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Commission Members Present: Brett Iafigliola, Gary Pehanic, Garry Thompson, John 
Weber, Jennifer Jansen, Peter Carpenter and Michelle Hawkins.  
 
Others Present: George Smerigan, City Planner, Alex & Tracy Leary, and Glen and 
Christine Lair.  Audience: 3 
 

Chairman Brett Iafigliola called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.   
 
1.  Planning & Zoning Case #03-2021 - A request by Alex & Tracy Leary, owner of 
8726 Lewis Road, PP# 291-25-001, for variances to Chapter 1470 to permit removal of 
a retaining wall, placement of fill material, grade changes, installation of a new retaining 
wall, and construction of a driveway addition within a riparian setback area for an 
existing nonconforming dwelling. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola administered the oath.  
 
Mr. Leary stated that they would like to make some changes to the garage area of the 
house which exist within the riparian setback. The garage renovation is to add a 
bedroom and a bathroom and would require moving the garage from its current location 
to the north end of the building.  The new garage would stay on the side of the house 
but move to the northern end of the building. In order to get access to the new garage 
we would have to change the driveway. The request is to remove dirt to facilitate the 
driveway expansion and allow access to the new garage door.   
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that the applicant’s entire house is located in the riparian setback 
and has been there since before there was a riparian setback.  Anything this applicant 
would do would require a variance.  He has reviewed the plans and discussed them 
with the City Engineer and we think that what is being proposed is reasonable and 
appropriate and have no issues with the granting of the variance. He stated that the 
applicants have a practical difficulty as the house was constructed before the riparian 
setback existed and him and the City Engineer are recommending approval.  
 
Mr. Pehanic stated that he agrees with Mr. Smerigan.  All the requests that this 
Commission has had regarding the riparian setbacks this has to be the simplest one he 
has seen the way he sees it. He believes that this really has no impact on the riparian 
and if the applicant’s wanted to put a mailbox up they would have to get a variance.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that he agrees with Mr. Smerigan and Mr. Pehanic that this is 
probably one of the simplest we have seen. The Leary’s answered his questions as to 
why they were planning to do this and basically, they are taking the existing garage and 
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turning it into a bedroom and moving the garage down. He does not see where this 
would affect anything and believes it will be a great addition to the home.   
 
Mr. Weber stated that his only question was if they had talked to the neighbors and if 
there were any concerns with the construction or changes with what he supposes will 
be a new retaining wall. He would like to note for the record that in the application it 
states that they have discussed this with the neighbors on Lewis Road and they seem 
to be in agreement with the project, which is helpful.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the plans show an existing garage and asked if they will be 
building a new garage structure?  Mr. Leary replied no, the footprint of the structure will 
not change.  We will create an opening in the exterior wall in the existing structure and 
house the garage.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the existing garage door will be moved from 
the middle of the house to the end of the house.  Mr. Leary replied yes.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that we are not creating a situation where we are building a garage that is larger 
or smaller.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that it would not be fair to ask the applicants to move their house 
and equally unfair to attempt to move the river so granting a variance is the most likely 
of these options.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve the variance as requested for Planning and Zoning 
Case #03-2021 by Alex and Tracy Leary at 8726 Lewis Road, pursuant to the 
application submitted; Mr. Thompson seconded.  Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
 
2. Planning & Zoning Case #04-2021 – A request by Glen B. Lair, representing 
Christine Lair, owner of 7769 Columbia Road, PP# 281-19-001 & 281-06-011 for an 
informal discussion. 
 
Mr. Lair stated that he purchased both properties one is located at 25419 Water Street 
and the other is 7769 Columbia Road.  We would like to discuss options and 
possibilities with the possibility of combining these properties and maybe splitting off 
some of the legacy property.  Mr. Iafigliola asked what the legacy property was.  Mr. Lair 
replied that the home located at 25419 Water Street adjourn the Columbia property in 
the southern area near Plum Creek.  Ideally, he would like to split the home on Water 
Street where the property line exists with the adjourning properties on either side so the 
property to the east and west would be the same and he knows it would be a non-
conforming lot but, there is an existing neighbor with the same lot split.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that the house at 25419 Water on the survey plot is labeled as being 8,471 
square foot, which is .19 acres, and you would like the southern boarder line across the 
south bend instead of the western end.  Mr. Lair replied correct. 
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that these properties are zoned D-2 and both properties currently 
conform.  If the applicant consolidates the two parcels and splits them as proposed, to 
create a large living area with a big back yard and privacy, he will create a smaller lot 
that would be the same size as the lots adjacent to it but smaller than what the code 
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permits. He would create what constitutes a non-conforming lot. If you look at the 
general area there are a number of lots that are approximately the same size so if the 
lot were to be created it would not necessarily be unusual or different in character than 
the general area because that is the size of lots for the older lots. The problem would be 
that this would require a variance in order to create because it would not meet the 
current minimum lot size requirements.  He suggested that Mr. Lair come for an informal 
discussion because it doesn’t make a lot of sense for him to go though the process of 
preparing a lot split plat and going through the whole variance process if the 
Commission has no interest in creating that non-conforming parcel.  If it’s at least 
something the Commission is willing to consider and again this is informal so there are 
no guarantees about anything. But, if the Commission tells him no there is no sense of 
him wasting his time pursuing it, but if the Commission is at least willing to consider it 
then it maybe worth his while to spend the time and money to prepare the plat and 
come before the Commission with a formal request.  Since it would be a variance, we 
would need to notify everybody and have a hearing and depending on what the 
neighbor’s say that could change things too. The applicant is trying to get an 
understanding of whether or not its even worth bothering to initiate the process.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked if there were any topography needs to be aware of on the property.  
Mr. Lair stated that it is important to understand that Plum Creek is to the south, on the 
Water Street parcel, as it exists today, the grade of the property slopes towards Plum 
Creek. The property on the Columbia Road side does not have nearly the grade decline 
as the Water property.  There are plenty of trees and brush especially on the Water 
Street property presently.  The neighbor to the east has a pool in the backyard in the 
area of the split.  Obviously, the prominent geographic feature is Plum Creek you have 
the waterfall of Plum Creek in both of the back yards.   
 
Mr. Weber stated that the boundary on the property on Columbia and what is now the 
rear of the Water Street property would be eliminated.  Mr. Lair replied yes.  Mr. Weber 
stated that a new boundary would be created east to west.  Mr. Lair replied yes.  Mr. 
Weber stated that the variance was necessary because of the small lot size and asked 
if there were any plans for any additional building or just purely a subdivision.  Mr. Lair 
replied presently a subdivision.  We have engaged architects to start looking at what we 
are going to do with the property on Columbia Road and will likely do some form of an 
addition but we don’t know at the present time exactly what we are going to do. He 
supposes that if he needs to submit a variance application by that time, we will be a little 
closer to knowing what we are going to do.  The combination of both of these properties 
is enough acreage to provide the potential for two lots. We have children and we would 
like to consider the possibility, at some point in the future, of the possibility for them to 
build on that spot which is another thing we wanted to talk about today. If we were able 
to combine these two parcels into a lot could that one lot be divided into two with 
frontage on Columbia Road. Again, this is in the form of an informal conversation and 
we wanted to talk about it and see what the Commission’s thoughts would be.   
 
Mr. Weber asked if that further subdivision of the lot on Columbia would require a 
variance.  Mr. Smerigan stated that right now the house is located pretty much in the 
center of the lot so if they were to expand and maintain that house that might make 
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subdividing the property from the Columbia Road side without a variance difficult 
because there may be issues with the setback for the house.  Mr. Lair stated that the 
key question he has is what are the frontage requirements for a conforming lot.  Mr. 
Smerigan replied that in a D-2 district the minimum lot area is 20,000 square feet and 
the minimum lot width is 100 feet.  Mr. Lair stated that means we would require 100 feet 
of frontage on Columbia Road.  Mr. Smerigan replied yes, for each lot.  Again, if you 
keep the existing house that may make it very difficult to do.  Theoretically, if the house 
was removed, he believes it would be possible to easily get two lots.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that it looks like there is 217 foot of frontage on the parcel.  Mr. Lair stated that at 
the present time we have no desire to remove the home but what he did not know was 
what the frontage requirements were.  He does not have the exact calculations but if 
there is 217 feet of frontage on the plat presented and that home is fairly centered on 
that frontage it would be hard to get 100 feet of frontage on Columbia Road.  Mr. 
Smerigan replied yes, it looks like the existing house is about 110 feet from the north 
property line so he thinks it would be very difficult, it is possible but we would have to 
get more exact measurements because there is a 10 foot side yard setback requirement 
in this district, so you might be able to just get 100 foot lot and have the house 10 feet 
off the new lot line. He believes there is enough depth in the lot at that point to get the 
20,000 square feet at least it looks that way be eyeballing.  That is why he said its hard 
to answer the question as to whether or not it would require a variance. He thinks that 
you might be able to fit it in without a variance but it would depend on an exact 
measurement and where you added on to the house.  
 
Mr. Lair stated that obviously because Plum Creek is on the south side any addition he 
would do would be on that south side because that is what takes advantage of the view.  
Mr. Smerigan replied that makes sense and would probably not impact the issues that 
he would have, in terms of any possibility for future division.  Mr. Lair replied that the 
problem with 100 foot of frontage given that he has 39,405 square feet now is just 
getting a conforming lot.  Mr. Smerigan replied yes.   
 
Mr. Lair stated that if we leave the lot on Water Street as it is today without a 
combination to the lot on Columbia Road but remove the home and put it closer to Plum 
Creek would that be out of line.  Mr. Smerigan replied that he could do that, you could 
remove the house and put a new house in overlooking Plum Creek and have a driveway 
running back to it.  Right now, what he owns are two buildable lots and it may be 
simpler in the long run to do that.  Mr. Lair asked what he would have to do.  Mr. 
Smerigan replied that at some point in time down the road you could simply get a demo 
permit for the house, get a building permit for a new house, and place it back on the 
river. The advantage to that, quite frankly, besides all the lot splits would be that he 
would have a lot more flexibility as to where you locate the house along the river.  He 
stated that if the lot is split from the east to west the new lot will not have any river 
frontage but in keeping the two lots and just removing the old house you could put the 
house anywhere along the river that suits him.  Mr. Lair stated that one of his 
assumption was that because the house is in the historic district it is harder to remove 
the home so could we get a demo permit to remove the home.  Mr. Smerigan stated 
that he is unsure if specifically, that house is one of the listed historic homes, it is in the 
district.  You can remove a house that is in a historic district if it is not one of the listed 
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dwellings, if it is one of the listed historic dwellings then it is a much more difficult.  He 
simply does not know if this house is listed.  Mr. Lair replied that it could not be listed.  
Mr. Smerigan replied that he does not know for certain and does not want to mislead 
the applicant.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that most of his questions have been answered.  He believes that 
the lot could be split but everyone is correct as it would not have any frontage if the east 
west split was completed.  He believes there may be a difficulty putting in a new 
driveway because you are on the big curve so it would be difficult getting in and out 
which is why he believes the current drive is located where it is but does not feel it 
would preclude splitting the lot.  He agrees if the applicant wants to keep the river 
frontage; and he does not believe the house is a historic home because at one time he 
photographed the historic homes in the city and he does not recall it being one; if he 
wanted to demolish the home it would not be a problem to his knowledge because it is 
not a historic home.  If he is looking to keep a lot for children and wanted frontage on 
the river or creek which he certainly understands why you would want to do that he 
thinks the second option is the best option. Otherwise, he has no issues with the lot split 
because what is not shown on the plat if you go further east, as Mr. Smerigan indicated, 
most of those other lots are pretty short. He would suggest, if the applicant were to 
come back for a split he should show the lots further to the east because you will find 
that they are smaller lots that would be more conforming to what is being proposed.  Mr. 
Iafigliola indicated that those lots are shown on another page of the application and are 
also unusual shapes based on the era of their development.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the first question the applicant had was would there be any 
objection, informally, to splitting off the Water Street property.  He believes that Mr. Lair 
could provide good evidence, drawing the line east to west, and it would make sense. 
The frontage is okay but the square footage of the lot is insufficient so he would have to 
add a 20-foot border along the back edge and that would be a clunky solution to meet to 
the black and white of the code and hardly seem reasonable. He believes the applicant 
would have precedent to say the neighbor to the east and west have the same property 
lines. The second issue being explored was removing the house on Water and building 
one further back, he thinks that is well within the applicant’s rights to do by code, the lot 
currently conforms and that would take advantage of the great views.  This may not fall 
within the purview of the code but there is something to be said about the house being a 
consistent setback along Water Street particularly along the park. He is familiar with the 
house and when you are in the park it looks like it contributes to the neighborhood and if 
you were to build a house with a long, almost commercial like, driveway it would detract 
from the neighborhood feel. He certainly understands why the applicant would pursue 
that and doesn’t know if anyone could object even if they wanted to.   
 
Mr. Lair stated he would like to discuss timing.  Our current plan is to restore the home 
on Columbia Road and not really do anything with the additional parcel, but maintaining 
the home on Water Street is a bit of an additional expense. If in the long term we 
wanted to proceed with the concept of demolishing the home and preparing the land for 
the potential future what would be required to proceed with demolishing the home and 
could it be demolished well in advance of any future structure being built or would there 
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be objections to that. Mr. Smerigan stated that from a code stand point the applicant 
would need to apply for a demolition permit and because it is in the historic district, he 
would be referred to the Architectural Board of Review; the board would comment on 
the request. If the home is not on the historic register, he does not believe there is 
anything that would stand in the way of the applicant being able to remove it; then 
simply grade and seed the area until such time as they are ready to do something 
different.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that all of this was a conversation, the applicant is not bound by 
anything and neither is the Commission.  Mr. Lair thanked everyone for their time.  
 
COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT – Ms. Jansen stated that at the last meeting we discussed 
parking. Since then, she has read over everything that addressed parking in the Master 
Plan and read the OSU downtown market study that was done in 2014. She thinks the next 
step would be, and she will do the leg work working with Ms. Stone to gather the 
information, is to see what businesses have already been given parking variances, which 
she feels is important, so we actually know how many parking spots we should have and 
decide if we should have a maximum amount so we can get a grasp on how many parking 
spaces we actually should have. She does not know if anything like that has been done 
before. Mr. Iafigliola replied that he is not aware of any explicit count in that regard. He 
indicated that Ms. Jansen cited the two studies, he is aware of the CSU and the master 
plan which was done in 2016 and if she is willing to do that, he thinks it would be very 
helpful information. If nothing else it would establish a baseline and then from there we can 
begin to analyze. He would request that she keep an open mind as he understands a lot of 
the code is written with parking minimums, you need to provide “x” number of parking 
spaces based on the use and square footage. All these things make sense in the right 
context; the last thing we want to see is certain parking minimums be enforced at the risk of 
certain downtown things be destroyed. For example, we are going to remove a natural area 
to put in more parking or tear down a historical building because the city made someone 
add more parking.  It’s a fine line as he thinks everyone can understand between what do 
we need and what do we not need. Ultimately what he thinks needs to come out of this 
study is a better understanding of what has been granted and is there something that 
needs to change potentially in the code. For example, is there a parking maximum, in other 
words you can have fewer parking spaces than what the code requires if we can find 
evidence that there are other ways to combine parking; is there a lot of people that might 
walk to a particular place or ride their bike. He thinks we need to come at this with an open 
mind and be careful of the unintended consequences of enforcing parking requirements.  
 
Ms. Jansen stated that one suggestion in the master plan that she thought was a good idea 
but hasn’t been done was to create a parking fund for when a waiver granted. You would 
pay a specific fee that goes into a fund that would then go towards the maintenance, 
upkeep and expansion of parking lots.  She thought that was a great step forward in getting 
funding especially if we’ve granted so many waivers and there are public parking spaces 
being used but yet only our tax dollars pay for that.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he thinks that 
is a good idea and that gives us a foundation to work towards.  After the leg work is done 
he thinks it would be appropriate to have some sort of an informal or formal meeting with 
the property owners to see what their issues are because he knows there have been 
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participants at these meetings who state that people park in their lot and walk across the 
street to a select business that is not theirs. If we could get all those people in a room and 
talk about their concerns then ask them to give us a month to discuss them and maybe the 
parking fund is a solution and then meet them the following month and say that the city 
hears the complaints and are going to its best to play nice in the sand box.   
 
Ms. Jansen stated that she was told that the city used to have two hour limited parking 
downtown and the businesses appreciated that because when there were weddings the 
parking spots in front of businesses were not monopolized for hours at a time but the limit 
was removed because it ended up being illegal because it was a state route.  Mr. 
Carpenter replied that was correct, it is illegal.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he believes Mr. 
Carpenter is correct but his understanding is that state routes through cities are still under 
city jurisdiction and ODOT does not have a lot of say, to some degree, but he does not 
know if that includes on street parking or not. This might be an interesting wrinkle because 
a lot of the state routes obviously don’t have parking on them as they are 60 mph roads so 
this might be a question for Mr. Bemer to confirm and might not be the bad idea to 
implement something like that in the city lots that we own off of Columbia Road.  Mr. 
Carpenter stated that we will then run into enforcement issues we would have to chalk tires 
and run plate numbers and he can see that we might get into more than we can chew.  Mr. 
Iafigliola replied those were all good points. You certainly have a risk of alienating or 
upsetting a resident who had every right to be there and he wasn’t at a wedding just had 
eight stops to make in a given day and visited every business in the strip and then he gets 
penalized.  Mr. Thompson stated that when he was first on council the signs were up and 
there was limited parking primary where the Chapel area is and the parking along the street 
and there was an enforcement issue. Traffic enforcement is under the code of the police 
department and they enforce that code, they also control the signage for those types of 
things.  They were removed but he does not understand exactly why they were removed at 
that point in time; we could probably go back and investigate it was probably in early 2010.  
We also looked at putting parking meters in the city parking lot and even along the curb 
area but there was some code requirement with that which made it impractical and also 
goes back to somebody has to enforce it. Would it be worthwhile to hire a meter maid to 
have somebody out there checking meters and tires because it probably would cost more 
than it would earn and at that point it was not viable so it was put on the back burner and 
shelfed. Mr. Carpenter stated that you have to worry about offending the merchants and 
residents. Mr. Iafigliola stated that he appreciates Ms. Jansen looking into this and there 
are other things in the master plan that she didn’t touch on that are, in his opinion, even 
more low hanging fruit like having a map of where you are even allowed to park would be a 
major victory with aerial photos and technology that should be a high school students 
project for a class. He asked her if she would be so kind to do some research and report 
back to the Commission.  He thinks it would be well within the Commission’s rights to push 
this along. 
 
Ms. Jansen stated that the Mayor did a state of the city for the Chamber of Commerce last 
week and she learned a couple of things.  She stated that he plans on bringing back First 
Friday’s this summer, she does not know if anyone was aware of what that is, but it is 
literally the First Friday of every month during the summer and last time he did it he closed 
down Mill Street with a live band and beer truck out. He also said that he was bringing the 
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halfway to St. Paddy’s Day celebration back in September.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if there 
were any comments regarding the Heritage Day parade. Ms. Jansen stated that she has 
some information but would let the people making the decisions be the ones to announce.  
Mr. Iafigliola asked it if was announced publicly.  Ms. Jansen replied not yet and does not 
have to do with the city.  Mr. Iafigliola replied that if it was not announced public we could 
wait.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Mr. Thompson moved to approve the minutes of February 
17, 2021; Mr. Pehanic seconded.  Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried. 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS: Mr. Iafigliola asked the Clerk to inform the Commission regarding an 
appeal being filed.  Clerk Mancini indicated that she received an appeal to City Council 
from Mr. Dan Williams regarding Mr. Clark’s conditional use permit, the barndominium on 
West Road.  She stated that City Council will schedule a hearing date on Tuesday during 
their regular Council meeting.  Mr. Iafigliola asked that he be informed of the date of the 
hearing.  Clerk Mancini indicated that she would.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: Mr. Iafigliola moved to adjourn; Mr. Thompson seconded.  Voice 
Vote: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.    
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m.  

              
Planning & Zoning Commission Clerk      Date 
 


