- PARKING

701

APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



SHEET INDEX PRELIMINARY PLAT

LAKEWOOD DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT SITE

LOCATION MAP

STATE OF OHIO, COUNTY OF CUYAHOGA, CITY OF LAKEWOOD

PREPARED FOR: 
CASTO

250 S. CIVIC CENTER DRIVE #500
COLUMBUS, OHIO 43215

PH: (614) 228-5331

EXISTING CONDITIONS PLAN

LEGEND

NOTE:

APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



PRELIMINARY PLAT

CITY OF LAKEWOOD, OHIO

LAKEWOOD DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT SITE
CASTO

APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



USE AREA
B

USE AREA 
A

USE AREA 
D

USE AREA 
C

USE AREA
E

DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT
Permitted and Conditional Use

Area Plan

APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN



APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAN
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Previous  Mixed-Use Approval (May 2021) – 13901 Detroit
(~1700’ east of Downtown Site)
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Previous Commercial Approval (July 2022) – 14615 Detroit
(~250’ west of Downtown Site)
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Certificate of Appropriateness – Curtis Block Building

CASTO

Applicant seeks a Certificate of Appropriateness for alterations to the Curtis Block Building.

City Notes:
 Locally-designated Historic Property (2016) within a National Historic District (2020).
 Local HP designation requires COA for any alteration, demolition, new construction (Section 1134.06)
 Preliminary COA review concurrent with Planned Development.
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Local Designation/National District Documents
Local Designation (Approved by PC Feb 2016) Lakewood Downtown District (2020)
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CHAPTER 1134 - Historic Preservation Districts (HPD) and Historic Properties (HP) 

1134.06  PROCEDURES FOR THE REVIEW OF PROPOSED ALTERATIONS, DEMOLITION AND NEW 
CONSTRUCTION AND FOR ISSUANCE OF APPROVAL TO PROCEED WITH WORK (CERTIFICATE OF 
APPROPRIATENESS).

(a)   No person shall make any alteration or demolition with respect to any property designated historic…unless 
a certificate of appropriateness has been previously issued….

(b)   …the Architectural Board of Review…shall determine whether the proposed construction, reconstruction, 
alteration or demolition is appropriate and shall refer to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation…
(Ord. 15-14.  Passed 3-17-2014.)
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“Standards for Rehabilitation” adopted by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior 

The Standards will be applied taking into consideration the economic and technical feasibility of each project.

1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, 
features, spaces and spatial relationships.

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved.  The removal of distinctive materials or alteration of 
features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use.  Changes that create a false sense of historical 
development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not be undertaken.

4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and preserved.

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property 
will be preserved.

6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced.  Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement 
of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture and, where possible, materials. Replacement 
of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.  Treatments that cause
damage to historic materials will not be used.

8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures 
will be undertaken.

9. New additions, exterior alterations or related new construction will not destroy historic materials, features and spatial 
relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the 
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its 
environment.

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, 
the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired. 

(THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR THE TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES WITH GUIDELINES FOR 
PRESERVING, REHABILITATING, RESTORING & RECONSTRUCTING HISTORIC BUILDINGS; 2017)
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July Notes
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Sept Notes



Architectural Board of Review
Old Business – November 2022



Docket No. 07-35-22 (17853 Lake)
Demolition/New Construction

David Hesse

Applicant proposes the demolition and rebuild of a single-family home.

City Notes:
 Within Clifton Park Lakefront District (1974), Section 1133.09 applies (not locally-designated HP).
 Illustrate how proposed design represents the “historic or aesthetic features of the residential property being 

replaced and/or the nature and appearance of the surrounding neighborhood” referenced in 1133.09.
 Pending zoning variance – October BZA

Recommend Table



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition

David Harala

Applicant proposes new garage and second-floor porch addition.

City Notes:
 Granted BZA approval (Sept).



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Docket No. 09-61-22 (1474 Riverside)
Residential – Second Floor Porch Addition



Architectural Board of Review
New Business – November 2022



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction

Linda Fredrickson

Applicant proposes demolition of existing home, new construction.

City Notes:
 Change to project scope (demo/new construction vs. rehab); no change to design from May 2022 approval.
 Demolition regulated by Section 1133.09
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1133.09 DEMOLITION OR REMOVAL OF RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES.

(b) Requirements Before Demolition or Removal of Principal Structures on Residential Properties. No demolition 
or removal of a principal structure, built in 1945 or earlier…shall be permitted unless and until one (1) of the 
following conditions is satisfied:

(1) The Safety Director of the City authorizes the Commissioner to grant a demolition or removal permit, based 
on causes such as fire or other source of property damage or loss, in order to remedy conditions immediately 
dangerous to life, health or property, or to remedy a nuisance, as jointly determined and recommended by the 
Commissioner, the Fire Chief, and the City Engineer; or (Ord. 24-2016. Passed 5-2-2016.)

(2) The passage of 180 days following application to the Commissioner for a demolition permit or permit to 
move a principal structure, during which time the applicant has further made good faith application to all required 
boards and commissions of the City for approval of a new principal structure at the location of such property; or

(3) The proposed principal structure at the location of such property conforms to the design requirements 
set forth in Chapter 1325 of the Building Code and has been approved by the Architectural Board of Review, 
and by any other required boards and commissions of the City, in order to proceed with the new principal 
structure. In addition, notwithstanding any other requirements, all approvals for such proposed principal structure 
shall be based on the following factors:

A. The proposed principal structure is consistent with the Code, the Vision and the “Standards for 
Rehabilitation” adopted by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior, as stated in Title 36 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 1208 (Formerly of Part 67); and

B. The proposed principal structure is consistent with any historic or aesthetic features of the 
residential property being replaced and/or the nature and appearance of the surrounding neighborhood.

C. The Secretary of all such required boards and commissions of the City shall immediately notify the 
Commissioner of compliance with the provisions of this section by any applicant that would allow and provide for 
the issuance of a demolition permit or a removal permit by the Commissioner.



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction



From Previous Approval
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From Previous Approval
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Castlebrook – Black Shadow Shingle

Vinyl Vertical Siding

Double Hung Window

Exterior Door

Docket No. 11-73-22 (1464 Riverside)
Residential – Demo/New Construction

From Previous Approval



Railing System

Garage Door
Exterior Lighting

Example Decking
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From Previous Approval



Docket No. 11-74-22 (1485 Parkwood)
Residential – Front Porch Addition

Frank Gritti

Applicant proposes addition of a front porch.

City Notes:
 Provide more information on how the proposed roof integrates with the existing home – especially in how 

the new roof will meet with the existing gable and dormer.

Deferral Requested



Docket No. 11-75-22 (17788 Edgewater)
Residential – Modification (Materials)

Elizabeth Sheehan

Applicant proposes modification (materials) to previous approval.

City Notes:
 N/A.
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Original Approval Slides (Nov 2021)
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Current Conditions
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Current Conditions
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Current Conditions

Docket No. 11-75-22 (17788 Edgewater)
Residential – Modification (Materials)

Original Approval Slides (Nov 2021)



Current Conditions

Docket No. 11-75-22 (17788 Edgewater)
Residential – Modification (Materials)

Original Approval Slides (Nov 2021)
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Note: “Squirrel Tail” color below is for reference only.    
Beeck mineral treatment will be used (color-matched)

Docket No. 11-75-22 (17788 Edgewater)
Residential – Modification (Materials)

Original Approval Slides (Nov 2021)



Docket No. 11-76-22 (1655 Roosevelt)
Residential – New Garage

Christopher Walling

Applicant proposes new garage on corner lot.

City Notes:
 Applicant pursuing height variance from BZA (December).

Deferral Requested



Docket No. 11-77-22 (1374 Manor Park)
Commercial – Addition to Church

Gregory Ernst

Applicant proposes addition to existing Church.

City Notes:
 Pending Planning Commission (Lot Split)
 Provide more detail on material selections.
 Property is listed as a contributing structure in the Lakewood Downtown Historic District.
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Architectural Board of Review
Sign Review – November 2022



Docket No. 11-78-22 (1474 W117)
Sign – Take 5

Damiane’ Handa

Applicant proposes refacing existing pole sign in C3 district.

City Notes:
 Recommend internal opaque shielding to limit nighttime illumination to just lettering/logo.
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Docket No. 11-79-22 (16910 Detroit)
Sign – Take 5

Damiane’ Handa

Applicant proposes replacement signage in C3 district.

City Notes:
 1329.05 (o)   Changeable Copy Signs. …the Board…shall consider and establish the standards applicable for the changeable 

copy which may include, but are not limited to: 
• …determining the potion of the sign permitted for changeable copy; 
• …determining the suitable material and method for making changes and the manner for fastening the new copy; 
• …and establishing the color and design criteria. 

Changeable copy shall be text only and of a single color. Changeable copy signs may be digital for the purposes of displaying 
price, time, and/ or temperature. The digital copy may not flash or change other than to reflect a change in status.



Docket No. 11-79-22 (16910 Detroit)
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Sign – Take 5

Existing Area Changeable Copy Signs



Docket No. 11-80-22 (1450 Belle)
Sign – Lakewood Community Health Center

Laura Higgins-Woyma

Applicant proposes replacement signage in C1 district.

City Notes:
 N/A.

Withdrawn



Docket No. 11-81-22 (14601 Detroit)
Sign – Cleveland Clinic
Laura Higgins-Woyma

Applicant proposes replacement signage in C1 district.

City Notes:
 Proposed illuminated wall lettering on rear of building should be considered against Chapter 1329 code.
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Sign – Cleveland Clinic

1329.06 ILLUMINATION OF SIGNS.
(a) Light sources to illuminate signs shall be shielded from all adjacent buildings and 
streets and shall not be of such brightness so as to cause glare hazardous to pedestrians 
or motorists or so as to cause reasonable objection from adjacent residential districts 
pursuant to Section 1306.311. (Ord. 2-18. Passed 4-1-2019.)

1329.09 SIGNS: COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS.
(d) Supplementary Area and Location Standards.

(1) Side and rear entrances. In cases where the office or business building has an 
entrance from the side street of a corner lot or has a back entrance from a parking lot 
open to the public, additional sign area equal to twenty-five percent (25%) of that 
permitted on the front of the building may be used over such entrance.
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2018 Approval
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2018 Approval



Docket No. 11-82-22 (14538 Detroit)
Sign – Blossom

Steven Foster

Applicant proposes new signage in C1 district.

City Notes:
 Storefront ~34 ft…maximum allowable sign area of ~51 ft2

 Proposed wall sign (~ 25 ft2 total).



Docket No. 11-82-22 (14538 Detroit)
Sign – Blossom



Docket No. 11-82-22 (14538 Detroit)
Sign – Blossom

Single Awning carried 
across entire storefront

Portion of dark pillar 
above awning painted to 

match building color 
behind sign
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Architectural Board of Review
Communication – November 2022



Docket No. 11-84-22 (16019 Hilliard)
Public Art Mural – Foxy Salon

Matt Szaraz

Applicant proposes public art mural.

City Notes:
 Proposed mural for existing painted masonry surface on west side of building.
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Public Art Mural – Foxy Salon
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