Joint Landmark Commission/Architectural Board of Review Agenda

Via Video and Audio Conference Due to
COVID-19 Public Health Emergency
Wednesday, October 28, 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 September 23, 2020 Meeting.
Documents:
2. LC MINUTES_9-23-2020.PDF
2. Certificate of Appropriateness: 17601 Winslow Road - Fence and Driveway Gate.
Robert Gugini, homeowner. Represented by Thomas Tekesky, contractor, American
Fence Company.
Documents:
3. 17601 WINSLOW MEMO_10-28-20.PDF
4. 17601 WINSLOW_APPLICATION MATERIALS.PDF
3. Certificate of Appropriateness (Continuation): 13165 Larchmere Boulevard (BP Gas Station)
- canopies.
Ahmad Samra, property owner. Represented by Carleton Moore, contractor, CWM
Services.
Documents:
5. 13165 LARCHMERE MEMO_10-28-20.PDF
6. 13165 LARCHMERE_APPLICATION MATERIALS.PDF
4. Staff Approvals.
Documents:
7. STAFF APPROVAL REPORT OCTOBER 2020.PDF

4. Staff Approvals.
Documents:
7. STAFF APPROVAL REPORT OCTOBER 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, September 23, 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
Stephanie Ryberg-Webster, Landmark Commission, Member

Others Present:

Cameron Roberts, Planner
Daniel Feinstein, Senior Planner
Hans Walter, Architectural Board of Review, Member
Sandra Madison, Architectural Board of Review, Member

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

*

*

*

Approval of the August 26, 2020 Meeting Minutes
Ms. Hays noted that she had to step away from the last meeting during the vote of the proposed
wireless antennas on the Lee-Scottsdale building. The number of approval votes should be changed
from five to four for that project.
It was moved by Ms. Hays and seconded by Ms. Montgomery to approve the minutes with one
revision.
Ayes:
Nays:

All
None

Motion Carried
*

*

*

*

Certificate of Appropriateness: 2540 North Moreland Boulevard—Rooftop Pergola. Bruce Rose,
tenant.
Mr. Roberts said that the application is a follow-up to a preliminary review that took place at the August
26 meeting. He said the applicant proposes to install a 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 presented the location of the patio of the roof.
Mr. Roberts continued, saying that the proposed pergola is constructed of cedar and stained Mocha
Brown. The pergola will be eleven feet by thirteen feet in size, and eight-feet three-inches in height. It
also features an aluminum louvered roof that can be opened or closed. He said that this was the extent
of information provided for the preliminary review.
Mr. Roberts shared that one request from the Landmark Commission during the preliminary review
was to illustrate where the posts of the pergola would be located. He said that Mr. Rose demonstrated
this by placing pieces of paper and brick in the approximate post locations. Mr. Roberts pointed out
that the proposed post locations are not as far away from the roof as possible, so there is some room
available to move the pergola back if visibility is a concern.
Mr. Roberts said that another request from the Landmark Commission was for Mr. Rose to take
photos from the ground with an object at the approximate height of the pergola in order to provide a
sense of the pergola’s visibility. To do this, Mr. Rose’s wife stood on the rooftop with an umbrella at the
approximate height of the pergola while Mr. Rose took several photos from the ground.
Mr. Roberts shared several of the photos provided by the applicant. He said that the pergola would be
minimally visible from the south of the building. The pergola would be most noticeable directly east of
the building, across North Moreland Boulevard. Mr. Roberts shared that even in this case, the applicant
said it as a challenge to find a view where a pergola would be visible due to the significant amount of
tree coverage.
Mr. Roberts also shared several photo examples of existing rooftop structures in the Shaker Square
Historic District. This included several auxiliary structures on top of Moreland Courts and one on top
of the Shaker Courts building.
Mr. Roberts stated that based on the new materials provided, visibility of the proposed pergola will be
much less than existing rooftop structures in the Historic District, especially considering the tree
coverage on North Moreland. He said Staff recommends approval of the application with the condition
that the Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review determine the most appropriate
color for the pergola in order to minimize its visibility.
Mr. Feinstein mentioned that the Architectural Board of Review also reviewed the structure preliminary
at a previous meeting. Their comments were that the structure should be positioned as far away from
the edge of the rooftop as possible to reduce its visibility from the ground.
Ms. Moore asked the Architectural Board of Members whether they had anything else to add.
Ms. Madison inquired whether the question on whether the parapet height meets building code was
confirmed.
Mr. Feinstein said that this was not confirmed, but noted that this would not be a consideration for this
design review. The parapet height directly adjacent to the patio is 42-inches, which is code compliant,
but there are some areas of the rooftop where it appears the parapet is lower.
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Ms. Moore asked whether there were any thoughts on color in particular for the pergola.
Ms. Hays said that the photos of the existing pergolas and patios were helpful and questioned whether
they are under the same jurisdiction as the proposed application.
Mr. Feinstein noted that the examples shown are within the City of Cleveland, so they are not under the
same jurisdiction, but that they are still located within the Shaker Square Historic District.
Ms. Hays stated that she still found the photos to be convincing for this application. As far as color, she
said the Mocha Brown stain seems fine and she does not think the pergola will be very visibile.
Mr. Reed agreed and said he thinks the wood color would better disappear into the sky than if the
structure were painted white.
Mr. Brown and Ms. Montgomery also agreed.
Mr. Brown asked why the pergola posts could not be moved to the very edge of the patio pad to be as
far away from the roof parapet as possible.
Mr. Rose said he left some room in order to be able to walk around the pergola for adjusting the
louvers or making any necessary repairs. He said the landlord has only given him permission to stand
on the patio pavers, and not the rooftop itself.
Mr. Walter asked whether a line of pavers could be moved further away from the roof edge. It was
shared that this was not possible as a pipe penetrating the roof prevents moving the patio pad any
further than it is currently located.
Ms. Montgomery asked to clarify whether the location where Mr. Rose’s wife is standing is
representative of the location of the posts that would be closest to the parapet.
Mr. Roberts confirmed that it is.
Mr. Brown asked whether the applicant’s next required step would be to confirm that the building’s
roof can support the load of the pergola.
Mr. Roberts and Mr. Feinstein both confirmed that the applicant will need to have a building profession
assess the roof and confirm that both live and dead loads of the pergola will not be an issue.
Mrs. Ryberg-Webster moved to approve the application with the exterior color of the pergola to remain
as proposed:
Ms. Hays seconded the motion.
Roll Call:

Ayes:
Nays:

6
0
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The Architectural Board of Review also approved the application with the exterior color of the pergola
to remain as proposed.
*

*

*

*

Certificate of Appropriateness: 13165 Larchmere Boulevard (BP Gas Station)—Canopies.
Carleton Moore, contractor, CWM Services.
Mr. Roberts shared that the application is for a proposal to install canopy structures above the existing
fuel pumps at the BP Gas Station at 13165 Larchmere, which is located within the Shaker Square
Historic District.
Mr. Roberts showed photos of the existing conditions of the property and pointed out the four existing
fuel pumps, in addition to the existing retail building on site.
Mr. Roberts presented the initial proposed design for the application. He said that it was shared with
Architectural Board of Review members via email to obtain some initial design feedback. Preliminary
comments from the Architectural Board of Review were that the canopy structures appeared to be too
tall, they were concerned about the amount of franchise architecture in the design, and they wanted to
see design options that added more depth and variation.
Mr. Roberts said that based on that initial feedback, the applicant revised the canopy design and
submitted a new rendering. In this revision, the height of the canopy has been lowered and the
franchise architecture has been completely removed. The revised design includes white, structural steel
columns that imitate the columns on the property’s existing building. The canopy itself is also white
structural steel and includes flat LEDS on the bottom for lighting. White PVC was added to both of
these components for additional design features.
Mr. Roberts shared the proposed site plan from the application. He said both canopies are proposed to
be the same size, which is 24-feet in width and 40-feet in length. He noted that the site plan also shows
dimensions for the distance between the canopies, property lines, and the existing building.
Mr. Feinstein said that he conducted a zoning review for the proposal. He said there are gasoline
canopy regulations in the Zoning Code, which require a 12-foot setback to property lines and the
building. These are not met for either canopy structure. A variance request to the Board of Zoning
Appeals will be required.
Mr. Moore, contractor, said that the height of the canopy was reduced to 14-feet, which is nearly the
minimum standard of 13-feet 10-inches per the Ohio Department of Transportation. He explained that
the setback requirements for the canopies cannot be met while also providing adequate coverage to
users of the gas pumps. This is due to the location of the existing pumps. He said that if this property
were being developed brand new, the pumps would be proposed further into the site to ensure that the
setbacks can be met without a variance request.
Mr. Moore continued, explaining that the island for each fueling dispenser is approximately 4-feet wide.
The canopy is designed to provide 10-feet of coverage on either side of the island, which is the typical
size of a parking space. This is how the total width of 24-feet total was determined. He also explained
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that the length of 40-feet extends approximately 6-feet from the fueling dispenser islands, and that this
cannot be reduced any further while providing their desired coverage.
Mr. Moore said that for comparison, the height of the existing light poles on the site is approximately
18-feet. He also said that the height of the existing pole sign is about 13-feet above grade. He pointed
out that their proposed canopy would be nowhere near the height of the existing light poles and only 1foot higher than the existing signage. He said that the gutter height on the building is 14-feet.
Mr. Roberts thanked Mr. Moore for these explanations. He continued his presentation by explaining
that staff’s recommendation is a continuation of the proposal in order to continue refining the design.
He stated that staff has concerns regarding the scale of the canopies on the site. He also acknowledged
that the proposal is difficult to review as there is no existing precedent for the project. He explained that
staff want to proceed cautiously to ensure that canopy structures, if they are to approved, are
appropriate for both the property and the overall Shaker Square Historic District.
Mr. Moore said that they cannot reduce the scale of the canopy any further while providing adequate
coverage. He said that there would be no point in having the canopies if they had to be reduced for the
purpose of aesthetics. He argued that the canopies should be functional.
Mr. Moore also shared that the property owner told him that the proposal for the canopies originated
after a Council member received numerous complaints about the lack of shelter from the elements on
the property. He said the Council member approached the owner and asked what could be done, which
is how the idea of canopies originated.
Ms. Moore asked the applicant to provide the name of the Council member that approached the
property owner. Mr. Moore said the property owner did not provide a name and that this information
was provided to him directly before the meeting.
Ms. Moore asked the Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review to provide their
thoughts. She also noted that the property has operated as a gas station without a canopy since 1938
and that during her time on City Council for 17 years, she has not heard any requests for a canopy on
the site. She asked Mr. Feinstein whether staff have historically heard any similar requests.
Mr. Feinstein confirmed that to his knowledge, staff has not received any canopy requests for this
property or similar discussion before this proposal.
Ms. Hays said it sounds like the owner is not the person driving this application.
Mr. Moore clarified that the canopy would still provide a purpose for the owner and that the owner
does desire them.
Ms. Ryberg-Webster said that she feels the canopies are obtrusive to the original building on the
property. She said she is not convinced that the canopies are necessary. However, if the canopies were
to be there, she would like to see a design that incorporates brick that matches with the existing
building. She thought this would be less visually obtrusive.
Mr. Reed said that if there are to be canopies, he does not think the size can be reduced any further
while serving their function. He also said the Kemper elevation of the existing building almost reads as
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a colonnade with the white columns and cornice design. He thinks white columns on the canopy would
do a better job of fitting in with those features.
Ms. Ryberg-Webster said that the rendering may be throwing her off due to the amount of underside
that is exposed, which makes it seem like the canopy has too much white.
Mr. Reed agreed and suggested that maybe the underside of the canopy should be a warm grey or
similar.
Ms. Madison also noted that the white for the canopies does not match the white on the existing
building. She said better matching the color would help.
Mr. Brown said that from an image standpoint, the Larchmere canopy structure seems less concerning
and it may be due to the rendering angle. He also said that he does understand that there may be a
financial impact to not having canopies, as customers are being asked to stand unsheltered in inclement
weather. He also said that he agrees that the canopy should remain streamline, simple, and white in
color to reduce its impact and not have it fight with the existing building.
Mr. Brown continued, asking whether the applicant’s need for a variance is a critical factor in the review
of this proposal.
Mr. Feinstein stated that the applicant has not applied for a variance request yet. Staff recommended
that the proposal first go through the design process. He noted that the applicant will need to make a
similar presentation about the width and the length of the structures, and where the existing pumps are
located. They will need to convince the Board that the structure’s distance from the street and building
will not cause a problem.
Ms. Moore added that the Board of Zoning Appeals would take the recommendation of the Landmark
Commission very seriously. She emphasized that it is very important that the Landmark Commission
weigh in on how the proposal effects the character of the existing building.
Ms. Hays said she would like to know more about the community’s interest in the canopies. She said
she is hesitant to move forward with an approval without that information as the design does change
the entire character of the property. She acknowledged that the application may be driven by
community input and financial considerations, and suggested that a resident survey may be helpful.
Ms. Moore said that this would likely require cooperation with the City of Cleveland as the property is
located on the border of the City. She also mentioned the Larchmere Association’s involvement. She
agreed with Ms. Hays that she has no sense of how substantial community input for a canopy on this
property has been. She said the City of Shaker Heights does not have a ward system and did not believe
that a Shaker Heights Council Member told the property owner to install canopies.
Mr. Moore said that he does not have much more to add in terms of representing the project, but stated
he thinks the building will still be very visible with the canopies because it would not block the view of
the windows or cornice. He said he is not sure how much more they could do with the design in terms
of its obtrusiveness.
Ms. Hays asked whether small shelters above each individual pump would be a possibility.
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Mr. Feinstein added to this question by asking the applicant whether there is an industry standard for
the size of canopies above gas pumps.
Mr. Moore explained that the proposal is smaller than a standard canopy and that they had reduced it
down to the smallest size possible while still maintaining proper coverage. He said that the canopy
supplier will have to custom build the structure due to its smaller size. He said that a smaller canopy
would not serve a purpose.
Mr. Brown asked whether the property owner intends to do any additional landscaping or renovations
as an addition to the project. He pointed out that the canopy will be a stark new image compared to the
current worn conditions of the driveway and existing building.
Mr. Moore said that the property owner does have plans for renovations to the site. He explained that
the old service bays are currently vacant and that the property owner would like to lease them. He said it
is the owner’s desire to refurbish the service bays in spring of 2021, which would not include any
changes to the exterior of the historic building.
Mr. Feinstein shared that any accessory uses in the building will require zoning approval by the City
Planning Commission.
Ms. Madison asked whether any landscaping is proposed.
Mr. Moore acknowledged that the existing landscaping needs work and offered to mention it to the
property owner.
Ms. Moore asked for further comments.
Ms. Montgomery said that while the canopies are a bit obtrusive, it is not the equivalent of a solid wall.
She said that installation of the canopies may help the business.
Ms. Moore said that no information submitted has stated that the business is facing financial problems
due to its lack of canopies.
Ms. Montgomery agreed that there is maybe not a problem now, but that she thinks helping the
property owner make improvements to their business is worth consideration. She said that she likes the
white canopy with the brick columns, as she finds it to be more compatible and the brick would blend
in with the existing building. She stated that if the white columns were to remain, it should not exactly
imitate the existing columns on the building. She also pointed out that the canopies will not be attached
to the buildings and are a feature that can be changed later.
Ms. Madison asked whether the existing fuel pumps will be changed.
Mr. Moore said that the owner’s plan is to upgrade the fuel pumps in the spring.
Ms. Madison stated she was asking as the new canopies with the existing pumps will look off.
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Mr. Walter said that the stepping on the canopy is a welcome improvement over the original proposed
design. He suggested some other ways to reduce the profile of the canopy edge and mentioned some
examples he had found, such as clear canopies or solar array canopies.
Mr. Moore said that the clear canopy would not be possible for this structure and that BP no longer
makes solar array canopies as they did not generate enough energy to be purposeful. He continued that
he has no problem looking into revising the design for the columns.
Ms. Moore asked Mr. Roberts and Mr. Feinstein whether they heard any form on consensus from their
Board and Commission members.
Mr. Roberts stated that he did not hear an obvious consensus. He acknowledged that some members
seem to be supportive of some form of canopy on the site, while others are hesitant to approve
anything. He noted that there were many comments are the design of the columns.
Mr. Feinstein said he also did not hear a clear consensus. He said there were concerns about the
thickness of the canopy edge, the design of the columns, and a range of other design ideas. He stated
that refined designs are likely necessary.
Ms. Moore said that she would like Staff to contact the property owner and ask exactly why he wants
the canopies. She reiterated that she has not heard any Council Members discuss a need for them.
Mr. Brown mentioned that he was looking at examples of gas station canopy columns designs. He
suggested an option where the brick goes halfway up and transitions to a slim white column.
Ms. Montgomery and Ms. Madison agreed that could work, but acknowledged that it will need to be
studied along with the other design options suggested throughout the meeting.
Ms. Moore asked whether the Commission would entertain a motion to have the application continued.
Mr. Brown motioned to continue the Certificate of Appropriateness.
Ms. Montgomery seconded the motion.
Roll Call:

Ayes:
Nays:

6
0

*

*

*

*

Staff Approvals
Ms. Moore asked whether there were any questions on the staff approval provided in the meeting
packet. There were none.
*
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Other Business
Ms. Hays asked about the timing of the preservation award recordings.
Mr. Roberts said that he stills needs to finalize a schedule and will reach out to the Landmark
Commission once that is done.
Mr. Feinstein mentioned that a joint work session between the Landmark Commission and
Architectural Board of Review is tentatively scheduled for October 5. He said staff will share more
information, including digital materials, a week in advance.
*

*

*

*

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:27 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

From:

Cameron Roberts, Planner
Daniel Feinstein, Senior Planner

Date:

October 21, 2020

Re:

Certificate of Appropriateness: 17601 Winslow Road—Fence and Driveway Gate.
Robert Cugini, homeowner. Represented by Thomas Tekesky, contractor, American
Fence Company.

Meeting:

October 28, 2020

17601 Winslow Road (October 2020 Photo)

Background
This Winslow Road property was built in 1925 and designed by the architects George Burrows and Philo
Brooke. The rear yard is partially fenced, with a six-foot tall wood fence on the neighbor’s property to
the west.
CITY OF SHAKER HEIGHTS I PLANNING DEPARTMENT

3400 LEE ROAD I SHAKER HEIGHTS, OH 44120 I TEL 216.491.1430 I FAX 216.491.1431 I OHIO RELAY SERVICE 711 I WEB shakeronline.com

The applicant proposes to install a fence and a driveway gate; both will be a black, ornamental
aluminum design. The proposed height for both is six (6) feet. A site plan and specifications for the
proposed fence design are included in the meeting packet.
Landmark Commission Design Guidelines
The Design Guidelines consider fences “impermanent” alterations because they tend to have a limited
life span and can easily be changed back to an earlier appearance. The guidelines caution against an
inappropriate fence that can dramatically alter the appearance of a landmark property and refers to the
Shaker Heights Fences book for additional guidance regarding design and location of fences.
Landmark Commission Precedent
On landmark properties, any fence visible from the street must be reviewed by the Landmark
Commission, unless it is completely screened by evergreen vegetation.
A similar six-foot tall, black, ornamental fence and driveway gate was approved for the neighboring
property, 17608 Winslow Road, at the April 25, 2013 Landmark Commission meeting.
Overall, the Landmark Commission has reviewed and approved the following fences:
Address

Date

Decision

18500 Parkland

4-24-98

Approved: wood stockade fence; corner lot

3076 Kingsley

6-28-06

Approved: black ornamental aluminum fence & driveway gate; corner lot

17400 S. Park

6-4-07

Approved: wrought iron fence rear/side lot lines

3756 Lee

10-27-10

Approved: black ornamental aluminum fence; corner lot

22300 Fairmount

4-25-12

Approved: wood, open picket fence & driveway gate

17608 Winslow

4-25-13

Approved: black ornamental aluminum fence & driveway gate

19642 Winslow

4-23-14

Approved: black ornamental aluminum fence & driveway gate

19700 South
Woodland Road

8-22-18

Approved: black ornamental aluminum fence; corner lot

Zoning
A six feet tall fence and gate at the rear corner of the house meets both height and location zoning
requirements.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Certificate of Appropriateness as submitted.
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Property Location:
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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:

October 21, 2020

Re:

Certificate of Appropriateness (CONTINUATION): 13165 Larchmere Boulevard (BP Gas
Station)—Canopies. Ahmad Samra, property owner. Represented by Carleton Moore,
contractor, CWM Services.

Meeting:

October 28, 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. 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.
CITY OF SHAKER HEIGHTS I PLANNING DEPARTMENT

3400 LEE ROAD I SHAKER HEIGHTS, OH 44120 I TEL 216.491.1430 I FAX 216.491.1431 I OHIO RELAY SERVICE 711 I WEB shakeronline.com

This proposal was formally reviewed by the Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review at
the September 23, 2020 meeting. During the review, feedback from Commission and Board members
varied and no clear consensus was apparent. Several members noted that the proposed canopies feel
obtrusive to the original building on the property and the Shaker Square Historic District. They were not
convinced that canopies should be approved.
However, if the canopies were to be allowed, the following was a list of suggested design changes that
were offered to the applicant. It was requested that each item be investigated to assess its
incorporation into the proposed design:
1. Incorporate brick into the column design. The brick and mortar should match that of the existing
building.
2. If the columns are to remain white as proposed, explore alternative design options that do not
precisely match the existing building, but are still compatible with the existing building.
3. Explore a partial brick column design that transitions into a thinner column. The brick and
mortar should match that of the existing building.
4. Coordinate the color of the proposed canopy and columns to match the white trim and other
architectural details on the existing building as much as possible.
5. Explore design options that reduce the profile of the canopy edge. Suggested options to explore
included, but were not limited to, a clear canopy or a solar array.
6. Explore design options that reduce the overall scale of the canopy size.
7. Explore the option of smaller, individual shelters above each fuel pump.
8. For the next submission, provide renderings from a perspective that resemble a “head-on” view
of the canopies.
Following these comments, the Certificate of Appropriateness was continued and the applicant was
asked to submit the following before the new meeting:
1. A revised design or design options that address the concerns and suggestions of Landmark
Commission and Architectural Board of Review members.
2. A statement from the property owner explaining why they want the canopies and whether any
community and/or Council input is driving the request.
3. A written explanation of why the canopy is architecturally appropriate for the property and the
Shaker Square Historic District.
Revised Proposal
The applicant has provided the requested materials and two revised design options based on the
feedback provided at the last meeting. These materials 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. The dimensions of each canopy remain the same as the original
proposal at 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.
The canopies will be constructed of white structural steel with the color intended to match the white on
the existing building. White, PCV crown moulding will be added to the side of the canopies in order to
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add detail to the layered design. Each canopy will include 6 flat LED lens mounted to the bottom of the
canopy deck for lighting.
The applicant has provided two options for the canopy columns:
1. Brick columns that match the brick or mortar on the existing building.
2. Simple, white columns that will match the color of the trim detail on the existing building.
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.
 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.
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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 located 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
building.
The canopy locations will require variance requests at a future Board of Zoning Appeals meeting.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that one of the following actions take place based on the direction of feedback and
conversation by the Landmark Commission and Architectural Board of Review.
Option 1:
Continuation of the Certificate of Appropriateness in order to provide a revised application with the
following:
1. Revised site plan with vehicles drawn to scale in order to illustrate the minimum necessary
canopy length to provide coverage to the driver-side door and gas pump location.
2. Lower the canopy height to the minimum ODOT standard.
3. Revised canopy design with the following:
a. Brick columns with trim or similar on the base and top in order to provide a transition
with the ground and canopy top.
b. A smaller canopy that reflects the minimum length necessary to provide coverage to the
driver-side door and gas pump location, to be determined by the revised site plan.
4. Addition of one medium-sized tree to the Kemper Road tree lawn in order to mitigate and
soften the view of the proposed canopies. To be incorporated in the revised site plan.
Option 2:
Denial of the Certificate of Appropriateness based on the following impacts to the historical character of
the property:
1. This property and historic building is located on a prominent corner at the south and east entry
to the Shaker Square Historic District at the intersection of three Boulevards. It therefore is a
significant contributing element in the overall historic district.
2. The scale of the canopy structures adversely affects the view shed of the existing building and
the overall Shaker Square Historic District due to its prominent corner lot location.
3. The proposed design options are not compatible with the property, existing building, or Shaker
Square Historic District in their current state.
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Ahmad Damra
BP Oil
13165 Larchmere Blvd
Shaker Heights, Ohio 44120
216-333-3235
skyfuel2018@gmail.com

To whom it may concern,

My name is Ahmad Damra, the owner of the BP gas station and Convenient store located at
13165 Larchmere Blvd, Shaker Heights, Ohio 44120. This letter is a sincere request for
permission to have gas station canopy installed on this property.
Shaker Heights is a city united by an intense pride for the community and shared religious
beliefs. The city created a society that valued learning hard work and equality. As a business
owner and denizen of Shaker Heights, I would love to see our community and my business
continue to grow. There are a few projects that I would like to finish on my property while I keep
its city heritage and historic view.
Our customers have suggested that we have a canopy to provide shade or shelter from harsh
weather conditions on top of our fuel pumps. Not having a canopy causes our customers much
inconvenience. Our goal for this business is to provide the best service and care for our
customers.
Furthermore, in recent years BP has set new requirements for all fueling stations to have more
advanced, highly efficient pumps, extremely secure credit card readers, social media sharing,
video e-cards, accessibility updates, etc. I, as a small business owner, would like to have these
innovations installed for my business. However, it would be counter-institutive to have these
things without canopies to protect the fuel pump kiosks. I have also provided all my supporting
documents.
With your permission and support, our company will continue to serve the community with the
best possible service.

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration,

Ahmad Damra

Architectural Appropriateness Statement
To all,
As per your request I'm providing our statement for why the addition of the canopy is
appropriate for this historical site and land mark district.
1. This gas station was built during a time period when the station provided full service to their
customer wanting gasoline for their car. You remained inside your car during raining and
snowing days. While a full-time attendant pumped your gas. There was no need for a canopy.
We no longer live in that time period. Asking your customers to stand in the rain uncovered is
not good customer service. When you can provide shelter for them with a canopy.
2. We are not proposing any changes to the existing physical structure that deem this site
historical or a landmark.
3. The historical character of the property will be retained and preserved.
4. The historical use of a gas station in this landmark district will remain.
5. By adding the canopy that is above the ground,but below the height of the building. Will
maintain the space and spatial relationship that characterise this property.
6. We are not removing any elements to this site that are deemed landmark or historical
7. The distinctive building brick will be used on the canopy columns. Both the canopy and
building wood trim will be painted the same color of white so that they will match in appearance.
8. Finally and most important, with the addition of the canopy should it be removed in the future.
The essential form and integrity of this historical,landmark property and is environment would
be in unimpaired.
Thank you
CARLETON MOORE!
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Memorandum
To:

Members of the Landmark Commission

From:

Cameron Roberts, Planner

Date:

10/21/2020

Re:

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

Meeting:

10/28/2020

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
September 2020.
Date

Address

Type

Color

Manufacturer

Material

Notes

10/16/2020

19423
Winslow
Road

Roof

Heather
Blend

Certainteed

Asphalt
shingle

Replacing existing
asphalt shingles
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