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MINUTES OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
April 28, 2022 

City Hall Auditorium 
 

Present: Councilmembers Litten, Bullock, Kepple, Baker, Rader, & Shachner 
 
Also Present: Mayor George, Director Leininger, Chief of Staff Storey, Director Corrigan, 
David Baas & Katelyn Milius of the Planning Department, members of the public, & Deputy 
Clerk Lascu taking minutes 
 
Start time: 6:14 p.m. 
 

Approval of the minutes of the April 25, 2022 Committee of the Whole 
 

Motion by Vice President Litten, seconded by Councilmember Bullock to approve the minutes of 
the April 25, 2022 Committee of the Whole. All members voted in favor. Motion passed. 
Minutes approved. 

**** 
 
Communication from Mayor George, President O’Malley & Director Leininger regarding 
resolution authorizing the negotiation of a development agreement based on the executed 
term sheet with CASTO and North Pointe Realty for the Downtown Development. 
(Referred to COW 4/4/22)  
 
Public Comment – Jesse Shedden – 1488 Marlowe – Mr. Shedden expressed concerns about 
traffic and parking related to the hospital site redevelopment. He stated that while density in a 
project is typically good, it could make it harder to live in the city. He concluded by applauding 
the planned plaza on Detroit and asked for the feasibility of building townhomes on the site to be 
examined. 
 
Chair Litten asked the administration to summarize the project’s timeline and process moving 
forward. Director Leininger noted that Resolution 2022-14 involves the term sheet and serves as 
the starting point for the development review process. It sets markers on the negotiation for the 
development agreement and plan. The property was rezoned as a planned development due to the 
previous Carnegie proposal for the site. Mr. Leininger added that the planning process runs 
through the Planning Commission (PC) and Architectural Board of Review (ABR), with 
development agreement negotiations based on the development plan. Assuming Council grants 
authorization to negotiate with CASTO, the goal would be to kick off the planning process in 
May with a joint Planning Commission and Architectural Board of Review meeting, with 
neighborhood meetings to follow, along with separate PC and ABR meetings. Once all input has 
been received from the various neighbors, boards, and commissions, the development agreement 
will be created beginning in August 2022 and last through the end of the year. Construction 
would begin in 2023, with the Roundstone and Curtis Block being built first, along with the 
parking garage. Work would commence in a clockwise rotation around the site.  
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Chair Litten discussed Council’s desire to have its priorities reflected in the term sheet, noting 
that they would not have to be hammered out perfectly prior to Council’s next regular meeting 
on May 2nd. Some of the concepts desired included the ability to expand the site where possible 
once market conditions change, and a desire for more density in the project. 
 
Councilmember Rader focused his comments on the sustainability of the project, noting that he 
had sent the term sheet around to various environmental organizations/stakeholders who largely 
approved of its vision. He suggested installing base minimums for energy efficiency standards 
that tie into the city’s Climate Action Plan. Director Leininger commented that much of the 
discussion around incorporating sustainability measures into the project has been high level 
conceptually, with details still needing to be worked out. He noted various components such as a 
recycling program, EV chargers, bike shares, etc. that were likely to be considered in the project, 
along with a potential environmental building certification. 
 
Councilmember Kepple added support for sustainable landscaping to be incorporated into the 
greenspace designed for the site. 
 
Councilmember Bullock used the sustainability discussion as an example to gain insight on how 
larger budgeting conversations for the project play out. He noted that sustainability items that are 
already not baked into the budget may not receive action. He stated City Council should confirm 
its priorities now and look for construction on the project to aim for LEED level certifications. 
 
Director Leininger stated that the details for the plan get worked out through the next step in the 
process, which is design review. The term sheet lays out high level priorities, with flexibility 
built into them. He noted if Council feels a need to reach a LEED gold level, there’s only so 
much capacity in the project for it and prioritizing that may affect other aspects of the 
development. The project goes through PC and ABR to figure out the details. He stressed that 
Council needs to be involved in those processes, and that the Planning Department can keep 
Council apprised of project development in Committee of the Whole meetings to make sure it 
has Council’s fingerprints on it. 
 
Councilmember Shachner spoke to the expertise and quality of individuals on the PC and ABR 
boards and their ability to apply a critical lens to projects. He suggested not putting specific 
markers on how Council wants things done, as no members are experts on design or engineering. 
He stated his #1 priority since joining Council has been providing more space for people to live 
in the city. He added that he’s interested in seeing more residential density, ensuring the public’s 
ability to use the space, and having an affordable housing component to the project. 
 
Councilmember Kepple sought to work backwards from Council’s stated priorities to reach 
outcomes, focusing on the ADA accessibility of dwelling units on the site. She noted that the 
committee learned in a previous meeting that 2% of units in the development are required to be 
fully ADA accessible and iterated a desire to see that number rise. In this case, Ms. Kepple stated 
that one of her focused outcomes for the project was to include more affordable and accessible 
housing for seniors, refugees, and those with disabilities to remain in Lakewood. She concurred 
with Councilmember Shachner about wanting to see a public space that which everyone can use. 
She concluded by noting that Council’s job is not to be prescriptive with project components, but 
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more about giving voice to the body’s priorities and what its members would like to see 
accomplished. 
 
Chair Litten asked about the feasibility/cost of elevators being installed in every building, which 
could add accessibility very quickly. Director Leininger stated that the city’s building code 
requires any building 3 stories or more to have an elevator. He outlined in what buildings 
elevators would fit and stated his team has taken note of Council’s emphasis on increasing 
residential density. 
 
Chair Litten estimated that 50-75% of the buildings would be accessible by elevator, while 
Councilmember Kepple noted that having an elevator is just one part of accessibility. It’s 
important to intentionally design, such as have showers without barriers, as much as possible to 
be truly accessible. Ms. Kepple also suggested adding more opportunities for homeownership. 
Director Leininger clarified that 77% of all units have access to an elevator as currently planned 
and that all units must be accommodated with the city’s code in terms of accessibility, with room 
for more ADA designed units to be added in the future. 
 
Chair Litten asked if the affordable housing units would be intermingled or confined to one 
space on the site. Director Leininger stated that the units are required to be intermingled and 
made affordable throughout all unit types, with them being portioned between studios, 1-, 2-, and 
3-bedroom types. 
 
Councilmember Rader asked why the city wouldn’t aim for 100% of the units to be fully ADA 
accessible and whether that was unrealistic. Mr. Leininger stated that the different unit types may 
require some multi-level living. 100% accessibility is possible, but the variety of unit types 
throughout the projects would be sacrificed. Councilmember Kepple suggested having different 
types of opportunities for ownership across unit types. 
 
Councilmember Bullock stated that traffic surrounding the project is a concern but added that 
traffic management is a strength of the Planning Commission. 
 
Councilmember Bullock continued to say that he wants to be detailed in enumerating Council’s 
priorities so members can be successful in achieving them. He added his support for the 
sustainability, density, accessibility, and affordability issues raised by his colleagues. He asked 
the committee whether it had agreed to put together a Council term sheet, report, or resolution. 
He concluded by stating a desire for the city to find another location for the 75 parking spots the 
Cleveland Clinic needs in the new development garage. 
 
In speaking to the issue of specificity, Chair Litten suggested proposed ranges for items like 
accessibility in order to be more nuanced and realistic with expectations for the project. He 
added that committee members now know a great deal more about the project’s components than 
they did a month ago, and their thoughts should consider the information provided by the 
developer, administration, realtor, etc. 
 
A dialogue took place among Councilmembers on the process for the development and how City 
Council should exert its influence in it. Councilmember Baker volunteered to compile notes into 
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an addendum or advisory panel commentary based on the consensus agreement of members on 
stated goals for the project. 
 
Chair Litten stated he would like Council to have a seat at every table available to it. He inquired 
whether the advisory panel would be reconvened or suggested other opportunities for Council to 
be apprised of the development process, such as monthly Committee of the Whole meetings 
through the end of the year, executive sessions for nuanced negotiations, etc. He reiterated that 
Council should be somewhat specific on priorities and assured the body that May 2nd would not 
be the last day for discussion. 
 
Councilmembers continued the discussion and expressed their support for 1-2 councilmembers 
to serve as a point of contact on the project. Members suggested sharing Council concerns at the 
first Planning Commission meeting and noted the many veto points throughout Lakewood’s 
development review process. 
 
Mayor George noted that based on the current timeline it appears that the legislation will not be 
ready in time for the planned May PC meeting, however her administration planned on calling a 
special joint meeting between the PC and ABR on May 17th to ensure the project continues to 
move through its review in a timely fashion. It was noted that the city must advertise that 
meeting to neighbors 1 week before the meeting date, and that Council priorities could be shared 
then. 
 
Director Leininger stated that the property is already zoned for a planned development due to the 
previous project at the site, however the 17th would kick off the PC and ABR processes. He 
clarified that the project would go to the Planning Commission with a new preliminary planned 
development designation, as the previous plan has expired. The plan would show details 
regarding setbacks/density with the zoning in place. 
 
Councilmember Rader concluded that having a list of Council priorities would be beneficial as it 
would prompt a response/explanation if the body’s priorities could not be met. He said Council 
should aim to have something together by its May 2nd or 16th meeting. 
 
Councilmember Kepple encouraged her colleagues to vet their priorities at the current, ongoing 
meeting. She acknowledged Council’s consensus on accessibility and offered to wordsmith the 
list of priorities into a document over the weekend. 
 
Councilmember Kepple offered the community space having a primarily public use focus, and to 
be constructed with input from community partner organizations and sound environmental 
design principles that consider safety and sustainability. 
 
Chair Litten asked if there was potential for 100% of the units to be fully accessible by elevator. 
Director Leininger stated that bathrooms and rooms may not be initially built with accessible 
amenities, but the building design will allow for their installation. He added that 2% of the units 
will have amenities and recognized Council’s desire to see more. 
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Councilmember Rader suggested ensuring that a minimum energy standard rating be achieved by 
the buildings, and suggested onsite generation, solar ready structures, space for 
recycling/composting, and a potential LEED certification. 
 
Councilmember Bullock expressed a desire to make sure the financials of the project perform as 
advertised. He stated that Council has a duty to make sure the project pencils/profits and ensure 
the agreement protects taxpayers financially. Director Leininger stated that every development 
agreement has protections in place. Commercial, residential, and office uses are broken down in 
the term sheet, which is used to obtain financing. The agreement establishes timelines the 
developer has to meet to complete components of the project. If the developer defaults on 
delivery of the terms, it puts CASTO in jeopardy of losing the tax-increment financing (TIF) for 
the project. The deliverables are baked into the development agreement; however they have not 
been specified at this point. 
 
Councilmember Bullock asked whether the land valuation had been updated. Planning staff 
referred to a previous appraisal that was done on the property and extrapolated from that value. 
The value was determined at $5-$6 million before the environmental issues were discovered. 
They indicated that they’ll complete a broker’s opinion of the value and that it is currently open 
ended in the term sheet. 
 
It was further explained that the County Auditor’s office appraised the entire site at $1.5 million, 
however it was not aware of the environmental issues. The auditor’s number is generally based 
on free market value. 
 
Councilmember Baker stated that there is a benefit in expressing the land value now to corner the 
developer into a tax value that will benefit the schools and the community, noting that there is a 
larger difference between the value on the land and what tax will be paid on it. He concluded that 
land value will be important for the longevity of the site, stating that its value is closer to $6 
million. 
 
Discussion ensued on a new land value assessment. It was clarified that the city does not have to 
get one, however how the land is valued will be considered when addressing the $18 million gap 
in financing that the project presents. Land can sometimes serve as a subsidy that goes into 
projects like this, with examples found in similar proposals in Cleveland Heights and Shaker 
Heights. The land value assessment could take place before the site is brought to grade, and the 
city will need to provide environmental information on the site in the event a broker’s opinion is 
pursued. 
 
Councilmember Bullock shared his belief that Council should be represented at the negotiating 
table along with the administration, as the city is a co-applicant for the proposal being reviewed 
by the Planning Commission and Architectural Board of Review. Director Leininger explained 
that the city is the property owner of the site, so it is required to be a co-applicant, despite it 
being CASTO’s proposal. The city has ethical obligations to represent the zoning code. All 
parties agreed they want impartiality and a thorough review by both boards (PC and ABR). 
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Dialogue took place on the environmental status of the property. The city has completed and 
satisfied site remediation under the EPA. There is a covenant not to sue on the property. The 
covenant acknowledges contaminants within the soil and groundwater and provides restrictions 
on buildings as they build them on the footprint of the contamination. Vapor barriers and passive 
ventilation of gases are needed, along with air quality tests inside the buildings. These are signed 
off by the EPA. The remediation measures typically resolve 99% of the issues however it is 
always a risk to the developer, and it does represent a cost. The financial partners in the deal 
have been made aware of the issues by the developer. Environmental contaminants such as these 
are not an unusual condition. 
 
Councilmember Bullock advocated that the Curtis Block building be preserved.  
 
Chair Litten noted that the developer has stated clearly that full preservation of the building 
would equal their bowing out of the project, adding that is a real answer with which the Council 
needs to grapple. He stated he is amenable to a façade save so the city can keep on its current 
trajectory with the project. Mr. Litten concluded in saying he has toured the building, 
understands how it affects the site, provided support to a façade save, and gave councilmembers 
the opportunity to share their thoughts on the matter. 
 
Councilmember Baker recalled that the developer stated they would no longer be interested in 
the project if the Curtis Block building was removed from the project. Councilmembers disputed 
past discussion on that notion. Mayor George clarified that the developer would leave the project 
if the Curtis Block building was removed from the development site. 
 
Councilmember Bullock continued with his desired priorities for the project. He added his 
support for residential density, preparing the site for future development (specifically preparing 
the parking garage so a building could be constructed on it in the future), and screening the 
parking garage. He also wanted the city to explore whether the 75 parking spots required in the 
new parking garage for the Cleveland Clinic Family Health Center could be moved to another 
site to reduce cost and shrink the footprint of the garage. Director Leininger noted that the 
parking garage does not face any residents, to which Mr. Bullock responded he would like it 
screened anyway. 
 
Chief Storey volunteered to reach out to the Cleveland Clinic to discuss the 75 parking spots. 
Chair Litten noted that the city may want to consider the need to keep the 75 spots in the project 
if the Clinic agreed to move them, for the future flow of the development. Councilmember 
Bullock suggested that if spots were saved, the price of parking could be reduced. 
 
Councilmember Bullock asked what the budget was for the public square space. Director 
Leininger responded that it was well into the 7 figures, adding that his staff and the developer are 
still talking about the square footage and the high-quality finishes it will require. 
 
Councilmember Baker noted that the cost of the space is in its installation and in funding its 
upkeep/maintenance. Speaking from his experience serving on Planning Commission, he 
suggested advocating that maintenance be baked into the site’s zoning. Councilmembers 
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advocated that the public space have reasonable rental fees that can accommodate groups on a 
low budget, proposing different rental prices based on non-profit/for profit status. 
 
Councilmember Rader harkened back to Mr. Shedden’s public comment about traffic in the area. 
He shared similar thoughts as he to lives nearby the site, noting that traffic studies will guide the 
process. 
 
Discussion diverted back to the Curtis Block building. Councilmembers weighed the needs of the 
developer against full preservation of the building. They attempted to explore solutions between 
a façade save of the building and full preservation. They considered language aiming to 
“preserve the Curtis Block to the fullest extent possible.” Chair Litten highlighted how a façade 
save preserves the street corner in the renderings offered by the developer. He also questioned 
the $7 million cost figure for full preservation. 
 
Mayor George provided context to the $7 million cost estimate, noting the city’s recent 
experience with adapting Cove Church into the Cove Community Center. She stated it was in 
much better condition than the Curtis Block and cost $5.1 million before shipping delays. She 
concluded with the reality that there are significant structural issues with Curtis Block. 
 
Councilmember Kepple suggested a Council priority centered around the language “restoring the 
Curtis Block building to the fullest extent possible, while preserving the streetcar design and 
façade.” 
 
In an exchange, Councilmember Baker and Director Leininger spoke about the property’s 
historic designation and concluded that ABR would need to approve of any modification to the 
building. They noted ABR hearings would provide the preservation community more 
opportunities to present its case for full preservation of the building. Mr. Baker expressed 
support for the language proposed by Ms. Kepple. 
 
Recognizing the building’s history and the limited resources for the project, Councilmember 
Shachner pointed out that an RFP was issued in 2016 under much better economic conditions 
and received 1 response. He inquired when the last time was that the building held a commercial 
tenant. 
 
Councilmember Bullock stated that the Lakewood Hospital Association refused to rent it to 
anybody for a long time, likely since before the city secured ownership. He added that the 
previous owner used it to screen the hospital. 
 
Director Leininger stated that 2009 was the last time a full-time tenant occupied the building. 
 
Councilmember Shachner and Chair Litten acknowledged CASTO’s previous statements about 
being unable to market the building. Mayor George added that Liberty Development is 
struggling to find tenants for the old historic buildings on Warren Rd. 
 
Councilmember Shachner expressed appreciation for Ms. Kepple’s proposed priority paying 
homage to historic preservation. He highlighted the preservation of the corner that would take 
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place with a façade save. He stated his belief that it accomplishes the goal of incorporating where 
Lakewood came from and is going in the project. He likened Lakewood as the Ellis Island of 
Northeast Ohio, with 50% of the population being renters. He noted the variety of residential 
construction in the city, adding that a façade save reaches the best result while honoring 
everyone’s perspectives. 
 
Councilmember Kepple reiterated the Council priority to read: “preserve the Curtis Block 
building to the greatest extent possible, preserving the four-corner street design, and paying 
homage to the original structure with elements of it throughout.” Councilmember Rader spoke to 
the importance of incorporation historic elements throughout the structure while it is streamlined 
for modern day efficiencies. 
 
Councilmembers agreed to work collaboratively on drafting a formal list of the priorities 
discussed during the evening. Discussion took place on when the document should be issued. 
 
Councilmember Baker shared priorities on which he believes Council’s focus should remain. He 
asked the administration to consider the extra payoff by investing in a parking deck that would 
allow for building expansion. He encouraged everyone to think beyond today’s market about the 
multi-generational development. He suggested the city work to retain the air rights of the 
structure, which would provide the ability to build vertically. He cited an example of a parking 
deck in Cincinnati being converted into a hotel, adding that the most sustainable building is an 
already existing one. 
 
Mr. Baker continued, stating the importance of increasing density in the project. He added that 
he’d be interested in getting more granular about tenant sourcing, proposing that only 25% of the 
commercial tenants at the site can be existing Lakewood businesses. He advocated for better 
sourcing of information on the hard cost of the project as well, noting the city’s 20% equity stake 
in the project. 
 
Several councilmembers echoed support for Mr. Baker’s parking garage proposal. 
 
Councilmembers Kepple and Baker agreed to work together to compile a draft of Council 
priorities over the weekend for the upcoming regular meeting of Council the following Monday. 
Chair Litten stated to plan on another Committee of the Whole meeting to wrap up discussion on 
the term sheet. 
 
Councilmembers discussed appointing a member or 2 to work with the administration and 
CASTO throughout the development process. They expressed a goal to make the best 50–100-
year decision possible. Council wants the highest and best use for the residents of the city, 
government, developer, and tenants of the site. They concluded in expressing faith in the 
Planning Commission and Architectural Board of Review, and a desire to continue to work to 
retain the developer and a good tenant. 
 
Chair Litten adjourned the meeting without objection at 8:48 p.m. 
 
 


