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Johanna Schwarz

From: K H <kholmes427@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2024 10:07 AM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: Fwd: 892 Beach Road

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

 

 
 
Members of the Planning Commision, 
 
We would like to offer our support for the demolition and construction of the proposed new residence at 
892 Beach Road.  The proposed new home is located immediately to the south of our home at 894 Beach 
Road.   In our opinion, the homes design is consistent with the various types of homes currently 
constructed within the Lagoon community.  They range in date from 1932 to the new modern 
construction currently taking place along the river.  The Martin's were very mindful to design a structure 
that nods to traditional architecture while creating a nice lower transition in elevation between our 
homes. They also increased the seback to 5' between our homes which is a great benefit to both parties 
for construction, future maintenance, and fire safety.   
 
The Martin's are greatly enhancing the property which is currently in disrepair and the proposed new 
construction will be a great new addition to the community.  The Martin family has been an integral part 
of the Cleveland area community for generations which further emphasises their choice in the Clifton 
Lagoon as their home. As an avid boating and water sports family, their desire to live in the Lagoon and 
be a part of a boating community is what this area has always been known for. 
 
As a twelve year trustee of the Clifton Lagoon, I would recommend the removal of the current home 
which has been in great need of attention for many years and past the point of preservation. Provided 
that the home is not constructed on any property belonging to the Clifton Lagoon Trust, which I'm being 
told it will not, I see no issue in approving this project. The construction of a new residence allows for 
progress, and investment in this great city.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
Keith & Natalie Holmes 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Kathleen Weiss <weisslaw@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2024 5:03 PM
To: Planning Dept
Cc: Keith Holmes
Subject: Home Construction at 892 Beach Road

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening 
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 
Dear members of the Planning Commission. 
 
I am writing to you as a Clifton Lagoon resident who is also a Clifton Lagoon Trustee.  My husband, Lenny, and 
I want to express our wholehearted support for the construction project about to undertaken by the 
Martin's.   
 
The house and boat well currently located at 892 Beach Road to be taken down is blighted, and the design 
proposed will make a lovely new addition to the Clifton Lagoon.  To my knowledge, as a Trustee, there is no 
encroachment of the project upon any Trust property, so the Clifton Lagoon Trustees have no concerns. 
 
We appreciate you approving their plans and allowing the project to move forward. 
 
All my best. 
 

 
Kathleen Weiss, Esq. 
Weiss Law, LLC 
860 Beach Road 
Lakewood, Ohio  44107 
(216) 536-1399 
Weisslaw@hotmail.com 
  
Confidentiality Notice:  This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended 
recipients(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged communications or other protected information 
.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited.  If you are not the intended 
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message.   
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Abby Tarnai <abbyetarnai@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2024 12:53 PM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: Concerns re: Thoreau development 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or 
clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 
 
Hi -  
 
I just want to comment on the Thoreau Rd development.  I am not against development.  I would like to make 
sure that the sidewalk is considered public.  This will allow community members from the Donald side easier 
access to Cove Park.   
 
And I would like to make sure the street is open to both Donald and Thoreau.  This would lessen the traffic load 
on Thoreau which I think is especially important since it is often used as a thoroughfare for emergency vehicles.  
 
I do have concern about the grade of the Thoreau street approaching the railroad crossing from the south.  
The large “dip” before the tracks may impair visibility for the new vehicle and foot traffic access.  People often 
use the western side of the street to avoid the “dip.” I think this should be reviewed for safety and addressed if 
needed.  
 
I also am concerned about water retention and drainage.  During a heavy rainstorm, the area for proposed 
development may retain water for several days, and with the space being developed and paved, I’m 
wondering where the water might go and question if the sewers in the area are sufficient.  
 
I appreciate your thoughtful review of my concerns. 
 
Thank you, Abby Tarnai  
1267 Thoreau  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Benjamin Kroeck <kroeckbw@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2024 8:36 PM
To: Planning Dept; Amanda L. Cramer
Cc: Cindy A. Marx; Tom Bullock
Subject: Re: 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. 

Planning Commission and Amanda, 
 
Unfortunately, I am headed on a family trip to Pittsburgh tomorrow evening and will be unable to attend 
the entire meeting. However, I am able to make the pre-reviewal meeting at 5:30PM if this is open to the 
public. Please confirm? 
 
After seeing the updated plans, I'm still concerned that there are issues that were left unresolved from 
the previous Planning Commission meeting.  
 
The landscape screening continues to be inadequate. Not entirely sure that the 6' fence follows PD 
zoning code...Was this screening decision made in coordination with the adjacent neighbors?  
 
Continue to believe that the proposed design would be better for the existing neighborhood if the trail 
and private driveway were swapped. It's encouraging to see what I believe it states is now a public 
easement for the multipurpose trail. Hopeful that costs of maintaining this do not fall on the city, but 
would have liked to see it widened to 10 feet. I recall at the last Planning Commission Meeting that the 
applicant was also asked to show how the trail from Cove Park would be addressed with utility wires that 
will have to be moved. Will this be paid for by the Developer and has it been addressed? It's unclear from 
the current designs. 
 
Re-zoning from residential to planned development in an area that is completely residential should meet 
a threshold of assisting the public while caring for existing neighbors. I do not believe that this reaches 
the threshold and the bias to allowing the rezoning should be borne entirely by the developer. I firmly 
believe that no public funding should be used in offsetting the multipurpose trail, the connection to Cove 
Park, and/or any part of this project. 
 
I continue to be opposed to rezoning this parcel from residential to planned development and would 
much prefer to see single family homes on the lots. 
 
Thank you for allowing these comments to be entered into the public record. 
 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Ben Kroeck 
1237 Thoreau Road 
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Lakewood, Ohio 44107 
 
On Mon, Aug 5, 2024 at 5:57 PM Benjamin Kroeck <kroeckbw@gmail.com> wrote: 
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: Donny Davis <donny.davis4@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2024 9:12 PM
To: planning@lakewoodohio.gov; Planning Dept
Cc: Cindy A. Marx; Tom Bullock
Subject: Docket No 10-37-24 - Donald & Jacquelyn Davis - 11.7.24
Attachments: Docket No 10-37-24 - Donald & Jacquelyn Davis - 11.7.24_Combined.pdf

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

Good evening: 
 
Please find my letter attached for inclusion in the development process regarding the proposed project 
near my residence at 1280 Thoreau Road. 
 
Thank you, 
Donny Davis 
330-807-3046 



Donny & Jackie Davis 
1280 Thoreau Road 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
November 6, 2024 
 
City of Lakewood Planning Commission 
12650 Detroit Avenue 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
Re: Docket No: 10-37-24 
 
Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
We are residents at 1280 Thoreau. Our property is contiguous with adjacent yard owned by Mr. 
Kermode and within viewshed of the site from various angles. Thank you for your consideration 
of my previous letters and in-person attendance/comments to the prior meetings on this proposed 
development. As a neighboring property owner, I also share similar concerns as my neighbor with 
a contiguous yard who has also submitted a host of other concerns. The concessions have not 
been substantive nor satisfactory. These recent renderings were recently provided as not part of 
the original submittal, which would have been insightful and informative before a conditional 
approval. They are only being provided as part of subsequent submittals but are quite 
consequential to overall outcomes. This should be cause for concern and further evaluation by 
both the Planning Department and City of Lakewood Planning Commission in terms of 
preparedness and qualifications of the proposing developer. Accordingly, and as previously 
indicated, this developer has not provided any prior examples of portfolio work not only in the City 
of Lakewood, but in the Northeast Ohio region as well. Please find prior and additional concerns 
regarding Hilane Realty’s credentials threaded in this document as additional context. In terms of 
this third re-visit at Planning Commission, I would like to submit the following new comment for 
the record.  

This is an insular part of the neighborhood and therefore, while a re-zone could be warranted to 
achieve this density on a major arterial, I do not believe this passes the requirements for a Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) at its core. Nor is it characteristic of the surrounding neighborhood while 
protecting values and sense-of-place. My primary question now, is whether or not the following 
rendering/design is appropriate for a development of such obtrusive scale. I kindly ask the 
Planning Commission to reconsider the unit count and heights of such dwellings. The design 
creates a significant wall effect, which will be exacerbated by lighting, HVAC, garages, and the 
continuous traffic patterns for a new cut through along a garden-style property. Again, this is in an 
insular part of the neighborhood near an established single and two-family community next to a 
city park. Please defer to prior comments that I have submitted for further concerns in conjunction 
with. In closing, as a master’s degree from University of Akron in Urban Planning & GIS, I do 
support the public right-of-away along the tracks for pedestrian continuity, however I believe this 
can be achieved regardless of this density or development. 



 

I welcome members of Commission to a site visit for further discussion. Thank you for your 
thoughtful consideration of this outcome. 

 

Regards, 
Donny Davis 

330.807.3046 



Donny & Jackie Davis 
1280 Thoreau Road 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
October 2, 2024 
 
City of Lakewood Planning Commission 
12650 Detroit Avenue 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
Re: Docket No: 10-37-24 
 

Members of the Planning Commission: 

We are residents at 1280 Thoreau. Our property is contiguous with adjacent yard owned by Mr. 
Kermode and within viewshed of the site from various angles. That said, we are writing to express 
our opposition regarding the proposed townhome development at Donald/Thoreau on the Norfolk 
Southern property. Though there are many, here are the key concerns below: 

The proposed re-zoning of the R-2 parcel to PD creates significantly more density, traffic, light 
and noise pollution, and introduces housing product that is not characteristic of the surrounding 
neighborhood. Additionally, with the proposed heights, the housing towers over the surrounding 
and insular part of the neighborhood - versus being on a main arterial like Detroit or Clifton. The 
rear balconies will also infringe upon the privacy that neighbors currently enjoy. The consensus 
among neighbors is that detached single-family residential housing could exist under current         
R-2, however the sheer density of this re-zone and proposal has too many ancillary negative 
impacts. 

Rezoning a parcel of this size should be tabled until the 2024 Lakewood Zoning Refresh is 
complete, as the outcomes and recommendations could have impacts on current proposal based 
on any new guidelines/processes.  

Additionally, despite attending meetings with applicant and ARB, there have been no design or 
orientation concessions/alterations to proposed plan throughout the process. We understand the 
Planning Commission/ARB does appreciate the trail introduced for connectivity to Cove Park from 
Donald to Thoreau, however this is only one small section of the railroad tracks that runs through 
the entire city and could be achieved without the development along with longer-term mobility 
visioning. 

Finally, we would like for City Council/Planning Commission to help residents understand more 
about the out-of-state developer, Hilane Realty, and their credentials/ability to build the proposed 
product that is of lasting quality. Observationally, the company’s website (www.hilanerealty.com) 
is 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.  

 

Thank you for your consideration.  

Donny & Jackie Davis  
1280 Thoreau Road  
330-807-3046 



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: Dave Kermode <dwkermode@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 7, 2024 9:19 AM
To: Planning Dept
Subject: 10-37-24 - 1286 Thoreau Road Feedback
Attachments: Docket No. 10-37-24 - Kermode Adjacent Property Comment (11-7-2024 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 comment for Docket No. 10-37-24 for the upcoming 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 
 
 
November 7, 2024 
 
 
City of Lakewood Planning Commission 
12650 Detroit Avenue 
Lakewood, OH 44107 
 
 
Re: Docket No: 10-37-24 
 
 
Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
I am writing in response to the upcoming final review of the proposed development intended for parcel 312-
26-102. Based on the submitted plans, I have remaining concerns regarding the updated plan for the 
proposed development. As such, I remain strongly opposed to the plans as presented as they present specific 
and unique detrimental impacts to my property and existing investments made to date. 
 
I reside at 1286 Thoreau Road in Lakewood and am the owner of the adjacent parcels immediately and 
contiguous to the north of the proposed development, 312-26-122 and 312-26-123, which are among, if not 
the most directly impacted by the decision before the commission. 
 
The deferral granted at the October 3, 2024 meeting had the specific ask by the commission to work on a 
number of issues (quality of canopy trees, establishing a buffer responsive to the feedback at the meeting, 
etc.). In response, the applicant has now submitted revised plans that make no serious or meaningful effort 
to respond to these requests or overall neighborhood feedback. 
 
I was anticipating at least a 10’ buffer with landscape screening that would eclipse the height of the proposed 
balconies, specifically discussed during the prior meeting. The revised plans propose a 5’ landscape strip with 
at best juniper trees that reach no more than 12’ in height, not even meeting the height of the bottom support 
beams of the balconies at maturity. My concerns on this were also not a mystery to the applicant, as my prior 
submitted feedback regarding the project in August referred to a 5’ strip as “wholly inadequate”.  
 
The following rendering I believe appropriately illustrates the impact of the applicants proposal, which is again, 
would not be legally permissible as is. The onus is on the applicant to illustrate how the project can be 
accomplished without specific downside harm to adjoining properties. The proposed landscaping is more akin 
to what one would see within a parking lot, not for any meaningful screening from adjacent residential uses. 
 



 
 
As a potential starting point for a workable change, I suggest the following: 
 

- Shift units #2 through #9 to the south in alignment with units #10 and #11. As shown, the limited 
undulation does very little to stagger the massing of the design and the land used for the setback 
could then be allocated to an effective buffer of at least 10’ to the north 

- Increased planting density with at least 80% of plantings having a maximum height of 25’ or greater 
- Downward facing lightning on upper balconies and light shields on the garage lights (acknowledge 

those are more of an ABR item) 
 
My hope is that the commission can push the applicant/developer to answer to why requests of the 
commission and neighborhood feedback seem to have had no serious consideration in the revised proposal. 
The zoning request and near doubling of permitted density is being proposed by the applicant, not the other 
way around. This is the most intra-neighborhood, residential-adjacent request for a PD I believe in Lakewood 
to date. All other approvals had primary frontage on major roads and were either prior commercial sites, 
schools, or other institutional uses. This is an irregular R-2-zoned parcel bracketed by two neighborhood 
streets surrounded by one and two-family residential uses. 
 
The applicant is pursuing the requested change, and the need for explanation on why the requested PD zoning 
change doesn’t create detrimental impact, or why they should be exempt from mitigating the impacts caused 
by the change should fall largely to them. The begrudging nature with which the applicant has approached 
basic code requirements and asks of the commission, along with making few, if any changes, in light of 100 
percent neighborhood opposition, has become a point of frustration. The continued bad faith and arrogance 



toward project feedback by the applicant has only cost all of us additional time that we’ve needed to commit 
to consideration of the proposal.  
 
For the previous reasons I remain strongly opposed to the final approval for the proposed development as 
presented and would hope for continued engagement and discussion prior to any forthcoming votes. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dave Kermode 
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Brian Meng <bmeng@bialosky.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2024 4:40 PM
To: Johanna Schwarz; Amanda L. Cramer; David Baas
Cc: Ian Andrews; amyjhaney@gmail.com; Adam Branscomb
Subject: Agenda: BBS/ABR/Sign Review - 11/14 

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 11/14/2024 meeting. 
  
Comments to Lakewood ABR agenda for the 11/14/2024 meeting: 
  

 Docket 10-87-24  VAC Lakewood Animal Hospital 
o No additional comments to the updates made from the prior ARB meeting submittals. 

 
 Docket 10-96-24  892 Beach Rd (rear). 

o No additional comments to the updates made from the prior ARB meeting submittals. 
 

 Docket 10-98-24  Donald 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 prior ARB meeƟng submiƩals. 

 
 Docket 11-99-24  Potbelly Sandwich Works. 

o We are glad to see a new business in this space. 
o At the locaƟon of the single face display above the entry doors, it appears the new sign will straddle the 

field brick and sign panel.  Will the exisƟng sign panel be infilled to create a uniform background?   
o Will the lights remain above the new awnings on the 3 northern windows on the Glady’s façade? 

 
 Docket 11-100-24  Help Foundation. 

o No comments 
 

 Docket 11-101-24  Ab & Flow Pilates Studio. 
o No comments 

 
 Docket 11-102-24  Screw Factory 

o Will the exisƟng tenant signage directory panel facing remain as is or will it be updated to based on the 
proposed sign package. 

o Does the address need to be integrated into the signage? 
 

 Docket 11-103-25 1425 Elmwood 
o No Comments 

 
 Docket 11-104-24  Coffee Shop 

o We are glad to see a new business in this space. 
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o We appreciate the applicant’s proposal to restore the storefront clerestory windows. 
 

 Docket 11-105-24 Tapster Cleveland 
o Will the proposed new steel frame be aƩached to the exisƟng drink rail/fencing?  If it is independent 

and needs to be ground mounted will it impede the adjacent pedestrian circulaƟon and handrail?  
 

 Docket 11-106-24 2248 Emily Ave 
o The proposed porch will provide the resident with an outdoor area they currently do not have. 
o Will the finishes (colors) match those shown in the precedent photo? 
o Will laƫce be used to conceal the area below the porch, similar to the precedent photo? 

 
 Docket 11-107-24  17866 Lake Rd. 

o The proposed porch will provide direct access from the driveway to the front door that otherwise does 
not exist and provides the resident with a larger usable porch area. 

 
 Docket 11-108-24  12984 Lake Ave. 

o We are glad to see the property close to being purchased and appreciate the proposed updates. 
 

 Docket 11-109-24  1557 Waterbury 
o The proposed porch modificaƟon appears to provide beƩer access to the porch and enhances the street 

presence. 
 

 Docket 11-110-24  1616 Grace Ave. 
o No comment. 

 
 Docket 11-111-24  17892 CliŌon Park Ln. 

o No comment. 
 
  

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 
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Architectural Board of Review
Pre-Review Meeting: November 7th, 4 pm (East Conf Rm)
Regular Meeting: November 14th, 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
November Agenda

1. Roll call

2. Approve minutes – October 2024 meeting

3. Opening Remarks

4. Old Business

5. Sign Review

6. New Business

7. Adjourn



Docket No. 11-99-24 (15020 Detroit)
Signage and Awnings

Potbelly – Tonia Watkins 

Applicant proposes new signage and updated awnings.
City Notes:
 Applicant proposes new wall sign (29 sq ft), blade sign (8 sq ft), and updated awning signs (31.8 sq ft)
 Allowed square footage 100 sq ft
 Total proposed square footage:  68.8 sq ft Applicant mailed materials to Planning Department (10/22)

SUMMARY APPROVAL WITH CONDITION THAT 
ANY WINDOW SIGNAGE MUST COME TO THE 

BOARD BEFORE INSTALLATION



Docket No. 11-99-24 (15020 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-99-24 (15020 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-99-24 (15020 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-99-24 (15020 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-99-24 (15020 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-100-24 (18228 Sloane)
Signage

HELP – Ed Gonzales

Applicant proposes new signage.
City Notes:
 Applicant proposes new acrylic wall sign (17 sq ft) 
 Allowed square footage 75 sq ft
 Total proposed square footage: 17 sq ft

SUMMARY APPROVAL WITH CONDITION THAT 
ANY WINDOW SIGNAGE MUST COME TO THE 

BOARD BEFORE INSTALLATION



Docket No. 11-100-24 (18228 Sloane)



Docket No. 11-100-24 (18228 Sloane)



Docket No. 11-100-24 (18228 Sloane)



Docket No. 11-100-24 (18228 Sloane)



Docket No. 11-100-24 (18228 Sloane)



Docket No. 11-101-24 (18215 Detroit)
Signage

Ab & Flow – Redmond Doyle

Applicant proposes new signage.
City Notes:
 Applicant proposes 1 wall sign (18 sq ft) and 2 vinyl window signs (3 sq ft and 32 sq ft)
 Allowed square footage 90 sq ft
 Total proposed square footage: 53 sq ft

SUMMARY APPROVAL



Docket No. 11-101-24 (18215 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-101-24 (18215 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-101-24 (18215 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-101-24 (18215 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-101-24 (18215 Detroit)



Docket No. 11-101-24 (18215 Detroit)



Architectural Board of Review
Old Business – November 2024



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)
Sign Replacements – VCA Lakewood Animal Hospital  

Ambyr Shannon

Applicant proposes sign replacements.
City Notes:
 Applicant proposes replacement of monument sign (28 sq ft), 2 wall signs (27.5 sq ft x2), awning sign (45 sq 

ft) and, parking signs (3 sq ft x3, not included in measurements)
 Allowed square footage 55.5 sq ft
 Total proposed square footage: 128 sq ft



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-87-24 (14587 Madison)



Docket No. 10-96-24 (892 Beach)
Demolition and New Construction

Residence – Stephen Schill

Applicant proposes demolition and new construction of a single-family residence 
in the Lagoon district.
City Notes:
 N/A



Docket No. 10-96-24 (892 Beach)
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Docket No. 10-98-24 (Irene & Donald Ave)
Planned Development

Susan Broadwater 

Applicant proposes a planned development.
City Notes:
 Preliminary plan approval at August ABR meeting.
 Fire issue: removable bollards could slow response
 The Donald and Thoreau Planned Development was approved by Planning Commission with 

the following conditions:
 The plat is reviewed and approved by the City Engineer.
 The landscaping, curves, and buffer between the drive and fence area are discussed as part 

of ABR review.



Roles & Responsibilities
Planning Commission
Land Use/Zoning:

 Standards for Preliminary Review set forth in 1156.03 

• …sensitive to the abutting land uses…mixed use is encouraged 
(use table and area map).

• …comply with the subdivision requirements as set forth in 
Chapter 1155 (final plat).

• Adverse impacts on adjacent properties, including but not 
limited to increased traffic or noise…(traffic impact)

 (1156.05) PD Design Principles:

• Building (Structure Height, FAR) and Site (Lot Size, Setbacks)
• Pedestrian Access and Circulation 
• Vehicular Circulation and Access (Traffic Impact Study)
• Parking (quantity)
• Streetscape improvements + Landscaping.

Architectural Board of Review
Building Orientation/Design/Materials:

 Standards for review set forth in 1156.05 and Chapter 1325 
of the building code.

• (1325)…by regulating, according to accepted and recognized 
architectural principles, the design, use of materials, finished grade 
lines, dimensions, orientation and location of all…buildings to be 
erected…(including Commercial District and other guidelines)

• (1156.05) PD Design Principles

• Building and Site (Massing/Design)
• Pedestrian Access and Circulation 
• Vehicular Circulation and Access
• Parking (Visual impact, 1325.08/Design)
• Streetscape improvements + Landscaping.
• Building Materials
• (Finalize) Landscaping
• (Finalize) Streetscape improvements 
• Service Area and Mechanical Screening
• Signage (Master sign plan required)
• Lighting (…including photometric illustration)
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Public Comment Received (October - Summary)

 Katherine Herten (1347 Thoreau)

– Concerns over safety and increased traffic/potential for accidents

– Concerns over developing the existing green space, loss of wildlife habitat

 Benjamin Kroeck (1237 Thoreau)

– Requested that housing & road be switched (so road runs along railway

– Clarification over access road (one-way/two-way?), use of private 
refuse/snow removal?

– Concerns over increased traffic

– Lack of consideration to existing neighbors through this process.

 Alexis Kunsak (1237 Thoreau)

– Traffic, safety/visibility of all pedestrians entering Cove Park

– Traffic study conducted during school year?

– Consideration of speed table?

 Dave Kermode (1286 Thoreau)

– Missing elements in application…no detail on individual structures, 
topographic indications on site plan to access height impact by building.

– Bad faith engagement with adjacent owners.

– Width of northern buffer a significant concern…reduced to 3’ with only a 6’ 
fence (no screening of building lighting, impact of road salting on neighboring 
landscaping)

– PD Code guidelines provides “owners of residential property directly 
abutting…shall be contacted and offered masonry screening and/or 
appropriately design alternatives.”

 David Griffiths (1311 Donald)

– Property owned by Railroad…agreement between RR and the proposing 
entity?

– Concern privacy of adjacent homes will be reduced based on height of 
proposed townhomes.

– Donald Avenue needs to be repaved – badly.

 Donny & Jackie Davis (1280 Thoreau)

– Concerns over increase in density, traffic, light and noise pollution

– Introduces housing product not characteristic of the surrounding 
neighborhood.

– Rear balconies infringe on privacy of neighbors

– No orientation concessions/alterations to proposed plan throughout process.

– Help residents understand more about Hilane Realty

 Katie Gallagher (1288 Thoreau)

– Opposed to project.

 Anna & Kevin Gartland (12593 Clifton Blvd)

– Project will remove a good deal of green space from neighborhood.

– Increase in population density in area where parking/navigation is often 
challenging.

– Grave concerns over safety implications – given children frequently ride 
bikes, play in Cove park, and cross the street near the RR tracks.

 Cindy Marx (Ward 4 Council Representative)
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Public Comment Received (November - Summary)

 Kitty O’Shea (1296 Donald)

– Concerns over increased parking, traffic issues, snow removal.

 Debbie Marshall (1281 Thoreau)

– Concerns over increased traffic, proximity to railroad tracks

 Abby Tarnai (1267 Thoreau)

– Sidewalk should be public.

– Drive should be open to both Donald and Thoreau.

– Concerned about grade at railroad crossing & water retention/drainage.

 Katherine Herten (1347 Thoreau)

– Concerns over safety and increased traffic/potential for accidents

– Concerns over developing the existing green space, loss of wildlife habitat

 Benjamin Kroeck (1237 Thoreau)

– Landscaping/screening inadequate.

– Swap trail and driveway, widen trail to 10’

– Connection to Cove Park?

 Donny & Jackie Davis (1280 Thoreau)

– Concerns over increase in density, traffic, light and noise pollution

– Introduces housing product not characteristic of the surrounding 
neighborhood.

– Reconsider unit count and heights of dwellings.

 Dave Kermode (1286 Thoreau)

– 10’ landscape buffer with screening to height of balconies.

– Shift units #2 – 9 to south (align w/Units 10/11, increase buffer/landscaping
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Architectural Board of Review
Sign Review – November 2024



Docket No. 11-102-24 (13000 Athens)
Comprehensive Sign Package

Screw Factory – James Ptacek

Applicant proposes comprehensive sign package.
City Notes:
 Applicant proposes a sign package consisting of 24 total signs, including illuminated channel 

letter signs, ground signs, and non-illuminated wall signs
 Allowed square footage: 100 sq ft
 Total proposed square footage: 403 sq ft
 Recommend review under 1329.05 (q) – Comprehensive Sign Plan…rehabilitation or 

redevelopment of a commercially zoned site or building, the Board…may approve special sign 
standards.

 All proposed types are permitted under 1329.09 (Commercial Regulations)
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Studio West 117 Comparison
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Architectural Board of Review
Board of Building Standards - November 2024



Docket No. 11-103-24 (1425 Elmwood)
Permit Appeal

Residence – RaeLynn Kirk Laboy

Applicant is appealing permit allowing neighbor to access her property for fence work.
City Notes:
 N/A
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Architectural Board of Review
November 2024



Docket No. 11-104-24 (16422 Madison)
Exterior Renovations

Commercial Business – Adil Altaei

Applicant proposes exterior renovations.
City Notes:
 Proposed changes include:

 Restore former clerestory windows currently covered with plywood
 Raise the interior floor in the west section of the building to create a consistent, 

ADA-accessible floor level
 Add a new stair and raised entrance door at the southwest entrance to match the 

new floor level, including handrails to meet egress code requirements
 Regrade the sidewalk outside the south entrance doors to maintain ADA access along 

the storefront as well as provide ADA access to the proposed auditorium



Docket No. 11-104-24 (16424 Madison)



Docket No. 11-104-24 (16424 Madison)



Docket No. 11-104-24 (16424 Madison)



Docket No. 11-104-24 (16424 Madison)



Docket No. 11-104-24 (16424 Madison)



Docket No. 11-104-24 (16424 Madison)



Docket No. 11-105-24 (15320 Detroit)
Exterior Improvements

Tapster – Jordan Kay 

Applicant proposes installation of patio screen.
City Notes:
 Signage not approved in this application
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Docket No. 11-106-24 (2248 Emily)
Front Steps Replacement

Residence – Jaime Fuentes 

Applicant proposes to replace steps to front entrance.
City Notes:
 Proposes using wood as replacement instead of brick
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Docket No. 11-107-24 (17866 Lake Rd)
Front Porch Modification
Residence – Kyle Beachy 

Applicant proposes residential front porch modifications.
City Notes:
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Docket No. 11-108-24 (12984 Lake Ave)
Repairs and Modifications

Residence – Kayela Arrotta

Applicant proposes residential exterior repairs and modifications.
City Notes:
 Applicant proposes porch and roof repairs, new lighting, tree removal, and installation of new 

gate and fence
 BZA approval needed for front gate
 Locally designated historic property
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Docket No. 11-109-24 (1557 Waterbury)
Front Porch Modification

Residence – Joseph Wiseman 

Applicant proposes replacement of front porch steps on side of porch with steps 
to front of porch.
City Notes:
 N/A
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Docket No. 11-110-24 (1616 Grace)
Front Porch Modification

Residence – Courtney Smith 

Applicant proposes to repair porch railing. 
City Notes:
 Plans to use lap siding in place of balusters

Application Withdrawn
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Docket No. 11-111-24 (17892 Clifton Park Ln)
Dormers

Residence – Jill Brandt 

Applicant proposes home addition with dormers. 
City Notes:
 P



Docket No. 11-111-24 (17892 Clifton Park Ln)



Docket No. 11-111-24 (17892 Clifton Park Ln)



Docket No. 11-111-24 (17892 Clifton Park Ln)



Docket No. 11-111-24 (17892 Clifton Park Ln)



Docket No. 11-111-24 (17892 Clifton Park Ln)



Docket No. 11-111-24 (17892 Clifton Park Ln)



Docket No. 11-111-24 (17892 Clifton Park Ln)



Docket No. 11-111-24 (17892 Clifton Park Ln)



Architectural Board of Review
October 2024
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