MINUTES
BOARD OF BUILDING STANDARDS/
ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW/SIGN REVIEW
REVIEW MEETING
CITY OF LAKEWOOD
12650 DETROIT AVENUE
AUDITORIUM
DECEMBER 14, 2023
5:30 P.M.
RECORDED
https://www.lakewoodoh.gov/videos-2/

1. ROLL CALL
Board Members Staff
Chris Egervary Amanda Cramer, Board Secretary, City Planner
Brian Grambort, Vice Chair Sophia Jones, City Planner
David Maniet, Chair William Wagner, Assistant Building Commissioner
Hanna Cohan Plessner Shawn Leininger, Director, Planning and Development

Jeremy Smith (arrived at 6:50 p.m.)
2. APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 9, 2023 MEETING

A motion was made by Mr. Maniet, seconded by Mr. Grambort to APPROVE the November 9, 2023 minutes. All
the members voted yea; the motion passed.

3. OPENING REMARKS
Staff read the Opening Remarks into the record.

SIGN REVIEW

At the pre-review meeting, one item was Summary Approved (any conditions will be noted). A motion and a second
is needed for approval of Docket No. 12-96-23.

4. Docket No. 12-96-23 14701 Detroit Ave.
Signhature Health

( } Approve Laura Higgins-Woyma
() Deny Brilliant Electric Sign Company
() Defer 4811 Van Epps Rd.

Cleveland, OH 44131
Applicant proposes a wall sign. (Page 83)

« Condition is that no other tenants will be allowed signage above level 1 (one) on east or west facade of
building. The condition has been accepted.
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A motion was made by Mr. Maniet, seconded by Ms. Cohan Plessner to APPROVE the request. All the members
voted yea; the motion passed.

OLD BUSINESS

SIGN REVIEW
5. Docket No. 10-79-23 13306 Detroit Ave.
Cloud City Vapes
{ ) Approve Sam Baadani
() Deny Cloud City Smokes
( ) Defer 133086 Detroit Ave.

Lakewood, OH 44107
Applicant proposes signage in the sign band. (Page 4)
The applicant communicated with staff that he was not ready. Staff suggested that the members table the request.

A motion was made by Mr. Maniet, seconded by Mr. Egervary to TABLE the request. All the members voted yea;
the motion passed.

NEW BUSINESS

SIGN REVIEW
6. Docket No. 12-97-23 16300 Detroit Ave,
The Cleveland Bagel Cafe
( ) Approve Erika Durham
( ) Deny The Cleveland Bagel Cafe
( ) Defer 16300 Detroit Ave.

Cleveland, OH 44102

Applicant proposes an illuminated blade sign, a single-sided illuminated circular capsule for interior of
window, and two single-sided illuminated rectangular capsules for interior of windows. (Page 85)

Erika Durham, The Cleveland Bagel Café, applicant was present to explain the request; the blade sign could not be
placed at the corner of the building because the main entrance would be located there. Public comment was closed

as no one addressed the item. No communication was received by staff prior to the meeting.

A motion was made by Mr. Maniet, seconded by Mr. Egervary to APPROVE the request as presented. All the
members voted yea; the motion passed.

ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW

7. Docket No, 12-98-23 (R) 1134 Brockley Ave.

() Approve Barry Hoffman
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() Deny Hoffman Construction, Inc.
() Defer 23775 Commerce Park, Suite 1
Beachwood, OH 44122

Applicant proposes exterior alteration at side of house. (Page 101)

Barry Hoffman, Hoffman Construction, Inc., applicant was present to explain the request. Discussion began about
materials, infill design of the side middle window, water infiltration prevention. Public comment was closed as no
one addressed the item. No communication was received by staff prior to the meeting.

A motion was made by Mr. Maniet, seconded by Mr. Grambort to APPROVE the request with the following
condition:
* The infill panel will grow the width covering the vertical trim between the windows to match the
style of the rest of the single windows on the home.
All-the members voted yea; the motion passed.

8. Docket No. 12-99-23 (R) 1490 Victoria Ave.
() Approve Yousufuddin Mohammed
() Deny 1490 Victoria Ave.
() Defer Lakewood, OH 44107

Applicant proposes repair and enclosure of the front porch and steps repair. (Page 109)

Yousufuddin Mohammed, applicant was present to explain the request. The members stated the standard for
porches in Lakewood was for them to remain open. Discussion commenced about the proposal being more of an
addition rather than just an enclosure, heat would be provided by the basement furnace. The members did not like
the current design; an alternate design was offered. Public comment was closed as no one addressed the item. No
communication was received by staff prior to the meeting.

A motion was made by Mr. Maniet, seconded by Ms. Cohan Plessner to DEFER the request. All the members voted
yea; the motion passed.

9. Docket No. 12-100-23 (C) 12507 Plover St.
Mixed-Use Commercial Building
and Apartments

() Approve Heather Mease
{ ) Deny 12507 Plover St.
() Defer Lakewood, OH 44107

Applicant proposes a first floor windows replacement. (Page 114)

Heather Mease, applicant was present to explain the request. There would be no additional lighting, spandrel
glass/opaque film would offer privacy. The members said it was an improvement, restoring it to the original building,
brick would match. Staff had no comments. Public comment was closed as no one addressed the item. No
communication was received by staff prior to the meeting.
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A motion was made by Mr. Maniet, seconded by Mr. Egervary to APPROVE the request as presented. All the
members voted yea; the motion passed.

10. Docket No. 12-101-23 (C) 11818 and 11810 Madison Ave,
RISE Lakewood

() Approve Jonathan Ziegan
{ ) Deny Osborn Engineering
( ) Defer 1111 Superior Ave. E., Suite 2100

Cleveland, OH 44114
Applicant proposes expansion of a commercial building and parking lot. (Page 126)

Jonathan Ziegan of Osborn Engineering, applicant, Chris Dawson of Chris Dawson Architect, and Glenn Trunley,
representative for RISE/GTI, were present to explain the request. Staff said two proposals were deferred from the
December 4, 2023 Planning Commission meeting (expansion of the current building — not opposed, and the parking
lot — opposed the excessive number of parking spaces). Discussion started with the site plan: the number of parking
spaces on the east of the property was reduced which increased the green space with park benches, sally port
fencing, pedestrian pathways dumpster enclosure, delivery fence would remain closed once product is offloaded,
distance between the vestibule and parking spaces, ingress/egress of the business, snow removal, fence for
neighboring business. Discussion continued with the proposed building expansion: materials, construction of the
walls, brick, vestibule and canopy, windows (opaque fim on front of building and clear windows for vestibule),
decking, lighting, canopy support, walkway pavers. Staff had no additional comments. Public comment was closed
as no one addressed the item. No communication was received by staff prior to the meeting. The members liked
the building, the Planning Commission needed to grant approval for the parking plan, and that outcome would drive
ABR’s approval.

A motion was made by Mr. Maniet, seconded by Mr. Grambort to DEFER the request. All the members voted yea;
the motion passed.

OLD BUSINESS

ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW

Docket No. 11-93-23 and Docket No. 11-94-23 were taken together.

11. Docket No. 11-93-23 (R) 12534 Lake Ave,
Shady Cove Townhouses

() Approve Tyler Brummett
( )} Deny Brookside Shady LLC
() Defer 716 University Court

Cleveland, OH 44113
Applicant proposes demolition of a residential home. (Page 9)

12. Docket No. 11-94-23 (C) 12534 Lake Ave.
Shady Cove Townhouses
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Johanna Schwarz

From: Michael Pascoe <mpascoe@hahnlaw.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2023 9:57 AM

To: Planning Dept

Subject: FW: Submission for December 14, 2023 Architectural Board of Review Meeting
Attachments: Pascoe - Submission to Architectural Review Board.pdf

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

Apologies for the multiple e-mails, but the last file was quite large and may get a bounce back. Here is a smaller PDF
version of the same thing.

E| Michael Pascoe | Partner

Hahn Loeser & Parks LLP | MORE THAN A CENTURY OF CLIENT SERVICE
Tel: (216) 274-2397 | Cell: (216) 338-6564 | Fax: (216) 274-2597
mpascoe@hahnlaw.com | hahnlaw.com

200 Public Square, Suite 2800 | Cleveland, OH 44114 | Download my V-Card

|E| e Hahn Loeser & Parks LLP is a full-service law firm with a national footprint and international reach, with
offices in Cleveland, Columbus, Naples, Fort Myers, San Diego, and Chicago.

This email may contain information that is confidential or privileged, and it is intended only for the
addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are prohibited from using, copying, or distributing
this email, its contents, or any attachment.

From: Michael Pascoe

Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2023 9:50 AM

To: Planning@LakewoodOH.net

Subject: Submission for December 14, 2023 Architectural Board of Review Meeting

Ms. Cramer,
Attached is my written summary of concerns related to 12534 Lake Ave and the proposed townhomes. | will endeavour
to drop off hard copies but it may not be until the afternoon.

E| Michael Pascoe | Partner

Hahn Loeser & Parks LLP | MORE THAN A CENTURY OF CLIENT SERVICE
Tel: (216) 274-2397 | Cell: (216) 338-6564 | Fax: (216) 274-2597
mpascoe@hahnlaw.com | hahnlaw.com

200 Public Square, Suite 2800 | Cleveland, OH 44114 | Download my V-Card

Hahn Loeser & Parks LLP is a full-service law firm with a national footprint and international reach, with
offices in Cleveland, Columbus, Naples, Fort Myers, San Diego, and Chicago.

This email may contain information that is confidential or privileged, and it is intended only for the
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addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are prohibited from using, copying, or distributing
this email, its contents, or any attachment.
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CITY OF LAKEWOOD, OHIO
BOARD OF BUILDING STANDARDS/ ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW/SIGN
REVIEW

December 14, 2023 — Meeting

Docket No. 11-93-23 and 11-94-23
MICHAEL AND MOLLY PASCOE OF 12543 LAKE AVE.’S OBJECTIONS TO
DEMOLTION AND REDEVELOPMENT PROPOSED BY TYLER BRUMMET OF
BROOKSIDE SHADY, LLC
In response to the December 5, 2023 Public Notice served by the City of Lakewood, Ohio
on me, | am submitting the attached written objections to the proposal by Applicant Tyler Brummet
of Brookside Shady, LLC. The demolition must not be approved as it does not meet the necessary

standards and the proposed redeveloped principal structure does not meet the necessary standards.

Please see attached statement in support. | will provide hard copies for all board members.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Michael B. Pascoe

Michael B. Pascoe

Molly E. Pascoe

12543 Lake Ave

Lakewood, Ohio 44107

Email: mpascoe@hahnlaw.com

Neighbors Impacted by Proposed Development.



l. INTRODUCTION

The applicant’s proposal adopts a mindset and approach that is diametrically opposed to
the stated goals of the City of Lakewood (“City”). Specifically, the City has identified that its
residential neighborhoods are recognizable by their characteristics such as height, setback, and
side yards. The is extremely evident in the drive down Lake Avenue. Starting at Cove we have the
beautiful new Community Center. Every house on the street is set well back from the street with a
large front yard. Even the higher density detached homes that replaced the gas station have
maintained that. The current property has a wide rolling lawn with the home well back from the
historic stone fence. The applicant wants to place tall townhomes that essentially abut that fence.

In addition, the applicant has not met their burden to show that the property is not
salvageable. They contend it is worthless. So filled with mold that it is unusable. | offered to buy
it from them for $10,000. A 10:1 return on the value they assigned it in their recent transaction —
see Appendix A. Certainly the applicant was truthful as to the assessed value of the property at
time of transfer when they certified that value to the County and paid only $4 for the conveyance
fee. This offer would constitute a significant return on their investment. Furthermore, the offhand
remark from a self-interested and untrained applicant’s representative is not sufficient to
demonstrate that the property cannot be salvaged.

Finally, the applicant cannot meet the requirements of the relevant code section and it
would be an abuse of discretion to grant the permit given this failure. In addition, even if this board
passes on the design—and it should not—the applicant must still obtain multiple variances and
they cannot demonstrate the necessary hardship to do so.

1. THE RELEVANT STANDARD OF REVIEW

The relevant code section at issue confirms these townhomes cannot be built:

1133.09 DEMOLITION OR REMOVAL OF RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES.

(a) Lakewood consists of very distinctive neighborhoods that were settled at
different times during its development each with its own distinctive housing patterns,
which are reflective of the time period during which these neighborhoods were nurtured
during the growth of the City. Many of these residential neighborhoods are easily
recognizable by their consistency of characteristics such as height, setbacks and side
yards as well as their distinctive exterior facade design elements including, but not
limited to, porches and steps, masonry, stoops, cornices and trims, doors and windows
and other architectural styles and features, which over the years created a
neighborhood environment and streetscape that brought neighbors together.

In a correspondence from the Ohio Historic Preservation Office dated May 5, 1992,
their opinion is that the entire City constitutes a single historic district, eligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places. As stated in their letter, “The City is
significant as a late nineteenth and early twentieth century streetcar suburb. The City is
also unique in that for a community of its size and density it retains remarkable integrity
to convey both its historic and architectural significance.”

As a result of the Ohio Historic Preservation findings, the City encourages
conservation, preservation, redevelopment, and revitalization of residential



neighborhoods to preserve their unique environments and for the public welfare of

the City. The City acknowledges as a matter of public policy that the preservation and
protection of residential neighborhoods is required for the health, safety and welfare of
the people.

(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, in an R1H Single-Family, high density, R1M Single-Family, medium density, R1L
Single-Family, low density, R2 Single- and Two-Family, L Lagoon, MH Multiple-Family,
high density and ML Multiple-Family, low density, Residential Districts 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.

(c) Demolition or Removal Delay Period. The time period before a demolition or
removal permit can be issued in an R1H, R1M, R1L, R2, L, MH and ML is provided in
order to permit the City, public agencies, civic groups and other interested parties a
reasonable opportunity to study, comment and propose potential alternatives or
modifications to the proposed new principal structure. During such time period, if
the City and other interested parties deem preservation appropriate, the applicant shall
undertake meaningful and continuing discussions with the City and other interested
parties for the purpose of preserving such principal structure.



https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/lakewood/latest/lakewood_oh/0-0-0-76924#JD_1325

(d) A demolition or removal permit shall comply with the regulations set forth within
this Chapter and those in Section 1171.03.

I11.  APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL FAILS TO MEET ANY OF THE ELEMENTS OF
1133.09(B)(3)(A)

The Secretary of the Interior offers ten guidelines in its “Standards for Rehabilitation.” See
https://www.nps.gov/articles/000/treatment-standards-rehabilitation.htm The applicant does not
satisfy a single of these standards.

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.

e The proposed use fails. It is a complete change to the historic use. Far
from “minimal” it obliterates the historic use in favor of modern townhomes

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.

e Again, no. The character of a wide lot with significant setback is decimated
by the proposed street front townhomes

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.

e The applicant’s reliance on surrounding “historic” elements is misplaced.
The character that must be preserved it unique to the structure itself.

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

e While the applicant maintains the historic stone fence, the manor-like
nature is eliminated and instead replaced with the highest possible density
townhomes.

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

e The design is entirely devoid of any distinctive features or construction
techniques of the current property. Instead it entirely redesigns everything
to an art-deco themed proposal.

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.

e This element is key. The testimony from the City is that the property is
structurally sound and, on the record, the City referred to the needs to
repair the property as “deferred maintenance.” The only allegation that
repair is not possible is from the self-interested perfunctory statement from


https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/lakewood/latest/lakewood_oh/0-0-0-75323#JD_1171.03
https://www.nps.gov/articles/000/treatment-standards-rehabilitation.htm

the applicant’s representative regarding mold. Mold can be abated
regardless of severity.

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.

e Because the applicant is proposing demolition this largely does not apply,
but, academically speaking, the “least harsh” treatment to remedy the
mold issue is chemical abatement---not demolition.

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

e They are not protecting or preserving anything. They are destroying it.

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.

e Thisis, perhaps, the largest violation of these standards. They must not
destroy historic materials, features or spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The “spatial relationship” is one of a manor
home on a large plot of land with significant set back. The proposal is to
cram the parcel full of art deco townhomes.

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.

e Again, a violation of this standard. They propose destruction of the historic
property, not conservation.

IV. APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL FAILS TO MEET ANY OF THE ELEMENTS OF
1133.09(B)(3)(B)

In addition to failing to meet the historic preservation guidelines, the applicant also fails
to meet the requirement of consistency with the current structure and/or surrounding
neighborhood. Attached as Appendix B is the current street view of the property at issue. Note
that this is a limited view through a narrow area between trees. The views to the right and left of
it are attached as Appendix C. Notice that the apartment buildings are set far back and almost
disappear from view at street level.

Attached as Appendix D are examples of additional street views where there are
apartment buildings behind the principal structure. Notice the almost invisibility of the apartment
buildings from the street. Even in Appendix B, that is the only view Attached as Appendix D is
the new construction.

Even the new construction on Lake maintains the current setbacks against the adjacent
properties. See Appendix E. Now, compare that to Appendix F that shows the standard set back
in the area in red and the proposed set back by applicant in blue (admittedly these are
approximate).

The applicant wants to ignore the main defining feature of Lake Avenue — tremendous set
back from the road and a “manor like” feeling to the entire street.



V. CONCLUSION

As | stated at the last meeting, the design is a beautiful one. It does not belong in
Lakewood on Lake Avenue. By ordinance Lakewood has stated it consists of “very distinctive”
neighborhoods and, as of May 5, 1992, the entire City constitutes a single historic district. It is
an “late nineteenth and early twentieth century streetcar suburb.” The prominent styles of the
relevant historic period are Colonial Revival and Classical Revival not 1960s to 1970s art deco.
And even if the design were stylistically appropriate—and it is not—the setbacks necessary to
maintain the nature of Lake Avenue must be preserved. The City of Cleveland may permit high-
density street front townhomes (e.g. 117" street and Lake), the City of Lakewood must not. It is
integral to maintaining the characteristics of our neighborhood community and is the mandate of
this Board to preserve.



APPENDIX A




APPENDIX B

12534 Lake Ave Street View



APPENDIX C

12543 Lake Ave — Street View from the Left

12543 Lake Ave — Street View from the Right



APPENDIX D

12576 Lake and 12586 Lake

12966 Lake and 12970 Lake
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APPENDIX E
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APPENDIX F
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Architectural Board of Review
December 2023



Architectural Board of Review
Pre-Review Meeting: 7 Dec, 4 pm (East Conf Rm)
Regular Meeting: 14 Dec, 5:30 pm (Auditorium)

Members
David Maniet (2023 Chair)
Brian Grambort (2023 Vice Chair)
Jeremy Smith
Hanna Cohan Plessner
Chris Egervary

Staff
Board Secretary: Amanda Cramer, Sophia Jones
Assistant Building Commissioner: William Wagner




A Sl B O

Architectural Board of Review
December Agenda

Roll call

Approve minutes - November 2023 meeting
Opening Remarks

Old Business

New Business

Sign Review

Adjourn




Architectural Board of Review

Old Business - December 2023




Applicant proposes new signage in the sign band. |

' City Notes:
o Applicant proposing 1 new wall sign (48 sq ft)

U Business frontage = 19.5 ft; maximum allowed square footage 19.5 sq ft
'O Table until applicant supplies adequate information |

Recommend Table

Docket No. 10-79-23 (13306 Detroit)

Sign - Cloud City Vapes
Sam Baadani




Docket No. 10-79-23 (13306 Detroit)
Signage - Baadani Cloud City Vapes




Docket No. 10-79-23 (13306 Detroit)
Signage - Baadani Cloud City Vapes




Docket No. 10-79-23 (13306 Detroit)
Signage - Baadani Cloud City Vapes




Docket No. 10-79-23 (13306 Detroit)
Signage - Baadani Cloud City Vapes




Applicant proposes demolition of vacant residential home.

City Notes:
O N/A

Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Detroit)

Demolition - Shady Cove Townhomes
Tyler Brummett




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-93-23 (12534 Lake)

Demolition - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




—— —_— —

~ Applicant proposes new construction of townhomes.
City Notes:

L BZA variances required for front (50’ required; 13’ proposed), rear (50’ required; 20’ proposed) and side (27’
required; 6’ proposed) yard setbacks |

L BZA variance required for lot coverage (25% allowed; 45% proposed)

Docket No. 11-94-23 (12543 Lake)

New Construction - Shady Cove Townhomes
Tyler Brummett




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Docket No. 11-94-23 (12534 Lake)

New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes
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New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




West Elevation
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New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




North Elevation
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New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




East Elevation
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New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Site East Elevation
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New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Site West Elevation
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New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes




Site North Elevation
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New Construction - Brummett Shady Cove Townhomes
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! Applicant proposes new illuminated raceway sign.

City Notes:
'Qa Frontage ~265 ft = max permitted sign area of ~100 ft?
' O Applicant proposes new ~36 ft2 internally illuminated channel-mounted raceway sign

Docket No. 12-96-23 (14701 Detroit)

Signage - Signature Health
Laura Higgins-Wyoma
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Signage - Higgins-Wyoma Signature Health
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Signage - Higgins-Wyoma Signature Health




Applicant proposes new illuminated sign package. |
City Notes: |

- O Frontage ~54 ft = permitted sign area of ~54 ft? |
@ Applicant proposes 1 double-sided illuminated blade sign (9 ft?), 1 single-sided illuminated circular capsule

for interior of window (6.25 ft?), 2 single-sided illuminated rectangular capsules for interior of windows (ea.
10 ft?); Total = 35.25 ft?

Docket No. 12-97-23 (16300 Detroit)

Signage - Cleveland Bagel Cafe
Erika Durham
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Signage — Durham Cleveland Bagel Cafe
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Signage — Durham Cleveland Bagel Cafe
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Applicant proposes renovation of residential home.
City Notes:

L Applicant proposes renovation of exterior south elevation of sunroom.

Docket No. 12-98-23 (1134 Brockley)

Residential Renovation
Barry Hoffman
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Residential Renovation — Hoffman
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Residential Renovation — Hoffman
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Applicant proposes front porch enclosure.
City Notes:
O N/A

Docket No. 12-99-23 (1490 Victoria)

Porch Enclosure
Yousufuddin Mohammed
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Porch Enclosure - Mohammed
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Applicant proposes window replacement on first floor.
City Notes:
O N/A

Docket No. 12-100-23 (12507 Plover)

Window Replacement
Heather Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease
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Window Replacement — Mease




Applicant proposes building renovation.
City Notes:
O N/A

Docket No. 12-101-23 (11818 Madison)

Dispensary Renovation - RISE Lakewood
Jonathan Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan



Docket No. 12-101-23 (11818 Madison)

Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan




Proposed Site Plan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan




Alternate Site Plan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan




Alternate Site Plan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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Dispensary Renovation - Ziegan
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