Landmark Commission Agenda

Via Video and Audio Conference Due to
COVID-19 Public Health Emergency
Wednesday, September 23, 2020 7PM
Zoom webinar ID: 953 5215 6480
Password: 33553400
For the safety of staff and residents, in-person attendance is not permitted. Join the Zoom meeting from a
PC, Mac, iPad, iPhone or Android device. Join online to listen and watch at https://zoom.us/j/95352156480?
pwd=UXRIbmNmdEtuU1RtN3FOdDNVakRxUT09, Password: 33553400: Description: Landmark Commission
Meeting; or join by phone to listen at 833-548-0282 (toll free); Webinar ID: 953 5215 6480, Password: 33553400.

Residents may submit comments/questions regarding items on the agenda at least 6 hours in advance of
the meeting by emailing Cameron Roberts at cameron.roberts@shakeronline.com; staff will respond prior to
the meeting.
1. Approval of Minutes from the August 26, 2020 Meeting.
Documents:
2. LC MINUTES_08-26-20.PDF
2. Certificate of Appropriateness: 2540 North Moreland Boulevard (Shaker Park East
Apartments) - Rooftop Pergola.
Bruce Rose, tenant.
Documents:
3. 2540_NORTH_MORELAND_MEMO_09-23-20.PDF
4. 2540 NORTH MORELAND - APPLICATION MATERIALS.PDF
3. Certificate of Appropriateness: 13165 Larchmere Boulevard (BP Gas Station) - Canopies.
Carleton Moore, contractor, CWM Services.
Documents:
5. 13165_LARCHMERE_MEMO_09-23-20.PDF
6. 13165 LARCHMERE - APPLICATION MATERIALS.PDF
4. Staff Approvals
Documents:
7. STAFF APPROVAL REPORT SEPTEMBER 2020.PDF
5. Other Business
To request an accommodation for a person with a disability, call the City's ADA
Coordinator at 216-491-1440, or Ohio Relay Service at 711 for TTY users.

7. STAFF APPROVAL REPORT SEPTEMBER 2020.PDF
5. Other Business
To request an accommodation for a person with a disability, call the City's ADA
Coordinator at 216-491-1440, or Ohio Relay Service at 711 for TTY users.

Landmark Commission / Architectural Board of Review Minutes
Wednesday, August 26, 2020
7 P.M.
Via Zoom Webinar
Members Present:

Nancy Moore, Landmark Commission, Chair
Clifford Brown, Landmark Commission, Member
Meghan Hays, Landmark Commission, Member
Crystal Montgomery, Landmark Commission, Member
Ron Reed, Landmark Commission, Member

Others Present:

Cameron Roberts, Planner
Daniel Feinstein, Senior Planner
Greydon Petznick, Architectural Board of Review, Member

The meeting was called to order by Chair Moore at 7:07 p.m.
*

*

*

*

Approval of the June 24, 2020 Meeting Minutes
It was moved by Mr. Reed and seconded by Mr. Brown to approve the minutes.
Ayes:
Nays:

All
None

Motion Carried
*

*

*

*

Certificate of Appropriateness: 3756 Lee Road (Lee-Scottsdale Building)—Wireless Antennae.
Ronald Gainar, representing T-Mobile.
Mr. Roberts stated that the application is for the installation of new wireless antennas on the rooftop of
3756 Lee Road, also known as the Lee-Scottsdale Building. He introduced Ronald Gainar as the
applicant for the case, representing T-Mobile.
Mr. Roberts explained that 3756 Lee Road is a local landmark building. It was designed by the architects
Fox, Duthie, and Foose and construction for the building was complete in 1930. The building was
designated as a landmark in 1998.
Mr. Roberts shared pictures of the existing rooftop conditions on the building. He explained that the
building has a long history of wireless antenna installations that have been reviewed and approved by
the Landmark Commission. For these approvals, some of the design elements that the Commission has

previously required included: a brick vinyl wrap on the antennas to blend into the existing penthouse
structure, painting all associated equipment brown to blend into the brick exterior, and requiring that all
cabling be located at the bottom of the penthouse structure to reduce visibility from the street. In 2003,
the Landmark Commission also approved a faux brick addition to the top of the penthouse, which
houses more antennas. However, Mr. Roberts explained that the proposed antennas for the application
would all be installed on the exterior of the structure.
Mr. Roberts presented the existing antenna layout on the exterior of the penthouse structure. He
explained that the applicant intents to remove four existing antennas and relocate one existing antenna.
Mr. Roberts presented the proposed antenna layout. He said the applicant proposes to install seven new
antennas and identified the location of each, in addition to the location of the relocated antenna. He
said the applicant intends to use a brick vinyl wrap on the antennas that matches what currently exists
and all associated equipment will be painted to blend in with the brick exterior.
Mr. Roberts said the applicant provided several photo simulations to illustrate the change in view from
the ground with the additional antenna installations. Looking north at the building from the City of
Cleveland, several additional antennas may be seen, but the change in view is not significant. The vinyl
wrap and painted equipment help reduce visibility by blending into the penthouse structure. Looking
south at the building, one additional antenna may be seen. Mr. Roberts stated that maybe most
importantly, the antennas will not be visible at all from the front façade view, which is where most of
the unique and historic architectural details on the building are located.
Mr. Roberts briefly covered the Landmark Commission design guidelines and existing precedent for the
application. He shared that the design guidelines do not specifically cover wireless antennas, but they do
cover general exterior alterations. In those cases, the guidelines state that alterations should not destroy
historic materials or impact the historic character of the property. Regarding precedent, wireless
antennas have been previously approved on several landmark buildings. For those approvals, design
elements such as vinyl wraps, stealth housing, or painting the equipment were required to make the
equipment as inconspicuous as possible.
Mr. Roberts said that staff recommends approval of the application with one condition that all of the
cabling remain near the bottom of the existing penthouse, which has been a standard condition for past
antenna proposals on the property.
Mr. Roberts asked Mr. Feinstein if he had anything to add from an Architectural Board of Review or
Zoning perspective.
Mr. Feinstein stated that for zoning, antennas on top of a building are allowed as an accessory use. That
is done to encourage antennas on existing building, rather than the building of separate antenna towers.
The Architectural Board of Review has reviewed many antennas in the City and routinely require that
the equipment incorporate design elements to make them as inconspicuous as possible.
Ms. Moore asked Ronald Gainar, applicant, whether he would like to add anything.
Mr. Gainar explained that the new antennas are a response to the recent merger between Spring and TMobile. He mentioned that the cabling condition is not an issue.
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Mr. Brown asked whether the additional equipment is temporary due to the merger.
Mr. Gainar sshared that eventually the equipment for both companies will be integrated. Once that
happens, he imagines that they will be back sometime within the next two years to either remove some
of the antennas or change the existing system.
Mr. Reed stated that the application seems straightforward and moved to approve the application with
staff’s one condition:
1. All equipment cabling must remain near the bottom of the existing penthouse.
Mr. Brown seconded the motion.
Roll Call:

Ayes:
Nays:

5
0

Mr. Feinstein mentioned that since there is not a quorum for the Architectural Board of Review, the
application will be reviewed at their next meeting. He said he would follow up with the applicant with
more details.
Preliminary Review: 2540 North Moreland Boulevard—Rooftop Pergola. Bruce Rose, tenant.
Mr. Roberts said that this is a preliminary review to provide initial input for a proposed rooftop pergola
at the Shaker Park East apartment building within the Shaker Square Historic District. He shared that
the applicant, Mr. Rose, is a tenant of the building and has access to a private roof patio on the
southeastern corner of the building. Mr. Rose is proposing to install a pergola on the private patio.
Mr. Roberts continued, saying that the proposed pergola is constructed of cedar and eleven feet by
thirteen feet in size. It features an aluminum louvered roof, which can be opened or closed for air
ventilation. He said that based on the photos provided by the applicant, the pergola would be slightly
noticeable from a street view and closely match the height of the existing bulkhead. He said that the
applicant’s intent is to anchor the posts of the pergola with cement-filled flower boxes, rather than bolt
the structure to the building’s rooftop. Based on this intent, the Building Department has said that the
applicant will need a design professional to confirm that the building’s roof can support both the live
and dead loads of the pergola.
Mr. Roberts said that staff recommended this preliminary review before the applicant spends too much
time on the project in order to receive both the Landmark Commission or Architectural Board of
Review’s initial thoughts on the proposal. He mentioned that the proposal did go before the
Architectural Board of Review several weeks ago for a preliminary review. He asked Mr. Feinstein to
share the takeaways of that discussion.
Mr. Feinstein said that ABR members felt it would be best for the pergola to be located as far from the
edge of the roof as possible to minimize its view from the ground. They indicated that this feedback
was from looking at the project both from a historic and general design perspective. ABR members
noted that the pergola does not match the character of the building, but they were less concerned about
this if it was not noticeable to onlookers.
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Ms. Moore opened the conversation to Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review
members.
Mr. Brown asked whether the applicant intends for the pergola to be a temporary structure during his
tenancy, or whether it would be grandfathered in with the property.
Bruce Rose, tenant and applicant, noted that he has no intention of moving anytime soon and that there
are decisions to sell the pergola to the landlord if he were to move.
Mr. Reed asked whether the pergola will occupy the location of the existing pavers.
Mr. Rose confirmed that the pergola would need to be on the pavers in their existing location.
Ms. Moore asked whether there is room within the existing pavers to move the pergola based on ABR’s
suggestion to move the pergola as far away from the roof edge as possible.
Mr. Rose confirmed that there is room to move the pergola, but not to the extend that it would be
completely invisible from the ground. The pergola would be about the same height as the existing
bulkhead and the very top of the bulkhead can be seen from below.
After some discussion, Landmark Commission members corrected that the pergola would be more
noticeable than the bulkhead since the bulkhead structure is slanted and the tallest point of the structure
is set back further from the roof.
Mr. Brown asked whether a precedent would be set if the pergola were approved and whether it could
allow the landlord to install their own pergola structure above the communal patio.
Mr. Feinstein said that design review would still be required for other pergola applications, but approval
of this application could help the case of future applications. Similarities in vantage points would need
to be taken into account.
Mr. Roberts agreed with this.
Mr. Brown asked the applicant whether he utilizes the patio as much as possible as long as the weather
in Northeast Ohio permits it.
Mr. Rose confirmed and said that is why he wants the pergola. He shared that the sun is too intense to
stay on the patio for any long duration of time and the louvered roof would allow flexibility based on
the weather.
Mr. Brown asked the applicant whether he has received approval from the building’s landlord.
Mr. Rose confirmed that he has received permission from the landlord with the conditions that he be
insured for any problems that could result from it and that he goes through any approval process
required by the City.
Ms. Hays asked whether this review is required by the City even though it is a temporary structure.
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Mr. Feinstein clarified that this type of structure always receives design review by the City, whether it is
a Landmark or not.
Ms. Hays was thankful for the clarification and stated that she does not recall ever making a
determination on a pergola during her time on the Landmark Commission.
Mr. Feinstein agreed that he cannot recall a pergola going before Landmark Commission, but that could
be the result of other property owners not asking the City beforehand.
Mr. Roberts shared that he tried to find precedent related to the Landmark Commission’s review of
pergola structures and there was not much information available. There may be some that never went
through the official process.
Mr. Reed commented on the aesthetics of the pergola and said the design is somewhat out of character
for the building, as the Architectural Board of Review had mentioned. However, he said the cedar
material is a good direction and he believes the light wood color will not be very visible.
Ms. Montgomery asked where the applicant was standing for his street-view photo of the rooftop.
Mr. Rose said he was located across the street from the building and that it was difficult to find any
view where the bulkhead was visible due to the amount of tree cover on North Moreland.
Ms. Hays suggested that the applicant take a photo from a similar street view with an object that is the
equivalent height of the pergola. That would help the Commission understand the difference in
visibility between the existing bulkhead and the proposed pergola.
Mr. Feinstein suggested using a ladder or someone holding an object up to the approximate height.
Commission members agreed that they will want to see this depiction.
Commission members asked a number of additional questions regarding the dimensions of different
features on the rooftop, including the bulkhead height, parapet height, patio size, and distance between
the roof edge and the patio pavers.
Mr. Feinstein added that the applicant should use chalk to indicate where the pergola posts will be
located on the patio pavers.
Mr. Brown suggested that the applicant look into smaller pergola options that may be less visible from
the ground.
The preliminary review of this application concluded with the suggestion that the following information
and materials be submitted prior to a formal review:
1. Photo of the roof patio with the intended locations of the pergola posts identified with
chalk. The location should be moved as far away from the edge of the roof as possible.
2. Street/sidewalk view photo with an object at the approximate height of the pergola in
order to illustrate the expected visibility from the ground.
Landmark Commission 08/26/2020

Page 5 of 6

3. Exact dimensions for the following building features: roof patio area, parapet height,
bulkhead height, and distance between the roof patio and parapet.
4. Investigate smaller and less tall pergola options that still meet the applicant’s needs.
*

*

*

*

Staff Approvals
Ms. Moore asked whether there were any questions on the staff approvals provided in the meeting
packet. There were none.
*

*

*

*

Other Business
Mr. Roberts informed the Commission that he wanted to provide a brief update on the City’s plans for
the 2020 Preservation Awards Ceremony. He said that since the City is currently not allowing in-person
events or meetings due to the pandemic, Staff have decided to substitute the awards ceremony for a
pre-recorded video that will showcase the awarded projects on social media. He said that this is what
the Cleveland Restoration Society did for their awards program and it was well received. He said that
after discussions with the city’s Communications and Marketing team, it was believed that a prerecorded video would be the better method for viewership than a one-time virtual event.
Commission members were supportive of the alternative strategy for the awards ceremony.
Mr. Roberts said that like previous years, he would like to have Commission Members present the
awarded projects.
Ms. Hays and Mr. Brown both offered to help.
Mr. Roberts stated that he would follow up via email with more information and an official request for
volunteers to help voice the program.
*

*

*

*

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:07 p.m. The next meeting will be
October 28, 2020.
__________________________________________
Cameron R. Roberts, Secretary
Landmark Commission
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Memorandum
To:

Members of the Landmark Commission
Members of the Architectural Board of Review

From:

Cameron Roberts, Planner
Daniel Feinstein, Senior Planner

Date:

September 18, 2020

Re:

Certificate of Appropriateness: 2540 North Moreland Boulevard (Shaker Park East
Apartments)—Rooftop Pergola. Bruce Rose, tenant.

Meeting:

September 23, 2020

2540 North Moreland (August 2019 Photo)

Background
The Shaker Park East apartment building is located within the Shaker Square Historic District, which was
established by ordinance in 1980. The property was constructed in 1953. The building’s brick exterior
and white trim are consistent with much of the multifamily architecture found throughout the Shaker
Square neighborhood.

CITY OF SHAKER HEIGHTS I PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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The building’s rooftop features two roof patios: one large, communal patio and a smaller private patio.
Bruce Rose, a tenant of the building, is the occupant with access to the private roof patio and he
proposes to install a pergola structure within the space. He has received approval from the building’s
management, Capitol Property Management, to do this under the condition that he receive all
necessary City approvals.
The pergola structure that Mr. Rose has chosen is constructed of cedar and finished in a Mocha Brown
stain. It is approximately 13’ x 11’ in size, and 8’ 3” in height. The structure includes an aluminum
louvered roof that can be manually opened or closed. Rather than bolting the structure directly to the
rooftop, all four posts will be anchored with cement-filled flower pots. Specifications and photos of the
proposed pergola model are in the meeting packet.
The Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review held a preliminary review for this proposal
at their August 26, 2020 meeting. Members were not opposed to the addition of a pergola, but their
discussion included concerns regarding how much of the structure would be visible from a ground view.
To better understand this, Commission and Board members requested the following information prior
to a formal review:
1. A photo of the roof patio with the intended locations of the pergola posts identified with chalk.
The location should be moved as far away from the edge of the roof as possible.
2. A street/sidewalk view photo with an object at the approximate height of the pergola in order to
illustrate the expected visibility from the ground.
3. Exact dimensions for the following building features: roof patio area, parapet height, bulkhead
height, and distance between the roof patio and parapet.
4. The applicant was encouraged to investigate smaller and less tall pergola options that still meet
their needs.
Following the meeting, the applicant provided the requested photos and the following dimensions:
 Rooftop patio width: 17’ 10”
 Rooftop patio length: 15’ 10”
 Rooftop patio area: 255.7 sq. ft.
 Parapet height: 42”
 Distance of parapet to patio: 13”
 Bulkhead height at door: 8’ 2”
The applicant stated that they did search for alternative pergolas, but the proposed option is the only
model that features a louvered roof while also only needing assembly.
In addition to these materials, the applicant provided several photos exhibiting examples of other
rooftop pergola or canopy structures within the Shaker Square district and throughout the City. These
photos are included in the meeting packet.
Landmark Commission Design Guidelines and Precedent
The Shaker Heights Landmark Commission Design Guidelines state:
“New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible
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with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property
and its environment.”
The Landmark Commission has no official precedent for the review of a rooftop pergola structure.
However, existing rooftop pergolas or similar structures exist on both the Shaker Courts and Moreland
Courts condominium buildings, which are both located within the Shaker Square Historic District.
Architectural Board of Review (ABR)
The ABR discussed the structure after its August 3, 2020 meeting and suggested it be moved back as far
as possible from the edge of the building to minimize the view of the structure from the ground.
The Building Department has indicated that a licensed design professional will need to certify the live
and dead loads of the structure as it pertains to the building’s roof. This will be required during the
permit review process.
Zoning
Zoning regulations allow an accessory structure no more than 15 feet tall.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the rooftop pergola with one
condition:
1. The pergola’s exterior finish must comply with the color deemed most appropriate by the
Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review.
The ground view of the structure will be minimal compared to existing rooftop auxiliary structures
within the Shaker Square Historic District. In addition, since the pergola will not be bolted to the
rooftop, it is a temporary structure that can be removed at any time with no physical impact to this
historic building.
During the August 26, 2020 preliminary review, the Landmark Commission discussed the color of the
pergola. The proposed model comes stained Mocha Brown; however, several members suggested that
the pergola may be less conspicuous if it were painted white to match the existing bulkhead and parapet
trim. Staff would like the Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review to discuss color and
finishing options.
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Property Location:

4

PROPOSED
PERGOLA

'HOLYHU\=,3&RGH &KDQJH
/LVWV _ 5HRUGHU
+RPH  3DWLR/DZQ *DUGHQ  %DFN\DUG 2XWGRRU6WUXFWXUHV  3HUJRODV

¶[¶&HGDU5RRPZLWK$OXPLQXP
/RXYHUHG5RRI

)



(

,WHP

$GGWR&DUW

*****  



&XUEVLGH'HOLYHU\,QFOXGHG=

)HDWXUHV
%XLOWZLWK)6&&HUWLILHG3UHPLXP&HGDU
/XPEHU
/RXYHUHG5RRIWR&RQWURO6XQ6KDGH([SRVXUH
*XWWHU6\VWHP$URXQG5RRI

3URGXFW'HWDLOV

6SHFLILFDWLRQV

6KLSSLQJ 5HWXUQV

3URGXFW'HWDLOV
$WWHQWLRQ$VWKHSXUFKDVHUDQGRULQVWDOOHURIWKLVSURGXFW\RXDUHDGYLVHGWRFRQVXOW\RXUORFDOFLW\PXQLFLSDOLW\
DQGDSSOLFDEOH+2$JXLGHOLQHVIRUJXLGDQFHRQEXLOGLQJFRGHVDQGRU]RQLQJUHTXLUHPHQWVIRU\RXUDUHDEHIRUH
SXUFKDVH7KLVVWUXFWXUHPD\UHTXLUHDSHUPLW
([WHQG\RXURXWGRRUOLYLQJVSDFHZLWK<DUGLVWU\¶V&HGDUDQG$OXPLQXP/RXYHUHG5RRP7KLVRXWGRRUURRPDGGV
FKDUDFWHUWRDQ\DUHDFUHDWLQJWKHSHUIHFWVHWWLQJIRUDOO\RXURXWGRRUHQWHUWDLQPHQWQHHGV<DUGLVWU\¶VXQLTXH
ORXYHUHGURRIGHVLJQDOORZV\RXWRFRQWUROWKHDPRXQWRIVXQRUVKDGH\RXUHFHLYH2SHQERWKVLGHVRIWKH
ORXYHUHGURRIIRUIXOOVXQH[SRVXUHFORVHERWKVLGHVWRSURYLGHIXOOVKDGHRUGRDPL[WKHSRVVLELOLWLHVDUH
HQGOHVV7KLVURRPLVDOVRGHVLJQHGWRSURYLGHSURWHFWLRQIURPWKHUDLQZKHQWKHORXYHUVDUHFORVHG,WLQFOXGHVD
IXOOJXWWHUV\VWHPDURXQGWKHURRIDQGGRZQVSRXWVLQWZRRIWKHSRVWVWRGLUHFWZDWHUIORZ%XLOWZLWK)6&
&HUWLILHGFHGDUOXPEHUDQGTXDOLW\DOXPLQXPWKH&HGDUDQG$OXPLQXP5RRPLVGHVLJQHGWRODVW7KHLOOXVWUDWHG
VWHSE\VWHSLQVWUXFWLRQDQGWKHKHOSIXOKLQWVYLGHRZLOOJXLGH\RXWKURXJKHYHU\VWHSRIWKHLQVWDOODWLRQSURFHVV
<DUGLVWU\¶V&HGDUDQG$OXPLQXP/RXYHUHG5RRPLVDPXOWLIXQFWLRQDOSURGXFWWKDWZLOODGGDVRSKLVWLFDWHGDQG
PRGHUQORRNWR\RXURXWGRRUVSDFH
)HDWXUHV
%XLOWZLWK)6&&HUWLILHG3UHPLXP&HGDU/XPEHU
6WXQQLQJ:KLWH$OXPLQXP5RRI
)LQLVKHGLQDEHDXWLIXO0RFKD%URZQVWDLQ
8QLTXH/RXYHUHGURRIDOORZV\RXWRFRQWUROWKHVXQVKDGHH[SRVXUH
*XWWHUV\VWHPDURXQGWKHURRIDQGGRZQVSRXWVLQWZRRIWKHSRVWVSURYLGHVSURWHFWLRQIURPWKHUDLQ
'LPHQVLRQV
2YHUDOO'LPHQVLRQV¶ò´[¶ò´[¶´
%DVH'LPHQVLRQV RXWVLGHRISRVWV ¶[¶
$VVHPEO\
3URGXFWFRPHVDVDUHDG\WRDVVHPEOHNLWZLWKDOOZRRGSUHFXWSUHGULOOHGDQGSUHVWDLQHGDQGLQFOXGHVDOO
KDUGZDUHDQGPHWDOFRPSRQHQWV
2QOLQHKHOSIXOKLQWVDVVHPEO\YLGHRDYDLODEOHDWZZZ\DUGLVWU\VWUXFWXUHVFRP
6LPSOHVWHSE\VWHSLOOXVWUDWHGLQVWUXFWLRQVDUHLQFOXGHGWRHQVXUHHDVHRIDVVHPEO\
'HGLFDWHG&XVWRPHU([SHULHQFH7HDPWRKHOS\RXZLWKDQ\DVVHPEO\TXHVWLRQV

6SHFLILFDWLRQV
%UDQG

<DUGLVWU\

6KDSH

5HFWDQJOH

> $GGWR/LVW
$UULYHVDSSUR[LPDWHO\ZHHNV
IURPWLPHRIRUGHU
, &RPSDUH3URGXFW
E 6KDUH

: 3ULQW

5HYLHZV

)HHGEDFN

<RXU3ULFH

EXISTING
CONDITIONS

STREET VIEW
REPRESENTATION

AUXILARY ROOFTOP
STRUCTURE EXAMPLES

MORELAND COURTS (SEEN FROM SHAKER SQUARE)
13415 SHAKER BLVD

MORELAND COURTS (REAR)
13415 SHAKER BLVD

MORELAND COURTS (SEEN FROM SHAKER BLVD)
13415 SHAKER BLVD

MORELAND COURTS (REAR)
13415 SHAKER BLVD

MORELAND COURTS (REAR)
13415 SHAKER BLVD

SHAKER VILLAS
19901 VAN AKEN

BLAIR HOUSE
19601 VAN AKEN

Memorandum
To:

Members of the Landmark Commission
Members of the Architectural Board of Review

From:

Cameron Roberts, Planner
Daniel Feinstein, Senior Planner

Date:

September 18, 2020

Re:

Certificate of Appropriateness: 13165 Larchmere Boulevard (BP Gas Station)—
Canopies. Carleton Moore, contractor, CWM Services.

Meeting:

September 23, 2020

13165 Larchmere (August 2020 Photo)

Background
The BP Gas Station located at 13165 Larchmere Boulevard was constructed in 1938; Standard Oil is
noted as the architect and builder. It is located within the Shaker Square Historic District, which was
established by ordinance in 1980. The property includes 4 double-sided fuel pumps, a retail store, and
an accessory car wash structure.
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The owner of the property proposes to install two canopy structures above the existing fuel pumps in
order to provide shelter from the elements to patrons of the gas station. Photos of existing conditions, a
site plan, detailed drawings, specifications, and a rendering of the canopy structures are included in the
meeting packet.
The proposed canopies will be located on the southeastern corner of the site, with each canopy covering
two of the existing fuel dispensers. Each canopy will be supported by two 12”x12” columns that are
designed to match the column elements on the existing retail building.
The dimensions of each canopy will be 24 feet wide and 40 feet long, or 960 square feet in area. The
proposed canopy size will require variance requests at a future Board of Zoning Appeals meeting as it
does not meet setback requirements.
In terms of materials, the columns would be hollow steel sections wrapped in white, fluted PVC to add
detail. The canopies would be constructed of white structural steel. White, PCV crown moulding will be
added to the side of the canopies in order to add detail to the layered design. Each canopy will include 6
flat LED lens mounted to the bottom of the canopy deck for lighting. Exact dimensions and specifications
for these design elements are included in the submitted plans.
The project would require removal of four existing light poles that currently illuminate for the fuel
dispensers. One of the light poles located along the southern property line currently has an attached
pole sign for displaying gas prices. The intent is for this sign to be reused by attaching it to the canopy’s
column. The existing pole sign is 3 feet wide by 6 feet high, and it is 7 feet above grade.
Landmark Commission Design Guidelines and Precedent
The Shaker Heights Landmark Commission Design Guidelines state:
“New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible
with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property
and its environment.”
“Exterior materials for a new building should be of a high quality and should be consistent with
materials used for other buildings in the neighborhood.”
The Landmark Commission has no official precedent for the review of similar canopy structures. There is
also no precedent for the use of PVC or fiberglass material for exterior design elements. For residential
projects, the Landmark Commission has historically discouraged the use of vinyl and similar plasticbased materials.
Architectural Board of Review (ABR)
The Architectural Board of Review reviewed the applicant’s original plans preliminarily after a meeting
and had the following comments on those plans:
 They all agreed that the canopy structures appeared to be very high and advised that it to be
lowered while still meeting the minimum height standards for trucks.
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They also all agreed that "corporate" architecture will be tough to get approved in Shaker and
especially in this historic district.
They recommended a canopy structure design that is more subtle and ties into some of the
design elements of the existing building on the site.
They recommended that the canopies be designed to minimize their robustness and be more
sensitive to the historic context.
They noted the lack of column detail and asked whether base or head detail could be added.
They suggested playing off of the existing building by using white columns with detail for the
structure, while using the entablature around the canopy edge.
They recommended removal of the green band.

The submitted plans for this application reflect the applicant’s attempt to address these preliminary
design comments.
The ABR design guidelines provide the following guidance about alterations to commercial property:
Storefront Alterations: Storefront alterations should respect the architectural character of the existing
building in terms of materials, scale, proportion, and fenestration.
Zoning
The canopies are too close to the property lines and the building. The required setback of the canopy
from property lines and to the building is a minimum of 12 feet per Section 1263.05. The canopies are
closer to both Larchmere (4 ft.) and Kemper (9 ft.) property lines than allowed.
The Larchmere canopy is only 7 feet from the building and the Kemper canopy is 11 feet from the
canopy.
The canopy locations will require variance requests at a future Board of Zoning Appeals meeting.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends CONTINUATION of this application in order to address the following design concerns.
Staff is concerned about the scale of the proposed canopies and their potential impact on the
surrounding historic district. In particular, the canopy height and the overall canopy area. Staff suggests
that the applicant investigate a smaller scale canopy option as it may be possible to reduce the size
without impeding their function. The Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review are
encouraged to discuss this topic.
Staff requests that the Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review discuss the proposed
design and its relationship to both the existing building on-site and the surrounding historic district.
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Memorandum
To:

Members of the Landmark Commission

From:

Cameron Roberts, Planner

Date:

09/17/2020

Re:

Landmark Commission Staff Approval Report: Aug. 20, 2020 – Sept. 16, 2020

Meeting:

09/23/2020

Staff Approvals
Landmark Commission has the authority to direct some approvals to staff for administrative
review. The following staff approvals occurred since the previous staff approval report in August
2020.
Date

Address

Type

9/2/2020

3113 Van Aken
Boulevard

Fence

Color

Manufacturer

Material

Notes

Wood
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