
15-Mar-11 
Review of the McKenna Report 
  
  
Dear South Euclid Planning Commission, 
  
My wife and I have lived 30 years in a home overlooking the Oakwood property, so 
we have a stake in the rezoning decision. I have read the McKenna Report and 

would like to offer a few observations. 
  
Is the Master Plan Consistent with a Decision to Rezone? 
  
On page 33 of the South Euclid Comprehensive Plan (the “Master Plan”) adopted 
by City Council in 2000 the Oakwood Country Club is singled out (Part VII-B-3): 
  

In AREA 3, priority locations for infill housing at the density 

permitted by the zoning code are: 
  
a) The Oakwood Country Club site if the Club moves. It is 
important to note that this policy reflects the position that 

this site should not be developed for retail uses. 
  
It is hard to imagine a more definitive statement by the authors of the Master Plan 
regarding their intention for the fate of the Oakwood site than this: “It is important 

to note that this policy reflects the position that this site should not be developed 
for retail uses.” Indeed, this statement seems prescient. 
  
The McKenna Report acknowledges the contradiction between this statement and 

the proposed rezoning of Oakwood. However, it goes on to state (page 6):   
  

We believe that the scale and unexpected nature of the 
Oakwood property becoming available for development 

constitutes a significant enough change in conditions to 
warrant a revision to the Comprehensive Plan Update. 

  
The Oakwood Country Club has been for sale since 1994, when there was a 

proposal by a developer to purchase the property and build retail. There was 
significant public opposition to the sale and Mayor Kocevar was well aware of the 

controversy. It is implausible to claim that, when he signed the Master Plan in 
2000, he was unaware of the “scale” of the Oakwood property or would find it 

“becoming available for development” unexpected. 
  
The Master Plan “Update” proposed by the Planning Commission in 2010 (but not 
adopted by City Council) says (see page 9 of the tables appended to the proposed 

Update) that Part VII-B-3-a of the Master Plan “continues to be valid”. Thus, as 
recently as one year ago the Planning Commission reconfirmed its belief that the 



Oakwood site should not be developed for retail uses. 
  
The authors of the Master Plan were well aware of the potential for retail 
development of the Oakwood land. These same authors were also aware – and 

presented extensive and convincing data illustrating – the limitations for 
commercial growth due to the demographics and physical constraints in South 

Euclid. Yet, given this information, they still concluded that the Oakwood site 
should not be developed for retail uses. Whether you agree or disagree with the 

wisdom of their conclusion, that’s what they stated. 
  
The McKenna Report’s Arguments for Rezoning 
  
The author of the McKenna Report clearly disagrees with the Master Plan and 
proposed Master Plan Update, since he recommends C-2 rezoning of the Oakwood 

land. In justifying this recommendation he employs two broad arguments: (1) the 
deeding of 21 acres of parkland to the city will forward some of the “greenspace” 

goals set forth in the proposed Master Plan Update; and (2) retail development of 
Oakwood will provide South Euclid with sorely-needed revenue. 
  
Argument (1) is valid: by adding 21 acres of greenspace to the current 36 acres in 

South Euclid (using figures from page 16 of the Master Plan), the acres of 
greenspace per 1000 people will go from 1.5 to 2.4. This is a 60% increase. 
  
Argument (2) is problematic. The McKenna report concludes that building retail on 

the Oakwood land will generate net revenue gains for South Euclid. This conclusion 
is justified by the following “analysis” (page 14): 
  

According to information included in the rezoning 

application’s Executive Summary, and supported by the 
Economic Impact Analysis, the proposed rezoning and 

subsequent retail development would generate at least 
400 jobs and associated income tax revenue. Annual City 

real estate tax revenue would be $250,000 plus 
approximately $400,000 in income tax revenue. 

  
The estimates of 400 created jobs and $250,000 of annual property tax revenue 

are taken solely from the developer’s Executive Summary. The $400,000 estimate 
of annual income tax revenue appears in neither document, but may be some sort 

of “average” of the figures appearing in both documents, which differ by about a 
factor of two. The Economic Impact Analysis is based on standard revenue-per-

square-foot multiplying factors, a retail category mix consistent with Westgate 
Shopping Center, and an assumed retail floor space (355,000 square feet) taken 

from the developer’s Executive Summary. 
  
All data specific to Oakwood Commons (number of jobs, annual property tax 
revenue, and square feet of occupied floor space) come directly from the 



developer – no independent estimates have been sought. To an outside observer 
engaged in private business, this level of trust in the claims made by the person 

(Mr. Schneider) with the most to gain from rezoning appears naïve, and 
inconsistent with the principles of due diligence. 
  
Perhaps accurate estimates of property and income tax revenues are unnecessary, 

since any net revenue gain is better than none? Unfortunately, it is possible for the 
developer to profit while the city suffers net revenue loss. This can be true not 

only for residential developments (especially single-family homes), but also for 
retail developments (especially big-box strip malls).  
  
I do not expect you to believe me: please spend a few minutes investigating on 

your own – you owe it to your fellow citizens who are counting on you to make the 
right choice for South Euclid’s (and the surrounding community’s) future. Try an 

Internet search on Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) as it relates to retail development; 
there are many readable overviews. You do not need to be a specialist to 

understand the implications. But you may want to hire a specialist to perform a 
FIA for Oakwood Commons. (I brought the FIA methodology to the attention of 

South Euclid City Council in a recent letter, but have had no substantive 
feedback.) 
  
Keep in mind that Mr. Schneider’s vision for the Cleveland Heights portion of the 

Oakwood land involves “a wide variety of non-retail options” (Sun News 10-Mar-
11). Few details are given, but high-density housing and a campus-like (office 

park?) atmosphere are mentioned. These typically outperform low-density 
residential and strip-mall retail developments from the standpoint of net city 

revenues. 
  
McKenna Report Omissions 
  
No mention is made in the McKenna Report of two potentially significant aspects of 
the Oakwood Commons development: (1) competitive impact on other businesses 

in South Euclid and the surrounding community, such as Giant Eagle and Marc’s; 
and (2) criminal activity which may be attracted to the big-box strip mall.  
  
Concern (1) begs careful analysis (part of a FIA) by an independent expert.  
  
Concern (2) is a generic one for any shopping mall, especially one with a 

“superstore” open 24/7. For example, Oakwood Commons will likely attract many 
shoppers from along the Warrensville Corridor, served by the Number 41 RTA bus 

line with northern terminus at the Louis Stokes-Windemere RTA station. Because 
of proximity, many East Cleveland residents are likely to patronize Oakwood 

Commons. Historically, East Cleveland has had substantially higher crime rates 
than South Euclid (a comparison can be found here), so one might anticipate an 

increased burden on South Euclid policing and judicial systems. 
  



A Question of Integrity 
  
The following paragraph appears on page 8 of the McKenna Report: 

  

Public Support for Rezoning. In response to project 
information mailed by the developer to all South Euclid 

residents and Cleveland Heights residents adjacent to the 
project site (more than 13,000 mailers distributed), 

respondents have shown significant support for the 
proposed rezoning and subsequent commercial 

development of the Oakwood site. To date, 169 or 90% of 
respondents approve the proposed rezoning, while 19 or 

10% of respondents disapprove of rezoning. Public support 
for a proposed rezoning is important whenever proposed 

changes to land use and the Comprehensive Plan are being 
contemplated.  

  
This is careful writing. There is no single phrase which, in a court of law, could be 

proved a lie. Yet the implication that an impartial survey showed 90% of South 
Euclid residents supporting development of Oakwood Commons is a boldfaced lie. 

Essential details of the “survey” are omitted from the above paragraph. (For those 
not already familiar with this shameful deception, go here.) 
  
Why does the McKenna Report contain carefully crafted deceit? This is the 

unsettling question I am left with. 
  
Rich Sones 
3790 Bainbridge Road 
Cleveland Heights OH 44118 
richard.sones@appliedvision.com 
  
  


