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Abstain: Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 
 
COUNCIL REPORT  
None 
 
SELECTED CORRESPONDENCE 
12/30/13 Request from Mike Orley to table the Kings Tree Development Plan until March 2014 
 
10/8/13 letter from Mary Ellen Kraus, 25925 Williams Drive re: Kings Tree Development Plan 
 
12/20/13 letter from Peggy Rowland, 30926 Walden Dr. #26, re: Crocker Park G Block water 
tower 
 
12/31/14 letter from Greg Wiechert, Lutheran Home, requesting Ordinance 2013-169 to be 
tabled until March 2014 
 
12/31/13 letter from Richard Levitz re: Lulu’s Candy Jar staff memo 
 
1/6/14 letter from Jim Resar, engineer, requesting that Church on the Rise be tabled 
 
OLD BUSINESS  

Kings Tree Apartments Revisions to Development Plan 
(approved 6/2012), 25776, 25796 & 25808 Center Ridge, 
213-23-023, 024 & 029, rep. M. Orley, Ward 2, Tabled 
10/7/13 

12/30/13 Request from Mike Orley to table the Kings Tree Development Plan until March 2014 
 

Motion: to table Kings Tree Apartments Revisions to Development Plan to March 3, 2014 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
Kimble Company determination of similar use for a 
proposed recycling facility as a main use in an Exclusive 
Industrial District, PP# 212-01-008, K. Kimble rep., 
WARD 3, tabled 11/11/13 

Mr. Bedell noted this item was tabled to the January Planning Commission meeting in order to 
provide staff and members of the Planning Commission time to tour the Kimble Company’s facility 
in Twinsburg Township.  Due to scheduling conflicts in December, they were unsuccessful in 
arranging a time when staff and Planning Commissioners were available for the tour and plan to 
tour the facility before the February meeting. 
 

Motion: Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. Lamb second to table Kimble Company 
determination of similar use until the February 3, 2014 meeting 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
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Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
Ordinance 2013-170 Conditional Use Permit fitness 
facility, 30505 Clemens, PP# 211-17-018, WARD 3 (ref. by 
council 11/7/13), tabled 12/2/13 

Mr. Bedell reviewed his staff memo noting the applicant requested the conditional use permit be 
withdrawn. 
 

The planning commission made the following findings of fact: 
1. This item was tabled to the January Planning Commission meeting in order to 

provide applicant, Shaun Brady, time to revise the plans in response to comments 
received at the December Planning Commission meeting.   

2. On 12/10/13, Mr. Brady requested that the City Council withdraw this ordinance 
from consideration 

 
Motion: based on the findings of fact and comments received, Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. 
Lamb recommended approval of Ordinance 2013-170 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: None 
Nays: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay, motion failed 

 
Crocker Park G Block Final Development Plans (GNE, 
GNW, GSE, GSW mixed-use buildings), within Crocker 
Park, WARD 5, tabled 12/2/13 

Mr. Bedell reviewed his staff memo noting revised plans had not been received and this project 
should be tabled until the next meeting.  
 

Motion: Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. Lamb second to table Crocker Park G Block Final 
Development Plans until the February 3, 2014 meeting 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
NEW BUSINESS 

Ordinance 2013-190 Conditional Use Permit for addition 
to building, 2116 Dover Center (Lutheran Home), WARD 
4, (ref. 12/5/13) 

Mr. Greg Wiechert (Lutheran Home COO), sworn in by Mr. Wheeler, explained they wish to 
construct a building addition for independent living apartments.  The addition will connect to the 
existing building and is part of their overall campus master plan for continual care.  He explained 
they are applying for state tax credits and financing package so at this time they only have a 
conceptual plan for the proposal.  If the funding is received they will come back with a full 
development plan.  He reviewed the conceptual plan and advised they held a community meeting 
with surrounding neighbors over the past weekend. 
 




 
 


TO:  Dick Schulz, Bob Parry 


FROM: Will Krause 


CC:  Nicolette Sackman 


DATE: 4/10/12 


TO:  Planning Commission Members 


FROM: Jim Bedell 


CC:  Nicolette Sackman 


DATE: 12/31/13 


RE:  Ordinance 2013-170 Conditional Use Permit Fitness Facility, 30505 Clemens Road 


 
 
This item was tabled to the January Planning Commission meeting in order to provide applicant, 
Shaun Brady, time to revise the plans in response to comments received at the December Planning 
Commission meeting.   
 
On 12/10/13, Mr. Brady requested that the City Council withdraw this ordinance from consideration.  
Therefore, it is recommended that Ordinance 2013-170 be defeated. 





nsackman
File Attachment
Ordinance 2013 170 memo regarding withdrawing application.pdf




 
 


TO:  Dick Schulz, Bob Parry 


FROM: Will Krause 


CC:  Nicolette Sackman 


DATE: 4/10/12 


TO:  Planning Commission Members 


FROM: Jim Bedell 


CC:  Nicolette Sackman 


DATE: 1/2/14 


RE:  Crocker Park G Block Final Development Plans 


 
 
This item was tabled to the January Planning Commission meeting in order to provide the applicant 
with time to revise the plans in response to comments received at the December Planning 
Commission meeting.   
 
As of the writing of this memo, we have not received revised drawings from the applicant but expect 
that they are forthcoming.  Therefore, it is recommended that Crocker Park G Block Final 
Development Plans be tabled to the February Planning Commission meeting. 





nsackman
File Attachment
Crocker Park G Block memo regarding tabling.pdf
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Mr. Bedell reviewed his staff memo explaining the conceptual plans will probably be very similar 
to a future development plan if funding is received.  He noted that it is anticipated that there will be 
a future lot split if financing is secured as the proposal would need to be on a separate parcel.  The 
addition would still be attached to the existing building and a lot line would go through the building, 
similar to some of the parcel layers in Crocker Park.  At that time setback modifications would be 
required. 
 

The planning commission made the following findings of fact: 
1. This development has long been a goal of the Lutheran Home at Concord Reserve 

to provide a full continuum of care from independent living, assisted living, 
memory support assisted living, short term-physical therapy to long-term nursing 
care.   

2. There are no current issues with the conceptual plan in terms of setbacks; 
however if the applicant pursues the proposed lot split, setback modifications will 
be required. 

3. Conditions in 1227.03, Standards for Evaluating Conditional Use Permits, have been 
met. 

 
Motion: based on the findings of fact and comments received, Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. 
Lamb second to recommend approval of Ordinance 2013-190 with the following conditions: 

1. A development plan in accordance with section 1220 of the Zoning Code is 
required in order to construct the proposed apartment building, 
wellness/community center, landscaping, and parking lot. 

2. If the applicant pursues a lot split in the future, this approval shall not be construed to 
indicate Planning Commission support or approval of the lot split or any setback 
modifications required in order to grant it. 

ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
Ordinance 2013-169 code amendment 1203.18 & 1211.03 
accessory uses in single family (ref. by council 11/7/13) 

12/31/14 letter from Greg Wiechert, Lutheran Home, requesting Ordinance 2013-169 to be tabled 
until March 2014 
 

Motion: Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. Lamb second to table Ordinance 2013-169 until the 
March 3, 2014 meeting 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
Motion: Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. Lamb second to request a 90-day extension of time 
for 2013-169 (expires 4/6/14) 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 




WESTLAKE PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 


 12/30/13 
 
PART I  GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Conditional Use Permit 
Adult Independent Living Apartments 


Development Name Lutheran Home at Concord Reserve 
Independent Living 


Address 2116 Dover Center Road 
PP# 212-26-004 


Processed By:  Jim Bedell, AICP, Director of 
Planning and Economic 
Development  


Zoning/Current Use R-MF-24/Multi Family 24 


Applicant:  Lutheran Home at Concord 
Reserve 


Meeting Date 1/6/14 
Reviewed Conceptual 
Plan Date Stamp  


12/3/13 


 
PART II  PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this request is to provide a conditional use permit for an addition to the current Lutheran Home at 
Concord Reserve “Main Street” building: 
 


 A 3 story addition will include 50 Senior Independent Living Apartments (16 on the 1st floor and 17 on 
the 2nd and 3rd floor)  


 A 4,270 s.f. wellness/community center will connect the apartments to the existing facility for use by 
their residents 


 A parking lot will be created for 50 parking spaces (only 17 are required)  
 
It has long been a goal of the Lutheran Home at Concord Reserve to provide for full continuum of care from 
independent living, assisted living, memory support assisted living, short term-physical therapy to long-term 
nursing care.   
 
Senior independent living apartments are a conditional use in the R-MF-24 district.  A conceptual plan was 
provided showing the general layout and elevations of the proposed development.  The applicant expects that 
further design details will be worked out during the creation of the development plan, should this conditional use 
be approved.  It is their intent to design buildings that enhance the existing architecture and grounds of the site.   


 
A conceptual plan was provided showing that site is able to 
accommodate the proposed use without the removal of any 
existing trees.  It also indicates that the existing buildings on 
the site will block most views from adjacent residential 
homes, since these buildings will be lower than the existing 
ones . 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


Conceptual elevation drawings were included to 
illustrate the height of the apartment building, 
general massing and scale.  The applicant indicated 
that the design details shown (materials, color, 
fenestration, etc.) are not necessarily indicative of 
what the final elevations are expected to look like. 
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PART III DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS  
 
Conceptual plans are not reviewed by other departments, since they are conceptual in nature, lack precision, and 
may vary somewhat from future development plans.   
 
PART IV  GUIDE PLAN/ ZONING 
 
Guide Plan 
 
The guide plan future land use map indicates this area as residential.  Nursing homes and adult independent living 
apartments are permitted conditional residential uses. 
 
Zoning Code Requirements 
 
Modification 
 
The applicant has indicated in their submittal that, if financing for this project is secured in June 2014, they will 
pursue a lot split to place this proposed development on its own parcel.  We understand that this is a requirement 
of the type of financing they are seeking that includes private funding and State tax credits.  They have stated that 
due to the lot split they are seeking “a modification to the side yard setback…”  
 


 At this time the proposed conditional use pertains to the existing parcel and setbacks in the concept plan 
for that parcel are met.   


 Since exact dimensions are necessary in a conceptual plan, modifications will be required in concert with 
a development plan and lot split.  Only a conceptual plan has been presented. 


 Since the applicant has indicated their intent to split the parcel in the future, it should be noted in the 
motion that this conditional use permit does not guarantee that the Planning Commission will grant the 
modifications required for the lot split.   


 In order to split the lot as proposed, setback modifications are required for the existing and new parcel.  
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1227.03  STANDARDS FOR EVALUATING CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS.   
 An application for a conditional use permit shall not be approved unless the following conditions and 
standards are complied with as set forth for the following districts: 


 
(a) Residential Districts Yes No 


(1) The proposed use shall be properly located in relation to the adopted Guide Plan and Thoroughfare Plan, 
particularly secondary and local streets and pedestrian circulation; 


X  


(2) When located on a local street, the proposed use shall generate the least possible traffic through a residential 
neighborhood; 


N/A  


(3) The proposed use shall be necessary to serve the surrounding residential areas which cannot be served 
satisfactorily if the same use is located in a nearby less restrictive district where it may be permitted by right; 


N/A  


(4) The location, design and operation of such use shall not discourage the appropriate development or impair 
the value of the surrounding residential district; and 


X  


(5) For temporary structures, every conditional use permit shall be reviewed every six months and may be 
renewed only while the construction operations are underway. 


N/A  


 
 (c) Safeguards and Conditions.  Safeguards and conditions may also be set forth in the permit in addition to the 
general standards set forth in subsection (a) and (b) herein. 
(Ord.  1969-169.  Passed 7-16-70.) 


 
Box Score* 
 


STANDARD CODE PLAN DIFFERENCE 


ZONING DISTRICT R-MF-24/Multi Family 24 No zoning change 
required 


OK 


MIN DEV. AREA 1 Acre 19.8175 and 3.4707 
parcels (23.3 acre) 


OK 


DENSITY 14.51 units/acre (338 
allowed) 


209 Existing units and 50 
planned for 259 total 


OK 


BUILDING AREA 1 bedroom 750 sf/unit & 
50 sf utility, storage 


2 bedroom 900 sf/unit & 
50 sf utility,storage 


752 s.f. sf/unit; 50 sf 
utility,storage   


900 - 903 sf/unit; 50 sf 
storage/unit 


Meets requirement for overall 
square footage.  Storage to be 
calculated in development plan. 


 


*From Part 12 (Zoning) of the Westlake Codified Ordinances 


 


 


PART V  STAFF FINDINGS/RECOMMENDATIONS 


Findings-of-fact 
 


1. This development has long been a goal of the Lutheran Home at Concord Reserve to provide a full 
continuum of care from independent living, assisted living, memory support assisted living, short term-
physical therapy to long-term nursing care.   


2. There are no current issues with the conceptual plan in terms of setbacks; however if the applicant 
pursues the proposed lot split, setback modifications will be required. 


3. Conditions in 1227.03, Standards for Evaluating Conditional Use Permits, have been met. 
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Recommendation 
 
Based upon the above findings-of-fact, staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve this item with 
the following conditions: 
 


1. Only the conceptual plan is approved; a development plan in accordance with section 1220 of the Zoning 
Code is required in order to construct the proposed apartment building, wellness/recreation center, 
landscaping, or parking lot. 


2. If the applicant pursues a lot split in the future, this approval shall not be construed to indicate Planning 
Commission support or approval of the lot split or any setback modifications required in order to grant it. 


 
 
 
 





nsackman
File Attachment
Ordinance 2013 190 Lutheran Home Adult Independent Living Apts.pdf
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Chase Bank ATM Development Plan, 29656 Detroit Rd., 
PP#211-21-028, rep. S. Stefanidis, WARD 3 

Mr. Bedell reviewed his staff memo noting the proposal needs to be revised as there is the potential 
for head on vehicle collisions with the current configuration and the setback dimensions are needed.  
The applicant will revise the proposal and present it at a future meeting. 
 

Motion: Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. Lamb second to table Chase Bank ATM 
Development Plan until the February 3, 2014 meeting 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
Starrett Sign Plan, 24500 Detroit Rd., PP# 214-01-009, 
rep. A. Longaberger, WARD 1 

Mr. Garrett Padget, Adams Sign, explained the applicant is looking to install individual channel set 
letters that will be LED.  Mr. Krause reviewed his staff memo noting the proposal is for one 51.34 
sf wall sign and one 3 sf directional sign near the driveway entrance.  Currently there is a monument 
sign on the property which will remain.  The wall sign complies with the code but the directional 
sign needs a very small area modification (.875sf) for the business identification letters.  It was 
discussed that the directional sign will help visitors and deliveries find the business as the 
monument sign is not near the driveway entrance. The directional sign is mounted on a metal post 
that is painted black.  The directional sign is smaller than permitted by code so the commission did 
not have any issues with the modification for the business identification lettering as it would fit on a 
larger sign (4 sf per code is permitted) without the modification.  
 

The planning commission made the following findings of fact: 
1. The only existing signage on the site is a monument sign with a legal non-

conforming setback of 2.5’ from the planned ROW. 
2. Starrett is proposing adding a wall sign and a directional sign. 
3. The maximum size permitted for a directional sign is 4 sf with a maximum of 

20% (.8 sf) of the sign face for business identification. 
4. They are proposing a 3 sf directional sign with 29% (.875 sf) of the sign face for 

business identification. 
5. The setback of the proposed directional sign must be a minimum of 5’ from the 

existing ROW and is not specified. 
 

Motion: based on the findings of fact and comments received, Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. 
Lamb second to approve the Starrett sign plan with the following conditions: 

1. Modification to allow business identification to occupy 29% (.875 sf) of the 
directional sign face. 

2. Condition that the sign be placed a minimum of 5’ from the existing ROW and the 
driveway 

ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 




 
 


TO:  Dick Schulz, Bob Parry 


FROM: Will Krause 


CC:  Nicolette Sackman 


DATE: 4/10/12 


TO:  Planning Commission Members 


FROM: Jim Bedell 


CC:  Nicolette Sackman 


DATE: 1/2/14 


RE:  Chase Bank ATM Development Plan 


 
 
The Police Department reviewed the plans submitted for this development plan and identified a 
potential conflict point for head on automobile collisions.  I have discussed this with the applicant and 
made a suggestion for correcting this conflict (see below).  The applicant was amenable to making the 
change but is unable to do so in time for the January Planning Commission meeting.   
 
Therefore, it is recommended that the Chase Bank ATM Development Plan be tabled to the 
February Planning Commission meeting in order for the applicant to correct the plans relative 
to the vehicular conflict point and that the revised plans be received by 1/8/14 in accordance 
with established Planning Commission meeting deadlines. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Potential conflict point Relocated ATM with curb 


realignment to address 
potential conflict point 





nsackman
File Attachment
Chase Bank ATM Development Plan Tabling.pdf




WESTLAKE PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 


 12/24/13 
 
PART I  GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
 Development 


Name 
Starrett Sign Plan 


Address 
 


24500 Detroit Road 


PP# 214-01-099 
Processed By: William Krause, AICP Zoning/Current 


Use 
Exclusive Industrial/ 
Exclusive Industrial 


Applicant: Amy Longaberger, Adam Signs, 
Representative 


Meeting Date 1/6/14 
Reviewed Plan 
Date Stamp  


11/22/13 


 
PART II  PROJECT SUMMARY 
L.S. Starret Co., a manufacturer of gauges has been in this location since the 1960s. Their only existing signage is 
a handsome brick based monument sign at the corner of Detroit and Sharon Roads. They are proposing a wall 
sign and a directional sign at their driveway entrance. The directional sign is needed because the existing 
monument sign is a long distance from their entrance drive on Detroit Road and delivery people and other visitors 
consistently pass their driveway entrance. 
 
PART III DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS  
 
Building  
Engineering  
Finance  
Fire  
Forester  
Law  
Police  
Service  
 
PART IV  ZONING 
 
Zoning Code Requirements – Chapter 1223 
 


STANDARD* CODE PLAN DIFFERENCE 


ZONING DISTRICT Exclusive Industrial Exclusive Industrial OK 


SIGN TYPE/SQUARE 
FOOTAGE 


Wall Sign Max 100 sq. ft. 


Directional Sign 4 sq. ft. 


51.34 sq. ft.  


3 sq. ft. 


OK 


OK 


HEIGHT Wall Sign 20’ 


Directional Sign 3’ 


< 20’ 


3’ 


OK 


OK 


Monument  Front 10’ from planned ROW 2.5’ from planned ROW  -7.5 OK (existing – no change) 


Sign Setback Side 10’ >10’ OK 


 Rear 10’ >10’ OK 


 Corner Lot 10’ from planned ROW 12.5’ OK 


MAXIMUM SIGN AREA 
ALLOWED ON THE SITE 


250’ X 1 = 250 sq. ft. Existing monument sign 
approx. 30 sq.ft. + 51.34 
sq. ft. wall sign + .875 sq. 
ft. ID portion of dir. sign 


OK 
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STANDARD* CODE PLAN DIFFERENCE 


82.22 sq. ft. 


ILLUMINATION 10 lumens  @ 3’ from 
face 


Internally illuminated wall 
sign, non-illum. dir. sign 


OK 


MAXIMUM 
LENGTH OF ANY 
INDIVIDUAL 
LETTER OR 
LOGO 


 48” 42” “S” OK 


OTHER Directional sign setback 
min. 5’ from existing ROW 


Setback not specified Condition that directional signs 
be placed min. 5’ from existing 
ROW. 


 


*From Chapter 1223 (Sign Regulations) of the Westlake Codified Ordinances 


 
PART V  STAFF FINDINGS/RECOMMENDATIONS 


Findings-of-fact 
1. The only existing signage on the site is a monument sign with a legal non-conforming setback of 2.5’ 


from the planned ROW. 
2. Starrett is proposing adding a wall sign and a directional sign. 
3. The maximum size permitted for a directional sign is 4 sf with a maximum of 20% (.8 sf) of the sign face 


for business identification. 
4. They are proposing a 3 sf directional sign with 29% (.875 sf) of the sign face for business identification. 
5. The setback of the proposed directional sign must be a minimum of 5’ from the existing ROW and is not 


specified. 
Recommendation 
 
Based upon the above findings-of-fact, staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve #14-01-04 with 
the following conditions: 
 


1. Modification to allow business identification to occupy 29% (.875 sf) of the directional sign face. 
2. Condition that the sign be placed a minimum of 5’ from the existing ROW and the driveway. 


 





nsackman
File Attachment
Starrett Sign.pdf
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Ganley BMW of Westlake Sign Plan, 24690 Sperry Rd., 
PP# 214-01-026, rep. J. Copley, WARD 1 

Mr. Adam Moon, Ganley BMW of Westlake, explained they wish to add two small logos to the 
wall sign that was previously approved.  Mr. Krause reviewed his staff memo advising the 
additional square footage is 8.75 sf and could not be administratively approved because it is an 
increase in the total amount of area previously approved.  What is being proposed complies with 
code. 
 

The planning commission made the following findings of fact: 
1. The only change to the approved sign package is the addition of 8.7 sf of wall 

signage.  
 

Motion: based on the findings of fact and comments received, Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. 
Lamb second to approve the Ganley BMW of Westlake Sign Plan with the following 
conditions: 

1. That the previous two conditions of the sign plan approved 5/20/13 remain in effect 
(Note: The 5/20/13 conditions are: 1. Condition that any business identification on 
the proposed directional signs is limited to 20% of the sign face; 2. To allow a 
maximum 5.67’ tall non-monument freestanding sign with a condition that dense, 
opaque, landscaping be planted beneath it to screen the external sign illumination.) 

ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
Lulu’s Candy Jar Sign Plan, 155 Crocker Park Blvd., 
PP#211-25-004, rep. R. Levitz, WARD 5 

Mr. Richard Levitz reviewed the signage for the tenant which was revised to include a corner 
marquee sign, candy jar logo marquee signs, gummy bear window sign, easel sign, plaque sign and 
hours of operation sign.  This tenant is a corner tenant so both sides of the tenant space can be 
counted toward sign area and the sign package as revised and presented complies with the code.   
 
Mr. Krause reviewed his staff memo noting the fascia wall sign facing Crocker Park Blvd. and the 
small candy jar window decals had been removed from consideration by the applicant.  The plans as 
revised comply with the code. 
 

The planning commission made the following findings of fact: 
1. The proposed sign package for Lulu’s totals 76.83 sq. ft. which falls within the area 

permitted by the criteria for a corner tenant in this location.  
2. The criteria states that a sign plan for a corner tenant must allocate their additional 

signage in proportion to the linear frontage of each façade, which has been 
accomplished with the revised sign package. 

3. Section 4.1 of the Crocker Park Mixed-Use Sign Criteria states that: “The following 
materials are to be discouraged unless they meet the quality and aesthetic 
requirements of the Planning Commission: plastic materials of any kind, including 
acrylic letters…” The representative has demonstrated that the proposed signs will be 
of the same quality as previously approved signage at Crocker Park. 

 




WESTLAKE PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 


 12/24/13 
 
PART I  GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
 Development 


Name 
Ganley BMW revised Sign Plan 


Address 
 


24690 Sperry Road 


PP# 214-01-026 
Processed By: William Krause, AICP Zoning/Current 


Use 
Interchange Service/ 
Interchange Service (Car Dealership) 


Applicant: Adam Moon, Ganley BMW, 
Joel Copley, Representative 


Meeting Date 1/6/14 
Reviewed Plan 
Date Stamp  


11/26/13 


 
PART II  PROJECT SUMMARY 
Ganley BMW had a comprehensive sign package approved 0n 5/20/13 at the same time as their development 
plan. They are adding 8.75 sf of sign area to their wall sign which complies with code. Because it is new sign area 
it could not be approved administratively. The rest of the sign package is exactly the same as approved. 
 
PART III DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS  
 
Building  
Engineering  
Finance  
Fire  
Forester  
Law  
Police  
Service  
 
PART IV  ZONING 
 
Zoning Code Requirements – Chapter 1223 
 


STANDARD* CODE PLAN DIFFERENCE 


ZONING DISTRICT Interchange Service Interchange Service OK 


SIGN TYPE/SQUARE 
FOOTAGE 


Wall Sign Max 100 sq. ft. 


Directional Sign 4 sq. ft. 


52.97 sq. ft.  


3 sq. ft. 


OK 


OK 


HEIGHT Wall Sign, no limit 


Monument sign 8’ 


Directional Sign 3’ 


 25’ 


5.7’ 


2.5’ 


OK 


OK 


OK 


Monument  Front 10’ from planned ROW 10’ from planned ROW  OK 


Sign Setback Side 10’ >10’ OK 


 Rear 10’ >10’ OK 


 Corner Lot 10’ from planned ROW N.A. OK 


MAXIMUM SIGN AREA 
ALLOWED ON THE SITE 


176’ X 1.5 = 264 sq. ft. Monument sign 24.33 
sq.ft. + 70.29 sq. ft. wall 
signs (2) + .8 ID portion of 
dir. sign = 95.42 sq. ft. 


OK 
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STANDARD* CODE PLAN DIFFERENCE 


ILLUMINATION 10 lumens  @ 3’ from 
face 


Internal & external 
illumination 


OK 


MAXIMUM 
LENGTH OF ANY 
INDIVIDUAL 
LETTER OR 
LOGO 


 48” 25” OK 


OTHER Directional sign setback 
minimum 5’ from ROW 


22’ OK 


 


*From Chapter 1223 (Sign Regulations) of the Westlake Codified Ordinances 


 
PART V  STAFF FINDINGS/RECOMMENDATIONS 


Findings-of-fact 
1. The only change to the approved sign package is the addition of 8.7 sf of wall signage.  


 
Recommendation 
 
Based upon the above findings-of-fact, staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve #14-01-05 with 
the following conditions: 
 


1. That the previous two conditions of the sign plan approved 5/20/13 remain in effect. 
 
 
[ Note: The 5/20/13 conditions are: 1. Condition that any business identification on the proposed directional signs 
is limited to 20% of the sign face; 2. To allow a maximum 5.67’ tall non-monument freestanding sign with a 
condition that dense, opaque, landscaping be planted beneath it to screen the external sign illumination.] 
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WESTLAKE PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 


 12/24/13 
 
PART I  GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
 Development 


Name 
Lulu’s Candy Jar Sign Plan 


Address 
 


135 Crocker Park Blvd., Crocker Park 


PP# 211-25-004 
Processed By: William Krause, AICP Zoning/Current 


Use 
Mixed-Use PUD/Retail 


Applicant: Samer Kodmani, owner; 
Richard Levitz, Representative 


Meeting Date 1/6/14 
Reviewed Plan 
Date Stamp  


12/6/13 


 
PART II  PROJECT SUMMARY 
Lulu’s Candy Jar is occupying the tenant space in the DNE building formerly occupied by P. Graham Dunn and 
before that Lee Hayden Gallery. The proposed signage totals 115.21 sq. ft.  The former P. Graham Dunn tenant 
had an approved sign package of 66.19 sq. ft. including a marquee sign above the window facing Crocker Park 
Blvd. similar to what is proposed for Lulu’s. Lee Hayden Gallery had approval for 146.25 sq. ft. of sign area 
including two vertical banners on the 2nd floor façade above the area where the corner marquee sign is proposed. 
The 1st Lee Hayden plan was also granted a modification to allow two extra 4 sq. ft. plaque signs. Later Lee 
Hayden received approval for a smaller 61.82 sq. ft. feature sign on this same corner in place of the two vertical 
banners and marquee sign that had never been installed. This change reduced the total amount of proposed 
signage for Lee Hayden to 98.07 sq. ft. The most signage ever actually INSTALLED on this tenant space was 
the 66.19 sq. ft. of sign area approved for P. Graham Dunn. Lulu’s is proposing nearly twice as much – 
115.21 sq. ft. 
 
PART III DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS  
 
Building  
Engineering  
Finance  
Fire  
Forester  
Law  
Police  
Service  
 
PART IV  ZONING 
 
Zoning Code Requirements – Chapter 1212.09 Planned Unit Development – Signs 
“…Individual businesses located within the Planned Unit Development (PUD) District shall have signs in 
accordance with sign criteria and a master sign plan approved by the Planning Commission.” The latest revised 
sign criteria and master sign plan for the mixed-use portion of Crocker Park was approved by Planning 
Commission 5/20/13. Section 12.1 requires all tenants to submit sign area calculation matrices which are used in 
lieu of an additional box score here. See the two page sign analysis submitted 12/6/13. 
 
We are in agreement with the sign calculations submitted.  However, the last paragraph of Section 11.1 of the 
criteria states that: “tenants eligible for additional signage due to a corner location … must allocate their 
additional signage in proportion to the linear frontage of each façade and/or in accordance to the particular 
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façade’s importance (customer entrances, storefronts and parking fields).” The Crocker Park Blvd. side of the 
tenant space represents 36% of the frontage and has 52% of the proposed signage. The Garden Court side 
represents 64% of the frontage and only has 48% of the sign area. Planning Commission has discretion to 
weigh the Crocker Park Blvd. side more heavily due to the entrance being on that side of the tenant space or to not 
approve the submittal as presented if they think that there is too much sign area on that side of the façade. 
 
The 59.49 sq. ft. of sign area on the Crocker Park Blvd. façade consists of: 33.83 sq. ft. of signage above the 
window, ½ of the corner marquee sign is 17.83 sq. ft. (35.66 sq. ft./2), one 3.96 sq. ft. jar logo marquee sign, one 
2.4 sq. ft. plaque and 1.05 sq. ft. (3 X .35 sq. ft.) jar logo window signs, and one .42 sq. ft. hours of operation door 
sign. 
  
The 55.72 sq. ft. of sign area on the Garden Court façade consists of : ½ of the corner marquee sign is 17.83 sq. ft. 
(35.66 sq. ft./2), 4.8 sq. ft. of plaques (2 X 2.4), 15.84 sq. ft. of  jar logo marquee sign (4 X 3.96 sq. ft.), 3.5 sq. ft. 
(10 X .35 sq. ft.) jar logo window signs, 6.25 sq. ft Gummy Bear Window Sign, and 7.5 easel sign. 
 
While the Garden Court façade has less sign area, the repetition of signs looks a little cluttered and monotonous at 
the same time. While earlier sign plans for this tenant space had more sign area the previously approved feature 
signs were of high quality materials and design. It may just be the way the sign package is graphically presented 
or the theme which is about candy and fun but the graphics are not convincing in getting across that the finished 
product is going to be up to the high standards for signage established by the criteria and other as-built signage at 
Crocker Park. 
 
PART V  STAFF FINDINGS/RECOMMENDATIONS 


Findings-of-fact 
1. The proposed sign package for Lulu’s totals 115.21 sq. ft. which falls within the area permitted by the 


criteria for a corner tenant in this location.  
2. The criteria states that a sign plan for a corner tenant must allocate their additional signage in proportion 


to the linear frontage of each façade. 
3. Section 4.1 of the Crocker Park Mixed-Use Sign Criteria states that: “The following materials are to be 


discouraged unless they meet the quality and aesthetic requirements of the Planning Commission: plastic 
materials of any kind, including acrylic letters…” 


 
Recommendation 
 
Based upon the above findings-of-fact, staff recommends that the Planning Commission table #14-01-06 until the 
plan is further refined or presented in a way that assures the staff and Planning Commission that the high 
standards for tenant storefronts and sign plans are maintained.  
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Motion: based on the findings of fact and comments received, Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. 
Lamb second to approve the Lulu’s Candy Jar Sign Plan  
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
Church on the Rise Lot Split, 3550 Crocker Rd. PP#216-
10-023, rep. J. Resar, WARD 6 

1/6/14 letter from Jim Resar, engineer, requesting that Church on the Rise be tabled 
 

Motion: Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. Lamb second to table Church on the Rise Lot Split 
until the February 3, 2014 meeting 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
Stone Creek Village Lot Assembly, 1860 Bassett Rd., 
PP#211-27-021 & 211-27-022, rep. E. Pavicic, WARD 5 

Mr. Pavicic explained the proposal is to assemble the parcels that were shown to be part of the 
subdivision so the property can then be subdivided.  The subdivision as previously submitted does 
not change.  He noted that he is currently in contract to purchase additional land to the north. 
 
Mr. Bedell reviewed his staff memo and in order to create a subdivision all the parcels must first be 
assembled into one parcel so it can be subdivided.  
 

The planning commission made the following findings of fact: 
1. The platting process mandates that there by only one parcel prior to approval of 

the final plat. 
2. The geographic boundaries of the new lot are in accordance with the approved 

preliminary plan for Stone Creek Subdivision and will not alter the approved design 
of the subdivision. 

 
Motion: based on the findings of fact and comments received, Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. 
Lamb second to approve the Stone Creek Village Lot Assembly involving parcels 211-27-
021, 211-27-022 and 211-27-026 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
LA Centre/Chatterjee Lot Split & Assembly, 25777 
Detroit Rd. & 1341 Adelaide Ct., PP#213-21-066, 006, 034 
& 035, rep. M. Roberts, WARD 1 

Attorney, Meghan Roberts, explained the proposal is a lot split and assembly of a triangular shape 
of land at the rear of Dr. Chatterjee’s property.  Within this area is a willow tree and landscape that 
Dr. Chatterjee has been maintaining and this proposal would make it part of his parcel.  Ms. Roberts 
reviewed the topography of the land, existing buffer mound and property lines. 




WESTLAKE PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 


 1/2/14 
 


PART I  GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Lot Split and Assembly 
 


Development 
Name 


 Stone Creek Village Subdivision 


Address 
 


 1860 Bassett Road 


PP#  211-27-021 and 211-27-022 and 
211-27-026 


Processed 
By: 


 Jim Bedell, AICP, Director of 
Planning and Economic Development 


Zoning/Current 
Use 


 R-1f-80, one family residential 
Vacant 


Applicant:  Edward P. Pavicic, Edwards Financial 
Group, 4176 W. 229th Street, Fairview 
Park, OH 44126 


Meeting Date  1/6/14 
Reviewed Plan 
Date Stamp  


 12/11/13 


 
PART II  PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this request is to create one parcel of land in order to subdivide it in accordance with the approved 
Preliminary Plan for Stone Creek Village Subdivision.  This is a mandate of the platting process that requires that 
there be only one parcel prior to adoption of the final plat.  The proposed lot split and assembly will not alter any 
prior City approvals relative to the design of this subdivision.  
 
More specifically, .8812 acres of land will be split from the rear of parcel 211-27-022 and assembled with PPN 
211-27-021 which will also be assembled with PPN 211-27-026.  This will create a new parcel with the same 
geographic boundaries as the approved preliminary plan for Stone Creek Subdivision (See page 2 and 3 of this 
report.  Full sized copies will be provided at the meeting).  
 
PART III DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS  
 
Finance Approved as submitted 
 
PART IV  STAFF FINDINGS/RECOMMENDATIONS 


Findings-of-fact  
 


 The platting process mandates that there by only one parcel prior to approval of the final plat. 
 The geographic boundaries of the new lot are in accordance with the approved preliminary plan for Stone 


Creek Subdivision and will not alter the approved design of the subdivision. 
 


Recommendation 
 
Based upon the above findings-of-fact, staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve lot splits and 
assemblies necessary for the final plat of Stone Creek Village Subdivision involving parcels 211-27-021, 211-27-
022 and 211-27-026. 
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Proposed Lot Split and Assembly 
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Approved Preliminary Plan for Stone Creek Subdivision 
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Mr. Bedell reviewed his staff memo explaining this will make Dr. Chatterjee’s parcel more regular 
in shape.  Discussion ensued on the history of the parcel.  Ms. Roberts noted that in 2008 La Centre 
submitted a proposal to assemble all of their parcels but at that time requested that the assembly not 
be acted on.  She formally requested that the previous submittal from 2008 be withdrawn as they no 
longer wish to assemble those parcels. 
 

The planning commission made the following findings of fact: 
1. Both property owners are in agreement about the proposed lot split and assembly 

that will split off .027 acres of property at the southern (rear) property line of 
LaCentre and assemble it to a neighboring parcel owned by Dr. Arup K. 
Chatterjee and Mrs. Sugata Chatterjee.   

2. The Chatterjees have, at their own expense, installed flowerbeds and shrubs on 
their side of the screening mound for LaCentre that slopes towards their property.   

3. They have also maintained a portion of the LaCentre property that also includes a 
mature willow tree. 

4. Detroit Columbia Properties is willing to sell them this property and will provide 
an easement so the Chatterjees may continue to maintain the flowerbeds and 
shrubs that they have installed.   

5. This improves an oddly shaped corner of the Chatterjees rear lot line. 
 

Motion: based on the findings of fact and comments received, Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. 
Lamb second to approve the LaCentre/Chatterjee lot split and assembly. 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
OLD BUSINESS 

Planning Commission By Laws, tabled 8/26/13, 11/11/13, 
12/2/13 

Brief discussion ensued that there were no further questions or revisions necessary. 
 

Motion: Mrs. Smith moved and Mr. Lamb second to approve the Planning Commission 
By Laws. 
ROLL CALL ON APPROVAL: 
Yeas: Smith, Lamb, Fatzinger, Meehan, Getsay 
Nays: None, motion passed 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 8:32 p.m. The next regular meeting is scheduled for Monday, February 3, 
2014 in the Westlake City Hall Council Chambers 
 
_______________________________  ____________________________________ 
Chairman Dan Meehan   Nicolette Sackman, MMC 
      Clerk of Commissions 
 
 




WESTLAKE PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 


 1/2/14 
 


PART I  GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Lot Split and Assembly Development 


Name 
LaCentre/Chatterjee 


Address 
 


25777 Detroit Road & 1341 Adelaide 
Ct. 


PP# 213-21-066, 034 & 035 
 


Processed By: Jim Bedell, AICP, Director of Planning and 
Economic Development  


Zoning/Current 
Use 


Commercial/Residential 


Applicant: Detroit Columbia Properties (LaCentre office 
buildings) 


Meeting Date 1/6/14 
Reviewed Plan 
Date Stamp  


12/11/13 


 
PART II  PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Property owner, Detroit Columbia Properties (LaCentre office buildings), has applied to split off .027 acres of property at 
their southern (rear) property line and assemble it to a neighboring parcel owned by Dr. Arup K. Chatterjee and Mrs. Sugata 
Chatterjee.  Several years ago in concert with the development of the LaCentre office buildings, a screening mound was 
constructed bordering the neighboring residential properties.  Since that time, the Chatterjees have installed flowerbeds and 
shrubs on the side of the mound that slopes towards their property.  They have made these improvements and maintained this 
area, at their own expense as if it is their own yard.  Also in this area, is a mature willow tree that the Chatterjees have cared 
for.  Recently, they approached Detroit Columbia Properties with a request to purchase the portion of the property with the 
willow tree and an easement to continue to maintain the flowerbeds and shrubs that they have installed on their side of the 
mound.  Detroit Columbia Properties is amenable to their request and has initiated the lot split and assembly. 
 
PART III DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS  
 
Finance Approved as Submitted. 
 
PART IV  PLANNING AND PLATTING CODE/ZONING 
 
 


STANDARD CODE PLAN DIFFERENCE 


ZONING DISTRICT Split  - see below   


LOT DESIGN Area and 
Width 


20,000 s.f. 


100’at bld. line 


Meets requirement No change 


 Depth 1.4:1 Min. to 3.5:1 Max. Meets requirement No change 


 Lot Shape
  


The lot shall be more or 
less rectangular in form. 


Corrects a strange “bite” 
taken out of the rear lot 
line of 1341 Adelaide Ct. 


Improves an irregularity. 


INCREASE IN 
LEGAL NON-
CONFORMITIES 


 Increases may require a 
modification or variance 


None. None. 


*From Part 11(Planning and Platting) of the Westlake Codified Ordinances 
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PART V  STAFF FINDINGS/RECOMMENDATIONS 


Findings-of-fact  
 


 Both property owners are in agreement about the proposed lot split and assembly that will split off .027 
acres of property at the southern (rear) property line of LaCentre and assemble it to a neighboring parcel 
owned by Dr. Arup K. Chatterjee and Mrs. Sugata Chatterjee.   


 The Chatterjees have, at their own expense, installed flowerbeds and shrubs on their side of the screening 
mound for LaCentre that slopes towards their property.   


 They have also maintained a portion of the LaCentre property that also includes a mature willow tree. 
 Detroit Columbia Properties is willing to sell them this property and will provide an easement so the 


Chatterjees may continue to maintain the flowerbeds and shrubs that they have installed.   
 This improves an oddly shaped corner of the Chatterjees rear lot line. 


 
Recommendation 
 
Based upon the above findings-of-fact, staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the 
LaCentre/Chatterjee lot split and assembly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 


 
Page 3 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Willow 


Chatterjee 
Residence 


LaCentre 





nsackman
File Attachment
LA Centre Chatterjee lot split and assembly.pdf



 

Planning Commission Minutes 
January 6, 2014 
Page 9 of 9 

Approved:       
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